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1.0 Introduction  

 

1.1 This representation is submitted by Strutt & Parker on behalf of Bloor Homes to respond 

to the Regulation 19 consultation on the Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies 

Development Plan Document Review & Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-

One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review (the Local Plan). 

 

1.2 Bloor Homes are promoting land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, (the 

Site) as shown on the Site Location Plan at Appendix A. The land is situated within both 

the Ipswich Borough and East Suffolk (formerly Suffolk Coastal) District. 

 
1.3 The overall Site is approximately 115 hectares in size. It presents both a shorter term 

opportunity for a smaller scheme and a medium-long term opportunity for a larger scale 

Garden Village development. Development Framework Plans are included at Appendix 

B indicating how the Site could be developed. 

 
1.4 Representations have been submitted to the Issues and Options stage in 2017 and the 

Preferred Options stage in 2019. 

 
1.5 With a large portion of the Site being in East Suffolk District, representations on behalf 

of Bloor Homes have also been made to the currently emerging Suffolk Coastal Local 

Plan, including attendance at Examination. Concerns were raised in relation to the cross 

boundary approach of working with Ipswich Council and the Site was promoted for a 

large scale opportunity. The relevant Hearing Statements are included at Appendix C. 

 
1.6 In relation to the current consultation, being a Regulation 19 consultation, this 

representation is made with regard to the tests of soundness which a Local Plan must 

satisfy as set out at paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

As set out, we do not consider that the current Local Plan is positively prepared, justified, 

effective or consistent with national policy.  
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2.0 Housing Need 

 

2.1 The emerging Local Plan sets out that the total housing need under the standard method 

is at least 8,010 new dwellings between 2018 and 2036. The Local Plan seeks to meet 

this need and provide 9,500 additional new jobs, as set out in objective 2 of the Local 

Plan. 

 

2.2 Given that the border of Ipswich is drawn very tightly around the developed area, it does 

present challenges for the Council which are recognised in the emerging Local Plan. 

Paragraph 8.7 of the emerging Plan sets out that choices about directions for growth at 

the edge of Ipswich within the Borough boundary are limited, and that a cross boundary 

approach is the starting point to ensure that development required to meet local needs 

is provided in a planned and coordinated way, in the right locations, and creates 

successful places. 

 

2.3 We support the recognition within the Plan that the Council will need to work closely with 

neighbouring authorities regarding future development and infrastructure, as set out in 

the first strategic objective. 

 

2.4 However, as expanded upon below we do not consider that the Council have fully 

explored all opportunities to work with neighbouring authorities to meet full identified 

housing needs throughout the Plan period as a whole, as also set out in response to the 

Suffolk Coastal emerging Local Plan (refer to Appendix C). 

 

Policy CS7: The Amount of New Housing Required 

 

2.5 Within Policy CS7, the Council state that the housing requirement will be stepped to 

reflect when delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb is expected to take place. 

 

2.6 The Council propose a housing target of 300 dwellings per annum (dpa) for the first six 

years, increasing to 518 dpa for the remainder of the Plan period, with the majority of 

this to be delivered through the Ipswich Garden Suburb. 

 

2.7 A housing trajectory does not appear to have been published as part of the Local Plan 

or within the evidence base, so it is unclear whether the approach of the stepped 
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trajectory is justified or if a greater amount of housing could be delivered in the early part 

of the Plan period. A housing trajectory is a key part of a Local Plan in identifying if 

sufficient housing will come forward over the Plan period. It allows the Council, and all 

other parties, to identify if there are any parts of the Plan period where the delivery of 

housing might be less than the identified need. Without the trajectory, the rate of delivery 

simply cannot be known. This is a significant failure of the current Plan and renders it 

ineffective. 

 

2.8 The Site promoted by Bloor Homes can deliver a smaller scale housing development of 

around 200 homes within the first part of the Plan period, subject to joint working with 

East Suffolk Council, and could assist in providing a higher level of delivery. Without full 

consideration of this and working together with the neighbouring authorities to increase 

delivery, the current approach of the stepped trajectory has not been justified and is 

unsound. 

 

2.9 Furthermore, given the reliance of the Local Plan on the Ipswich Garden Suburb to meet 

housing need, if it is delayed, housing delivery in Ipswich will be significantly reduced 

compared to what is currently anticipated. If the stepped trajectory is adopted, this under 

delivery in the early part of the Plan period will not be rectified for a longer period of time, 

with housing need continually not being met. 

 

2.10 In order for the proposed strategy to be justified and effective, the full housing trajectory 

should be made available and the Council should consider other opportunities to meet a 

greater amount of housing need within the early part of the Plan period and reduce 

reliance on the Ipswich Garden Suburb in the medium and long term. 

 

2.11 We would further question the overall housing requirement and whether the Council have 

adequately considered whether this should be uplifted to support economic growth. 

 

2.12 Paragraph 8.168 of the Local Plan sets out the Council have selected an ‘aspirational 

but deliverable’ jobs target of 9,500 jobs, due to the lower levels of housing growth under 

the standard method and the reduction in jobs forecast in the 2017 EEFM. This strongly 

suggests the Council have taken the standard method for housing need as a given 

without considering any uplift to support economic growth. 
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2.13 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF is clear that the standard method is a minimum target, which 

can be increased if desired by the Council. Increasing the housing need to support 

economic growth is a justified approach, which the Council do not seem have 

considered. In not considering such an uplift, the Local Plan is not fully positively 

prepared and may frustrate economic growth. 

 

Policy CS12: Affordable Housing 

 

2.14 The Council recognise early in the Local Plan that affordable housing is a key issue, as 

set out in Table 2 of the Plan, which identifies that Ipswich has the highest affordable 

housing need within the Housing Market Area (HMA). 

 

2.15 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2017 identified a need of 239 

affordable dwellings per year. The emerging Local Plan sets out that this represents 

around 50% of the total need identified through the standard method, with paragraph 

8.151 further recognising that development viability is challenging in Ipswich. 

 

2.16 To seek to meet this affordable housing need, Policy CS12 seeks ‘at least 15%’ 

affordable housing provision on sites for 15 houses or more (or sites more than 0.5 ha), 

and 30% on Ipswich Garden Suburb and at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane. 

 

2.17 However, based on the affordable percentages and housing allocated in the plan, a total 

of 1,647 affordable dwellings would be provided (assuming 30% on the Garden Suburb 

and Humber Doucy Lane and 15% on all other sites including windfall). In all likelihood 

this is overly optimistic given that most windfall sites are likely to be small and fall below 

the threshold set in Policy CS12, as recognised within Policy CS7. 

 

2.18 Based on the need of 239 dwellings per year set out in the SHMA, this would result in 

38% of the affordable need having been met over the Plan period. 

 

2.19 This does not provide sufficient provision for affordable housing as per paragraph 20 of 

the NPPF, which specifies that strategic policies should make sufficient provision for 

housing, including affordable housing. 
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2.20 In addition, contrary to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), there does not appear to 

be any consideration of whether to uplift the housing requirement or seek to provide a 

greater level of housing to assist in meeting this affordable shortfall. The PPG is clear 

that ‘an increase in the total housing requirement included in the plan may need to be 

considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes’1. 

 

2.21 As such, the strategy of meeting affordable housing need within the emerging Local Plan 

is not positively prepared, justified as an appropriate strategy, effective or consistent with 

national policy. 

 

2.22 We consider the Council should have taken the opportunity to consider if any other sites 

could come forward over the Local Plan period to assist with meeting affordable housing 

need. The Site at Humber Doucy Lane, as promoted by Bloor Homes, can come forward 

to provide market and affordable housing. 

 
2.23 There is an opportunity for a shorter term smaller scale development of around 200 

houses, with a larger scale development in the medium term, with the potential for 

approximately 1,200 further dwellings. We recognise that with the majority of land being 

in East Suffolk, there will need to be a cross boundary approach from both Councils to 

deliver such schemes. We therefore encourage both Councils to work proactively with 

one another, as also set out in responses to the emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 

(Appendix C). 

 

2.24 Such a development could therefore deliver a significant amount of new market and 

affordable housing. Whilst the majority of the Site is located within the administrative 

boundary of East Suffolk Council, Ipswich is very constrained regarding future growth 

and both Councils should work together to deliver this additional housing to seek to meet 

more of the affordable housing need arising from Ipswich. 

 

2.25 Such an approach would be more consistent with paragraph 26 of the NPPF, which 

states Council should work together, with particular reference to whether development 

needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere. 

 

 

                                                
1 Reference ID: 67-008-20190722 
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Policy CS8: Housing Type and Tenure 

 

2.26 Policy CS8 seeks a diverse range of housing tenures to support the creation of mixed 

and balanced communities. In principle this is in accordance with national policy, with 

the NPPF being clear from the outset that sustainable development includes ‘ensuring 

that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of 

present and future generations’ (paragraph 8). The PPG also includes a specific section 

on addressing the need for different types of housing and is clear that the standard 

method identifies an overall minimum average housing figure, but does not break this 

down into the needs of different groups.2 The PPG therefore provides guidance on 

assessing the housing needs for various different groups. 

 

2.27 The supporting text to Policy CS8 sets out that the SHMA identified that the greatest 

need for market housing is at least 3 bedrooms, with paragraph 8.121 stating that central 

sites should be high density containing a higher proportion of flats; sites in, or close to, 

district centres should be medium density with a mix of flats and houses or town houses; 

and sites elsewhere should be low density with a higher proportion of houses. 

 

2.28 Despite Policy CS8 seeking a mix of housing to meet the identified needs, the site 

allocations identified do not appear to meet this intention, as set out below, contrary to 

national policy. 

 

2.29 The emerging Local Plan seeks to provide allocations for an additional 6,100 homes, 

based on 1,910 homes already being under construction, with planning permission or a 

resolution to grant. Of the allocations, 2,750 are to be provided on sites as set out in the 

Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan Document (DPD). 

 

2.30 A review of the allocations within the DPD identifies the total number of dwellings 

compared to the stated density as follows: 

 

Density Number of Dwellings % of Dwellings 

High (over 90dph) 1,672 61 

Medium (40-90dph) 710 26 

Low (below 40dph) 368 13 

                                                
2 Reference ID: 67-001-20190722 
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2.31 As shown above, 61% of dwellings proposed within the DPD are at a high density. As 

recognised in paragraph 8.121 of the Local Plan, these will be primarily flats. They are 

likely to be 1 and 2 bedroom flats given the densities proposed and to meet the overall 

number of houses proposed on these sites. With such a high number and proportion of 

the dwellings being flats, there is a risk that the market becomes over saturated with 

smaller flats. 

 

2.32 With only 13% of dwellings to be low density and predominantly houses, we question if 

this will meet the actual housing mix identified in qualitative terms as well as simply 

meeting the overall need figure. 

 

2.33 Whilst Ipswich Garden Suburb and the allocation north of Humber Doucy Lane could 

deliver more of a mix of houses, these are not expected to start delivering houses until 

at least 2024. Without sites to provide needed family housing coming forward earlier in 

the Plan period, there is the potential for an under-delivery of the homes needed which 

is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national policy and 

renders the emerging Local Plan unsound in this regard. 

 

2.34 Paragraph 61 of the NPPF is clear that “the size, type and tenure of housing needed for 

different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies”. 

Paragraph 61 gives examples of different groups, including those who require affordable 

housing, families with children and older people. As set out, the emerging Local Plan is 

not currently consistent with paragraph 61 of the NPPF as the policies within it do not 

reflect the type of housing needed for different groups in the community 

 

2.35 As set out above, the Site promoted by Bloor Homes at Humber Doucy Lane can deliver 

housing in the short and medium term subject to joint working between Ipswich and East 

Suffolk Councils. This can be a mix of housing, including houses with 3 or more 

bedrooms to meet the identified needs within Ipswich. Allocating the Site for this purpose 

and committing to working with East Suffolk Council to bring forward the larger part of 

the Site would assist in overcoming the soundness issue identified as it would seek to 

meet the identified needs of the area. 
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3.0 The Context for Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, and Cross-

Boundary Development 

 

3.1 As noted earlier within this representation, given that the administrative boundary of 

Ipswich Borough constrains the existing town, it is of critical importance that the Local 

Plan be based on effective joint working with neighbouring authorities. 

 

3.2 It is recognised that the four authorities which comprise the wider Ipswich Housing 

Market Area are progressing joint work through the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

Board (formerly the Ipswich Policy Area) on the strategic cross-boundary issues 

affecting the four authorities.  

 

3.3 This was a matter which was recognised in 2017 in the Inspector’s Report on the now 

adopted Ipswich Local Plan, in which the Inspector stated: 

 

“Given my concerns about the robustness of the 13550 OAN there is an urgent need 

for the Council to work with its neighbouring authorities to produce a fit-for-purpose 

objective assessment of need for new housing for the Ipswich Housing Market Area. 

This conclusion is consistent with my Interim Findings published in April 2016 

following the initial Examination hearings but also has regard to the subsequently-

published 2014-based household projections. Thus, and in line with the 

Memorandum of Understanding detailed in the assessment of the Duty to Co-

operate, MM4 - MM6 (policies CS6 and CS7) commit the Council to working with its 

neighbours to prepare an updated OAN for housing for the HMA as a whole, a 

strategy for the distribution of it between the constituent districts and the adoption 

of joint or aligned local plans to deliver this by 2019. These modifications are thus 

necessary for the soundness of the plan…” (paragraph 28). 

 

“However, the Council contends that appropriate, available and deliverable housing 

sites within Ipswich itself would only deliver 9777 dwellings during the plan period. 

Whilst with reference to specific sites there is some challenge to this figure, there is 

nothing to give confidence that substantially more than this number of dwellings can 

be delivered in the town to 2031. Based on all that I have read and heard, considered 

in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, I 

conclude that it is highly likely that the forthcoming work will identify that the OAN 
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for Ipswich for the period to 2031 is at least equivalent to the 9777 dwellings which 

the Council contends can be delivered in this period” (paragraph 29). 

 

3.4 The four authorities have prepared a Statement of Common Ground (2018) (‘the 

SoCG’) which recognises inter alia the potential for cross boundary development to 

meet needs. Section D of the SoCG (titled ‘Consideration of bordering strategic 

housing development) includes the following statement: 

 

“Due to the close functional relationship between Ipswich Borough and the 

surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-boundary issues relating to 

infrastructure provision, transport and highways and landscape/townscape as well 

as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich Borough boundary”. 

 

3.5 The Site clearly falls into the category of a potential cross-boundary opportunity 

(Ipswich Borough and East Suffolk (formerly Suffolk Coastal)) for development. 

 

3.6 The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan is very advanced, having undergone examination and 

with the Examination Inspector having written to the Council on 31st January 2020 to 

confirm that, subject to main modifications identified, the Local Plan was “likely” to be 

found sound and legally compliant. 

 

3.7 The submitted Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Key Diagram identifies an area to the east 

of Ipswich (‘East of Ipswich’) as a Major Centre. The Site is clearly commensurate with 

the East of Ipswich Major Centre.  

 

3.8 Policy SCLP3.2 of the submitted Suffolk Coastal Local Plan confirms that Major 

Centres are at the top of the District’s settlement hierarchy and that ‘East of Ipswich’ 

includes Kesgrave, Martlesham Heath, Brightwell Lakes, Purdis Farm, and Rushmere 

St Andrew (excluding village). 

 

3.9 Notwithstanding the identification of the East of Ipswich as a Major Centre in the 

emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, it only allocates one site (‘Land at Humber Doucy 

Lane’ (Policy SCLP12.24)) for residential development within this area. 
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3.10 The emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan’s ability to effectively address Ipswich’s 

housing needs through cross-boundary development was a matter of concern raised 

through the examination process. In particular, there was concern in respect of Policy 

SCLP2.1 (‘Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area’) and whether this would be 

effective in ensuring development needs would be sustainably met, where this involved 

cross-boundary cooperation. In the Examination Inspector’s post-hearing letter of 31st 

January 2020, he suggested that Policy SCLP2.1 of the emerging Local Plan should 

be amended to make clear that an immediate review of the plan would be undertaken 

in the event that there was an unmet need arising in a neighbouring area, 

acknowledging the potential for such an issue to arise. 

 

3.11 The emerging Ipswich Local Plan aligns with the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan in that both 

identify the general location of the Site as sustainable for growth. However, when one 

considers the detailed strategy and allocation of both the emerging Local Plan for 

Ipswich and that of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, it is clear that the plans are not as 

joined up as they may ostensibly appear. 

 

3.12 Appendix D shows the proposed allocations in the emerging Local Plans of Ipswich 

and Suffolk Coastal in the East of Ipswich area. This suggests a lack of a coordinated 

approach, with allocations proposed within Ipswich Borough including those which 

abruptly terminate at the administrative boundary. 

 

3.13 We remain concerned that the spatial strategy has been unduly influenced by the 

administrative boundary, exemplified by the January 2020 Strategic Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) having only assessed the element 

of the Site that lies within Ipswich Borough. A sustainable and deliverable opportunity 

to facilitate growth of Ipswich through development of the Site has been overlooked 

and rejected without justification. 
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4.0 The Site – Land at Humber Doucy Lane 

 

4.1 As set out above, the Site at Humber Doucy Lane is being promoted by Bloor Homes 

for a residential development. 

 

4.2 The Site measures in total approximately 115 ha, but can be divided into two separate 

areas – one to the south of Lamberts Lane (approximately 13.5 ha) and the other much 

larger parcel of land to the north. The residential development of the Site could be 

phased, and the smaller parcel brought forward earlier and independently from the 

larger parcel, if required. This smaller parcel clearly has strong potential to form an 

extension to existing residential areas within Ipswich and form an extension to the 

existing community.  

 
4.3 The current allocations to the north east of Ipswich under Policy ISPA4 follow the 

administrative boundary of Ipswich, which does not follow any distinctive features on 

the ground. The boundary is purely arbitrary and having development simply follow this 

does not create a logical pattern of development. It is noted that within the emerging 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, a site is allocated for residential development under Policy 

SCLP12.24, but this will leave the arbitrary boundary. This is demonstrated on the map 

in Appendix D. 

 

4.4 The Site has the potential to help meet housing needs within a location (East of 

Ipswich) which has already been tested through the plan-making process (the Suffolk 

Coastal Local Plan) and found to be a sustainable location for growth, as a more 

urbanised area. It would form a logical extension to Ipswich, the largest centre in the 

housing market area, in which there is a substantial range of facilities, services and 

employment opportunities. 

 
4.5 With Ipswich being such a key centre for the Suffolk area, the Council should be 

ambitious to seek to ensure its long term success. Additional growth can support 

Ipswich town centre and help its longevity as a prosperous centre. 

 

4.6 The Site can deliver approximately 200 homes in the shorter term on land partly within 

the Ipswich administrative boundary, and can deliver a further approximately 1,200 

homes in the medium term on land within the administrative boundary of East Suffolk 

Council. 
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4.7 As set out in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, this level of growth can be 

delivered via an access from Humber Doucy Lane. 

 

4.8 Objective 6 of the emerging Local Plan is to improve transport and connectivity within 

the Ipswich area. The Ipswich Northern Relief Road has been proposed and explored 

as one potential option for achieving this, with the proposed inner route partly crossing 

the land within Bloor Homes’ control. 

 

4.9 As confirmed in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, the development of the 

Site can be delivered both with and without delivery of the Northern Relief Road. Whilst 

we understand that Suffolk County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of 

the business case into the Northern Relief Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting 

on 25th February 2020, should this change in the future, the proposed Site can assist 

in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes controlling a large part of the land to the 

north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able to assist in the delivery 

of a relief road if required in the future. 

 
4.10 Further to the above, we note that Policy ISPA2 of the emerging Local Plan (which sets 

out the Council’s strategic infrastructure priorities and a commitment to working with 

other partners to support and enable the delivery of key strategic infrastructure) states 

the Council support work to investigate the feasibility of an Ipswich Northern Route, 

with supporting text 8.19 referring to a strong preference for the inner route, which 

crosses the site. It sets out that the next review of the Local Plan will consider the 

implications of any decision about the route in more detail, including the extent to which 

the options must support potential future housing and employment growth. The 

principle of such approach is supported, but in order for the policy to be effective, it is 

important that the spatial strategy helps facilitate such objectives rather than to 

undermine their delivery. 

 

4.11 Development at the Site can deliver new market and affordable homes, alongside new 

community facilities including local centres, employment and education. Significant 

areas of new open space and new planting can also be provided. 

 

4.12 As set out, a first phase of development can be provided in the short term to assist with 

the delivery of both market and affordable housing. This is particularly pertinent given 

that the Council are proposing a stepped trajectory with a lower requirement in the 



Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 

 
 

13 
 

early part of the Plan period. Allocating the site for development and committing to 

working with East Suffolk Council would be a positive and proactive approach to 

seeking to meet housing need in both the short and medium term. 

 

4.13 We note that 1.57ha of the site within the boundary of Ipswich Borough was considered 

in the January 2020 SHELAA, and was found not to be currently developable. It is 

notable that the Site scored green and amber in relation to the constraints and impacts 

considered in the SHELAA, with none red. The site was found not to be suitable and 

achievable due to the need to retain the separate identity of Rushmere village, and if 

drainage, access and infrastructure constraints could be overcome. 

 

4.14 We do not consider this assessment of the Site to provide robust justification for its 

rejection as a residential development site. 

 

4.15 As set out in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, suitable access can be 

achieved from Humber Doucy Lane and it is considered the Site could be developed 

without having an adverse impact on the wider highway network. As shown on the 

Indicative Masterplan Framework at Appendix B, the Site can be drained by 

sustainable drainage methods. The drainage, access and infrastructure constraints 

mentioned in the SHELAA can be overcome and are not constraints to development. 

 

4.16 In terms of the need to retain the separate identity of Rushmere village, open space 

can be provided within the wider Site to ensure there are no concerns of coalescence. 

As shown on the Indicative Masterplan Framework, the wider Site can provide 

significant areas of open space in the form of a community orchard, SuDS ponds, 

meadow parkland, sports pitches and so on, with significant amounts of new planting. 

The site can therefore protect the separate identity of Rushmere and ensure there is 

no coalescence with Ipswich. 

 
4.17 We also note that the SHELAA does not consider the wider site promoted by Bloor 

Homes. Although only 1.57ha of the site lies within the administrative boundary of 

Ipswich, this is an arbitrary boundary that does not necessarily relate to any 

demarcations on the ground. 

 
4.18 As set out elsewhere in these representations, the Ipswich administrative area is very 

constrained in terms of its boundary, and with there being a high unmet affordable 
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housing need and concerns about the housing mix and proposed delivery within the 

emerging Local Plan, the Council should be looking at all opportunities to provide 

additional housing. 

 
4.19 Given the constraints of the Ipswich boundary, the Council should be looking to 

neighbouring authorities to assist. Land at Humber Doucy Lane is one such area where 

there is a sustainable and suitable option for cross boundary development. The Council 

should therefore have considered this option within the SHELAA to ensure all options 

have been explored and the approach is positively prepared. 

 

4.20 We do not consider the Site has been subject to a robust assessment, and this has 

resulted in a sustainable option for growth for Ipswich being rejected without 

justification. 
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5.0 Sustainability Appraisal 

 

5.1 The preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal to inform the Local Plan is a legal 

requirement, as per the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004 (‘the SEA Regulations’). 

 

5.2 The emerging Local Plan is accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal (‘the SA/SEA’). 

However, we have concerns with the SE/SEA and the approach to assessing the 

Spatial Options. 

 
5.3 Appendix F sets out our full concerns. In summary, the SA has not considered the 

spatial strategy actually set out in the Local Plan. An option has been assessed which 

the Council consider to be close to the spatial strategy chosen, but they are different. 

 
5.4 Furthermore, Spatial Option 2 in the SA considers increasing development beyond the 

Borough boundary. As set out in Appendix E, we have numerous concerns with some 

of the assessment of Spatial Option 2 and how the scoring has been derived. Overall 

it appears that Spatial Option 2 has been scored much more poorly than it should have, 

leading to a worse overall assessment of the option. 

 
5.5 It appears that Spatial Option 1, the option most closely aligned with the spatial strategy 

in the Local Plan, has been scored unjustly positively in some areas, and Spatial Option 

2 has been scored more poorly. 

 

5.6 A such, the SA prepared alongside the emerging Local Plan does not provide the 

necessary justification of the proposed spatial strategy. 

 

5.7 To rectify this issue of soundness, the SA should be updated to address the above and 

the Council should subsequently review whether the strategy proposed is suitable and 

whether the reason for rejecting alternatives is still applicable. 
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6.0 Conclusion 

 

6.1 The Site subject to this representation provides both a shorter term and medium term 

opportunity for new housing to meet identified needs alongside other infrastructure, 

open spaces and new planting. Ipswich and East Suffolk Councils should both work 

positively together to bring such a development forward. 

 

6.2 It is submitted that the Local Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 

consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

 
a) The Plan has not been Positively Prepared 

The Plan fails to fully address the cross-boundary opportunities for providing 

sustainable patterns of growth in the Plan period. Such an approach and strategy 

would clearly be of benefit to both Ipswich and East Suffolk. 

With the lack of a housing trajectory having been published, it is unclear whether 

the Plan does meet identified needs over the Plan period or if there are any times 

when housing delivery is expected to reduce below the need. The proposed 

stepped trajectory under Policy CS7 suggests there are concerns with regard to 

consistently meeting the full housing need. 

The proposed strategy does not provide sufficient affordable housing to meet the 

full identified needs, with there not appearing to be any consideration of whether to 

uplift the housing target to meet more of this need. This is highlighted within Policy 

CS12. 

 

b) The Plan is not Justified 

Policies CS7, CS12 and CS8 raise concerns in this regard, as the chosen strategy 

does not seek to provide sufficient affordable housing or the housing that is needed 

within Ipswich, i.e. 3-bed houses rather than 1-bed flats. Concerns are also raised 

in relation to the SA, as set out in full in Appendix E, which does not appear to 

appropriately assess the Spatial Options presented. 

 

c) The Plan is not Effective 

As set out, we do not consider that the Local Plan is effective in working with 

neighbouring authorities on cross boundary opportunities to deliver sufficient 

housing of the type and tenure to meet the identified needs. 
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d) The Plan is not Consistent with National Policy 

Given the failures of the Plan to provide the type of housing that people within the 

Borough need, provide sufficient affordable housing and adequately work with 

neighbouring authorities, it is not fully consistent with national policy. 

 
6.3 We consider that the Council should take the opportunity to work with East Suffolk 

Council to identify and deliver a cross boundary development to provide housing to 

meet identified needs across the Plan period. At the minimum, the Council should 

include a commitment to an early review of the Plan if unmet needs are identified. 
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Matter 2A – Housing Provision 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan  

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanies this representation.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land, which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted as a medium-term opportunity by Bloor Homes for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 2A of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Point 2.4 of the Inspector’s questions for 

Matter 2A.  
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2.0 Point 2.4 Does Policy SCLP2.1 serve a clear purpose and would it be effective?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP2.1 states as follows :-  

 

Policy SCLP2.1: Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

 

Suffolk Coastal will continue to play a key role in the economic growth of the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area, whilst enhancing quality of life and protecting the high 

quality environments. Over the period 2018-2036, the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan will 

contribute to: 

 

a) The creation of at least 30,320 jobs through the provision of at least 49.8ha 

of employment land across the Ipswich Functional Economic Area; 

 

b) The collective delivery of at least 37,328 dwellings across the Ipswich 

Housing Market Area; and 

 

c) Supporting the continued role of Ipswich as County Town. 

 

The Council will work actively with the other local planning authorities in the ISPA 

and with Suffolk County Council to co-ordinate the delivery of development and in 

monitoring and reviewing evidence as necessary. 

 

2.2 The four authorities of Ipswich Borough Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council, Mid-

Suffolk District Council and Babergh District Council are presently progressing joint 

work through the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board (formerly the Ipswich Policy 

Area) on the strategic cross-boundary issues affecting the four authorities.  In 

particular, with specific relevance to our client’s interests, the authorities (following 

the Inspector’s report in 2017 on the Examination of the now adopted Ipswich Local 

Plan) are working together in order to meet the housing need for the Ipswich Housing 

Market Area and agree the strategic distribution of development to meet that need.  

 

2.3 In 2017 the Ipswich Local Plan Inspector reported as follows: 

 

 “28. Given my concerns about the robustness of the 13550 OAN there is an urgent 

need for the Council to work with its neighbouring authorities to produce a fit-for-

purpose objective assessment of need for new housing for the Ipswich Housing Market 

Area. This conclusion is consistent with my Interim Findings published in April 2016 

following the initial Examination hearings but also has regard to the subsequently-
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published 2014-based household projections. Thus, and in line with the Memorandum 

of Understanding detailed in the assessment of the Duty to Co-operate, MM4 - MM6 

(policies CS6 and CS7) commit the Council to working with its neighbours to prepare 

an updated OAN for housing for the HMA as a whole, a strategy for the distribution of 

it between the constituent districts and the adoption of joint or aligned local plans to 

deliver this by 2019.” 

and 

29. However, the Council contends that appropriate, available and deliverable housing 

sites within Ipswich itself would only deliver 9777 dwellings during the plan period. 

Whilst with reference to specific sites there is some challenge to this figure, there is 

nothing to give confidence that substantially more than this number of dwellings can 

be delivered in the town to 2031. Based on all that I have read and heard, considered 

in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, I 

conclude that it is highly likely that the forthcoming work will identify that the OAN for 

Ipswich for the period to 2031 is at least equivalent to the 9777 dwellings which the 

Council contends can be delivered in this period” 

2.4 The authorities have prepared a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (v4 March 

2019) to address the strategic cross-boundary planning matters in the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area.  Key extracts from that document regarding the approach 

to the delivery of the housing requirement are set out below: 

 

            “Process of reaching outcomes and agreements 

 

The Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board provides a mechanism to discuss the 

authorities’ approach to housing requirements and to inform and guide the approach 

to be taken within each Local Plan. 

C1) The housing need calculated under the standard methodology will form 

the starting point for identifying housing requirements. The Suffolk Coastal 

First Draft Local Plan, published for consultation between July and 

September 2018, was based upon the need figures published by MHCLG in 

September 2017 under the ‘Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places’ 

consultation. The NPPF was published in July 2018 and the Planning Practice 

Guidance updated in September 2018. The 2017 ratios of median workplace 

earnings to median house prices were published in April 2018 and the 2016-

based household projections were published in September 2018. The 

Planning Practice Guidance has subsequently been updated in February 

2019 to state that the 2014-based household projections should be used in 
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the calculation. Local housing need as calculated under the standard method 

will form the starting point in identifying housing requirements.  

 

C2) The standard method will, therefore, also provide the starting point for 

identifying the total amount of housing to be provided in the Ipswich Housing 

Market Area.  

 

C3) Throughout the Local Plan preparation process, each local planning 

authority will undertake and maintain a thorough assessment of housing 

supply potential within their area. Each local planning authority will plan to 

meet its own housing need and should have a policy setting out the specific 

minimum housing number it is intending to deliver in its own area. Where the 

need cannot be met within the local authority’s boundary, following a 

comprehensive re-assessment of deliverability the ISPA Board will provide 

the forum to collectively consider how the unmet need can be met within the 

ISPA, subsequently to be determined through each local authority’s local 

plan.  

 

C4) Provision for Gypsies and Travellers – the 2017 Gypsy, Traveller, 

Travelling Showpeople and Boat Dwellers Accommodation Needs 

Assessment identified a need for additional pitches to be provided for 

Babergh, Mid Suffolk, Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal. Each local planning 

authority will plan to meet its own need for permanent pitches for Gypsies 

and Travellers and should have a policy setting out how this will be delivered 

in its own area. Where the capacity to accommodate pitches cannot be met 

within the local authority’s boundary a comprehensive re-assessment of 

deliverability will be undertaken and the ISPA Board will provide the forum to 

collectively consider how the unmet need can be met within the ISPA, 

subsequently to be determined through each local authority’s local plan.  

 

C5) Mix and type of housing: The Authorities published an update to Part 2 

of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment in January 2019. This updates 

the size, type and tenure of housing needed, including the need for affordable 

housing, based upon the housing need calculated under the standard 

method.  
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C6) Strategic policies in emerging Local Plans are to reflect the outcomes 

above.  

 

D. Consideration of bordering strategic housing developments 

 

Background 

 

Due to the close functional relationship between Ipswich Borough and the 

surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-boundary issues relating to 

infrastructure provision, transport and highways and landscape/townscape as 

well as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich Borough 

boundary.  

 

Evidence 

 

The Councils have jointly commissioned transport modelling (with Suffolk 

County Council). The Methodology Report and the Results Report Volume 1: 

Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich were published in August 2018 as part of the 

consultation on the Suffolk Coastal First Draft Local Plan. Further transport 

modelling of preferred options has been undertaken and the Results Report 

Volume 2: Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich and an updated Methodology Report 

were published in January 2019. The Councils jointly commissioned a 

Settlement Sensitivity Assessment in relation to identifying landscape 

sensitivity around Ipswich. The Strategic Housing and Employment Land 

Availability Assessments identify sites which border or cross authority 

boundaries.  

 

Process of reaching outcomes and agreements  

 

The conclusions of the above evidence have been, and will continue to be, 

considered in site selection and in identifying any necessary mitigation.  
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Outcomes and agreements 

 

Land north east of Humber Doucy Lane is identified as a cross-border 

location for future development (within Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal 

District) for housing delivery post 2031. This joint approach will help enable 

land within Ipswich Borough to come forward for housing. The relevant 

policies in Local Plans are: 

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies DPD Review Preferred Options 

(November 2018), Policy ISPA4 ‘Cross Boundary Working to Deliver 

Sites’  

 Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan (January 2019), Policy 

SCLP12.24 ‘Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew’ 

 

2.5 The key points arising from this strategic cross-boundary co-operation are that the four 

authorities are presently planning to meet a housing need of 37,278 dwellings up to 

2036.  Secondly, the SoCG recognises that “due to the close functional relationship 

between Ipswich Borough and the surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-

boundary issues relating to infrastructure provision, transport and highways and 

landscape/townscape as well as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich 

borough boundary”.  

 

2.6  However, Policy SCLP2.1 as presently drafted fails to provide sufficiently clear and 

effective strategic policy guidance on the nature of the Plan’s “close functional 

relationship” with Ipswich Borough.  In fact, Section 2 of the Plan entitled “Wider 

Strategic Planning Area”, containing Policy SCLP2.1, is generally not explicit on the 

potential strategic cross-boundary issues that will clearly affect both the Suffolk Coastal 

Local Plan and the emerging Ipswich Local Plan during the respective Plan periods.  

We give detailed consideration to Policy SCLP12.24 (Land at Humber Doucy Lane) in 

our Hearing Statement for Matter 3 (Communities surrounding Ipswich). However it 

should be noted at this point that Policy SCLP12.24 is not set in the context of meeting 

strategic, long-term cross-boundary objectives. In fact, it was an addition to the Plan’s 

housing allocations introduced into the Plan at a relatively late stage. 

 

2.7 As we understand the position, there is presently no intention by the Suffolk authorities 

to prepare a statutory or non-statutory Spatial Development Strategy for the Ipswich 
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Strategic Planning Area.  It will therefore fall to the individual Local Plans prepared by 

the constituent authorities to take forward the strategic policy issues identified by the 

Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board. 
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2.8 In our submission, the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan does not yet address such issues 

with sufficient clarity, particularly as they will affect the later years of the Plan period.  

It is clear from the Preferred Options consultation of the emerging Ipswich Local Plan 

that the Borough Council foresee a long-term strategic direction of growth to the north-

east of the existing Ipswich urban area.  This is identified on the Key Diagram 

accompanying that consultation, as below : 

   

2.9 We would suggest that this long-term approach, which clearly indicates the proposed 

“direction of travel” for the growth of Ipswich, and which has obvious cross-boundary 

implications with the strategy of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, should be reflected 

with greater clarity in that Plan, and specifically within Policy SCLP2.1. 
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2.10 Furthermore, the recent publication for consultation of three potential routes for the 

Ipswich Northern Route (the link between the A12 and A14) reinforces the need for the 

Plan to set out in greater detail the strategic planning context for that link road, which 

is described in the Factual Note prepared by the Council on 25 July 2019. 

 

2.11 Our client’s land has key significance for the potential delivery of the Option C route, 

which is the southernmost and shortest route option.  Whilst we clearly support that 

route option, it is not yet possible to pre-judge the outcome of the ongoing consultation.  

Nevertheless, we firmly consider that the Plan does need to contain a much clearer 

and fuller position statement by East Suffolk Council on the strategic planning 

implications of the proposed Link Road.  In our assessment, it clearly recognises and 

endorses the long-term approach to the future growth of Ipswich, as being indicated in 

the emerging Ipswich Local Plan, which should be recognised in this Plan.     

  

3. Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

3.1 In the context of the long-term strategic cross-boundary planning matters being 

addressed by the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board, and described above, we do 

not consider that Policy SCLP2.1 is effective.  It presently fails to address cross-

boundary matters with sufficient clarity. Specifically, it does not recognise the “direction 

of travel” for the growth of Ipswich post-2031, being identified in the emerging Ipswich 

Local Plan, nor the strategic implications of the proposed Ipswich Northern Route, in 

so far as it will directly support new homes and employment growth.   

 

3.2 We consider that the Policy should be modified to reflect the content of the Factual 

Note published on 25 July 2019, together with a fuller position statement by the Council 

on its strategic planning objectives for the delivery of the Link Road and the spatial 

implications for future growth in the Ipswich/Suffolk Coastal Local Plan areas.  It is 

absolutely clear that these are significant cross-boundary matters which should be 

addressed in the respective Local Plans.  We therefore request that the Inspector 

recommends that such modification be made to the Plan in order to address these 

points. 

 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

_________________________________________________________________________ 

SUFFOLK COASTAL LOCAL PLAN 

EXAMINATION HEARING STATEMENT 

FOR HEARING SESSION ON 21 AUGUST 2019 

MATTER 2C – DISTRIBUTION OF GROWTH AND THE SETTLEMENT 

HIERARCHY 

 

Prepared by Strutt & Parker on behalf of Bloor Homes Eastern 

July 2019 



 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Site Name:  
Land North of Humber Doucy Lane and South of Lamberts 

Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich 

Client Name:  Bloor Homes Eastern  

Type of Report:  Hearing Statement – Matter 2C 

Prepared by:  Derek Stebbing BA(Hons) DiP EP MRTPI 

Approved by:  Andrew Butcher Dip TP. MRTPI 

Date:  31st July 2019 

 

COPYRIGHT © STRUTT & PARKER. This publication is the sole property of Strutt & Parker and must not be copied, reproduced or 

transmitted in any form or by any means, either in whole or in part, without the prior written consent of Strutt & Parker. The information 

contained in this publication has been obtained from sources generally regarded to be reliable. However, no representation is made, or 

warranty given, in respect of the accuracy of this information. We would like to be informed of any inaccuracies so that we may correct 

them. Strutt & Parker does not accept any liability in negligence or otherwise for any loss or damage suffered by any party resulting from 

reliance on this publication. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Strutt & Parker, Coval Hall, Rainsford Road, Chelmsford, Essex CM1 2QF 
ChelmsfordPlanning@struttandparker.com 

Tel No: 01245 258201 

 

mailto:ChelmsfordPlanning@struttandparker.com


 
 

1 
 

Matter 2C – Distribution of Growth and the Settlement Hierarchy 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan 

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanies our Hearing 

Statement for Matter 2A.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted by Bloor Homes as a medium-term opportunity for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 2C of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Points 2.17 and 2.18 of the Inspector’s 

questions for Matter 2C.  
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2.0 Point 2.17 -  Is the strategy for growth set out in Policy SCLP3.1 justified and 

would it be effective in delivering sustainable development?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP3.1 states as follows :-  

 

Policy SCLP3.1: Strategy for Growth in Suffolk Coastal District 

 

The Council will deliver an ambitious plan for growth over the period 2018 – 2036 in 

Suffolk Coastal by: 

 

a) Supporting and facilitating economic growth through the supply of significantly 

more than the baseline requirement of 11.7ha of land for employment uses to deliver 

at least 6,500 jobs and to enable the key economic activities to maintain and enhance 

their role within the UK economy; 

 

b) Sustain and support growth in retail, commercial leisure and town centres 

including facilitating provision towards plan period forecasts of between 4,100 - 5,000 

sq m of convenience retail floorspace and between 7,700 – 13,100 sqm of 

comparison retail floorspace; 

 

c) Significantly boosting the supply of housing, the mix of housing available and the 

provision of affordable housing, through the delivery of at least 582 new dwellings 

per annum (at least 10,476 over the period 2018 - 2036); 

 

d) Ensuring the provision of infrastructure needed to support growth; 

 

e) Protecting and enhancing the quality of the historic, built and natural environment 

across the District. 

 

The strategy for growth will seek to provide opportunities for economic growth and 

create and enhance sustainable and inclusive communities through: 

 

f) The delivery of new Garden Neighbourhoods at North Felixstowe and South 

Saxmundham; 
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g) Utilising opportunities provided by road and rail corridors, including a focus on 

growth in the A12 and the A14 corridors; 

 

h) New strategic employment allocations based around key transport corridors, 

including to support the Port of Felixstowe; 

 

i) Strategies for market towns which seek to reflect and strengthen their roles and 

economies; 

 

j) Appropriate growth in rural areas that will help to support and sustain existing 

communities. 

 

2.2 This Hearing Statement supports our client’s case that the Submission Draft Plan 

pays insufficient regard to the strategic context of meeting the full housing need up 

to 2036 across the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, the potential need for Ipswich 

Borough Council to consider sites beyond its administrative boundaries as part of 

strategic cross-boundary distribution of housing growth (as reflected in Agreement 

C3 of the submitted Statement of Common Ground (v4 March 2019) and the fact that 

part of our client’s site falls within the Ipswich Borough Council administrative area.   

2.3 Policy SCLP3.1 sets out the plan for growth across the district throughout the Plan 

period, identifying targets and forecasts for delivery across key sectors with a 

significant boost planned for housing supply.  The policy sets a target of delivering at 

least 10,476 new dwellings throughout the Plan period with the delivery mechanism 

largely focused on two new garden Neighbourhoods at North Felixstowe and South 

Saxmundham.  

2.4 However, the policy and its supporting justification (paragraphs 3.27-3.35) fails to make 

any specific reference at all to the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” as defined in the 

Plan’s settlement hierarchy (within Policy SCLP3.2).  There is no indication that the 

area is a part of the “Spatial Strategy for Growth” through to 2036 or indeed part of any 

ongoing strategic cross-boundary considerations with Ipswich Borough Council. 

 

2.5 The thrust of our concerns regarding Policy SCLP2.1 is therefore also equally 

applicable to Policy SCLP3.1, in that the policy fails to recognise the Plan’s stated 

“close functional relationship” with Ipswich Borough.   
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2.6 Policy SCLP3.1 is therefore defective through its failure to recognise and address 

the strategic cross-boundary issues arising from the Plan’s strategy for growth over 

the period 2018-2036, and its further failure to take account of the “East of Ipswich 

Major Centre”, either as part of those cross-boundary considerations or as part of the 

Plan’s growth strategy. The policy is effectively silent on these matters. Furthermore, 

the policy does not reflect the outcomes and agreements set out in the submitted 

SoCG, notably the statement that “The Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board 

provides a mechanism to discuss the authorities’ approach to housing requirements 

and to inform and guide the approach to be taken within each Local Plan”.  It is clear 

that the Submission Draft Plan was largely prepared in advance of these 

considerations, at least in as far as addressing the cross-boundary implications of 

meeting housing need in both Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal Districts are concerned, 

with the small allocation set out at Policy SCLP12.24 being added at a late stage in 

the Plan’s preparation and without fuller consideration of other potential development 

opportunities in the North East Ipswich area, which include our client’s site.  

 

3.0 Point 2.18 -  Is the identification of settlements set out in the Settlement Hierarchy 

in Policy SCLP3.2 justified?  

 

3.1 Rushmere St. Andrew (excluding the village) is defined within Policy SCLP3.2 as 

constituting part of the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” within the policy’s settlement 

hierarchy.  The policy notes that “The Settlement Hierarchy enables the Council to 

achieve its vision for the District, meeting the scale of development required and 

enhancing the quality of the built, natural, historic, social and cultural environments 

whilst sustaining the vitality of communities”, and also that “The development 

requirements for Major Centres, Market Towns, Large Villages and Small Villages 

will be delivered through site allocations in the Local Plan or in Neighbourhood Plans, 

plus through windfall development in accordance with other policies in this Local 

Plan”.    

 

3.2 The summary of the various policy approaches to the Settlement Hierarchy set out 

in Table 3.4 indicates that the only projected housing growth for the “East of Ipswich 

Major Centre” will be through development at Brightwell Lakes, at the Suffolk Police 

HQ site at Martlesham Heath and by development within settlement boundaries.  It 
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is noteworthy that the proposed allocation in Policy SCLP12.24 is not listed within 

Table 3.4, inferring that it is in fact not being considered as part of the planned 

approach for housing development in the East of Ipswich Major Centre, as also 

discussed at paragraph 2.6 above.  This is indicative of the Plan’s disjointed 

approach towards addressing the strategic planning opportunities in that Major 

Centre. 

 

3.3 As set out in our Hearing Statement for Matter 2A, we consider that the Suffolk 

Coastal Local Plan does not yet address strategic cross-boundary issues with 

Ipswich Borough with sufficient clarity, particularly as they will affect the later years 

of the Plan period. The emerging Ipswich Local Plan identifies a long-term strategic 

direction of growth to the north-east of the existing Ipswich urban area, which is not 

reflected in the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan.  Such a planned direction of growth by 

Ipswich Borough Council is adjacent to the Plan’s “East of Ipswich Major Centre” and 

potentially a part of that Major Centre, at least for the period post-2031.  

3.4 The Plan’s only statement, at paragraph 3.34, that “In future Local Plan revisions, the 

Council will reconsider growth opportunities in the parts of the District neighbouring 

Ipswich, taking into account delivery rates at Brightwell Lakes and opportunity to 

bring forward development that supports the Business Case for strategic road routes 

to the north of Ipswich (as promoted by Suffolk County Council)” is an inadequate 

and uncertain policy position, bearing in mind that the Plan is presently seeking to 

address growth requirements up to 2036, and that the Ipswich Northern Route could 

be delivered from 2027 onwards. 

  

  



 
 

6 
 

 

4.0 Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

4.1 This Hearing Statement, specifically addressing Policies SCLP3.1 and SCLP 3.2, 

should be considered in the context of our client’s broader case that the Plan presently 

fails to address the strategic cross-boundary matters being considered by the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area Board.  We do not consider that Policy SCLP3.1 presently 

addresses such matters with sufficient clarity) and it specifically does not recognise the 

potential growth requirements of Ipswich Borough post-2031 and any potential 

requirements for further development in the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”, as defined 

in Policy SCLP3.2 and amplified in Table 3.4.    

 

4.2 We consider that Policy SCLP3.1, and its supporting justification, should be modified 

to provide a clear policy direction to the statement that is presently confined to 

paragraph 3.34 in the Plan, and that the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” will be expected 

to accommodate further growth in the later phases of this Plan period, together with 

supporting infrastructure such as the planned Ipswich Northern Route. 
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Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Examination  

Matter 3 – Area Specific Strategies – Development Allocations 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan 

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanied our Hearing 

Statement for Matter 2A.  The site lies to the east of the proposed allocation of land at 

Humber Doucy Lane in the Plan at Policy SCLP12.24, which is the subject of this 

Hearing Statement.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted by Bloor Homes as a medium-term opportunity for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 3 of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Point 3.27 of the Inspector’s questions for 

Matter 3.  
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2.0 Matter 3 – Communities Surrounding Ipswich 

Point 3.27 -  What is the justification for the allocation of land at Humber Doucy 

Lane coming forward beyond 2031?  Is Policy SCLP12.24 developable within the 

plan period?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP12.24 states as follows:-  

            Policy SCLP12.24: Land at Humber Doucy Lane 

9.9ha of land to the east of Humber Doucy Lane is identified to come forward for the 
development of approximately 150 dwellings post 2031. Development will come 
forward as part of a master planned approach with land in Ipswich Borough. 
 
Development will be expected to comply with the following criteria: 
a) Delivery of a high quality design incorporating a mix of housing types, including 
affordable housing on-site; 
b) A site-specific Flood Risk Assessment will be required; 
c) Provision of 0.1ha of land for an early years setting if needed within the part of the 
site in Suffolk Coastal District; 
d) Contribution to the creation of a ‘green rim’ around Ipswich and provision of on-
site open space; 
e) Provision of a soft edge to the urban area through the provision of significant 
landscaping; 
f) Promotion of the use of sustainable modes of transport; and 
g) An archaeological assessment will be required. 
 
Development will be accessed via Humber Doucy Lane. A Transport Assessment 
will be required to identify any necessary improvements to highways and junctions 
on Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. 
 

2.2 This Hearing Statement further supports our client’s case that the Submission Draft 

Plan pays insufficient regard to the strategic context of meeting the full housing need 

up to 2036 across the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, the potential need for Ipswich 

Borough Council to consider sites beyond its administrative boundaries as part of 

strategic cross-boundary distribution of housing growth (as reflected in Agreement 

C3 of the submitted Statement of Common Ground (v4 March 2019) and the fact that 

a part of our client’s site falls within the Ipswich Borough Council administrative area.  

It should be read alongside our Hearing Statements for Matters 2A and 2C. 

 

2.3 Policy SCLP12.24 was introduced into the Plan at a late stage, shortly before its final 

consultation and Submission for Examination.  It has clearly been introduced 

because the proposals for the Ipswich Garden Suburb straddle the administrative 

boundary between Ipswich and East Suffolk.  Indeed, this confirmed by paragraph 

12.215 which states that “The site is identified to come forward post 2031 to enable 

the delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb to become well established and for 
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infrastructure such as the primary school associated with the Ipswich Garden Suburb 

to be delivered.”    

 

2.4 This approach is piecemeal and disjointed. As noted in our Hearing Statement for Matter 

2C the proposed allocation is not identified within Table 3.4 of the Plan as an element of 

the growth proposals for the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”, nor is it identified at any other 

point in the Plan as being within that Major Centre. Nevertheless, it is quite clearly part of 

a strategic development proposal (Ipswich Garden Suburb) to meet part of Ipswich’s 

growth requirements.  

 

2.5 Our concerns regarding Policies SCLP2.1 and SCLP3.1 are equally applicable to Policy 

SCLP12.24, in that this policy also fails to demonstrate the Plan’s stated “close functional 

relationship” with Ipswich Borough.   

 

2.6 It is our submission that, if Policy SCLP12.24 is to be justified, it should be set quite 

clearly in the context of being one element of the strategic cross-boundary issues 

(between Ipswich and East Suffolk) arising from the Plan’s strategy for growth over the 

period 2018-2036; in this case for the period post-2031.  It should be further identified as 

being part of the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”. 

 

2.7 As we have stated in our Hearing Statement for Matter 2A, the Plan should contain 

clearer policy guidance (within Policy SCLP2.1) on the strategic cross-boundary matters  

that will clearly affect the area to the north-east of Ipswich.  These include the proposed 

“direction of travel” for the growth of Ipswich post-2031 and the proposed Ipswich 

Northern Route.   It is clear that the Submission Draft Plan was largely prepared in 

advance of these considerations, and the relatively late addition into the Plan of Policy 

SCLP12.24 demonstrates that it has been reactive rather than proactive. 

 

2.8 Policy SCLP12.24 is therefore just one small part of a much bigger strategic picture, and 

we consider that, as a minimum, the Plan should signal that land to the north-west of 

Rushmere St. Andrew may come forward for development in later years of the Plan 

period in order to address the wider strategic growth requirements of the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area. 
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2.9 The Plan’s present stated approach (at paragraph 3.34) of intending to reconsider growth 

opportunities in the parts of the District neighbouring Ipswich in future revisions of the 

Local Plan is inadequate, if the Plan is expected to provide clear strategic policies for the 

whole of the Plan period, namely 2018-2036. 

  

3. Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

3.1 This Hearing Statement, specifically addressing Policy SCLP12.24 should be considered 

in the context of our client’s broader case that the Plan presently fails to address the 

strategic cross-boundary matters being considered by the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

Board.  We do not consider that Policy SCLP12.24 and its supporting justification, as 

presently drafted, provides sufficient clarity or certainty on those matters, despite the fact 

that it is quite clearly proposed to be an element of meeting the potential growth 

requirements of Ipswich Borough post-2031.    

 

3.2 Furthermore, Policy SCLP12.24 and its supporting justification, should be set within the 

context of contributing to the Plan’s proposed distribution of growth to the “East of 

Ipswich Major Centre” and that further land, to the north-west of Rushmere St Andrew,  

may come forward for development in later years of the Plan period in order to address 

the wider strategic growth requirements of the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, including 

the proposed Ipswich Northern Route. 
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 Introduction 

1.1 Overview 
1.1.1 mode transport planning (mode) have been commissioned by Bloor Homes to provide highways and 

transport advice for a residential development at land to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, 
approximately 3km from Ipswich Town Centre. The initial land parcel of the development is envisaged 
to provide circa 200 dwellings, which could act as a possible gateway for a further 1,200 dwellings and 
a future link to the potential Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route).  Whilst we understand that Suffolk 
County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of the business case into the Northern Relief 
Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting on 25th February 2020, should this change in the future, the 
proposed Site can assist in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes controlling a large part of the 
land to the north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able to assist in the delivery of a 
relief road if required in the future.  For the purposes of this report, the initial parcel of land is referred to 
as Phase 1.   

1.1.2 Figure 1.1 identifies the location of both Phase 1 and the wider site, as well as the indicative alignment 
of the Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route). 

Figure 1.1: Site Location 
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1.1.3 Phase 1 of the site is located on land immediately to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, extending 
from Rushmere Village Hall in the south to Tuddenham Lane in the north. The wider site encompasses 
a number of agricultural land parcels with areas of woodland and hedges bordering some of the fields.  
It is anticipated that initially this will be accessed via the Phase 1 development.   

1.1.4 The consultation of the Ipswich Northern Route involves three key route options (outer, middle and inner) 
which offer links between the A14 and A12 in order to alleviate traffic routing through Ipswich and the 
Orwell Crossing to the south of the town. 

1.1.5 The inner route option for the Ipswich Northern Route has the potential to route through the wider 
development area offering connection between the site to the A14 and the A12 to the west and east 
respectively. 

1.1.6 Access to the Phase 1 site is currently proposed off Humber Doucy Lane via an existing agricultural 
access located approximately 40m north of Dumbarton Road, which will be widened and formalised as 
part of any future planning application. 

1.1.7 In addition to the residential elements of the development, it is anticipated that Phase 1 could include a 
community orchard, a neighbourhood green, structural planting, meadow parkland and an area for 
active sports.   

1.1.8 This Transport Feasibility Study considers the transport opportunities provided by the Phase 1 scheme, 
including access by sustainable modes. It also determines the level of traffic anticipated to be generated 
during the typical AM and PM peak hours and considers the forecast baseline traffic flows until 2036, 
being the end of the Plan period of both the emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and Ipswich Local 
Period.  This study also considers appropriate design of the site access to serve Phase 1.  

1.1.9 In addition to the general context of the site, this report will explore how the site’s location could provide 
an excellent opportunity to link to the inner option of the Ipswich Northern Route was promoted. 

1.2 Planning History and Site Allocations 
1.2.1 The site is located within Suffolk County and Suffolk County Council (SCC) act as highway authority for 

the area; however, Phase 1 of the development is located in both East Suffolk Council (formerly Suffolk 
Coastal District Council) and Ipswich Borough Council, both of whom will require consultation as part of 
the proposals.  The location of the site relative to the district boundaries are shown on Figure 1.2 below. 
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Figure 1.2: East Suffolk Council and Ipswich Borough Council boundaries 
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 Existing Conditions 

2.1 Introduction 
2.1.1 This chapter sets out the context of the Phase 1 site in terms of the local highway network and explores 

the current situation of the site in terms of sustainable transport. 

2.2 Local Highway Network 

2.2.1 The first phase of development is to be located on land to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, 
extending from Rushmere Village Hall to Tuddenham Lane. The village of Rushmere St Andrew is 
approximately 650m to the east of the site, and Ipswich Town Centre is approximately 3km to the 
southwest.  

2.2.2 Access to the Phase 1 site is currently provided off Humber Doucy Lane via an agricultural access 
located approximately 40m north of Dumbarton Road.  This will be widened and formalised as part of 
any future planning application in order to appropriately serve the site.  The access is currently an 
opening in the hedge line and is shown in Figure 2.1 below. 

Figure 2.1:  Existing Site Access off Humber Doucy Lane

 

2.2.3 Humber Doucy Lane joins The Street Rushmere and Rushmere Road to the south via a mini roundabout, 
providing a connection to the village of Rushmere St Andrews to the east, and Ipswich Town Centre to 
the southwest respectively.  At its northern extent, Humber Doucy Lane connects with Tuddenham Lane, 
which provides an alternative route to Ipswich Town Centre and a connection to the village of Westerfield 
and the A14. The local highway network in relation to the Phase 1 site is illustrated in Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2: Local Highway Network 

 

 Humber Doucy Lane 

2.2.4 Humber Doucy Lane lies on a north-west to south-east axis and is subject to a 30mph speed limit.  It 
has a 6m carriageway width outside the site access and benefits from 2m footway on its southern side.  
The road does not benefit from a centreline in the vicinity at the site frontage, and there are no parking 
restrictions along its extent, on site observations revealed that vehicles park on both sides of the 
carriageway.  

2.2.5 To the south of the site, Humber Doucy Lane joins The Street Rushmere and Rushmere Road via a mini 
roundabout, where traffic can head south-west on Rushmere Road towards Ipswich Town Centre or 
north-east on The Street Rushmere towards the village of Rushmere St Andrew. 

 The Street Rushmere 

2.2.6 The Street Rushmere lies on a north-east to south-west axis and is a single carriageway road with a 4.5m 
carriageway width.  It is subject to a 30mph speed limit and benefits from double yellow line restrictions 
to restrict parking along the carriageway.  There is also a segregated footway along the northern side of 
the carriageway, which provides direct access to the Public Right of Way (PRoW) network that dissects 
the site.  The Street Rushmere also provides pedestrian access to the village of Rushmere St Andrew 
via a continuous footway along the northern side of the carriageway. 
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Rushmere Road 

2.2.7 Rushmere Road lies on an east to west axis and is a single carriageway road with a 6m carriageway 
width.  It is subject to a 30mph speed limit and benefits from double yellow line restrictions to restrict 
parking on the carriageway.  Rushmere Road runs through the centre of a residential estate, with 2m 
footways on both sides of the carriageway.  It continues west and provides a route towards Ipswich 
Town Centre via the A1156 Woodbridge Road. 

Tuddenham Road 

2.2.8 Humber Doucy Lane extends north-westerly to Tuddenham Road via a priority junction, which enables 
connection to the village of Tuddenham to the north and the A1214 Colchester Road to the south, which 
continues towards Ipswich Town Centre. Tuddenham Road is subject to a 30mph speed limit within the 
vicinity of the junction with Humber Doucy Lane, and has a 6m carriageway width. 

Sidegate Lane 

2.2.9 Sidegate Lane is single carriageway road accessed off Humber Doucy Lane opposite Ipswich Rugby 
Club, and provides a secondary route through a residential estate to join the A1214 Colchester Road, 
which continues towards Ipswich Town Centre.  It is subject to 30mph speed limit and has a 6m 
carriageway width, and benefits from street lighting.   

2.3 Walking and Cycling Accessibility 
2.3.1 A desktop study has been undertaken to understand the existing facilities for pedestrians and cyclists 

within the vicinity of the proposed site and shown below on Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3: Public Rights of Way (PRoW) and Cycling Routes 

 

2.3.2 The nearby area benefits from numerous footways which follow the route of the local highway network 
and throughout the neighbouring residential estate. It is envisaged that these existing routes will be 
utilised and promoted for leisure usage. Suffolk County Council also provides an online map of all of the 
Public Rights of Way (PRoW), which identifies that a PRoW runs directly through the centre of the 
proposed site another that lies on the western boundary of the site. 

2.3.3 In terms of cycling accessibility, Ipswich Borough Council provides an online cycle map illustrating the 
on-road and off-road cycle routes within and around the town (together with cycle parking facilities) and 
these routes are identified in Figure 2.3. 

2.3.4 The online map indicates the following cycle facilities within the vicinity of the proposed site: 

• The full extent of Humber Doucy Lane is an advisory cycle route; 
• The full extent of Rushmere Street is an advisory cycle route; 
• Seven Cottages Lane, to the north of the site is an advisory cycle route. This lane turns into 

Tuddenham Lane which is also an advisory cycle route, before becoming a public bridleway; 
• Melborne Road and Adelaide Road, to the south of Humber Doucy Lane, forms an on-road 

signed cycle route (National Cycle Route number 4); 
• There is cycle parking where Humber Doucy Lane meets Woodbridge Road East (via Playford 

Road) and where Sidegate Lane meets the A1214; 
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• There are small sections of traffic-free cycle routes to the south of Humber Doucy Lane (at the 
A1214/A1189 roundabout) and on the A1214 Woodbridge Road to the south of Rushmere St 
Andrew; and 

• The westbound side of the A1214 Woodbridge Road, to the east of Rushmere Golf Course is a 
traffic free cycle route. 

2.4 Access to Local Amenities 
2.4.1 Guideline walking distances provided in the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) 

document ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000)’, are shown in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: CIHT Guideline Acceptable Walking Distances 

Criteria Town Centre Commuting / Sight Seeing 

Desirable 200m 500m 

Acceptable 400m 1,000m 

Preferred Maximum 800m 2,000m 

	
2.4.2 The CIHT guidelines shown in Table 2.1 suggest that, for commuting purposes, up to 500m is a desirable 

walking distance, up to 1km is considered an acceptable walking distance and 2km is the preferred 
maximum walking distance. 

2.4.3 Considering the walking distance guidelines above, a desk-top study has been undertaken to 
understand the number and type of local amenities in the local area and to identify those that will be 
accessible on foot. Figure 2.4 below outlines the findings. 
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Figure 2.4: Amenities Location Plan  

	
2.4.4 As can be seen in the figure above, there are a number of bus stops within 400m of the proposed 

residential site (with the nearest bus stop within 100m).  Rushmere Village Hall, a place of worship and 
a community centre are also within a 400m catchment. 

2.4.5 Within 800m, further bus stops are accessible, as is another place of worship. There are also two sports 
and leisure facilities, a local convenience store and a post office within the 800m catchment area. 

2.4.6 Further afield within 2000m, there are numerous education facilities, places of worship, public houses, 
petrol stations, post offices, leisure facilities and a medical centre; all of which are accessible for the 
residents of the proposed development. 

2.5 Bus Accessibility 
2.5.1 The nearest bus stop to the proposed site is called the Community Hub, located at Rushmere Village 

Hall on Humber Doucy Lane. This is less than 100m from the Phase 1 site and can be reached on foot 
within 2 minutes. The 59 bus serves this stop and provides a connection towards Ipswich Town Centre 
and Rushmere during the week and on Saturday; there is currently no Sunday service. 

2.5.2 The 59 service also serves the Roxburgh Road stop on Humber Doucy Lane, to the north of the site 
access. 
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2.5.3 Slightly further afield, there is a second bus stop at Rushmere Road which can be reached on foot within 
6 minutes. This stop is served by the 59 service and the 71 and 72 services. The 71 service runs a 
weekday and Saturday route between Sudbourne and Ipswich, via Orford, Hollesley and Woodbridge. 
In addition, the 72 service operates during the week, connecting Woodbridge and Ipswich via 
Martlesham and Playford. 

2.5.4 A summary of the bus timetables described above are shown in Table 2.2 below for reference. 

Table 2.2: Local Bus Services 

Service No Route 

Approx. Frequency – 2 way (buses/hour) 

Weekday  Sat Sun 

59 Ipswich – Chelsworth Avenue - 
Rushemere Hourly Hourly - 

71 Sudbourne – Orford – Hollesley – 
Woodbridge - Ipswich 08:08 08:08 - 

72 Woodbridge – Martlesham – Playford - 
Ipswich 

09:48 and 
13:03 - - 

	
2.5.5 These existing services and stops provide future residents with an opportunity to travel sustainably using 

public transport, which is accessible on foot. 

2.6 Rail Accessibility 
2.6.1 There are two railway stations within proximity of the proposed site; with the closest being Derby Road 

Railway Station located 3km south of from the site. This railway station is located on the Felixstowe 
branch line which serves the Rose Hill area and southern area of California, Ipswich. There is an hourly 
service in each direction between Felixstowe and Ipswich. The railway station is managed by Greater 
Anglia trains. 

2.6.2 Derby Road Railway Station is accessible from the site via a 10 minute cycle ride or a 6 minute car 
journey.  This railway station is currently not easily accessible from the site via bus. 

2.6.3 Westerfield Railway Station is also located close the site; approximately 3.5km northwest of the site. 
Westerfield station is on a branch line off the Great Eastern Main Line and is currently managed by 
Greater Anglia, who operate all trains serving the station. There is an hourly shuttle service to Ipswich 
via the Felixstowe line and there is a limited peak hour only service between Lowestoft and Ipswich. 

2.6.4 Westerfield Railway Station is accessible via car in approximately 6 minutes. Westerfield railway station 
can also be accessed via public transport; the fastest route is served by the number 59 bus which runs 
from the Community Hub at Rushmere Village Hall. This journey would take approximately 19 minutes. 

2.6.5 Individuals could also cycle to Westerfield Railway Station, where cycle parking is available, which would 
take approximately 11 minutes.  
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2.7 Road Safety Review  
2.7.1 Personal Injury Collision (PIC) data has been obtained from Crashmap (crashmap.co.uk) for the most 

recently available six-year period (January 2013 and September 2018). The study area includes Humber 
Doucy Lane and the Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere roundabout. 

2.7.2 The following figures show the extent of the local highway network being studied, location and severity 
of the PIC’s reported during the study period. 

Figure 2.5: PIC Location Plan 

	

2.7.3 As shown in Figure 2.5, there were two collisions of serious severity and two collisions of slight severity 
within the specified search area during the study period.  There were no fatal collisions reported within 
the search area during the 6 year period. 

2.7.4 Based on the narrative, the collisions of serious severity occurred as a vehicle collided with a goods 
vehicle along Humber Doucy, with a child being injured; and a vehicle collided with a cyclist at the 
Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere roundabout. 

2.7.5 The collisions of slight severity were due to a motorcyclist crashing after passing a stationary vehicle; 
and a vehicle with an inexperienced driver crashing along Humber Doucy Lane (no other vehicles were 
involved in the collision). 
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2.7.6 Based on the low number of collisions and their spread throughout the study area over the latest six-
year period, it is concluded that there is no evidence to suggest that the proposed development will 
have a detrimental impact on highway safety. 

2.8 Modal Share 
2.8.1 The current modal split has been obtained from the 2011 Census data for “Method of Travel to Work” for 

the Rushmere St Andrew ward (E050007218), where the development is located. This travel data has 
been summarised below in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3: Modal Share – Rushmere St Andrew Ward 

Method of Travel to Work Modal Split 

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 0% 

Train 3% 

Bus, minibus or coach 4% 

Taxi 0% 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 1% 

Driving a car or van 76% 

Passenger in a car or a van 5% 

Bicycle 5% 

On foot 5% 

Other method of travel to work 1% 

Total 100% 

2.8.2 The table above indicates that 81% of people in the Rushmere St Andrew ward currently travel to work 
by car, of which 76% are single occupancy car trips. Sustainable trips comprise of 5% walking to work, 
3% using the train, 5% cycle to work and 4% use the bus. This indicates that by improving walking, 
cycling and public transport facilities to connect the site to the local area could provide an excellent 
opportunity to shift travel behaviours towards more sustainable modes of travel and reduce reliance on 
the car, particularly single occupancy car trips.  

2.8.3 Consequently, the promotion of this site will assist in encouraging new and existing residents within the 
area to travel by sustainable modes of transport.  This will be supported by preparing a Travel Plan to 
set out realistic measures to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips generated as a result 
of the development. It will also propose methods for implementing and monitoring the Travel Plan to 
achieve this modal shift. The Travel Plan can then be implemented for the wider site to help promote 
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sustainable transport for a greater audience.  Some of the key measures that could be implemented are 
explored further in Chapter 5. 



Bloor Homes 

Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 
Phase 1 Transport Feasibility Study 

modetransport.co.uk  |  March 2020      
            
 

14 

 Access Strategy and Parking Standards 

3.1 Introduction 
3.1.1 The following section takes into consideration the existing transportation infrastructure outlined in 

previous chapters and explores the deliverability of the Phase 1 development at Humber Doucy Lane. 

3.2 Access Strategy 
3.2.1 Currently, it is proposed to deliver up to 200 dwellings as part of the first phase of the development with 

site access proposed via Humber Doucy Lane.  The Phase 1 site already benefits from agricultural 
access onto Humber Doucy Lane.  This will need to be widened and formalised as part of any 
development proposals.    

3.2.2 To understand SCC access requirements to serve the development, the design guidance set out within 
Suffolk County Council has been reviewed.  This outlines the size and scale of access roads for 
developments based on the proposed number of dwellings. 

3.2.3 The SCC Design Guide states that Major Access Roads would be suitable for residential developments 
and roads serving more than 150 and up to 300 dwellings, and the following criteria should be met: 

• “Two points of access should be provided to the part of the site being served and the road 
layout should conveniently connect those points of access”; 

• ‘Where only one point of access is available, the road layout should form a circuit and there 
should be the shortest practical connection between this circuit and the point of access. This 
should always form the stem of a T-junction”; and 

• “The minimum spacing between junctions should be 50m”. 

3.2.4 The site proposes to provide a T-junction onto Humber Doucy Lane.  A loop road within the site 
approximately 50m north of Humber Doucy Lane will provide a circuit within the internal road network.   

3.2.5 In addition, a secondary emergency access point will be provided via the PRoW on the western 
boundary of the site. 

3.2.6 The proposed site access will be positioned slightly north of the existing access point in order to ensure 
50m junction separation with the Humber Doucy Lane / Dumbarton junction. 

3.3 Background Traffic flows 
3.3.1 To determine the current traffic volumes on Humber Doucy Lane and to inform the site access design, 

baseline traffic flows and vehicle speeds have been determined via an Automated Traffic Count survey 
(ATC), undertaken over a consecutive 7-day period (12/07/19 –18/07/19) in the vicinity of the proposed 
site access. Currently the speed limit on Humber Doucy Lane is 30mph. 

3.3.2 The ATC survey results have been analysed to calculate 85th percentile speeds and subsequently used 
to derive appropriate visibility splays, in line with the Manual for Streets (MfS) guidance. The 85th 
percentile speeds identified within the survey are included in Table 3.1 below for reference. 
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Table 3.1: 85th percentile speeds and MfS Visibility Requirements 

Direction 85th percentile speed MfS Visibility Requirements 

Northbound  30.4mph 43.8m 

Southbound 34.7mph 53.4m 

3.3.3 The proposed access junction arrangement has been shown on Drawing J32-4587-PS-001, which 
demonstrates that the required horizontal visibility splays can be achieved. This has been designed in 
line with guidance set out about from the Suffolk Design Guide for Residential Areas and from the Manual 
for Streets (MfS) and can be delivered in line with this guidance.  

3.4 Swept Path Analysis 
3.4.1 In addition to the above, swept path analysis has been undertaken to ensure that a refuse vehicle would 

be able to access and egress the proposed Phase 1 development in a forward gear. A Traffic Regulation 
Order (TRO) in the form of yellow lines has been included within the access design to protect the access 
from potential on-street parking. The swept path analysis assessment is shown on Drawing J32-4587-
PS-002. 

3.5 Cycleways and Pedestrian Routes  
3.5.1 The SCC design guide comments that for larger residential housing schemes, joint pedestrian and cycle 

routes should link housing areas with community facilities, schools, shopping and places of employment. 
Further, the footpath layout should meet the needs of elderly people.  These routes need to be carefully 
positioned and designed in order that their use will be maximised. 

3.5.2 When the provision of a footpath or footway is required it will be necessary to ensure that it is sufficiently 
wide and well aligned to: 

• Avoid the need for pedestrians when passing each other to step out into bus carriageways or 
to cause damage to planted areas; 

• Allow for ramped crossing to garage drives or parking spaces; 
• Allow, when necessary, for occasional access along footpath by emergency vehicles; and 
• Provide for statutory and another services underground. 

3.5.3 Major routes will link to housing areas with schools, shopping centre and employment areas. The 
absolute minimum width should be: 

• Cycleway – 2 metres; 
• Footway – 1.8 metres. 

3.5.4 The internal road network for the Phase 1 development will be designed to provide 2m footways on both 
sides of the carriageway throughout the site, as well as providing links to the existing PRoW network 
shown within Figure 2.4 and existing footways along Humber Doucy Lane.  
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3.6 Providing for people with disabilities 
3.6.1 Access to any development should be available to all sections of the community. With this in mind, the 

following provisions should be considered: 

• Suitable access routes for wheelchairs and the marking out of parking spaces close to 
pedestrian entrances; 

• At all road junctions for pedestrians to cross the minor road with a minimum of inconvenience. 
Kerbs should, therefore, be dropped flush with the carriageway and tactile paving provided at 
all junctions; 

• Firm, non-slip surfaces and options that avoid steps; and 
• Particular attention should be paid to the locations at which pedestrian routes cross the 

carriageway so that footway and footpath users are not exposed to unexpected dangers. 

3.6.2 The highway network within the site will be designed in line with the above to ensure accessibility for all 
users. 

3.7 Parking Standards 
3.7.1 SCC outline the parking standards that should be followed within the curtilage of new developments 

within the SCC Suffolk Guidance for Parking, Technical Guidance (Third Edition) May 2019.  The relevant 
standards are detailed within Table 3.2 below. 

Table 3.2: SCC Parking Standards 

Land Use Car Parking (minimum) Cycle Parking (minimum) 

1 Bedroom House or Flat 1 space per dwelling 
2 secure covered spaces per 
dwelling. (Satisfied if garage or 
secure area is provided within 
curtilage of dwelling to 
minimum dimensions) 

2 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling* 

3 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling 

4 Bedroom House or Flat 3 spaces per dwelling 

*reduction in this figure may be considered with a robust and degreed highway mitigation 

3.7.2 The parking guidance also contains information regarding the size and quantum of cycle parking that 
should be included for new residential developments. Thus, any planning application for Phase 1 and/or 
the wider site should to adhere to this guidance.  

3.8 Potential Constraints for Phase 1 
3.8.1 As previously noted, there are various parcels of land along Humber Doucy Lane identified within both 

the Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich Local Plan SHELAA which refer to potential constraints of the area within 
the vicinity of Humber Doucy Lane. 

3.8.2 In terms of highways, one of the key constraints is the increase in the development in the area impacting 
the local highway network.  In addition, due to the proximity and connectivity of the site to Ipswich, and 
in order to seek to mitigate any impacts on the surrounding network, it is expected that a robust package 
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of measures to promote sustainable transport would form part of any proposals, such as a Travel Plan 
and a strategy to connect the site to the existing PRoW network.  This has been explored further in 
Chapter 5 of this report. 
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 Traffic Flows, Trip Generation and Distribution 
4.1 Introduction 
4.1.1 In order to confirm that the site access design discussed within Chapter 3 will be suitable for the Phase 

1 proposal the traffic conditions on the local highway network currently and in the future; the following 
have been considered: 

• Future year traffic growth; 
• Development traffic flows and distribution; 
• Assessment area and scenarios; and 
• Junction capacity assessments. 

4.2 Trip Generation 
4.2.1 An assessment has been undertaken to calculate the potential trip generation of the proposed site using 

the TRICS database (Version 7.6.1).  Multi-modal trip rates were obtained using the TRICS database for 
total persons and vehicle trips. TRICS category ’03 –Residential’ subcategory ‘A – Houses Privately 
Owned’ has been selected for sites ranging between 60 – 300 dwellings that are located within England, 
excluding Greater London. This search query has returned 20 sites within the TRICS database. 

4.2.2 The network peak hour people and vehicle trip rates included in Table 4.1 below. These trip rates have 
been applied to the development quantum to forecast the trip generation at the site (200 dwellings). 

Table 4.1: Trip Rates and Trip Generation 

 
Weekday AM Peak 

(08:00-09:00) 
Weekday PM Peak 

(17:00-18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Two-way Arrivals Departures Two-way 

Total 
People Trip 

Rate 
0.176 0.651 0.827 0.526 0.234 0.76 

Total 
People 
Trips 

35 130 165 105 47 152 

Vehicle Trip 
Rates 0.111 0.332 0.443 0.299 0.144 0.443 

Vehicle 
Trips 22 66 88 60 29 89 

4.2.3 Table 4.1 shows that the site could generate 165 people movements in the morning peak hour, and 155 
people movements in the evening peak hour.  Of these 88 and 89 two-way vehicle trips could be 
generated in the AM and PM peaks respectively. 
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4.3 Trip Distribution and Traffic Assignment 
4.3.1 The forecast vehicular trip generation shown in Table 4.1 has been distributed and assigned on the local 

network based on using the Office for National Statistics “Method of Travel to Work” data. Figure 4.1 
below summarises the likely percentage traffic impact from Phase 1 on the local highway network in the 
network peak hours. 

Figure 4.1: Traffic Distribution 

	
	
4.3.2 Figure 4.1 shows that from the proposed site access on Humber Doucy Lane, 37% of trips will head 

northbound.  These trips will route to Sidegate Lane (12%), Westerfield (13%), Tuddingham (1%) and 
Ipswich (11%).  The remaining trips (63%) will head in a southerly direction towards the Humber Doucy 
Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere Junction. 

4.3.3 Here 22% of trips that head west towards the A1214 and Ipswich Town Centre via Woodbridge Road, 
5% will head towards Rushmere Village and 6% will head towards the Humber Doucy Lane / Playford 
Road junction.  

4.3.4 Beyond which, 4% of trips will head east on Playford Road towards East Suffolk and 6% of trips will head 
towards the A1214 eastbound towards the A12, whilst 26% will heading south towards the A1189 south 
towards Felixstowe. 
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4.4 Committed Developments 
4.4.1 Currently there are no identified proposed developments within the vicinity of the site that would require 

to be considered as committed developments as part of the Phase 1 proposal, however this will need 
be discussed further with Suffolk County Council and Ipswich Borough Council as part of any future 
planning applications for both the Phase 1. 

4.5 Future Year Traffic Growth 
4.5.1 TEMPro v7.2 calibrated with the National Transport (NTM AF15) dataset has been used to generate 

traffic growth factors specific to the site’s MSOA (Ipswich 004) with a base year of 2019. Growth factors 
for 2020 (assumed year for submission of planning application), 2025 (assumed opening year of the 
site) and 2036 (end of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan period) have been derived and are presented in 
Table 4.2 below. 

Table 4.2: TEMPro Growth Factors 

Time Period 2020 Growth Factor 2025 Growth Factor 2036 Growth Factor 

AM Period  1.013 1.098 1.185 

PM Period 1.013 1.099  1.186 

4.6 Assessment Scenarios 
4.6.1 It is proposed to carry out assessments of the following scenarios for the AM and PM peak hour periods: 

• 2020 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour);   
• 2025 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour); and  
• 2036 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour). 

4.7 Junction Capacity Assessment 
4.7.1 Industry standard software package, Junctions 9 (PICADY), has been used to assess the capacity of 

the proposed site access junction. 

4.7.2 In terms of modelling results, a Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) value of 0.85 or less typically 
demonstrates that a junction arm or turning movement is operating within practical capacity and is 
therefore unlikely to experience regular queuing. However, junctions that are operating between 0.85 
and 1.00 are considered to be operating within theoretical capacity. Any junction operating over 1.00 is 
considered to be operating outside of acceptable thresholds of capacity. The queue results are 
measured in vehicles and the delay results are measured in seconds per vehicle. 

4.7.3 The baseline flows are discussed in Section 3.3.  The above TEMPro factors have been applied for the 
2019 flows in order to utilise in the junction capacity modelling   

4.7.4 A summary of the modelling results for the site access junction are presented below in Table 4.3, and 
the full PICADY outputs are included in Appendix A. 
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Table 4.3: Site Access Junction Capacity Assessment 

Approach AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) 

 Queue (Veh) RFC Queue (Veh) RFC 

2020 Baseline + Proposed Development 

Site Access 1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 0 0.03 1 0.09 

2025 Future Year + Proposed Development 

Site Access  1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 0 0.04 1 0.09 

2036 Future Year + Proposed Development 

Site Access  1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 1 0.04 1 0.09 

4.7.5 Table 4.3 above indicates that the proposed site access onto Humber Doucy Lane will operate within 
practical capacity during the morning and evening peak hour periods for all of the scenarios assessed. 

4.8 Wider Highway Network Impact 
4.8.1 As well as immediate traffic impacts on the proposed site access, the wider distribution pattern detailed 

within Figure 4.1 indicates that the delivery of the 200 dwellings for Phase 1 will have a highways impact 
upon the following key junctions in the local area and will need to be assessed in more detail as part of 
any future planning application or further study work;    

• Humber Doucy Lane / Tuddenham Road Priority Junction; 
• Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere Roundabout; 
• Humber Doucy Lane / Sidegate Lane priority junction; 
• Sidegate Lane West / A1214 Colchester Road junction;  
• A1214 Colchester Road / Tuddenham Road Roundabout; and 
• Rushmere Road / Colchester Road roundabout. 

4.8.2 The traffic impact of the wider site will also need consider the junctions detailed above but due to the 
possibility of assigning trips to the Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Option), a new traffic distribution and 
assignment assessment will need to be undertaken if the current position for Suffolk County Council 
changes. 
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 Travel Planning  
5.1 Introduction 
5.1.1 An important component of delivering a residential development is the provision of appropriate 

sustainable transport infrastructure and supporting measures to promote the uptake of sustainable 
transport from the outset.   

5.1.2 Some of the measures will increase the sustainability of the site by improving the level of public transport 
and walking/cycling (as discussed in the Chapter 2), and as a result will have a longer-term delivery 
timescale.  Other measures will be site specific and can be more readily introduced in order to promote 
sustainable travel amongst future residents. 

5.2 Travel Plan 
5.2.1 The promote travel away from single occupancy vehicles a comprehensive Travel Plan should be 

delivered as part of the future planning application and will be delivered in line with Suffolk County 
Council guidance.  It is likely that the Travel Plan will include measures such as welcome packs, doctor 
bike sessions, cycle training and potential subsidies towards public transport tickets and cycle 
equipment. 

5.2.2 The Travel Plan will be managed by a dedicated co-ordinator and will be monitored in relation to a series 
of agreed targets in consultation with East Suffolk Council and Ipswich Borough Council as key 
stakeholders. 

5.3 Pedestrian and Cycle Improvements 
5.3.1 The proposals will include a network of pedestrian and cycle routes throughout the site to link with 

existing provision in the surrounding area; as including along the existing advisory cycle route along 
Humber Doucy Lane.  

5.3.2 In addition, the cycle network will accommodate future provision to connect to the ‘Inner’ option of the 
Ipswich Northern Route (if this is route that is progressed).  It is anticipated that a 3m cycleway will be 
provided alongside the carriageway to connect the site towards the A14 and the A12, as well as a number 
of villages enroute. 

5.3.3 Cycle parking will be provided to meet the standards prescribed by Suffolk County Council and include 
visitor parking in public spaces.  Complementary infrastructure should also be provided such as fixed 
bike pumps and tool kits. 

5.4 Car Clubs 
5.4.1 Car Clubs could be introduced for the future residents of the development to provide an alternative for 

those who do not require regular use or ownership.  There are potential partnerships with existing 
providers such as ‘Enterprise Rent-a-Car’ that should be explored in the future.   

5.4.2 The benefits of a car club are as follows: 
• Access to vehicles without financial burden of ownership; 
• No maintenance cost; 
• UK wide access; and 
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• Vehicles can be reserved in advance or last minute. 

5.4.3 Car clubs typically work by providing residents/customers with an individual membership card to allow 
instant access to the network of vehicles within the car club.  The schemes generally work through a 
dedicated app, through which residents can book a car when required.   

5.4.4 A number of car club operators are transferring towards hybrid or electric vehicles which have clear 
benefits in terms of positively contributing towards the nationwide air quality targets.  

5.4.5 Typically, there is a membership fee for the year and driving hours are paid for by credits. A developer 
would generally pre-load membership cards to an agreed level of credits for residents in order to sample 
the scheme and allow travel habits to form and to adopt to the car club scheme.  

5.5 Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Points 
5.5.1 Local policy guidance seeks to promote electric vehicles by providing the appropriate infrastructure from 

the outset in order to facilitate use of electric and hybrid vehicles.  The proposed site will provide electric 
vehicle charging facilities in line with current policy guidelines. 
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 Summary and Conclusion 

6.1 Summary 
6.1.1 This transport feasibility study has been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes in regard to the proposed 

residential development to the north east of Humber Doucy Lane.  The initial land parcel of the 
development is expected to provide circa 200 dwellings, with the site acting as a possible gateway for 
a further 1,200 dwellings and a connection to the potential Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route). Whilst 
we understand that Suffolk County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of the business case 
into the Northern Relief Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting on 25th February 2020, should this 
change in the future, the proposed Site can assist in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes 
controlling a large part of the land to the north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able 
to assist in the delivery of a relief road if required in the future.  

6.1.2 The current situation in terms of sustainable transport has been explored and the key findings are 
summarised below: 

• There are numerous local amenities accessible for the new residents to use however, should 
the full quantum of development come forward (up to 1,400 dwellings) it will be necessary to 
include additional local amenities within the proposals; 

• Following a review of the most recent Personal Injury Collision records, there is no evidence to 
show the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on highway safety;  

• The pedestrian and cycle networks surrounding the Phase 1 development are of good quality, 
and the site is accessible from the existing bus services located along Humber Doucy Lane; 
and 

• Derby Road and Westerfield Rail Stations are accessible from the site and allow connection to 
Felixstowe, Ipswich and Lowestoft. 

6.1.3 The Phase 1 site is proposed to be accessed via T-junction of Humber Doucy Lane.  The access will 
include with a loop road within the site approximately 50m north of the access, providing a circuit 
appropriate to serve the development.  In addition, the existing PRoW route will be upgraded to provide 
a secondary emergency access on the western boundary of the site. 

6.1.4 The proposed access junction arrangement shown on Drawing J32-4587-PS-001, demonstrating the 
appropriate horizontal visibility splays can be achieved. This access is in line with guidance set out in 
the Suffolk Design Guide for Residential Areas and Manual for Streets (MfS). Furthermore, through 
junction modelling to be suitable to provide safe access for residents of the proposed development, 
without negatively impacting existing nearby residents. 

6.1.5 A trip generation and distribution exercise has been undertaken which has identified that the 
development traffic will head towards Ipswich Town Centre to the south west, the A14 to the west and 
A12 to the east via Humber Doucy Lane (as well as other villages enroute).  Furthermore, the 
development traffic could be further distributed along additional routes if the inner option of the Ipswich 
Northern Route is progressed, as the proposed alignment currently passes through the wider site (just 
south of the railway line) and would provide the option for residents to access the bypass directly.  
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6.1.6 As part of a future planning application for Phase 1, a Travel Plan (TP) will be submitted which will set 
out the key aim of reducing the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips generated as a result of the 
development. It will also include proposals methods for implementing and monitoring the TP to achieve 
a modal shift. This TP can then be developed further for the wider site to provide a comprehensive 
sustainable transport strategy to help promote sustainable transport for the site. 

6.2 Conclusion 
6.2.1 In conclusion it has been demonstrated that the site could deliver a significant volume of residential 

development that would have access to a range of sustainable modes of transport.  The proposals have 
been reviewed in line with the NPPF, SCC and other national best practice guidance documents and 
have been found to be in accordance with the transportation related policy contained within.
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Filename: 190724_Site Access.j9 
Path: C:\Users\Mode\Dropbox (mode)\Project\London\2. Projects\J324483_Humber Doucy Lane, Ipswich\4. Data 
Report generation date: 01/08/2019 12:48:52  

»2019 + Dev, AM 
»2019 + Dev, PM 
»2024 + Dev, AM 
»2024 + Dev, PM 
»2036 + Dev, AM 
»2036 + Dev, PM 

Summary of junction performance 
 

 
 

Junctions 9
PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 9.0.2.5947  
© Copyright TRL Limited, 2017 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 
+44 (0)1344 770558     software@trl.co.uk     www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 
solution

  AM PM
  Queue (Veh) Delay (s) RFC LOS Queue (Veh) Delay (s) RFC LOS

  2019 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.58 0.08 A 0.0 6.86 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.23 0.02 B 0.0 10.28 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.0 5.10 0.03 A 0.1 5.69 0.08 A

  2024 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.56 0.08 A 0.0 6.92 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.47 0.02 B 0.0 10.51 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.0 4.91 0.04 A 0.1 5.63 0.08 A

  2036 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.68 0.08 A 0.0 7.01 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.90 0.02 B 0.0 10.77 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.1 4.84 0.04 A 0.1 5.59 0.08 A

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 
 
Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

1

mailto:software@trl.co.uk
https://www.trlsoftware.co.uk/


File summary 

Units 

Analysis Options 

Demand Set Summary 

Analysis Set Details 

File Description 
Title  

Location  

Site number  

Date 24/07/2019

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber  

Enumerator DESKTOP-CE95GQI\ModeT

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units
m kph Veh Veh perHour s -Min perMin

Vehicle length 
(m)

Calculate Queue 
Percentiles

Calculate detailed queueing 
delay

Calculate residual 
capacity

RFC 
Threshold

Average Delay 
threshold (s)

Queue threshold 
(PCU)

5.75       0.85 36.00 20.00

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min) Run automatically

D3 2019 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D4 2019 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

D5 2024 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D6 2024 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

D7 2036 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D8 2036 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

ID Include in report Network flow scaling factor (%) Network capacity scaling factor (%)

A1 ü 100.000 100.000

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
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2019 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.58 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.23 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.03 5.10 0.0 A 20 30

C-A         248 372

A-B         2 3

A-C         281 421

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 6.984 A

B-A 5 1 364 0.012 4 0.0 0.0 9.998 A

C-AB 15 4 722 0.021 15 0.0 0.0 5.093 A

C-A 205 51     205        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 230 58     230        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 532 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.225 A

B-A 5 1 349 0.015 5 0.0 0.0 10.481 B

C-AB 19 5 739 0.026 19 0.0 0.0 4.998 A

C-A 243 61     243        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 275 69     275        

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 517 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.577 A

B-A 7 2 327 0.020 7 0.0 0.0 11.228 B

C-AB 26 6 764 0.034 26 0.0 0.0 4.874 A

C-A 296 74     296        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 337 84     337        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 517 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.578 A

B-A 7 2 327 0.020 7 0.0 0.0 11.229 B

C-AB 26 6 764 0.034 26 0.0 0.0 4.876 A

C-A 296 74     296        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 337 84     337        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 532 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.227 A

B-A 5 1 349 0.015 5 0.0 0.0 10.484 B

C-AB 19 5 739 0.026 19 0.0 0.0 5.002 A

C-A 243 61     243        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 275 69     275        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 6.992 A

B-A 5 1 364 0.012 5 0.0 0.0 10.000 B

C-AB 15 4 722 0.021 15 0.0 0.0 5.097 A

C-A 205 51     205        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 230 58     230        

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
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2019 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 6.86 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.28 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.69 0.1 A 41 62

C-A         180 270

A-B         5 7

A-C         211 317

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 562 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.540 A

B-A 2 0.56 385 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.409 A

C-AB 32 8 663 0.048 31 0.0 0.1 5.695 A

C-A 150 37     150        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 173 43     173        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 553 0.024 13 0.0 0.0 6.669 A

B-A 3 0.67 372 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.755 A

C-AB 40 10 677 0.059 40 0.1 0.1 5.657 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 207 52     207        

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 542 0.030 16 0.0 0.0 6.855 A

B-A 3 0.83 354 0.009 3 0.0 0.0 10.276 B

C-AB 53 13 696 0.076 53 0.1 0.1 5.603 A

C-A 213 53     213        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 253 63     253        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 542 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 6.855 A

B-A 3 0.83 354 0.009 3 0.0 0.0 10.276 B

C-AB 53 13 696 0.076 53 0.1 0.1 5.596 A

C-A 213 53     213        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 253 63     253        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 553 0.024 14 0.0 0.0 6.672 A

B-A 3 0.67 372 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.758 A

C-AB 40 10 677 0.059 40 0.1 0.1 5.647 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 207 52     207        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 562 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.541 A

B-A 2 0.56 385 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.413 A

C-AB 32 8 664 0.048 32 0.1 0.1 5.693 A

C-A 150 37     150        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 173 43     173        
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2024 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.56 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.47 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.04 4.91 0.0 A 22 32

C-A         295 443

A-B         2 3

A-C         276 414

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 6.972 A

B-A 5 1 360 0.013 4 0.0 0.0 10.127 B

C-AB 16 4 749 0.021 16 0.0 0.0 4.907 A

C-A 244 61     244        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 227 57     227        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 533 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.210 A

B-A 5 1 343 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.650 B

C-AB 21 5 772 0.027 20 0.0 0.0 4.786 A

C-A 290 72     290        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 271 68     271        

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 518 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.557 A

B-A 7 2 321 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.468 B

C-AB 28 7 805 0.035 28 0.0 0.0 4.630 A

C-A 352 88     352        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 331 83     331        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 518 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.558 A

B-A 7 2 321 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.468 B

C-AB 28 7 805 0.035 28 0.0 0.0 4.632 A

C-A 352 88     352        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 331 83     331        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 533 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.215 A

B-A 5 1 343 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.653 B

C-AB 21 5 772 0.027 21 0.0 0.0 4.790 A

C-A 290 72     290        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 271 68     271        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 6.980 A

B-A 5 1 360 0.013 5 0.0 0.0 10.129 B

C-AB 16 4 749 0.021 16 0.0 0.0 4.909 A

C-A 244 61     244        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 227 57     227        
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2024 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 6.92 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.51 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.63 0.1 A 43 64

C-A         197 296

A-B         5 7

A-C         228 343

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 558 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.581 A

B-A 2 0.56 380 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.540 A

C-AB 32 8 671 0.048 32 0.0 0.1 5.634 A

C-A 165 41     165        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 187 47     187        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 549 0.025 13 0.0 0.0 6.720 A

B-A 3 0.67 365 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.924 A

C-AB 41 10 686 0.060 41 0.1 0.1 5.585 A

C-A 194 49     194        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 224 56     224        
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 536 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 6.922 A

B-A 3 0.83 346 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.507 B

C-AB 55 14 708 0.078 55 0.1 0.1 5.519 A

C-A 233 58     233        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 274 69     274        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 536 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 6.922 A

B-A 3 0.83 346 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.507 B

C-AB 55 14 708 0.078 55 0.1 0.1 5.517 A

C-A 233 58     233        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 274 69     274        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 549 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.721 A

B-A 3 0.67 365 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.927 A

C-AB 41 10 687 0.060 41 0.1 0.1 5.574 A

C-A 194 49     194        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 224 56     224        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 558 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.585 A

B-A 2 0.56 380 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.542 A

C-AB 33 8 671 0.049 33 0.1 0.1 5.634 A

C-A 165 41     165        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 187 47     187        

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

10



2036 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.68 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.90 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.04 4.84 0.1 A 23 34

C-A         323 485

A-B         2 3

A-C         302 453

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 539 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 7.042 A

B-A 5 1 352 0.013 4 0.0 0.0 10.351 B

C-AB 16 4 761 0.022 16 0.0 0.0 4.835 A

C-A 267 67     267        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 248 62     248        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 527 0.065 34 0.1 0.1 7.299 A

B-A 5 1 334 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.948 B

C-AB 22 5 787 0.027 22 0.0 0.0 4.703 A

C-A 317 79     317        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 296 74     296        
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 511 0.082 42 0.1 0.1 7.678 A

B-A 7 2 309 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.895 B

C-AB 30 8 824 0.036 30 0.0 0.0 4.534 A

C-A 385 96     385        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 362 91     362        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 511 0.082 42 0.1 0.1 7.678 A

B-A 7 2 309 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.895 B

C-AB 30 8 824 0.036 30 0.0 0.1 4.536 A

C-A 385 96     385        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 362 91     362        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 527 0.065 34 0.1 0.1 7.302 A

B-A 5 1 334 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.952 B

C-AB 22 5 787 0.027 22 0.1 0.0 4.707 A

C-A 317 79     317        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 296 74     296        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 539 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 7.049 A

B-A 5 1 352 0.013 5 0.0 0.0 10.356 B

C-AB 16 4 761 0.022 17 0.0 0.0 4.837 A

C-A 267 67     267        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 248 62     248        
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2036 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 7.01 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.77 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.59 0.1 A 44 67

C-A         213 319

A-B         5 7

A-C         251 376

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 554 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.635 A

B-A 2 0.56 374 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.688 A

C-AB 33 8 677 0.049 33 0.0 0.1 5.593 A

C-A 178 44     178        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 206 51     206        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 544 0.025 13 0.0 0.0 6.787 A

B-A 3 0.67 359 0.008 3 0.0 0.0 10.116 B

C-AB 43 11 693 0.061 42 0.1 0.1 5.538 A

C-A 209 52     209        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 245 61     245        
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

 
 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 530 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 7.009 A

B-A 3 0.83 337 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.772 B

C-AB 57 14 717 0.080 57 0.1 0.1 5.468 A

C-A 251 63     251        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 301 75     301        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 530 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 7.009 A

B-A 3 0.83 337 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.773 B

C-AB 57 14 717 0.080 57 0.1 0.1 5.463 A

C-A 251 63     251        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 301 75     301        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 544 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.788 A

B-A 3 0.67 358 0.008 3 0.0 0.0 10.120 B

C-AB 43 11 693 0.061 43 0.1 0.1 5.530 A

C-A 209 52     209        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 245 61     245        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 554 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.638 A

B-A 2 0.56 374 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.692 A

C-AB 33 8 677 0.049 33 0.1 0.1 5.591 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 206 51     206        
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Sustainability Appraisal Concerns 

 

1.1 The preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal to inform the Local Plan is a legal 

requirement, as per the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004 (‘the SEA Regulations’). 

 

1.2 Furthermore, the NPPF makes clear (paragraph 32) that Local Plans should be 

informed by a Sustainability Appraisal that meets the relevant legal requirements; and 

that this should demonstrate how the plan has addressed relevant economic, social 

and environmental objectives (including opportunities for net gains). 

 

1.3 Requirements of the SEA Regulations include the need to explain why options have 

been selected, and alternatives rejected; and to appraise options to the same level of 

detail. 

 

1.4 The emerging Ipswich Local Plan is accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal (‘the 

SA/SEA’). 

 

1.5 The SA acknowledges (Section 3, paragraph xxxvi) that the Spatial Strategy proposed 

in the Local Plan is a combination of several of the Spatial Options, but mostly aligns 

with Spatial Option 1.  

 

1.6 Firstly, whilst it could be said that the spatial strategy the emerging Local Plan proposes 

resembles Spatial Option 1 more than the other options appraised, it is not Spatial 

Option 1.  As such, the SA does not appear to have assessed the spatial strategy within 

the emerging Local Plan in a manner that enables comparison to reasonable 

alternatives.   

 

1.7 Further to this, it is problematic that the commentary in Table 2 of the SA (which seeks 

to explain the reason for the selection of options and the rejection of alternatives – a 

requirement of the SEA Regulations) refers to Spatial Option 1 as having been the 

option selected. This of course contradicts earlier commentary within the SA, which 

confirms the selected option merely most closely resembles Option 1 relative to other 

options appraised. 
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1.8 Turning to the appraisal of the Spatial Options against the SA objectives, we have a 

number of concerns and comments in relation to how Spatial Option 1 and Spatial 

Option 2 (increased development beyond the Borough boundary) are assessed, as set 

out below. 

 

SA Objective 2 (to meet the housing requirements of the whole community) 

 

1.9 In respect of Spatial Option 1 (Higher-density urban regeneration), the SA/SEA 

suggests that this will have a minor positive impact on SA objective 2. It merits 

emphasising that this SA objective refers to meeting the housing requirements of the 

whole community. However, nowhere within the appraisal of this option does it appear 

to have considered the differing housing needs of the community, and the implications 

for these of pursuing this option. Instead, it appears to have simply focused on the 

quantum of development, without considering the type. Even prior to considering this 

issue, the appraisal identifies concerns in relation to this option, noting that it is unlikely 

to meet needs on its own. We consider that such an option in focussing on higher-

density urban regeneration is unlikely to meet the housing needs of all, and would result 

in a narrow range of types of homes being delivered, skewed heavily towards smaller, 

flatted accommodation. This may disadvantage those requiring larger, family homes; 

as well as those in need of specialist accommodation. The SA should recognise this, 

and the scoring adjusted accordingly. 

 

1.10 In respect of Spatial Option 2, we agree that increased development beyond the 

Borough boundary would have a major positive effect in relation to SA objective 2. In 

addition, and to assist a decision-maker in comparing this with alternative options, it 

should be recognised that through this approach there are far greater prospects that a 

variety of forms of housing and accommodation will be provided which meet the needs 

of all of the community, including through provision of affordable housing and specialist 

accommodation. 

 

SA Objective 5 (to improve levels of education and skills in the population 

overall) 

 

1.11 In respect of Spatial Option 1 and SA objective 5, the appraisal notes that future 

residents in these locations would likely have good access to education services. It 
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should be recognised that all school-aged people in the Borough should have access 

to education, regardless of proximity to educational facilities. Ability to access 

educational facilities without reliance on a private car is of relevance to the SA/SEA 

(SA objective 18), but not SA objective 5. 

 

1.12 The assessment of Spatial Option 1 against SA objective 5 goes on to suggest the 

option may result in capacity concerns in some locations. However, despite identifying 

what would appear to be a significant issue in relation to this SA objective, Spatial 

Option 1 is still given a score of minor positive in relation to this. 

 

1.13 In respect of Spatial Option 2, the appraisal recognises that this approach is likely to 

engender fewer capacity concerns. However, it also states that access to education 

services in these locations may well be more limited. We consider that access is highly 

unlikely to be so difficult as to constitute a negative impact in relation to this particular 

SA objective. Again, it is more relevant to SA objective 18. As Spatial Option 2 is 

assessed as having a minor negative impact in relation to promoting sustainable travel, 

the scoring of this SA objective as a minor negative for the same reasons is, in effect, 

double-counting this one issue. 

 

SA Objective 11 (to reduce vulnerability to climatic events and flooding) 

 

1.14 The SA/SEA assesses Spatial Option 2 as having a minor negative impact on this SA 

objective, explaining that fluvial flood risk is present in and around Ipswich. It makes 

reference to there being areas of fluvial flood risk to the north of Ipswich. 

 

1.15 In actual fact, the Environment Agency flood mapping shows that the greatest areas of 

Flood Zone 2/3 are located within Ipswich itself (and as such, relevant to Spatial Option 

1); and to the south of Ipswich. Areas of Flood Zone 2/3 to the north are very limited.  

The vast majority of land to the north of Ipswich is Flood Zone 1 – land least at risk of 

flooding from tidal or fluvial sources. Certainly, a significant quantum of development 

could be accommodated to the north or east of Ipswich without having to develop land 

in Flood Zone 2/3. The SA/SEA’s conclusion on Spatial Option 2’s impact on SA 

objective 11 is, in our view, reliant on entirely specious reasoning. 
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SA objective 12 (safeguard the integrity of the coast and estuaries)  

 

1.16 In relation to SA objective 12 (safeguard the integrity of the coast and estuaries), the 

appraisal scored Option 1 as a minor positive, and justifies this by stating: 

 

“Option 1 would situate nearly all new development within urban locations and it is 

therefore unlikely that it would adversely affect the coast or estuaries. However, it 

would also not provide an opportunity to enhance the setting or character of the 

coast and estuaries”. 

 

1.17 This appraisal completely overlooks that large sections of the Suffolk coast comprise 

Special Protection Areas (SPA), Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar 

sites which are vulnerable to recreational disturbance. Recreational Disturbance 

Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy for Ipswich Borough, Babergh District, Mid Suffolk 

District and East Suffolk Councils (‘the Suffolk RAMS’) confirms that the entirety of 

Ipswich Borough is within the Zone of Influence of European sites, i.e. it can be 

expected that, without mitigation measures, residents of Ipswich Borough will visit 

these European sites. 

 

1.18 Whilst it is recognised that higher density development located within existing urban 

areas may be able to make financial contributions towards mitigation, their ability to 

incorporate Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces (SANGs) will of course be 

extremely limited. 

 

1.19 In respect of Spatial Option 2 and SA objective 12, the appraisal states: 

 

“Situating development in the rural areas could make it difficult to avoid adverse 

impacts on the coast and estuaries in all cases, including the biodiversity value, 

sensitive landscapes and heritage value prevalent here. This would be particularly 

the case if a new settlement were delivered.” 

 

1.20 It concludes that there would be a minor negative impact. 

 

1.21 We consider the SA’s appraisal of Spatial Option 2 in relation to this SA objective to be 

wholly misconceived.   
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1.22 As noted above, the entirety of Ipswich Borough is within the Zone of Influence of the 

coastal SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites. As such, development beyond the Borough 

boundary would be no more within the Zone of Influence than development within it.  

Development beyond the boundary is highly unlikely to have a direct impact (as in, 

encroach into any of the protected areas) on any of the estuaries or coasts, as, with 

the exception of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA/Ramsar site, none of the estuaries 

or coastal areas are within such proximity to the Borough such that increased 

development beyond the Borough boundary would feasibly encroach into such areas. 

In any case, the Stour and Orwell Estuaries only has potential to be directly impacted 

by development to the south of the Borough. 

 

1.23 The option of increased development beyond the Borough boundary has potential to 

incorporate SANGS and to reduce recreational disturbance of the European sites, not 

simply from future residents of the development, but also from existing residents within 

the locality. Spatial Option 2 should be seen as having a positive impact on this SA 

objective when compared to alternatives. 

 

SA objective 13 (to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity) 

 

1.24 Turning to SA objective 13 the appraisal in relation to this appears to be based on the 

misconception that greenfield land is inherently of ecological value. This is not the case. 

Indeed, intensively farmed agricultural land is generally of negligible ecological value, 

and such the ecological value of land can often be enhanced through its development.   

 

1.25 In relation to Spatial Option 1, despite the appraisal text noting that it may be difficult 

to incorporate high quality green infrastructure into high-density, urban development, it 

fails to reflect this in the scoring of this option. 

 

1.26 Furthermore, the text on Spatial Option 1 makes reference to landscape designations. 

This is an entirely different matter to biodiversity, one unrelated to this SA objective. 

 

1.27 In respect of Spatial Option 2, in addition to the aforementioned flawed assumption that 

greenfield land is of ecological value, we note that the text notes the potential positive 

effects of this approach with low density development giving rise to opportunities for 
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ecological enhancements.  However, the scoring (minor negative) does not reflect this 

positive effect. 

 

SA objective 14 (to conserve and where appropriate enhance areas and assets of 

historical and archaeological importance) 

 

1.28 In relation Spatial Option 1 and this SA objective, the appraisal text identifies the 

potential negative effects, stating as follows: 

 

“Should taller buildings be required to meet the higher density requirements, there 

is greater potential for development to have an adverse impact on long-distance 

views and to discord with the local character. A large quantity of cultural heritage 

assets, including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas, 

are situated within the urban areas of Ipswich, the setting of which could be 

adversely impacted by any nearby high-density developments or tall buildings”. 

 

1.29 Notwithstanding this wholly negative assessment provided by the SA/SEA in relation 

to SA objective 14, the option is inexplicably scored as a positive / negative impact, 

rather than minor negative or major negative. 

 

1.30 Spatial Option 2 is assessed as having a positive / negative effect on SA objective 14.  

However, from the commentary, it is clear that the negative impact relates to perceived 

concerns regarding harm to the character of rural locations. 

 
1.31 Firstly, this is not an issue that is relevant to SA objective 14. This is more a matter for 

SA objective 15. 

 
1.32 Secondly, and in any case, we do not agree with the statement that “where 

development takes place in rural locations it is more likely to discord with the local 

character and adverse impacts may be more likely”.  On the contrary, it should be 

recognised that planning policies can, and more often than not do, insist that 

development responds positively to local character and context, including in rural 

areas.  Development need not have an intrinsically harmful impact on the character of 

small settlements, as the SA/SEA appears to imply here. 
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SA Objective 15 (to conserve and enhance the quality and local distinctiveness 

of landscapes and townscape)   

 

1.33 In relation this SA objective and Spatial Option 1, the appraisal states that:  

 

“With most development taking place in urban areas, it is uncertain the extent to 

which high density development might discord with the local townscape character”. 

 

1.34 We consider that a strategy wholly reliant on higher density development will, 

necessarily, result in negative impacts on the townscape. It should be recognised that 

Ipswich is not currently characterised by high density development, and such an 

approach would be very much at odds with the existing character of much of the 

Borough.  

 

1.35 As such, we consider the assessment of Spatial Option 1 against SA objective 15 as a 

minor positive is unjustified. 

 

1.36 In relation to Spatial Option 2, this is assessed as having a major negative impact on 

this SA objective. However, from the text it appears that the SA/SEA has failed to 

acknowledge that harm to the landscape can be mitigated and that there are likely to 

be a number of opportunities to provide development in locations which are not 

sensitive in landscape terms.   

 

1.37 Furthermore, the appraisal of Spatial Option 2 in relation to this SA objective appears 

to have entirely overlooked the issue of townscape, instead focussing solely on 

landscape. It should be recognised that Spatial Option 2 will have a positive impact on 

landscape, by virtue of avoiding having to rely on increasing densities within the 

existing settlement. 

 

SA Objective 16 (to achieve sustainable levels of prosperity and growth 

throughout the plan area) 

 

1.38 In relation to SA objective 16, the appraisal of Spatial Option 1 identifies the potential 

harm of this approach to nearby market towns, but the scoring against this objective 

(major positive) does not reflect this concern. 
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Conclusion 

 

1.39 As noted earlier, the Sustainability Appraisal is an important component of the Local 

Plan, and plays a key role in justifying the approach taken, as well as the options 

rejected. 

 

1.40 The SA which accompanies the emerging Local Plan at this stage gives rise to a 

number of concerns, particularly in relation to how the selected option has been 

assessed (if at all), and the robustness of the assessment which resulted in it being 

selected and alternatives rejected. 

 
1.41 In particular, the issues identified above in relation to numerous SA objectives have 

resulted in the Spatial Option 1 being assessed as being far more positive than should 

be the case.   

 

1.42 Conversely, there are numerous instances where a flawed approach to assessment of 

Spatial Option 2 has resulted in it being assessed as unduly negative. 

 

1.43 A such, the SA prepared alongside the emerging Local Plan (Regulation 19) does not 

provide the necessary justification of the strategy proposed by the emerging Local 

Plan. 

 

1.44 Once the appraisal is updated to address the above, the Council should review whether 

the strategy it proposes is suitable; and whether the reason for rejecting alternatives is 

still applicable. 
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PART A PERSONAL DETAILS 
  

  1. Personal details  2. Agent’s details (if applicable) 

Title   Mrs   

First name  Andrea   

Last name  McDonald   

Job title (where 
relevant) 

    

Organisation (where 
relevant) 

    

Address 

(Please include post 
code) 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

E-mail    

Telephone No.   
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PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation  

Your name or organisation (and 
client if you are an agent): 

 
 
Andrea McDonald 

Please specify which document(s) and document part you are commenting upon.  

Representations at this stage should only be made in relation to the legal compliance and the 

soundness of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft. 

Document(s) and 

document part. 

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is 

included on any additional sheets.) 

Core Strategies 

5.26 table 2 

I do not understand why “cheap car parking” is listed alongside 

walking/cycling routes and public transport.  This would encourage more 

driving therefore more air pollution 

Green Corridors I can only see arrows pointing towards parks/green areas. These are 

however not interconnected with each other. There is no coherent 

walking or cycling route. Especially problematic is the area around the 

roundabout near St Peters Church. A route from the waterfront/ river 

towpath is cut up by the gyratory. 

The river towpath is too narrow to cycle on and its surface keeps 

deteriorating. Is there any plan improving the towpath? More usage of it 

would also make people more confident using it. 

 

The river path needs to be connected with the waterfront area. Currently 

driving is still allowed there. It is an area around the university and 

various cafes and restaurants. Passing traffic also poses danger to 

children 

  



Document(s) and 

document part. 

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is 

included on any additional sheets.) 
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Planning Policy Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2nd March 2020.  

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN  

Would you like to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review at any of 

the following stages? Tick to confirm. 

The submission of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of 

State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination. 
 

Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review.  

Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review.  

 

PRIVACY NOTICE 
 

Ipswich Borough Council is the data controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018 and 
other regulations including the General Data Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679).  
 
As part of our public task, we will process your comment, and store your information securely. Your 
comment and name will be made public as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the 
creation of planning policy documents, but we will not publish your email address, contact address or 
telephone number.  
 
Please note that we are required to provide your full details to the Planning Inspector and Programme 
Officer for the purposes of producing the development plan in accordance with the statutory 
regulations on plan making. 
 
The above purposes may require disclosure of any data received in accordance with the Freedom of 
information Act 2000. We will use this information to assist in plan making and to contact you regarding 
the planning consultation process. 
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NORTHERN FRINGE PROTECTION GROUP 
Safeguarding the Character of Ipswich 

Comments on the Ipswich Borough Council CORE STRATEGY AND 
POLICIES DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT REVIEW– FINAL DRAFT 
January 2020 - Consultation Ending 2nd March 2020 
 
Please find our representation on the above. We want to see a sound evidence-based Core Strategy 
(CS) in place which will  help make Ipswich a more attractive place to live and work. We have made 
our comments on the CS (which we also reference as the Plan) sequentially although these will 
relate to the same issue in different sections of the CS. Rather than keep repeating our comments, 
IBC should assume that our comments on each issue apply throughput the CS to that issue, 
wherever the issue is mentioned in the CS. We would like to provide oral evidence at the formal 
planning Inquiry. 
 

Summary of key issues 
 
Our main concerns with the CS are mainly in relation to traffic related issues, including delivering the 
required infrastructure and modal shift and the associated impact on air quality, including the lack of 
funding to deliver the required improvements. For ease of reference we provide a summary of our 
key concerns which show that the CS is not sound without modifications to these areas. 
 

Transport and improving accessibility 
1. Previous modelling has shown that many junctions and link roads in Ipswich are already at/near 

capacity, but this is not addressed in the CS. There is no evidence that proposed growth in the CS 
is sound in relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026. 

2. Transport modelling shows severe capacity issues in 2026 at many key junctions in and around 
Ipswich that will result in gridlock but there are no transport infrastructure projects included in 
the Infrastructure Tables to resolve these capacity constraints. This is especially the case in and 
around the town centre, Ipswich Garden Suburb and the A1214. 

3. The Transport modelling fails to identify when these Ipswich junctions will reach capacity 
(evidence shows that some already have) and consequently the CS fails to adequately plan for 
this.  

4. IBC is failing to Improve Access in Ipswich in breach of CS5. More needs to be done otherwise 
the Modal Switch assumptions used in the traffic modelling are too high and unsound resulting 
in non-compliance with CS20 Transport. The CS is not justified with respect to Improving Access 
and Transport. 

5. The Committee on Climate Change assumes that there will be a 10% transport modal shift by 
2050. Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver around 15% modal shift by 2026 ? – a 
ridiculously short timeframe for such a high target. Unless IBC can provide evidence that it can 
achieve higher levels of modal shift than the CCC thinks feasible, the CCC assumption should be 
used in the modelling work for the CS to be sound. 

6. Evidence shows that the existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is clearly sub-
standard and will not enable delivery of the levels of modal shift required without substantial 
improvements. 
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7. There is no funding allocated during the four-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS1 to encourage modal shift, for example to 
change behaviours and improve cycling and pedestrian infrastructure.  

8. The CS is not justified as it does not take account of proportionate evidence, especially in 
relation to modal shift assumptions. The New Evidence database is incomplete as it excludes 
several key Transport documents, especially those in relation to modal shift and the S106 
schedules for the approved Ipswich Garden suburb developments which have not been made 
available to the Public in time to examine as part of this Consultation. 

9. We are concerned that the two road bridges (and country park) may not be delivered in time 
(February 2022) to receive the £9.8m Housing Infrastructure Funding. If this is the case, then the 
CS is unsound unless IBC can confirm alternative funding will be available. 

10. We are concerned that the CS is not completely positively prepared as it fails to fully assess 
transport infrastructure requirements, including walking and cycling infrastructure, especially in 
relation to timing of delivery (and as sewage infrastructure requirements). 
 

Air Quality and the environment 
11. The CS is not consistent with national air quality policy as it fails to ensure compliance with 

legally binding limits. There needs to be a requirement to comply with these for the CS to be 
sound. 

12. The CS needs to strengthen the commitment to Improve Air Quality as there has been no real 
improvement in Air Quality in Ipswich over the past decade with the number of AQMAs in 
Ipswich increasing.  

13. There is no funding allocated during the  4-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS for improving air quality. 

14. There is no Air Quality Assessment provided as part of this consultation. This needs to be 
completed urgently and needs to include assessments for the early years of planned 
developments, all construction-related traffic (including sewage infrastructure projects) and 
rail/sea traffic. It needs to examine the impacts of different levels of modal shift rather than 
assume the unsubstantiated, extremely high levels of modal shift assumed in the transport 
assessment will be delivered by 2026 and thereafter. 

15. There is little point in undertaking an Air Quality Assessment in 2036 as the ban on non-electric 
vehicles will have been implemented. It is the early years of the CS where air quality is most 
likely to be worst. We believe that an earlier assessment than 2026 is therefore required e.g. 
2023 and perhaps 2029/30 (prior to the ban on non-electric vehicles) rather than 2036 when 
there will be a significant number of electric vehicles. 

16. At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency. 
The CS needs to be updated to incorporate this to be sound. 

17. We strongly object to the re-designation of the Ipswich “green rim” to “green trails”. This is in 
breach of DM13 and unsound. 

18. The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and somewhat 
confused. This needs to be clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be 
properly identified and included in the CS for it to be sound and understood by residents. 

19. A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full 
funding for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. There is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the unprecedented levels of modal shift 

 
1 https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf 
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required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire – what evidence 
is there that this will change? 

20. The Sustainability Assessment is incomplete and underplays many key issues. It needs to fully 
assess air quality impacts including from rail and sea, the impacts of the additional road 
infrastructure required to prevent junctions reaching capacity , the proposed re-designation of 
the Green Rim, alternatives to building on Humber Doucy Lane (and that Suffolk Coastal no 
longer needs this land to meet its housing target),  flood risk and the impacts of the new sewage 
infrastructure that will be required to deliver the CS. It especially needs to assess the robustness 
of the CS if the unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved. 

21. The same issues relating to the Sustainability Appraisal apply to the Health Impact Assessment. 
22. The Habitats Assessment also needs to take account of the same issues. 
 

Other 
23. There are still no firm proposals for new sewage infrastructure that is required for the IGS and 

the wider Ipswich area, which need to be consulted upon and included in the Infrastructure 
Tables.  

24. The proposal to allow development in north-east Ipswich at the northern end of Humber Doucy 
Lane and Tuddenham Road is not justified and therefore unsound. Land in the centre of Ipswich 
earmarked for expanded retail and car parking (which we believe is surplus to requirements), 
should be used for new homes instead. There is no SA of this viable alternative. 

25. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector2 from 
582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756). Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at 
Humber Doucy Lane to provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) it had included in its final 
draft plan3 (paragraph 12.209). The SA fails to assess this. 

26. Specific Objectives are required to ensure delivery of key aspects of the CS such as improving 
transport infrastructure, improving air quality, delivering modal shift and improving accessibility 
are required. These need to be monitored and reported on to ensure the CS is effective. 

 

 
2 https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-
/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Post_hearings_letter.pdf 
3 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf 
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Consultation Statement Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
January - March 2019 
 
We are concerned that our comments on CS5 and CS20 in relation to the transport modelling and 
modal shift (and associated air quality issues) have not been adequately considered. IBC appears to 
be adopting the approach that SCC’s Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Policy 
Area (IPSA)4 will totally resolve all the traffic issues and fully deliver the required levels of modal shift 
for the CS to be sound, without substantiating this with any evidence that it will. Until such evidence 
is provided the CS cannot be considered effective or justified. It is particularly disappointing that the 
Transport Mitigation Strategy and other relevant modal shift documents have not been included in 
the Evidence Base. We agree that extremely high modal shift levels will be needed but believe that 
the new infrastructure required is substantially underestimated as is the difficulty in achieving the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift necessary for the CS to be sound. The level of funding needed to 
deliver this is massively under-estimated. There is also a significant shortfall in guaranteed funding 
for the insufficient measures identified in the Plan. IBC has yet to respond to these concerns. 
 

Para 5.25  
 
Improving air quality in the increasing number of Ipswich AQMAs (now five) needs to be added as a 
key challenge as IBC is legally required to reduce pollution levels to legally binding limits and has 
failed to do so; there have been no material improvements to air quality and IBC is non-compliant 
with its CS in this respect. The planned growth levels for Ipswich will further challenge this 
requirement.  
 
Given the high levels of modal shift required, IBC should be “delivering high levels of modal shift” 
rather than just “guiding as many trips as possible to sustainable modes”. The current draft under-
estimates the difficulty and importance of the task. 
 
Meeting the Climate Emergency also needs to be added as a key challenge as Ipswich Borough 
Council has committed to tackling this issue. Not to include it would be unsound. 
 

Para 5.26 Table 2 – for ease of reference we have included all our comments on flood risk below, 
but these should be considered for all other references of flood risk in the CS. 
 
This states that “In addition, as part of the final draft Local Plan, a refresh is being prepared of the 
Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).” Paragraph 6.1.6 then states that “The Council’s 
Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) was revised in 2019. It provides guidance on residual 
flood risk both for the situation before and after completion of the flood barrier. The SFRA also 
suggests a framework for safe development. The safety framework is detailed in the Council’s 
Development and Flood Risk SPD (September 2013) which is in the process of being updated”. How 
can a ‘framework’ developed in a document (SFRA) dated 2019 be detailed in an SPD dated 2013? It 
is not clear which Safety Framework applies to the CS. 
 
However, the IBC FRA webpage5 only references the 2011 SFRA version and does not show the 2019 
version referenced above. We also note that the Local Plan New Evidence database includes a draft 
2020 SFRA as well. It is not clear when or if this has been adopted. The IBC website also states that 

 
4 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf 
5 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-sfra 
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the Flood Risk SPD “was first updated in May 2014 and has subsequently been updated in January 
2016 to reflect changes to national and local policy and guidance6.”  
 
Paragraph 8.45 states “On flood risk, it concludes that an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is 
needed to model the boundaries of Flood Zones 3a and b; drainage strategies should be prepared for 
all sites; and the sequential and exception tests need to be applied to all sites in flood zones 2 and 3.” 
It is not clear if the draft 2020 SFRA meets this requirement. The paragraph then goes onto state 
that “Further guidance is contained in the Development and Flood Risk Supplementary Planning 
Document 2016”. Clearly the 2016 SPD cannot possibly adequately reflect the draft 2020 SFRA. 
 
Paragraph 8.46 states that “the Ipswich Surface Water Management Plan7 was produced in [June] 
2012 and is currently under review”. This is clearly obsolete and fails to take account of climate 
change. Under the NPPF hierarchy for managing flood risk, this is the key document/means of 
controlling flood risk.  This review needs to be completed urgently and incorporated into the CS for it 
to be sound. We are concerned that IBC no longer has a Drainage Team/Officer that can undertake 
this important work and the loss of such expertise leaves Ipswich and its residents at greater risk of 
flooding. 
 
Paragraph 8.225 states that “Part C of this document includes policies relating to flooding to reflect 
the NPPF and the detailed findings of the Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment”. But it does not 
reference which SFRA version it relates to. IBC needs to confirm that this is compliant with the draft 
SFRA 2020 
 
Policy DM4 states that “it [development] will be adequately protected from flooding in accordance 
with adopted standards of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy8;”However, the document 
was produced it 2016 so doesn’t include the full risk of flooding from climate change so there is no 
assurance that development will be adequately protected. 
  
Suffolk County Council’s Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) was published in 20119 and had a 
3 page addendum10 in 2017. A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) is an assessment of floods 
that have taken place in the past and floods that could take place in the future. It considers flooding 
from surface water runoff, groundwater and ordinary watercourses.  This is also therefore out of 
date and will not fully take account of climate change. We believe an update is required to ensure 
the CS is sound. 

In the 2017 Addendum, SCC used a national data set to predict flood risk, but these do not include  
climate change allowance output, so SCC have projected the potential number of properties at risk 
for the 0.5% AEP for the PFRA. The results show that Ipswich is the area at greatest flood risk and 
has been identified as a Flood risk area (FRA) for the purposes of the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) 
second planning cycle. The Addendum states that “To improve SCC understanding of climate change 
in priority areas, local modelling updates will assess the impact of climate change.” It is not clear 

 
6 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/development-and-flood-risk-spd 
7 http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Surface-Water-Management-
Plans/Ipswich-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf 
8 http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Suffolk-Flood-Partnership/2018-
Strategy-Documents/2016-04-Suffolk-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf 
9 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/Flooding-and-drainage/SUFFOLK-PFRA-REPORT-
FINAL.pdf 
10https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698246
/PFRA_Suffolk_County_Council_2017.pdf 
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whether this modelling has been done or how it has been included in the CS. Clearly this needs to be 
incorporated into the CS for the CS to be sound.   

The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and confusing and 
makes the CS flood risk situation impossible to understand for the general public. This needs to be 
clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be properly identified and included in the 
CS for it to be understood by residents and for it to be sound. Given the current terrible flooding and 
that Ipswich is an FRA, this is a key issue that needs correcting. 

Para 6.7  

The Vision needs to include an improvement in air quality levels and compliance with legally binding 
targets that are currently exceeded. IBC should have a Strategic Policy to comply with legally binding 
air quality targets and eradicate AQMAs within Ipswich for the benefit and protection of residents. 
The Climate Emergency also needs to be recognised in the Vision (please see our comments under 
CS1). 

 
Objective 6.8.4 
 
This Objective needs to be strengthened to recognise the Climate Emergency for the CS to be sound 
(please see our comments under CS1). 
 

Objective 6.8 5 
 
It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be measured; 2004 
emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is clear. For 
example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations and if not, 
how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear when IBC 
aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not be left to 
2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich residents will 
have died prematurely. IBC needs to comply with legally binding targets otherwise its CS is unsound. 

 
Objective 6.8 6 
 
IBC has decided to remove its previous Objective to achieve modal shift of 15% by 2031 in the 
current Local Plan and needs to be asked why it has done this given this is still required for the CS to 
be sound. SCC Transport modelling (which we discuss later) confirms that major modal shift is 
required to deliver the CS  (e.g. c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys). Given the importance of 
achieving high levels of modal shift to deliver the Plan, it is imperative that a modal shift target for 
2026 is included for the CS to be sound. IBC needs to explain why it no longer thinks having a modal 
shift target is important. 
 
Ipswich CS Authority Monitoring Report 13, 2017/18 June 2019 fails to adequately report back on 
the current Objective 6 f. TARGET: To link with Travel Ipswich to achieve a 15% modal switch for 
journeys in Ipswich by 2031. Simply stating “The Travel Ipswich measures have now been 
implemented. This target will be reviewed through the Ipswich Local Plan review.” We believe the 
reason that the target has not been reported on is that little or no progress has been made and the 
that is has been removed because IBC knows it cannot be achieved. IBC needs to report the modal 
shift levels achieved through Travel Ipswich (formerly known as Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st 
Century) as this will indicate what levels of modal shift can be achieved in Ipswich. 
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We also note that Appendix5, pg 55 states “The 2018 Travel to Work survey ran from the 7th May to 
29th June 2018, outside the 2017/18 monitoring period. The 2018 results show that driving (single 
occupant and car share) remains the most frequently used mode of travel at 64.7% in 2018, an 
increase from 62.6% in 2017. The percentage of those travelling as a single occupant has risen 
compared to last year and currently stands at 62.6%, 3.5% higher than in 2017.” This illustrates how 
difficult the required levels of modal switching will be to achieve, without which the CS is clearly 
unsound. 
 
We believe IBC has failed to make any progress on the modal shift target of 15% by 2031. It clearly 
needs to provide evidence that it can deliver the required modal shift levels identified by SCC (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys) for the CS to be sound. If not, the CS needs to be revised 
accordingly to be sound. 
 
IBS states that “Additional east-west highway capacity could be provided within the plan period” and 
needs to illustrate what it means by this and whether such capacity is required  for the CS to be 
sound. 
 
Paragraph 8.19, which states “In addition to the integrated transport solutions, including bus 
network improvements within the town and increased capacity of the local rail offering, a northern 
route around Ipswich is expected to be needed to enable growth in the longer term.” Ipswich 
Borough Council states support for such a route. We would like to draw attention to the article in 
the Ipswich Star (27 February 201911) where the leader of Ipswich Borough Council, David Ellesmere, 
is quoted as saying “A northern bypass is a priority infrastructure project for Ipswich”. A position that 
was repeated in the East Anglian Daily Times Article12 published on 22/02/2020 "It remains our 
position that the best solution would be the construction of the inner route of the northern bypass 
[to ease traffic problems in Ipswich]. Both the previous Labour and current Conservative Ipswich 
MPs have also argued for a northern route as a priority for Ipswich. This paragraph and the CS need 
to be updated to take account of the decision that the northern route will NOT  be progressed 
further by SCC. Ipswich Borough Council needs to explain why its elected leader clearly believes that 
Ipswich cannot cope with existing volumes of traffic and that it is sound for the CS to increase traffic 
further. The Local Plan also needs to recognise that Suffolk County Council is also concerned about 
the ability for Ipswich to manage the existing volumes of traffic and announced on 18 February 2020 
that it is setting up a taskforce to look at new ways of tackling the town's traffic problems. In 
response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich traffic David 
Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road connecting 
Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new road link 
connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”. 
 
We agree with the leader of Ipswich Borough Council and its local MP that some form of northern 
route is still required for IBC to deliver its targets in a sound manner. The SCC consultation exercise 
shows that many Ipswich residents share this view.  Unless there is a huge change in public attitudes 
and behaviour plus substantial investment in other means of sustainable travel, improving the 
existing road infrastructure, including new technology, homeworking incentives, off-peak travel 
pricing incentives, regulatory instruments etc, a northern route is required to deliver the Plan. 
Currently IBC has insufficient firm proposals or funding to deliver the required 2026 modal shifting 
target and subsequent modal shift levels throughout the CS period. The CS is therefore unsound as it 
lacks a credible transport solution that would support the proposed levels of growth.  
 

 
11 https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955 
12 https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021 

https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955
https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021
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Para 6.17 - this should be considered as our representation for this site in respect of the 
consultation on the associated Site Allocations & Policies.   
 
We challenge the need for future development after 2031 in north-east Ipswich at the northern end 
of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which is no longer required by Suffolk Coastal to meet 
its housing target as this has been reduced substantially by the Planning Inspector:  

1. The Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 2018  
Section 4.3 Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 (Suffolk Coastal) recognises the sensitivity of the 
open land between the edge of suburban Ipswich and the villages of Westerfield and 
Rushmere and that the area forms an important corridor of land. It states that 
“opportunities lie in the strengthening of landscape structure, softening of the urban edge 
and reinforcement and creation of corridors which penetrate the urban area”. It concludes 
that the area is “sensitive to development” and “care will be needed to ensure rural 
countryside beyond the Ipswich administration area continues to function as a green rim to 
the town”.  These comments will clearly also apply to the open land within the Ipswich 
boundary. Even more so as the land is nearest the edge of suburban Ipswich and there is 
substantially less open land within the Ipswich boundary than Suffolk Coastal. We also note 
that this report was produced before the Ipswich draft CS proposal. Therefore, it does not 
consider the impacts of building on the open countryside within the Ipswich boundary, 
which will increase the sensitivity of the Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 as described in this 
report. In our view, this land is too important and sensitive to be built on, especially as it will 
result in the need for an additional primary school, which has additional traffic implications. 

2. We do not believe that the full proposed expansion of the town centre retail development is 
required or sustainable and that this land could be better used for new homes. Town centre 
homes are likely to have a far lower impact on traffic congestion and air quality than on the 
outskirts of Ipswich. We believe that there are opportunities to convert some of the existing 
excess town centre retail property into new homes. This approach should be used instead of 
building on at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which will 
add to traffic congestion into the town centre and along Valley/Rd/Colchester Rd etc. We 
note that Ipswich Central is also advocating an increase to the number of homes in the town 
centre13. This will help improve the town centre and the night-time economy, reduce traffic 
into the centre town (compared to other new build sites), facilitate modal shift and improve 
air quality. Why has this option not been considered by IBC? 

3. We believe that the Parking Strategy over-estimates the parking demand, and hence the 
required land, for town centre parking and that this brownfield land would be better used 
for housing rather than the previously designated countryside at Humber Doucy Lane. 

4. Traffic modelling shows that traffic from the development will further increase traffic at 
junctions that are already over-capacity without any road infrastructure projects proposed 
to rectify this forecast over-capacity. 

5. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of Policy CS16 regarding the protection 
and enhancement of green corridors and the CS “Green Rim” (regardless of the land having 
been designated as countryside). In our view, this is why Ipswich Borough Council wants to 
re-designate the green rim as bike and cycle trails without any justification and a distinct lack 
of cycle trails in the “green trails”. We discuss this in detail in our comments to Chapter 7, 
which should also be considered here. 

6. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS. POLICY DM8: The 
Natural Environment POLICY DM10: Green Corridors. It is also counter to the principles of 
POLICY DM11: Countryside and should remain classified as part of the Green Rim. It is also 

 
13 https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-needs-4-000-new-homes-1-6516012 
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effectively non-compliant with Paragraph 8.80 as it is inconceivable there will be net gains in 
biodiversity and green infrastructure by building on the green rim. 

7. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS in relation to the 
corresponding Policies and Diagram 3 The Ipswich Core Diagram where it is designated as 
Green Rim. IBC has not provided enough evidence to justify this change of classification from 
countryside. 

8. The North East Character Study recognises the benefits of this site as “a rural buffer” as 
open fields/countryside to urban Ipswich. Given the lack of such land in Ipswich, it is too 
important to be lost. 

9. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector14 
from 582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756) i.e. a reduction of 720 homes over 
the Plan period. Clearly Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at Humber Doucy Lane to 
provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) that it had included in its final draft plan15 
(paragraph 12.209) and the allocation of this land is therefore not sound. 

 
Regardless, there should be no development of this land until the completion of the IGS. This needs 
to be made clear in the CS. For the CS to be effective, the Sustainability Appraisal needs to fully 
assess the implications on building on this site and whether delivering more homes in the town 
centre instead of retail expansion might be a more sustainable option. 

 

CHAPTER 7: The Key Diagram (and all other references to the green rim/trail) 
  
We strongly disagree with the proposed change to replace “green rim” with “green trail” in  
(v) The ecological network, green corridor and green rim approach to strategic green infrastructure 
(policy CS16). The proposed change to the green rim has not been assessed by the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and needs to be included in the HRA accordingly.  
 
The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected by adding it to Policy CS4, especially as 
Ipswich Borough Council have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to 
reclassify it and hence destroy it.  
 
The Ipswich Local Plan – Regulation 19 draft presented at the Council Meeting on 8th January 2020 
states, in the last paragraph of Section 2.47 The Development Management, that “There has been 
some confusion arising from the Preferred Options consultation responses on the purpose of the 
‘green rim’, which are principally orbital routes for walking and cycling around the periphery of the 
Borough although it is acknowledged that they are important routes for biodiversity and the wider 
ecological network. It is suggested that these be renamed as ‘green trails’ which shows that these 
areas are also connected with walking and cycling.” 
 
It is our view that the Council in its paper is mis-leading Councillors as the concept of corridors and 
the green rim was for the corridors to provide access on foot or by cycle to the countryside 
surrounding Ipswich. That countryside then became known as the green rim and the intention was 
for the green rim to be protected from development. We note that in subsequent CSs the green rim 
has been considerably reduced in size, which demonstrates the Council’s lack of commitment to 
protecting open space and improving biodiversity in its own Plans. The change in definition is 
effectively non-compliant with policy DM8. 
 

 
14 https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-
/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Post_hearings_letter.pdf 
15 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf 
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In our view, the Council is doing this so that it can bring forward land around Humber Doucy Lane, 
which has previously been designated as countryside, and then as part of the green rim, for 
development in the revised draft of the CS by removing the protection that it currently has. If the 
Council  wants to do this then it should be clear and transparent that it proposes to build on land 
previously designated as countryside/green rim rather than by deviously trying to re-designate the 
land as a pedestrian/cycle green trail (which was never the intention of previous CSs). We believe 
that there are other brownfield sites in Ipswich that could be used instead. 
 
In Appendix 1, we illustrate the history of the green rim/corridors in various drafts of the CS below 
and include a comparison of actual cycle routes to the revised green trails demonstrating that it is 
the Council that is “confused” about the original purpose of the green rim. We also note that there is 
no mention of the Green Rim (or Green Trail) being used for cycling in the Ipswich Cycling Strategy16 
adopted in March 2016 as part of the CS. 
 

Chapter 8 Scale and location of growth 
 
We have argued for many years that previous homes and employment targets set by Ipswich 
Borough Council were too high, unrealistic and based upon flawed evidence. It is now clear that 
previous Plans were unsound and by their very nature were therefore sub-optimal for Ipswich as we 
argued strongly at the time. It is disappointing that Ipswich Borough Council has taken so long to 
accept this. We believe the proposed lower targets are more realistic. We agree with IBC that it has 
established a 5-year land supply of 5.06 years including a 20% buffer or contingency in the 5-year 
supply. 
 

Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities 
 
This needs to include the following highway schemes that SCC assumes will proceed in Ipswich in its 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 along with the dates they are required 
by. Without these being implemented the modelling work, and hence the CS is unsound. 

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional lane 
SB for Heath Road  

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane  
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street  
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal (we question how this will  improve bus 

services?) 
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. Capacity 
increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction  

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road  

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access  

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction  

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares  

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares  

 
16 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cycling_strategy_spd.pdf 
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11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension of 
Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts  

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction of 
A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout [we note this is not in Ipswich 
and appears to have been incorrectly grouped under Ipswich] 

This list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with Valley Road which 
are required to be delivered by Crest Nicholson after by occupation of the 299th home on its Henley 
Grange IGS site (as stated in the planning application Decision Notice). It needs to be confirmed 
whether this infrastructure project has been included and modelled accordingly. It needs to be 
added to the list of projects. 
 
We support the inclusion of sewage infrastructure in ISPA2. We have argued for this for many years 
and its inclusion is long overdue. We believe specific reference to it being required for the delivery of 
the Ipswich Garden Suburb, which still has no agreed site-wide sewage infrastructure solution after 
over 10 years of planning for one.  
 

Policy IPSA4 and Paragraphs 8.24-8.26  
 
Please see comments on Paragraph 6.17. Paragraph 8.24 states that development will “follow the 
delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb”. We disagree on the need for this land to be developed, but if 
it is then it needs to be made clear throughout the CS document that this can only happen following 
the delivery of the IGS development, rather than “appropriately phased”. Without this stipulation it 
could detrimentally impact on demand for homes at the IGS leading to a stalled and incomplete 
development of the IGS for many years. It is premature to phase it with the IGS development rather 
than at the end of the IGS development. 
 

Policy CS1  
 
Sustainable Development needs to reflect the legal requirement to comply with Air Quality targets, 
as well as considering them elsewhere in the CS for the CS to be sound.  
 
At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. This commitment will clearly impact on the CS 
and needs to be referenced here and in relation to other relevant policies e.g. DM1 and DM2 for the 
CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the 
government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account. 
 

Policy CS4, Policy CS17 and DM8  
 
The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected, especially as Ipswich Borough Council 
have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to reclassify it (see above). It 
should be included in CS4 accordingly for the CS to be sound.  
 
We have some concern that IBC may not be providing enough recreational mitigation for its 
RAMSAR sites. It is not clear what RAMS S106 payments (agreed on 30/01/20) have been agreed 
with CBRE and Crest IGS sites as the S106 have not been made publicly available by IBC with its 
Decision Notice in February 2020 on granting outline application approval.  
 

 
The Suffolk Coast European Sites Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy 
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Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 2019 
 
This was approved by the Executive on 7th January 2020, which implies the S106 agreements should 
include RAMS mitigation payments as they were agreed after the SPD was approved by the 
Executive.  
 
We note that Paragraph 2.4 states "It should be noted that some residential schemes, particularly 
those located close to a European Site boundary or large scale developments, are likely to need to 
provide additional mitigation measures (in addition to the tariff) such as Suitable Alternative Natural 
Green Space (SANGS) or green infrastructure measures. This would need to be assessed through a 
project level Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (including Appropriate Assessment)." Therefore, 
it would appear that the delivery of the Country Park is therefore an additional requirement to the 
RAMS tariffs. 
 
However, IBC did not request any S106 contributions from either CREST of CBRE for any of their 
homes on the IGS for recreational mitigation when the outline application was approved subject a 
number of conditions at the Planning & Development Committee Wednesday 4th April 2018  
CREST - Para 5.16 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf other 
than £7.5k HRA for monitoring 
CBRE - Section 10 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf other 
than £7.5k HRA for monitoring 
 
The SPD also states  
3.2 What types of application does this apply to? 
The Suffolk Coast RAMS tariff applies to all full applications, outline applications, hybrid applications, 
permitted development, and reserved matters applications where no contribution was made at the 
outline application or hybrid application stage. 
Sites that already have planning permission will not be required to pay any additional mitigation 
sum, unless they are resubmitted for consideration. 
3.3 The Suffolk Coast RAMS contribution is payable in addition to any Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) liability and/or any other S106 or S278 contributions for other types of contribution and there 
may be other site-specific mitigation requirements in respect of European Sites and ecology. 
 
If there are no RAMS tariffs included in the S106 agreements this could be in breach of this SPD,  
Policy CS4, CS17 and Policy DM31 The Natural Environment of the current Ipswich CS. It also means 
the new CS  would be unsound in relation to CS4 CS17 and DM 8 The Natural Environment as there is 
no means of funding the required. We believe further examination of the issue is required to provide 
confidence that the CS is sound in relation to this issue. 
 

 

Policy CS5 Improving Accessibility 
 
States that the Council will work with the Highway Authority including through the Local Transport 
Plan to manage travel demand in Ipswich and maximise sustainable transport solutions and in doing 
so will prioritise the development of an integrated cycle network. During the duration of the current 
CS and despite the agreement of the Cycling SPD, we have seen no improvements to the cycle 
network. Indeed, the only major changes that we are aware of are: 

• The removal of the dedicated cycle lane on Felixstowe Road out of Ipswich towards 
Sainsburys. 

• The construction of steps on the Cornhill effectively blocks off the previous direct cycle route 
between Lloyds Avenue and Princes Street. This was the only cross-town cycle route that did 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/mgCommitteeDetails.aspx?ID=138
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf
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not involve the use of dangerous counter-flow cycle lanes (Northgate Street and Museum 
Street) in the town centre. Neither of these counter-flow cycle lanes meet cycle lane 
guidelines17.  

Both these changes, especially the town centre one, result in a more segregated cycle network and 
will deter cyclists rather than encourage them. We also note that the cycle route along the 
Christchurch Park Bridleway remains in a dangerous state of repair since the current CS was 
approved. This shows a distinct lack of commitment to even maintaining the existing cycle network.  
 
We also note that much of the Ipswich cycling infrastructure is sub-standard and fails to comply with 
recommended minimum standards for cycle lane width for both dedicated cycle lanes and shared 
pedestrian/cycle routes. The latter acts as a barrier to both walking and cycling. The required levels 
of modal shift will not be delivered with such sub-standard infrastructure. 
 
Paragraph 33 of the Transport Topic paper states that “There has also been a variety of cycling and 
walking initiatives built around the balanced transport plan for Ipswich” but fails to provide any 
evidence of this. The Council needs to detail the initiatives delivered by the Council in the last few 
years since the adoption of the current Core Strategy and the Cycling Strategy  Supplementary 
Planning Document in March 2016 and the current CS in February 2017 and advise on the  level of 
modal shift has been achieved by them. We have not been able to find any evidence of the levels of 
modal shift achieved by these initiatives (nor what the specific initiatives actually are). In relation to 
the provision of cycling infrastructure in the current CS, there seems to have been no progress in 
delivering the requirements of: 

• CS5 Improving Accessibility Enables access across town safely and conveniently by foot and 
by bicycle - work with the Highway Authority through the Local Transport Plan prioritise the 
development of an integrated cycle network. 

• CS16 Green infrastructure, Sport and Recreation  Strengthens ecological networks that link 
inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing walking and cycling routes. 

• CS20 Key Transport Proposals Seeks improved cycling and walking routes between key 
nodes. 

• SP15 Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes Support improvements to pedestrian and cycle 
routes within the IP-One area and linking the town centre to residential areas and beyond.  

The level of achievement by IBC will help determine how effective the CS is likely to be in delivering 
its accessibility and modal shift objectives and whether it is sound in these respects. 
 

 
The SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL Draft Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (dated 15/03/2019 
presented at Suffolk Cabinet 20/January 2020)  
 
This identifies the requirements and options for planning of future opportunities to make 
improvements to the cycling and walking network. We are disappointed that this document has not 
been included by IBC in the Evidence Base as it clearly shows the poor existing walking and cycling 
infrastructure in Ipswich. The draft LCWIP assesses a number of corridors in Ipswich but does not 
include any actions or funding to improve these. The corridors are assessed using WRAT and CLOS 

 
17 The desirable minimum width of any contraflow lane is 2m. Where space is constrained it may be 
reduced to an absolute minimum of 1.5m. The width of the with-flow traffic lane may be as little as 
2.5m where there are low volumes of heavy goods vehicles and the servicing needs of shops and 
other premises are met by off-street loading or other means. The preferred minimum width is 3m as 
this is less likely to cause with-flow traffic to encroach upon the cycle lane. Cycling England A.06 
Contra-Flow Cycling. 
 



14 
 

assessment tools. 

As part of the Welsh Active Travel Design Guidance a Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was 
developed to assist Local Authorities with the auditing of walking routes. The auditing methodology 
targets the five core design outcomes for pedestrian infrastructure, which are similar to those for 
cycling.  These are: • attractiveness • comfort • directness • safety • coherence. Each design 
outcome has several sub-categories that are each scored 0-2 with a score of 70% (28/40) being 
normally regarded as the minimum provision overall. 

CLOS (cycle level of service) scores Cycling Level of Service is an audit tool developed by Transport 
for London. It is designed to assess the quality of cycling provision in existing (and proposed) 
schemes, with a final score out of 100. Good (Dutch-quality) schemes should be scoring between 70 
and 80 out of 100.  

In order to achieve the high targets of modal shift then, the key corridors should exceed the 
minimum standards of good design. However, it is clear from the assessments below that the 
existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is massively sub-standard and without major 
improvements there is absolutely no chance of achieving the modal shift targets required and hence 
the CS is unsound in respect of Policy CS5 and subsequently CS20 Transport and DM3 Air Quality. 

Corridor   WRAT CLOS 
Minimum level required 28 70 
London Rd / Hadleigh Rd  27.2 58 
Wherstead Rd   24.4 32.6 
Henley Rd / Westerfield Rd  24.7 37.2 
Birkfield Drive    18.25 41.5 
Hawthorn Drive   19.5 30.7 
Inner orbital    31  45 estimated from parts that can be scored 

unable to provide average score as some parts have no cycling or walking provision 
Gipping River Path  20.6 44.3 
Woodbridge Rd / Spring Rd  28.6 42.3 
Nacton Rd / Landseer Rd 27.8 41.4 

It should also be noted that the assessments are based on the most suitable route, rather than 
routes walkers and cyclists might actually use so these scores will be higher than what is will be 
experienced on average. Clearly cycling and walking in Ipswich is currently an unattractive, unsafe, 
incoherent, uncomfortable experience that is also non-directional. 

 
The Transport Modelling, which we will discuss later, includes extremely challenging modal shift 
assumptions. Unless IBC can provide evidence of sufficient funding and plans in place to improve the 
ineffective cycling network the required levels of modal shift cannot possibly be achieved, and the 
CS cannot be found to be sound. 
 
We also note that Ipswich Buses, operated by IBC, continues to use the outdated approach of having 
bus routes that just go into town rather than establishing radial routes such as along the 
A1214/Heath Rd from ASDA/Whitehouse, past the hospital, to Futura Park/Ransomes/Havens. Bus 
route 2 currently stops at the hospital and could easily be extended to the ASDA/Whitehouse area. 
Such an approach would provide a more direct quicker route for many people and have the 
advantage of avoiding the town centre AQMAs. We would like to see the CS Preferred Options 
include a requirement on IBC to assess and test the viability of such bus routes to Improve 
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Accessibility and help contribute to modal shift. Substantial investment in the Ipswich bus network is 
required, including the expansion of the Ipswich Park and Ride network. 
 

IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS18  
 
This Financial Plan covers up to 2023/24 and was approved at Council on 19/02/2020. Paragraph 32 
identifies IBC’s top ten projects for this period, which includes “providing high quality multi-story 
and surface car parking”. However, there is no money allocated over the four-year period to 
improving air quality, delivering modal shift or improving cycle and pedestrian infrastructure (i.e. to 
improve accessibility) despite the CS being dependent on achieving 15% modal shift and IBC being in 
breach of legally binding air quality limits. There is not even any mention of ‘modal shift’, ‘air 
quality’, ‘cycling’, ‘walking’, ‘traffic’ or ‘sustainable travel’ in the 98 page document, which would 
appear to illustrate the lack of commitment of IBC to invest in improving these areas. IBC is clearly 
prioritising encouraging people to drive into the town centre rather than use more sustainable 
means. The CS is clearly not effective as IBC has not allocated any funding towards delivering modal 
shift or improving air quality.  
 

 

Paragraph 8.97 and Policy C20 e) reference to the [Car] Parking Strategy and Plan 
 
It is not clear if the Ipswich Parking Strategy as drafted by WYG Transport Planning dated March 
2019 has actually been approved by the IBC Executive. The IBC website Decision List shows a 
decision by the Executive was due on 29th October 2019, but the Strategy was not on the agenda. It 
now seems to have disappeared from the Decision List without a decision being made. IBC needs to 
detail the current situation with the Parking Strategy. 
 
Paragraph 2.4.6 states that the Strategy is based on 12,500 additional jobs target 2011-2031 on 35 
hectares whilst the proposed target is for approximately 9,500 jobs on 23.5 hectares by 2036 – a 
substantial reduction. Paragraph 2.4.4 states that it is based on 8,840 new dwellings by 2036 – the 
new target is 8,010. The new targets therefore render the Strategy obsolete. With the reduction in 
these targets, especially new jobs, it is logical to assume there will be a reduced requirement in land 
for car parking. We believe this brownfield land would be better used for housing before any 
development of the Humber Doucy Lane site. The CS is unsound in allocating the Humber Doucy 
Lane site for housing ahead of excess brownfield car parking sites. As shown in its FINANCIAL 
STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS, IBC is prioritising improving 
town centre car parking and encouraging car journeys into town ahead of funding the 
encouragement of more sustainable forms of transport. This is in breach of the proposed CS 
 
At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Car Parking Strategy drafted in March 
2019 needs to take account of this, especially given the Council operates many car parks in Ipswich, 
for the CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that 
the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account. 
 

Policy CS10 Ipswich Garden Suburb 
 

 
18 https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf 
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We have major concerns on the ability of the road network to cope with the additional traffic from 
the IGS without some form of northern relief road. 
 
We are pleased that IBC secured £9.8m from the Housing Infrastructure Fund for the country park 
and the two road bridges over the railway. We believe this money is required to be committed by 
March 2022 (following an extension to the original date of March 2021). If this is the case, we are 
concerned that this critical infrastructure may not be delivered in time to secure the funding as work 
is yet to start on-site. We are particularly concerned that the relevant Decision Notices granting 
Outline Planning Permission for the Crest Nicholson IGS development only requires the Vehicular 
Bridge to be delivered upon the delivery of 699 homes. Clearly it is impossible to build this number 
of homes before March 2022 although it may be possible to demonstrate “commitment” as required 
by the HIF. We are already concerned that the existing Henley Road bridge over the railway is not 
wide enough to allow cyclists, pedestrian and cars to pass safely yet there are no improvements 
planned for this bridge. Without the early delivery of the road/pedestrian bridge and associated links 
into town that avoid the Henley Rd rail bridge, there is no safe walking/cycling route from the Crest 
Henley Gate development into town and the CS would consequently be unsound. 
 
The Section 106 agreements for the two approved IGS sites may well include measures to safeguard 
HIF funding, or provide for other means of securing the required funding. These are technical and 
complex documents that are difficult for the public to understand. We believe that IBC needs to 
provide evidence that this infrastructure will be delivered in time to secure the funding and that 
contingency measures are in place to secure alternative funding for this infrastructure for the CS to 
be considered sound. As we discuss later in our submission the delivery of the IGS road 
infrastructure problems needs to be compatible with the dates assumed in the SSC traffic modelling. 
Evidence needs to be provided this is the case, before the CS can be found to be sound. 
 
We are pleased to see that S106 payments agreed for the two approved IGS sites include funding for 
improved off-site  infrastructure such as improving the Bridleway, cycle routes and providing 
crossings on Valley Road and Park Road. However, the trigger points for these payments are split 
into three instalments, with the last one prior to occupation of 500 homes for the CBRE/Mersea site 
and 600 homes for the Crest Nicholson site. Unless funding is provided from elsewhere to deliver the 
offsite infrastructure earlier than these trigger point dates, the required levels of modal shift will not 
be achieved by 2026 as the required sustainable travel infrastructure around the IGS will be 
incomplete.  
 
We note that the S106 payments schedule for Henley Gate requires Crest Nicholson to deliver the 
Smarter Choices Programme for homes between Norwich Road and Henley Road  (bounded by 
Valley Road). However, this is not required to commence until occupation of the 500th home. 
Consequently, there will be no modal shift programme implemented for this area in time to deliver 
the 15% modal shift requirement that is assumed in the transport modelling by 2026. The CS is 
therefore unsound in this respect.  
 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020 
 
3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will become unacceptably congested around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. 
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%. 
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.] 
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- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM. 
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036. 
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks.  
 
However, previous modelling for both Application IP/16/00608/OUT Land North Of Railway And East 
Of, Henley Road, Crest Nicholson (see Paragraph 5.121)  and Application IP/14/00638/OUTFL Land 
To South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road, CBRE/Mersea Homes (see Paragraphs 5.69 and  
Paragraph 8.484) has shown that these junctions are already operating at or near capacity at peak 
times and will continue to do so. By applying a 15% modal shift reduction, the modelling is hiding the 
fact that Ipswich roads are already heavily congested with many roads already operating at capacity 
at peak times.  
 
In addition, Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on 
most of the A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times and either 
side of the peaks, is required to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for 
long periods, then clearly the CS cannot be found to be sound for Transport and Air Quality. The 
modelling work needs to identify when these junctions and links reach capacity and how congestion 
will be mitigated as evidence for the CS to be sound; there is a big difference with this happening in 
say 2027 or 2035 between the modelled periods or even before 2026 in some cases. 
 
We are also concerned that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and 
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Road and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Road, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc. We are also concerned that Air Quality limits will worsen between now 
and 2026 yet there is no assessment of this.  
 
We note that the CBRE/Mersea planning application for the IGS assumed that the “flagship project” 
Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century (renamed Travel Ipswich) would reduce dependency on 
car by 15%, whilst the Crest application assumed 20% reduction for work, business and other 
activities. It is clear the current network is completely UNFIT for the 21st Century and without 
substantial additional investment than that proposed it will remain this way. 

 
Despite the Cross-Boundary Water Cycle Study report19 there remains a lack of understanding and 
detail on what new additional sewage infrastructure will be required or evidence that the sewage 
infrastructure required for the IGS can be delivered despite first requesting this almost 10 years ago. 
Anglian Water’s proposed strategy to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road and 
provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Road solution was briefly 
mentioned in the outline planning application for the Mersea Homes outline planning application for 
Land To South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL. There is still no agreed 
solution despite the two IGS outline applications being approved in February 2020.  We note that 
IBC has stipulated that “Prior to the submission of the first Reserved Matters application a Site Wide 
Foul and Surface Water Drainage Strategy which covers the entire development site.” 
 
 If sewage infrastructure cannot be provided at the right time and at the right price for the IGS (as a 
whole) then the IGS cannot be delivered in accordance with the Plan. The implications of the 

 
19 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf
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construction of new sewage infrastructure on Ipswich need to be considered as part of the CS. For 
instance, providing a 550cubic metres sewage storage tank under Valley Road. will require its closure 
for many months and have a major detrimental impact on traffic and air quality in Ipswich. Sewage 
infrastructure requirements urgently need to be considered in Policy CS10 and included in the 
Infrastructure Table 8b. In our view, all off-line sewage storage should be provided on the IGS site to 
minimise traffic impacts and prevent the worsening of Air Quality in areas already exceeding legal 
limits in Ipswich. 
 
The effectiveness of the CS to deliver both employment and homes growth including the IGS could 
be seriously undermined by the ongoing failure to properly assess the cumulative requirement of 
Ipswich for wastewater infrastructure over the CS period and plan for its provision. This remains a 
major failing of the CS making it unsound. We note that improvements to sewage infrastructure has 
been included in ISPA2 and it also needs to be included in relation to the IGS. 
 
The potential impact of Sizewell C on the IGS and the CS has not been assessed in any form of 
sensitivity analysis. We have previously raised concerns of the impacts of increased rail freight for 
Sizewell C on the Ipswich – Westerfield stretch of the rail-line regarding air pollution, noise, 
operation of Westerfield level crossing and the proposed pedestrian bridge, which have been 
ignored. In its response to the latest consultation on Sizewell C20, we are pleased to see that IBC now 
shares these concerns, but still fails to assess the potential impacts in relation to the IGS and the CS. 
The potential impacts of Sizewell C as raised by IBC in its consultation response needs to be assessed 
in relation to the soundness of the CS preferred options through sensitivity analysis prior to a 
decision being made on whether it proceeds. 
 
We believe the Council’s estimate requirement for increased retail space in Ipswich town centre 
remains flawed and question the need to allocate part of the Westgate site and the Mint Quarter for 
retail. We have always argued that Ipswich Borough Council has been over-estimating retail demand 
(as with previous undeliverable homes and employment targets). We believe that less retail space 
will be required in future and that some of it should be reallocated for housing in preference to of 
green space at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. As mentioned above 
we believe there will be less land required for car parking in and around the town centre and that 
this land should also be reallocated for housing ahead of the Humber Doucy Lane green space for 
the CS to be sound. 
 

Policy CS16 Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation 
 
The proposed allocation of land for housing at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and 
Tuddenham Road is in breach of Policy CS16, e.g. in relation to the protection and enhancement of 
green corridors. The CS is therefore unsound. 
 

POLICY CS17: Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We remain concerned that the proposed development of the Ipswich Garden Suburb without 
improved road infrastructure will severely impact on traffic congestion and air quality and adversely 
affect the quality of life of residents.  
 
At a strategic level, the Water Cycle Study concludes that, based on the predicted housing growth in 
IBC and SCDC, it is anticipated that no works/ upgrades to the existing water recycling centre (WRC) 

 
20https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20S

tage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
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at Cliff Quay, other than those already planned by Anglian Water, are required. In terms of the 
Ipswich area, Anglian Water have the following three projects committed in their Water Recycling 
Long-Term Plan (2018)21   

• Increased Water Recycling Centre Process Capacity - £12.3m cost – Scheduled for 
completion by 2032; 

• Combined Sewage Overflow improvements - £11.96m cost – Scheduled for completion by 
2027; and 

• Increased Drainage Capacity through surface water management and upsizing (Defined 
Contingent Scheme) - £15.496m cost – Scheduled for completion by 2027. 

This is clearly major infrastructure that is required for the delivery of the CS and should be included 
in the Infrastructure Table for the CS to be sound. 
 
However, there is still no sewage infrastructure solution for the IGS or for the wider ISPA area 
despite it being a strategic priority (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities i)). IBC needs to 
work far more closely with Anglian Water (and ISPA) to undertake a proper assessment of the 
cumulative homes and jobs expansion needs for strategic wastewater infrastructure in and around 
Ipswich to identify and cost key infrastructure deliverables. These need to be properly included in 
both CS Infrastructure Tables 8A and 8B as well. Without proper assessment and clear details of 
required sewage infrastructure to deliver the CS it is clearly unsound. 
 
Please see our comments under Policy CS4 in relation to RAMSAR sites. 
 

POLICY CS20: Key Transport Proposals 
 
It is worth noting that The Upper Orwell Crossings (the Wet Dock Crossings) will not proceed as 
there is insufficient funding (although new proposals for pedestrian crossings may be developed). 
SCC has also confirmed the Ipswich northern relief road will also not proceed. Without these major 
infrastructure projects, we believe increased congestion is likely to be severe and unacceptable 
without substantial investment in improving the existing road network, bus routes, rail services, 
dedicated cycle routes and major funding to support modal shift including funding to change the 
attitudes and behaviours of existing residents in relation to their transport modes. We believe that 
evidence needs to be provided to the Planning Inspector that substantial funding is available to 
deliver these improvements for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
We note that the traffic modelling does not assess the impacts of the potential construction of 
Sizewell C. Clearly this will have a major impact on traffic in Suffolk and Ipswich as recognised by IBC 
in its latest consultation response on Sizewell C proposals. As well as construction traffic itself, IBC 
agrees there will be an increase in the number of outward commuters from Ipswich/local areas and 
weekly commuters from further afield. The Transport assessment will need to be revised if Sizewell 
C proceeds. 
 
We are pleased to see the  WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology 
Report and the WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand 
reductions – (January 2020) which updates previous January 2019 modelling work. However, we 
have major concerns with some of the key assumptions and outputs. 
 

 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2  
 

 
21 https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf 

https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf
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As mentioned above this shows the future highway schemes which have been included in the 
forecast model networks within Ipswich which are all assumed to be in place by 2026 (we have 
added relevant references to IGS for clarity).  

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional 
lane SB for Heath Road  

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane  
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street  
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal [we question how this will  improve bus 

services?] 
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. 
Capacity increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction  

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road [required as part of Crest Nicholson planning consent] 

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access [required as part of CBRE planning consent] 

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction [should be required as 
part of Red Hill planning consent when determined] 

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before 599 homes occupied on 
Henley Gate site and 399 homes occupied on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notices] 

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before occupation of 499 homes built 
on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notice]  

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, 
extension of Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts  

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction 
of A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout  

As noted above this list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with 
Valley Road which are required by SCC from Crest Nicholson before 299 home are occupied on its 
IGS site (as stated in the Decision Notice). We note that the IGS Highways projects are not secured 
through S106 Agreements but will be provided by the Developers.  
 
It is not clear whether these projects will be funded separately by SCC outside of the Transport 
Mitigation Programme or will be funded as  part of the Transport Mitigation programme budget. It is 
unclear what completion dates for these infrastructure projects has been assumed in the modelling 
work and whether these assumptions are realistic and consistent with the trigger points placed on 
the IGS developers. Evidence needs to be provided of how each infrastructure project is intended to 
be funded and when it needs to be completed (as assumed in the modelling work). Currently there is 
too much ambiguity around these assumptions. We are especially concerned that A1214 junctions’ 
improvements will not have been delivered by 2026 as assumed in the model. Without evidence 
that funding is available to deliver these 13 projects at the required time the CS is unsound. 
 
As previously mentioned, these projects need to be included in the Infrastructure Tables. If any of 
the projects are not delivered by the required dates (which need to be identified in the modelling 
work so they can be tested to be sound) then the traffic modelling will be flawed as traffic flows will 
not have been properly assessed and the CS unsound. Evidence needs to be provided to the Planning 
Inspector that funding is in place for these schemes compatible with the required delivery dates 
which need to be specified.  
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We note that rail freight from Felixstowe Docks is planned to increase by 50% and the number of 
trains by 30% with the upgrade of the rail line to Ipswich. This will result in a major increase in the 
number of closures of Westerfield level crossing and for a longer duration. Westerfield Road is the 
main access route to the IGS developments (other than the Henley Gate/Crest Nicholson 
development). Therefore, IBC needs to provide evidence that the SCC modelling assessment has 
included the impact of the increased closure frequency of Westerfield Road level crossing on traffic 
for the CS to be sound. 
 
The following Tables show the trip generation reductions assumed in the modelling work, if these 
are not achieved the modelling is essentially unsound as will be the CS, as the transport network will 
not be able to cope with the traffic. 
 
Table 5-1 – Trip generation reductions applied to existing road users  
Trip type  0-2.5km  2.5km8.5km  8.5km+  
Urban-urban 30.00%   15.00%   5.00%  
Urban-rural  5.00%   5.00%   5.00%  
/ rural-urban  
Rural-rural  0.00%   0.00%   0.00%  
 
Table 5-2 - Trip generation reductions applied to development trip generations  
Land Use Type Development Type  Small   Medium  Large  
Residential  Town Centre   10.00%   12.50%   0.00%22  
Residential  Urban    5.00%   10.00%   10.00%  
Residential Rural    2.00%   2.00%   2.00%  
Employment  Town Centre   15.00%   20.00%   20.00%  
Employment  Urban    10.00%   15.00%   15.00%  
Employment  Rural    3.00%   3.00%   3.00%  
 
We note that “For any development from which trip rates and trip generation was determined from 
an existing Transport Assessment (i.e. greater than 500 dwellings / jobs), no trip generation 
reduction was applied as it was assumed a shift to sustainable travel was already accounted for 
within the Transport Assessment”. We agree with this approach to prevent double counting. 
 
We note that the assumed modal shift rates for the Crest Nicholson and CBRE/Mersea 
developments in their approved planning applications were 20% (from work, business and other 
activities, and 30% for travel to the secondary school) and 15% respectively. 
   
Table 6-4 – 2026 Reduction in existing car trips  
Sector   ID  AM 2026  PM 2026  

Origin  Dest  Origin  Dest  
All  -9%  -9%  -10%  -10%  

Ipswich Central  800  -12%  -15%  -15%  -15%  
Ipswich NW  801  -13%  -13%  -13%  -14%  
Ipswich NE  802  -17%  -17%  -17%  -17%  
Ipswich SE 803  -15%  -15%  -15%  -16%  
Ipswich SW  804  -17%  -14%  -15%  -14% 
We note that the reduction in 2036 is very similar. 
 
Tables 6-6 to 6-9 show reduction in trips from new road users for 2way trips in Ipswich these are 

 
22 0% as there are no such developments 
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-12% AM 2026 
-13% PM 2026 
-11% AN 2036 
-12% PM 2036 
 
In Section 6.4 TOTAL TRIP MATRIX REDUCTION Tables 6-10 to 6-17 provides a comparison by vehicle 
type for the increase in overall county wide traffic for the various 2026/2036 AM/PM assignments 
with and without demand adjustment compared to the 2016 base. This information needs to be 
presented for Ipswich in order to properly assess the impacts of the CS and the feasibility of modal 
shift by vehicle type for Ipswich. 
 

 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020 
 
The Demand Reduction Impact for Ipswich is reported in Tables 7 - 14 as follows: 
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026) – SCC Highway  
-29% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-26% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026) – SCC Highway  
-23% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036) – SCC Highway  
-7% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-30% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036) – SCC Highway  
-22% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
These are clearly substantial reductions but there has been no scenario analysis or assessment of 
how realistic these assumptions and demand reduction impacts are. We believe this level of 
reduction will be extremely difficult to achieve and that evidence is required to verify this for the CS 
to be sound. 
 
The AM Peak is defined as 08.00-09.00 and the PM Peak as 17.00-18.00 but road users already 
experience congestion either side of these times and also around 15.00-16.00 in certain parts of 
Ipswich due to school traffic/use of pedestrian crossings etc. Experience shows that there are signs 
of the evening peak running from 15.00-18.30 at certain junctions and road links, e.g. the A1214, to 
varying degrees. It is not clear how the transport modelling considers the implication of this and the 
impact of congestion outside of the peak times, this needs to be explored further for the CS to be 
found sound with regard to Transport. It is particularly important with regard to the potential for 
road users to alter their journey patterns outside of the model’s peak times. 
 
Tables 15, 17, 19 and 21 for SCC Highway in Ipswich including the demand adjustments show 
5 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2026  
12 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2026 
11 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2036  
42 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2036 
2 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2026  
9 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2026 
12 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2036  
44 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2036 
 
Previous modelling (for the IGS planning applications) has shown that many junctions and links in 
Ipswich are already operating at/near capacity at peak times and will continue to get worse without 
the 15% assumed modal shift. Clearly it will be impossible to achieve 15% modal shift in Ipswich by 
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2023 (for example) especially as there are no current modal shift projects running in Ipswich. 
Modelling work needs to show how  congested Ipswich roads will be with the additional growth 
before 2026 with realistic, evidence-based levels of achievable modal shift. By applying a 15% modal 
shift reduction for the only years modelled, the modelling is hiding the fact that Ipswich roads are 
already heavily congested with many roads at capacity. There is no evidence that the CS is sound in 
relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026. 
 
We note that the Results Summaries are only provided with the full demand adjustments without a 
comparison with zero adjustment (or any levels in between).  The impact of additional traffic either 
side of the AM and PM peaks also needs to be assessed for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
Section 3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will be unacceptably congested. What the modelling does not show is 
that these junctions are ALREADY at or near capacity. 
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%. 
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that the modelling shows this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.] 
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM. 
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036. 
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks.  
3.9.2. V/C results show congestion in the AM and PM peak on Key Street/College St and St Helens 
Street / Old Foundry Road / Crown Street corridors in Ipswich town centre. 
 
Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most of the 
A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads most notably around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times is required 
to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long periods, then clearly the 
CS cannot be found to be sound with regard to Transport and Air Quality.  
 
We repeat our concerns that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 
and 2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Rd and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Rd, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc.  
 
The level of detail of the results provided in this report and published on the IBC website is far less 
than in the previous 2019 report and as Appendices A-C have not been included in the Evidence 
Base. These Appendices should be made available publicly prior to the Inspectors examination for 
analysis and to inform the proceedings. 
 
4.4 IPSWICH MODELLING RESULTS states “4.4.1.  Ipswich is highlighted as the location which benefits 
the most from the ISPA demand adjustments which have been applied. Ipswich experiences the 
highest proportional decrease in PCU Delay hours and reduction of junctions which show overall V/C 
issues. 4.4.2. Despite the significant benefits of the demand reductions, there are still various junction 
approaches along the A1214 corridor around Ipswich are shown to be over or close to capacity in 
both 2026 and 2036. Junctions in and around the Star Lane gyratory are shown to have capacity 
issues in both forecast years. Other junctions which show overall capacity issues include Nacton Road 
/ Landseer Road and the St Augustine roundabout (Bucklesham Road / Felixstowe Road).” IBC has 
not provided any evidence how these issues will be resolved and without doing so the CS is not 
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sound.  
 
The Traffic modelling clearly needs to show in which year these junctions/routes reach these levels 
of congestion in order to plan properly for the delivery of the CS. From the results it is clear major 
new traffic infrastructure is required to resolve congestion on these routes and/or junctions in 
addition to those 12 projects already identified by SCC and assumed to be implemented. 
 
We note that 4.7 SUMMARY 4.7.1. states “The modelling detailed within this report is considered to 
be a robust basis which enables each of the LPAs to be able to test the transport impacts of the 
proposed housing and job growth within their respective emerging Local Plans.” We agree that the 
modelling does test the impacts but do not believe that the modelling work is sufficiently robust to 
demonstrate that the CS is sound. We note that SCC  does not go as far as saying that the CS policies 
in relation to accessibility and Transport are sound. In our view they are not sound, and IBC needs to 
provide further robust evidence that they are. 
 

 
 
We also note that the traffic modelling excludes any construction and trades traffic involved with 
any of the new developments and consequently is not sound. Given the scale of development 
planned in and around Ipswich over the lifetime of the Plan, volumes of construction-related traffic 
are likely to have a material effect. This is particularly relevant to the roads around the IGS where 
the bulk of construction-related traffic will result given the proposed 3,500 homes and associated 
developments. The traffic modelling needs to include all traffic associated with the construction of 
the proposed new developments in the modelling work to be sound. In Ipswich, the traffic modelling 
also needs to include the impacts of any major sewage infrastructure works required for the new 
development, for instance Anglian Water’s proposed  strategy is to upsize 330 metres length of 
sewer along Valley Road and provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Rd, 
which will require its closure for many months.  
 
If this required traffic infrastructure cannot be delivered in a timely and effective manner before 
proposed development, then such development cannot be allowed to proceed as it would lead to 
severe congestion. A mechanism needs to be included in the CS to ensure that this cannot be 
allowed to happen for it to be sound. 
 
POLICY CS20: KEY TRANSPORT PROPOSALS states that “The menu of potential measures is set out in 
the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 
(ISPA).  A detailed action plan will be identified through the ISPA Board. Transport mitigation 
measures will be funded through developer contributions, Local Transport Plan funding, New Anglia 
Local Enterprise Partnership funding, the Highways England capital funding programme and bidding 
for other relevant funds.” This is somewhat misleading as the Mitigation Strategy includes an 
Implementation Programme (admittedly one that lacks detail and proper cost assessment) which 
requires substantial funding, including from ISPA authorities, to deliver the required levels of modal 
shift to deliver Policy CS20 Transport.  
 

Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, August 
2019 
 
We are disappointed that the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area, August 201923, clearly a key document, has not been included from the IBC 

 
23 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-

Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf 
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New Evidence database. As we have only recently come across the document, we have not had 
sufficient opportunity to examine it in detail prior to the consultation deadline. We believe it is a key 
document for the Planning Inspector to consider in relation to the soundness of the Transport (and 
air quality) related aspects of the CS and should be assessed accordingly. 
 
This includes an Implementation Programme for Phase 1 to 2026 with measures up to 2036 to be 
confirmed. SCC states “It is anticipated that the phase 2 costs are likely to be greater than phase 1 as 
these will include linked roads and junctions within the town’s network”.   
 
Paragraphs 12.18.1 & 2. state that “The focus of the implementation programme is to deliver 
mitigation within Ipswich to address the impact of cumulative growth identified in the ISPA planning 
authorities’ local plans. Recognising that this work will support the Local Transport Plan strategy for 
Ipswich.” and “Modal shift has been identified as the mechanism to mitigate the impacts of this 
growth. Trip rate adjustments were made within the SCTM model assessment to reflect a reasonable 
level of modal shift. This approach to trip reduction results, broadly, in a 9% shift to the background 
traffic and a 7% reduction to the new trips. The implementation programme focuses on measures 
that will deliver this level of modal shift”.   
 
However, the modelling work assumes reductions in Ipswich of  

• around  15%  (Table 6-4) in 2026 in existing car trips (with similar levels in 2036), and  

• -12% AM 2026, -13% PM 2026, -11% AM 2036, -12% PM 2036 reduction in trips from new road 
users for 2way trips in Ipswich (Tables 6-6 to 6-9) 

 
This level of modal shift seems to apply to ISPA as a whole whereas a far greater reduction is 
required for Ipswich. It is not clear that the full costs of this have been factored in. We question 
whether the proposed Implementation programme is sufficient to deliver the level of modal shift 
required in Ipswich assumed in the modelling work to deliver the CS and whether the CS is sound 
with regards to Transport (and hence air quality). 
 
The evidence provided in Chapter 5 of the achievable levels of modal shift show that the required 
levels of modal shift for Ipswich are massively higher than the evidence base suggests is achievable 
or has ever been realised in the UK before. We note that the 2010 Sustrans Smarter Choices Project 
for Ipswich engaged with 12, 000 households in a two-year period at a cost of £474,098. Overall it 
achieved a 11% car with single driver trip modal shift, but this was not sustained due to the lack of 
long-term engagement (Paragraph 5.2.13). It is important to understand that these levels of modal 
shift were achieved in summer months and there was no assessment of the levels in winter, when 
the number of cyclists reduces due to dark mornings/evenings and inclement weather. As 12,000 
households is a sizeable proportion of total Ipswich households, this will make the modal shift 
targets even harder to achieve as many households will already have been targeted to change their 
mode of travel. 
 
There are several reasons why these higher levels of modal shift are unlikely to be achieved in 
Ipswich – some of which are not specific to Ipswich. For example, the assumptions fail to consider 
that certain categories of workers cannot work from home and will need to use vehicles to in order 
to work most notably Tradespeople who use tools and carry equipment such as 
builders/constructors, gas & water engineers, painters, electricians, kitchen & bathroom fitters, 
tilers, roofers, gardeners, cleaners. The majority of these invariably travel at peak times. Another 
example is the growing numbers of care workers who support people to live in their homes. Unless 
SCC changes its school’s policy in relation to choice, many parents will continue to use a vehicle to 
take and pick up their children from school, especially if parents also work. 
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Modal shift assumptions also fail to recognise the physical barriers within the town to cycling that 
have been identified by SCC in its draft LCWIP namely the hills, rail lines and river. Beyond the 
central core, routes travel uphill to the suburbs. The rail lines restrict route options to the 
south west of the town and it also severs routes to the north and east. In addition, the river 
limits north east - south west movements. In particular, many people will struggle to cycle up the 
steep hills out of Ipswich town. IBC needs to provide the Planning Inspector with sufficient evidence 
that these barriers can be overcome for the CS to be sound. 
 
It is well known that the number of cyclists reduces in winter due to dark mornings/evenings and 
inclement weather, yet the modelling assumes the same levels of modal shift will apply throughout 
the year, which is clearly not going to happen. The modelling and modal shift assumptions are 
therefore unsound in this respect. IBC needs to provide evidence that extremely high levels of modal 
shift that have been modelled can be delivered in Ipswich by 2026 for the CS to be sound in respect 
of Transport and Air Quality. 
 
Paragraph 5.4.5 states that “Analysis has been undertaken to inform the Suffolk County Council’s 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) using DfT approved tools the Walking Route 
Audit Tool (WRAT) and the Cycling Level of Service (CLoS). This has identified some key links for 
improvement.” We are disappointed that this document has also not been added by IBC to its 
Evidence Base. Please refer to our earlier comments on this. 
 
In order to increase the number of cyclists, people have to feel confident enough and safe to cycle. 
Yet there is no mention of developing and delivering free road-cycling courses based on national 
standards24. Without these it will be impossible to increase the number of cyclists to required levels 
even if there were substantial improvements in safer, dedicated cycling infrastructure. 
 
Paragraph 5.5.1 states that “Work on the walking and cycling strategy is ongoing. To date schemes 
have been identified to address existing gaps in the network. However, as part of the ISPA mitigation 
strategy implementation programme a review of the potential to introduce more ambitious 
measures would be undertaken, with focus on improving sustainable access to areas of 
employment.” There does not appear to be much commitment to providing funding to delivering 
improved cycling infrastructure. Evidence is required that funding will be available for improved 
cycling infrastructure, training etc otherwise modal shift targets will not be achieved and the CS is 
therefore unsound. 
 
In the Infrastructure chapter, Paragraph 9.24.1. states “The provision of infrastructure needs to be 
considered for all workstreams in the transport mitigation implementation programme. It is intended 
that most improvements will manage capacity rather than significantly increase capacity due to 
physical constraints on the Ipswich highway network.” This statement gives no confidence that there 
will be much investment in improving cycling infrastructure to increase capacity. As mentioned 
earlier it Is not clear what infrastructure the Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be made 
clear to the Planning Inspector for the CS to be sound. 
 
The estimated cost of delivery of mitigation of the lower level of modal shift for ISPA as a whole to 
2026, phase 1, is summarised in Table 24, copied below. It is worth noting that modal shift does not 
happen overnight, as it requires a major change in behaviour, but over a period of many years – this 
does not seem to have been factored in. To have even the remotest of chances of achieving the 
extremely high modal shift levels required then investment needs to be made now, especially in 

 
24 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/769
891/national-standard-cycling.pdf 
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infrastructure projects which obviously include planning and build times on top of the length of time 
to deliver behavioural change. The long lead times of infrastructure based behavioural change 
projects appears not to have been factored in. 
 
Table 24 – Phase 1 cost estimate  
Workstream Range of costs to 2026  
Monitoring     500,000  700,000  
Smarter Choices & QBP project team       2,300,000   2,500,000  
Incentives, including bus route subsidy    4,440,000   5,000,000  
Parking review     100,000  200,000  
Infrastructure     16,000,000  20,000,000  
Technology     incl   tbc  
Total      23,340,000  28,400,000  
 
We note that Technology costs remain to be confirmed. SCC state “The use of technology will be 
considered for all mitigation measures and improvements, especially where it will provide a cost-
effective mechanism to deliver the implementation programme and improve modal shift.” It is clear 
that Technology costs are likely to be significant. These urgently need to be costed with funding 
agreed by the relevant authorities  for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
The apportionment of costs by Local Planning Authority is defined in Table 22 below: 
 
Table 22: Trips In/Out of Ipswich  
LPA     % trips  
Ipswich Borough Council  45  
Suffolk Coastal District Council  28  
Babergh District Council  14  
Mid Suffolk District Council  13  
  
Chapter 11 Funding sources does not inspire confidence that sufficient funding is available, and that 
Authorities have committed to providing their share. We note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for modal shift 
measures. Evidence needs to be provided that sufficient funding is guaranteed, and that each 
Authority has committed to providing its share of the required funding to deliver the proposed 9% 
shift to the background traffic and 7% reduction to the new trips. Although this is still far lower than 
the approximate 15% and 12% reductions the modelling work assumes will happen in Ipswich.  
 
For the CS to be sound an Implementation Programme needs to be included in the CS costed and 
agreed to be funded by all Authorities that delivers the higher levels of modal shift required to be 
achieved in Ipswich by 2026. Assurances for funding of the required Phase 2 measures from 
authorities should also be required for the CS to be sound. 
 
As we have previously stated, there is a single assumption that these levels of modal  shift will be 
delivered, without any scenario modelling e.g. at 25%, 50% and 75% success rates. How will IBC 
deliver the CS if these unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved? Currently Ipswich 
Borough Council has not provided sufficient evidence that the required levels of modal shift required 
in Ipswich are achievable or that it has the funding in place to deliver them for the CS to be found to 
be sound. 
 

 

Parliamentary Transport Committee report Active travel: increasing levels of walking and 
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cycling in England in July 201925.  
 
Section 32 recommends that “any revised Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy include targets 
for getting people to switch from driving to active travel. These targets should be based on the 
number of journeys made by car, foot or bicycle for journeys of less than 1, 2, 5 and 10 miles.”  The 
Government should set modal shift targets for 2025 and 2040, to align with the targets it sets for 
increasing levels of walking and cycling. These should be at a level that ensures England meets—at 
the very least—the Committee on Climate Change’s assumption that there will be a 10% transport 
modal shift by 2050. Local authorities should be encouraged to set local targets for modal shift as 
part of their Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans”.  Clearly IBC needs to include modal shift 
targets in the CS for it to be sound. Whilst we believe that modal switch will be easier in a town than 
across the UK, it is unbelievable to expect that 15% modal shift can be achieved in 2026. If the 
Committee on Climate Change is assuming that 10% modal shift targets (over 30 years) are 
appropriate for the UK in 2050, IBC needs to provide the evidence that it can achieve over 50% 
higher modal shift in just 6 years (80% lower time frame)? Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver 
these far higher levels of modal shift in a substantially shorter time frame for the CS to be sound?  
 

 
 
 

 
Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 2031 
We also note that  SCC’s Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 203126 seems to be the most recent 
version available. This is split into two parts and outlines SCC’s objectives for transport: 

• Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 1 (PDF, 1MB) is a 20-year strategy that highlights the 
council's long-term ambitions for the transport network. 

• Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 2 (PDF, 5MB) is a four-year implementation plan 
indicating how the council are proposing to address the issues identified within the longer-
term transport strategy. 

There is no updated version of this in the IBC Local Plan Evidence Base or on the SCC website. A 
publicly available current Implementation Plan showing how SCC will provide funding to address the 
key transport issues and the levels of modal shift required to deliver Ipswich Borough Council’s CS 
does not appear to exist. Without this Ipswich Borough Council is unable to provide sufficient 
evidence that it can deliver Policy CS20 and therefore the CS is unsound.  

 

 
 
As previously stated we are not aware of any major improvements to existing cycle routes on the 
existing road network in Ipswich since that approval of the current CS. IBC needs to provide evidence 
of what improvements have been made and are planned for existing road network in order to 
deliver the high rates of modal shift (and lower trip rates) that the traffic modelling uses. Without 
the provision of supporting evidence lower modal shift rates and higher trip rates should be adopted 
in the modelling work. 

 
25 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmtrans/1487/1487.pdf 
26 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-
and-plans/ 
 

https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/2011-07-06-Suffolk-Local-Plan-Part-1-lr.pdf
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/2011-07-06-Suffolk-Local-Plan-Part-2-lr.pdf
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-plans/
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-plans/
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Paragraph 8.220 
 
There is clear evidence that poor air quality does detriment on health. This needs to be amended to 
read “Air Quality Management Areas are designated in areas where poor air quality will have an 
effect on people’s health”. Failure to recognise this undermines the soundness of the Plan. 

 

Policy DM1 Sustainable Construction 

 

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. Policy DM1 needs to be updated to include 
this commitment and then strengthened to ensure that the CS delivers carbon neutrality of the 
Council by 2030 for it to be sound. New build homes built by the Council will have to be zero carbon 
for this to happen and the Council should require other developers to do likewise. This would be 
consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the government's Heathrow's 
expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate commitments into account. 

 
Policy DM2 Decentralised Renewable or Low Carbon Energy 

 

This policy also needs to be updated and strengthened to incorporate the declaration of a Climate 

Emergency. The energy requirements of new build homes built by the Council will have to be zero 

carbon for the Council to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Council should require other 

developers to do likewise. 

 
Policy DM3 Air Quality  
 
We support the strengthening of DM3 from the previous draft version of the Plan, which was 
hopelessly weak and ineffective. However there remain major flaws in IBC’s approach to improving 
air quality which mean the CS is unsound. 
 
The Core Strategy Adopted December 2011 Paragraph 9.95 states “With the levels of growth 
proposed for the town coupled with the fact the town already has three Air Quality Management 
Areas it is felt essential that air quality impacts and mitigations are fully addressed.” Paragraph 8.201 
of the current CS states “There are, in addition, four Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) within 
the central area of Ipswich, as a result of pollutants from road traffic.” There are now five AQMAs in 
Ipswich. This increase from three to five AQMAs is simply not acceptable given the strong clear 
evidence of the detrimental impacts on human health. Clearly IBC is not doing enough to improve air 
quality and must do more for the CS to be sound. 
 
NPPF 181 suggests planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the 
presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from 
individual sites in local areas. The CS needs to make a clear commitment to improving air quality in 
Ipswich and compliance with legally binding air pollution targets for the CS to be sound. 
 
In relation to DM3 Topic Paper:  Air Quality, Transport and Green Infrastructure Paragraph 20 states 
that “the Council has given consideration to the Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 and exercised 
its duty under the Environment Act 1995, and DEFRA’s Local Air Quality Management Policy 
Guidance LAQM.PG16, (4) with the preparation of a draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) and this too 
has been through a phase of public consultation leading to its (likely) adoption in 2019”. We note 
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that this has now been adopted without taking any notice of most of the criticisms made by 
consultees.  Paragraph 51 states “The Local Plan Review Preferred Options sit alongside the Council’s 
draft Air Quality Action Plan which looks beyond planning at other measures including corporate 
measures that can be put in place to improve air quality. The Council’s AQ action Plan will be 
scrutinised by DEFRA, having been subject to public consultation in late 2018.” IBC needs to confirm 
that this has happened and provide the results of the examination to help demonstrate the CS is 
sound. 
 
Defra’s template guidelines for the Air Quality Action Plan require firm, time bounded actions that 
will deliver a reduction in air pollution in the five AQMAs. However, IBC fails to follow Government’s 
guidelines and chooses to water down Government requirements. Ipswich Borough Council fails to 
make the required firm commitment in its AQAP to delivering any reduction in air pollution nor does 
it set out when it will deliver actual improvements in air quality  or specifically how it will do this. In 
our opinion the AQAP is therefore non-compliant with Government requirements and shows a lack 
of commitment from IBC to improving air quality in Ipswich in breach of its legal duty to do so. This is 
clearly to the detriment of residents who consequently suffer from higher incidents of poor health 
and respiratory disease especially in and around the AQMAs. The HRA fails to take into account the 
non-compliance of the AQAP with Government guidelines. 
 
The WSP Source Apportionment Study (dated June 2018) supported IBC’s AQAP. However, this study 
is flawed and under-estimates NOx emission levels. 

1. The Source Apportionment Study was undertaken  for AQMA No.2  (the junction of Crown 
Street with Fonnereau Road, St. Margaret’s Street and St. Margaret’s Plain) and AQMA No.5 
(Matthews Street/Norwich Road between the Civic Drive roundabout and Bramford Road).  

2. ANPR cameras were deployed at two roadside count points located on the A1156 in Ipswich 
to gather detailed information on the local vehicle fleet. Measurements were conducted 
over a twelve-hour period each day starting at 07:00 on 27th (Friday), 28th (Saturday) and 
30th (Monday) April 2018. One of the two ANPRs (in AQMA2) failed at 14.00 Monday 
(missing the Monday evening peak). 

3. Speeds were only measured for the Friday and Saturday and used in the calculation of the 
vehicle NOx emission rates for these two days. The averages of the hourly measurements 
made on both days were used to calculate the vehicle NOx emission rates for the 30th April. 
The report states that traffic speeds were higher on Saturday (somewhat obviously). Other 
UK traffic flow studies show that Friday traffic volumes in general tend to be lower than 
other weekdays (as more people like to work from home on a Friday and some sectors tail 
off ahead of the weekend). Friday evening peak traffic is also lower than other weekdays as 
people leave work earlier and there are less after-school activities and hence fewer 
associated traffic movements. We are dismayed that there was no speed measurement 
between Monday and Thursday, which would have given a more accurate representation of 
pollution levels. It is also worth noting that more vulnerable schoolchildren are mainly 
impacted on weekdays for obvious reasons. 

4. The report states the obvious in that "Analysis of the NOx emissions shows that they were 
inversely proportional to vehicle speed, as shown in Figure 7. This means that lower vehicle 
speeds will give rise to higher emissions, for example during congested periods at peak rush 
hour time, in addition to the increase in emissions associated with increases in vehicle 
number." So, the report underestimates Monday's emissions (and hence Tues, Weds, Thurs) 
and thereby under-estimates what additional measures will be required. 

5. At the end of the 2-day measuring period of the two pneumatic strips measuring speeds was 
found to be loose. The report acknowledges that "this may have caused inconsistencies in 
the traffic flows and/or directional assignment measured during the traffic survey" i.e. the 
results are unreliable and hence the report is further flawed. 
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We note that Paragraph 47 of the Topic Paper states that “Air Quality modelling was completed in 
2016 in relation to locations identified for future development under the Ipswich Core Strategy and 
Policies Development Plan Document Review, and Ipswich Site Allocations and Policies 
(Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document (the Ipswich CS, 2017)”. We 
believe that this work assumed the Upper Orwell Crossing project would proceed and as this has 
been cancelled is therefore obsolete. It excluded all emissions arising from construction including 
construction traffic and tradespeople journeys. It also failed to assess the multi-site build out of the 
IGS and air pollution levels in the early years of the IGS build. New Air Quality modelling work needs 
to address these issues and focus on air quality levels in the first 10 years of development, when 
they are likely to be at their highest levels (before European vehicle emission standards deliver 
expected emission reductions). 
 
We note that there is no Air Quality assessment provided as part of this consultation, which is 
unacceptable (although they are planned). We reserve the right to comment on this when it is 
available and request that IBC notify and consult with us when this work has been released. Whilst 
we agree with the areas to be assessed identified in the WSP Screening Report January 2020, we 
disagree with just the two reference years of 2026 and 2036 being used and argue that an earlier 
year, such as 2023 (being the midpoint between 2020 and 2026. The reason is that by 2026 tighter 
vehicle emission standards should be delivering improvements and that it is the early years of the CS 
period when emissions could be at their most dangerous and greater action required to prevent 
premature deaths. It is completely pointless using 2036 when considering the 2035 (at the latest) 
ban on petrol, diesel and hybrid vehicles, which will obviously have a major impact many years 
before this date.  We note that the screening assessment uses the SCTM traffic forecasts, which 
exclude any form of construction traffic. The air quality assessment needs to include emissions from 
construction traffic and construction otherwise the assessment and hence the CS will be unsound. 
We note that the SCTM assumes high levels of modal shift without sufficient evidence that this is 
achievable. Sensitivity testing of different rates of modal shift is therefore required in the 
assessment for it to be considered sound. 
 
We support the revised draft Policy DM3 of the CS, which states that “Development that involves 
significant demolition, construction or earthworks will also be required to assess the risk of dust and 
emissions impacts in an AQA and include appropriate mitigation measures to be secured in a 
Construction Management Plan.” This has not been done for the IGS development (see below) and 
needs to be undertaken as a priority before building works be allowed to commence.  We also note 
Paragraph 9.3.5 states that “The AQA should also consider wider cumulative impacts on air quality 
arising from a number of smaller developments”. In our view that the multi-site build out of the IGS 
needs to be assessed in a new AQA. The HRA fails to assess the non-compliance of the AQA for the 
IGS with DM3 and needs to assess this accordingly. 
 
Paragraph 1.2 IBC’s AQAP confirms the use of guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) 
and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality assessments (Appendix 2). 
However, the IBC Planning Department is currently not implementing the Guidance in the way it 
needs to be in order to improve Air Quality in Ipswich. This is especially pertinent considering the 
proposed expansion of Ipswich detailed in the CS. This urgently needs to be corrected for the revised 
CS to be sound. When assessing the Planning Applications in relation to Land To South Of Railway 
Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL and Land to the North of the Railway Line and East of 
Henley Road 16/00608/OUT the Air Quality guidance was ignored in relation to Sections 6.22 and 
6.23 (see Appendix 2). No Air Quality Assessment was undertaken for either application that 
assessed the impact of construction and construction traffic on Air Quality nor was there an Air 
Quality assessment carried out for the first year of occupation of any of the phased developments, 
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when there will also be considerable construction traffic as well as substantial additional traffic from 
the new homes. This raises four key questions that need to be answered by IBC when assessing the 
soundness of the CS Preferred Options. 

• Question 1 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the Guidelines it has adopted and decided 
not to assess the impact of emissions from construction and associated construction traffic 
on Air Quality for these IGS sites? 

• Question 2 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the adopted Guidelines and chosen not to 
assess air quality emission for the first year of each phase (when there will also be emissions 
from the construction of other phases that are being built in parallel)? 

• Question 3 How can the Council assess whether these developments “will compromise or 
render inoperative the measures within an Air Quality Action Plan, where the development 
affects an AQMA” as required by Section 6.22 of the guidelines? 

• Question 4 How can IBC demonstrate compliance with Policy DM3 in the early years of the 
IGS development, when considering construction traffic and sewage infrastructure works? 

In our view the IGS is non-compliant with Policy DM3. 
  

This is particularly pertinent as much of the construction traffic will pass through AQMA 1 and 4 with 
tradespeople also travelling through AQMAs 2 and 5 as well. Consequently, IBC is currently failing to 
properly assess the impacts of the construction and related traffic from the IGS development in the 
early years of the build out on air quality in Ipswich. It has not assessed whether these developments 
will compromise the current version of the draft Plan, nor the Air Quality Action Plan.  
 
We cannot find any air quality assessment in relation to rail transport or to shipping at the Port of 
Ipswich, with both forms of transport increasing. This is a major gap in the evidence base that risks 
rendering the CS unsound especially as ISPA plan to increased capacity on railway lines for freight 
and passenger traffic (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities f)).  AQ assessments are 
required for: 

• The Port of Ipswich (which is included in the Screening assessment study area), 

• the Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling emitting pollutant 
clouds, 

• additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe (Felixstowe-Nuneaton upgrade), we note 
that rail freight is planned to increase by 50% and the number of trains by 30%, and 

• additional freight in relation to the construction of Sizewell C. 
We are not arguing against growth, but simply advocating the impacts of air quality need to be 
properly assessed so that mitigation action can be taken where required. Without this the CS is 
unsound. 
 
The HRA also fails to consider train and shipping emissions, which need to be included in the HRA 
especially as shipping will clearly impact on the Orwell Estuary, which is part of a Special Protection 
Area (SPA) and Ramsar site. We note that the DfT Port Air Quality Strategy (under the Defra Clean 
Air Strategy , 14 January 2019) applies to ports with cargo greater than 1million tonnes, which would 
appear to include the Ipswich Strategic Harbour Authority.  
 
We note that the Council failed to apply for any funding under the Clean Air Fund by the November 
2018 deadline for projects that are to commence from March 2019. As the Council has no evidence 
basis or costings for any of its proposed projects in its AQAP, it will not be eligible for future Clean Air 
Funding. This clearly begs the question how will IBC fund the projects that it has identified in the 
AQAP as needed to reduce air pollution? We also note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for improving air 
quality despite being the responsible authority for doing so. IBC needs to provide evidence that it 
will be able to finance and deliver its AQAP for the CS to be sound. 
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DM8 Natural Environment 
 
Please see our comments under Policy CS4. 
 

DM20: House in Multiple Occupation 
  
We support the new Policy 20 as a pragmatic and sensible response to an increasing issue in Ipswich. 
 

DM21: Transport and Access in New Developments 
 
We strongly object to the removal of the reference to traffic capacity and rights of way in 

a. not result in a severe adverse impact on rights of way or the local road network in respect of 
traffic capacity and highway safety;  

The references to “rights of way or the local road network in respect of traffic capacity” needs to be 
reinstated as walking and cycling rights of way should not be reduced and as traffic congestion is 
already a major problem in Ipswich and should not be negatively impacted on by local new 
developments. The proposed changes conflict with CS5 Improving Accessibility and renders the CS 
unsound. We support the change in relation to highway safety. 
  
We support the requirement of  

b. not result in a significant detrimental impact on air quality or an Air Quality Management Area 
and address the appropriate mitigation measures as required through policy DM3 

but note that the IGS development is currently non-compliant as it failed to assess the impacts of the 
development on air quality in accordance with DM3. A revised assessment of air quality impacts of 
the IGS is urgently required before building can commence and the revised CS can be found to be 
sound.  
 
It remains unclear how ‘severe’ and ‘significant’ impacts are defined. These need to be clearly 
defined in the CS. In the case of air quality, there are maximum legal limits for particulates and 
nitrous oxides, and it would be appropriate for ‘significant’ to be defined as the legal limit.  
 

Chapter 10 Implementation 
 
Tables 8A and 8B needs to include the required specific junction improvement projects, estimated 
cost and a date by which they are required to be delivered in accordance with the transport 
modelling assumptions for the CS to be sound. 
 
Table 8A omits the technology costs that will be required to deliver as stated in Table 24 of the SCC 
Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be included for the CS to be sound as modal shift 
targets will not be delivered without new technology. 
 
Table 8A needs to clearly identify that substantial funding will be required for sustainable transport 
measures in Ipswich and infrastructure to support them after 2026 and that the level of funding will 
be greater than that required up to 2026 as identified in the SCC Mitigation Strategy. 
 
The Link road through site IP029 via Europa Way from Bramford Road to Sproughton Road identified 
in Table 8A has been included in the SCC Modelling assumptions and therefore must be considered 
as a requirement. If not, the modelling is unsound and needs to be repeated without this link road. 
We note that in response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich 
traffic David Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road 



34 
 

connecting Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new 
road link connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”. 
 

OBJECTIVE 5: Air quality 
 
We strongly object to the removal of the current Objective to improve Air Quality which in relation 
to the five AQMAs is a legally binding requirement. We also note that the Planning Inspector 
specifically requested the inclusion of this indicator in the last review of the current CS. The existing 
indicator of the “Number of recorded air quality exceedances.” Needs to be retained and reported 
on. We support the inclusion of an air quality objective but believe this should be to reduce air 
quality emissions to legally binding limits by a specified date for example within 3 years. 
 
As mentioned previously. It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will 
be measured; 2004 emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target 
is clear. For example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations 
and if not, how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear 
when IBC aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not 
be left to 2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich 
residents will have died prematurely. 
 
An Objective of “Every development should contribute to the aim of reducing Ipswich's carbon 
emissions  below 2004 levels” does not go far enough. Limiting this to an “aim” provides a massive 
caveat to the Objective. Also, how will the Council determine that EVERY development has 
contributed? 
 

OBJECTIVE 6: Transport and connectivity 
 
Given the distinct lack of progress in cycling infrastructure an additional indicator is required to 
measure improvements, especially in relation to the development of new/improved comprehensive, 
integrated cycle routes. 
 
As identified above, IBC needs to start taking more positive actions to Improve Accessibility as it is 
currently non-compliant with CS5. Closer scrutiny of IBCs approach to Improving Accessibility is 
clearly required and additional Objectives/measures are required to monitor and assess progress on 
Improving Accessibility in the CS to help ensure IBC comply with CS5 in future. 
 
IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 2018 - 2036  INTERIM SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL REPORT Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal October 2019    
 
A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment, are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full funding 
for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. In particular, there is no evidence that IBC 
(in conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the project required to deliver the unprecedented 
levels of modal shift required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire 
with no evidence provided by IBC that this will change. There has been an increase in AQMAs and 
traffic with little real improvement in cycling or walking infrastructure and a major deterioration in 
bus services e.g. the closure of the Norwich Rd Park and Ride Scheme and reduction in rural bus 
services into Ipswich. The failure of Travel Ipswich (Ipswich Fit for the 21st Century)to deliver modal 
shift and the Upper Orwell Crossings project illustrate the problems facing IBC.  
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In our opinion it is too early to fully comment on the Report for several reasons, including: 

• No SA of IBCs non-compliance with Sections 6.22 and 6.23 of guidance from Environmental 
Protection UK (EPUK) and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality 
assessments of the IGS proposed developments regarding construction traffic and 
assessment of the early years of the development. 

• No SA of IBC’s non-adherence to Government Guidelines for IBC’s own Air Quality Action 
Plan in relation to the IGS and the Plan. No consideration that the CS does not comply with 
legally binding air quality targets. 

• No SA of the air quality modelling/assessment of road traffic (as this has not been done yet). 

• No SA of the omission of emissions from construction and traffic associated with 
construction of the IGS. 

• No SA of the ability to meet the unprecedented levels of modal shift required for the CS to 
be sound (as identified in the transport modelling and SCC Transport Mitigation Strategy) 
and no assessment of what happens if the targets are not achieved. 

• No SA of the lack of sewage infrastructure plan/proposals for the IGS and ISPA and SA of the 
environmental impacts of delivering new sewage infrastructure required for Ipswich, 
including emissions and impact of traffic congestion arising from the required foul water 
construction works. 

• No SA of air quality or noise assessment in relation to rail transport most notably for the 
Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling, emitting pollution and  
additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe,  

• No SA of the environmental impacts of the Port of Ipswich. 

• No assessment of the potential impacts of increased freight traffic on the IGS pedestrian 
bridge and Westerfield rail crossing (including impacts on traffic delays). 

• No SA of the decision to destroy the Green Rim by building homes on the Humber Doucy 
Lane part and re-designating it as Green Trails. 

• The apparent lack of  a full appraisal of the impacts on building on land at Humber Doucy 
Lane in the north east. 

• No SA of the alternative of using land reserved for Retail and Car Parking in the town centre, 
which we believe is surplus to requirements, instead of building on Humber Doucy Lane. 

• No SA of the omission of the incorporation of IBC’s declaration of Climate Emergency into 
the Plan. 

An updated SA is required to consider all these issues and consulted upon accordingly for the CS to 
be properly examined and progressed accordingly. Until the SA addresses these issues the CS cannot 
be deemed sound. We reserve the right to comment on the SA as it is developed. 
 

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) 
 
Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. 
 
The HRA is currently incomplete and needs to address the following impacts of :  

1. The proposed re-designation of the Green Rim. 
2. The new sewage infrastructure that will be required to deliver the housing and employment 

targets. 
3. The required traffic infrastructure identified by the traffic modelling to improve the road 

network to allow the sustainable delivery of the CS  (summarised above). 
4. The non-compliance of the IGS AQA with DM3. 
5. Emissions from rail and shipping. 

If no such assessments are included in the HRA then the HRA needs to explain why they have been 
omitted. 
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IBC’s response27 to the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) recommendations in relation to 
Paragraph 1.29 is not acceptable. This recommendation states “In order to make ecological networks 
and wildlife sites capable of future resilience, there is a need for more wildlife sites, and that existing 
networks need to be bigger, better and more connected.“ The CS needs to be strengthened to ensure 
compliance with this recommendation especially as IBC’s proposal to re-designate the Green Rim 
(which has not been assessed by the HRA) is clearly detrimental to this requirement. 
 
It also needs to assess whether the lack of S106 payments for RAMs mitigation from the two IGS 
sites that received outline planning permission in February 2020 is acceptable as discussed earlier. 
 

Health Impact Assessment 
 
Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. The Health Impact Assessment fails to take into full account the 
removal of the Ipswich Green Rim, the non-compliance with legally binding air quality targets, 
emissions from construction, port and rail activities and the failure to include recognition of the 
Climate Emergency into the Plan.  
 
Brian Samuel 
Submitted on behalf of the Northern Fringe Protection Group28 

 
27https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/response_by_ibc_to_the_habitat_regulation_assessment_ja

n_2020_0.pdf 
28 The Northern Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) is making this representation on behalf of its members and 

other residents who have authorised the NFPG to represent them. A list can be supplied on request. 
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Appendix 1 Evidence that the Green Rim should not be reclassified as Green Trails 
 

•  Ipswich Local Plan November 1997 
 
This makes specific reference to 9 green corridors (A-I) in Chapter 3. Paragraph 3.12 states 
“These green spaces offer the opportunity to form corridors linking the inner parts of the Town 
with the surrounding countryside, visually and by providing access on foot or by cycle.  These 
corridors are indicated on Plan No 1.”  
 
NE2 also states that “The protection of the landscape quality and character of the countryside 
*including the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will be a prime consideration and 
proposals for irreversible development which is not required for the efficient operation of 
agriculture, forestry and recreation will not be permitted in the countryside as indicated on the 
Proposals Map unless there is an overriding case for a rural location.”  
 
It is clear it is the intention that the green corridors will provide access on foot or by cycle to the 
surrounding countryside and it is this countryside that was intended to form the green rim of 
Ipswich. 
 

• Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document December 2011  
 
Chapter 7: The Key Diagram  references (v) The green corridor and green rim approach to 
strategic green infrastructure (Policy CS16); The green rim almost completely covers the Ipswich 
Borough Council boundaries, which essentially reflects the countryside in the 1997 Proposals 
Map.  
 
POLICY CS16: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, SPORT AND RECREATION Paragraph 8.175 states “As the 
Borough grows, it is essential to protect, enhance and extend the network of open 
spaces, green corridors, and sports and recreation facilities. This is important in order to: allow 
people access to green space and nature; strengthen ecological networks that enable wildlife 
to migrate more easily around the town; link inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing 
walking and cycling routes;” 
 
It will do this by [a number of means including]  
f. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial 
green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;” 
 
It is clear  the December 2011 Plan continues the concept of the green corridors providing 
walking and cycling routes to access the green rim and that the green rim was not intended for 
this purpose. We note that there remain 9 green corridors in the 2011 Plan as there were in the 
1997 plan. 
 
The green rim on the 2011 Key Diagram (pg 30) is very much larger than that in the current Key 
Diagram and clearly illustrates that the concept of the green rim is to protect the countryside on 
the perimeter of Ipswich Borough. It is also clear the Green Rim has been decimated beyond its 
original intention.  
 

• Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document February 2017  
 
Diagram 3 of the Plan (pg 24) and the associated Plan 6 
https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf
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_adopted_feb_2017.pdf shows that 9 green corridors remain and illustrates the green rim 
(which has shrunk from the previous Plan).  
 
CS 16 states that “The Council will safeguard, protect and enhance biodiversity and the 
environment by working in partnership with others to ensure that our parks and open spaces are 
well designed, well managed, safe and freely accessible, encouraging use and benefitting the 
whole community. The Council will enhance and extend the ecological network and green 
corridors, open spaces, sport and recreation facilities for the benefit of biodiversity, people and 
the management of local flood risk. It will do this by: 
 
g. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial ecological 
networks and green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;” 
 
This continues the concept that it is the green corridors that provide the links to the green rim.  
 

• Babergh District Council, Ipswich Borough Council, Mid Suffolk District Council, Suffolk 
Coastal District Council and Suffolk County Council  
Statement of Common Ground in relation to Strategic Cross Boundary Planning Matters in 
the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Version 3 – December 2018 

 
Section I Annex – Cross Boundary Infrastructure Requirements - Green Infrastructure pg 25 
references the Infrastructure requirement for “Creation of ‘green rim’ around Ipswich” in 
accordance with  the Update to the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy for the 
Ipswich Policy Area (August 2015), Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
(November 2018) policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites and CS16 green  
Policies ISPA4 and SCLP12.24 require development to contribute to the creation of the ‘green 
rim’. This is clearly categorised as “Green Infrastructure” and not as “Transport Infrastructure”. 
 

• Comparison of cycle routes and the proposed green trails in the Key Diagram 
When cross-referencing the current Key Diagram and green trails with the Ipswich cycle map 
http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf  we 
have the following observations: 
 
1. A green trail clearly suggests a “route”, but the Key Diagram map shows a green area. 
2. Under no stretch of imagination would one call a road used by motor vehicles a green trail. 
3. No cycle route through the Chantry Park part of the green trail. 
4. No cycle route at all through the Humber Doucy Lane stretch of the green trail. 
5. No cycle route through the Purdis Heath part of the green trail. 
6. No cycle route through the Rushmere Heath part of the green trail. 
7. No green cycle route other than Thurleston Lane in the green trail above Whitton 
8. No cycle route in the green trail  between Ipswich and Westerfield. 
9. No cycle routes through the Pipers Vale and Ravenswood other than a small dead-end 
stretch in the former and a looped cycle path around Ravenswood housing estate, which is 
hardly green. 

 

• The  Ipswich Cycling Strategy Supplementary Planning Document March 2016 
 

This does not identify any of the Green Rim as cycling corridors as summarised in Map 1 
Paragraph 6.12 reflects the Key Diagram. This clearly shows that the Green Rim was never 
intended as cycle routes and should not be reclassified as Green Trails. 

 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf
http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf
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• Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 201829 Jointly 
commissioned by Ipswich BC and neighbouring authorities 
 
 

Pg 11 refers to the Green Rim in the context of the Ipswich Key Diagram stating “this green rim is 
intended to provide an ecological corridor and a recreational resource”. There is no reference to 
“trails” and if this was the intention one would have expected IBC to correct this reference as it is 
fundamental to the report. 

  

 
29 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf 
 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf
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Appendix 2 Extracts from The Institute of Air Quality Management and Environmental 
Protection UK guidance 

 
6.22 The report prepared detailing the results of the assessment should contain the following 

information (but not necessarily in this order): 
j. Description of construction phase impacts. These impacts will relate primarily to dust emissions, 

which give rise to dust soiling and elevated PM10 concentrations, although construction plant 
and vehicles may need assessment. The assessment should take into consideration the likely 
activities, duration and mitigation measures to be implemented. The distance over which 
impacts are likely to occur and an estimate of the number of properties likely to be affected 
should be included. This assessment should follow the guidance set out by the IAQM31 

m. Summary of the assessment results. This should include: 
• Impacts during the construction phase of the development (usually on dust soiling and PM10 

concentrations); 
• Any exceedances of the air quality objectives arising as a result of the development, or any 

worsening of a current breach (including the geographical extent);  
• Whether the development will compromise or render inoperative the measures within an Air 
Quality Action Plan, where the development affects an AQMA. 
 
6.23 Most assessments are carried out for the first year of the proposed development’s use, as this 

will generally represent the worst-case scenario. This is because background concentrations of 
some pollutants are predicted to decline in future years, as emissions from new vehicles are 
reduced by the progressive introduction of higher emissions standards. Where development is 
phased, however, it may also be appropriate to assess conditions for the opening years of each 
new phase. 
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[26637]  

Object Chapter 4 - The Duty to Co-Operate 

has attrachments Has attachments  
Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group (Mr Robert Eburne) [2469]  

Received: 02/03/2020 via Web  

There is no cooperation between local authorities such as has happened around 
Cambridge or Norwich. 

Changes to plan: Not specified 

Document is not legal 

Document is not sound 

Document does not comply with duty to cooperate 

Representation at examination: Appearance at the examination 
Reason for appearance:  

 

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/representationsandcustomforms/26637
https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/5020/attachments
https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/person/2469/details
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Save Our Country Spaces  SOCS - Comments on the Ipswich 
Borough Council CORE STRATEGY AND POLICIES DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN DOCUMENT REVIEW– FINAL DRAFT January 2020 - 
Consultation Ending 2rd March 2020 

The following issues need to be fully assessed & adequately addressed in order for the core strategy 
review to be ‘sound’. SOCS suggest the plan is unsound and does not comply with the national 
planning policy framework (NPPF.) SOCS wish to give oral evidence at inquiry.

The “Climate Change” agenda is insufficiently addressed. Proposals are contrary to;
 NPPF 10. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change.

It appears that environmental, social and economic effects of the plan(s) are inadequately and inaccurately 
assessed against Habitats Regulations Assessments and the Sustainability Appraisals (SAs)

“Serious adverse effects” have not been properly identified, as required under compliance with the NPPF 
(Achieving Sustainable Development NPPF 6-17) for either the CS or development and control purposes.
 This situation is likely to render any planning application almost impossible to determine properly and therefore, 
we say, render the major IGS planning applications problematic. It also potentially renders stakeholder responses 
to planning applications a problem.

NPPF-11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment is not adequately taken into 
account.

TAKING FULL ACCOUNT OF CUMULATIVE AND COMPOUND EFFECTS 

The SEA Directive requires that the assessment include identification of cumulative and synergistic effects 
including those produced by other neighbouring local authorities. The SA does not appear to take account of the 
cumulative effect of CSs Plans of neighbouring authorities with regard to housing, employment and especially 
transport/traffic and increased air pollution and traffic congestion. 

THE FOLLOWING SPECIFIC ISSUES NEED TO BE FULLY ASSESSED & ADEQUATELY 
ADDRESSED IN ORDER FOR THE CORE STRATEGY REVIEW TO BE ‘SOUND’.

Growth, must be measured against the potential for serious adverse effects and serious adverse impacts, which 
included adverse impacts on the Quality of Life and Public Health.

The potential to secure a “sustainable future” for the existing local population, future populations and future 
generations is an imperative not demonstrated by the plan(s).

1. DRAINAGE, Surface Water Drainage ; APPEARS NON-COMPLIANT and may not work.

2. FLOODING LIKELIHOOD may increase at Westerfield.

3. SEWAGE PROPOSALS INADEQUATE &  likely to add to existing problems 

4. TRAFFIC PROPOSALS AND ADVERSE IMPACTS ON EXISTING RESIDENTS- no solutions

5. AIR POLLUTION and impact on our children's health inadequate Air Pollution Action Planning 

6. ADVERSE PRESSURES ON HOSPITALS, SCHOOLS & ACCESS TO GPs and SOCIAL CARE

7. ADVERSE EFFECTS OF ROAD WIDENING and REMOVAL OF TREES & VERGES 

8. LOSS OF HIGH GRADE LOCAL FOOD GROWING LAND

9. REMOVAL OF TREES, HEDGEROWS, HABITATS 

10. COUNTRY PARK –  DELIVERY May be delayed or stalled.

11. Where is the NEED FOR THESE houses and flats bearing in mind the LACK OF NEW LOCAL JOBS 

SOCS have liaised with North Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) who have kindly allowed us to 
incorporate most of their draft text with a few minor amendments which reflect SOCS differing views,
mainly on the need for a major Northern Road Route for Ipswich. 

SOCS have actively supported the Stop! Campaign and will be involved in the new Start! campaign to 
secure safely, more environmentally friendly sustainable transport solutions and Keep Ipswich 
Moving.
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NPPG state, ‘Please find our representation on the above, which should be considered in conjunction 
with our representations on the associated revised Site Allocations & Policies.  We want to see a 
sound evidence-based Core Strategy (CS) in place which will help make Ipswich a more attractive 
place to live and work. We have made our comments on the CS (which we also reference as the Plan) 
sequentially although these will relate to the same issue in different sections of the CS. Rather than 
keep repeating our comments, IBC should assume that our comments on each issue apply throughput
the CS to that issue, wherever the issue is mentioned in the CS.’

Since SOCS have been involved with the Local Plan for Ipswich, they have baulked at the unrealistic 
and unjustified housing and job targets set. They have challenged population projections which have 
driven this agenda.  It is good to see at last that the legacy of growth, expansion, over ambition and 
wishful thinking of the early 2000’s finally are being challenged. However, there is a way to go to 
achieve a sound plan. 
The Duty to Cooperate is hard for Ipswich to achieve when partner organisations are reluctant to take 
ownership and responsibility for the adverse impacts they are imposing on the County Town. Ipswich 
Borough has many responsibilities but little power and control and limited capacity for resolution.

Summary of key issues

SOCS concerns with the IBC CS are in relation to 10 of the 12 strategic objectives and we question the
legality,  Sustainability and Soundness of this review plan.

Highly material is the decision and judgment released this week from The Supreme Court on Climate 
Change and development- (Heathrow)1. This needs referencing and being taken into account within 
Local Plans as it is a fundamental game changer with respect to Local Plans, Strategic Planning and 
Local Development Control and Planning Committee decision making. 

This new case law could make Local Plans, where Paris Agreement on climate change, 

(concluded in December 2015 and ratified by the United Kingdom in November 2016)  isn’t 
adequately taken into account or doesn’t demonstrate conformity to within Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and the Habitat’s Directorate requirements, challengeable and 
potentially unlawful. 

Extracts from the Judgment:

R (FRIENDS OF THE EARTH) v SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT AND OTHERS 27th 
February 2020 Lord Justice Lindblom, Lord Justice Singh and Lord Justice Haddon-Cave 

SUMMARY OF JUDGMENTS 

8. To a substantial extent, for the reasons we have set out, we agree with the analysis
and conclusions of the Divisional Court. Like the Divisional Court, we have concluded that
the challenges to the ANPS must fail on the issues relating to the operation of the
Habitats Directive, and also on all but one of the issues concerning the operation of the
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (paragraph 283). 
9. However, we have concluded that the challenges should succeed in one important
respect. This relates to the legislative provisions concerning the Government’s policy and
commitments on climate change, in particular the provision in section 5(8) of the Planning
Act, which requires that the reasons for the policy set out in the ANPS “must ... include an
explanation of how the policy set out in the statement takes account of Government policy
relating to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change”. We have concluded, in
particular, that the designation of the ANPS was unlawful by reason of a failure to take into
account the Government’s commitment to the provisions of the Paris Agreement on
climate change, concluded in December 2015 and ratified by the United Kingdom in
November 2016 (paragraphs 222 to 238 and 242 to 261).

1 �https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-summary-of-judgments-26-February-2020-

online-version.pdf 
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10. We have concluded that the ANPS was not produced as the law requires, and indeed
as Parliament has expressly provided. The statutory regime for the formulation of a national
policy statement, which Parliament put in place in the Planning Act, was not fully complied
with. The Paris Agreement ought to have been taken into account by the Secretary of State
in the preparation of the ANPS and an explanation given as to how it was taken into
account, but it was not (paragraph 283).
11. That, in our view, is legally fatal to the ANPS in its present form. 

SOCS understand the purpose of this review is to update the Core Strategy until 2036 taking into 
account all new legislation and National Planning Policy Framework Updates and to align the Local 
Plan with East Suffolk and Mid Suffolk Babergh. 

However, it should be noted that EastSuffolk is tasked with making modifications to their plan which 
was under inspection last year.2

SOCS were very critical of the ‘Statement of Common Ground’ issued last year and submitted a 
response to the emerging Mid Suffolk Local Plan Consultation in addition to one for Suffolk Coastal 
District Council. SOCS attended and gave oral evidence to the EastSuffolk Plan Inquiry in public.3

Save Out Country Spaces feel the Duty to Cooperate has not been has not been effectively achieved 
within this Draft; nor has it by the partner local authorities. 

SOCS believe there is a lack of realistic accounting for the adopted policy on Climate Emergency and 
the Climate Change agenda, for 10 of the 12 strategic objectives, outlined within the CS, mainly in 
relation to the following; traffic related issues, including delivering the required infrastructure and 
modal shift and the associated impact on air quality; climate emergency and climate change 
precipitated flood risk, loss of grade 2 farm land, loss of vital green rim and urban/rural separation 
with its attendant adverse impacts on the network of wildlife links with green corridors, especially to 
the County Wildlife site area of the Fynn Valley. 
The Tuddenham Road/Westerfield  green corridors with attendant links to a network of green 
intersecting routes and the green rim are home to a significant number of recorded protected 
species. (Suffolk Biological Recording office.) We have evidence of great crested newts, badgers, 
hedgehogs bats and all manner of species -hares which are under threat as well as birds, flora and 
fauna;  Southern Marsh and bee orchids are found on the Fynn Valley and adjacent area.  

Due to much of the land being in private farming ownership, there has been little interest or appetite 
for any formal survey and recording to be done of this important area, as it does not best serve the 
landowners aspirations for the land use and development for housing e.t.c.

Suffolk Wildlife Trust have done some work within Red House Ipswich (desk top survey), the Fynn 
Valley County Wildlife Site in East Suffolk;  a Hedgerow Survey of the whole IGS area done to Suffolk 
Hedgerow Survey methodology was completed by Dr Douglas Seaton4 with direction from Guy Acres. 
Active badger sets have recently been reported to the County Recorder as well.

Regarding the CS proposal to incorporate sites along Humber Doucy Lane as an ‘extension’ of the IGS 
sites, the following statements by SOCS and quotes by elected member and portfolio holder Carol 
Jones, needs to be remembered and applied to THE DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT -  Ipswich 
Garden Suburb, the Northern End of Humber Doucy Lane.

2 �https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_P

ost_hearings_letter.pdf   https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan.pdf

3 �Hearing Day 1: Tuesday 20 August (Week 1) Morning – 09:30 b) Sustainability appraisal c) Habitats Regulations 

Assessment f) Climate Change

4 �Dr Douglas Seaton 
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“Adverse impacts and significant disruption will undoubtedly occur in both the short and
long term on existing residents’ Quality of Life and Well being”; a point conceded by the
Portfolio holder within Executive paper E/13/601;

“ 2.2 The development of the Northern Fringe involves major challenges due to its large-
scale, multiple ownership, the need to incorporate a wide range of supporting
infrastructure and the mitigation of impacts on local communities.”

SOCS believe therefore policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites
is unjustified and unsound.

SOCS outlined concerns about sustainability and flood risk in the last Local Plan
consultation with respect of proposals for the distribution of development, 

 
‘Red House has the highest potential for flooding; a ground level water table which
hydrological assessment might suggest renders the site unviable if the mitigation required for
flooding and biological site features, TPOs, hedges and ditches as unviable and proposals as
they stand, cannot be either practically or economically unachievable.’

Mapping of the
know flood risk
(2013) in the THE
DISTRIBUTION OF
DEVELOPMENT -
Ipswich Garden
Suburb, the
Northern End of
Humber Doucy
Lane. 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf
An outline planning application Land off Tuddenham Road

5.108 As the construction phase progresses the surface water runoff rates and
volumes are considered to increase as more impermeable surfaces are created and
vegetation removed. A surface water drainage system including sub-surface sewers,
porous paving, swales, basins, ponds and wetland will serve the development and be
operational for its lifetime.

5.109 The impact on surface water flood risk would be low, increasing to high as
construction begins. Without mitigation water quality impact is considered to be
medium increasing to high as construction progresses. Mitigation would be achieved
through the phasing of the SuDS and the use of a CEMP to minimise the pollutants
created.
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Land off Tuddenham Road by Humpback Bridge overlooking IGS displaying serious Ground
Water flooding5 February 2020 as outlined in Revised Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy
Appendix 1.

The proposed extension of the IGS to the Humber Doucy Lane area would be subject to the
same constraints. The ecological network, green corridor and green trail approach to
strategic green infrastructure (policy CS16) we regard as unsound. 

Further concerns include the lack of funding to deliver the required improvements to air quality, 
flood risk vulnerability and biodiversity and habitat loss. 

With regard to the IGS, (and policy area ISPA4 possibly) future households will have to bear the costs 
of management and maintenance;  maintenance charges/levy will apply to all new houses in the 
northern fringe. new residents to pay, in perpetuity, for drainage systems upkeep and other 
infrastructure ongoing costs.

This draft of the CS lacks clarity in respect of flooding risk. 

In March 2016, SCC Portfolio holder Matthew Hicks confessed,

 “I recognise that, in the past, the different organisations involved have not always worked together 

effectively enough in managing flooding. It is vital that we all work better not just with each other but 
crucially with the public.”

Ipswich no longer have their own dedicated drainage engineering department which places them at a
disadvantage to fight their corner.

In regard to sustainability, there should be a reference to the work of the Food and Farming 
Commission6 and to the issue of sustainable land use.

5 �https://democracy.westsuffolk.gov.uk/documents/s14075/CAB.SE.16.021 Revised Suffolk Flood Risk 

Management Strategy Appendix 1.pdf
6 �links to the report issued in July  https://www.thersa.org/action-and-research/rsa-projects/public-services-and-

communities-folder/food-farming-and-countryside-commission before the (then) Secretary of State for the 
Environment, Michael Gove MP.
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"Nowhere do conflicts in food, farming and the countryside show up more than in
discussions about how we use our land and who decides. Debates have become polarised
and it is the ground on which the battles for the future of farming and the countryside are
being fought.
Only 8 percent of rural homes are affordable, compared to 20 percent in urban areas;
weekly transport costs average £132 in rural areas compared to £71 in urban areas.

We recommend:
 Establishing a national land use framework in England that inspires cooperation based

on the public value of land, mediating and encouraging multipurpose uses
 Investing in the skills and rural infrastructure to underpin the rural economy
 Creating more good work in the regenerative economy
 Developing sustainable solutions to meet rural housing need
 Establishing a National Nature Service that employs the energy of young people to

kickstart the regenerative economy “

IBC 12 strategic objectives 

1. STRATEGIC WORKING – SOCS suggest inadequately demonstrated.

2. GROWTH ….......’with 31% at the Ipswich Garden Suburb and 15% in the remainder of the Borough 
being affordable homes’7

SOCS understand that IBC has negotiated and allowed for 4% and 5% affordable homes for the 
outline planning consent on the IGS?
 b) ‘approximately 9,500 additional jobs shall be provided in Ipswich to support growth in the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area between 2018 and 2036.’ 

26 February 2020 Insurance giant to close Ipswich office axing 300 jobs/Anglian Water is cutting 200 jobs 
across all areas of the business. SOCS have repeatedly challenged the unrealistic job targets and numbers 
lacking credibility.

3. THE DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT - The development of the Borough should be focused primarily within 
the central Ipswich ‘IP-One’ area, Ipswich Garden Suburb, the Northern End of Humber Doucy Lane and within 
and adjacent to identified district centres (these areas are identified on the key diagram).

SOCS, like NFPG,  believe there is a demonstrated lack of justification for the area around Humber 
Doucy Lane to form part of the plan. 

5. AIR QUALITY (Noise pollution)

SOCS comment - 2013-Traffic Survey Work by developers 
‘Consideration of the noise, vibration and traffic noise impacts from the hump back road/rail bridge
elevation, separately and in combination,   from both rail and road on the proposals and mitigation
measures likely from the these impacts, should include an assessment for intensification over the
plan period especially as Felixstowe Port is due for expansion with increased use of the Rail line
planned. Environmental Impact Studies, which may be currently being commissioned, will need very
careful independent scrutiny.’

7 �https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1461192/go-ahead-2000-homes-ipswich-garden-suburb-despite-

affordable-housing-shortfall Considering the revised application, officers noted "significant costs" in providing 
infrastructure to enable delivery of the site and "recognised that the viability position has got worse" since the 
agreement was negotiated. They concluded: "The provision of 15 per cent affordable housing and all of the 
s106 obligation would make the scheme unviable." The newly agreed s106 package amounts to around 
£14.75m, they said. For the Crest Nicholson scheme, the council agreed to an affordable housing level of five per 
cent and agreed to four per cent for the Mersea Homes scheme.
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Red House Site, has a minimal green buffer next to the railway. Added to this is the Railway is partly
elevated and already causes significant noise nuisance problems currently by the generating of
significant noise from freight through the night. Upgrades and increased use of the line due to
Felixstowe Port expansion needs assessing in relation to the Draft SPD proposals for Red House,
particularly in relation to the very highest densities which have been proposed.”

We now have the 5 point Rail Plan agreed 2018, with Network Rail and NO assessment of pollution from 
diesel trains currently in use.

Current rail noise levels have given rise to residents complaints and can be hear for a 
distance of about 1/4-1/2 a mile at night causing significant sleep disturbance especially 
in summer.

6. TRANSPORT AND CONNECTIVITY 
9. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
10. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE – The current situation in the Health Service is 
worrying -with access to services GPs and the possibility of flu pandemic. Ipswich not longer have a 
dedicated Drainage Engineering department and team, so have no internal independent expertise to 
call on for Flood maters and drainage.

For ease of reference we provide a summary of our key concerns which show that the CS is not sound
without modifications to these areas.

Transport and improving accessibility
1. Previous modelling has shown that many junctions and link roads in Ipswich are already at/near 

capacity, but this is not addressed in the CS. There is no evidence that proposed growth in the CS 
is sound in relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026.

2. Transport modelling shows severe capacity issues in 2026 at many key junctions in and around 
Ipswich that will result in gridlock but there are no transport infrastructure projects included in 
the Infrastructure Tables to resolve these capacity constraints. This is especially the case in and 
around the town centre, Ipswich Garden Suburb and the A1214.

3. The Transport modelling fails to identify when these Ipswich junctions will reach capacity 
(evidence shows that some already have) and consequently the CS fails to adequately plan for 
this. 

4. IBC is failing to Improve Access in Ipswich in breach of CS5. More needs to be done otherwise the
Modal Switch assumptions used in the traffic modelling are too high and unsound resulting in 
non-compliance with CS20 Transport. The CS is not justified with respect to Improving Access and
Transport.

5. The Committee on Climate Change assumes that there will be a 10% transport modal shift by 
2050. Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver around 15% modal shift by 2026 ? – a 
ridiculously short timeframe for such a high target. Unless IBC can provide evidence that it can 
achieve higher levels of modal shift than the CCC thinks feasible, the CCC assumption should be 
used in the modelling work for the CS to be sound.

6. Evidence shows that the existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is clearly sub-
standard and will not enable delivery of the levels of modal shift required without substantial 
improvements.

7. There is no funding allocated during the four-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS8 to encourage modal shift, for example to 
change behaviours and improve cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. 

8� https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf
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8. The CS is not justified as it does not take account of proportionate evidence, especially in relation
to modal shift assumptions. The New Evidence database is incomplete as it excludes several key 
Transport documents, especially those in relation to modal shift and the S106 schedules for the 
approved Ipswich Garden suburb developments which have not been made available to the 
Public in time to examine as part of this Consultation.

9. We are concerned that the two road bridges (and country park) may not be delivered in time 
(February 2022) to receive the £9.8m Housing Infrastructure Funding. If this is the case, then the 
CS is unsound unless IBC can confirm alternative funding will be available.

10. We are concerned that the CS is not completely positively prepared as it fails to fully assess 
transport infrastructure requirements, including walking and cycling infrastructure, especially in 
relation to timing of delivery (and as sewage infrastructure requirements).

Air Quality and the environment
11. The CS is not consistent with national air quality policy as it fails to ensure compliance with legally

binding limits. There needs to be a requirement to comply with these for the CS to be sound.
12. The CS needs to strengthen the commitment to Improve Air Quality as there has been no real 

improvement in Air Quality in Ipswich over the past decade with the number of AQMAs in 
Ipswich increasing. 

13. There is no funding allocated during the  4-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS for improving air quality.

14. There is no Air Quality Assessment provided as part of this consultation. This needs to be 
completed urgently and needs to include assessments for the early years of planned 
developments, all construction-related traffic (including sewage infrastructure projects) and 
rail/sea traffic. It needs to examine the impacts of different levels of modal shift rather than 
assume the unsubstantiated, extremely high levels of modal shift assumed in the transport 
assessment will be delivered by 2026 and thereafter.

15. There is little point in undertaking an Air Quality Assessment in 2036 as the ban on non-electric 
vehicles will have been implemented. It is the early years of the CS where air quality is most likely
to be worst. We believe that an earlier assessment than 2026 is therefore required e.g. 2023 and 
perhaps 2029/30 (prior to the ban on non-electric vehicles) rather than 2036 when there will be a
significant number of electric vehicles.

16. At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency. 
The CS needs to be updated to incorporate this to be sound.

17. We strongly object to the re-designation of the Ipswich “green rim” to “green trails”. This is in 
breach of DM13 and unsound.

18. The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and somewhat 
confused. This needs to be clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be 
properly identified and included in the CS for it to be sound and understood by residents.(The 
following is a better map to illustrate risks.)

19. A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full 
funding for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. There is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the unprecedented levels of modal shift 
required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire – what evidence 
is there that this will change?

20. The Sustainability Assessment is incomplete and underplays many key issues. It needs to fully 
assess air quality impacts including from rail and sea, the impacts of the additional road 
infrastructure required to prevent junctions reaching capacity , the proposed re-designation of the 
Green Rim, alternatives to building on Humber Doucy Lane (and that Suffolk Coastal no longer needs 
this land to meet its housing target), flood risk and the impacts of the new sewage infrastructure that 
will be required to deliver the CS. It especially needs to assess the robustness of the CS if the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved.
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21. The same issues relating to the Sustainability Appraisal apply to the Health Impact Assessment.

22. The Habitats Assessment also needs to take account of the same issues. 

Other
23. There are still no firm proposals for new sewage infrastructure that is required for the IGS and the
wider Ipswich area, which need to be consulted upon and included in the Infrastructure Tables. 
24. The proposal to allow development in north-east Ipswich at the northern end of Humber Doucy 
Lane and Tuddenham Road is not justified and therefore unsound. Land in the centre of Ipswich 
earmarked for expanded retail and car parking (which we believe is surplus to requirements), should 
be used for new homes instead. There is no SA of this viable alternative.

25. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector9 from
582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756). Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at 
Humber Doucy Lane to provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) it had included in its final 
draft plan10 (paragraph 12.209). The SA fails to assess this and is unsound.

9� 
https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Po
st_hearings_letter.pdf

10� https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf
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26. Specific Objectives are required to ensure delivery of key aspects of the CS such as improving 
transport infrastructure, improving air quality, delivering modal shift and improving accessibility 
are required. These need to be monitored and reported on to ensure the CS is effective.

Consultation Statement Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
January - March 2019

We are concerned that our comments on CS5 and CS20 in relation to the transport modelling and 
modal shift (and associated air quality issues) have not been adequately considered. IBC appears to 
be adopting the approach that SCC’s Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Policy 
Area (IPSA)11 will totally resolve all the traffic issues and fully deliver the required levels of modal shift
for the CS to be sound, without substantiating this with any evidence that it will. Until such evidence 
is provided the CS cannot be considered effective or justified. It is particularly disappointing that the 
Transport Mitigation Strategy and other relevant modal shift documents have not been included in 
the Evidence Base. We agree that extremely high modal shift levels will be needed but believe that 
the new infrastructure required is substantially underestimated as is the difficulty in achieving the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift necessary for the CS to be sound. The level of funding needed to 
deliver this is massively under-estimated. There is also a significant shortfall in guaranteed funding for
the insufficient measures identified in the Plan. IBC has yet to respond to these concerns.

Para 5.25 

Improving air quality in the increasing number of Ipswich AQMAs (now five) needs to be added as a 
key challenge as IBC is legally required to reduce pollution levels to legally binding limits and has 
failed to do so; there have been no material improvements to air quality and IBC is non-compliant 
with its CS in this respect. The planned growth levels for Ipswich will further challenge this 
requirement. 

Given the high levels of modal shift required, IBC should be “delivering high levels of modal shift” 
rather than just “guiding as many trips as possible to sustainable modes”. The current draft under-
estimates the difficulty and importance of the task.

Meeting the Climate Emergency also needs to be added as a key challenge as Ipswich Borough 
Council has committed to tackling this issue. Not to include it would be unsound.

Para 5.26 Table 2 – for ease of reference we have included all our comments on flood risk below, 

but these should be considered for all other references of flood risk in the CS

This states that “In addition, as part of the final draft Local Plan, a refresh is being prepared of the 
Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).” Paragraph 6.1.6 then states that “The Council’s Level
2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) was revised in 2019. It provides guidance on residual flood 
risk both for the situation before and after completion of the flood barrier. The SFRA also suggests a 
framework for safe development. The safety framework is detailed in the Council’s Development and 
Flood Risk SPD (September 2013) which is in the process of being updated”. It Is not clear which Safety
Framework applies to the CS.

However, the IBC FRA webpage12 only references the 2011 SFRA version and does not show the 2019 
version referenced above. We also note that the Local Plan New Evidence database includes a draft 
2020 SFRA as well. It is not clear when or if this has been adopted. The IBC website also states that 

11� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf

12 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-sfra
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the Flood Risk SPD “was first updated in May 2014 and has subsequently been updated in January 
2016 to reflect changes to national and local policy and guidance13.” 

Paragraph 8.45 states “On flood risk, it concludes that an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is 
needed to model the boundaries of Flood Zones 3a and b; drainage strategies should be prepared for 
all sites; and the sequential and exception tests need to be applied to all sites in flood zones 2 and 3.” 
It is not clear if the draft 2020 SFRA meets this requirement. The paragraph then goes onto state that 
“Further guidance is contained in the Development and Flood Risk Supplementary Planning Document
2016”. It is not clear whether the 2016 SPD adequately reflects the draft 2020 SFRA.

Paragraph 8.46 states that “the Ipswich Surface Water Management Plan14 was produced in [June] 
2012 and is currently under review”. This is clearly obsolete and fails to take account of climate 
change. Under the NPPF hierarchy for managing flood risk, this is the key document/means of 
controlling flood risk.  This review needs to be completed urgently and incorporated into the CS for it 
to be sound.

Paragraph 8.225 states that “Part C of this document includes policies relating to flooding to reflect 
the NPPF and the detailed findings of the Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment”. But it does not 
reference which SFRA version it relates to. IBC needs to confirm that this is compliant with the draft 
SFRA 2020

Policy DM4 states that “it [development] will be adequately protected from flooding in accordance 
with adopted standards of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy15;”However, the document 
was produced it 2016 so doesn’t include the full risk of flooding from climate change so there is no 
assurance that development will be adequately protected.
 
Suffolk County Council’s Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) was published in 201116 and had a 
3 page addendum17 in 2017. A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) is an assessment of floods 
that have taken place in the past and floods that could take place in the future. It considers flooding 
from surface water runoff, groundwater and ordinary watercourses.  This is also therefore out of date 
and will not fully take account of climate change. We believe an update is required to ensure the CS is
sound.

In the 2017 Addendum, SCC used a national data set to predict flood risk but these do not include  
climate change allowance output, so SCC have projected the potential number of properties at risk 
for the 0.5% AEP for the PFRA. The results show that Ipswich is the area at greatest flood risk and has 
been identified as a Flood risk area (FRA) for the purposes of the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) 
second planning cycle. The Addendum states that “To improve SCC understanding of climate change 
in priority areas, local modelling updates will assess the impact of climate change.” It is not clear 
whether this modelling has been done or how it has been included in the CS. Clearly this needs to be 
incorporated into the CS for the CS to be sound.  

The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and confusing and 
makes the CS flood risk situation impossible to understand for the general public. This needs to be 

13� https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/development-and-flood-risk-spd

14� http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Surface-Water-Management-
Plans/Ipswich-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf

15� http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Suffolk-Flood-Partnership/2018-
Strategy-Documents/2016-04-Suffolk-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf

16� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/Flooding-and-drainage/SUFFOLK-PFRA-REPORT-
FINAL.pdf

17�https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698246
/PFRA_Suffolk_County_Council_2017.pdf
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clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be properly identified and included in the 
CS for it to be understood by residents and for it to be sound. Given the current terrible flooding and 
that Ipswich is a FRA, this is a key issue that needs correcting.

Para 6.7 

The Vision needs to include an improvement in air quality levels and compliance with legally binding 
targets that are currently exceeded. IBC should have a Strategic Policy to comply with legally binding 
air quality targets and eradicate AQMAs within Ipswich for the benefit and protection of residents. 
The Climate Emergency also needs to be recognised in the Vision (please see our comments under 
CS1).

Objective 6.8.4

This Objective needs to be strengthened to recognise the Climate Emergency for the CS to be sound 
(please see our comments under CS1).

Objective 6.8 5

It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be measured; 2004 
emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is clear. For 
example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations and if not, 
how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear when IBC 
aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not be left to 
2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich residents will 
have died prematurely. IBC needs to comply with legally binding targets otherwise its CS is unsound.

Objective 6.8 6

IBC has decided to remove its previous Objective to achieve modal shift of 15% by 2031 in the current
Local Plan and needs to be asked why given this is still required for the CS to be sound. SCC Transport 
modelling (which we discuss later) confirms that major modal shift is required to deliver the CS  (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys). Given the importance of achieving high levels of modal shift to 
deliver the Plan, it is imperative that a modal shift target for 2026 is included for the CS to be sound. 
IBC needs to explain why it no longer thinks having a modal shift target is important.

Ipswich CS Authority Monitoring Report 13, 2017/18 June 2019 fails to adequately report back on the
current Objective 6 f. TARGET: To link with Travel Ipswich to achieve a 15% modal switch for journeys 
in Ipswich by 2031. Simply stating “The Travel Ipswich measures have now been implemented. This 
target will be reviewed through the Ipswich Local Plan review.” We believe the reason that the target 
has not been reported on is that little or no progress has been made and the that is has been 
removed because IBC knows it cannot be achieved. IBC needs to report the modal shift levels 
achieved through Travel Ipswich (formerly known as Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century) as 
this will indicate what levels of modal shift can be achieved in Ipswich.

We also note that Appendix5, pg 55 states “The 2018 Travel to Work survey ran from the 7th May to 
29th June 2018, outside the 2017/18 monitoring period. The 2018 results show that driving (single 
occupant and car share) remains the most frequently used mode of travel at 64.7% in 2018, an 
increase from 62.6% in 2017. The percentage of those travelling as a single occupant has risen 
compared to last year and currently stands at 62.6%, 3.5% higher than in 2017.” This illustrates how 
difficult the required levels of modal switching will be to achieve, without which the CS is clearly 
unsound.

01/03/20 12 SOCS_v2_NFPG CS consultation Jan 2020 response v2.docx



We believe IBC has failed to make any progress on the modal shift target of 15% by 2031. It clearly 
needs to provide evidence that it can deliver the required modal shift levels identified by SCC (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys) for the CS to be sound. If not, the CS needs to be revised 
accordingly to be sound.

IBS states that “Additional east-west highway capacity could be provided within the plan period” and 
needs to illustrate what it means by this and whether such capacity is required for the CS to be 
sound.

Paragraph 8.19, which states “In addition to the integrated transport solutions, including bus network
improvements within the town and increased capacity of the local rail offering, a northern route 
around Ipswich is expected to be needed to enable growth in the longer term.” Ipswich Borough 
Council states support for such a route. We would like to draw attention to the article in the Ipswich 
Star (27 February 201918) where the leader of Ipswich Borough Council, David Ellesmere, is quoted as 
saying “A northern bypass is a priority infrastructure project for Ipswich”. A position that was 
repeated in the East Anglian Daily Times Article19 published on 22/02/2020 "It remains our position 
that the best solution would be the construction of the inner route of the northern bypass [to ease 
traffic problems in Ipswich]. Both the previous Labour and current Conservative Ipswich MPs have 
also argued for a northern route as a priority for Ipswich. This paragraph and the CS need to be 
updated to take account of the decision that the northern route will NOT  be progressed further by 
SCC. Ipswich Borough Council needs to explain why its elected leader clearly believes that Ipswich 
cannot cope with existing volumes of traffic and that it is sound for the CS to increase traffic further. 
The Local Plan also needs to recognise that Suffolk County Council is also concerned about the ability 
for Ipswich to manage the existing volumes of traffic and announced on 18 February 2020 that it is 
setting up a taskforce to look at new ways of tackling the town's traffic problems. In response to the 
creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich traffic David Ellesmere is quoted 
in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road connecting Europa Way with Bramford 
Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new road link connecting London Road, 
Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”.

  Unless there is a huge change in public attitudes and behaviour plus substantial investment in other 
means of sustainable travel, improving the existing road infrastructure, including new technology, 
homeworking incentives, off-peak travel pricing incentives, regulatory instruments etc,  the plan will 
fail. A culture change will be needed. This is what the Start Ipswich Moving Campaign sets out to 
achieve.
The future shift to electric cars will not suffice. There is equal serious health impacts from particulate 
matter from vehicle brakes and tyres 20 (Inside Health BBC Radio 4 Air Pollution; Infectious Disease).
The number of cars as well as the vehicle emissions is the problem.
Considerable investment in public transport is required to deliver the Plan. Currently IBC has 
insufficient firm proposals or funding to deliver the required 2026 modal shifting target and 
subsequent modal shift levels throughout the CS period. The CS is therefore unsound as it lacks a 
credible transport solution that would support the proposed levels of growth. 

Para 6.17 
We challenge the need for future development after 2031 in north-east Ipswich at the northern end 
of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which is no longer required by Suffolk Coastal to meet 
its housing target as this has been reduced substantially by the Planning Inspector: 

1. The Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 2018  
Section 4.3 Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 (Suffolk Coastal) recognises the sensitivity of the 

18 � https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955
19 � https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021
20 �https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m000fgf7

01/03/20 13 SOCS_v2_NFPG CS consultation Jan 2020 response v2.docx

https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021
https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955


open land between the edge of suburban Ipswich and the villages of Westerfield and 
Rushmere and that the area forms an important corridor of land. It states that “opportunities 
lie in the strengthening of landscape structure, softening of the urban edge and 
reinforcement and creation of corridors which penetrate the urban area”. It concludes that 
the area is “sensitive to development” and “care will be needed to ensure rural countryside 
beyond the Ipswich administration area continues to function as a green rim to the town”.  
These comments will clearly also apply to the open land within the Ipswich boundary. Even 
more so as the land is nearest the edge of suburban Ipswich and there is substantially less 
open land within the Ipswich boundary than Suffolk Coastal. We also note that this report 
was produced before the Ipswich draft CS proposal. Therefore, it does not consider the 
impacts of building on the open countryside within the Ipswich boundary, which will increase 
the sensitivity of the Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 as described in this report. In our view, 
this land is too important and sensitive to be built on, especially as it will result in the need 
for an additional primary school, which has additional traffic implications.

2. We do not believe that the full proposed expansion of the town centre retail development is 
required or sustainable and that this land could be better used for new homes. Town centre 
homes are likely to have a far lower impact on traffic congestion and air quality than on the 
outskirts of Ipswich. We believe that there are opportunities to convert some of the existing 
excess town centre retail property into new homes. This approach should be used instead of 
building on at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which will add 
to traffic congestion into the town centre and along Valley/Rd/Colchester Rd etc. We note 
that Ipswich Central is also advocating an increase to the number of homes in the town 
centre21. This will help improve the town centre and the night-time economy, reduce traffic 
into the centre town (compared to other new build sites), facilitate modal shift and improve 
air quality. Why has this option not been considered by IBC?

3. We believe that the Parking Strategy over-estimates the parking demand, and hence the 
required land, for town centre parking and that this brownfield land would be better used for
housing rather than the previously designated countryside at Humber Doucy Lane.

4. Traffic modelling shows that traffic from the development will further increase traffic at 
junctions that are already over-capacity without any road infrastructure projects proposed to 
rectify this forecast over-capacity.

5. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of Policy CS16 regarding the protection and
enhancement of green corridors and the CS “Green Rim” (regardless of the land having been 
designated as countryside). In our view, this is why Ipswich Borough Council wants to re-
designate the green rim as bike and cycle trails without any justification and a distinct lack of 
cycle trails in the “green trails”. We discuss this in detail in our comments to Chapter 7, which 
should also be considered here.

6. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS. POLICY DM8: The 
Natural Environment POLICY DM10: Green Corridors. It is also counter to the principles of 
POLICY DM11: Countryside and should remain classified as part of the Green Rim. It is also 
effectively non-compliant with Paragraph 8.80 as it is inconceivable there will be net gains in 
biodiversity and green infrastructure by building on the green rim.

7. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS in relation to the 
corresponding Policies and Diagram 3 The Ipswich Core Diagram where it is designated as 
Green Rim. IBC has not provided enough evidence to justify this change of classification from 
countryside.

8. The North East Character Study recognises the benefits of this site as “a rural buffer” as open 
fields/countryside to urban Ipswich. Given the lack of such land in Ipswich, it is too important 
to be lost.

9. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector22 
from 582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756) i.e. a reduction of 720 homes over 

21 � https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-needs-4-000-new-homes-1-6516012
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the Plan period. Clearly Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at Humber Doucy Lane to 
provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) that it had included in its final draft plan23 
(paragraph 12.209) and the allocation of this land is therefore not sound.

Regardless, there should be no development of this land until the completion of the IGS. This needs 
to be made clear in the CS. For the CS to be effective, the Sustainability Appraisal needs to fully assess
the implications on building on this site and whether delivering more homes in the town centre 
instead of retail expansion might be a more sustainable option.

CHAPTER 7: The Key Diagram (and all other references to the green rim/trail)

 
We strongly disagree with the proposed change to replace “green rim” with “green trail” in 
(v) The ecological network, green corridor and green rim approach to strategic green infrastructure 
(policy CS16). The proposed change to the green rim has not been assessed by the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and needs to be included in the HRA accordingly. 

The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected by adding it to Policy CS4, especially as 
Ipswich Borough Council have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to 
reclassify it and hence destroy it. 

The Ipswich Local Plan – Regulation 19 draft presented at the Council Meeting on 8th January 2020 
states, in the last paragraph of Section 2.47 The Development Management, that “There has been 
some confusion arising from the Preferred Options consultation responses on the purpose of the 
‘green rim’, which are principally orbital routes for walking and cycling around the periphery of the 
Borough although it is acknowledged that they are important routes for biodiversity and the wider 
ecological network. It is suggested that these be renamed as ‘green trails’ which shows that these 
areas are also connected with walking and cycling.”

It is our view that the Council in its paper is mis-leading Councillors as the concept of corridors and 
the green rim was for the corridors to provide access on foot or by cycle to the countryside 
surrounding Ipswich. That countryside then became known as the green rim and the intention was 
for the green rim to be protected from development. We note that in subsequent CSs the green rim 
has been considerably reduced in size, which demonstrates the Council’s lack of commitment to 
protecting open space and improving biodiversity in its own Plans. The change in definition is 
effectively non-compliant with policy DM8.

In our view, the Council is doing this so that it can bring forward land around Humber Doucy Lane, 
which has previously been designated as countryside, and then as part of the green rim, for 
development in the revised draft of the CS by removing the protection that it currently has. If the 
Council  wants to do this then it should be clear and transparent that it proposes to build on land 
previously designated as countryside/green rim rather than by deviously trying to re-designate the 
land as a pedestrian/cycle green trail (which was never the intention of previous CSs). We believe 
that there are other brownfield sites in Ipswich that could be used instead.

In Appendix 1, we illustrate the history of the green rim/corridors in various drafts of the CS below 
and include a comparison of actual cycle routes to the revised green trails demonstrating that it is the
Council that is “confused” about the original purpose of the green rim. We also note that there is no 

22� 
https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Po
st_hearings_letter.pdf

23� https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf
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mention of the Green Rim (or Green Trail) being used for cycling in the Ipswich Cycling Strategy24 
adopted in March 2016 as part of the CS.

Chapter 8 Scale and location of growth

We have argued for many years that previous homes and employment targets set by Ipswich Borough
Council were too high, unrealistic and based upon flawed evidence. It is now clear that previous Plans
were unsound and by their very nature were therefore sub-optimal for Ipswich as we argued strongly 
at the time. It is disappointing that Ipswich Borough Council has taken so long to accept this. We 
believe the proposed lower targets are more realistic. We agree with IBC that it has established a 5-
year land supply of 5.06 years including a 20% buffer or contingency in the 5-year supply.

Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities

This needs to include the following highway schemes that SCC assumes will proceed in Ipswich in its 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 along with the dates they are required 
by. Without these being implemented the modelling work, and hence the CS is unsound.

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional lane 
SB for Heath Road 

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane 
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street 
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal (we question how this will  improve bus 

services?)
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. Capacity 
increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction 

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site access 
onto Henley Road 

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access 

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction 

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares 

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares 

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension of 
Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts 

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction of 
A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout [we note this is not in Ipswich 
and appears to have been incorrectly grouped under Ipswich]

This list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with Valley Road which 
are required to be delivered by Crest Nicholson after by occupation of the 299th home on its Henley 
Grange IGS site (as stated in the planning application Decision Notice). It needs to be confirmed 
whether this infrastructure project has been included and modelled accordingly. It needs to be added
to the list of projects.

We support the inclusion of sewage infrastructure in ISPA2. We have argued for this for many years 
and its inclusion is long overdue. We believe specific reference to it being required for the delivery of 
the Ipswich Garden Suburb, which still has no agreed site-wide sewage infrastructure solution after 
over 10 years of planning for one. 

24 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cycling_strategy_spd.pdf
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Policy IPSA4 and Paragraphs 8.24-8.26 

Please see comments on Paragraph 6.17. Paragraph 8.24 states that development will “follow the 
delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb”. We disagree on the need for this land to be developed, but if 
it is then it needs to be made clear throughout the CS document that this can only happen following 
the delivery of the IGS development, rather than “appropriately phased”. Without this stipulation it 
could detrimentally impact on demand for homes at the IGS leading to a stalled and incomplete 
development of the IGS for many years. It is premature to phase it with the IGS development rather 
than at the end of the IGS development.

Policy CS1 

Sustainable Development needs to reflect the legal requirement to comply with Air Quality targets, as
well as considering them elsewhere in the CS for the CS to be sound. 

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. This commitment will clearly impact on the CS 
and needs to be referenced here and in relation to other relevant policies e.g. DM1 and DM2 for the 
CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the 
government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account.

Policy CS4, Policy CS17 and DM8 

The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected, especially as Ipswich Borough Council 
have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to reclassify it (see above). It 
should be included in CS4 accordingly for the CS to be sound. 

We have some concern that IBC may not be providing enough recreational mitigation for its RAMSAR 
sites. It is not clear what RAMS S106 payments (agreed on 30/01/20) have been agreed with CBRE 
and Crest IGS sites as the S106 have not been made publicly available by IBC with its Decision Notice 
in February 2020 on granting outline application approval. 

The Suffolk Coast European Sites Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 2019

This was approved by the Executive on 7th January 2020, which implies the S106 agreements should 
include RAMS mitigation payments as they were agreed after the SPD was approved by the 
Executive. 

We note that Paragraph 2.4 states "It should be noted that some residential schemes, particularly 
those located close to a European Site boundary or large scale developments, are likely to need to 
provide additional mitigation measures (in addition to the tariff) such as Suitable Alternative Natural 
Green Space (SANGS) or green infrastructure measures. This would need to be assessed through a 
project level Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (including Appropriate Assessment)." Therefore, 
it would appear that the delivery of the Country Park is therefore an additional requirement to the 
RAMS tariffs.

However, IBC did not request any S106 contributions from either CREST of CBRE for any of their 
homes on the IGS for recreational mitigation when the outline application was approved subject a 
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number of conditions at the Planning & Development Committee Wednesday 4th April 2018 
CREST - Para 5.16 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf other than 
£7.5k HRA for monitoring

CBRE - Section 10 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf other than 
£7.5k HRA for monitoring

The SPD also states 
3.2 What types of application does this apply to?
The Suffolk Coast RAMS tariff applies to all full applications, outline applications, hybrid applications, 
permitted development, and reserved matters applications where no contribution was made at the 
outline application or hybrid application stage.
Sites that already have planning permission will not be required to pay any additional mitigation 
sum, unless they are resubmitted for consideration.
3.3 The Suffolk Coast RAMS contribution is payable in addition to any Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) liability and/or any other S106 or S278 contributions for other types of contribution and there 
may be other site-specific mitigation requirements in respect of European Sites and ecology.

If there are no RAMS tariffs included in the S106 agreements this could be in breach of this SPD,  
Policy CS4, CS17 and Policy DM31 The Natural Environment of the current Ipswich CS. It also means 
the new CS  would be unsound in relation to CS4 CS17 and DM 8 The Natural Environment as there is
no means of funding the required. We believe further examination of the issue is required to provide 
confidence that the CS is sound in relation to this issue.

Policy CS5 Improving Accessibility

States that the Council will work with the Highway Authority including through the Local Transport 
Plan to manage travel demand in Ipswich and maximise sustainable transport solutions and in doing 
so will prioritise the development of an integrated cycle network. During the duration of the current 
CS and despite the agreement of the Cycling SPD, we have seen no improvements to the cycle 
network. Indeed, the only major changes that we are aware of are:

 The removal of the dedicated cycle lane on Felixstowe Road out of Ipswich towards 
Sainsburys.

 The construction of steps on the Cornhill effectively blocks off the previous direct cycle route 
between Lloyds Avenue and Princes Street. This was the only cross-town cycle route that did 
not involve the use of dangerous counter-flow cycle lanes (Northgate Street and Museum 
Street) in the town centre. Neither of these counter-flow cycle lanes meet cycle lane 
guidelines25. 

Both these changes, especially the town centre one, result in a more segregated cycle network and 
will deter cyclists rather than encourage them. We also note that the cycle route along the 
Christchurch Park Bridleway remains in a dangerous state of repair since the current CS was 
approved. This shows a distinct lack of commitment to even maintaining the existing cycle network. 

We also note that much of the Ipswich cycling infrastructure is sub-standard and fails to comply with 
recommended minimum standards for cycle lane width for both dedicated cycle lanes and shared 

25� The desirable minimum width of any contraflow lane is 2m. Where space is constrained it may be 
reduced to an absolute minimum of 1.5m. The width of the with-flow traffic lane may be as little as 
2.5m where there are low volumes of heavy goods vehicles and the servicing needs of shops and 
other premises are met by off-street loading or other means. The preferred minimum width is 3m as 
this is less likely to cause with-flow traffic to encroach upon the cycle lane. Cycling England A.06 
Contra-Flow Cycling.
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pedestrian/cycle routes. The latter acts as a barrier to both walking and cycling. The required levels of
modal shift will not be delivered with such sub-standard infrastructure.

Paragraph 33 of the Transport Topic paper states that “There has also been a variety of cycling and 
walking initiatives built around the balanced transport plan for Ipswich” but fails to provide any 
evidence of this. The Council needs to detail the initiatives delivered by the Council in the last few 
years since the adoption of the current Core Strategy and the Cycling Strategy  Supplementary 
Planning Document in March 2016 and the current CS in February 2017 and advise on the  level of 
modal shift has been achieved by them. We have not been able to find any evidence of the levels of 
modal shift achieved by these initiatives (nor what the specific initiatives actually are). In relation to 
the provision of cycling infrastructure in the current CS, there seems to have been no progress in 
delivering the requirements of:

 CS5 Improving Accessibility Enables access across town safely and conveniently by foot and 
by bicycle - work with the Highway Authority through the Local Transport Plan prioritise the 
development of an integrated cycle network.

 CS16 Green infrastructure, Sport and Recreation  Strengthens ecological networks that link 
inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing walking and cycling routes.

 CS20 Key Transport Proposals Seeks improved cycling and walking routes between key nodes.
 SP15 Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes Support improvements to pedestrian and cycle 

routes within the IP-One area and linking the town centre to residential areas and beyond. 
The level of achievement by IBC will help determine how effective the CS is likely to be in delivering 
its accessibility and modal shift objectives and whether it is sound in these respects.

The SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL Draft Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (dated 15/03/2019 
presented at Suffolk Cabinet 20/January 2020) 

This identifies the requirements and options for planning of future opportunities to make 
improvements to the cycling and walking network. We are disappointed that this document has not 
been included by IBC in the Evidence Base as it clearly shows the poor existing walking and cycling 
infrastructure in Ipswich. The draft LCWIP assesses a number of corridors in Ipswich but does not 
include any actions or funding to improve these. The corridors are assessed using WRAT and CLOS 
assessment tools.

As part of the Welsh Active Travel Design Guidance a Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was 
developed to assist Local Authorities with the auditing of walking routes. The auditing methodology 
targets the five core design outcomes for pedestrian infrastructure, which are similar to those for 
cycling.  These are: • attractiveness • comfort • directness • safety • coherence. Each design 
outcome has several sub-categories that are each scored 0-2 with a score of 70% (28/40) being 
normally regarded as the minimum provision overall.

CLOS (cycle level of service) scores Cycling Level of Service is an audit tool developed by Transport for
London. It is designed to assess the quality of cycling provision in existing (and proposed) schemes, 
with a final score out of 100. Good (Dutch-quality) schemes should be scoring between 70 and 80 out
of 100. 

In order to achieve the high targets of modal shift then, the key corridors should exceed the 
minimum standards of good design. However, it is clear from the assessments below that the existing
walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is massively sub-standard and without major 
improvements there is absolutely no chance of achieving the modal shift targets required and hence 
the CS is unsound in respect of Policy CS5 and subsequently CS20 Transport and DM3 Air Quality.
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Corridor WRAT CLOS
Minimum level required28 70
London Rd / Hadleigh Rd 27.2 58
Wherstead Rd 24.4 32.6
Henley Rd / Westerfield Rd 24.7 37.2
Birkfield Drive 18.25 41.5
Hawthorn Drive 19.5 30.7
Inner orbital 31 45 estimated from parts that can be scored

unable to provide average score as some parts have no cycling or walking provision
Gipping River Path 20.6 44.3
Woodbridge Rd / Spring Rd 28.6 42.3
Nacton Rd / Landseer Rd 27.8 41.4

It should also be noted that the assessments are based on the most suitable route, rather than 
routes walkers and cyclists might actually use so these scores will be higher than what is will be 
experienced on average. Clearly cycling and walking in Ipswich is currently an unattractive, unsafe, 
incoherent, uncomfortable experience that is also non-directional.

The Transport Modelling, which we will discuss later, includes extremely challenging modal shift 
assumptions. Unless IBC can provide evidence of sufficient funding and plans in place to improve the 
ineffective cycling network the required levels of modal shift cannot possibly be achieved, and the CS 
cannot be found to be sound.

We also note that Ipswich Buses, operated by IBC, continues to use the outdated approach of having 
bus routes that just go into town rather than establishing radial routes such as along the 
A1214/Heath Rd from ASDA/Whitehouse, past the hospital, to Futura Park/Ransomes/Havens. Bus 
route 2 currently stops at the hospital and could easily be extended to the ASDA/Whitehouse area. 
Such an approach would provide a more direct quicker route for many people and have the 
advantage of avoiding the town centre AQMAs. We would like to see the CS Preferred Options 
include a requirement on IBC to assess and test the viability of such bus routes to Improve 
Accessibility and help contribute to modal shift. Substantial investment in the Ipswich bus network is 
required, including the expansion of the Ipswich Park and Ride network.

IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS26 

This Financial Plan covers up to 2023/24 and was approved at Council on 19/02/2020. Paragraph 32 
identifies IBC’s top ten projects for this period, which includes “providing high quality multi-story and
surface car parking”. However, there is no money allocated over the four-year period to improving air
quality, delivering modal shift or improving cycle and pedestrian infrastructure (i.e. to improve 
accessibility) despite the CS being dependent on achieving 15% modal shift and IBC being in breach 
of legally binding air quality limits. There is not even any mention of ‘modal shift’, ‘air quality’, 
‘cycling’, ‘walking’, ‘traffic’ or ‘sustainable travel’ in the 98 page document, which would appear to 
illustrate the lack of commitment of IBC to invest in improving these areas. IBC is clearly prioritising 
encouraging people to drive into the town centre rather than use more sustainable means. The CS is 
clearly not effective as IBC has not allocated any funding towards delivering modal shift or improving 
air quality. 

Paragraph 8.97 and Policy C20 e) reference to the [Car] Parking Strategy and Plan

26� https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf
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It is not clear if the Ipswich Parking Strategy as drafted by WYG Transport Planning dated March 2019 
has actually been approved by the IBC Executive. The IBC website Decision List shows a decision by 
the Executive was due on 29th October 2019, but the Strategy was not on the agenda. It now seems 
to have disappeared from the Decision List without a decision being made. IBC needs to detail the 
current situation with the Parking Strategy.

Paragraph 2.4.6 states that the Strategy is based on 12,500 additional jobs target 2011-2031 on 35 
hectares whilst the proposed target is for approximately 9,500 jobs on 23.5 hectares by 2036 – a 
substantial reduction. Paragraph 2.4.4 states that it is based on 8,840 new dwellings by 2036 – the 
new target is 8,010. The new targets therefore render the Strategy obsolete. With the reduction in 
these targets, especially new jobs, it is logical to assume there will be a reduced requirement in land 
for car parking. We believe this brownfield land would be better used for housing before any 
development of the Humber Doucy Lane site. The CS is unsound in allocating the Humber Doucy Lane
site for housing ahead of excess brownfield car parking sites. As shown in its FINANCIAL STRATEGIES 
AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS, IBC is prioritising improving town centre 
car parking and encouraging car journeys into town ahead of funding the encouragement of more 
sustainable forms of transport. This is in breach of the proposed CS

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Car Parking Strategy drafted in March 
2019 needs to take account of this, especially given the Council operates many car parks in Ipswich, 
for the CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that 
the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account.

Policy CS10 Ipswich Garden Suburb

We have major concerns on the ability of the road network to cope with the additional traffic from 
the IGS without some form of northern relief road.

We are pleased that IBC secured £9.8m from the Housing Infrastructure Fund for the country park 
and the two road bridges over the railway. We believe this money is required to be committed by 
March 2022 (following an extension to the original date of March 2021). If this is the case, we are 
concerned that this critical infrastructure may not be delivered in time to secure the funding as work 
is yet to start on-site. We are particularly concerned that the relevant Decision Notices granting 
Outline Planning Permission for the Crest Nicholson IGS development only requires the Vehicular 
Bridge to be delivered upon the delivery of 699 homes. Clearly it is impossible to build this number of
homes before March 2022 although it may be possible to demonstrate “commitment” as required by 
the HIF. We are already concerned that the existing Henley Road bridge over the railway is not wide 
enough to allow cyclists, pedestrian and cars to pass safely yet there are no improvements planned 
for this bridge. Without the early delivery of the road/pedestrian bridge and associated links into 
town that avoid the Henley Rd rail bridge, there is no safe walking/cycling route from the Crest 
Henley Gate development into town and the CS would consequently be unsound.

The Section 106 agreements for the two approved IGS sites may well include measures to safeguard 
HIF funding, or provide for other means of securing the required funding. These are technical and 
complex documents that are difficult for the public to understand. We believe that IBC needs to 
provide evidence that this infrastructure will be delivered in time to secure the funding and that 
contingency measures are in place to secure alternative funding for this infrastructure for the CS to 
be considered sound. As we discuss later in our submission the delivery of the IGS road infrastructure
problems needs to be compatible with the dates assumed in the SSC traffic modelling. Evidence 
needs to be provided this is the case, before the CS can be found to be sound.
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We are pleased to see that S106 payments agreed for the two approved IGS sites include funding for 
improved off-site  infrastructure such as improving the Bridleway, cycle routes and providing crossings
on Valley Road and Park Road. However, the trigger points for these payments are split into three 
instalments, with the last one prior to occupation of 500 homes for the CBRE/Mersea site and 600 
homes for the Crest Nicholson site. Unless funding is provided from elsewhere to deliver the offsite 
infrastructure earlier than these trigger point dates, the required levels of modal shift will not be 
achieved by 2026 as the required sustainable travel infrastructure around the IGS will be incomplete. 

We note that the S106 payments schedule for Henley Gate requires Crest Nicholson to deliver the 
Smarter Choices Programme for homes between Norwich Road and Henley Road  (bounded by Valley
Road). However, this is not required to commence until occupation of the 500th home. Consequently, 
there will be no modal shift programme implemented for this area in time to deliver the 15% modal 
shift requirement that is assumed in the transport modelling by 2026. The CS is therefore unsound in 
this respect. 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020

3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will become unacceptably congested around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb.
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%.
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.]
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM.
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks.
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036.
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks. 

However, previous modelling for both Application IP/16/00608/OUT Land North Of Railway And East 
Of, Henley Road, Crest Nicholson (see Paragraph 5.121)  and Application IP/14/00638/OUTFL Land To 
South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road, CBRE/Mersea Homes (see Paragraphs 5.69 and 
Paragraph 8.484) has shown that these junctions are already operating at or near capacity at peak 
times and will continue to do so. By applying a 15% modal shift reduction, the modelling is hiding the
fact that Ipswich roads are already heavily congested with many roads already operating at capacity 
at peak times. 

In addition, Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most
of the A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times and either side of 
the peaks, is required to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long 
periods, then clearly the CS cannot be found to be sound for Transport and Air Quality. The modelling
work needs to identify when these junctions and links reach capacity and how congestion will be 
mitigated as evidence for the CS to be sound; there is a big difference with this happening in say 
2027 or 2035 between the modelled periods or even before 2026 in some cases.

We are also concerned that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and 
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Road and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Road, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc. We are also concerned that Air Quality limits will worsen between now 
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and 2026 yet there is no assessment of this. 

We note that the CBRE/Mersea planning application for the IGS assumed that the “flagship project” 
Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century (renamed Travel Ipswich) would reduce dependency on 
car by 15%, whilst the Crest application assumed 20% reduction for work, business and other 
activities. It is clear the current network is completely UNFIT for the 21st Century and without 
substantial additional investment than that proposed it will remain this way.

Despite the Cross-Boundary Water Cycle Study report27 there remains a lack of understanding and 
detail on what new additional sewage infrastructure will be required or evidence that the sewage 
infrastructure required for the IGS can be delivered despite first requesting this almost 10 years ago. 
Anglian Water’s proposed strategy to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road and 
provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Road solution was briefly mentioned
in the outline planning application for the Mersea Homes outline planning application for Land To 
South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL. There is still no agreed solution despite 
the two IGS outline applications being approved in February 2020.  We note that IBC has stipulated 
that “Prior to the submission of the first Reserved Matters application a Site Wide Foul and Surface 
Water Drainage Strategy which covers the entire development site.”

 If sewage infrastructure cannot be provided at the right time and at the right price for the IGS (as a 
whole) then the IGS cannot be delivered in accordance with the Plan. The implications of the 
construction of new sewage infrastructure on Ipswich need to be considered as part of the CS. For 
instance, providing a 550cubic metres sewage storage tank under Valley Road. will require its closure 
for many months and have a major detrimental impact on traffic and air quality in Ipswich. Sewage 
infrastructure requirements urgently need to be considered in Policy CS10 and included in the 
Infrastructure Table 8b. In our view, all off-line sewage storage should be provided on the IGS site to 
minimise traffic impacts and prevent the worsening of Air Quality in areas already exceeding legal 
limits in Ipswich.

The effectiveness of the CS to deliver both employment and homes growth including the IGS could be
seriously undermined by the ongoing failure to properly assess the cumulative requirement of 
Ipswich for wastewater infrastructure over the CS period and plan for its provision. This remains a 
major failing of the CS making it unsound. We note that improvements to sewage infrastructure has 
been included in ISPA2 and it also needs to be included in relation to the IGS.

The potential impact of Sizewell C on the IGS and the CS has not been assessed in any form of 
sensitivity analysis. We have previously raised concerns of the impacts of increased rail freight for 
Sizewell C on the Ipswich – Westerfield stretch of the rail-line regarding air pollution, noise, operation
of Westerfield level crossing and the proposed pedestrian bridge, which have been ignored. In its 
response to the latest consultation on Sizewell C28, we are pleased to see that IBC now shares these 
concerns, but still fails to assess the potential impacts in relation to the IGS and the CS. The potential 
impacts of Sizewell C as raised by IBC in its consultation response needs to be assessed in relation to 
the soundness of the CS preferred options through sensitivity analysis prior to a decision being made 
on whether it proceeds.

We believe the Council’s estimate requirement for increased retail space in Ipswich town centre 
remains flawed and question the need to allocate part of the Westgate site and the Mint Quarter for 
retail. We have always argued that Ipswich Borough Council has been over-estimating retail demand 
(as with previous undeliverable homes and employment targets). We believe that less retail space 

27 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf
28 �https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C

%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
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will be required in future and that some of it should be reallocated for housing in preference to of 
green space at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. As mentioned above 
we believe there will be less land required for car parking in and around the town centre and that this
land should also be reallocated for housing ahead of the Humber Doucy Lane green space for the CS 
to be sound.

Policy CS16 Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation

The proposed allocation of land for housing at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and 
Tuddenham Road is in breach of Policy CS16, e.g. in relation to the protection and enhancement of 
green corridors. The CS is therefore unsound.

POLICY CS17: Delivering Infrastructure

We remain concerned that the proposed development of the Ipswich Garden Suburb without 
improved road infrastructure will severely impact on traffic congestion and air quality and adversely 
affect the quality of life of residents. 

At a strategic level, the Water Cycle Study concludes that, based on the predicted housing growth in 
IBC and SCDC, it is anticipated that no works/ upgrades to the existing water recycling centre (WRC) 
at Cliff Quay, other than those already planned by Anglian Water, are required. In terms of the 
Ipswich area, Anglian Water have the following three projects committed in their Water Recycling 
Long-Term Plan (2018)29  

 Increased Water Recycling Centre Process Capacity - £12.3m cost – Scheduled for completion 
by 2032;

 Combined Sewage Overflow improvements - £11.96m cost – Scheduled for completion by 
2027; and

 Increased Drainage Capacity through surface water management and upsizing (Defined 
Contingent Scheme) - £15.496m cost – Scheduled for completion by 2027.

This is clearly major infrastructure that is required for the delivery of the CS and should be included in
the Infrastructure Table for the CS to be sound.

However, there is still no sewage infrastructure solution for the IGS or for the wider ISPA area despite 
it being a strategic priority (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities i)). IBC needs to work far 
more closely with Anglian Water (and ISPA) to undertake a proper assessment of the cumulative 
homes and jobs expansion needs for strategic wastewater infrastructure in and around Ipswich to 
identify and cost key infrastructure deliverables. These need to be properly included in both CS 
Infrastructure Tables 8A and 8B as well. Without proper assessment and clear details of required 
sewage infrastructure to deliver the CS it is clearly unsound.

Please see our comments under Policy CS4 in relation to RAMSAR sites.

POLICY CS20: Key Transport Proposals

It is worth noting that The Upper Orwell Crossings (the Wet Dock Crossings) will not proceed as there 
is insufficient funding (although new proposals for pedestrian crossings may be developed). SCC has 
also confirmed the Ipswich northern relief road will also not proceed. Without these major 
infrastructure projects, we believe increased congestion is likely to be severe and unacceptable 
without substantial investment in improving the existing road network, bus routes, rail services, 
dedicated cycle routes and major funding to support modal shift including funding to change the 
attitudes and behaviours of existing residents in relation to their transport modes. We believe that 

29 � https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf
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evidence needs to be provided to the Planning Inspector that substantial funding is available to 
deliver these improvements for the CS to be found to be sound.

We note that the traffic modelling does not assess the impacts of the potential construction of 
Sizewell C. Clearly this will have a major impact on traffic in Suffolk and Ipswich as recognised by IBC 
in its latest consultation response on Sizewell C proposals. As well as construction traffic itself, IBC 
agrees there will be an increase in the number of outward commuters from Ipswich/local areas and 
weekly commuters from further afield. The Transport assessment will need to be revised if Sizewell C 
proceeds.

We are pleased to see the  WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology 
Report and the WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand 
reductions – (January 2020) which updates previous January 2019 modelling work. However, we have
major concerns with some of the key assumptions and outputs.

ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 

As mentioned above this shows the future highway schemes which have been included in the 
forecast model networks within Ipswich which are all assumed to be in place by 2026 (we have 
added relevant references to IGS for clarity). 

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional 
lane SB for Heath Road 

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane 
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street 
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal [we question how this will  improve bus 

services?]
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. 
Capacity increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction 

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road [required as part of Crest Nicholson planning consent]

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access [required as part of CBRE planning consent]

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction [should be required as 
part of Red Hill planning consent when determined]

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches
to roundabout due to flares [required before 599 homes occupied on Henley Gate site 
and 399 homes occupied on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notices]

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before occupation of 499 homes built 
on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notice] 

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension
of Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts 

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction 
of A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout 

As noted above this list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with 
Valley Road which are required by SCC from Crest Nicholson before 299 home are occupied on its IGS
site (as stated in the Decision Notice). We note that the IGS Highways projects are not secured 
through S106 Agreements but will be provided by the Developers. 

It is not clear whether these projects will be funded separately by SCC outside of the Transport 
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Mitigation Programme or will be funded as  part of the Transport Mitigation programme budget. It is 
unclear what completion dates for these infrastructure projects has been assumed in the modelling 
work and whether these assumptions are realistic and consistent with the trigger points placed on 
the IGS developers. Evidence needs to be provided of how each infrastructure project is intended to 
be funded and when it needs to be completed (as assumed in the modelling work). Currently there is
too much ambiguity around these assumptions. We are especially concerned that A1214 junctions’ 
improvements will not have been delivered by 2026 as assumed in the model. Without evidence that
funding is available to deliver these 13 projects at the required time the CS is unsound.

As previously mentioned, these projects need to be included in the Infrastructure Tables. If any of the
projects are not delivered by the required dates (which need to be identified in the modelling work 
so they can be tested to be sound) then the traffic modelling will be flawed as traffic flows will not 
have been properly assessed and the CS unsound. Evidence needs to be provided to the Planning 
Inspector that funding is in place for these schemes compatible with the required delivery dates 
which need to be specified. 

We note that rail freight from Felixstowe Docks is planned to increase by 50% and the number of 
trains by 30% with the upgrade of the rail line to Ipswich. This will result in a major increase in the 
number of closures of Westerfield level crossing and for a longer duration. Westerfield Road is the 
main access route to the IGS developments (other than the Henley Gate/Crest Nicholson 
development). Therefore, IBC needs to provide evidence that the SCC modelling assessment has 
included the impact of the increased closure frequency of Westerfield Road level crossing on traffic 
for the CS to be sound.

The following Tables show the trip generation reductions assumed in the modelling work, if these are
not achieved the modelling is essentially unsound as will be the CS, as the transport network will not 
be able to cope with the traffic.

Table 5-1 – Trip generation reductions applied to existing road users 
Trip type 0-2.5km 2.5km8.5km 8.5km+ 
Urban-urban 30.00% 15.00% 5.00% 
Urban-rural 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 
/ rural-urban 
Rural-rural 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Table 5-2 - Trip generation reductions applied to development trip generations 
Land Use Type Development Type Small Medium Large 
Residential Town Centre 10.00% 12.50% 0.00%30 
Residential Urban 5.00% 10.00% 10.00% 
Residential Rural 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 
Employment Town Centre 15.00% 20.00% 20.00% 
Employment Urban 10.00% 15.00% 15.00% 
Employment Rural 3.00% 3.00%  3.00% 

We note that “For any development from which trip rates and trip generation was determined from 
an existing Transport Assessment (i.e. greater than 500 dwellings / jobs), no trip generation reduction
was applied as it was assumed a shift to sustainable travel was already accounted for within the 
Transport Assessment”. We agree with this approach to prevent double counting.

We note that the assumed modal shift rates for the Crest Nicholson and CBRE/Mersea developments 
in their approved planning applications were 20% (from work, business and other activities, and 30% 

30� 0% as there are no such developments
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for travel to the secondary school) and 15% respectively.
  
Table 6-4 – 2026 Reduction in existing car trips 
Sector ID AM 2026 PM 2026 

Origin Dest Origin Dest 
All -9% -9% -10% -10% 

Ipswich Central 800  -12% -15% -15%  -15% 
Ipswich NW  801 -13% -13% -13% -14% 
Ipswich NE 802 -17% -17% -17% -17% 
Ipswich SE 803 -15% -15% -15% -16% 
Ipswich SW 804 -17% -14% -15% -14%
We note that the reduction in 2036 is very similar.

Tables 6-6 to 6-9 show reduction in trips from new road users for 2way trips in Ipswich these are
-12% AM 2026
-13% PM 2026
-11% AN 2036
-12% PM 2036

In Section 6.4 TOTAL TRIP MATRIX REDUCTION Tables 6-10 to 6-17 provides a comparison by vehicle 
type for the increase in overall county wide traffic for the various 2026/2036 AM/PM assignments 
with and without demand adjustment compared to the 2016 base. This information needs to be 
presented for Ipswich in order to properly assess the impacts of the CS and the feasibility of modal 
shift by vehicle type for Ipswich.

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020

The Demand Reduction Impact for Ipswich is reported in Tables 7 - 14 as follows:
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026) – SCC Highway 
-29% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-26% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026) – SCC Highway 
-23% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036) – SCC Highway 
-7% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-30% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036) – SCC Highway 
-22% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
These are clearly substantial reductions but there has been no scenario analysis or assessment of 
how realistic these assumptions and demand reduction impacts are. We believe this level of 
reduction will be extremely difficult to achieve and that evidence is required to verify this for the CS 
to be sound.

The AM Peak is defined as 08.00-09.00 and the PM Peak as 17.00-18.00 but road users already 
experience congestion either side of these times and also around 15.00-16.00 in certain parts of 
Ipswich due to school traffic/use of pedestrian crossings etc. Experience shows that there are signs of
the evening peak running from 15.00-18.30 at certain junctions and road links, e.g. the A1214, to 
varying degrees. It is not clear how the transport modelling considers the implication of this and the 
impact of congestion outside of the peak times, this needs to be explored further for the CS to be 
found sound with regard to Transport. It is particularly important with regard to the potential for 
road users to alter their journey patterns outside of the model’s peak times.

Tables 15, 17, 19 and 21 for SCC Highway in Ipswich including the demand adjustments show
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5 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2026 
12 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2026
11 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2036 
42 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2036
2 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2026 
9 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2026
12 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2036 
44 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2036

Previous modelling (for the IGS planning applications) has shown that many junctions and links in 
Ipswich are already operating at/near capacity at peak times and will continue to get worse without 
the 15% assumed modal shift. Clearly it will be impossible to achieve 15% modal shift in Ipswich by 
2023 (for example) especially as there are no current modal shift projects running in Ipswich. 
Modelling work needs to show how  congested Ipswich roads will be with the additional growth 
before 2026 with realistic, evidence-based levels of achievable modal shift. By applying a 15% modal 
shift reduction for the only years modelled, the modelling is hiding the fact that Ipswich roads are 
already heavily congested with many roads at capacity. There is no evidence that the CS is sound in 
relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026.

We note that the Results Summaries are only provided with the full demand adjustments without a 
comparison with zero adjustment (or any levels in between).  The impact of additional traffic either 
side of the AM and PM peaks also needs to be assessed for the CS to be found to be sound.

Section 3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will be unacceptably congested. What the modelling does not show is 
that these junctions are ALREADY at or near capacity.
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%.
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that the modelling shows this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.]
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM.
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks.
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036.
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
3.9.2. V/C results show congestion in the AM and PM peak on Key Street/College St and St Helens 
Street / Old Foundry Road / Crown Street corridors in Ipswich town centre.

Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most of the 
A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads most notably around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times is required to
assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long periods, then clearly the CS 
cannot be found to be sound with regard to Transport and Air Quality. 

We repeat our concerns that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Rd and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Rd, which are 
not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is obvious 
that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and therefore 
unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; shift rates are
achieved etc. 

The level of detail of the results provided in this report and published on the IBC website is far less 
than in the previous 2019 report and as Appendices A-C have not been included in the Evidence 
Base. These Appendices should be made available publicly prior to the Inspectors examination for 
analysis and to inform the proceedings.
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4.4 IPSWICH MODELLING RESULTS states “4.4.1.  Ipswich is highlighted as the location which benefits 
the most from the ISPA demand adjustments which have been applied. Ipswich experiences the 
highest proportional decrease in PCU Delay hours and reduction of junctions which show overall V/C 
issues. 4.4.2. Despite the significant benefits of the demand reductions, there are still various junction
approaches along the A1214 corridor around Ipswich are shown to be over or close to capacity in 
both 2026 and 2036. Junctions in and around the Star Lane gyratory are shown to have capacity 
issues in both forecast years. Other junctions which show overall capacity issues include Nacton Road
/ Landseer Road and the St Augustine roundabout (Bucklesham Road / Felixstowe Road).” IBC has not
provided any evidence how these issues will be resolved and without doing so the CS is not sound. 

The Traffic modelling clearly needs to show in which year these junctions/routes reach these levels of
congestion in order to plan properly for the delivery of the CS. From the results it is clear major new 
traffic infrastructure is required to resolve congestion on these routes and/or junctions in addition to 
those 12 projects already identified by SCC and assumed to be implemented.

We note that 4.7 SUMMARY 4.7.1. states “The modelling detailed within this report is considered to 
be a robust basis which enables each of the LPAs to be able to test the transport impacts of the 
proposed housing and job growth within their respective emerging Local Plans.” We agree that the 
modelling does test the impacts but do not believe that the modelling work is sufficiently robust to 
demonstrate that the CS is sound. We note that SCC  does not go as far as saying that the CS policies 
in relation to accessibility and Transport are sound. In our view they are not sound, and IBC needs to 
provide further robust evidence that they are.

We also note that the traffic modelling excludes any construction and trades traffic involved with any 
of the new developments and consequently is not sound. Given the scale of development planned in 
and around Ipswich over the lifetime of the Plan, volumes of construction-related traffic are likely to 
have a material effect. This is particularly relevant to the roads around the IGS where the bulk of 
construction-related traffic will result given the proposed 3,500 homes and associated developments.
The traffic modelling needs to include all traffic associated with the construction of the proposed new
developments in the modelling work to be sound. In Ipswich, the traffic modelling also needs to 
include the impacts of any major sewage infrastructure works required for the new development, for 
instance Anglian Water’s proposed  strategy is to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road
and provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Rd, which will require its 
closure for many months. 

If this required traffic infrastructure cannot be delivered in a timely and effective manner before 
proposed development, then such development cannot be allowed to proceed as it would lead to 
severe congestion. A mechanism needs to be included in the CS to ensure that this cannot be allowed
to happen for it to be sound.

POLICY CS20: KEY TRANSPORT PROPOSALS states that “The menu of potential measures is set out in 
the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 
(ISPA).  A detailed action plan will be identified through the ISPA Board. Transport mitigation 
measures will be funded through developer contributions, Local Transport Plan funding, New Anglia 
Local Enterprise Partnership funding, the Highways England capital funding programme and bidding 
for other relevant funds.” This is somewhat misleading as the Mitigation Strategy includes an 
Implementation Programme (admittedly one that lacks detail and proper cost assessment) which 
requires substantial funding, including from ISPA authorities, to deliver the required levels of modal 
shift to deliver Policy CS20 Transport. 
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Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, August 
2019

We are disappointed that the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area, August 201931, clearly a key document, has not been included from the IBC 
New Evidence database. As we have only recently come across the document, we have not had 
sufficient opportunity to examine it in detail prior to the consultation deadline. We believe it is a key 
document for the Planning Inspector to consider in relation to the soundness of the Transport (and 
air quality) related aspects of the CS and should be assessed accordingly.

This includes an Implementation Programme for Phase 1 to 2026 with measures up to 2036 to be
confirmed. SCC states “It is anticipated that the phase 2 costs are likely to be greater than phase 1 as
these will include linked roads and junctions within the town’s network”.  

Paragraphs 12.18.1 & 2. state that “The focus of the implementation programme is to deliver 
mitigation within Ipswich to address the impact of cumulative growth identified in the ISPA planning 
authorities’ local plans. Recognising that this work will support the Local Transport Plan strategy for 
Ipswich.” and “Modal shift has been identified as the mechanism to mitigate the impacts of this 
growth. Trip rate adjustments were made within the SCTM model assessment to reflect a reasonable 
level of modal shift. This approach to trip reduction results, broadly, in a 9% shift to the background 
traffic and a 7% reduction to the new trips. The implementation programme focuses on measures 
that will deliver this level of modal shift”.  

However, the modelling work assumes reductions in Ipswich of 
 around  15%  (Table 6-4) in 2026 in existing car trips (with similar levels in 2036), and 
 -12% AM 2026, -13% PM 2026, -11% AM 2036, -12% PM 2036 reduction in trips from new road 

users for 2way trips in Ipswich (Tables 6-6 to 6-9)

This level of modal shift seems to apply to ISPA as a whole whereas a far greater reduction is required
for Ipswich. It is not clear that the full costs of this have been factored in. We question whether the 
proposed Implementation programme is sufficient to deliver the level of modal shift required in 
Ipswich assumed in the modelling work to deliver the CS and whether the CS is sound with regards to
Transport (and hence air quality).

The evidence provided in Chapter 5 of the achievable levels of modal shift show that the required 
levels of modal shift for Ipswich are massively higher than the evidence base suggests is achievable 
or has ever been realised in the UK before. We note that the 2010 Sustrans Smarter Choices Project 
for Ipswich engaged with 12, 000 households in a two-year period at a cost of £474,098. Overall it 
achieved a 11% car with single driver trip modal shift, but this was not sustained due to the lack of 
long-term engagement (Paragraph 5.2.13). It is important to understand that these levels of modal 
shift were achieved in summer months and there was no assessment of the levels in winter, when 
the number of cyclists reduces due to dark mornings/evenings and inclement weather. As 12,000 
households is a sizeable proportion of total Ipswich households, this will make the modal shift targets
even harder to achieve as many households will already have been targeted to change their mode of 
travel.

There are several reasons why these higher levels of modal shift are unlikely to be achieved in 
Ipswich – some of which are not specific to Ipswich. For example, the assumptions fail to consider 
that certain categories of workers cannot work from home and will need to use vehicles to in order 
to work most notably Tradespeople who use tools and carry equipment such as 

31 � https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf
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builders/constructors, gas & water engineers, painters, electricians, kitchen & bathroom fitters, tilers,
roofers, gardeners, cleaners. The majority of these invariably travel at peak times. Another example is
the growing numbers of care workers who support people to live in their homes. Unless SCC changes 
its school’s policy in relation to choice, many parents will continue to use a vehicle to take and pick 
up their children from school, especially if parents also work.

Modal shift assumptions also fail to recognise the physical barriers within the town to cycling that 
have been identified by SCC in its draft LCWIP namely the hills, rail lines and river. Beyond the
central core, routes travel uphill to the suburbs. The rail lines restrict route options to the
south west of the town and it also severs routes to the north and east. In addition, the river
limits north east - south west movements. In particular, many people will struggle to cycle up the 
steep hills out of Ipswich town. IBC needs to provide the Planning Inspector with sufficient evidence 
that these barriers can be overcome for the CS to be sound.

It is well known that the number of cyclists reduces in winter due to dark mornings/evenings and 
inclement weather, yet the modelling assumes the same levels of modal shift will apply throughout 
the year, which is clearly not going to happen. The modelling and modal shift assumptions are 
therefore unsound in this respect. IBC needs to provide evidence that extremely high levels of modal 
shift that have been modelled can be delivered in Ipswich by 2026 for the CS to be sound in respect 
of Transport and Air Quality.

Paragraph 5.4.5 states that “Analysis has been undertaken to inform the Suffolk County Council’s 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) using DfT approved tools the Walking Route 
Audit Tool (WRAT) and the Cycling Level of Service (CLoS). This has identified some key links for 
improvement.” We are disappointed that this document has also not been added by IBC to its 
Evidence Base. Please refer to our earlier comments on this.

In order to increase the number of cyclists, people have to feel confident enough and safe to cycle. 
Yet there is no mention of developing and delivering free road-cycling courses based on national 
standards32. Without these it will be impossible to increase the number of cyclists to required levels 
even if there were substantial improvements in safer, dedicated cycling infrastructure.

Paragraph 5.5.1 states that “Work on the walking and cycling strategy is ongoing. To date schemes 
have been identified to address existing gaps in the network. However, as part of the ISPA mitigation 
strategy implementation programme a review of the potential to introduce more ambitious measures
would be undertaken, with focus on improving sustainable access to areas of employment.” There 
does not appear to be much commitment to providing funding to delivering improved cycling 
infrastructure. Evidence is required that funding will be available for improved cycling infrastructure, 
training etc otherwise modal shift targets will not be achieved and the CS is therefore unsound.

In the Infrastructure chapter, Paragraph 9.24.1. states “The provision of infrastructure needs to be 
considered for all workstreams in the transport mitigation implementation programme. It is intended
that most improvements will manage capacity rather than significantly increase capacity due to 
physical constraints on the Ipswich highway network.” This statement gives no confidence that there 
will be much investment in improving cycling infrastructure to increase capacity. As mentioned 
earlier it Is not clear what infrastructure the Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be made 
clear to the Planning Inspector for the CS to be sound.

The estimated cost of delivery of mitigation of the lower level of modal shift for ISPA as a whole to 

32 � 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/76989
1/national-standard-cycling.pdf
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2026, phase 1, is summarised in Table 24, copied below. It is worth noting that modal shift does not 
happen overnight, as it requires a major change in behaviour, but over a period of many years – this 
does not seem to have been factored in. To have even the remotest of chances of achieving the 
extremely high modal shift levels required then investment needs to be made now, especially in 
infrastructure projects which obviously include planning and build times on top of the length of time 
to deliver behavioural change. The long lead times of infrastructure based behavioural change 
projects appears not to have been factored in.

Table 24 – Phase 1 cost estimate 
Workstream Range of costs to 2026 
Monitoring 500,000 700,000 
Smarter Choices & QBP project team       2,300,000  2,500,000 
Incentives, including bus route subsidy    4,440,000  5,000,000 
Parking review 100,000 200,000 
Infrastructure 16,000,000 20,000,000 
Technology incl  tbc 
Total 23,340,000 28,400,000 

We note that Technology costs remain to be confirmed. SCC state “The use of technology will be 
considered for all mitigation measures and improvements, especially where it will provide a cost-
effective mechanism to deliver the implementation programme and improve modal shift.” It is clear 
that Technology costs are likely to be significant. These urgently need to be costed with funding 
agreed by the relevant authorities  for the CS to be found to be sound.

The apportionment of costs by Local Planning Authority is defined in Table 22 below:

Table 22: Trips In/Out of Ipswich 
LPA % trips 
Ipswich Borough Council 45 
Suffolk Coastal District Council 28 
Babergh District Council 14 
Mid Suffolk District Council 13 
 
Chapter 11 Funding sources does not inspire confidence that sufficient funding is available, and that 
Authorities have committed to providing their share. We note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for modal shift 
measures. Evidence needs to be provided that sufficient funding is guaranteed, and that each 
Authority has committed to providing its share of the required funding to deliver the proposed 9% 
shift to the background traffic and 7% reduction to the new trips. Although this is still far lower than 
the approximate 15% and 12% reductions the modelling work assumes will happen in Ipswich. 

For the CS to be sound an Implementation Programme needs to be included in the CS costed and 
agreed to be funded by all Authorities that delivers the higher levels of modal shift required to be 
achieved in Ipswich by 2026. Assurances for funding of the required Phase 2 measures from 
authorities should also be required for the CS to be sound.

As we have previously stated, there is a single assumption that these levels of modal  shift will be 
delivered, without any scenario modelling e.g. at 25%, 50% and 75% success rates. How will IBC 
deliver the CS if these unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved? Currently Ipswich 
Borough Council has not provided sufficient evidence that the required levels of modal shift required 
in Ipswich are achievable or that it has the funding in place to deliver them for the CS to be found to 
be sound.
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Parliamentary Transport Committee report Active travel: increasing levels of walking and 
cycling in England in July 201933. 

Section 32 recommends that “any revised Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy include targets 
for getting people to switch from driving to active travel. These targets should be based on the 
number of journeys made by car, foot or bicycle for journeys of less than 1, 2, 5 and 10 miles.”  The 
Government should set modal shift targets for 2025 and 2040, to align with the targets it sets for 
increasing levels of walking and cycling. These should be at a level that ensures England meets—at 
the very least—the Committee on Climate Change’s assumption that there will be a 10% transport 
modal shift by 2050. Local authorities should be encouraged to set local targets for modal shift as 
part of their Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans”.  Clearly IBC needs to include modal shift 
targets in the CS for it to be sound. Whilst we believe that modal switch will be easier in a town than 
across the UK, it is unbelievable to expect that 15% modal shift can be achieved in 2026. If the 
Committee on Climate Change is assuming that 10% modal shift targets (over 30 years) are 
appropriate for the UK in 2050, IBC needs to provide the evidence that it can achieve over 50% 
higher modal shift in just 6 years (80% lower time frame)? Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver 
these far higher levels of modal shift in a substantially shorter time frame for the CS to be sound? 

Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 2031
We also note that  SCC’s Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 203134 seems to be the most recent 
version available. This is split into two parts and outlines SCC’s objectives for transport:

 Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 1 (PDF, 1MB) is a 20-year strategy that highlights the 
council's long-term ambitions for the transport network.

 Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 2 (PDF, 5MB) is a four-year implementation plan 
indicating how the council are proposing to address the issues identified within the longer-
term transport strategy.

There is no updated version of this in the IBC Local Plan Evidence Base or on the SCC website. A 
publicly available current Implementation Plan showing how SCC will provide funding to address the 
key transport issues and the levels of modal shift required to deliver Ipswich Borough Council’s CS 
does not appear to exist. Without this Ipswich Borough Council is unable to provide sufficient 
evidence that it can deliver Policy CS20 and therefore the CS is unsound. 

As previously stated we are not aware of any major improvements to existing cycle routes on the 
existing road network in Ipswich since that approval of the current CS. IBC needs to provide evidence 
of what improvements have been made and are planned for existing road network in order to deliver 
the high rates of modal shift (and lower trip rates) that the traffic modelling uses. Without the 
provision of supporting evidence lower modal shift rates and higher trip rates should be adopted in 
the modelling work.

33 � https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmtrans/1487/1487.pdf

34� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-
plans/
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Paragraph 8.220

There is clear evidence that poor air quality does detriment on health. This needs to be amended to 
read “Air Quality Management Areas are designated in areas where poor air quality will have an 
effect on people’s health”. Failure to recognise this undermines the soundness of the Plan.

Policy DM1 Sustainable Construction

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. Policy DM1 needs to be updated to include this
commitment and then strengthened to ensure that the CS delivers carbon neutrality of the Council by
2030 for it to be sound. New build homes built by the Council will have to be zero carbon for this to 
happen and the Council should require other developers to do likewise. This would be consistent with
the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was 
unlawful because it did not take climate commitments into account.

Policy DM2 Decentralised Renewable or Low Carbon Energy

This policy also needs to be updated and strengthened to incorporate the declaration of a Climate 

Emergency. The energy requirements of new build homes built by the Council will have to be zero 

carbon for the Council to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Council should require other 

developers to do likewise.

Policy DM3 Air Quality 

We support the strengthening of DM3 from the previous draft version of the Plan, which was 
hopelessly weak and ineffective. However there remain major flaws in IBC’s approach to improving 
air quality which mean the CS is unsound.

The Core Strategy Adopted December 2011 Paragraph 9.95 states “With the levels of growth 
proposed for the town coupled with the fact the town already has three Air Quality Management 
Areas it is felt essential that air quality impacts and mitigations are fully addressed.” Paragraph 8.201 
of the current CS states “There are, in addition, four Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) within 
the central area of Ipswich, as a result of pollutants from road traffic.” There are now five AQMAs in 
Ipswich. This increase from three to five AQMAs is simply not acceptable given the strong clear 
evidence of the detrimental impacts on human health. Clearly IBC is not doing enough to improve air 
quality and must do more for the CS to be sound.

NPPF 181 suggests planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance 
with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air
Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in 
local areas. The CS needs to make a clear commitment to improving air quality in Ipswich and 
compliance with legally binding air pollution targets for the CS to be sound.

In relation to DM3 Topic Paper:  Air Quality, Transport and Green Infrastructure Paragraph 20 states 
that “the Council has given consideration to the Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 and exercised 
its duty under the Environment Act 1995, and DEFRA’s Local Air Quality Management Policy Guidance
LAQM.PG16, (4) with the preparation of a draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) and this too has been 
through a phase of public consultation leading to its (likely) adoption in 2019”. We note that this has 
now been adopted without taking any notice of most of the criticisms made by consultees.  
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Paragraph 51 states “The Local Plan Review Preferred Options sit alongside the Council’s draft Air 
Quality Action Plan which looks beyond planning at other measures including corporate measures 
that can be put in place to improve air quality. The Council’s AQ action Plan will be scrutinised by 
DEFRA, having been subject to public consultation in late 2018.” IBC needs to confirm that this has 
happened and provide the results of the examination to help demonstrate the CS is sound.

Defra’s template guidelines for the Air Quality Action Plan require firm, time bounded actions that 
will deliver a reduction in air pollution in the five AQMAs. However, IBC fails to follow Government’s 
guidelines and chooses to water down Government requirements. Ipswich Borough Council fails to 
make the required firm commitment in its AQAP to delivering any reduction in air pollution nor does 
it set out when it will deliver actual improvements in air quality  or specifically how it will do this. In 
our opinion the AQAP is therefore non-compliant with Government requirements and shows a lack of
commitment from IBC to improving air quality in Ipswich in breach of its legal duty to do so. This is 
clearly to the detriment of residents who consequently suffer from higher incidents of poor health 
and respiratory disease especially in and around the AQMAs. The HRA fails to take into account the 
non-compliance of the AQAP with Government guidelines.

The WSP Source Apportionment Study (dated June 2018) supported IBC’s AQAP. However, this study 
is flawed and under-estimates NOx emission levels.

1. The Source Apportionment Study was undertaken  for AQMA No.2  (the junction of Crown 
Street with Fonnereau Road, St. Margaret’s Street and St. Margaret’s Plain) and AQMA No.5 
(Matthews Street/Norwich Road between the Civic Drive roundabout and Bramford Road). 

2. ANPR cameras were deployed at two roadside count points located on the A1156 in Ipswich 
to gather detailed information on the local vehicle fleet. Measurements were conducted over
a twelve-hour period each day starting at 07:00 on 27th (Friday), 28th (Saturday) and 30th 
(Monday) April 2018. One of the two ANPRs (in AQMA2) failed at 14.00 Monday (missing the 
Monday evening peak).

3. Speeds were only measured for the Friday and Saturday and used in the calculation of the 
vehicle NOx emission rates for these two days. The averages of the hourly measurements 
made on both days were used to calculate the vehicle NOx emission rates for the 30th April. 
The report states that traffic speeds were higher on Saturday (somewhat obviously). Other 
UK traffic flow studies show that Friday traffic volumes in general tend to be lower than other
weekdays (as more people like to work from home on a Friday and some sectors tail off 
ahead of the weekend). Friday evening peak traffic is also lower than other weekdays as 
people leave work earlier and there are less after-school activities and hence fewer 
associated traffic movements. We are dismayed that there was no speed measurement 
between Monday and Thursday, which would have given a more accurate representation of 
pollution levels. It is also worth noting that more vulnerable schoolchildren are mainly 
impacted on weekdays for obvious reasons.

4. The report states the obvious in that "Analysis of the NOx emissions shows that they were 
inversely proportional to vehicle speed, as shown in Figure 7. This means that lower vehicle 
speeds will give rise to higher emissions, for example during congested periods at peak rush 
hour time, in addition to the increase in emissions associated with increases in vehicle 
number." So, the report underestimates Monday's emissions (and hence Tues, Weds, Thurs) 
and thereby under-estimates what additional measures will be required.

5. At the end of the 2-day measuring period of the two pneumatic strips measuring speeds was 
found to be loose. The report acknowledges that "this may have caused inconsistencies in the
traffic flows and/or directional assignment measured during the traffic survey" i.e. the results
are unreliable and hence the report is further flawed.

We note that Paragraph 47 of the Topic Paper states that “Air Quality modelling was completed in 
2016 in relation to locations identified for future development under the Ipswich Core Strategy and 
Policies Development Plan Document Review, and Ipswich Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating 
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IP-One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document (the Ipswich CS, 2017)”. We believe that this 
work assumed the Upper Orwell Crossing project would proceed and as this has been cancelled is 
therefore obsolete. It excluded all emissions arising from construction including construction traffic 
and tradespeople journeys. It also failed to assess the multi-site build out of the IGS and air pollution 
levels in the early years of the IGS build. New Air Quality modelling work needs to address these 
issues and focus on air quality levels in the first 10 years of development, when they are likely to be 
at their highest levels (before European vehicle emission standards deliver expected emission 
reductions).

We note that there is no Air Quality assessment provided as part of this consultation, which is 
unacceptable (although they are planned). We reserve the right to comment on this when it is 
available and request that IBC notify and consult with us when this work has been released. Whilst 
we agree with the areas to be assessed identified in the WSP Screening Report January 2020, we 
disagree with just the two reference years of 2026 and 2036 being used and argue that an earlier 
year, such as 2023 (being the midpoint between 2020 and 2026. The reason is that by 2026 tighter 
vehicle emission standards should be delivering improvements and that it is the early years of the CS 
period when emissions could be at their most dangerous and greater action required to prevent 
premature deaths. It is completely pointless using 2036 when considering the 2035 (at the latest) ban
on petrol, diesel and hybrid vehicles, which will obviously have a major impact many years before this
date.  We note that the screening assessment uses the SCTM traffic forecasts, which exclude any form
of construction traffic. The air quality assessment needs to include emissions from construction traffic
and construction otherwise the assessment and hence the CS will be unsound. We note that the 
SCTM assumes high levels of modal shift without sufficient evidence that this is achievable. Sensitivity
testing of different rates of modal shift is therefore required in the assessment for it to be considered 
sound.

We support the revised draft Policy DM3 of the CS, which states that “Development that involves 
significant demolition, construction or earthworks will also be required to assess the risk of dust and 
emissions impacts in an AQA and include appropriate mitigation measures to be secured in a 
Construction Management Plan.” This has not been done for the IGS development (see below) and 
needs to be undertaken as a priority before building works be allowed to commence.  We also note 
Paragraph 9.3.5 states that “The AQA should also consider wider cumulative impacts on air quality 
arising from a number of smaller developments”. In our view that the multi-site build out of the IGS 
needs to be assessed in a new AQA. The HRA fails to assess the non-compliance of the AQA for the 
IGS with DM3 and needs to assess this accordingly.

Paragraph 1.2 IBC’s AQAP confirms the use of guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) 
and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality assessments (Appendix 2). 
However, the IBC Planning Department is currently not implementing the Guidance in the way it 
needs to be in order to improve Air Quality in Ipswich. This is especially pertinent considering the 
proposed expansion of Ipswich detailed in the CS. This urgently needs to be corrected for the revised 
CS to be sound. When assessing the Planning Applications in relation to Land To South Of Railway 
Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL and Land to the North of the Railway Line and East of 
Henley Road 16/00608/OUT the Air Quality guidance was ignored in relation to Sections 6.22 and 
6.23 (see Appendix 2). No Air Quality Assessment was undertaken for either application that assessed
the impact of construction and construction traffic on Air Quality nor was there an Air Quality 
assessment carried out for the first year of occupation of any of the phased developments, when 
there will also be considerable construction traffic as well as substantial additional traffic from the 
new homes. This raises four key questions that need to be answered by IBC when assessing the 
soundness of the CS Preferred Options.

 Question 1 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the Guidelines it has adopted and decided 
not to assess the impact of emissions from construction and associated construction traffic 
on Air Quality for these IGS sites?
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 Question 2 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the adopted Guidelines and chosen not to 
assess air quality emission for the first year of each phase (when there will also be emissions 
from the construction of other phases that are being built in parallel)?

 Question 3 How can the Council assess whether these developments “will compromise or 
render inoperative the measures within an Air Quality Action Plan, where the development 
affects an AQMA” as required by Section 6.22 of the guidelines?

 Question 4 How can IBC demonstrate compliance with Policy DM3 in the early years of the 
IGS development, when considering construction traffic and sewage infrastructure works?

In our view the IGS is non-compliant with Policy DM3.
 

This is particularly pertinent as much of the construction traffic will pass through AQMA 1 and 4 with 
tradespeople also travelling through AQMAs 2 and 5 as well. Consequently, IBC is currently failing to 
properly assess the impacts of the construction and related traffic from the IGS development in the 
early years of the build out on air quality in Ipswich. It has not assessed whether these developments 
will compromise the current version of the draft Plan, nor the Air Quality Action Plan. 

We cannot find any air quality assessment in relation to rail transport or to shipping at the Port of 
Ipswich, with both forms of transport increasing. This is a major gap in the evidence base that risks 
rendering the CS unsound especially as ISPA plan to increased capacity on railway lines for freight and
passenger traffic (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities f)).  AQ assessments are required for:

 The Port of Ipswich (which is included in the Screening assessment study area),
 the Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling emitting pollutant 

clouds,
 additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe (Felixstowe-Nuneaton upgrade), we note 

that rail freight is planned to increase by 50% and the number of trains by 30%, and
 additional freight in relation to the construction of Sizewell C.

We are not arguing against growth, but simply advocating the impacts of air quality need to be 
properly assessed so that mitigation action can be taken where required. Without this the CS is 
unsound.

The HRA also fails to consider train and shipping emissions, which need to be included in the HRA 
especially as shipping will clearly impact on the Orwell Estuary, which is part of a Special Protection 
Area (SPA) and Ramsar site. We note that the DfT Port Air Quality Strategy (under the Defra Clean Air 
Strategy , 14 January 2019) applies to ports with cargo greater than 1million tonnes, which would 
appear to include the Ipswich Strategic Harbour Authority. 

We note that the Council failed to apply for any funding under the Clean Air Fund by the November 
2018 deadline for projects that are to commence from March 2019. As the Council has no evidence 
basis or costings for any of its proposed projects in its AQAP, it will not be eligible for future Clean Air 
Funding. This clearly begs the question how will IBC fund the projects that it has identified in the 
AQAP as needed to reduce air pollution? We also note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for improving air 
quality despite being the responsible authority for doing so. IBC needs to provide evidence that it will
be able to finance and deliver its AQAP for the CS to be sound.

DM8 Natural Environment

Please see our comments under Policy CS4.

DM20: House in Multiple Occupation
 
We support the new Policy 20 as a pragmatic and sensible response to an increasing issue in Ipswich.
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DM21: Transport and Access in New Developments

We strongly object to the removal of the reference to traffic capacity and rights of way in

a. not result in a severe adverse impact on rights of way or the local road network in respect of 
traffic capacity and highway safety; 

The references to “rights of way or the local road network in respect of traffic capacity” needs to be 
reinstated as walking and cycling rights of way should not be reduced and as traffic congestion is 
already a major problem in Ipswich and should not be negatively impacted on by local new 
developments. The proposed changes conflict with CS5 Improving Accessibility and renders the CS 
unsound. We support the change in relation to highway safety.
 
We support the requirement of 

b. not result in a significant detrimental impact on air quality or an Air Quality Management Area 
and address the appropriate mitigation measures as required through policy DM3

but note that the IGS development is currently non-compliant as it failed to assess the impacts of the 
development on air quality in accordance with DM3. A revised assessment of air quality impacts of the
IGS is urgently required before building can commence and the revised CS can be found to be sound. 

It remains unclear how ‘severe’ and ‘significant’ impacts are defined. These need to be clearly 

defined in the CS. In the case of air quality, there are maximum legal limits for particulates and nitrous
oxides, and it would be appropriate for ‘significant’ to be defined as the legal limit. 

Chapter 10 Implementation

Tables 8A and 8B needs to include the required specific junction improvement projects, estimated 
cost and a date by which they are required to be delivered in accordance with the transport 
modelling assumptions for the CS to be sound.

Table 8A omits the technology costs that will be required to deliver as stated in Table 24 of the SCC 
Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be included for the CS to be sound as modal shift targets 
will not be delivered without new technology.

Table 8A needs to clearly identify that substantial funding will be required for sustainable transport 
measures in Ipswich and infrastructure to support them after 2026 and that the level of funding will 
be greater than that required up to 2026 as identified in the SCC Mitigation Strategy.

The Link road through site IP029 via Europa Way from Bramford Road to Sproughton Road identified 
in Table 8A has been included in the SCC Modelling assumptions and therefore must be considered as
a requirement. If not, the modelling is unsound and needs to be repeated without this link road. We 
note that in response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich 
traffic David Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road 
connecting Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new 
road link connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”.

OBJECTIVE 5: Air quality

We strongly object to the removal of the current Objective to improve Air Quality which in relation to 
the five AQMAs is a legally binding requirement. We also note that the Planning Inspector specifically 
requested the inclusion of this indicator in the last review of the current CS. The existing indicator of 

the “Number of recorded air quality exceedances.” Needs to be retained and reported on. We support
the inclusion of an air quality objective but believe this should be to reduce air quality emissions to 
legally binding limits by a specified date for example within 3 years.
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As mentioned previously. It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be
measured; 2004 emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is 
clear. For example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations 
and if not, how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear 
when IBC aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not 
be left to 2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich 
residents will have died prematurely.

An Objective of “Every development should contribute to the aim of reducing Ipswich's carbon 
emissions  below 2004 levels” does not go far enough. Limiting this to an “aim” provides a massive 
caveat to the Objective. Also, how will the Council determine that EVERY development has 
contributed?

OBJECTIVE 6: Transport and connectivity

Given the distinct lack of progress in cycling infrastructure an additional indicator is required to 
measure improvements, especially in relation to the development of new/improved comprehensive, 
integrated cycle routes.

As identified above, IBC needs to start taking more positive actions to Improve Accessibility as it is 
currently non-compliant with CS5. Closer scrutiny of IBCs approach to Improving Accessibility is 
clearly required and additional Objectives/measures are required to monitor and assess progress on 
Improving Accessibility in the CS to help ensure IBC comply with CS5 in future.

IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 2018 - 2036  INTERIM SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL REPORT Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal October 2019   

A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment, are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full funding 
for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. In particular, there is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the project required to deliver the unprecedented 
levels of modal shift required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire 
with no evidence provided by IBC that this will change. There has been an increase in AQMAs and 
traffic with little real improvement in cycling or walking infrastructure and a major deterioration in 
bus services e.g. the closure of the Norwich Rd Park and Ride Scheme and reduction in rural bus 
services into Ipswich. The failure of Travel Ipswich (Ipswich Fit for the 21st Century)to deliver modal 
shift and the Upper Orwell Crossings project illustrate the problems facing IBC. 

In our opinion it is too early to fully comment on the Report for several reasons, including:
 No SA of IBCs non-compliance with Sections 6.22 and 6.23 of guidance from Environmental 

Protection UK (EPUK) and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality 
assessments of the IGS proposed developments regarding construction traffic and 
assessment of the early years of the development.

 No SA of IBC’s non-adherence to Government Guidelines for IBC’s own Air Quality Action Plan
in relation to the IGS and the Plan. No consideration that the CS does not comply with legally 
binding air quality targets.

 No SA of the air quality modelling/assessment of road traffic (as this has not been done yet).
 No SA of the omission of emissions from construction and traffic associated with construction

of the IGS.
 No SA of the ability to meet the unprecedented levels of modal shift required for the CS to be

sound (as identified in the transport modelling and SCC Transport Mitigation Strategy) and no
assessment of what happens if the targets are not achieved.
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 No SA of the lack of sewage infrastructure plan/proposals for the IGS and ISPA and SA of the 
environmental impacts of delivering new sewage infrastructure required for Ipswich, 
including emissions and impact of traffic congestion arising from the required foul water 
construction works.

 No SA of air quality or noise assessment in relation to rail transport most notably for the 
Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling, emitting pollution and  
additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe, 

 No SA of the environmental impacts of the Port of Ipswich.
 No assessment of the potential impacts of increased freight traffic on the IGS pedestrian 

bridge and Westerfield rail crossing (including impacts on traffic delays).
 No SA of the decision to destroy the Green Rim by building homes on the Humber Doucy 

Lane part and re-designating it as Green Trails.
 The apparent lack of  a full appraisal of the impacts on building on land at Humber Doucy 

Lane in the north east.
 No SA of the alternative of using land reserved for Retail and Car Parking in the town centre, 

which we believe is surplus to requirements, instead of building on Humber Doucy Lane.
 No SA of the omission of the incorporation of IBC’s declaration of Climate Emergency into the

Plan.
An updated SA is required to consider all these issues and consulted upon accordingly for the CS to 
be properly examined and progressed accordingly. Until the SA addresses these issues the CS cannot 
be deemed sound. We reserve the right to comment on the SA as it is developed.

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)

Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment.

The HRA is currently incomplete and needs to address the following impacts of : 
1. The proposed re-designation of the Green Rim.
2. The new sewage infrastructure that will be required to deliver the housing and employment 

targets.
3. The required traffic infrastructure identified by the traffic modelling to improve the road 

network to allow the sustainable delivery of the CS  (summarised above).
4. The non-compliance of the IGS AQA with DM3.
5. Emissions from rail and shipping.

If no such assessments are included in the HRA then the HRA needs to explain why they have been 
omitted.

IBC’s response35 to the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) recommendations in relation to 
Paragraph 1.29 is not acceptable. This recommendation states “In order to make ecological networks 
and wildlife sites capable of future resilience, there is a need for more wildlife sites, and that existing 
networks need to be bigger, better and more connected.“ The CS needs to be strengthened to ensure 
compliance with this recommendation especially as IBC’s proposal to re-designate the Green Rim 
(which has not been assessed by the HRA) is clearly detrimental to this requirement.

It also needs to assess whether the lack of S106 payments for RAMs mitigation from the two IGS sites
that received outline planning permission in February 2020 is acceptable as discussed earlier.

Health Impact Assessment

35 �https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/response_by_ibc_to_the_habitat_regulation_assessment_j
an_2020_0.pdf
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Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. The Health Impact Assessment fails to take into full account the 
removal of the Ipswich Green Rim, the non-compliance with legally binding air quality targets, 
emissions from construction, port and rail activities and the failure to include recognition of the 
Climate Emergency into the Plan. 

Brian Samuel
Submitted on behalf of the Northern Fringe Protection Group36

36 � The Northern Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) is making this representation on behalf of its members and 
other residents who have authorised the NFPG to represent them. A list can be supplied on request.
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Appendix 1 Evidence that the Green Rim should not be reclassified as Green Trails

  Ipswich Local Plan November 1997

This makes specific reference to 9 green corridors (A-I) in Chapter 3. Paragraph 3.12 states “These
green spaces offer the opportunity to form corridors linking the inner parts of the Town with the 
surrounding countryside, visually and by providing access on foot or by cycle.  These corridors are 
indicated on Plan No 1.” 

NE2 also states that “The protection of the landscape quality and character of the countryside 
*including the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will be a prime consideration and 
proposals for irreversible development which is not required for the efficient operation of 
agriculture, forestry and recreation will not be permitted in the countryside as indicated on the 
Proposals Map unless there is an overriding case for a rural location.” 

It is clear it is the intention that the green corridors will provide access on foot or by cycle to the 
surrounding countryside and it is this countryside that was intended to form the green rim of 
Ipswich.

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document December 2011 

Chapter 7: The Key Diagram  references (v) The green corridor and green rim approach to 
strategic green infrastructure (Policy CS16); The green rim almost completely covers the Ipswich 
Borough Council boundaries, which essentially reflects the countryside in the 1997 Proposals 
Map. 

POLICY CS16: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, SPORT AND RECREATION Paragraph 8.175 states “As the 
Borough grows, it is essential to protect, enhance and extend the network of open
spaces, green corridors, and sports and recreation facilities. This is important in order to: allow
people access to green space and nature; strengthen ecological networks that enable wildlife
to migrate more easily around the town; link inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing
walking and cycling routes;”

It will do this by [a number of means including] 
f. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial
green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;”

It is clear  the December 2011 Plan continues the concept of the green corridors providing 
walking and cycling routes to access the green rim and that the green rim was not intended for 
this purpose. We note that there remain 9 green corridors in the 2011 Plan as there were in the 
1997 plan.

The green rim on the 2011 Key Diagram (pg 30) is very much larger than that in the current Key 
Diagram and clearly illustrates that the concept of the green rim is to protect the countryside on 
the perimeter of Ipswich Borough. It is also clear the Green Rim has been decimated beyond its 
original intention. 

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document February 2017 

Diagram 3 of the Plan (pg 24) and the associated Plan 6 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf 
shows that 9 green corridors remain and illustrates the green rim (which has shrunk from the 
previous Plan). 
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CS 16 states that “The Council will safeguard, protect and enhance biodiversity and the 
environment by working in partnership with others to ensure that our parks and open spaces are 
well designed, well managed, safe and freely accessible, encouraging use and benefitting the 
whole community. The Council will enhance and extend the ecological network and green 
corridors, open spaces, sport and recreation facilities for the benefit of biodiversity, people and 
the management of local flood risk. It will do this by:

g. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial ecological 
networks and green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;”

This continues the concept that it is the green corridors that provide the links to the green rim. 

 Babergh District Council, Ipswich Borough Council, Mid Suffolk District Council, Suffolk Coastal
District Council and Suffolk County Council 
Statement of Common Ground in relation to Strategic Cross Boundary Planning Matters in the
Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Version 3 – December 2018

Section I Annex – Cross Boundary Infrastructure Requirements - Green Infrastructure pg 25 
references the Infrastructure requirement for “Creation of ‘green rim’ around Ipswich” in 
accordance with  the Update to the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Ipswich 
Policy Area (August 2015), Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
(November 2018) policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites and CS16 green 
Policies ISPA4 and SCLP12.24 require development to contribute to the creation of the ‘green rim’.
This is clearly categorised as “Green Infrastructure” and not as “Transport Infrastructure”.

 Comparison of cycle routes and the proposed green trails in the Key Diagram
When cross-referencing the current Key Diagram and green trails with the Ipswich cycle map 

http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf  we 
have the following observations:

1. A green trail clearly suggests a “route”, but the Key Diagram map shows a green area.
2. Under no stretch of imagination would one call a road used by motor vehicles a green trail.
3. No cycle route through the Chantry Park part of the green trail.
4. No cycle route at all through the Humber Doucy Lane stretch of the green trail.
5. No cycle route through the Purdis Heath part of the green trail.
6. No cycle route through the Rushmere Heath part of the green trail.
7. No green cycle route other than Thurleston Lane in the green trail above Whitton
8. No cycle route in the green trail  between Ipswich and Westerfield.
9. No cycle routes through the Pipers Vale and Ravenswood other than a small dead-end stretch
in the former and a looped cycle path around Ravenswood housing estate, which is hardly green.

 The  Ipswich Cycling Strategy Supplementary Planning Document March 2016

This does not identify any of the Green Rim as cycling corridors as summarised in Map 1 
Paragraph 6.12 reflects the Key Diagram. This clearly shows that the Green Rim was never 
intended as cycle routes and should not be reclassified as Green Trails.
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 Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 201837 Jointly 
commissioned by Ipswich BC and neighbouring authorities

Pg 11 refers to the Green Rim in the context of the Ipswich Key Diagram stating “this green rim is 
intended to provide an ecological corridor and a recreational resource”. There is no reference to 
“trails” and if this was the intention one would have expected IBC to correct this reference as it is 
fundamental to the report.
 

37 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf
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Appendix 2 Extracts from The Institute of Air Quality Management and Environmental 
Protection UK guidance

6.22 The report prepared detailing the results of the assessment should contain the following 
information (but not necessarily in this order):

j. Description of construction phase impacts. These impacts will relate primarily to dust emissions, 
which give rise to dust soiling and elevated PM10 concentrations, although construction plant 
and vehicles may need assessment. The assessment should take into consideration the likely 
activities, duration and mitigation measures to be implemented. The distance over which impacts
are likely to occur and an estimate of the number of properties likely to be affected should be 
included. This assessment should follow the guidance set out by the IAQM31m. 

Summary of the assessment results. This should include:
• Impacts during the construction phase of the development (usually on dust soiling and PM10 

concentrations);
• Any exceedances of the air quality objectives arising as a result of the development, or any 

worsening of a current breach (including the geographical extent); 
• Whether the development will compromise or render inoperative the measures within an Air
Quality Action Plan, where the development affects an AQMA.

6.23 Most assessments are carried out for the first year of the proposed development’s use, as this 
will generally represent the worst-case scenario. This is because background concentrations of 
some pollutants are predicted to decline in future years, as emissions from new vehicles are 
reduced by the progressive introduction of higher emissions standards. Where development is 
phased, however, it may also be appropriate to assess conditions for the opening years of each 
new phase.
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Introduction

This submission relates to an earlier submission which proposed that Bourne Garden 
Centre Wherstead Road be allocation for housing development. Officers rejected the 
submission, ref: 26098

This Statement further makes the case for this residential allocation in the context of the 
housing constraints  in the Borough and the application of the exception test in planning 
and flooding.

This Statement is submitted on behalf of Stephen Salter, part owner of Bourne Garden 
Centre. It will look to dispel the Council’s concerns and demonstrate that the residential 
development of the site is necessary to boost deficient housing supply within the town 
and can be designed to minimise flood risks 

It is intended that this document will provide compelling evidence that the development 
constitutes sustainable development, provides a timely contribution to the housing land 
supply, raises the design standard of the area and integrates successfully within its 
particular residential context in accordance with the relevant local, regional and national 
planning policies. 
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Description of Development Site & Proposals

The site is a low-grade open brown-field commercial site in need of major 
redevelopment. It provides a very poor impression at this southern gateway into the 
town. There is no commercial interest in investing in major redevelopment. However, 
the site is ideal for the creation of a landmark housing development which would vastly 
improve the image of the town and this run-down area. The site owners wish to work 
with the Council to achieve this and would welcome some pro-active engagement as 
recommended in the National Planning Policy Framework.

The site owners have invested considerably in the technical assessment of 
development potential and the current design was conceived by an established local 
architect, Fielden and Mawson. This is for approximately 100 apartments and , amongst 
other things, incorporates flood refuges all as detailed in the documents attached to the 
previous submission, viz-

• Flood Risk Assessment by Paul Snape Consulting dated July 2018 with 
appendices-

   A ( Scott Wilson draft Flood Risk Assessment 2007),
  B- Fielden and Mawson Pre-application report 2017, 
  C- Anglian Water sewer records,
  D- Hydraulic Modelling Report 2012, 
  E-  EA Product Information
  F- EA Correspondence

• Mr Salter’s response form dated 01 October 2018 being an update response for 
the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment.

• Transportation Noise Assessment Report by Sound Solutions dated 27 
September 2018 

• Appeal decision ref: APP/J1860/A/14/2214624 dated 6 June 2014, Malvern Hills 
District Council 

•
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• Planning Statement

These documents are a matter of record and are not therefore resubmitted with this 
Submission.

Planning History

Reference no. Description Decision Date

None None
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Policy Justification 

National 

National Planning Policy Framework

Para 8- the 3 components of sustainable development - economic, social and 
environmental

Para 10- the presumption in favour of sustainable development

Para 11- the tilted balance in favour of development where there is no 5 year supply of 
housing land

Para 155- where inappropriate development is necessary in high risk areas, the 
development should be made safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere.

Para 158- the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding.

Para 159- If it is not possible fro development to be located in areas of lower flood risk 
( taking into account wider sustainable development obejctives) the exception test may 
have to be applied depending on the venerability of the site and proposal in line with the 
Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification 

Para 160 - For the exception test to be passed it should Uber demonstrated that the 
proposal would provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the 
flood risk, and that the development would be safe for its lifetime without increasing 
flood risk elsewhere.
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National Planning Policy Guidance 

Para 033 - when applying the sequential test, a pragmatic approach on the availability 
of alternatives should be taken

Para 035- this sets out when the exception test can applied, which in this case it can on 
the basis of Table 3, the site being located within flood zone 3a.

Para 036- sites suited to regeneration will likely pass the first part of the exception test

Para 038- this lists the component parts of a Flood Risk Assessment relating to the 
safety of developments.

Para 039- ensuring safe access and egress
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Local 

Core Strategy and Policies 2017

Policy CS1- this includes the “tilted balance” towards approval as set out within para 11 
of the NPPF

Policy DM4- Development must satisfy the following criteria-
• it must not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere
• it wil be adequately protected form flooding in accordance with adopted standards
• it will remain safe for its lifetime 
• it must include water efficiency measures

Para 9.36 states that “more vulnerable”  development as defined may be acceptable in 
flood zone 3a subject to then being safe.

Final Draft- Core Strategy and Policies 2020

Policy CS1- this commits to working proactively with applicants to fond solutions

Policy CS7- the amount of new housing required

Policy DM4- this basically repeats extant policy DM4

Para 9.4.12 basically repeats extant para 9.36 
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Planning Considerations 

Flood Risk Assessment

This was submitted previously and demonstrates that the development is safe for its 
lifetime. A refuge can easily be provided in the flood zone 1 rear part of the site. 
Compensatory storage of tidal water can be achieved and suitable conditions of 
planning permission imposed. 

There would be adequate warning of any tidal flood through the Environment Agency 
and media/apps etc. An Evacuation Plan could be easily be formulated to ensure  prior 
evacuation to the flood zone zone 1 part of the site and /or to Bourne Park, (Flood Zone 
1 )  a short walk away. Emergency vehicles can access the Park from roads away from 
Wherstead Road. These details would be incorporated in an Evacuation Plan 
conditioned in any planning permission. 

The development would provide for much- needed new housing in the Borough and 
improve an unattractive “gateway” into the town. The proposals would therefore help 
regenerate this area and are thus supported in this respect by the exception test. 

The FRA shows that inundation of part of the site would occur in the 1:200 year flood + 
climate change event. This has been carefully considered in the FRA. It is considered 
that as only part of the site is in flood zone with the remainder in flood zone 1, the wide 
forewarning of a flood event through the media and other outlets, a carefully detailed 
flood evacuation and management plan, and the very close proximity of the site to 
Bourne Park with its easy emergency vehicle access, are all points in support of the 
development. All of these matters have to be weighed in the balance when considering 
whether this part of the exception test is passed.

0216-SM-Salter   11



There is clearly a case for supporting this proposal in consideration of the exception 
test. The Environment Agency has not objected to the proposals during extensive 
discussions over recent years and all of their requirements can be incorporated within 
the development. There have been no objections from the emergency services during 
this period either.

Following the submission of our earlier statement, the Council received two 
consultations on which they based their confirmation not to allocate the Nursery for 
housing. It is not understood why the Environment Agency were not consulted given 
that they would be a statutory consultee on any planning application made. AECOM 
commented on the submission and have not objected to the development. They are 
fully supportive of the proposals but did not conclude on access routes deferring this to 
the emergency services for consideration.   

The Fire Service response is generic only and presumably hasn't taken into account the 
Flood Risk Assessment. However, it does not object to development where access 
roads may be inundated. It accepts that invacuation may be necessary and 
recommends enhanced safety provision such as sprinklers.

Officers consulted the Suffolk Joint Emergency Planning Unit who did not wish to 
comment but recommended consultation with the Fire Service.

The Officers’ conclusions in rejecting the proposals  do not appear to follow the clear 
flexibility shown in the consultee responses. They have adopted a rigid position on 
access routes which cannot be so concluded from the responses. There is no objection 
from the Environment Agency.

Having regard to the consultee responses and the detailed considerations on safety in 
the FRA it is considered that the proposals should be considered acceptable as regards 
flooding matters. 
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Housing Land Supply 

As stated in NPPF para 11, strategic policies should provide for objectively assessed 
housing needs. The draft Local Plan has attempted to provide for this but many of the 
assumptions are questionable, as discussed below. 

Table 1 allocates residential sites totalling 2,750 dwellings. These are mostly small 
brownfield sites with existing uses which would have to be relocated first. Many have 
been allocated for many years with no indication that they will be developed within the 
Plan period. 

Table 2 allocates residential sites for 1,470 dwellings to meet the identified need but 
these already have planning permission and should not therefore be included in a Local 
Plan. This approach depresses needs calculations and is a form of double counting.

The Plan relies on nearly half of its need from a single large site, Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. However, outline planning permissions have only just been granted and 
extensive infrastructure is needed to facilitate the development. If the IGS stalls then the 
Council will fail to meet  anything approaching its housing needs. The delivery of this 
multi-ownership site has been delayed for many years. It was first allocated in the draft 
Local Plan in 2001 and finally allocated in the 2012 Local Plan. The current outline 
planning application ref: 14/00638 has only just been granted after about 6 years. The 
permission allows the development to commence within 7 years. This record does not 
bode well.

The Humber Doucy Lane Lane site (ISPA4.1- 500 dwellings) is part of a cross-boundary 
site and is actually four separate disjointed sites probably in multi-ownership. It is 
proposed that it be masterplanned with the adjacent East Suffolk draft allocation and 
timed to be after the Ipswich Garden Suburb. Given the Borough’s poor delivery record 
on the northern fringe, it is queried whether this site can be developed in any 
meaningful way during the Plan period.

0216-SM-Salter   13



The deficiencies in Local Planning in the Borough are laid bare with housing delivery 
performance. In the published Housing Delivery Test 2018 which revealed that only 66% 
of the required homes had been delivered in the three years before thus triggering the 
need for an action plan. Consequently, a draft action plan was published belatedly in 
August 2019, but now after 2 years there is no adopted action plan. The draft Plan 
contains few ideas to boost housing delivery as required by the Government. It only 
suggests cosmetic administrative devices which will not change much. 

The actual housing land supply set out in the Annual Monitoring Report for 2017/18 , 
Table 15, shows that there is 2.78 years supply. This is the stark reality of all the 
problems mentioned above. There is no indication that the situation will change any 
time soon. The Ipswich Strategic Planning Partnership of the Planning Authorities in 
Eastern Suffolk has been set up but this has not yet delivered a policy approach to the 
tightly drawn boundary of the Borough. Prior Regional Plans and Structure Plans 
recognised this is a  problem and accordingly allocated part of Ipswich Housing needs 
in surrounding districts in what was called the Ipswich Policy Area. The demise of this 
sort of spatial planning has led to the current position where the districts are catering 
only for their own housing needs. Understandably, there is no political appetite for 
surrounding rural districts to take some of Ipswich’s needs and this will mean that 
Ipswich will likely continue to fail to deliver sufficient housing.

In this context, there is a strong presumption in favour of developing sites like Bourne 
Nursery if all other planning issues can be satisfactorily resolved. 
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Conclusion 

Mr Salter has invested considerable time and expense in investigating the development 
of Bourne Nurseries. Detailed flooding assessments have been undertaken and 
extensive consultation taken place with the Environment Agency and emergency 
services. At all stages the feedback has been positive and the additional technical work 
carried to the Environment Agency requirements. Not at any stage have fundamental 
objections been raised. 

The latest consultations following our earlier submission has, again, not raised any 
fundamental objections in principle. All the concerns of the consultees can be met. The 
site is partly within flood zone 1, the development can be made safe for its lifetime, 
refuges can be made available on site, flood evacuation routes can easily be facilitated 
to Bourne Park and compensatory storage can be designed in. Whilst approach routes 
could be inundated this has not been raised as a fundamental objection by AECOM or 
the Fire Service and this should be decisive in the expert consideration of the exception 
test. The Council should defer to the technical experts.

Given that the development and its occupants would, for all practical purposes, be safe 
then considerable weight should be given to the tilted balance in favour of development 
here, as set out in the NPPF. Considerable weight should be given to the need for more 
housing in accordance with the Government’s objective to boost housing delivery.
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1.0 Introduction  

 

1.1 This representation is submitted by Strutt & Parker on behalf of Bloor Homes to respond 

to the Regulation 19 consultation on the Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies 

Development Plan Document Review & Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-

One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review (the Local Plan). 

 

1.2 Bloor Homes are promoting land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, (the 

Site) as shown on the Site Location Plan at Appendix A. The land is situated within both 

the Ipswich Borough and East Suffolk (formerly Suffolk Coastal) District. 

 
1.3 The overall Site is approximately 115 hectares in size. It presents both a shorter term 

opportunity for a smaller scheme and a medium-long term opportunity for a larger scale 

Garden Village development. Development Framework Plans are included at Appendix 

B indicating how the Site could be developed. 

 
1.4 Representations have been submitted to the Issues and Options stage in 2017 and the 

Preferred Options stage in 2019. 

 
1.5 With a large portion of the Site being in East Suffolk District, representations on behalf 

of Bloor Homes have also been made to the currently emerging Suffolk Coastal Local 

Plan, including attendance at Examination. Concerns were raised in relation to the cross 

boundary approach of working with Ipswich Council and the Site was promoted for a 

large scale opportunity. The relevant Hearing Statements are included at Appendix C. 

 
1.6 In relation to the current consultation, being a Regulation 19 consultation, this 

representation is made with regard to the tests of soundness which a Local Plan must 

satisfy as set out at paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

As set out, we do not consider that the current Local Plan is positively prepared, justified, 

effective or consistent with national policy.  
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2.0 Housing Need 

 

2.1 The emerging Local Plan sets out that the total housing need under the standard method 

is at least 8,010 new dwellings between 2018 and 2036. The Local Plan seeks to meet 

this need and provide 9,500 additional new jobs, as set out in objective 2 of the Local 

Plan. 

 

2.2 Given that the border of Ipswich is drawn very tightly around the developed area, it does 

present challenges for the Council which are recognised in the emerging Local Plan. 

Paragraph 8.7 of the emerging Plan sets out that choices about directions for growth at 

the edge of Ipswich within the Borough boundary are limited, and that a cross boundary 

approach is the starting point to ensure that development required to meet local needs 

is provided in a planned and coordinated way, in the right locations, and creates 

successful places. 

 

2.3 We support the recognition within the Plan that the Council will need to work closely with 

neighbouring authorities regarding future development and infrastructure, as set out in 

the first strategic objective. 

 

2.4 However, as expanded upon below we do not consider that the Council have fully 

explored all opportunities to work with neighbouring authorities to meet full identified 

housing needs throughout the Plan period as a whole, as also set out in response to the 

Suffolk Coastal emerging Local Plan (refer to Appendix C). 

 

Policy CS7: The Amount of New Housing Required 

 

2.5 Within Policy CS7, the Council state that the housing requirement will be stepped to 

reflect when delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb is expected to take place. 

 

2.6 The Council propose a housing target of 300 dwellings per annum (dpa) for the first six 

years, increasing to 518 dpa for the remainder of the Plan period, with the majority of 

this to be delivered through the Ipswich Garden Suburb. 

 

2.7 A housing trajectory does not appear to have been published as part of the Local Plan 

or within the evidence base, so it is unclear whether the approach of the stepped 
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trajectory is justified or if a greater amount of housing could be delivered in the early part 

of the Plan period. A housing trajectory is a key part of a Local Plan in identifying if 

sufficient housing will come forward over the Plan period. It allows the Council, and all 

other parties, to identify if there are any parts of the Plan period where the delivery of 

housing might be less than the identified need. Without the trajectory, the rate of delivery 

simply cannot be known. This is a significant failure of the current Plan and renders it 

ineffective. 

 

2.8 The Site promoted by Bloor Homes can deliver a smaller scale housing development of 

around 200 homes within the first part of the Plan period, subject to joint working with 

East Suffolk Council, and could assist in providing a higher level of delivery. Without full 

consideration of this and working together with the neighbouring authorities to increase 

delivery, the current approach of the stepped trajectory has not been justified and is 

unsound. 

 

2.9 Furthermore, given the reliance of the Local Plan on the Ipswich Garden Suburb to meet 

housing need, if it is delayed, housing delivery in Ipswich will be significantly reduced 

compared to what is currently anticipated. If the stepped trajectory is adopted, this under 

delivery in the early part of the Plan period will not be rectified for a longer period of time, 

with housing need continually not being met. 

 

2.10 In order for the proposed strategy to be justified and effective, the full housing trajectory 

should be made available and the Council should consider other opportunities to meet a 

greater amount of housing need within the early part of the Plan period and reduce 

reliance on the Ipswich Garden Suburb in the medium and long term. 

 

2.11 We would further question the overall housing requirement and whether the Council have 

adequately considered whether this should be uplifted to support economic growth. 

 

2.12 Paragraph 8.168 of the Local Plan sets out the Council have selected an ‘aspirational 

but deliverable’ jobs target of 9,500 jobs, due to the lower levels of housing growth under 

the standard method and the reduction in jobs forecast in the 2017 EEFM. This strongly 

suggests the Council have taken the standard method for housing need as a given 

without considering any uplift to support economic growth. 
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2.13 Paragraph 35 of the NPPF is clear that the standard method is a minimum target, which 

can be increased if desired by the Council. Increasing the housing need to support 

economic growth is a justified approach, which the Council do not seem have 

considered. In not considering such an uplift, the Local Plan is not fully positively 

prepared and may frustrate economic growth. 

 

Policy CS12: Affordable Housing 

 

2.14 The Council recognise early in the Local Plan that affordable housing is a key issue, as 

set out in Table 2 of the Plan, which identifies that Ipswich has the highest affordable 

housing need within the Housing Market Area (HMA). 

 

2.15 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) 2017 identified a need of 239 

affordable dwellings per year. The emerging Local Plan sets out that this represents 

around 50% of the total need identified through the standard method, with paragraph 

8.151 further recognising that development viability is challenging in Ipswich. 

 

2.16 To seek to meet this affordable housing need, Policy CS12 seeks ‘at least 15%’ 

affordable housing provision on sites for 15 houses or more (or sites more than 0.5 ha), 

and 30% on Ipswich Garden Suburb and at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane. 

 

2.17 However, based on the affordable percentages and housing allocated in the plan, a total 

of 1,647 affordable dwellings would be provided (assuming 30% on the Garden Suburb 

and Humber Doucy Lane and 15% on all other sites including windfall). In all likelihood 

this is overly optimistic given that most windfall sites are likely to be small and fall below 

the threshold set in Policy CS12, as recognised within Policy CS7. 

 

2.18 Based on the need of 239 dwellings per year set out in the SHMA, this would result in 

38% of the affordable need having been met over the Plan period. 

 

2.19 This does not provide sufficient provision for affordable housing as per paragraph 20 of 

the NPPF, which specifies that strategic policies should make sufficient provision for 

housing, including affordable housing. 
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2.20 In addition, contrary to the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), there does not appear to 

be any consideration of whether to uplift the housing requirement or seek to provide a 

greater level of housing to assist in meeting this affordable shortfall. The PPG is clear 

that ‘an increase in the total housing requirement included in the plan may need to be 

considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes’1. 

 

2.21 As such, the strategy of meeting affordable housing need within the emerging Local Plan 

is not positively prepared, justified as an appropriate strategy, effective or consistent with 

national policy. 

 

2.22 We consider the Council should have taken the opportunity to consider if any other sites 

could come forward over the Local Plan period to assist with meeting affordable housing 

need. The Site at Humber Doucy Lane, as promoted by Bloor Homes, can come forward 

to provide market and affordable housing. 

 
2.23 There is an opportunity for a shorter term smaller scale development of around 200 

houses, with a larger scale development in the medium term, with the potential for 

approximately 1,200 further dwellings. We recognise that with the majority of land being 

in East Suffolk, there will need to be a cross boundary approach from both Councils to 

deliver such schemes. We therefore encourage both Councils to work proactively with 

one another, as also set out in responses to the emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 

(Appendix C). 

 

2.24 Such a development could therefore deliver a significant amount of new market and 

affordable housing. Whilst the majority of the Site is located within the administrative 

boundary of East Suffolk Council, Ipswich is very constrained regarding future growth 

and both Councils should work together to deliver this additional housing to seek to meet 

more of the affordable housing need arising from Ipswich. 

 

2.25 Such an approach would be more consistent with paragraph 26 of the NPPF, which 

states Council should work together, with particular reference to whether development 

needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere. 

 

 

                                                
1 Reference ID: 67-008-20190722 
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Policy CS8: Housing Type and Tenure 

 

2.26 Policy CS8 seeks a diverse range of housing tenures to support the creation of mixed 

and balanced communities. In principle this is in accordance with national policy, with 

the NPPF being clear from the outset that sustainable development includes ‘ensuring 

that a sufficient number and range of homes can be provided to meet the needs of 

present and future generations’ (paragraph 8). The PPG also includes a specific section 

on addressing the need for different types of housing and is clear that the standard 

method identifies an overall minimum average housing figure, but does not break this 

down into the needs of different groups.2 The PPG therefore provides guidance on 

assessing the housing needs for various different groups. 

 

2.27 The supporting text to Policy CS8 sets out that the SHMA identified that the greatest 

need for market housing is at least 3 bedrooms, with paragraph 8.121 stating that central 

sites should be high density containing a higher proportion of flats; sites in, or close to, 

district centres should be medium density with a mix of flats and houses or town houses; 

and sites elsewhere should be low density with a higher proportion of houses. 

 

2.28 Despite Policy CS8 seeking a mix of housing to meet the identified needs, the site 

allocations identified do not appear to meet this intention, as set out below, contrary to 

national policy. 

 

2.29 The emerging Local Plan seeks to provide allocations for an additional 6,100 homes, 

based on 1,910 homes already being under construction, with planning permission or a 

resolution to grant. Of the allocations, 2,750 are to be provided on sites as set out in the 

Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan Document (DPD). 

 

2.30 A review of the allocations within the DPD identifies the total number of dwellings 

compared to the stated density as follows: 

 

Density Number of Dwellings % of Dwellings 

High (over 90dph) 1,672 61 

Medium (40-90dph) 710 26 

Low (below 40dph) 368 13 

                                                
2 Reference ID: 67-001-20190722 
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2.31 As shown above, 61% of dwellings proposed within the DPD are at a high density. As 

recognised in paragraph 8.121 of the Local Plan, these will be primarily flats. They are 

likely to be 1 and 2 bedroom flats given the densities proposed and to meet the overall 

number of houses proposed on these sites. With such a high number and proportion of 

the dwellings being flats, there is a risk that the market becomes over saturated with 

smaller flats. 

 

2.32 With only 13% of dwellings to be low density and predominantly houses, we question if 

this will meet the actual housing mix identified in qualitative terms as well as simply 

meeting the overall need figure. 

 

2.33 Whilst Ipswich Garden Suburb and the allocation north of Humber Doucy Lane could 

deliver more of a mix of houses, these are not expected to start delivering houses until 

at least 2024. Without sites to provide needed family housing coming forward earlier in 

the Plan period, there is the potential for an under-delivery of the homes needed which 

is not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent with national policy and 

renders the emerging Local Plan unsound in this regard. 

 

2.34 Paragraph 61 of the NPPF is clear that “the size, type and tenure of housing needed for 

different groups in the community should be assessed and reflected in planning policies”. 

Paragraph 61 gives examples of different groups, including those who require affordable 

housing, families with children and older people. As set out, the emerging Local Plan is 

not currently consistent with paragraph 61 of the NPPF as the policies within it do not 

reflect the type of housing needed for different groups in the community 

 

2.35 As set out above, the Site promoted by Bloor Homes at Humber Doucy Lane can deliver 

housing in the short and medium term subject to joint working between Ipswich and East 

Suffolk Councils. This can be a mix of housing, including houses with 3 or more 

bedrooms to meet the identified needs within Ipswich. Allocating the Site for this purpose 

and committing to working with East Suffolk Council to bring forward the larger part of 

the Site would assist in overcoming the soundness issue identified as it would seek to 

meet the identified needs of the area. 
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3.0 The Context for Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, and Cross-

Boundary Development 

 

3.1 As noted earlier within this representation, given that the administrative boundary of 

Ipswich Borough constrains the existing town, it is of critical importance that the Local 

Plan be based on effective joint working with neighbouring authorities. 

 

3.2 It is recognised that the four authorities which comprise the wider Ipswich Housing 

Market Area are progressing joint work through the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

Board (formerly the Ipswich Policy Area) on the strategic cross-boundary issues 

affecting the four authorities.  

 

3.3 This was a matter which was recognised in 2017 in the Inspector’s Report on the now 

adopted Ipswich Local Plan, in which the Inspector stated: 

 

“Given my concerns about the robustness of the 13550 OAN there is an urgent need 

for the Council to work with its neighbouring authorities to produce a fit-for-purpose 

objective assessment of need for new housing for the Ipswich Housing Market Area. 

This conclusion is consistent with my Interim Findings published in April 2016 

following the initial Examination hearings but also has regard to the subsequently-

published 2014-based household projections. Thus, and in line with the 

Memorandum of Understanding detailed in the assessment of the Duty to Co-

operate, MM4 - MM6 (policies CS6 and CS7) commit the Council to working with its 

neighbours to prepare an updated OAN for housing for the HMA as a whole, a 

strategy for the distribution of it between the constituent districts and the adoption 

of joint or aligned local plans to deliver this by 2019. These modifications are thus 

necessary for the soundness of the plan…” (paragraph 28). 

 

“However, the Council contends that appropriate, available and deliverable housing 

sites within Ipswich itself would only deliver 9777 dwellings during the plan period. 

Whilst with reference to specific sites there is some challenge to this figure, there is 

nothing to give confidence that substantially more than this number of dwellings can 

be delivered in the town to 2031. Based on all that I have read and heard, considered 

in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, I 

conclude that it is highly likely that the forthcoming work will identify that the OAN 
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for Ipswich for the period to 2031 is at least equivalent to the 9777 dwellings which 

the Council contends can be delivered in this period” (paragraph 29). 

 

3.4 The four authorities have prepared a Statement of Common Ground (2018) (‘the 

SoCG’) which recognises inter alia the potential for cross boundary development to 

meet needs. Section D of the SoCG (titled ‘Consideration of bordering strategic 

housing development) includes the following statement: 

 

“Due to the close functional relationship between Ipswich Borough and the 

surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-boundary issues relating to 

infrastructure provision, transport and highways and landscape/townscape as well 

as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich Borough boundary”. 

 

3.5 The Site clearly falls into the category of a potential cross-boundary opportunity 

(Ipswich Borough and East Suffolk (formerly Suffolk Coastal)) for development. 

 

3.6 The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan is very advanced, having undergone examination and 

with the Examination Inspector having written to the Council on 31st January 2020 to 

confirm that, subject to main modifications identified, the Local Plan was “likely” to be 

found sound and legally compliant. 

 

3.7 The submitted Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Key Diagram identifies an area to the east 

of Ipswich (‘East of Ipswich’) as a Major Centre. The Site is clearly commensurate with 

the East of Ipswich Major Centre.  

 

3.8 Policy SCLP3.2 of the submitted Suffolk Coastal Local Plan confirms that Major 

Centres are at the top of the District’s settlement hierarchy and that ‘East of Ipswich’ 

includes Kesgrave, Martlesham Heath, Brightwell Lakes, Purdis Farm, and Rushmere 

St Andrew (excluding village). 

 

3.9 Notwithstanding the identification of the East of Ipswich as a Major Centre in the 

emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, it only allocates one site (‘Land at Humber Doucy 

Lane’ (Policy SCLP12.24)) for residential development within this area. 
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3.10 The emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan’s ability to effectively address Ipswich’s 

housing needs through cross-boundary development was a matter of concern raised 

through the examination process. In particular, there was concern in respect of Policy 

SCLP2.1 (‘Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area’) and whether this would be 

effective in ensuring development needs would be sustainably met, where this involved 

cross-boundary cooperation. In the Examination Inspector’s post-hearing letter of 31st 

January 2020, he suggested that Policy SCLP2.1 of the emerging Local Plan should 

be amended to make clear that an immediate review of the plan would be undertaken 

in the event that there was an unmet need arising in a neighbouring area, 

acknowledging the potential for such an issue to arise. 

 

3.11 The emerging Ipswich Local Plan aligns with the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan in that both 

identify the general location of the Site as sustainable for growth. However, when one 

considers the detailed strategy and allocation of both the emerging Local Plan for 

Ipswich and that of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, it is clear that the plans are not as 

joined up as they may ostensibly appear. 

 

3.12 Appendix D shows the proposed allocations in the emerging Local Plans of Ipswich 

and Suffolk Coastal in the East of Ipswich area. This suggests a lack of a coordinated 

approach, with allocations proposed within Ipswich Borough including those which 

abruptly terminate at the administrative boundary. 

 

3.13 We remain concerned that the spatial strategy has been unduly influenced by the 

administrative boundary, exemplified by the January 2020 Strategic Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) having only assessed the element 

of the Site that lies within Ipswich Borough. A sustainable and deliverable opportunity 

to facilitate growth of Ipswich through development of the Site has been overlooked 

and rejected without justification. 
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4.0 The Site – Land at Humber Doucy Lane 

 

4.1 As set out above, the Site at Humber Doucy Lane is being promoted by Bloor Homes 

for a residential development. 

 

4.2 The Site measures in total approximately 115 ha, but can be divided into two separate 

areas – one to the south of Lamberts Lane (approximately 13.5 ha) and the other much 

larger parcel of land to the north. The residential development of the Site could be 

phased, and the smaller parcel brought forward earlier and independently from the 

larger parcel, if required. This smaller parcel clearly has strong potential to form an 

extension to existing residential areas within Ipswich and form an extension to the 

existing community.  

 
4.3 The current allocations to the north east of Ipswich under Policy ISPA4 follow the 

administrative boundary of Ipswich, which does not follow any distinctive features on 

the ground. The boundary is purely arbitrary and having development simply follow this 

does not create a logical pattern of development. It is noted that within the emerging 

Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, a site is allocated for residential development under Policy 

SCLP12.24, but this will leave the arbitrary boundary. This is demonstrated on the map 

in Appendix D. 

 

4.4 The Site has the potential to help meet housing needs within a location (East of 

Ipswich) which has already been tested through the plan-making process (the Suffolk 

Coastal Local Plan) and found to be a sustainable location for growth, as a more 

urbanised area. It would form a logical extension to Ipswich, the largest centre in the 

housing market area, in which there is a substantial range of facilities, services and 

employment opportunities. 

 
4.5 With Ipswich being such a key centre for the Suffolk area, the Council should be 

ambitious to seek to ensure its long term success. Additional growth can support 

Ipswich town centre and help its longevity as a prosperous centre. 

 

4.6 The Site can deliver approximately 200 homes in the shorter term on land partly within 

the Ipswich administrative boundary, and can deliver a further approximately 1,200 

homes in the medium term on land within the administrative boundary of East Suffolk 

Council. 
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4.7 As set out in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, this level of growth can be 

delivered via an access from Humber Doucy Lane. 

 

4.8 Objective 6 of the emerging Local Plan is to improve transport and connectivity within 

the Ipswich area. The Ipswich Northern Relief Road has been proposed and explored 

as one potential option for achieving this, with the proposed inner route partly crossing 

the land within Bloor Homes’ control. 

 

4.9 As confirmed in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, the development of the 

Site can be delivered both with and without delivery of the Northern Relief Road. Whilst 

we understand that Suffolk County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of 

the business case into the Northern Relief Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting 

on 25th February 2020, should this change in the future, the proposed Site can assist 

in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes controlling a large part of the land to the 

north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able to assist in the delivery 

of a relief road if required in the future. 

 
4.10 Further to the above, we note that Policy ISPA2 of the emerging Local Plan (which sets 

out the Council’s strategic infrastructure priorities and a commitment to working with 

other partners to support and enable the delivery of key strategic infrastructure) states 

the Council support work to investigate the feasibility of an Ipswich Northern Route, 

with supporting text 8.19 referring to a strong preference for the inner route, which 

crosses the site. It sets out that the next review of the Local Plan will consider the 

implications of any decision about the route in more detail, including the extent to which 

the options must support potential future housing and employment growth. The 

principle of such approach is supported, but in order for the policy to be effective, it is 

important that the spatial strategy helps facilitate such objectives rather than to 

undermine their delivery. 

 

4.11 Development at the Site can deliver new market and affordable homes, alongside new 

community facilities including local centres, employment and education. Significant 

areas of new open space and new planting can also be provided. 

 

4.12 As set out, a first phase of development can be provided in the short term to assist with 

the delivery of both market and affordable housing. This is particularly pertinent given 

that the Council are proposing a stepped trajectory with a lower requirement in the 
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early part of the Plan period. Allocating the site for development and committing to 

working with East Suffolk Council would be a positive and proactive approach to 

seeking to meet housing need in both the short and medium term. 

 

4.13 We note that 1.57ha of the site within the boundary of Ipswich Borough was considered 

in the January 2020 SHELAA, and was found not to be currently developable. It is 

notable that the Site scored green and amber in relation to the constraints and impacts 

considered in the SHELAA, with none red. The site was found not to be suitable and 

achievable due to the need to retain the separate identity of Rushmere village, and if 

drainage, access and infrastructure constraints could be overcome. 

 

4.14 We do not consider this assessment of the Site to provide robust justification for its 

rejection as a residential development site. 

 

4.15 As set out in the Highways Technical Note at Appendix E, suitable access can be 

achieved from Humber Doucy Lane and it is considered the Site could be developed 

without having an adverse impact on the wider highway network. As shown on the 

Indicative Masterplan Framework at Appendix B, the Site can be drained by 

sustainable drainage methods. The drainage, access and infrastructure constraints 

mentioned in the SHELAA can be overcome and are not constraints to development. 

 

4.16 In terms of the need to retain the separate identity of Rushmere village, open space 

can be provided within the wider Site to ensure there are no concerns of coalescence. 

As shown on the Indicative Masterplan Framework, the wider Site can provide 

significant areas of open space in the form of a community orchard, SuDS ponds, 

meadow parkland, sports pitches and so on, with significant amounts of new planting. 

The site can therefore protect the separate identity of Rushmere and ensure there is 

no coalescence with Ipswich. 

 
4.17 We also note that the SHELAA does not consider the wider site promoted by Bloor 

Homes. Although only 1.57ha of the site lies within the administrative boundary of 

Ipswich, this is an arbitrary boundary that does not necessarily relate to any 

demarcations on the ground. 

 
4.18 As set out elsewhere in these representations, the Ipswich administrative area is very 

constrained in terms of its boundary, and with there being a high unmet affordable 
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housing need and concerns about the housing mix and proposed delivery within the 

emerging Local Plan, the Council should be looking at all opportunities to provide 

additional housing. 

 
4.19 Given the constraints of the Ipswich boundary, the Council should be looking to 

neighbouring authorities to assist. Land at Humber Doucy Lane is one such area where 

there is a sustainable and suitable option for cross boundary development. The Council 

should therefore have considered this option within the SHELAA to ensure all options 

have been explored and the approach is positively prepared. 

 

4.20 We do not consider the Site has been subject to a robust assessment, and this has 

resulted in a sustainable option for growth for Ipswich being rejected without 

justification. 
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5.0 Sustainability Appraisal 

 

5.1 The preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal to inform the Local Plan is a legal 

requirement, as per the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004 (‘the SEA Regulations’). 

 

5.2 The emerging Local Plan is accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal (‘the SA/SEA’). 

However, we have concerns with the SE/SEA and the approach to assessing the 

Spatial Options. 

 
5.3 Appendix F sets out our full concerns. In summary, the SA has not considered the 

spatial strategy actually set out in the Local Plan. An option has been assessed which 

the Council consider to be close to the spatial strategy chosen, but they are different. 

 
5.4 Furthermore, Spatial Option 2 in the SA considers increasing development beyond the 

Borough boundary. As set out in Appendix E, we have numerous concerns with some 

of the assessment of Spatial Option 2 and how the scoring has been derived. Overall 

it appears that Spatial Option 2 has been scored much more poorly than it should have, 

leading to a worse overall assessment of the option. 

 
5.5 It appears that Spatial Option 1, the option most closely aligned with the spatial strategy 

in the Local Plan, has been scored unjustly positively in some areas, and Spatial Option 

2 has been scored more poorly. 

 

5.6 A such, the SA prepared alongside the emerging Local Plan does not provide the 

necessary justification of the proposed spatial strategy. 

 

5.7 To rectify this issue of soundness, the SA should be updated to address the above and 

the Council should subsequently review whether the strategy proposed is suitable and 

whether the reason for rejecting alternatives is still applicable. 

 

  



Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 

 
 

16 
 

6.0 Conclusion 

 

6.1 The Site subject to this representation provides both a shorter term and medium term 

opportunity for new housing to meet identified needs alongside other infrastructure, 

open spaces and new planting. Ipswich and East Suffolk Councils should both work 

positively together to bring such a development forward. 

 

6.2 It is submitted that the Local Plan is not positively prepared, justified, effective or 

consistent with national policy for the following reasons: 

 
a) The Plan has not been Positively Prepared 

The Plan fails to fully address the cross-boundary opportunities for providing 

sustainable patterns of growth in the Plan period. Such an approach and strategy 

would clearly be of benefit to both Ipswich and East Suffolk. 

With the lack of a housing trajectory having been published, it is unclear whether 

the Plan does meet identified needs over the Plan period or if there are any times 

when housing delivery is expected to reduce below the need. The proposed 

stepped trajectory under Policy CS7 suggests there are concerns with regard to 

consistently meeting the full housing need. 

The proposed strategy does not provide sufficient affordable housing to meet the 

full identified needs, with there not appearing to be any consideration of whether to 

uplift the housing target to meet more of this need. This is highlighted within Policy 

CS12. 

 

b) The Plan is not Justified 

Policies CS7, CS12 and CS8 raise concerns in this regard, as the chosen strategy 

does not seek to provide sufficient affordable housing or the housing that is needed 

within Ipswich, i.e. 3-bed houses rather than 1-bed flats. Concerns are also raised 

in relation to the SA, as set out in full in Appendix E, which does not appear to 

appropriately assess the Spatial Options presented. 

 

c) The Plan is not Effective 

As set out, we do not consider that the Local Plan is effective in working with 

neighbouring authorities on cross boundary opportunities to deliver sufficient 

housing of the type and tenure to meet the identified needs. 
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d) The Plan is not Consistent with National Policy 

Given the failures of the Plan to provide the type of housing that people within the 

Borough need, provide sufficient affordable housing and adequately work with 

neighbouring authorities, it is not fully consistent with national policy. 

 
6.3 We consider that the Council should take the opportunity to work with East Suffolk 

Council to identify and deliver a cross boundary development to provide housing to 

meet identified needs across the Plan period. At the minimum, the Council should 

include a commitment to an early review of the Plan if unmet needs are identified. 
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A Healthy Community
The NPPF states planning policies and decisions should aim to 
achieve healthy, inclusive and safe places.

“When taking a place-based approach, healthy developments will 
not only help the local authority to improve population health in 
terms of both physical and mental wellbeing, but will also help in 
achieving multiple local objectives and priorities within the wider 
place-making agenda, such as improving road safety, reducing 
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multiple local priorities can also help to promote good health: the quality of the 
environment and the local socioeconomic context are contributing factors.”
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A Garden Community
The revised National Planning Policy Framework was published on 
24 July 2018 and sets out the government’s planning policies for 
England and how these are expected to be applied. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recommends Local 
Authorities plan for larger scale development (new settlements or 
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maintained. We want to see a vibrant, mixed-use, community where people can 
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holistically planned, self-sustaining, and characterful.
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those of limited means or mobility, to go about their daily lives without 
over reliance on a private car.

If well planned, the Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Ipswich, can be a self-
sustaining community. The scale of the site presents an opportunity to create 
a new healthy garden community of approximately 5,000 people. A population 
of this order is enough to trigger a full range of facilities including shops, 
employment, leisure and education on-site to support daily life and provide a well-
rounded community that meet the needs of its citizens, and neighbouring communities, 
over their lifetime.
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Matter 2A – Housing Provision 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan  

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanies this representation.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land, which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted as a medium-term opportunity by Bloor Homes for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 2A of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Point 2.4 of the Inspector’s questions for 

Matter 2A.  
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2.0 Point 2.4 Does Policy SCLP2.1 serve a clear purpose and would it be effective?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP2.1 states as follows :-  

 

Policy SCLP2.1: Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

 

Suffolk Coastal will continue to play a key role in the economic growth of the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area, whilst enhancing quality of life and protecting the high 

quality environments. Over the period 2018-2036, the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan will 

contribute to: 

 

a) The creation of at least 30,320 jobs through the provision of at least 49.8ha 

of employment land across the Ipswich Functional Economic Area; 

 

b) The collective delivery of at least 37,328 dwellings across the Ipswich 

Housing Market Area; and 

 

c) Supporting the continued role of Ipswich as County Town. 

 

The Council will work actively with the other local planning authorities in the ISPA 

and with Suffolk County Council to co-ordinate the delivery of development and in 

monitoring and reviewing evidence as necessary. 

 

2.2 The four authorities of Ipswich Borough Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council, Mid-

Suffolk District Council and Babergh District Council are presently progressing joint 

work through the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board (formerly the Ipswich Policy 

Area) on the strategic cross-boundary issues affecting the four authorities.  In 

particular, with specific relevance to our client’s interests, the authorities (following 

the Inspector’s report in 2017 on the Examination of the now adopted Ipswich Local 

Plan) are working together in order to meet the housing need for the Ipswich Housing 

Market Area and agree the strategic distribution of development to meet that need.  

 

2.3 In 2017 the Ipswich Local Plan Inspector reported as follows: 

 

 “28. Given my concerns about the robustness of the 13550 OAN there is an urgent 

need for the Council to work with its neighbouring authorities to produce a fit-for-

purpose objective assessment of need for new housing for the Ipswich Housing Market 

Area. This conclusion is consistent with my Interim Findings published in April 2016 

following the initial Examination hearings but also has regard to the subsequently-
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published 2014-based household projections. Thus, and in line with the Memorandum 

of Understanding detailed in the assessment of the Duty to Co-operate, MM4 - MM6 

(policies CS6 and CS7) commit the Council to working with its neighbours to prepare 

an updated OAN for housing for the HMA as a whole, a strategy for the distribution of 

it between the constituent districts and the adoption of joint or aligned local plans to 

deliver this by 2019.” 

and 

29. However, the Council contends that appropriate, available and deliverable housing 

sites within Ipswich itself would only deliver 9777 dwellings during the plan period. 

Whilst with reference to specific sites there is some challenge to this figure, there is 

nothing to give confidence that substantially more than this number of dwellings can 

be delivered in the town to 2031. Based on all that I have read and heard, considered 

in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, I 

conclude that it is highly likely that the forthcoming work will identify that the OAN for 

Ipswich for the period to 2031 is at least equivalent to the 9777 dwellings which the 

Council contends can be delivered in this period” 

2.4 The authorities have prepared a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) (v4 March 

2019) to address the strategic cross-boundary planning matters in the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area.  Key extracts from that document regarding the approach 

to the delivery of the housing requirement are set out below: 

 

            “Process of reaching outcomes and agreements 

 

The Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board provides a mechanism to discuss the 

authorities’ approach to housing requirements and to inform and guide the approach 

to be taken within each Local Plan. 

C1) The housing need calculated under the standard methodology will form 

the starting point for identifying housing requirements. The Suffolk Coastal 

First Draft Local Plan, published for consultation between July and 

September 2018, was based upon the need figures published by MHCLG in 

September 2017 under the ‘Planning for the Right Homes in the Right Places’ 

consultation. The NPPF was published in July 2018 and the Planning Practice 

Guidance updated in September 2018. The 2017 ratios of median workplace 

earnings to median house prices were published in April 2018 and the 2016-

based household projections were published in September 2018. The 

Planning Practice Guidance has subsequently been updated in February 

2019 to state that the 2014-based household projections should be used in 
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the calculation. Local housing need as calculated under the standard method 

will form the starting point in identifying housing requirements.  

 

C2) The standard method will, therefore, also provide the starting point for 

identifying the total amount of housing to be provided in the Ipswich Housing 

Market Area.  

 

C3) Throughout the Local Plan preparation process, each local planning 

authority will undertake and maintain a thorough assessment of housing 

supply potential within their area. Each local planning authority will plan to 

meet its own housing need and should have a policy setting out the specific 

minimum housing number it is intending to deliver in its own area. Where the 

need cannot be met within the local authority’s boundary, following a 

comprehensive re-assessment of deliverability the ISPA Board will provide 

the forum to collectively consider how the unmet need can be met within the 

ISPA, subsequently to be determined through each local authority’s local 

plan.  

 

C4) Provision for Gypsies and Travellers – the 2017 Gypsy, Traveller, 

Travelling Showpeople and Boat Dwellers Accommodation Needs 

Assessment identified a need for additional pitches to be provided for 

Babergh, Mid Suffolk, Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal. Each local planning 

authority will plan to meet its own need for permanent pitches for Gypsies 

and Travellers and should have a policy setting out how this will be delivered 

in its own area. Where the capacity to accommodate pitches cannot be met 

within the local authority’s boundary a comprehensive re-assessment of 

deliverability will be undertaken and the ISPA Board will provide the forum to 

collectively consider how the unmet need can be met within the ISPA, 

subsequently to be determined through each local authority’s local plan.  

 

C5) Mix and type of housing: The Authorities published an update to Part 2 

of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment in January 2019. This updates 

the size, type and tenure of housing needed, including the need for affordable 

housing, based upon the housing need calculated under the standard 

method.  
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C6) Strategic policies in emerging Local Plans are to reflect the outcomes 

above.  

 

D. Consideration of bordering strategic housing developments 

 

Background 

 

Due to the close functional relationship between Ipswich Borough and the 

surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-boundary issues relating to 

infrastructure provision, transport and highways and landscape/townscape as 

well as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich Borough 

boundary.  

 

Evidence 

 

The Councils have jointly commissioned transport modelling (with Suffolk 

County Council). The Methodology Report and the Results Report Volume 1: 

Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich were published in August 2018 as part of the 

consultation on the Suffolk Coastal First Draft Local Plan. Further transport 

modelling of preferred options has been undertaken and the Results Report 

Volume 2: Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich and an updated Methodology Report 

were published in January 2019. The Councils jointly commissioned a 

Settlement Sensitivity Assessment in relation to identifying landscape 

sensitivity around Ipswich. The Strategic Housing and Employment Land 

Availability Assessments identify sites which border or cross authority 

boundaries.  

 

Process of reaching outcomes and agreements  

 

The conclusions of the above evidence have been, and will continue to be, 

considered in site selection and in identifying any necessary mitigation.  
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Outcomes and agreements 

 

Land north east of Humber Doucy Lane is identified as a cross-border 

location for future development (within Ipswich Borough and Suffolk Coastal 

District) for housing delivery post 2031. This joint approach will help enable 

land within Ipswich Borough to come forward for housing. The relevant 

policies in Local Plans are: 

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies DPD Review Preferred Options 

(November 2018), Policy ISPA4 ‘Cross Boundary Working to Deliver 

Sites’  

 Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan (January 2019), Policy 

SCLP12.24 ‘Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew’ 

 

2.5 The key points arising from this strategic cross-boundary co-operation are that the four 

authorities are presently planning to meet a housing need of 37,278 dwellings up to 

2036.  Secondly, the SoCG recognises that “due to the close functional relationship 

between Ipswich Borough and the surrounding Districts, there is potential for cross-

boundary issues relating to infrastructure provision, transport and highways and 

landscape/townscape as well as site selection where sites adjoin or cross the Ipswich 

borough boundary”.  

 

2.6  However, Policy SCLP2.1 as presently drafted fails to provide sufficiently clear and 

effective strategic policy guidance on the nature of the Plan’s “close functional 

relationship” with Ipswich Borough.  In fact, Section 2 of the Plan entitled “Wider 

Strategic Planning Area”, containing Policy SCLP2.1, is generally not explicit on the 

potential strategic cross-boundary issues that will clearly affect both the Suffolk Coastal 

Local Plan and the emerging Ipswich Local Plan during the respective Plan periods.  

We give detailed consideration to Policy SCLP12.24 (Land at Humber Doucy Lane) in 

our Hearing Statement for Matter 3 (Communities surrounding Ipswich). However it 

should be noted at this point that Policy SCLP12.24 is not set in the context of meeting 

strategic, long-term cross-boundary objectives. In fact, it was an addition to the Plan’s 

housing allocations introduced into the Plan at a relatively late stage. 

 

2.7 As we understand the position, there is presently no intention by the Suffolk authorities 

to prepare a statutory or non-statutory Spatial Development Strategy for the Ipswich 
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Strategic Planning Area.  It will therefore fall to the individual Local Plans prepared by 

the constituent authorities to take forward the strategic policy issues identified by the 

Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board. 
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2.8 In our submission, the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan does not yet address such issues 

with sufficient clarity, particularly as they will affect the later years of the Plan period.  

It is clear from the Preferred Options consultation of the emerging Ipswich Local Plan 

that the Borough Council foresee a long-term strategic direction of growth to the north-

east of the existing Ipswich urban area.  This is identified on the Key Diagram 

accompanying that consultation, as below : 

   

2.9 We would suggest that this long-term approach, which clearly indicates the proposed 

“direction of travel” for the growth of Ipswich, and which has obvious cross-boundary 

implications with the strategy of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, should be reflected 

with greater clarity in that Plan, and specifically within Policy SCLP2.1. 
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2.10 Furthermore, the recent publication for consultation of three potential routes for the 

Ipswich Northern Route (the link between the A12 and A14) reinforces the need for the 

Plan to set out in greater detail the strategic planning context for that link road, which 

is described in the Factual Note prepared by the Council on 25 July 2019. 

 

2.11 Our client’s land has key significance for the potential delivery of the Option C route, 

which is the southernmost and shortest route option.  Whilst we clearly support that 

route option, it is not yet possible to pre-judge the outcome of the ongoing consultation.  

Nevertheless, we firmly consider that the Plan does need to contain a much clearer 

and fuller position statement by East Suffolk Council on the strategic planning 

implications of the proposed Link Road.  In our assessment, it clearly recognises and 

endorses the long-term approach to the future growth of Ipswich, as being indicated in 

the emerging Ipswich Local Plan, which should be recognised in this Plan.     

  

3. Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

3.1 In the context of the long-term strategic cross-boundary planning matters being 

addressed by the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board, and described above, we do 

not consider that Policy SCLP2.1 is effective.  It presently fails to address cross-

boundary matters with sufficient clarity. Specifically, it does not recognise the “direction 

of travel” for the growth of Ipswich post-2031, being identified in the emerging Ipswich 

Local Plan, nor the strategic implications of the proposed Ipswich Northern Route, in 

so far as it will directly support new homes and employment growth.   

 

3.2 We consider that the Policy should be modified to reflect the content of the Factual 

Note published on 25 July 2019, together with a fuller position statement by the Council 

on its strategic planning objectives for the delivery of the Link Road and the spatial 

implications for future growth in the Ipswich/Suffolk Coastal Local Plan areas.  It is 

absolutely clear that these are significant cross-boundary matters which should be 

addressed in the respective Local Plans.  We therefore request that the Inspector 

recommends that such modification be made to the Plan in order to address these 

points. 
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Matter 2C – Distribution of Growth and the Settlement Hierarchy 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan 

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanies our Hearing 

Statement for Matter 2A.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted by Bloor Homes as a medium-term opportunity for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 2C of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Points 2.17 and 2.18 of the Inspector’s 

questions for Matter 2C.  
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2.0 Point 2.17 -  Is the strategy for growth set out in Policy SCLP3.1 justified and 

would it be effective in delivering sustainable development?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP3.1 states as follows :-  

 

Policy SCLP3.1: Strategy for Growth in Suffolk Coastal District 

 

The Council will deliver an ambitious plan for growth over the period 2018 – 2036 in 

Suffolk Coastal by: 

 

a) Supporting and facilitating economic growth through the supply of significantly 

more than the baseline requirement of 11.7ha of land for employment uses to deliver 

at least 6,500 jobs and to enable the key economic activities to maintain and enhance 

their role within the UK economy; 

 

b) Sustain and support growth in retail, commercial leisure and town centres 

including facilitating provision towards plan period forecasts of between 4,100 - 5,000 

sq m of convenience retail floorspace and between 7,700 – 13,100 sqm of 

comparison retail floorspace; 

 

c) Significantly boosting the supply of housing, the mix of housing available and the 

provision of affordable housing, through the delivery of at least 582 new dwellings 

per annum (at least 10,476 over the period 2018 - 2036); 

 

d) Ensuring the provision of infrastructure needed to support growth; 

 

e) Protecting and enhancing the quality of the historic, built and natural environment 

across the District. 

 

The strategy for growth will seek to provide opportunities for economic growth and 

create and enhance sustainable and inclusive communities through: 

 

f) The delivery of new Garden Neighbourhoods at North Felixstowe and South 

Saxmundham; 
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g) Utilising opportunities provided by road and rail corridors, including a focus on 

growth in the A12 and the A14 corridors; 

 

h) New strategic employment allocations based around key transport corridors, 

including to support the Port of Felixstowe; 

 

i) Strategies for market towns which seek to reflect and strengthen their roles and 

economies; 

 

j) Appropriate growth in rural areas that will help to support and sustain existing 

communities. 

 

2.2 This Hearing Statement supports our client’s case that the Submission Draft Plan 

pays insufficient regard to the strategic context of meeting the full housing need up 

to 2036 across the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, the potential need for Ipswich 

Borough Council to consider sites beyond its administrative boundaries as part of 

strategic cross-boundary distribution of housing growth (as reflected in Agreement 

C3 of the submitted Statement of Common Ground (v4 March 2019) and the fact that 

part of our client’s site falls within the Ipswich Borough Council administrative area.   

2.3 Policy SCLP3.1 sets out the plan for growth across the district throughout the Plan 

period, identifying targets and forecasts for delivery across key sectors with a 

significant boost planned for housing supply.  The policy sets a target of delivering at 

least 10,476 new dwellings throughout the Plan period with the delivery mechanism 

largely focused on two new garden Neighbourhoods at North Felixstowe and South 

Saxmundham.  

2.4 However, the policy and its supporting justification (paragraphs 3.27-3.35) fails to make 

any specific reference at all to the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” as defined in the 

Plan’s settlement hierarchy (within Policy SCLP3.2).  There is no indication that the 

area is a part of the “Spatial Strategy for Growth” through to 2036 or indeed part of any 

ongoing strategic cross-boundary considerations with Ipswich Borough Council. 

 

2.5 The thrust of our concerns regarding Policy SCLP2.1 is therefore also equally 

applicable to Policy SCLP3.1, in that the policy fails to recognise the Plan’s stated 

“close functional relationship” with Ipswich Borough.   
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2.6 Policy SCLP3.1 is therefore defective through its failure to recognise and address 

the strategic cross-boundary issues arising from the Plan’s strategy for growth over 

the period 2018-2036, and its further failure to take account of the “East of Ipswich 

Major Centre”, either as part of those cross-boundary considerations or as part of the 

Plan’s growth strategy. The policy is effectively silent on these matters. Furthermore, 

the policy does not reflect the outcomes and agreements set out in the submitted 

SoCG, notably the statement that “The Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Board 

provides a mechanism to discuss the authorities’ approach to housing requirements 

and to inform and guide the approach to be taken within each Local Plan”.  It is clear 

that the Submission Draft Plan was largely prepared in advance of these 

considerations, at least in as far as addressing the cross-boundary implications of 

meeting housing need in both Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal Districts are concerned, 

with the small allocation set out at Policy SCLP12.24 being added at a late stage in 

the Plan’s preparation and without fuller consideration of other potential development 

opportunities in the North East Ipswich area, which include our client’s site.  

 

3.0 Point 2.18 -  Is the identification of settlements set out in the Settlement Hierarchy 

in Policy SCLP3.2 justified?  

 

3.1 Rushmere St. Andrew (excluding the village) is defined within Policy SCLP3.2 as 

constituting part of the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” within the policy’s settlement 

hierarchy.  The policy notes that “The Settlement Hierarchy enables the Council to 

achieve its vision for the District, meeting the scale of development required and 

enhancing the quality of the built, natural, historic, social and cultural environments 

whilst sustaining the vitality of communities”, and also that “The development 

requirements for Major Centres, Market Towns, Large Villages and Small Villages 

will be delivered through site allocations in the Local Plan or in Neighbourhood Plans, 

plus through windfall development in accordance with other policies in this Local 

Plan”.    

 

3.2 The summary of the various policy approaches to the Settlement Hierarchy set out 

in Table 3.4 indicates that the only projected housing growth for the “East of Ipswich 

Major Centre” will be through development at Brightwell Lakes, at the Suffolk Police 

HQ site at Martlesham Heath and by development within settlement boundaries.  It 
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is noteworthy that the proposed allocation in Policy SCLP12.24 is not listed within 

Table 3.4, inferring that it is in fact not being considered as part of the planned 

approach for housing development in the East of Ipswich Major Centre, as also 

discussed at paragraph 2.6 above.  This is indicative of the Plan’s disjointed 

approach towards addressing the strategic planning opportunities in that Major 

Centre. 

 

3.3 As set out in our Hearing Statement for Matter 2A, we consider that the Suffolk 

Coastal Local Plan does not yet address strategic cross-boundary issues with 

Ipswich Borough with sufficient clarity, particularly as they will affect the later years 

of the Plan period. The emerging Ipswich Local Plan identifies a long-term strategic 

direction of growth to the north-east of the existing Ipswich urban area, which is not 

reflected in the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan.  Such a planned direction of growth by 

Ipswich Borough Council is adjacent to the Plan’s “East of Ipswich Major Centre” and 

potentially a part of that Major Centre, at least for the period post-2031.  

3.4 The Plan’s only statement, at paragraph 3.34, that “In future Local Plan revisions, the 

Council will reconsider growth opportunities in the parts of the District neighbouring 

Ipswich, taking into account delivery rates at Brightwell Lakes and opportunity to 

bring forward development that supports the Business Case for strategic road routes 

to the north of Ipswich (as promoted by Suffolk County Council)” is an inadequate 

and uncertain policy position, bearing in mind that the Plan is presently seeking to 

address growth requirements up to 2036, and that the Ipswich Northern Route could 

be delivered from 2027 onwards. 
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4.0 Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

4.1 This Hearing Statement, specifically addressing Policies SCLP3.1 and SCLP 3.2, 

should be considered in the context of our client’s broader case that the Plan presently 

fails to address the strategic cross-boundary matters being considered by the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area Board.  We do not consider that Policy SCLP3.1 presently 

addresses such matters with sufficient clarity) and it specifically does not recognise the 

potential growth requirements of Ipswich Borough post-2031 and any potential 

requirements for further development in the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”, as defined 

in Policy SCLP3.2 and amplified in Table 3.4.    

 

4.2 We consider that Policy SCLP3.1, and its supporting justification, should be modified 

to provide a clear policy direction to the statement that is presently confined to 

paragraph 3.34 in the Plan, and that the “East of Ipswich Major Centre” will be expected 

to accommodate further growth in the later phases of this Plan period, together with 

supporting infrastructure such as the planned Ipswich Northern Route. 
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Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Examination  

Matter 3 – Area Specific Strategies – Development Allocations 

 

1.0 Introduction 

 

1.1 Strutt & Parker are instructed by Bloor Homes Eastern to submit this Hearing 

Statement to the Examination for the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (2018-2036). Previous 

submissions on behalf of our clients have been made to the Suffolk Coastal District 

Council (now part of East Suffolk Council) throughout the emerging Local Plan 

process.  

 

1.2 Bloor Homes Eastern are promoting the residential allocation of the land to the north 

east of Humber Doucy Lane and Lamberts Lane, Rushmere St Andrew, Ipswich.  The 

land was referenced by the Council as Sites 1087 and 1145 in earlier Local Plan 

Consultation documents and was assessed in the Initial Sustainability Appraisal. A 

Location Plan outlining the site and Draft Masterplan accompanied our Hearing 

Statement for Matter 2A.  The site lies to the east of the proposed allocation of land at 

Humber Doucy Lane in the Plan at Policy SCLP12.24, which is the subject of this 

Hearing Statement.  

 

1.3 The overall site is approximately 115 hectares in size and comprises two potential 

residential development allocations, the first being the short-term delivery comprising 

of 13.5 hectares of land north east of Humber Doucy Lane; and the second comprising 

the remaining land which lies to the north east of Lamberts Lane. This is being 

promoted by Bloor Homes as a medium-term opportunity for a Garden Village 

development. These opportunities respond to the identified role of the Local Plan in 

addressing the strategic objectives for the area.  

 

1.4 This Hearing Statement is concerned with Matter 3 of the Examination Hearing 

programme, and specifically addresses Point 3.27 of the Inspector’s questions for 

Matter 3.  
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2.0 Matter 3 – Communities Surrounding Ipswich 

Point 3.27 -  What is the justification for the allocation of land at Humber Doucy 

Lane coming forward beyond 2031?  Is Policy SCLP12.24 developable within the 

plan period?  

 

2.1 Policy SCLP12.24 states as follows:-  

            Policy SCLP12.24: Land at Humber Doucy Lane 

9.9ha of land to the east of Humber Doucy Lane is identified to come forward for the 
development of approximately 150 dwellings post 2031. Development will come 
forward as part of a master planned approach with land in Ipswich Borough. 
 
Development will be expected to comply with the following criteria: 
a) Delivery of a high quality design incorporating a mix of housing types, including 
affordable housing on-site; 
b) A site-specific Flood Risk Assessment will be required; 
c) Provision of 0.1ha of land for an early years setting if needed within the part of the 
site in Suffolk Coastal District; 
d) Contribution to the creation of a ‘green rim’ around Ipswich and provision of on-
site open space; 
e) Provision of a soft edge to the urban area through the provision of significant 
landscaping; 
f) Promotion of the use of sustainable modes of transport; and 
g) An archaeological assessment will be required. 
 
Development will be accessed via Humber Doucy Lane. A Transport Assessment 
will be required to identify any necessary improvements to highways and junctions 
on Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. 
 

2.2 This Hearing Statement further supports our client’s case that the Submission Draft 

Plan pays insufficient regard to the strategic context of meeting the full housing need 

up to 2036 across the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, the potential need for Ipswich 

Borough Council to consider sites beyond its administrative boundaries as part of 

strategic cross-boundary distribution of housing growth (as reflected in Agreement 

C3 of the submitted Statement of Common Ground (v4 March 2019) and the fact that 

a part of our client’s site falls within the Ipswich Borough Council administrative area.  

It should be read alongside our Hearing Statements for Matters 2A and 2C. 

 

2.3 Policy SCLP12.24 was introduced into the Plan at a late stage, shortly before its final 

consultation and Submission for Examination.  It has clearly been introduced 

because the proposals for the Ipswich Garden Suburb straddle the administrative 

boundary between Ipswich and East Suffolk.  Indeed, this confirmed by paragraph 

12.215 which states that “The site is identified to come forward post 2031 to enable 

the delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb to become well established and for 
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infrastructure such as the primary school associated with the Ipswich Garden Suburb 

to be delivered.”    

 

2.4 This approach is piecemeal and disjointed. As noted in our Hearing Statement for Matter 

2C the proposed allocation is not identified within Table 3.4 of the Plan as an element of 

the growth proposals for the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”, nor is it identified at any other 

point in the Plan as being within that Major Centre. Nevertheless, it is quite clearly part of 

a strategic development proposal (Ipswich Garden Suburb) to meet part of Ipswich’s 

growth requirements.  

 

2.5 Our concerns regarding Policies SCLP2.1 and SCLP3.1 are equally applicable to Policy 

SCLP12.24, in that this policy also fails to demonstrate the Plan’s stated “close functional 

relationship” with Ipswich Borough.   

 

2.6 It is our submission that, if Policy SCLP12.24 is to be justified, it should be set quite 

clearly in the context of being one element of the strategic cross-boundary issues 

(between Ipswich and East Suffolk) arising from the Plan’s strategy for growth over the 

period 2018-2036; in this case for the period post-2031.  It should be further identified as 

being part of the “East of Ipswich Major Centre”. 

 

2.7 As we have stated in our Hearing Statement for Matter 2A, the Plan should contain 

clearer policy guidance (within Policy SCLP2.1) on the strategic cross-boundary matters  

that will clearly affect the area to the north-east of Ipswich.  These include the proposed 

“direction of travel” for the growth of Ipswich post-2031 and the proposed Ipswich 

Northern Route.   It is clear that the Submission Draft Plan was largely prepared in 

advance of these considerations, and the relatively late addition into the Plan of Policy 

SCLP12.24 demonstrates that it has been reactive rather than proactive. 

 

2.8 Policy SCLP12.24 is therefore just one small part of a much bigger strategic picture, and 

we consider that, as a minimum, the Plan should signal that land to the north-west of 

Rushmere St. Andrew may come forward for development in later years of the Plan 

period in order to address the wider strategic growth requirements of the Ipswich 

Strategic Planning Area. 
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2.9 The Plan’s present stated approach (at paragraph 3.34) of intending to reconsider growth 

opportunities in the parts of the District neighbouring Ipswich in future revisions of the 

Local Plan is inadequate, if the Plan is expected to provide clear strategic policies for the 

whole of the Plan period, namely 2018-2036. 

  

3. Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan 

 

3.1 This Hearing Statement, specifically addressing Policy SCLP12.24 should be considered 

in the context of our client’s broader case that the Plan presently fails to address the 

strategic cross-boundary matters being considered by the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 

Board.  We do not consider that Policy SCLP12.24 and its supporting justification, as 

presently drafted, provides sufficient clarity or certainty on those matters, despite the fact 

that it is quite clearly proposed to be an element of meeting the potential growth 

requirements of Ipswich Borough post-2031.    

 

3.2 Furthermore, Policy SCLP12.24 and its supporting justification, should be set within the 

context of contributing to the Plan’s proposed distribution of growth to the “East of 

Ipswich Major Centre” and that further land, to the north-west of Rushmere St Andrew,  

may come forward for development in later years of the Plan period in order to address 

the wider strategic growth requirements of the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, including 

the proposed Ipswich Northern Route. 
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 Introduction 

1.1 Overview 
1.1.1 mode transport planning (mode) have been commissioned by Bloor Homes to provide highways and 

transport advice for a residential development at land to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, 
approximately 3km from Ipswich Town Centre. The initial land parcel of the development is envisaged 
to provide circa 200 dwellings, which could act as a possible gateway for a further 1,200 dwellings and 
a future link to the potential Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route).  Whilst we understand that Suffolk 
County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of the business case into the Northern Relief 
Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting on 25th February 2020, should this change in the future, the 
proposed Site can assist in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes controlling a large part of the 
land to the north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able to assist in the delivery of a 
relief road if required in the future.  For the purposes of this report, the initial parcel of land is referred to 
as Phase 1.   

1.1.2 Figure 1.1 identifies the location of both Phase 1 and the wider site, as well as the indicative alignment 
of the Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route). 

Figure 1.1: Site Location 
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1.1.3 Phase 1 of the site is located on land immediately to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, extending 
from Rushmere Village Hall in the south to Tuddenham Lane in the north. The wider site encompasses 
a number of agricultural land parcels with areas of woodland and hedges bordering some of the fields.  
It is anticipated that initially this will be accessed via the Phase 1 development.   

1.1.4 The consultation of the Ipswich Northern Route involves three key route options (outer, middle and inner) 
which offer links between the A14 and A12 in order to alleviate traffic routing through Ipswich and the 
Orwell Crossing to the south of the town. 

1.1.5 The inner route option for the Ipswich Northern Route has the potential to route through the wider 
development area offering connection between the site to the A14 and the A12 to the west and east 
respectively. 

1.1.6 Access to the Phase 1 site is currently proposed off Humber Doucy Lane via an existing agricultural 
access located approximately 40m north of Dumbarton Road, which will be widened and formalised as 
part of any future planning application. 

1.1.7 In addition to the residential elements of the development, it is anticipated that Phase 1 could include a 
community orchard, a neighbourhood green, structural planting, meadow parkland and an area for 
active sports.   

1.1.8 This Transport Feasibility Study considers the transport opportunities provided by the Phase 1 scheme, 
including access by sustainable modes. It also determines the level of traffic anticipated to be generated 
during the typical AM and PM peak hours and considers the forecast baseline traffic flows until 2036, 
being the end of the Plan period of both the emerging Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and Ipswich Local 
Period.  This study also considers appropriate design of the site access to serve Phase 1.  

1.1.9 In addition to the general context of the site, this report will explore how the site’s location could provide 
an excellent opportunity to link to the inner option of the Ipswich Northern Route was promoted. 

1.2 Planning History and Site Allocations 
1.2.1 The site is located within Suffolk County and Suffolk County Council (SCC) act as highway authority for 

the area; however, Phase 1 of the development is located in both East Suffolk Council (formerly Suffolk 
Coastal District Council) and Ipswich Borough Council, both of whom will require consultation as part of 
the proposals.  The location of the site relative to the district boundaries are shown on Figure 1.2 below. 
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Figure 1.2: East Suffolk Council and Ipswich Borough Council boundaries 
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 Existing Conditions 

2.1 Introduction 
2.1.1 This chapter sets out the context of the Phase 1 site in terms of the local highway network and explores 

the current situation of the site in terms of sustainable transport. 

2.2 Local Highway Network 

2.2.1 The first phase of development is to be located on land to the northeast of Humber Doucy Lane, 
extending from Rushmere Village Hall to Tuddenham Lane. The village of Rushmere St Andrew is 
approximately 650m to the east of the site, and Ipswich Town Centre is approximately 3km to the 
southwest.  

2.2.2 Access to the Phase 1 site is currently provided off Humber Doucy Lane via an agricultural access 
located approximately 40m north of Dumbarton Road.  This will be widened and formalised as part of 
any future planning application in order to appropriately serve the site.  The access is currently an 
opening in the hedge line and is shown in Figure 2.1 below. 

Figure 2.1:  Existing Site Access off Humber Doucy Lane

 

2.2.3 Humber Doucy Lane joins The Street Rushmere and Rushmere Road to the south via a mini roundabout, 
providing a connection to the village of Rushmere St Andrews to the east, and Ipswich Town Centre to 
the southwest respectively.  At its northern extent, Humber Doucy Lane connects with Tuddenham Lane, 
which provides an alternative route to Ipswich Town Centre and a connection to the village of Westerfield 
and the A14. The local highway network in relation to the Phase 1 site is illustrated in Figure 2.2. 
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Figure 2.2: Local Highway Network 

 

 Humber Doucy Lane 

2.2.4 Humber Doucy Lane lies on a north-west to south-east axis and is subject to a 30mph speed limit.  It 
has a 6m carriageway width outside the site access and benefits from 2m footway on its southern side.  
The road does not benefit from a centreline in the vicinity at the site frontage, and there are no parking 
restrictions along its extent, on site observations revealed that vehicles park on both sides of the 
carriageway.  

2.2.5 To the south of the site, Humber Doucy Lane joins The Street Rushmere and Rushmere Road via a mini 
roundabout, where traffic can head south-west on Rushmere Road towards Ipswich Town Centre or 
north-east on The Street Rushmere towards the village of Rushmere St Andrew. 

 The Street Rushmere 

2.2.6 The Street Rushmere lies on a north-east to south-west axis and is a single carriageway road with a 4.5m 
carriageway width.  It is subject to a 30mph speed limit and benefits from double yellow line restrictions 
to restrict parking along the carriageway.  There is also a segregated footway along the northern side of 
the carriageway, which provides direct access to the Public Right of Way (PRoW) network that dissects 
the site.  The Street Rushmere also provides pedestrian access to the village of Rushmere St Andrew 
via a continuous footway along the northern side of the carriageway. 
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Rushmere Road 

2.2.7 Rushmere Road lies on an east to west axis and is a single carriageway road with a 6m carriageway 
width.  It is subject to a 30mph speed limit and benefits from double yellow line restrictions to restrict 
parking on the carriageway.  Rushmere Road runs through the centre of a residential estate, with 2m 
footways on both sides of the carriageway.  It continues west and provides a route towards Ipswich 
Town Centre via the A1156 Woodbridge Road. 

Tuddenham Road 

2.2.8 Humber Doucy Lane extends north-westerly to Tuddenham Road via a priority junction, which enables 
connection to the village of Tuddenham to the north and the A1214 Colchester Road to the south, which 
continues towards Ipswich Town Centre. Tuddenham Road is subject to a 30mph speed limit within the 
vicinity of the junction with Humber Doucy Lane, and has a 6m carriageway width. 

Sidegate Lane 

2.2.9 Sidegate Lane is single carriageway road accessed off Humber Doucy Lane opposite Ipswich Rugby 
Club, and provides a secondary route through a residential estate to join the A1214 Colchester Road, 
which continues towards Ipswich Town Centre.  It is subject to 30mph speed limit and has a 6m 
carriageway width, and benefits from street lighting.   

2.3 Walking and Cycling Accessibility 
2.3.1 A desktop study has been undertaken to understand the existing facilities for pedestrians and cyclists 

within the vicinity of the proposed site and shown below on Figure 2.3. 
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Figure 2.3: Public Rights of Way (PRoW) and Cycling Routes 

 

2.3.2 The nearby area benefits from numerous footways which follow the route of the local highway network 
and throughout the neighbouring residential estate. It is envisaged that these existing routes will be 
utilised and promoted for leisure usage. Suffolk County Council also provides an online map of all of the 
Public Rights of Way (PRoW), which identifies that a PRoW runs directly through the centre of the 
proposed site another that lies on the western boundary of the site. 

2.3.3 In terms of cycling accessibility, Ipswich Borough Council provides an online cycle map illustrating the 
on-road and off-road cycle routes within and around the town (together with cycle parking facilities) and 
these routes are identified in Figure 2.3. 

2.3.4 The online map indicates the following cycle facilities within the vicinity of the proposed site: 

• The full extent of Humber Doucy Lane is an advisory cycle route; 
• The full extent of Rushmere Street is an advisory cycle route; 
• Seven Cottages Lane, to the north of the site is an advisory cycle route. This lane turns into 

Tuddenham Lane which is also an advisory cycle route, before becoming a public bridleway; 
• Melborne Road and Adelaide Road, to the south of Humber Doucy Lane, forms an on-road 

signed cycle route (National Cycle Route number 4); 
• There is cycle parking where Humber Doucy Lane meets Woodbridge Road East (via Playford 

Road) and where Sidegate Lane meets the A1214; 
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• There are small sections of traffic-free cycle routes to the south of Humber Doucy Lane (at the 
A1214/A1189 roundabout) and on the A1214 Woodbridge Road to the south of Rushmere St 
Andrew; and 

• The westbound side of the A1214 Woodbridge Road, to the east of Rushmere Golf Course is a 
traffic free cycle route. 

2.4 Access to Local Amenities 
2.4.1 Guideline walking distances provided in the Chartered Institution of Highways and Transportation (CIHT) 

document ‘Guidelines for Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000)’, are shown in Table 2.1. 

Table 2.1: CIHT Guideline Acceptable Walking Distances 

Criteria Town Centre Commuting / Sight Seeing 

Desirable 200m 500m 

Acceptable 400m 1,000m 

Preferred Maximum 800m 2,000m 

	
2.4.2 The CIHT guidelines shown in Table 2.1 suggest that, for commuting purposes, up to 500m is a desirable 

walking distance, up to 1km is considered an acceptable walking distance and 2km is the preferred 
maximum walking distance. 

2.4.3 Considering the walking distance guidelines above, a desk-top study has been undertaken to 
understand the number and type of local amenities in the local area and to identify those that will be 
accessible on foot. Figure 2.4 below outlines the findings. 
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Figure 2.4: Amenities Location Plan  

	
2.4.4 As can be seen in the figure above, there are a number of bus stops within 400m of the proposed 

residential site (with the nearest bus stop within 100m).  Rushmere Village Hall, a place of worship and 
a community centre are also within a 400m catchment. 

2.4.5 Within 800m, further bus stops are accessible, as is another place of worship. There are also two sports 
and leisure facilities, a local convenience store and a post office within the 800m catchment area. 

2.4.6 Further afield within 2000m, there are numerous education facilities, places of worship, public houses, 
petrol stations, post offices, leisure facilities and a medical centre; all of which are accessible for the 
residents of the proposed development. 

2.5 Bus Accessibility 
2.5.1 The nearest bus stop to the proposed site is called the Community Hub, located at Rushmere Village 

Hall on Humber Doucy Lane. This is less than 100m from the Phase 1 site and can be reached on foot 
within 2 minutes. The 59 bus serves this stop and provides a connection towards Ipswich Town Centre 
and Rushmere during the week and on Saturday; there is currently no Sunday service. 

2.5.2 The 59 service also serves the Roxburgh Road stop on Humber Doucy Lane, to the north of the site 
access. 
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2.5.3 Slightly further afield, there is a second bus stop at Rushmere Road which can be reached on foot within 
6 minutes. This stop is served by the 59 service and the 71 and 72 services. The 71 service runs a 
weekday and Saturday route between Sudbourne and Ipswich, via Orford, Hollesley and Woodbridge. 
In addition, the 72 service operates during the week, connecting Woodbridge and Ipswich via 
Martlesham and Playford. 

2.5.4 A summary of the bus timetables described above are shown in Table 2.2 below for reference. 

Table 2.2: Local Bus Services 

Service No Route 

Approx. Frequency – 2 way (buses/hour) 

Weekday  Sat Sun 

59 Ipswich – Chelsworth Avenue - 
Rushemere Hourly Hourly - 

71 Sudbourne – Orford – Hollesley – 
Woodbridge - Ipswich 08:08 08:08 - 

72 Woodbridge – Martlesham – Playford - 
Ipswich 

09:48 and 
13:03 - - 

	
2.5.5 These existing services and stops provide future residents with an opportunity to travel sustainably using 

public transport, which is accessible on foot. 

2.6 Rail Accessibility 
2.6.1 There are two railway stations within proximity of the proposed site; with the closest being Derby Road 

Railway Station located 3km south of from the site. This railway station is located on the Felixstowe 
branch line which serves the Rose Hill area and southern area of California, Ipswich. There is an hourly 
service in each direction between Felixstowe and Ipswich. The railway station is managed by Greater 
Anglia trains. 

2.6.2 Derby Road Railway Station is accessible from the site via a 10 minute cycle ride or a 6 minute car 
journey.  This railway station is currently not easily accessible from the site via bus. 

2.6.3 Westerfield Railway Station is also located close the site; approximately 3.5km northwest of the site. 
Westerfield station is on a branch line off the Great Eastern Main Line and is currently managed by 
Greater Anglia, who operate all trains serving the station. There is an hourly shuttle service to Ipswich 
via the Felixstowe line and there is a limited peak hour only service between Lowestoft and Ipswich. 

2.6.4 Westerfield Railway Station is accessible via car in approximately 6 minutes. Westerfield railway station 
can also be accessed via public transport; the fastest route is served by the number 59 bus which runs 
from the Community Hub at Rushmere Village Hall. This journey would take approximately 19 minutes. 

2.6.5 Individuals could also cycle to Westerfield Railway Station, where cycle parking is available, which would 
take approximately 11 minutes.  

 

 



Bloor Homes 

Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 
Phase 1 Transport Feasibility Study 

modetransport.co.uk  |  March 2020      
            
 

11 

2.7 Road Safety Review  
2.7.1 Personal Injury Collision (PIC) data has been obtained from Crashmap (crashmap.co.uk) for the most 

recently available six-year period (January 2013 and September 2018). The study area includes Humber 
Doucy Lane and the Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere roundabout. 

2.7.2 The following figures show the extent of the local highway network being studied, location and severity 
of the PIC’s reported during the study period. 

Figure 2.5: PIC Location Plan 

	

2.7.3 As shown in Figure 2.5, there were two collisions of serious severity and two collisions of slight severity 
within the specified search area during the study period.  There were no fatal collisions reported within 
the search area during the 6 year period. 

2.7.4 Based on the narrative, the collisions of serious severity occurred as a vehicle collided with a goods 
vehicle along Humber Doucy, with a child being injured; and a vehicle collided with a cyclist at the 
Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere roundabout. 

2.7.5 The collisions of slight severity were due to a motorcyclist crashing after passing a stationary vehicle; 
and a vehicle with an inexperienced driver crashing along Humber Doucy Lane (no other vehicles were 
involved in the collision). 
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2.7.6 Based on the low number of collisions and their spread throughout the study area over the latest six-
year period, it is concluded that there is no evidence to suggest that the proposed development will 
have a detrimental impact on highway safety. 

2.8 Modal Share 
2.8.1 The current modal split has been obtained from the 2011 Census data for “Method of Travel to Work” for 

the Rushmere St Andrew ward (E050007218), where the development is located. This travel data has 
been summarised below in Table 2.3.  

Table 2.3: Modal Share – Rushmere St Andrew Ward 

Method of Travel to Work Modal Split 

Underground, metro, light rail, tram 0% 

Train 3% 

Bus, minibus or coach 4% 

Taxi 0% 

Motorcycle, scooter or moped 1% 

Driving a car or van 76% 

Passenger in a car or a van 5% 

Bicycle 5% 

On foot 5% 

Other method of travel to work 1% 

Total 100% 

2.8.2 The table above indicates that 81% of people in the Rushmere St Andrew ward currently travel to work 
by car, of which 76% are single occupancy car trips. Sustainable trips comprise of 5% walking to work, 
3% using the train, 5% cycle to work and 4% use the bus. This indicates that by improving walking, 
cycling and public transport facilities to connect the site to the local area could provide an excellent 
opportunity to shift travel behaviours towards more sustainable modes of travel and reduce reliance on 
the car, particularly single occupancy car trips.  

2.8.3 Consequently, the promotion of this site will assist in encouraging new and existing residents within the 
area to travel by sustainable modes of transport.  This will be supported by preparing a Travel Plan to 
set out realistic measures to reduce the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips generated as a result 
of the development. It will also propose methods for implementing and monitoring the Travel Plan to 
achieve this modal shift. The Travel Plan can then be implemented for the wider site to help promote 
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sustainable transport for a greater audience.  Some of the key measures that could be implemented are 
explored further in Chapter 5. 
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 Access Strategy and Parking Standards 

3.1 Introduction 
3.1.1 The following section takes into consideration the existing transportation infrastructure outlined in 

previous chapters and explores the deliverability of the Phase 1 development at Humber Doucy Lane. 

3.2 Access Strategy 
3.2.1 Currently, it is proposed to deliver up to 200 dwellings as part of the first phase of the development with 

site access proposed via Humber Doucy Lane.  The Phase 1 site already benefits from agricultural 
access onto Humber Doucy Lane.  This will need to be widened and formalised as part of any 
development proposals.    

3.2.2 To understand SCC access requirements to serve the development, the design guidance set out within 
Suffolk County Council has been reviewed.  This outlines the size and scale of access roads for 
developments based on the proposed number of dwellings. 

3.2.3 The SCC Design Guide states that Major Access Roads would be suitable for residential developments 
and roads serving more than 150 and up to 300 dwellings, and the following criteria should be met: 

• “Two points of access should be provided to the part of the site being served and the road 
layout should conveniently connect those points of access”; 

• ‘Where only one point of access is available, the road layout should form a circuit and there 
should be the shortest practical connection between this circuit and the point of access. This 
should always form the stem of a T-junction”; and 

• “The minimum spacing between junctions should be 50m”. 

3.2.4 The site proposes to provide a T-junction onto Humber Doucy Lane.  A loop road within the site 
approximately 50m north of Humber Doucy Lane will provide a circuit within the internal road network.   

3.2.5 In addition, a secondary emergency access point will be provided via the PRoW on the western 
boundary of the site. 

3.2.6 The proposed site access will be positioned slightly north of the existing access point in order to ensure 
50m junction separation with the Humber Doucy Lane / Dumbarton junction. 

3.3 Background Traffic flows 
3.3.1 To determine the current traffic volumes on Humber Doucy Lane and to inform the site access design, 

baseline traffic flows and vehicle speeds have been determined via an Automated Traffic Count survey 
(ATC), undertaken over a consecutive 7-day period (12/07/19 –18/07/19) in the vicinity of the proposed 
site access. Currently the speed limit on Humber Doucy Lane is 30mph. 

3.3.2 The ATC survey results have been analysed to calculate 85th percentile speeds and subsequently used 
to derive appropriate visibility splays, in line with the Manual for Streets (MfS) guidance. The 85th 
percentile speeds identified within the survey are included in Table 3.1 below for reference. 
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Table 3.1: 85th percentile speeds and MfS Visibility Requirements 

Direction 85th percentile speed MfS Visibility Requirements 

Northbound  30.4mph 43.8m 

Southbound 34.7mph 53.4m 

3.3.3 The proposed access junction arrangement has been shown on Drawing J32-4587-PS-001, which 
demonstrates that the required horizontal visibility splays can be achieved. This has been designed in 
line with guidance set out about from the Suffolk Design Guide for Residential Areas and from the Manual 
for Streets (MfS) and can be delivered in line with this guidance.  

3.4 Swept Path Analysis 
3.4.1 In addition to the above, swept path analysis has been undertaken to ensure that a refuse vehicle would 

be able to access and egress the proposed Phase 1 development in a forward gear. A Traffic Regulation 
Order (TRO) in the form of yellow lines has been included within the access design to protect the access 
from potential on-street parking. The swept path analysis assessment is shown on Drawing J32-4587-
PS-002. 

3.5 Cycleways and Pedestrian Routes  
3.5.1 The SCC design guide comments that for larger residential housing schemes, joint pedestrian and cycle 

routes should link housing areas with community facilities, schools, shopping and places of employment. 
Further, the footpath layout should meet the needs of elderly people.  These routes need to be carefully 
positioned and designed in order that their use will be maximised. 

3.5.2 When the provision of a footpath or footway is required it will be necessary to ensure that it is sufficiently 
wide and well aligned to: 

• Avoid the need for pedestrians when passing each other to step out into bus carriageways or 
to cause damage to planted areas; 

• Allow for ramped crossing to garage drives or parking spaces; 
• Allow, when necessary, for occasional access along footpath by emergency vehicles; and 
• Provide for statutory and another services underground. 

3.5.3 Major routes will link to housing areas with schools, shopping centre and employment areas. The 
absolute minimum width should be: 

• Cycleway – 2 metres; 
• Footway – 1.8 metres. 

3.5.4 The internal road network for the Phase 1 development will be designed to provide 2m footways on both 
sides of the carriageway throughout the site, as well as providing links to the existing PRoW network 
shown within Figure 2.4 and existing footways along Humber Doucy Lane.  
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3.6 Providing for people with disabilities 
3.6.1 Access to any development should be available to all sections of the community. With this in mind, the 

following provisions should be considered: 

• Suitable access routes for wheelchairs and the marking out of parking spaces close to 
pedestrian entrances; 

• At all road junctions for pedestrians to cross the minor road with a minimum of inconvenience. 
Kerbs should, therefore, be dropped flush with the carriageway and tactile paving provided at 
all junctions; 

• Firm, non-slip surfaces and options that avoid steps; and 
• Particular attention should be paid to the locations at which pedestrian routes cross the 

carriageway so that footway and footpath users are not exposed to unexpected dangers. 

3.6.2 The highway network within the site will be designed in line with the above to ensure accessibility for all 
users. 

3.7 Parking Standards 
3.7.1 SCC outline the parking standards that should be followed within the curtilage of new developments 

within the SCC Suffolk Guidance for Parking, Technical Guidance (Third Edition) May 2019.  The relevant 
standards are detailed within Table 3.2 below. 

Table 3.2: SCC Parking Standards 

Land Use Car Parking (minimum) Cycle Parking (minimum) 

1 Bedroom House or Flat 1 space per dwelling 
2 secure covered spaces per 
dwelling. (Satisfied if garage or 
secure area is provided within 
curtilage of dwelling to 
minimum dimensions) 

2 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling* 

3 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling 

4 Bedroom House or Flat 3 spaces per dwelling 

*reduction in this figure may be considered with a robust and degreed highway mitigation 

3.7.2 The parking guidance also contains information regarding the size and quantum of cycle parking that 
should be included for new residential developments. Thus, any planning application for Phase 1 and/or 
the wider site should to adhere to this guidance.  

3.8 Potential Constraints for Phase 1 
3.8.1 As previously noted, there are various parcels of land along Humber Doucy Lane identified within both 

the Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich Local Plan SHELAA which refer to potential constraints of the area within 
the vicinity of Humber Doucy Lane. 

3.8.2 In terms of highways, one of the key constraints is the increase in the development in the area impacting 
the local highway network.  In addition, due to the proximity and connectivity of the site to Ipswich, and 
in order to seek to mitigate any impacts on the surrounding network, it is expected that a robust package 
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of measures to promote sustainable transport would form part of any proposals, such as a Travel Plan 
and a strategy to connect the site to the existing PRoW network.  This has been explored further in 
Chapter 5 of this report. 



Bloor Homes 

Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 
Phase 1 Transport Feasibility Study 

modetransport.co.uk  |  March 2020      
            
 

18 

 Traffic Flows, Trip Generation and Distribution 
4.1 Introduction 
4.1.1 In order to confirm that the site access design discussed within Chapter 3 will be suitable for the Phase 

1 proposal the traffic conditions on the local highway network currently and in the future; the following 
have been considered: 

• Future year traffic growth; 
• Development traffic flows and distribution; 
• Assessment area and scenarios; and 
• Junction capacity assessments. 

4.2 Trip Generation 
4.2.1 An assessment has been undertaken to calculate the potential trip generation of the proposed site using 

the TRICS database (Version 7.6.1).  Multi-modal trip rates were obtained using the TRICS database for 
total persons and vehicle trips. TRICS category ’03 –Residential’ subcategory ‘A – Houses Privately 
Owned’ has been selected for sites ranging between 60 – 300 dwellings that are located within England, 
excluding Greater London. This search query has returned 20 sites within the TRICS database. 

4.2.2 The network peak hour people and vehicle trip rates included in Table 4.1 below. These trip rates have 
been applied to the development quantum to forecast the trip generation at the site (200 dwellings). 

Table 4.1: Trip Rates and Trip Generation 

 
Weekday AM Peak 

(08:00-09:00) 
Weekday PM Peak 

(17:00-18:00) 

Arrivals Departures Two-way Arrivals Departures Two-way 

Total 
People Trip 

Rate 
0.176 0.651 0.827 0.526 0.234 0.76 

Total 
People 
Trips 

35 130 165 105 47 152 

Vehicle Trip 
Rates 0.111 0.332 0.443 0.299 0.144 0.443 

Vehicle 
Trips 22 66 88 60 29 89 

4.2.3 Table 4.1 shows that the site could generate 165 people movements in the morning peak hour, and 155 
people movements in the evening peak hour.  Of these 88 and 89 two-way vehicle trips could be 
generated in the AM and PM peaks respectively. 
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4.3 Trip Distribution and Traffic Assignment 
4.3.1 The forecast vehicular trip generation shown in Table 4.1 has been distributed and assigned on the local 

network based on using the Office for National Statistics “Method of Travel to Work” data. Figure 4.1 
below summarises the likely percentage traffic impact from Phase 1 on the local highway network in the 
network peak hours. 

Figure 4.1: Traffic Distribution 

	
	
4.3.2 Figure 4.1 shows that from the proposed site access on Humber Doucy Lane, 37% of trips will head 

northbound.  These trips will route to Sidegate Lane (12%), Westerfield (13%), Tuddingham (1%) and 
Ipswich (11%).  The remaining trips (63%) will head in a southerly direction towards the Humber Doucy 
Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere Junction. 

4.3.3 Here 22% of trips that head west towards the A1214 and Ipswich Town Centre via Woodbridge Road, 
5% will head towards Rushmere Village and 6% will head towards the Humber Doucy Lane / Playford 
Road junction.  

4.3.4 Beyond which, 4% of trips will head east on Playford Road towards East Suffolk and 6% of trips will head 
towards the A1214 eastbound towards the A12, whilst 26% will heading south towards the A1189 south 
towards Felixstowe. 
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4.4 Committed Developments 
4.4.1 Currently there are no identified proposed developments within the vicinity of the site that would require 

to be considered as committed developments as part of the Phase 1 proposal, however this will need 
be discussed further with Suffolk County Council and Ipswich Borough Council as part of any future 
planning applications for both the Phase 1. 

4.5 Future Year Traffic Growth 
4.5.1 TEMPro v7.2 calibrated with the National Transport (NTM AF15) dataset has been used to generate 

traffic growth factors specific to the site’s MSOA (Ipswich 004) with a base year of 2019. Growth factors 
for 2020 (assumed year for submission of planning application), 2025 (assumed opening year of the 
site) and 2036 (end of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan period) have been derived and are presented in 
Table 4.2 below. 

Table 4.2: TEMPro Growth Factors 

Time Period 2020 Growth Factor 2025 Growth Factor 2036 Growth Factor 

AM Period  1.013 1.098 1.185 

PM Period 1.013 1.099  1.186 

4.6 Assessment Scenarios 
4.6.1 It is proposed to carry out assessments of the following scenarios for the AM and PM peak hour periods: 

• 2020 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour);   
• 2025 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour); and  
• 2036 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour). 

4.7 Junction Capacity Assessment 
4.7.1 Industry standard software package, Junctions 9 (PICADY), has been used to assess the capacity of 

the proposed site access junction. 

4.7.2 In terms of modelling results, a Ratio of Flow to Capacity (RFC) value of 0.85 or less typically 
demonstrates that a junction arm or turning movement is operating within practical capacity and is 
therefore unlikely to experience regular queuing. However, junctions that are operating between 0.85 
and 1.00 are considered to be operating within theoretical capacity. Any junction operating over 1.00 is 
considered to be operating outside of acceptable thresholds of capacity. The queue results are 
measured in vehicles and the delay results are measured in seconds per vehicle. 

4.7.3 The baseline flows are discussed in Section 3.3.  The above TEMPro factors have been applied for the 
2019 flows in order to utilise in the junction capacity modelling   

4.7.4 A summary of the modelling results for the site access junction are presented below in Table 4.3, and 
the full PICADY outputs are included in Appendix A. 
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Table 4.3: Site Access Junction Capacity Assessment 

Approach AM Peak Hour (08:00 – 09:00) PM Peak Hour (17:00 – 18:00) 

 Queue (Veh) RFC Queue (Veh) RFC 

2020 Baseline + Proposed Development 

Site Access 1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 0 0.03 1 0.09 

2025 Future Year + Proposed Development 

Site Access  1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 0 0.04 1 0.09 

2036 Future Year + Proposed Development 

Site Access  1 0.09 0 0.04 

Humber Doucy Lane 1 0.04 1 0.09 

4.7.5 Table 4.3 above indicates that the proposed site access onto Humber Doucy Lane will operate within 
practical capacity during the morning and evening peak hour periods for all of the scenarios assessed. 

4.8 Wider Highway Network Impact 
4.8.1 As well as immediate traffic impacts on the proposed site access, the wider distribution pattern detailed 

within Figure 4.1 indicates that the delivery of the 200 dwellings for Phase 1 will have a highways impact 
upon the following key junctions in the local area and will need to be assessed in more detail as part of 
any future planning application or further study work;    

• Humber Doucy Lane / Tuddenham Road Priority Junction; 
• Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere Roundabout; 
• Humber Doucy Lane / Sidegate Lane priority junction; 
• Sidegate Lane West / A1214 Colchester Road junction;  
• A1214 Colchester Road / Tuddenham Road Roundabout; and 
• Rushmere Road / Colchester Road roundabout. 

4.8.2 The traffic impact of the wider site will also need consider the junctions detailed above but due to the 
possibility of assigning trips to the Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Option), a new traffic distribution and 
assignment assessment will need to be undertaken if the current position for Suffolk County Council 
changes. 
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 Travel Planning  
5.1 Introduction 
5.1.1 An important component of delivering a residential development is the provision of appropriate 

sustainable transport infrastructure and supporting measures to promote the uptake of sustainable 
transport from the outset.   

5.1.2 Some of the measures will increase the sustainability of the site by improving the level of public transport 
and walking/cycling (as discussed in the Chapter 2), and as a result will have a longer-term delivery 
timescale.  Other measures will be site specific and can be more readily introduced in order to promote 
sustainable travel amongst future residents. 

5.2 Travel Plan 
5.2.1 The promote travel away from single occupancy vehicles a comprehensive Travel Plan should be 

delivered as part of the future planning application and will be delivered in line with Suffolk County 
Council guidance.  It is likely that the Travel Plan will include measures such as welcome packs, doctor 
bike sessions, cycle training and potential subsidies towards public transport tickets and cycle 
equipment. 

5.2.2 The Travel Plan will be managed by a dedicated co-ordinator and will be monitored in relation to a series 
of agreed targets in consultation with East Suffolk Council and Ipswich Borough Council as key 
stakeholders. 

5.3 Pedestrian and Cycle Improvements 
5.3.1 The proposals will include a network of pedestrian and cycle routes throughout the site to link with 

existing provision in the surrounding area; as including along the existing advisory cycle route along 
Humber Doucy Lane.  

5.3.2 In addition, the cycle network will accommodate future provision to connect to the ‘Inner’ option of the 
Ipswich Northern Route (if this is route that is progressed).  It is anticipated that a 3m cycleway will be 
provided alongside the carriageway to connect the site towards the A14 and the A12, as well as a number 
of villages enroute. 

5.3.3 Cycle parking will be provided to meet the standards prescribed by Suffolk County Council and include 
visitor parking in public spaces.  Complementary infrastructure should also be provided such as fixed 
bike pumps and tool kits. 

5.4 Car Clubs 
5.4.1 Car Clubs could be introduced for the future residents of the development to provide an alternative for 

those who do not require regular use or ownership.  There are potential partnerships with existing 
providers such as ‘Enterprise Rent-a-Car’ that should be explored in the future.   

5.4.2 The benefits of a car club are as follows: 
• Access to vehicles without financial burden of ownership; 
• No maintenance cost; 
• UK wide access; and 
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• Vehicles can be reserved in advance or last minute. 

5.4.3 Car clubs typically work by providing residents/customers with an individual membership card to allow 
instant access to the network of vehicles within the car club.  The schemes generally work through a 
dedicated app, through which residents can book a car when required.   

5.4.4 A number of car club operators are transferring towards hybrid or electric vehicles which have clear 
benefits in terms of positively contributing towards the nationwide air quality targets.  

5.4.5 Typically, there is a membership fee for the year and driving hours are paid for by credits. A developer 
would generally pre-load membership cards to an agreed level of credits for residents in order to sample 
the scheme and allow travel habits to form and to adopt to the car club scheme.  

5.5 Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Points 
5.5.1 Local policy guidance seeks to promote electric vehicles by providing the appropriate infrastructure from 

the outset in order to facilitate use of electric and hybrid vehicles.  The proposed site will provide electric 
vehicle charging facilities in line with current policy guidelines. 
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 Summary and Conclusion 

6.1 Summary 
6.1.1 This transport feasibility study has been prepared on behalf of Bloor Homes in regard to the proposed 

residential development to the north east of Humber Doucy Lane.  The initial land parcel of the 
development is expected to provide circa 200 dwellings, with the site acting as a possible gateway for 
a further 1,200 dwellings and a connection to the potential Ipswich Northern Route (Inner Route). Whilst 
we understand that Suffolk County Council are not proceeding with the next stage of the business case 
into the Northern Relief Road, as confirmed at the Cabinet meeting on 25th February 2020, should this 
change in the future, the proposed Site can assist in the delivery of the Road. With Bloor Homes 
controlling a large part of the land to the north of Humber Doucy Lane, it is uniquely placed to be able 
to assist in the delivery of a relief road if required in the future.  

6.1.2 The current situation in terms of sustainable transport has been explored and the key findings are 
summarised below: 

• There are numerous local amenities accessible for the new residents to use however, should 
the full quantum of development come forward (up to 1,400 dwellings) it will be necessary to 
include additional local amenities within the proposals; 

• Following a review of the most recent Personal Injury Collision records, there is no evidence to 
show the proposed development will have a detrimental impact on highway safety;  

• The pedestrian and cycle networks surrounding the Phase 1 development are of good quality, 
and the site is accessible from the existing bus services located along Humber Doucy Lane; 
and 

• Derby Road and Westerfield Rail Stations are accessible from the site and allow connection to 
Felixstowe, Ipswich and Lowestoft. 

6.1.3 The Phase 1 site is proposed to be accessed via T-junction of Humber Doucy Lane.  The access will 
include with a loop road within the site approximately 50m north of the access, providing a circuit 
appropriate to serve the development.  In addition, the existing PRoW route will be upgraded to provide 
a secondary emergency access on the western boundary of the site. 

6.1.4 The proposed access junction arrangement shown on Drawing J32-4587-PS-001, demonstrating the 
appropriate horizontal visibility splays can be achieved. This access is in line with guidance set out in 
the Suffolk Design Guide for Residential Areas and Manual for Streets (MfS). Furthermore, through 
junction modelling to be suitable to provide safe access for residents of the proposed development, 
without negatively impacting existing nearby residents. 

6.1.5 A trip generation and distribution exercise has been undertaken which has identified that the 
development traffic will head towards Ipswich Town Centre to the south west, the A14 to the west and 
A12 to the east via Humber Doucy Lane (as well as other villages enroute).  Furthermore, the 
development traffic could be further distributed along additional routes if the inner option of the Ipswich 
Northern Route is progressed, as the proposed alignment currently passes through the wider site (just 
south of the railway line) and would provide the option for residents to access the bypass directly.  
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6.1.6 As part of a future planning application for Phase 1, a Travel Plan (TP) will be submitted which will set 
out the key aim of reducing the number of single-occupancy vehicle trips generated as a result of the 
development. It will also include proposals methods for implementing and monitoring the TP to achieve 
a modal shift. This TP can then be developed further for the wider site to provide a comprehensive 
sustainable transport strategy to help promote sustainable transport for the site. 

6.2 Conclusion 
6.2.1 In conclusion it has been demonstrated that the site could deliver a significant volume of residential 

development that would have access to a range of sustainable modes of transport.  The proposals have 
been reviewed in line with the NPPF, SCC and other national best practice guidance documents and 
have been found to be in accordance with the transportation related policy contained within.
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Filename: 190724_Site Access.j9 
Path: C:\Users\Mode\Dropbox (mode)\Project\London\2. Projects\J324483_Humber Doucy Lane, Ipswich\4. Data 
Report generation date: 01/08/2019 12:48:52  

»2019 + Dev, AM 
»2019 + Dev, PM 
»2024 + Dev, AM 
»2024 + Dev, PM 
»2036 + Dev, AM 
»2036 + Dev, PM 

Summary of junction performance 
 

 
 

Junctions 9
PICADY 9 - Priority Intersection Module

Version: 9.0.2.5947  
© Copyright TRL Limited, 2017 

For sales and distribution information, program advice and maintenance, contact TRL: 
+44 (0)1344 770558     software@trl.co.uk     www.trlsoftware.co.uk

The users of this computer program for the solution of an engineering problem are in no way relieved of their responsibility for the correctness of the 
solution

  AM PM
  Queue (Veh) Delay (s) RFC LOS Queue (Veh) Delay (s) RFC LOS

  2019 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.58 0.08 A 0.0 6.86 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.23 0.02 B 0.0 10.28 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.0 5.10 0.03 A 0.1 5.69 0.08 A

  2024 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.56 0.08 A 0.0 6.92 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.47 0.02 B 0.0 10.51 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.0 4.91 0.04 A 0.1 5.63 0.08 A

  2036 + Dev
Stream B-C 0.1 7.68 0.08 A 0.0 7.01 0.03 A

Stream B-A 0.0 11.90 0.02 B 0.0 10.77 0.01 B

Stream C-AB 0.1 4.84 0.04 A 0.1 5.59 0.08 A

There are warnings associated with one or more model runs - see the 'Data Errors and Warnings' tables for each Analysis or Demand Set. 
 
Values shown are the highest values encountered over all time segments. Delay is the maximum value of average delay per arriving vehicle. 
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File summary 

Units 

Analysis Options 

Demand Set Summary 

Analysis Set Details 

File Description 
Title  

Location  

Site number  

Date 24/07/2019

Version  

Status (new file)

Identifier  

Client  

Jobnumber  

Enumerator DESKTOP-CE95GQI\ModeT

Description  

Distance units Speed units Traffic units input Traffic units results Flow units Average delay units Total delay units Rate of delay units
m kph Veh Veh perHour s -Min perMin

Vehicle length 
(m)

Calculate Queue 
Percentiles

Calculate detailed queueing 
delay

Calculate residual 
capacity

RFC 
Threshold

Average Delay 
threshold (s)

Queue threshold 
(PCU)

5.75       0.85 36.00 20.00

ID Scenario name Time Period name Traffic profile type Start time (HH:mm) Finish time (HH:mm) Time segment length (min) Run automatically

D3 2019 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D4 2019 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

D5 2024 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D6 2024 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

D7 2036 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 ü

D8 2036 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 ü

ID Include in report Network flow scaling factor (%) Network capacity scaling factor (%)

A1 ü 100.000 100.000
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2019 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.58 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.23 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.03 5.10 0.0 A 20 30

C-A         248 372

A-B         2 3

A-C         281 421

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 6.984 A

B-A 5 1 364 0.012 4 0.0 0.0 9.998 A

C-AB 15 4 722 0.021 15 0.0 0.0 5.093 A

C-A 205 51     205        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 230 58     230        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 532 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.225 A

B-A 5 1 349 0.015 5 0.0 0.0 10.481 B

C-AB 19 5 739 0.026 19 0.0 0.0 4.998 A

C-A 243 61     243        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 275 69     275        
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 517 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.577 A

B-A 7 2 327 0.020 7 0.0 0.0 11.228 B

C-AB 26 6 764 0.034 26 0.0 0.0 4.874 A

C-A 296 74     296        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 337 84     337        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 517 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.578 A

B-A 7 2 327 0.020 7 0.0 0.0 11.229 B

C-AB 26 6 764 0.034 26 0.0 0.0 4.876 A

C-A 296 74     296        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 337 84     337        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 532 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.227 A

B-A 5 1 349 0.015 5 0.0 0.0 10.484 B

C-AB 19 5 739 0.026 19 0.0 0.0 5.002 A

C-A 243 61     243        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 275 69     275        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 6.992 A

B-A 5 1 364 0.012 5 0.0 0.0 10.000 B

C-AB 15 4 722 0.021 15 0.0 0.0 5.097 A

C-A 205 51     205        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 230 58     230        
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2019 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 6.86 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.28 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.69 0.1 A 41 62

C-A         180 270

A-B         5 7

A-C         211 317

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 562 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.540 A

B-A 2 0.56 385 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.409 A

C-AB 32 8 663 0.048 31 0.0 0.1 5.695 A

C-A 150 37     150        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 173 43     173        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 553 0.024 13 0.0 0.0 6.669 A

B-A 3 0.67 372 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.755 A

C-AB 40 10 677 0.059 40 0.1 0.1 5.657 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 207 52     207        
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 542 0.030 16 0.0 0.0 6.855 A

B-A 3 0.83 354 0.009 3 0.0 0.0 10.276 B

C-AB 53 13 696 0.076 53 0.1 0.1 5.603 A

C-A 213 53     213        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 253 63     253        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 542 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 6.855 A

B-A 3 0.83 354 0.009 3 0.0 0.0 10.276 B

C-AB 53 13 696 0.076 53 0.1 0.1 5.596 A

C-A 213 53     213        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 253 63     253        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 553 0.024 14 0.0 0.0 6.672 A

B-A 3 0.67 372 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.758 A

C-AB 40 10 677 0.059 40 0.1 0.1 5.647 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 207 52     207        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 562 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.541 A

B-A 2 0.56 385 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.413 A

C-AB 32 8 664 0.048 32 0.1 0.1 5.693 A

C-A 150 37     150        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 173 43     173        
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2024 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.56 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.47 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.04 4.91 0.0 A 22 32

C-A         295 443

A-B         2 3

A-C         276 414

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 6.972 A

B-A 5 1 360 0.013 4 0.0 0.0 10.127 B

C-AB 16 4 749 0.021 16 0.0 0.0 4.907 A

C-A 244 61     244        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 227 57     227        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 533 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.210 A

B-A 5 1 343 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.650 B

C-AB 21 5 772 0.027 20 0.0 0.0 4.786 A

C-A 290 72     290        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 271 68     271        
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 518 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.557 A

B-A 7 2 321 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.468 B

C-AB 28 7 805 0.035 28 0.0 0.0 4.630 A

C-A 352 88     352        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 331 83     331        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 518 0.081 42 0.1 0.1 7.558 A

B-A 7 2 321 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.468 B

C-AB 28 7 805 0.035 28 0.0 0.0 4.632 A

C-A 352 88     352        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 331 83     331        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 533 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.215 A

B-A 5 1 343 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.653 B

C-AB 21 5 772 0.027 21 0.0 0.0 4.790 A

C-A 290 72     290        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 271 68     271        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 544 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 6.980 A

B-A 5 1 360 0.013 5 0.0 0.0 10.129 B

C-AB 16 4 749 0.021 16 0.0 0.0 4.909 A

C-A 244 61     244        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 227 57     227        
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2024 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 6.92 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.51 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.63 0.1 A 43 64

C-A         197 296

A-B         5 7

A-C         228 343

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 558 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.581 A

B-A 2 0.56 380 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.540 A

C-AB 32 8 671 0.048 32 0.0 0.1 5.634 A

C-A 165 41     165        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 187 47     187        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 549 0.025 13 0.0 0.0 6.720 A

B-A 3 0.67 365 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.924 A

C-AB 41 10 686 0.060 41 0.1 0.1 5.585 A

C-A 194 49     194        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 224 56     224        
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 536 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 6.922 A

B-A 3 0.83 346 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.507 B

C-AB 55 14 708 0.078 55 0.1 0.1 5.519 A

C-A 233 58     233        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 274 69     274        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 536 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 6.922 A

B-A 3 0.83 346 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.507 B

C-AB 55 14 708 0.078 55 0.1 0.1 5.517 A

C-A 233 58     233        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 274 69     274        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 549 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.721 A

B-A 3 0.67 365 0.007 3 0.0 0.0 9.927 A

C-AB 41 10 687 0.060 41 0.1 0.1 5.574 A

C-A 194 49     194        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 224 56     224        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 558 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.585 A

B-A 2 0.56 380 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.542 A

C-AB 33 8 671 0.049 33 0.1 0.1 5.634 A

C-A 165 41     165        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 187 47     187        
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2036 + Dev, AM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

07:45 - 08:00 

08:00 - 08:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.08 7.68 0.1 A 35 52

B-A 0.02 11.90 0.0 B 6 8

C-AB 0.04 4.84 0.1 A 23 34

C-A         323 485

A-B         2 3

A-C         302 453

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 539 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 7.042 A

B-A 5 1 352 0.013 4 0.0 0.0 10.351 B

C-AB 16 4 761 0.022 16 0.0 0.0 4.835 A

C-A 267 67     267        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 248 62     248        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 527 0.065 34 0.1 0.1 7.299 A

B-A 5 1 334 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.948 B

C-AB 22 5 787 0.027 22 0.0 0.0 4.703 A

C-A 317 79     317        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 296 74     296        
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08:15 - 08:30 

08:30 - 08:45 

08:45 - 09:00 

09:00 - 09:15 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 511 0.082 42 0.1 0.1 7.678 A

B-A 7 2 309 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.895 B

C-AB 30 8 824 0.036 30 0.0 0.0 4.534 A

C-A 385 96     385        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 362 91     362        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 42 10 511 0.082 42 0.1 0.1 7.678 A

B-A 7 2 309 0.021 7 0.0 0.0 11.895 B

C-AB 30 8 824 0.036 30 0.0 0.1 4.536 A

C-A 385 96     385        

A-B 2 0.55     2        

A-C 362 91     362        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 34 9 527 0.065 34 0.1 0.1 7.302 A

B-A 5 1 334 0.016 5 0.0 0.0 10.952 B

C-AB 22 5 787 0.027 22 0.1 0.0 4.707 A

C-A 317 79     317        

A-B 2 0.45     2        

A-C 296 74     296        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 29 7 539 0.053 29 0.1 0.1 7.049 A

B-A 5 1 352 0.013 5 0.0 0.0 10.356 B

C-AB 16 4 761 0.022 17 0.0 0.0 4.837 A

C-A 267 67     267        

A-B 2 0.38     2        

A-C 248 62     248        
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2036 + Dev, PM 
Data Errors and Warnings 

Results 

Results Summary for whole modelled period 

 
 
 
 
 
Main Results for each time segment 

16:45 - 17:00 

17:00 - 17:15 

Severity Area Item Description

Warning Minor arm flare
B - Site Access - Minor 
arm geometry

Is flare very short? Estimated flare length is zero but has been increased to 1 because a zero flare length is 
not allowed.

Warning Major arm width
C - Humber Doucy 
Lane (S) - Major arm 
geometry

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than 
6m.

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Average Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Total Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

B-C 0.03 7.01 0.0 A 14 21

B-A 0.01 10.77 0.0 B 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.59 0.1 A 44 67

C-A         213 319

A-B         5 7

A-C         251 376

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 554 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.635 A

B-A 2 0.56 374 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.688 A

C-AB 33 8 677 0.049 33 0.0 0.1 5.593 A

C-A 178 44     178        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 206 51     206        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 544 0.025 13 0.0 0.0 6.787 A

B-A 3 0.67 359 0.008 3 0.0 0.0 10.116 B

C-AB 43 11 693 0.061 42 0.1 0.1 5.538 A

C-A 209 52     209        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 245 61     245        
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17:15 - 17:30 

17:30 - 17:45 

17:45 - 18:00 

18:00 - 18:15 

 
 

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 530 0.031 16 0.0 0.0 7.009 A

B-A 3 0.83 337 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.772 B

C-AB 57 14 717 0.080 57 0.1 0.1 5.468 A

C-A 251 63     251        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 301 75     301        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 17 4 530 0.031 17 0.0 0.0 7.009 A

B-A 3 0.83 337 0.010 3 0.0 0.0 10.773 B

C-AB 57 14 717 0.080 57 0.1 0.1 5.463 A

C-A 251 63     251        

A-B 6 1     6        

A-C 301 75     301        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 13 3 544 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.788 A

B-A 3 0.67 358 0.008 3 0.0 0.0 10.120 B

C-AB 43 11 693 0.061 43 0.1 0.1 5.530 A

C-A 209 52     209        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 245 61     245        

Stream Total Demand 
(Veh/hr)

Junction 
Arrivals (Veh)

Capacity 
(Veh/hr) RFC Throughput 

(Veh/hr)
Start queue 

(Veh)
End queue 

(Veh) Delay (s) LOS

B-C 11 3 554 0.020 11 0.0 0.0 6.638 A

B-A 2 0.56 374 0.006 2 0.0 0.0 9.692 A

C-AB 33 8 677 0.049 33 0.1 0.1 5.591 A

C-A 177 44     177        

A-B 4 1     4        

A-C 206 51     206        
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Sustainability Appraisal Concerns 

 

1.1 The preparation of a Sustainability Appraisal to inform the Local Plan is a legal 

requirement, as per the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes 

Regulations 2004 (‘the SEA Regulations’). 

 

1.2 Furthermore, the NPPF makes clear (paragraph 32) that Local Plans should be 

informed by a Sustainability Appraisal that meets the relevant legal requirements; and 

that this should demonstrate how the plan has addressed relevant economic, social 

and environmental objectives (including opportunities for net gains). 

 

1.3 Requirements of the SEA Regulations include the need to explain why options have 

been selected, and alternatives rejected; and to appraise options to the same level of 

detail. 

 

1.4 The emerging Ipswich Local Plan is accompanied by a Sustainability Appraisal (‘the 

SA/SEA’). 

 

1.5 The SA acknowledges (Section 3, paragraph xxxvi) that the Spatial Strategy proposed 

in the Local Plan is a combination of several of the Spatial Options, but mostly aligns 

with Spatial Option 1.  

 

1.6 Firstly, whilst it could be said that the spatial strategy the emerging Local Plan proposes 

resembles Spatial Option 1 more than the other options appraised, it is not Spatial 

Option 1.  As such, the SA does not appear to have assessed the spatial strategy within 

the emerging Local Plan in a manner that enables comparison to reasonable 

alternatives.   

 

1.7 Further to this, it is problematic that the commentary in Table 2 of the SA (which seeks 

to explain the reason for the selection of options and the rejection of alternatives – a 

requirement of the SEA Regulations) refers to Spatial Option 1 as having been the 

option selected. This of course contradicts earlier commentary within the SA, which 

confirms the selected option merely most closely resembles Option 1 relative to other 

options appraised. 
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1.8 Turning to the appraisal of the Spatial Options against the SA objectives, we have a 

number of concerns and comments in relation to how Spatial Option 1 and Spatial 

Option 2 (increased development beyond the Borough boundary) are assessed, as set 

out below. 

 

SA Objective 2 (to meet the housing requirements of the whole community) 

 

1.9 In respect of Spatial Option 1 (Higher-density urban regeneration), the SA/SEA 

suggests that this will have a minor positive impact on SA objective 2. It merits 

emphasising that this SA objective refers to meeting the housing requirements of the 

whole community. However, nowhere within the appraisal of this option does it appear 

to have considered the differing housing needs of the community, and the implications 

for these of pursuing this option. Instead, it appears to have simply focused on the 

quantum of development, without considering the type. Even prior to considering this 

issue, the appraisal identifies concerns in relation to this option, noting that it is unlikely 

to meet needs on its own. We consider that such an option in focussing on higher-

density urban regeneration is unlikely to meet the housing needs of all, and would result 

in a narrow range of types of homes being delivered, skewed heavily towards smaller, 

flatted accommodation. This may disadvantage those requiring larger, family homes; 

as well as those in need of specialist accommodation. The SA should recognise this, 

and the scoring adjusted accordingly. 

 

1.10 In respect of Spatial Option 2, we agree that increased development beyond the 

Borough boundary would have a major positive effect in relation to SA objective 2. In 

addition, and to assist a decision-maker in comparing this with alternative options, it 

should be recognised that through this approach there are far greater prospects that a 

variety of forms of housing and accommodation will be provided which meet the needs 

of all of the community, including through provision of affordable housing and specialist 

accommodation. 

 

SA Objective 5 (to improve levels of education and skills in the population 

overall) 

 

1.11 In respect of Spatial Option 1 and SA objective 5, the appraisal notes that future 

residents in these locations would likely have good access to education services. It 
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should be recognised that all school-aged people in the Borough should have access 

to education, regardless of proximity to educational facilities. Ability to access 

educational facilities without reliance on a private car is of relevance to the SA/SEA 

(SA objective 18), but not SA objective 5. 

 

1.12 The assessment of Spatial Option 1 against SA objective 5 goes on to suggest the 

option may result in capacity concerns in some locations. However, despite identifying 

what would appear to be a significant issue in relation to this SA objective, Spatial 

Option 1 is still given a score of minor positive in relation to this. 

 

1.13 In respect of Spatial Option 2, the appraisal recognises that this approach is likely to 

engender fewer capacity concerns. However, it also states that access to education 

services in these locations may well be more limited. We consider that access is highly 

unlikely to be so difficult as to constitute a negative impact in relation to this particular 

SA objective. Again, it is more relevant to SA objective 18. As Spatial Option 2 is 

assessed as having a minor negative impact in relation to promoting sustainable travel, 

the scoring of this SA objective as a minor negative for the same reasons is, in effect, 

double-counting this one issue. 

 

SA Objective 11 (to reduce vulnerability to climatic events and flooding) 

 

1.14 The SA/SEA assesses Spatial Option 2 as having a minor negative impact on this SA 

objective, explaining that fluvial flood risk is present in and around Ipswich. It makes 

reference to there being areas of fluvial flood risk to the north of Ipswich. 

 

1.15 In actual fact, the Environment Agency flood mapping shows that the greatest areas of 

Flood Zone 2/3 are located within Ipswich itself (and as such, relevant to Spatial Option 

1); and to the south of Ipswich. Areas of Flood Zone 2/3 to the north are very limited.  

The vast majority of land to the north of Ipswich is Flood Zone 1 – land least at risk of 

flooding from tidal or fluvial sources. Certainly, a significant quantum of development 

could be accommodated to the north or east of Ipswich without having to develop land 

in Flood Zone 2/3. The SA/SEA’s conclusion on Spatial Option 2’s impact on SA 

objective 11 is, in our view, reliant on entirely specious reasoning. 
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SA objective 12 (safeguard the integrity of the coast and estuaries)  

 

1.16 In relation to SA objective 12 (safeguard the integrity of the coast and estuaries), the 

appraisal scored Option 1 as a minor positive, and justifies this by stating: 

 

“Option 1 would situate nearly all new development within urban locations and it is 

therefore unlikely that it would adversely affect the coast or estuaries. However, it 

would also not provide an opportunity to enhance the setting or character of the 

coast and estuaries”. 

 

1.17 This appraisal completely overlooks that large sections of the Suffolk coast comprise 

Special Protection Areas (SPA), Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar 

sites which are vulnerable to recreational disturbance. Recreational Disturbance 

Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy for Ipswich Borough, Babergh District, Mid Suffolk 

District and East Suffolk Councils (‘the Suffolk RAMS’) confirms that the entirety of 

Ipswich Borough is within the Zone of Influence of European sites, i.e. it can be 

expected that, without mitigation measures, residents of Ipswich Borough will visit 

these European sites. 

 

1.18 Whilst it is recognised that higher density development located within existing urban 

areas may be able to make financial contributions towards mitigation, their ability to 

incorporate Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces (SANGs) will of course be 

extremely limited. 

 

1.19 In respect of Spatial Option 2 and SA objective 12, the appraisal states: 

 

“Situating development in the rural areas could make it difficult to avoid adverse 

impacts on the coast and estuaries in all cases, including the biodiversity value, 

sensitive landscapes and heritage value prevalent here. This would be particularly 

the case if a new settlement were delivered.” 

 

1.20 It concludes that there would be a minor negative impact. 

 

1.21 We consider the SA’s appraisal of Spatial Option 2 in relation to this SA objective to be 

wholly misconceived.   
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1.22 As noted above, the entirety of Ipswich Borough is within the Zone of Influence of the 

coastal SPAs, SACs and Ramsar sites. As such, development beyond the Borough 

boundary would be no more within the Zone of Influence than development within it.  

Development beyond the boundary is highly unlikely to have a direct impact (as in, 

encroach into any of the protected areas) on any of the estuaries or coasts, as, with 

the exception of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA/Ramsar site, none of the estuaries 

or coastal areas are within such proximity to the Borough such that increased 

development beyond the Borough boundary would feasibly encroach into such areas. 

In any case, the Stour and Orwell Estuaries only has potential to be directly impacted 

by development to the south of the Borough. 

 

1.23 The option of increased development beyond the Borough boundary has potential to 

incorporate SANGS and to reduce recreational disturbance of the European sites, not 

simply from future residents of the development, but also from existing residents within 

the locality. Spatial Option 2 should be seen as having a positive impact on this SA 

objective when compared to alternatives. 

 

SA objective 13 (to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity) 

 

1.24 Turning to SA objective 13 the appraisal in relation to this appears to be based on the 

misconception that greenfield land is inherently of ecological value. This is not the case. 

Indeed, intensively farmed agricultural land is generally of negligible ecological value, 

and such the ecological value of land can often be enhanced through its development.   

 

1.25 In relation to Spatial Option 1, despite the appraisal text noting that it may be difficult 

to incorporate high quality green infrastructure into high-density, urban development, it 

fails to reflect this in the scoring of this option. 

 

1.26 Furthermore, the text on Spatial Option 1 makes reference to landscape designations. 

This is an entirely different matter to biodiversity, one unrelated to this SA objective. 

 

1.27 In respect of Spatial Option 2, in addition to the aforementioned flawed assumption that 

greenfield land is of ecological value, we note that the text notes the potential positive 

effects of this approach with low density development giving rise to opportunities for 
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ecological enhancements.  However, the scoring (minor negative) does not reflect this 

positive effect. 

 

SA objective 14 (to conserve and where appropriate enhance areas and assets of 

historical and archaeological importance) 

 

1.28 In relation Spatial Option 1 and this SA objective, the appraisal text identifies the 

potential negative effects, stating as follows: 

 

“Should taller buildings be required to meet the higher density requirements, there 

is greater potential for development to have an adverse impact on long-distance 

views and to discord with the local character. A large quantity of cultural heritage 

assets, including Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments and Conservation Areas, 

are situated within the urban areas of Ipswich, the setting of which could be 

adversely impacted by any nearby high-density developments or tall buildings”. 

 

1.29 Notwithstanding this wholly negative assessment provided by the SA/SEA in relation 

to SA objective 14, the option is inexplicably scored as a positive / negative impact, 

rather than minor negative or major negative. 

 

1.30 Spatial Option 2 is assessed as having a positive / negative effect on SA objective 14.  

However, from the commentary, it is clear that the negative impact relates to perceived 

concerns regarding harm to the character of rural locations. 

 
1.31 Firstly, this is not an issue that is relevant to SA objective 14. This is more a matter for 

SA objective 15. 

 
1.32 Secondly, and in any case, we do not agree with the statement that “where 

development takes place in rural locations it is more likely to discord with the local 

character and adverse impacts may be more likely”.  On the contrary, it should be 

recognised that planning policies can, and more often than not do, insist that 

development responds positively to local character and context, including in rural 

areas.  Development need not have an intrinsically harmful impact on the character of 

small settlements, as the SA/SEA appears to imply here. 
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SA Objective 15 (to conserve and enhance the quality and local distinctiveness 

of landscapes and townscape)   

 

1.33 In relation this SA objective and Spatial Option 1, the appraisal states that:  

 

“With most development taking place in urban areas, it is uncertain the extent to 

which high density development might discord with the local townscape character”. 

 

1.34 We consider that a strategy wholly reliant on higher density development will, 

necessarily, result in negative impacts on the townscape. It should be recognised that 

Ipswich is not currently characterised by high density development, and such an 

approach would be very much at odds with the existing character of much of the 

Borough.  

 

1.35 As such, we consider the assessment of Spatial Option 1 against SA objective 15 as a 

minor positive is unjustified. 

 

1.36 In relation to Spatial Option 2, this is assessed as having a major negative impact on 

this SA objective. However, from the text it appears that the SA/SEA has failed to 

acknowledge that harm to the landscape can be mitigated and that there are likely to 

be a number of opportunities to provide development in locations which are not 

sensitive in landscape terms.   

 

1.37 Furthermore, the appraisal of Spatial Option 2 in relation to this SA objective appears 

to have entirely overlooked the issue of townscape, instead focussing solely on 

landscape. It should be recognised that Spatial Option 2 will have a positive impact on 

landscape, by virtue of avoiding having to rely on increasing densities within the 

existing settlement. 

 

SA Objective 16 (to achieve sustainable levels of prosperity and growth 

throughout the plan area) 

 

1.38 In relation to SA objective 16, the appraisal of Spatial Option 1 identifies the potential 

harm of this approach to nearby market towns, but the scoring against this objective 

(major positive) does not reflect this concern. 



Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew 

 
 

8 
 

Conclusion 

 

1.39 As noted earlier, the Sustainability Appraisal is an important component of the Local 

Plan, and plays a key role in justifying the approach taken, as well as the options 

rejected. 

 

1.40 The SA which accompanies the emerging Local Plan at this stage gives rise to a 

number of concerns, particularly in relation to how the selected option has been 

assessed (if at all), and the robustness of the assessment which resulted in it being 

selected and alternatives rejected. 

 
1.41 In particular, the issues identified above in relation to numerous SA objectives have 

resulted in the Spatial Option 1 being assessed as being far more positive than should 

be the case.   

 

1.42 Conversely, there are numerous instances where a flawed approach to assessment of 

Spatial Option 2 has resulted in it being assessed as unduly negative. 

 

1.43 A such, the SA prepared alongside the emerging Local Plan (Regulation 19) does not 

provide the necessary justification of the strategy proposed by the emerging Local 

Plan. 

 

1.44 Once the appraisal is updated to address the above, the Council should review whether 

the strategy it proposes is suitable; and whether the reason for rejecting alternatives is 

still applicable. 
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Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 
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Consultation Comments Form 

  

 

 

 

 

e-mail: planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk    
 

Planning Policy Team 

Planning and Development 

Ipswich Borough Council 
Grafton House 

15-17 Russell Road 

Ipswich  
IP1 2DE. 

 
                                                website:  

www.ipswich.gov.uk  

 

 

mailto:planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk
http://www.ipswich.gov.uk/


Consultation document(s) to which 
this comments form relates: 

 
Ipswich Local Plan 

Core Strategies 

Green Corridors 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please return this comments form to: planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or 

 
Planning Policy Team 

Planning and Development 

Ipswich Borough Council 
Grafton House 

15-17 Russell Road 

Ipswich 

IP1 2DE 

 

Return by: 11.45pm Monday 2nd March 2020  

This form has two parts: Part A – Personal details 

Part B – Your comment(s).    

  

PART A PERSONAL DETAILS 
  

  1. Personal details  2. Agent’s details (if applicable) 

Title   Mrs   

First name  Andrea   

Last name  McDonald   

Job title (where 
relevant) 

    

Organisation (where 
relevant) 

    

Address 

(Please include post 
code) 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

E-mail    

Telephone No.   

mailto:planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk


PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation  

Your name or organisation (and 
client if you are an agent): 

 
 
Andrea McDonald 

Please specify which document(s) and document part you are commenting upon.  

Representations at this stage should only be made in relation to the legal compliance and the 

soundness of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft. 

Document(s) and 

document part. 

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is 

included on any additional sheets.) 

Core Strategies 

5.26 table 2 

I do not understand why “cheap car parking” is listed alongside 

walking/cycling routes and public transport.  This would encourage more 

driving therefore more air pollution 

Green Corridors I can only see arrows pointing towards parks/green areas. These are 

however not interconnected with each other. There is no coherent 

walking or cycling route. Especially problematic is the area around the 

roundabout near St Peters Church. A route from the waterfront/ river 

towpath is cut up by the gyratory. 

The river towpath is too narrow to cycle on and its surface keeps 

deteriorating. Is there any plan improving the towpath? More usage of it 

would also make people more confident using it. 

 

The river path needs to be connected with the waterfront area. Currently 

driving is still allowed there. It is an area around the university and 

various cafes and restaurants. Passing traffic also poses danger to 

children 

  



Document(s) and 

document part. 

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is 

included on any additional sheets.) 

  



PART B CONTINUED – Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft  

Document(s) 

and document 

part 

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is 

included on any additional sheets.) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attached to Part A and return both parts to the Council’s 

Planning Policy Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2nd March 2020.  

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN  

Would you like to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review at any of 

the following stages? Tick to confirm. 

The submission of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of 

State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination. 
 

Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review.  

Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review.  

 

PRIVACY NOTICE 
 

Ipswich Borough Council is the data controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018 and 
other regulations including the General Data Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679).  
 
As part of our public task, we will process your comment, and store your information securely. Your 
comment and name will be made public as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the 
creation of planning policy documents, but we will not publish your email address, contact address or 
telephone number.  
 
Please note that we are required to provide your full details to the Planning Inspector and Programme 
Officer for the purposes of producing the development plan in accordance with the statutory 
regulations on plan making. 
 
The above purposes may require disclosure of any data received in accordance with the Freedom of 
information Act 2000. We will use this information to assist in plan making and to contact you regarding 
the planning consultation process. 
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NORTHERN FRINGE PROTECTION GROUP 
Safeguarding the Character of Ipswich 

Comments on the Ipswich Borough Council CORE STRATEGY AND 
POLICIES DEVELOPMENT PLAN DOCUMENT REVIEW– FINAL DRAFT 
January 2020 - Consultation Ending 2nd March 2020 
 
Please find our representation on the above. We want to see a sound evidence-based Core Strategy 
(CS) in place which will  help make Ipswich a more attractive place to live and work. We have made 
our comments on the CS (which we also reference as the Plan) sequentially although these will 
relate to the same issue in different sections of the CS. Rather than keep repeating our comments, 
IBC should assume that our comments on each issue apply throughput the CS to that issue, 
wherever the issue is mentioned in the CS. We would like to provide oral evidence at the formal 
planning Inquiry. 
 

Summary of key issues 
 
Our main concerns with the CS are mainly in relation to traffic related issues, including delivering the 
required infrastructure and modal shift and the associated impact on air quality, including the lack of 
funding to deliver the required improvements. For ease of reference we provide a summary of our 
key concerns which show that the CS is not sound without modifications to these areas. 
 

Transport and improving accessibility 
1. Previous modelling has shown that many junctions and link roads in Ipswich are already at/near 

capacity, but this is not addressed in the CS. There is no evidence that proposed growth in the CS 
is sound in relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026. 

2. Transport modelling shows severe capacity issues in 2026 at many key junctions in and around 
Ipswich that will result in gridlock but there are no transport infrastructure projects included in 
the Infrastructure Tables to resolve these capacity constraints. This is especially the case in and 
around the town centre, Ipswich Garden Suburb and the A1214. 

3. The Transport modelling fails to identify when these Ipswich junctions will reach capacity 
(evidence shows that some already have) and consequently the CS fails to adequately plan for 
this.  

4. IBC is failing to Improve Access in Ipswich in breach of CS5. More needs to be done otherwise 
the Modal Switch assumptions used in the traffic modelling are too high and unsound resulting 
in non-compliance with CS20 Transport. The CS is not justified with respect to Improving Access 
and Transport. 

5. The Committee on Climate Change assumes that there will be a 10% transport modal shift by 
2050. Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver around 15% modal shift by 2026 ? – a 
ridiculously short timeframe for such a high target. Unless IBC can provide evidence that it can 
achieve higher levels of modal shift than the CCC thinks feasible, the CCC assumption should be 
used in the modelling work for the CS to be sound. 

6. Evidence shows that the existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is clearly sub-
standard and will not enable delivery of the levels of modal shift required without substantial 
improvements. 
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7. There is no funding allocated during the four-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS1 to encourage modal shift, for example to 
change behaviours and improve cycling and pedestrian infrastructure.  

8. The CS is not justified as it does not take account of proportionate evidence, especially in 
relation to modal shift assumptions. The New Evidence database is incomplete as it excludes 
several key Transport documents, especially those in relation to modal shift and the S106 
schedules for the approved Ipswich Garden suburb developments which have not been made 
available to the Public in time to examine as part of this Consultation. 

9. We are concerned that the two road bridges (and country park) may not be delivered in time 
(February 2022) to receive the £9.8m Housing Infrastructure Funding. If this is the case, then the 
CS is unsound unless IBC can confirm alternative funding will be available. 

10. We are concerned that the CS is not completely positively prepared as it fails to fully assess 
transport infrastructure requirements, including walking and cycling infrastructure, especially in 
relation to timing of delivery (and as sewage infrastructure requirements). 
 

Air Quality and the environment 
11. The CS is not consistent with national air quality policy as it fails to ensure compliance with 

legally binding limits. There needs to be a requirement to comply with these for the CS to be 
sound. 

12. The CS needs to strengthen the commitment to Improve Air Quality as there has been no real 
improvement in Air Quality in Ipswich over the past decade with the number of AQMAs in 
Ipswich increasing.  

13. There is no funding allocated during the  4-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS for improving air quality. 

14. There is no Air Quality Assessment provided as part of this consultation. This needs to be 
completed urgently and needs to include assessments for the early years of planned 
developments, all construction-related traffic (including sewage infrastructure projects) and 
rail/sea traffic. It needs to examine the impacts of different levels of modal shift rather than 
assume the unsubstantiated, extremely high levels of modal shift assumed in the transport 
assessment will be delivered by 2026 and thereafter. 

15. There is little point in undertaking an Air Quality Assessment in 2036 as the ban on non-electric 
vehicles will have been implemented. It is the early years of the CS where air quality is most 
likely to be worst. We believe that an earlier assessment than 2026 is therefore required e.g. 
2023 and perhaps 2029/30 (prior to the ban on non-electric vehicles) rather than 2036 when 
there will be a significant number of electric vehicles. 

16. At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency. 
The CS needs to be updated to incorporate this to be sound. 

17. We strongly object to the re-designation of the Ipswich “green rim” to “green trails”. This is in 
breach of DM13 and unsound. 

18. The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and somewhat 
confused. This needs to be clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be 
properly identified and included in the CS for it to be sound and understood by residents. 

19. A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full 
funding for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. There is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the unprecedented levels of modal shift 

 
1 https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf 
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required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire – what evidence 
is there that this will change? 

20. The Sustainability Assessment is incomplete and underplays many key issues. It needs to fully 
assess air quality impacts including from rail and sea, the impacts of the additional road 
infrastructure required to prevent junctions reaching capacity , the proposed re-designation of 
the Green Rim, alternatives to building on Humber Doucy Lane (and that Suffolk Coastal no 
longer needs this land to meet its housing target),  flood risk and the impacts of the new sewage 
infrastructure that will be required to deliver the CS. It especially needs to assess the robustness 
of the CS if the unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved. 

21. The same issues relating to the Sustainability Appraisal apply to the Health Impact Assessment. 
22. The Habitats Assessment also needs to take account of the same issues. 
 

Other 
23. There are still no firm proposals for new sewage infrastructure that is required for the IGS and 

the wider Ipswich area, which need to be consulted upon and included in the Infrastructure 
Tables.  

24. The proposal to allow development in north-east Ipswich at the northern end of Humber Doucy 
Lane and Tuddenham Road is not justified and therefore unsound. Land in the centre of Ipswich 
earmarked for expanded retail and car parking (which we believe is surplus to requirements), 
should be used for new homes instead. There is no SA of this viable alternative. 

25. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector2 from 
582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756). Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at 
Humber Doucy Lane to provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) it had included in its final 
draft plan3 (paragraph 12.209). The SA fails to assess this. 

26. Specific Objectives are required to ensure delivery of key aspects of the CS such as improving 
transport infrastructure, improving air quality, delivering modal shift and improving accessibility 
are required. These need to be monitored and reported on to ensure the CS is effective. 

 

 
2 https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-
/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Post_hearings_letter.pdf 
3 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf 



4 
 

Consultation Statement Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
January - March 2019 
 
We are concerned that our comments on CS5 and CS20 in relation to the transport modelling and 
modal shift (and associated air quality issues) have not been adequately considered. IBC appears to 
be adopting the approach that SCC’s Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Policy 
Area (IPSA)4 will totally resolve all the traffic issues and fully deliver the required levels of modal shift 
for the CS to be sound, without substantiating this with any evidence that it will. Until such evidence 
is provided the CS cannot be considered effective or justified. It is particularly disappointing that the 
Transport Mitigation Strategy and other relevant modal shift documents have not been included in 
the Evidence Base. We agree that extremely high modal shift levels will be needed but believe that 
the new infrastructure required is substantially underestimated as is the difficulty in achieving the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift necessary for the CS to be sound. The level of funding needed to 
deliver this is massively under-estimated. There is also a significant shortfall in guaranteed funding 
for the insufficient measures identified in the Plan. IBC has yet to respond to these concerns. 
 

Para 5.25  
 
Improving air quality in the increasing number of Ipswich AQMAs (now five) needs to be added as a 
key challenge as IBC is legally required to reduce pollution levels to legally binding limits and has 
failed to do so; there have been no material improvements to air quality and IBC is non-compliant 
with its CS in this respect. The planned growth levels for Ipswich will further challenge this 
requirement.  
 
Given the high levels of modal shift required, IBC should be “delivering high levels of modal shift” 
rather than just “guiding as many trips as possible to sustainable modes”. The current draft under-
estimates the difficulty and importance of the task. 
 
Meeting the Climate Emergency also needs to be added as a key challenge as Ipswich Borough 
Council has committed to tackling this issue. Not to include it would be unsound. 
 

Para 5.26 Table 2 – for ease of reference we have included all our comments on flood risk below, 
but these should be considered for all other references of flood risk in the CS. 
 
This states that “In addition, as part of the final draft Local Plan, a refresh is being prepared of the 
Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).” Paragraph 6.1.6 then states that “The Council’s 
Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) was revised in 2019. It provides guidance on residual 
flood risk both for the situation before and after completion of the flood barrier. The SFRA also 
suggests a framework for safe development. The safety framework is detailed in the Council’s 
Development and Flood Risk SPD (September 2013) which is in the process of being updated”. How 
can a ‘framework’ developed in a document (SFRA) dated 2019 be detailed in an SPD dated 2013? It 
is not clear which Safety Framework applies to the CS. 
 
However, the IBC FRA webpage5 only references the 2011 SFRA version and does not show the 2019 
version referenced above. We also note that the Local Plan New Evidence database includes a draft 
2020 SFRA as well. It is not clear when or if this has been adopted. The IBC website also states that 

 
4 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf 
5 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-sfra 



5 
 

the Flood Risk SPD “was first updated in May 2014 and has subsequently been updated in January 
2016 to reflect changes to national and local policy and guidance6.”  
 
Paragraph 8.45 states “On flood risk, it concludes that an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is 
needed to model the boundaries of Flood Zones 3a and b; drainage strategies should be prepared for 
all sites; and the sequential and exception tests need to be applied to all sites in flood zones 2 and 3.” 
It is not clear if the draft 2020 SFRA meets this requirement. The paragraph then goes onto state 
that “Further guidance is contained in the Development and Flood Risk Supplementary Planning 
Document 2016”. Clearly the 2016 SPD cannot possibly adequately reflect the draft 2020 SFRA. 
 
Paragraph 8.46 states that “the Ipswich Surface Water Management Plan7 was produced in [June] 
2012 and is currently under review”. This is clearly obsolete and fails to take account of climate 
change. Under the NPPF hierarchy for managing flood risk, this is the key document/means of 
controlling flood risk.  This review needs to be completed urgently and incorporated into the CS for it 
to be sound. We are concerned that IBC no longer has a Drainage Team/Officer that can undertake 
this important work and the loss of such expertise leaves Ipswich and its residents at greater risk of 
flooding. 
 
Paragraph 8.225 states that “Part C of this document includes policies relating to flooding to reflect 
the NPPF and the detailed findings of the Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment”. But it does not 
reference which SFRA version it relates to. IBC needs to confirm that this is compliant with the draft 
SFRA 2020 
 
Policy DM4 states that “it [development] will be adequately protected from flooding in accordance 
with adopted standards of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy8;”However, the document 
was produced it 2016 so doesn’t include the full risk of flooding from climate change so there is no 
assurance that development will be adequately protected. 
  
Suffolk County Council’s Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) was published in 20119 and had a 
3 page addendum10 in 2017. A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) is an assessment of floods 
that have taken place in the past and floods that could take place in the future. It considers flooding 
from surface water runoff, groundwater and ordinary watercourses.  This is also therefore out of 
date and will not fully take account of climate change. We believe an update is required to ensure 
the CS is sound. 

In the 2017 Addendum, SCC used a national data set to predict flood risk, but these do not include  
climate change allowance output, so SCC have projected the potential number of properties at risk 
for the 0.5% AEP for the PFRA. The results show that Ipswich is the area at greatest flood risk and 
has been identified as a Flood risk area (FRA) for the purposes of the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) 
second planning cycle. The Addendum states that “To improve SCC understanding of climate change 
in priority areas, local modelling updates will assess the impact of climate change.” It is not clear 

 
6 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/development-and-flood-risk-spd 
7 http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Surface-Water-Management-
Plans/Ipswich-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf 
8 http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Suffolk-Flood-Partnership/2018-
Strategy-Documents/2016-04-Suffolk-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf 
9 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/Flooding-and-drainage/SUFFOLK-PFRA-REPORT-
FINAL.pdf 
10https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698246
/PFRA_Suffolk_County_Council_2017.pdf 
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whether this modelling has been done or how it has been included in the CS. Clearly this needs to be 
incorporated into the CS for the CS to be sound.   

The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and confusing and 
makes the CS flood risk situation impossible to understand for the general public. This needs to be 
clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be properly identified and included in the 
CS for it to be understood by residents and for it to be sound. Given the current terrible flooding and 
that Ipswich is an FRA, this is a key issue that needs correcting. 

Para 6.7  

The Vision needs to include an improvement in air quality levels and compliance with legally binding 
targets that are currently exceeded. IBC should have a Strategic Policy to comply with legally binding 
air quality targets and eradicate AQMAs within Ipswich for the benefit and protection of residents. 
The Climate Emergency also needs to be recognised in the Vision (please see our comments under 
CS1). 

 
Objective 6.8.4 
 
This Objective needs to be strengthened to recognise the Climate Emergency for the CS to be sound 
(please see our comments under CS1). 
 

Objective 6.8 5 
 
It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be measured; 2004 
emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is clear. For 
example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations and if not, 
how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear when IBC 
aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not be left to 
2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich residents will 
have died prematurely. IBC needs to comply with legally binding targets otherwise its CS is unsound. 

 
Objective 6.8 6 
 
IBC has decided to remove its previous Objective to achieve modal shift of 15% by 2031 in the 
current Local Plan and needs to be asked why it has done this given this is still required for the CS to 
be sound. SCC Transport modelling (which we discuss later) confirms that major modal shift is 
required to deliver the CS  (e.g. c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys). Given the importance of 
achieving high levels of modal shift to deliver the Plan, it is imperative that a modal shift target for 
2026 is included for the CS to be sound. IBC needs to explain why it no longer thinks having a modal 
shift target is important. 
 
Ipswich CS Authority Monitoring Report 13, 2017/18 June 2019 fails to adequately report back on 
the current Objective 6 f. TARGET: To link with Travel Ipswich to achieve a 15% modal switch for 
journeys in Ipswich by 2031. Simply stating “The Travel Ipswich measures have now been 
implemented. This target will be reviewed through the Ipswich Local Plan review.” We believe the 
reason that the target has not been reported on is that little or no progress has been made and the 
that is has been removed because IBC knows it cannot be achieved. IBC needs to report the modal 
shift levels achieved through Travel Ipswich (formerly known as Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st 
Century) as this will indicate what levels of modal shift can be achieved in Ipswich. 
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We also note that Appendix5, pg 55 states “The 2018 Travel to Work survey ran from the 7th May to 
29th June 2018, outside the 2017/18 monitoring period. The 2018 results show that driving (single 
occupant and car share) remains the most frequently used mode of travel at 64.7% in 2018, an 
increase from 62.6% in 2017. The percentage of those travelling as a single occupant has risen 
compared to last year and currently stands at 62.6%, 3.5% higher than in 2017.” This illustrates how 
difficult the required levels of modal switching will be to achieve, without which the CS is clearly 
unsound. 
 
We believe IBC has failed to make any progress on the modal shift target of 15% by 2031. It clearly 
needs to provide evidence that it can deliver the required modal shift levels identified by SCC (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys) for the CS to be sound. If not, the CS needs to be revised 
accordingly to be sound. 
 
IBS states that “Additional east-west highway capacity could be provided within the plan period” and 
needs to illustrate what it means by this and whether such capacity is required  for the CS to be 
sound. 
 
Paragraph 8.19, which states “In addition to the integrated transport solutions, including bus 
network improvements within the town and increased capacity of the local rail offering, a northern 
route around Ipswich is expected to be needed to enable growth in the longer term.” Ipswich 
Borough Council states support for such a route. We would like to draw attention to the article in 
the Ipswich Star (27 February 201911) where the leader of Ipswich Borough Council, David Ellesmere, 
is quoted as saying “A northern bypass is a priority infrastructure project for Ipswich”. A position that 
was repeated in the East Anglian Daily Times Article12 published on 22/02/2020 "It remains our 
position that the best solution would be the construction of the inner route of the northern bypass 
[to ease traffic problems in Ipswich]. Both the previous Labour and current Conservative Ipswich 
MPs have also argued for a northern route as a priority for Ipswich. This paragraph and the CS need 
to be updated to take account of the decision that the northern route will NOT  be progressed 
further by SCC. Ipswich Borough Council needs to explain why its elected leader clearly believes that 
Ipswich cannot cope with existing volumes of traffic and that it is sound for the CS to increase traffic 
further. The Local Plan also needs to recognise that Suffolk County Council is also concerned about 
the ability for Ipswich to manage the existing volumes of traffic and announced on 18 February 2020 
that it is setting up a taskforce to look at new ways of tackling the town's traffic problems. In 
response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich traffic David 
Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road connecting 
Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new road link 
connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”. 
 
We agree with the leader of Ipswich Borough Council and its local MP that some form of northern 
route is still required for IBC to deliver its targets in a sound manner. The SCC consultation exercise 
shows that many Ipswich residents share this view.  Unless there is a huge change in public attitudes 
and behaviour plus substantial investment in other means of sustainable travel, improving the 
existing road infrastructure, including new technology, homeworking incentives, off-peak travel 
pricing incentives, regulatory instruments etc, a northern route is required to deliver the Plan. 
Currently IBC has insufficient firm proposals or funding to deliver the required 2026 modal shifting 
target and subsequent modal shift levels throughout the CS period. The CS is therefore unsound as it 
lacks a credible transport solution that would support the proposed levels of growth.  
 

 
11 https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955 
12 https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021 

https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955
https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021
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Para 6.17 - this should be considered as our representation for this site in respect of the 
consultation on the associated Site Allocations & Policies.   
 
We challenge the need for future development after 2031 in north-east Ipswich at the northern end 
of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which is no longer required by Suffolk Coastal to meet 
its housing target as this has been reduced substantially by the Planning Inspector:  

1. The Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 2018  
Section 4.3 Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 (Suffolk Coastal) recognises the sensitivity of the 
open land between the edge of suburban Ipswich and the villages of Westerfield and 
Rushmere and that the area forms an important corridor of land. It states that 
“opportunities lie in the strengthening of landscape structure, softening of the urban edge 
and reinforcement and creation of corridors which penetrate the urban area”. It concludes 
that the area is “sensitive to development” and “care will be needed to ensure rural 
countryside beyond the Ipswich administration area continues to function as a green rim to 
the town”.  These comments will clearly also apply to the open land within the Ipswich 
boundary. Even more so as the land is nearest the edge of suburban Ipswich and there is 
substantially less open land within the Ipswich boundary than Suffolk Coastal. We also note 
that this report was produced before the Ipswich draft CS proposal. Therefore, it does not 
consider the impacts of building on the open countryside within the Ipswich boundary, 
which will increase the sensitivity of the Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 as described in this 
report. In our view, this land is too important and sensitive to be built on, especially as it will 
result in the need for an additional primary school, which has additional traffic implications. 

2. We do not believe that the full proposed expansion of the town centre retail development is 
required or sustainable and that this land could be better used for new homes. Town centre 
homes are likely to have a far lower impact on traffic congestion and air quality than on the 
outskirts of Ipswich. We believe that there are opportunities to convert some of the existing 
excess town centre retail property into new homes. This approach should be used instead of 
building on at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which will 
add to traffic congestion into the town centre and along Valley/Rd/Colchester Rd etc. We 
note that Ipswich Central is also advocating an increase to the number of homes in the town 
centre13. This will help improve the town centre and the night-time economy, reduce traffic 
into the centre town (compared to other new build sites), facilitate modal shift and improve 
air quality. Why has this option not been considered by IBC? 

3. We believe that the Parking Strategy over-estimates the parking demand, and hence the 
required land, for town centre parking and that this brownfield land would be better used 
for housing rather than the previously designated countryside at Humber Doucy Lane. 

4. Traffic modelling shows that traffic from the development will further increase traffic at 
junctions that are already over-capacity without any road infrastructure projects proposed 
to rectify this forecast over-capacity. 

5. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of Policy CS16 regarding the protection 
and enhancement of green corridors and the CS “Green Rim” (regardless of the land having 
been designated as countryside). In our view, this is why Ipswich Borough Council wants to 
re-designate the green rim as bike and cycle trails without any justification and a distinct lack 
of cycle trails in the “green trails”. We discuss this in detail in our comments to Chapter 7, 
which should also be considered here. 

6. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS. POLICY DM8: The 
Natural Environment POLICY DM10: Green Corridors. It is also counter to the principles of 
POLICY DM11: Countryside and should remain classified as part of the Green Rim. It is also 

 
13 https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-needs-4-000-new-homes-1-6516012 
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effectively non-compliant with Paragraph 8.80 as it is inconceivable there will be net gains in 
biodiversity and green infrastructure by building on the green rim. 

7. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS in relation to the 
corresponding Policies and Diagram 3 The Ipswich Core Diagram where it is designated as 
Green Rim. IBC has not provided enough evidence to justify this change of classification from 
countryside. 

8. The North East Character Study recognises the benefits of this site as “a rural buffer” as 
open fields/countryside to urban Ipswich. Given the lack of such land in Ipswich, it is too 
important to be lost. 

9. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector14 
from 582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756) i.e. a reduction of 720 homes over 
the Plan period. Clearly Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at Humber Doucy Lane to 
provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) that it had included in its final draft plan15 
(paragraph 12.209) and the allocation of this land is therefore not sound. 

 
Regardless, there should be no development of this land until the completion of the IGS. This needs 
to be made clear in the CS. For the CS to be effective, the Sustainability Appraisal needs to fully 
assess the implications on building on this site and whether delivering more homes in the town 
centre instead of retail expansion might be a more sustainable option. 

 

CHAPTER 7: The Key Diagram (and all other references to the green rim/trail) 
  
We strongly disagree with the proposed change to replace “green rim” with “green trail” in  
(v) The ecological network, green corridor and green rim approach to strategic green infrastructure 
(policy CS16). The proposed change to the green rim has not been assessed by the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and needs to be included in the HRA accordingly.  
 
The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected by adding it to Policy CS4, especially as 
Ipswich Borough Council have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to 
reclassify it and hence destroy it.  
 
The Ipswich Local Plan – Regulation 19 draft presented at the Council Meeting on 8th January 2020 
states, in the last paragraph of Section 2.47 The Development Management, that “There has been 
some confusion arising from the Preferred Options consultation responses on the purpose of the 
‘green rim’, which are principally orbital routes for walking and cycling around the periphery of the 
Borough although it is acknowledged that they are important routes for biodiversity and the wider 
ecological network. It is suggested that these be renamed as ‘green trails’ which shows that these 
areas are also connected with walking and cycling.” 
 
It is our view that the Council in its paper is mis-leading Councillors as the concept of corridors and 
the green rim was for the corridors to provide access on foot or by cycle to the countryside 
surrounding Ipswich. That countryside then became known as the green rim and the intention was 
for the green rim to be protected from development. We note that in subsequent CSs the green rim 
has been considerably reduced in size, which demonstrates the Council’s lack of commitment to 
protecting open space and improving biodiversity in its own Plans. The change in definition is 
effectively non-compliant with policy DM8. 
 

 
14 https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-
/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Post_hearings_letter.pdf 
15 https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf 
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In our view, the Council is doing this so that it can bring forward land around Humber Doucy Lane, 
which has previously been designated as countryside, and then as part of the green rim, for 
development in the revised draft of the CS by removing the protection that it currently has. If the 
Council  wants to do this then it should be clear and transparent that it proposes to build on land 
previously designated as countryside/green rim rather than by deviously trying to re-designate the 
land as a pedestrian/cycle green trail (which was never the intention of previous CSs). We believe 
that there are other brownfield sites in Ipswich that could be used instead. 
 
In Appendix 1, we illustrate the history of the green rim/corridors in various drafts of the CS below 
and include a comparison of actual cycle routes to the revised green trails demonstrating that it is 
the Council that is “confused” about the original purpose of the green rim. We also note that there is 
no mention of the Green Rim (or Green Trail) being used for cycling in the Ipswich Cycling Strategy16 
adopted in March 2016 as part of the CS. 
 

Chapter 8 Scale and location of growth 
 
We have argued for many years that previous homes and employment targets set by Ipswich 
Borough Council were too high, unrealistic and based upon flawed evidence. It is now clear that 
previous Plans were unsound and by their very nature were therefore sub-optimal for Ipswich as we 
argued strongly at the time. It is disappointing that Ipswich Borough Council has taken so long to 
accept this. We believe the proposed lower targets are more realistic. We agree with IBC that it has 
established a 5-year land supply of 5.06 years including a 20% buffer or contingency in the 5-year 
supply. 
 

Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities 
 
This needs to include the following highway schemes that SCC assumes will proceed in Ipswich in its 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 along with the dates they are required 
by. Without these being implemented the modelling work, and hence the CS is unsound. 

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional lane 
SB for Heath Road  

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane  
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street  
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal (we question how this will  improve bus 

services?) 
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. Capacity 
increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction  

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road  

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access  

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction  

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares  

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares  

 
16 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cycling_strategy_spd.pdf 
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11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension of 
Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts  

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction of 
A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout [we note this is not in Ipswich 
and appears to have been incorrectly grouped under Ipswich] 

This list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with Valley Road which 
are required to be delivered by Crest Nicholson after by occupation of the 299th home on its Henley 
Grange IGS site (as stated in the planning application Decision Notice). It needs to be confirmed 
whether this infrastructure project has been included and modelled accordingly. It needs to be 
added to the list of projects. 
 
We support the inclusion of sewage infrastructure in ISPA2. We have argued for this for many years 
and its inclusion is long overdue. We believe specific reference to it being required for the delivery of 
the Ipswich Garden Suburb, which still has no agreed site-wide sewage infrastructure solution after 
over 10 years of planning for one.  
 

Policy IPSA4 and Paragraphs 8.24-8.26  
 
Please see comments on Paragraph 6.17. Paragraph 8.24 states that development will “follow the 
delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb”. We disagree on the need for this land to be developed, but if 
it is then it needs to be made clear throughout the CS document that this can only happen following 
the delivery of the IGS development, rather than “appropriately phased”. Without this stipulation it 
could detrimentally impact on demand for homes at the IGS leading to a stalled and incomplete 
development of the IGS for many years. It is premature to phase it with the IGS development rather 
than at the end of the IGS development. 
 

Policy CS1  
 
Sustainable Development needs to reflect the legal requirement to comply with Air Quality targets, 
as well as considering them elsewhere in the CS for the CS to be sound.  
 
At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. This commitment will clearly impact on the CS 
and needs to be referenced here and in relation to other relevant policies e.g. DM1 and DM2 for the 
CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the 
government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account. 
 

Policy CS4, Policy CS17 and DM8  
 
The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected, especially as Ipswich Borough Council 
have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to reclassify it (see above). It 
should be included in CS4 accordingly for the CS to be sound.  
 
We have some concern that IBC may not be providing enough recreational mitigation for its 
RAMSAR sites. It is not clear what RAMS S106 payments (agreed on 30/01/20) have been agreed 
with CBRE and Crest IGS sites as the S106 have not been made publicly available by IBC with its 
Decision Notice in February 2020 on granting outline application approval.  
 

 
The Suffolk Coast European Sites Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy 
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Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 2019 
 
This was approved by the Executive on 7th January 2020, which implies the S106 agreements should 
include RAMS mitigation payments as they were agreed after the SPD was approved by the 
Executive.  
 
We note that Paragraph 2.4 states "It should be noted that some residential schemes, particularly 
those located close to a European Site boundary or large scale developments, are likely to need to 
provide additional mitigation measures (in addition to the tariff) such as Suitable Alternative Natural 
Green Space (SANGS) or green infrastructure measures. This would need to be assessed through a 
project level Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (including Appropriate Assessment)." Therefore, 
it would appear that the delivery of the Country Park is therefore an additional requirement to the 
RAMS tariffs. 
 
However, IBC did not request any S106 contributions from either CREST of CBRE for any of their 
homes on the IGS for recreational mitigation when the outline application was approved subject a 
number of conditions at the Planning & Development Committee Wednesday 4th April 2018  
CREST - Para 5.16 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf other 
than £7.5k HRA for monitoring 
CBRE - Section 10 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf other 
than £7.5k HRA for monitoring 
 
The SPD also states  
3.2 What types of application does this apply to? 
The Suffolk Coast RAMS tariff applies to all full applications, outline applications, hybrid applications, 
permitted development, and reserved matters applications where no contribution was made at the 
outline application or hybrid application stage. 
Sites that already have planning permission will not be required to pay any additional mitigation 
sum, unless they are resubmitted for consideration. 
3.3 The Suffolk Coast RAMS contribution is payable in addition to any Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) liability and/or any other S106 or S278 contributions for other types of contribution and there 
may be other site-specific mitigation requirements in respect of European Sites and ecology. 
 
If there are no RAMS tariffs included in the S106 agreements this could be in breach of this SPD,  
Policy CS4, CS17 and Policy DM31 The Natural Environment of the current Ipswich CS. It also means 
the new CS  would be unsound in relation to CS4 CS17 and DM 8 The Natural Environment as there is 
no means of funding the required. We believe further examination of the issue is required to provide 
confidence that the CS is sound in relation to this issue. 
 

 

Policy CS5 Improving Accessibility 
 
States that the Council will work with the Highway Authority including through the Local Transport 
Plan to manage travel demand in Ipswich and maximise sustainable transport solutions and in doing 
so will prioritise the development of an integrated cycle network. During the duration of the current 
CS and despite the agreement of the Cycling SPD, we have seen no improvements to the cycle 
network. Indeed, the only major changes that we are aware of are: 

• The removal of the dedicated cycle lane on Felixstowe Road out of Ipswich towards 
Sainsburys. 

• The construction of steps on the Cornhill effectively blocks off the previous direct cycle route 
between Lloyds Avenue and Princes Street. This was the only cross-town cycle route that did 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/mgCommitteeDetails.aspx?ID=138
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf
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not involve the use of dangerous counter-flow cycle lanes (Northgate Street and Museum 
Street) in the town centre. Neither of these counter-flow cycle lanes meet cycle lane 
guidelines17.  

Both these changes, especially the town centre one, result in a more segregated cycle network and 
will deter cyclists rather than encourage them. We also note that the cycle route along the 
Christchurch Park Bridleway remains in a dangerous state of repair since the current CS was 
approved. This shows a distinct lack of commitment to even maintaining the existing cycle network.  
 
We also note that much of the Ipswich cycling infrastructure is sub-standard and fails to comply with 
recommended minimum standards for cycle lane width for both dedicated cycle lanes and shared 
pedestrian/cycle routes. The latter acts as a barrier to both walking and cycling. The required levels 
of modal shift will not be delivered with such sub-standard infrastructure. 
 
Paragraph 33 of the Transport Topic paper states that “There has also been a variety of cycling and 
walking initiatives built around the balanced transport plan for Ipswich” but fails to provide any 
evidence of this. The Council needs to detail the initiatives delivered by the Council in the last few 
years since the adoption of the current Core Strategy and the Cycling Strategy  Supplementary 
Planning Document in March 2016 and the current CS in February 2017 and advise on the  level of 
modal shift has been achieved by them. We have not been able to find any evidence of the levels of 
modal shift achieved by these initiatives (nor what the specific initiatives actually are). In relation to 
the provision of cycling infrastructure in the current CS, there seems to have been no progress in 
delivering the requirements of: 

• CS5 Improving Accessibility Enables access across town safely and conveniently by foot and 
by bicycle - work with the Highway Authority through the Local Transport Plan prioritise the 
development of an integrated cycle network. 

• CS16 Green infrastructure, Sport and Recreation  Strengthens ecological networks that link 
inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing walking and cycling routes. 

• CS20 Key Transport Proposals Seeks improved cycling and walking routes between key 
nodes. 

• SP15 Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes Support improvements to pedestrian and cycle 
routes within the IP-One area and linking the town centre to residential areas and beyond.  

The level of achievement by IBC will help determine how effective the CS is likely to be in delivering 
its accessibility and modal shift objectives and whether it is sound in these respects. 
 

 
The SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL Draft Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (dated 15/03/2019 
presented at Suffolk Cabinet 20/January 2020)  
 
This identifies the requirements and options for planning of future opportunities to make 
improvements to the cycling and walking network. We are disappointed that this document has not 
been included by IBC in the Evidence Base as it clearly shows the poor existing walking and cycling 
infrastructure in Ipswich. The draft LCWIP assesses a number of corridors in Ipswich but does not 
include any actions or funding to improve these. The corridors are assessed using WRAT and CLOS 

 
17 The desirable minimum width of any contraflow lane is 2m. Where space is constrained it may be 
reduced to an absolute minimum of 1.5m. The width of the with-flow traffic lane may be as little as 
2.5m where there are low volumes of heavy goods vehicles and the servicing needs of shops and 
other premises are met by off-street loading or other means. The preferred minimum width is 3m as 
this is less likely to cause with-flow traffic to encroach upon the cycle lane. Cycling England A.06 
Contra-Flow Cycling. 
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assessment tools. 

As part of the Welsh Active Travel Design Guidance a Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was 
developed to assist Local Authorities with the auditing of walking routes. The auditing methodology 
targets the five core design outcomes for pedestrian infrastructure, which are similar to those for 
cycling.  These are: • attractiveness • comfort • directness • safety • coherence. Each design 
outcome has several sub-categories that are each scored 0-2 with a score of 70% (28/40) being 
normally regarded as the minimum provision overall. 

CLOS (cycle level of service) scores Cycling Level of Service is an audit tool developed by Transport 
for London. It is designed to assess the quality of cycling provision in existing (and proposed) 
schemes, with a final score out of 100. Good (Dutch-quality) schemes should be scoring between 70 
and 80 out of 100.  

In order to achieve the high targets of modal shift then, the key corridors should exceed the 
minimum standards of good design. However, it is clear from the assessments below that the 
existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is massively sub-standard and without major 
improvements there is absolutely no chance of achieving the modal shift targets required and hence 
the CS is unsound in respect of Policy CS5 and subsequently CS20 Transport and DM3 Air Quality. 

Corridor   WRAT CLOS 
Minimum level required 28 70 
London Rd / Hadleigh Rd  27.2 58 
Wherstead Rd   24.4 32.6 
Henley Rd / Westerfield Rd  24.7 37.2 
Birkfield Drive    18.25 41.5 
Hawthorn Drive   19.5 30.7 
Inner orbital    31  45 estimated from parts that can be scored 

unable to provide average score as some parts have no cycling or walking provision 
Gipping River Path  20.6 44.3 
Woodbridge Rd / Spring Rd  28.6 42.3 
Nacton Rd / Landseer Rd 27.8 41.4 

It should also be noted that the assessments are based on the most suitable route, rather than 
routes walkers and cyclists might actually use so these scores will be higher than what is will be 
experienced on average. Clearly cycling and walking in Ipswich is currently an unattractive, unsafe, 
incoherent, uncomfortable experience that is also non-directional. 

 
The Transport Modelling, which we will discuss later, includes extremely challenging modal shift 
assumptions. Unless IBC can provide evidence of sufficient funding and plans in place to improve the 
ineffective cycling network the required levels of modal shift cannot possibly be achieved, and the 
CS cannot be found to be sound. 
 
We also note that Ipswich Buses, operated by IBC, continues to use the outdated approach of having 
bus routes that just go into town rather than establishing radial routes such as along the 
A1214/Heath Rd from ASDA/Whitehouse, past the hospital, to Futura Park/Ransomes/Havens. Bus 
route 2 currently stops at the hospital and could easily be extended to the ASDA/Whitehouse area. 
Such an approach would provide a more direct quicker route for many people and have the 
advantage of avoiding the town centre AQMAs. We would like to see the CS Preferred Options 
include a requirement on IBC to assess and test the viability of such bus routes to Improve 
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Accessibility and help contribute to modal shift. Substantial investment in the Ipswich bus network is 
required, including the expansion of the Ipswich Park and Ride network. 
 

IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS18  
 
This Financial Plan covers up to 2023/24 and was approved at Council on 19/02/2020. Paragraph 32 
identifies IBC’s top ten projects for this period, which includes “providing high quality multi-story 
and surface car parking”. However, there is no money allocated over the four-year period to 
improving air quality, delivering modal shift or improving cycle and pedestrian infrastructure (i.e. to 
improve accessibility) despite the CS being dependent on achieving 15% modal shift and IBC being in 
breach of legally binding air quality limits. There is not even any mention of ‘modal shift’, ‘air 
quality’, ‘cycling’, ‘walking’, ‘traffic’ or ‘sustainable travel’ in the 98 page document, which would 
appear to illustrate the lack of commitment of IBC to invest in improving these areas. IBC is clearly 
prioritising encouraging people to drive into the town centre rather than use more sustainable 
means. The CS is clearly not effective as IBC has not allocated any funding towards delivering modal 
shift or improving air quality.  
 

 

Paragraph 8.97 and Policy C20 e) reference to the [Car] Parking Strategy and Plan 
 
It is not clear if the Ipswich Parking Strategy as drafted by WYG Transport Planning dated March 
2019 has actually been approved by the IBC Executive. The IBC website Decision List shows a 
decision by the Executive was due on 29th October 2019, but the Strategy was not on the agenda. It 
now seems to have disappeared from the Decision List without a decision being made. IBC needs to 
detail the current situation with the Parking Strategy. 
 
Paragraph 2.4.6 states that the Strategy is based on 12,500 additional jobs target 2011-2031 on 35 
hectares whilst the proposed target is for approximately 9,500 jobs on 23.5 hectares by 2036 – a 
substantial reduction. Paragraph 2.4.4 states that it is based on 8,840 new dwellings by 2036 – the 
new target is 8,010. The new targets therefore render the Strategy obsolete. With the reduction in 
these targets, especially new jobs, it is logical to assume there will be a reduced requirement in land 
for car parking. We believe this brownfield land would be better used for housing before any 
development of the Humber Doucy Lane site. The CS is unsound in allocating the Humber Doucy 
Lane site for housing ahead of excess brownfield car parking sites. As shown in its FINANCIAL 
STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS, IBC is prioritising improving 
town centre car parking and encouraging car journeys into town ahead of funding the 
encouragement of more sustainable forms of transport. This is in breach of the proposed CS 
 
At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Car Parking Strategy drafted in March 
2019 needs to take account of this, especially given the Council operates many car parks in Ipswich, 
for the CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that 
the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account. 
 

Policy CS10 Ipswich Garden Suburb 
 

 
18 https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf 
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We have major concerns on the ability of the road network to cope with the additional traffic from 
the IGS without some form of northern relief road. 
 
We are pleased that IBC secured £9.8m from the Housing Infrastructure Fund for the country park 
and the two road bridges over the railway. We believe this money is required to be committed by 
March 2022 (following an extension to the original date of March 2021). If this is the case, we are 
concerned that this critical infrastructure may not be delivered in time to secure the funding as work 
is yet to start on-site. We are particularly concerned that the relevant Decision Notices granting 
Outline Planning Permission for the Crest Nicholson IGS development only requires the Vehicular 
Bridge to be delivered upon the delivery of 699 homes. Clearly it is impossible to build this number 
of homes before March 2022 although it may be possible to demonstrate “commitment” as required 
by the HIF. We are already concerned that the existing Henley Road bridge over the railway is not 
wide enough to allow cyclists, pedestrian and cars to pass safely yet there are no improvements 
planned for this bridge. Without the early delivery of the road/pedestrian bridge and associated links 
into town that avoid the Henley Rd rail bridge, there is no safe walking/cycling route from the Crest 
Henley Gate development into town and the CS would consequently be unsound. 
 
The Section 106 agreements for the two approved IGS sites may well include measures to safeguard 
HIF funding, or provide for other means of securing the required funding. These are technical and 
complex documents that are difficult for the public to understand. We believe that IBC needs to 
provide evidence that this infrastructure will be delivered in time to secure the funding and that 
contingency measures are in place to secure alternative funding for this infrastructure for the CS to 
be considered sound. As we discuss later in our submission the delivery of the IGS road 
infrastructure problems needs to be compatible with the dates assumed in the SSC traffic modelling. 
Evidence needs to be provided this is the case, before the CS can be found to be sound. 
 
We are pleased to see that S106 payments agreed for the two approved IGS sites include funding for 
improved off-site  infrastructure such as improving the Bridleway, cycle routes and providing 
crossings on Valley Road and Park Road. However, the trigger points for these payments are split 
into three instalments, with the last one prior to occupation of 500 homes for the CBRE/Mersea site 
and 600 homes for the Crest Nicholson site. Unless funding is provided from elsewhere to deliver the 
offsite infrastructure earlier than these trigger point dates, the required levels of modal shift will not 
be achieved by 2026 as the required sustainable travel infrastructure around the IGS will be 
incomplete.  
 
We note that the S106 payments schedule for Henley Gate requires Crest Nicholson to deliver the 
Smarter Choices Programme for homes between Norwich Road and Henley Road  (bounded by 
Valley Road). However, this is not required to commence until occupation of the 500th home. 
Consequently, there will be no modal shift programme implemented for this area in time to deliver 
the 15% modal shift requirement that is assumed in the transport modelling by 2026. The CS is 
therefore unsound in this respect.  
 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020 
 
3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will become unacceptably congested around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. 
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%. 
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.] 
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- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM. 
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036. 
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks.  
 
However, previous modelling for both Application IP/16/00608/OUT Land North Of Railway And East 
Of, Henley Road, Crest Nicholson (see Paragraph 5.121)  and Application IP/14/00638/OUTFL Land 
To South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road, CBRE/Mersea Homes (see Paragraphs 5.69 and  
Paragraph 8.484) has shown that these junctions are already operating at or near capacity at peak 
times and will continue to do so. By applying a 15% modal shift reduction, the modelling is hiding the 
fact that Ipswich roads are already heavily congested with many roads already operating at capacity 
at peak times.  
 
In addition, Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on 
most of the A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times and either 
side of the peaks, is required to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for 
long periods, then clearly the CS cannot be found to be sound for Transport and Air Quality. The 
modelling work needs to identify when these junctions and links reach capacity and how congestion 
will be mitigated as evidence for the CS to be sound; there is a big difference with this happening in 
say 2027 or 2035 between the modelled periods or even before 2026 in some cases. 
 
We are also concerned that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and 
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Road and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Road, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc. We are also concerned that Air Quality limits will worsen between now 
and 2026 yet there is no assessment of this.  
 
We note that the CBRE/Mersea planning application for the IGS assumed that the “flagship project” 
Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century (renamed Travel Ipswich) would reduce dependency on 
car by 15%, whilst the Crest application assumed 20% reduction for work, business and other 
activities. It is clear the current network is completely UNFIT for the 21st Century and without 
substantial additional investment than that proposed it will remain this way. 

 
Despite the Cross-Boundary Water Cycle Study report19 there remains a lack of understanding and 
detail on what new additional sewage infrastructure will be required or evidence that the sewage 
infrastructure required for the IGS can be delivered despite first requesting this almost 10 years ago. 
Anglian Water’s proposed strategy to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road and 
provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Road solution was briefly 
mentioned in the outline planning application for the Mersea Homes outline planning application for 
Land To South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL. There is still no agreed 
solution despite the two IGS outline applications being approved in February 2020.  We note that 
IBC has stipulated that “Prior to the submission of the first Reserved Matters application a Site Wide 
Foul and Surface Water Drainage Strategy which covers the entire development site.” 
 
 If sewage infrastructure cannot be provided at the right time and at the right price for the IGS (as a 
whole) then the IGS cannot be delivered in accordance with the Plan. The implications of the 

 
19 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf
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construction of new sewage infrastructure on Ipswich need to be considered as part of the CS. For 
instance, providing a 550cubic metres sewage storage tank under Valley Road. will require its closure 
for many months and have a major detrimental impact on traffic and air quality in Ipswich. Sewage 
infrastructure requirements urgently need to be considered in Policy CS10 and included in the 
Infrastructure Table 8b. In our view, all off-line sewage storage should be provided on the IGS site to 
minimise traffic impacts and prevent the worsening of Air Quality in areas already exceeding legal 
limits in Ipswich. 
 
The effectiveness of the CS to deliver both employment and homes growth including the IGS could 
be seriously undermined by the ongoing failure to properly assess the cumulative requirement of 
Ipswich for wastewater infrastructure over the CS period and plan for its provision. This remains a 
major failing of the CS making it unsound. We note that improvements to sewage infrastructure has 
been included in ISPA2 and it also needs to be included in relation to the IGS. 
 
The potential impact of Sizewell C on the IGS and the CS has not been assessed in any form of 
sensitivity analysis. We have previously raised concerns of the impacts of increased rail freight for 
Sizewell C on the Ipswich – Westerfield stretch of the rail-line regarding air pollution, noise, 
operation of Westerfield level crossing and the proposed pedestrian bridge, which have been 
ignored. In its response to the latest consultation on Sizewell C20, we are pleased to see that IBC now 
shares these concerns, but still fails to assess the potential impacts in relation to the IGS and the CS. 
The potential impacts of Sizewell C as raised by IBC in its consultation response needs to be assessed 
in relation to the soundness of the CS preferred options through sensitivity analysis prior to a 
decision being made on whether it proceeds. 
 
We believe the Council’s estimate requirement for increased retail space in Ipswich town centre 
remains flawed and question the need to allocate part of the Westgate site and the Mint Quarter for 
retail. We have always argued that Ipswich Borough Council has been over-estimating retail demand 
(as with previous undeliverable homes and employment targets). We believe that less retail space 
will be required in future and that some of it should be reallocated for housing in preference to of 
green space at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. As mentioned above 
we believe there will be less land required for car parking in and around the town centre and that 
this land should also be reallocated for housing ahead of the Humber Doucy Lane green space for 
the CS to be sound. 
 

Policy CS16 Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation 
 
The proposed allocation of land for housing at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and 
Tuddenham Road is in breach of Policy CS16, e.g. in relation to the protection and enhancement of 
green corridors. The CS is therefore unsound. 
 

POLICY CS17: Delivering Infrastructure 
 
We remain concerned that the proposed development of the Ipswich Garden Suburb without 
improved road infrastructure will severely impact on traffic congestion and air quality and adversely 
affect the quality of life of residents.  
 
At a strategic level, the Water Cycle Study concludes that, based on the predicted housing growth in 
IBC and SCDC, it is anticipated that no works/ upgrades to the existing water recycling centre (WRC) 

 
20https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20S

tage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
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at Cliff Quay, other than those already planned by Anglian Water, are required. In terms of the 
Ipswich area, Anglian Water have the following three projects committed in their Water Recycling 
Long-Term Plan (2018)21   

• Increased Water Recycling Centre Process Capacity - £12.3m cost – Scheduled for 
completion by 2032; 

• Combined Sewage Overflow improvements - £11.96m cost – Scheduled for completion by 
2027; and 

• Increased Drainage Capacity through surface water management and upsizing (Defined 
Contingent Scheme) - £15.496m cost – Scheduled for completion by 2027. 

This is clearly major infrastructure that is required for the delivery of the CS and should be included 
in the Infrastructure Table for the CS to be sound. 
 
However, there is still no sewage infrastructure solution for the IGS or for the wider ISPA area 
despite it being a strategic priority (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities i)). IBC needs to 
work far more closely with Anglian Water (and ISPA) to undertake a proper assessment of the 
cumulative homes and jobs expansion needs for strategic wastewater infrastructure in and around 
Ipswich to identify and cost key infrastructure deliverables. These need to be properly included in 
both CS Infrastructure Tables 8A and 8B as well. Without proper assessment and clear details of 
required sewage infrastructure to deliver the CS it is clearly unsound. 
 
Please see our comments under Policy CS4 in relation to RAMSAR sites. 
 

POLICY CS20: Key Transport Proposals 
 
It is worth noting that The Upper Orwell Crossings (the Wet Dock Crossings) will not proceed as 
there is insufficient funding (although new proposals for pedestrian crossings may be developed). 
SCC has also confirmed the Ipswich northern relief road will also not proceed. Without these major 
infrastructure projects, we believe increased congestion is likely to be severe and unacceptable 
without substantial investment in improving the existing road network, bus routes, rail services, 
dedicated cycle routes and major funding to support modal shift including funding to change the 
attitudes and behaviours of existing residents in relation to their transport modes. We believe that 
evidence needs to be provided to the Planning Inspector that substantial funding is available to 
deliver these improvements for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
We note that the traffic modelling does not assess the impacts of the potential construction of 
Sizewell C. Clearly this will have a major impact on traffic in Suffolk and Ipswich as recognised by IBC 
in its latest consultation response on Sizewell C proposals. As well as construction traffic itself, IBC 
agrees there will be an increase in the number of outward commuters from Ipswich/local areas and 
weekly commuters from further afield. The Transport assessment will need to be revised if Sizewell 
C proceeds. 
 
We are pleased to see the  WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology 
Report and the WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand 
reductions – (January 2020) which updates previous January 2019 modelling work. However, we 
have major concerns with some of the key assumptions and outputs. 
 

 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2  
 

 
21 https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf 

https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf
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As mentioned above this shows the future highway schemes which have been included in the 
forecast model networks within Ipswich which are all assumed to be in place by 2026 (we have 
added relevant references to IGS for clarity).  

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional 
lane SB for Heath Road  

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane  
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street  
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal [we question how this will  improve bus 

services?] 
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. 
Capacity increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction  

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road [required as part of Crest Nicholson planning consent] 

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access [required as part of CBRE planning consent] 

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction [should be required as 
part of Red Hill planning consent when determined] 

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before 599 homes occupied on 
Henley Gate site and 399 homes occupied on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notices] 

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before occupation of 499 homes built 
on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notice]  

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, 
extension of Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts  

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction 
of A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout  

As noted above this list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with 
Valley Road which are required by SCC from Crest Nicholson before 299 home are occupied on its 
IGS site (as stated in the Decision Notice). We note that the IGS Highways projects are not secured 
through S106 Agreements but will be provided by the Developers.  
 
It is not clear whether these projects will be funded separately by SCC outside of the Transport 
Mitigation Programme or will be funded as  part of the Transport Mitigation programme budget. It is 
unclear what completion dates for these infrastructure projects has been assumed in the modelling 
work and whether these assumptions are realistic and consistent with the trigger points placed on 
the IGS developers. Evidence needs to be provided of how each infrastructure project is intended to 
be funded and when it needs to be completed (as assumed in the modelling work). Currently there is 
too much ambiguity around these assumptions. We are especially concerned that A1214 junctions’ 
improvements will not have been delivered by 2026 as assumed in the model. Without evidence 
that funding is available to deliver these 13 projects at the required time the CS is unsound. 
 
As previously mentioned, these projects need to be included in the Infrastructure Tables. If any of 
the projects are not delivered by the required dates (which need to be identified in the modelling 
work so they can be tested to be sound) then the traffic modelling will be flawed as traffic flows will 
not have been properly assessed and the CS unsound. Evidence needs to be provided to the Planning 
Inspector that funding is in place for these schemes compatible with the required delivery dates 
which need to be specified.  
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We note that rail freight from Felixstowe Docks is planned to increase by 50% and the number of 
trains by 30% with the upgrade of the rail line to Ipswich. This will result in a major increase in the 
number of closures of Westerfield level crossing and for a longer duration. Westerfield Road is the 
main access route to the IGS developments (other than the Henley Gate/Crest Nicholson 
development). Therefore, IBC needs to provide evidence that the SCC modelling assessment has 
included the impact of the increased closure frequency of Westerfield Road level crossing on traffic 
for the CS to be sound. 
 
The following Tables show the trip generation reductions assumed in the modelling work, if these 
are not achieved the modelling is essentially unsound as will be the CS, as the transport network will 
not be able to cope with the traffic. 
 
Table 5-1 – Trip generation reductions applied to existing road users  
Trip type  0-2.5km  2.5km8.5km  8.5km+  
Urban-urban 30.00%   15.00%   5.00%  
Urban-rural  5.00%   5.00%   5.00%  
/ rural-urban  
Rural-rural  0.00%   0.00%   0.00%  
 
Table 5-2 - Trip generation reductions applied to development trip generations  
Land Use Type Development Type  Small   Medium  Large  
Residential  Town Centre   10.00%   12.50%   0.00%22  
Residential  Urban    5.00%   10.00%   10.00%  
Residential Rural    2.00%   2.00%   2.00%  
Employment  Town Centre   15.00%   20.00%   20.00%  
Employment  Urban    10.00%   15.00%   15.00%  
Employment  Rural    3.00%   3.00%   3.00%  
 
We note that “For any development from which trip rates and trip generation was determined from 
an existing Transport Assessment (i.e. greater than 500 dwellings / jobs), no trip generation 
reduction was applied as it was assumed a shift to sustainable travel was already accounted for 
within the Transport Assessment”. We agree with this approach to prevent double counting. 
 
We note that the assumed modal shift rates for the Crest Nicholson and CBRE/Mersea 
developments in their approved planning applications were 20% (from work, business and other 
activities, and 30% for travel to the secondary school) and 15% respectively. 
   
Table 6-4 – 2026 Reduction in existing car trips  
Sector   ID  AM 2026  PM 2026  

Origin  Dest  Origin  Dest  
All  -9%  -9%  -10%  -10%  

Ipswich Central  800  -12%  -15%  -15%  -15%  
Ipswich NW  801  -13%  -13%  -13%  -14%  
Ipswich NE  802  -17%  -17%  -17%  -17%  
Ipswich SE 803  -15%  -15%  -15%  -16%  
Ipswich SW  804  -17%  -14%  -15%  -14% 
We note that the reduction in 2036 is very similar. 
 
Tables 6-6 to 6-9 show reduction in trips from new road users for 2way trips in Ipswich these are 

 
22 0% as there are no such developments 
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-12% AM 2026 
-13% PM 2026 
-11% AN 2036 
-12% PM 2036 
 
In Section 6.4 TOTAL TRIP MATRIX REDUCTION Tables 6-10 to 6-17 provides a comparison by vehicle 
type for the increase in overall county wide traffic for the various 2026/2036 AM/PM assignments 
with and without demand adjustment compared to the 2016 base. This information needs to be 
presented for Ipswich in order to properly assess the impacts of the CS and the feasibility of modal 
shift by vehicle type for Ipswich. 
 

 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020 
 
The Demand Reduction Impact for Ipswich is reported in Tables 7 - 14 as follows: 
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026) – SCC Highway  
-29% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-26% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026) – SCC Highway  
-23% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036) – SCC Highway  
-7% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
-30% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036) – SCC Highway  
-22% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface 
These are clearly substantial reductions but there has been no scenario analysis or assessment of 
how realistic these assumptions and demand reduction impacts are. We believe this level of 
reduction will be extremely difficult to achieve and that evidence is required to verify this for the CS 
to be sound. 
 
The AM Peak is defined as 08.00-09.00 and the PM Peak as 17.00-18.00 but road users already 
experience congestion either side of these times and also around 15.00-16.00 in certain parts of 
Ipswich due to school traffic/use of pedestrian crossings etc. Experience shows that there are signs 
of the evening peak running from 15.00-18.30 at certain junctions and road links, e.g. the A1214, to 
varying degrees. It is not clear how the transport modelling considers the implication of this and the 
impact of congestion outside of the peak times, this needs to be explored further for the CS to be 
found sound with regard to Transport. It is particularly important with regard to the potential for 
road users to alter their journey patterns outside of the model’s peak times. 
 
Tables 15, 17, 19 and 21 for SCC Highway in Ipswich including the demand adjustments show 
5 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2026  
12 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2026 
11 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2036  
42 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2036 
2 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2026  
9 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2026 
12 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2036  
44 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2036 
 
Previous modelling (for the IGS planning applications) has shown that many junctions and links in 
Ipswich are already operating at/near capacity at peak times and will continue to get worse without 
the 15% assumed modal shift. Clearly it will be impossible to achieve 15% modal shift in Ipswich by 
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2023 (for example) especially as there are no current modal shift projects running in Ipswich. 
Modelling work needs to show how  congested Ipswich roads will be with the additional growth 
before 2026 with realistic, evidence-based levels of achievable modal shift. By applying a 15% modal 
shift reduction for the only years modelled, the modelling is hiding the fact that Ipswich roads are 
already heavily congested with many roads at capacity. There is no evidence that the CS is sound in 
relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026. 
 
We note that the Results Summaries are only provided with the full demand adjustments without a 
comparison with zero adjustment (or any levels in between).  The impact of additional traffic either 
side of the AM and PM peaks also needs to be assessed for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
Section 3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will be unacceptably congested. What the modelling does not show is 
that these junctions are ALREADY at or near capacity. 
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%. 
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that the modelling shows this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.] 
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM. 
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036. 
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks.  
3.9.2. V/C results show congestion in the AM and PM peak on Key Street/College St and St Helens 
Street / Old Foundry Road / Crown Street corridors in Ipswich town centre. 
 
Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most of the 
A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads most notably around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times is required 
to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long periods, then clearly the 
CS cannot be found to be sound with regard to Transport and Air Quality.  
 
We repeat our concerns that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 
and 2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Rd and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Rd, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc.  
 
The level of detail of the results provided in this report and published on the IBC website is far less 
than in the previous 2019 report and as Appendices A-C have not been included in the Evidence 
Base. These Appendices should be made available publicly prior to the Inspectors examination for 
analysis and to inform the proceedings. 
 
4.4 IPSWICH MODELLING RESULTS states “4.4.1.  Ipswich is highlighted as the location which benefits 
the most from the ISPA demand adjustments which have been applied. Ipswich experiences the 
highest proportional decrease in PCU Delay hours and reduction of junctions which show overall V/C 
issues. 4.4.2. Despite the significant benefits of the demand reductions, there are still various junction 
approaches along the A1214 corridor around Ipswich are shown to be over or close to capacity in 
both 2026 and 2036. Junctions in and around the Star Lane gyratory are shown to have capacity 
issues in both forecast years. Other junctions which show overall capacity issues include Nacton Road 
/ Landseer Road and the St Augustine roundabout (Bucklesham Road / Felixstowe Road).” IBC has 
not provided any evidence how these issues will be resolved and without doing so the CS is not 
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sound.  
 
The Traffic modelling clearly needs to show in which year these junctions/routes reach these levels 
of congestion in order to plan properly for the delivery of the CS. From the results it is clear major 
new traffic infrastructure is required to resolve congestion on these routes and/or junctions in 
addition to those 12 projects already identified by SCC and assumed to be implemented. 
 
We note that 4.7 SUMMARY 4.7.1. states “The modelling detailed within this report is considered to 
be a robust basis which enables each of the LPAs to be able to test the transport impacts of the 
proposed housing and job growth within their respective emerging Local Plans.” We agree that the 
modelling does test the impacts but do not believe that the modelling work is sufficiently robust to 
demonstrate that the CS is sound. We note that SCC  does not go as far as saying that the CS policies 
in relation to accessibility and Transport are sound. In our view they are not sound, and IBC needs to 
provide further robust evidence that they are. 
 

 
 
We also note that the traffic modelling excludes any construction and trades traffic involved with 
any of the new developments and consequently is not sound. Given the scale of development 
planned in and around Ipswich over the lifetime of the Plan, volumes of construction-related traffic 
are likely to have a material effect. This is particularly relevant to the roads around the IGS where 
the bulk of construction-related traffic will result given the proposed 3,500 homes and associated 
developments. The traffic modelling needs to include all traffic associated with the construction of 
the proposed new developments in the modelling work to be sound. In Ipswich, the traffic modelling 
also needs to include the impacts of any major sewage infrastructure works required for the new 
development, for instance Anglian Water’s proposed  strategy is to upsize 330 metres length of 
sewer along Valley Road and provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Rd, 
which will require its closure for many months.  
 
If this required traffic infrastructure cannot be delivered in a timely and effective manner before 
proposed development, then such development cannot be allowed to proceed as it would lead to 
severe congestion. A mechanism needs to be included in the CS to ensure that this cannot be 
allowed to happen for it to be sound. 
 
POLICY CS20: KEY TRANSPORT PROPOSALS states that “The menu of potential measures is set out in 
the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 
(ISPA).  A detailed action plan will be identified through the ISPA Board. Transport mitigation 
measures will be funded through developer contributions, Local Transport Plan funding, New Anglia 
Local Enterprise Partnership funding, the Highways England capital funding programme and bidding 
for other relevant funds.” This is somewhat misleading as the Mitigation Strategy includes an 
Implementation Programme (admittedly one that lacks detail and proper cost assessment) which 
requires substantial funding, including from ISPA authorities, to deliver the required levels of modal 
shift to deliver Policy CS20 Transport.  
 

Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, August 
2019 
 
We are disappointed that the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area, August 201923, clearly a key document, has not been included from the IBC 

 
23 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-

Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf 
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New Evidence database. As we have only recently come across the document, we have not had 
sufficient opportunity to examine it in detail prior to the consultation deadline. We believe it is a key 
document for the Planning Inspector to consider in relation to the soundness of the Transport (and 
air quality) related aspects of the CS and should be assessed accordingly. 
 
This includes an Implementation Programme for Phase 1 to 2026 with measures up to 2036 to be 
confirmed. SCC states “It is anticipated that the phase 2 costs are likely to be greater than phase 1 as 
these will include linked roads and junctions within the town’s network”.   
 
Paragraphs 12.18.1 & 2. state that “The focus of the implementation programme is to deliver 
mitigation within Ipswich to address the impact of cumulative growth identified in the ISPA planning 
authorities’ local plans. Recognising that this work will support the Local Transport Plan strategy for 
Ipswich.” and “Modal shift has been identified as the mechanism to mitigate the impacts of this 
growth. Trip rate adjustments were made within the SCTM model assessment to reflect a reasonable 
level of modal shift. This approach to trip reduction results, broadly, in a 9% shift to the background 
traffic and a 7% reduction to the new trips. The implementation programme focuses on measures 
that will deliver this level of modal shift”.   
 
However, the modelling work assumes reductions in Ipswich of  

• around  15%  (Table 6-4) in 2026 in existing car trips (with similar levels in 2036), and  

• -12% AM 2026, -13% PM 2026, -11% AM 2036, -12% PM 2036 reduction in trips from new road 
users for 2way trips in Ipswich (Tables 6-6 to 6-9) 

 
This level of modal shift seems to apply to ISPA as a whole whereas a far greater reduction is 
required for Ipswich. It is not clear that the full costs of this have been factored in. We question 
whether the proposed Implementation programme is sufficient to deliver the level of modal shift 
required in Ipswich assumed in the modelling work to deliver the CS and whether the CS is sound 
with regards to Transport (and hence air quality). 
 
The evidence provided in Chapter 5 of the achievable levels of modal shift show that the required 
levels of modal shift for Ipswich are massively higher than the evidence base suggests is achievable 
or has ever been realised in the UK before. We note that the 2010 Sustrans Smarter Choices Project 
for Ipswich engaged with 12, 000 households in a two-year period at a cost of £474,098. Overall it 
achieved a 11% car with single driver trip modal shift, but this was not sustained due to the lack of 
long-term engagement (Paragraph 5.2.13). It is important to understand that these levels of modal 
shift were achieved in summer months and there was no assessment of the levels in winter, when 
the number of cyclists reduces due to dark mornings/evenings and inclement weather. As 12,000 
households is a sizeable proportion of total Ipswich households, this will make the modal shift 
targets even harder to achieve as many households will already have been targeted to change their 
mode of travel. 
 
There are several reasons why these higher levels of modal shift are unlikely to be achieved in 
Ipswich – some of which are not specific to Ipswich. For example, the assumptions fail to consider 
that certain categories of workers cannot work from home and will need to use vehicles to in order 
to work most notably Tradespeople who use tools and carry equipment such as 
builders/constructors, gas & water engineers, painters, electricians, kitchen & bathroom fitters, 
tilers, roofers, gardeners, cleaners. The majority of these invariably travel at peak times. Another 
example is the growing numbers of care workers who support people to live in their homes. Unless 
SCC changes its school’s policy in relation to choice, many parents will continue to use a vehicle to 
take and pick up their children from school, especially if parents also work. 
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Modal shift assumptions also fail to recognise the physical barriers within the town to cycling that 
have been identified by SCC in its draft LCWIP namely the hills, rail lines and river. Beyond the 
central core, routes travel uphill to the suburbs. The rail lines restrict route options to the 
south west of the town and it also severs routes to the north and east. In addition, the river 
limits north east - south west movements. In particular, many people will struggle to cycle up the 
steep hills out of Ipswich town. IBC needs to provide the Planning Inspector with sufficient evidence 
that these barriers can be overcome for the CS to be sound. 
 
It is well known that the number of cyclists reduces in winter due to dark mornings/evenings and 
inclement weather, yet the modelling assumes the same levels of modal shift will apply throughout 
the year, which is clearly not going to happen. The modelling and modal shift assumptions are 
therefore unsound in this respect. IBC needs to provide evidence that extremely high levels of modal 
shift that have been modelled can be delivered in Ipswich by 2026 for the CS to be sound in respect 
of Transport and Air Quality. 
 
Paragraph 5.4.5 states that “Analysis has been undertaken to inform the Suffolk County Council’s 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) using DfT approved tools the Walking Route 
Audit Tool (WRAT) and the Cycling Level of Service (CLoS). This has identified some key links for 
improvement.” We are disappointed that this document has also not been added by IBC to its 
Evidence Base. Please refer to our earlier comments on this. 
 
In order to increase the number of cyclists, people have to feel confident enough and safe to cycle. 
Yet there is no mention of developing and delivering free road-cycling courses based on national 
standards24. Without these it will be impossible to increase the number of cyclists to required levels 
even if there were substantial improvements in safer, dedicated cycling infrastructure. 
 
Paragraph 5.5.1 states that “Work on the walking and cycling strategy is ongoing. To date schemes 
have been identified to address existing gaps in the network. However, as part of the ISPA mitigation 
strategy implementation programme a review of the potential to introduce more ambitious 
measures would be undertaken, with focus on improving sustainable access to areas of 
employment.” There does not appear to be much commitment to providing funding to delivering 
improved cycling infrastructure. Evidence is required that funding will be available for improved 
cycling infrastructure, training etc otherwise modal shift targets will not be achieved and the CS is 
therefore unsound. 
 
In the Infrastructure chapter, Paragraph 9.24.1. states “The provision of infrastructure needs to be 
considered for all workstreams in the transport mitigation implementation programme. It is intended 
that most improvements will manage capacity rather than significantly increase capacity due to 
physical constraints on the Ipswich highway network.” This statement gives no confidence that there 
will be much investment in improving cycling infrastructure to increase capacity. As mentioned 
earlier it Is not clear what infrastructure the Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be made 
clear to the Planning Inspector for the CS to be sound. 
 
The estimated cost of delivery of mitigation of the lower level of modal shift for ISPA as a whole to 
2026, phase 1, is summarised in Table 24, copied below. It is worth noting that modal shift does not 
happen overnight, as it requires a major change in behaviour, but over a period of many years – this 
does not seem to have been factored in. To have even the remotest of chances of achieving the 
extremely high modal shift levels required then investment needs to be made now, especially in 

 
24 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/769
891/national-standard-cycling.pdf 
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infrastructure projects which obviously include planning and build times on top of the length of time 
to deliver behavioural change. The long lead times of infrastructure based behavioural change 
projects appears not to have been factored in. 
 
Table 24 – Phase 1 cost estimate  
Workstream Range of costs to 2026  
Monitoring     500,000  700,000  
Smarter Choices & QBP project team       2,300,000   2,500,000  
Incentives, including bus route subsidy    4,440,000   5,000,000  
Parking review     100,000  200,000  
Infrastructure     16,000,000  20,000,000  
Technology     incl   tbc  
Total      23,340,000  28,400,000  
 
We note that Technology costs remain to be confirmed. SCC state “The use of technology will be 
considered for all mitigation measures and improvements, especially where it will provide a cost-
effective mechanism to deliver the implementation programme and improve modal shift.” It is clear 
that Technology costs are likely to be significant. These urgently need to be costed with funding 
agreed by the relevant authorities  for the CS to be found to be sound. 
 
The apportionment of costs by Local Planning Authority is defined in Table 22 below: 
 
Table 22: Trips In/Out of Ipswich  
LPA     % trips  
Ipswich Borough Council  45  
Suffolk Coastal District Council  28  
Babergh District Council  14  
Mid Suffolk District Council  13  
  
Chapter 11 Funding sources does not inspire confidence that sufficient funding is available, and that 
Authorities have committed to providing their share. We note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for modal shift 
measures. Evidence needs to be provided that sufficient funding is guaranteed, and that each 
Authority has committed to providing its share of the required funding to deliver the proposed 9% 
shift to the background traffic and 7% reduction to the new trips. Although this is still far lower than 
the approximate 15% and 12% reductions the modelling work assumes will happen in Ipswich.  
 
For the CS to be sound an Implementation Programme needs to be included in the CS costed and 
agreed to be funded by all Authorities that delivers the higher levels of modal shift required to be 
achieved in Ipswich by 2026. Assurances for funding of the required Phase 2 measures from 
authorities should also be required for the CS to be sound. 
 
As we have previously stated, there is a single assumption that these levels of modal  shift will be 
delivered, without any scenario modelling e.g. at 25%, 50% and 75% success rates. How will IBC 
deliver the CS if these unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved? Currently Ipswich 
Borough Council has not provided sufficient evidence that the required levels of modal shift required 
in Ipswich are achievable or that it has the funding in place to deliver them for the CS to be found to 
be sound. 
 

 

Parliamentary Transport Committee report Active travel: increasing levels of walking and 
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cycling in England in July 201925.  
 
Section 32 recommends that “any revised Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy include targets 
for getting people to switch from driving to active travel. These targets should be based on the 
number of journeys made by car, foot or bicycle for journeys of less than 1, 2, 5 and 10 miles.”  The 
Government should set modal shift targets for 2025 and 2040, to align with the targets it sets for 
increasing levels of walking and cycling. These should be at a level that ensures England meets—at 
the very least—the Committee on Climate Change’s assumption that there will be a 10% transport 
modal shift by 2050. Local authorities should be encouraged to set local targets for modal shift as 
part of their Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans”.  Clearly IBC needs to include modal shift 
targets in the CS for it to be sound. Whilst we believe that modal switch will be easier in a town than 
across the UK, it is unbelievable to expect that 15% modal shift can be achieved in 2026. If the 
Committee on Climate Change is assuming that 10% modal shift targets (over 30 years) are 
appropriate for the UK in 2050, IBC needs to provide the evidence that it can achieve over 50% 
higher modal shift in just 6 years (80% lower time frame)? Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver 
these far higher levels of modal shift in a substantially shorter time frame for the CS to be sound?  
 

 
 
 

 
Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 2031 
We also note that  SCC’s Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 203126 seems to be the most recent 
version available. This is split into two parts and outlines SCC’s objectives for transport: 

• Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 1 (PDF, 1MB) is a 20-year strategy that highlights the 
council's long-term ambitions for the transport network. 

• Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 2 (PDF, 5MB) is a four-year implementation plan 
indicating how the council are proposing to address the issues identified within the longer-
term transport strategy. 

There is no updated version of this in the IBC Local Plan Evidence Base or on the SCC website. A 
publicly available current Implementation Plan showing how SCC will provide funding to address the 
key transport issues and the levels of modal shift required to deliver Ipswich Borough Council’s CS 
does not appear to exist. Without this Ipswich Borough Council is unable to provide sufficient 
evidence that it can deliver Policy CS20 and therefore the CS is unsound.  

 

 
 
As previously stated we are not aware of any major improvements to existing cycle routes on the 
existing road network in Ipswich since that approval of the current CS. IBC needs to provide evidence 
of what improvements have been made and are planned for existing road network in order to 
deliver the high rates of modal shift (and lower trip rates) that the traffic modelling uses. Without 
the provision of supporting evidence lower modal shift rates and higher trip rates should be adopted 
in the modelling work. 

 
25 https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmtrans/1487/1487.pdf 
26 https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-
and-plans/ 
 

https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/2011-07-06-Suffolk-Local-Plan-Part-1-lr.pdf
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/2011-07-06-Suffolk-Local-Plan-Part-2-lr.pdf
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-plans/
https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-plans/
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Paragraph 8.220 
 
There is clear evidence that poor air quality does detriment on health. This needs to be amended to 
read “Air Quality Management Areas are designated in areas where poor air quality will have an 
effect on people’s health”. Failure to recognise this undermines the soundness of the Plan. 

 

Policy DM1 Sustainable Construction 

 

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. Policy DM1 needs to be updated to include 
this commitment and then strengthened to ensure that the CS delivers carbon neutrality of the 
Council by 2030 for it to be sound. New build homes built by the Council will have to be zero carbon 
for this to happen and the Council should require other developers to do likewise. This would be 
consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the government's Heathrow's 
expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate commitments into account. 

 
Policy DM2 Decentralised Renewable or Low Carbon Energy 

 

This policy also needs to be updated and strengthened to incorporate the declaration of a Climate 

Emergency. The energy requirements of new build homes built by the Council will have to be zero 

carbon for the Council to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Council should require other 

developers to do likewise. 

 
Policy DM3 Air Quality  
 
We support the strengthening of DM3 from the previous draft version of the Plan, which was 
hopelessly weak and ineffective. However there remain major flaws in IBC’s approach to improving 
air quality which mean the CS is unsound. 
 
The Core Strategy Adopted December 2011 Paragraph 9.95 states “With the levels of growth 
proposed for the town coupled with the fact the town already has three Air Quality Management 
Areas it is felt essential that air quality impacts and mitigations are fully addressed.” Paragraph 8.201 
of the current CS states “There are, in addition, four Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) within 
the central area of Ipswich, as a result of pollutants from road traffic.” There are now five AQMAs in 
Ipswich. This increase from three to five AQMAs is simply not acceptable given the strong clear 
evidence of the detrimental impacts on human health. Clearly IBC is not doing enough to improve air 
quality and must do more for the CS to be sound. 
 
NPPF 181 suggests planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the 
presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from 
individual sites in local areas. The CS needs to make a clear commitment to improving air quality in 
Ipswich and compliance with legally binding air pollution targets for the CS to be sound. 
 
In relation to DM3 Topic Paper:  Air Quality, Transport and Green Infrastructure Paragraph 20 states 
that “the Council has given consideration to the Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 and exercised 
its duty under the Environment Act 1995, and DEFRA’s Local Air Quality Management Policy 
Guidance LAQM.PG16, (4) with the preparation of a draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) and this too 
has been through a phase of public consultation leading to its (likely) adoption in 2019”. We note 
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that this has now been adopted without taking any notice of most of the criticisms made by 
consultees.  Paragraph 51 states “The Local Plan Review Preferred Options sit alongside the Council’s 
draft Air Quality Action Plan which looks beyond planning at other measures including corporate 
measures that can be put in place to improve air quality. The Council’s AQ action Plan will be 
scrutinised by DEFRA, having been subject to public consultation in late 2018.” IBC needs to confirm 
that this has happened and provide the results of the examination to help demonstrate the CS is 
sound. 
 
Defra’s template guidelines for the Air Quality Action Plan require firm, time bounded actions that 
will deliver a reduction in air pollution in the five AQMAs. However, IBC fails to follow Government’s 
guidelines and chooses to water down Government requirements. Ipswich Borough Council fails to 
make the required firm commitment in its AQAP to delivering any reduction in air pollution nor does 
it set out when it will deliver actual improvements in air quality  or specifically how it will do this. In 
our opinion the AQAP is therefore non-compliant with Government requirements and shows a lack 
of commitment from IBC to improving air quality in Ipswich in breach of its legal duty to do so. This is 
clearly to the detriment of residents who consequently suffer from higher incidents of poor health 
and respiratory disease especially in and around the AQMAs. The HRA fails to take into account the 
non-compliance of the AQAP with Government guidelines. 
 
The WSP Source Apportionment Study (dated June 2018) supported IBC’s AQAP. However, this study 
is flawed and under-estimates NOx emission levels. 

1. The Source Apportionment Study was undertaken  for AQMA No.2  (the junction of Crown 
Street with Fonnereau Road, St. Margaret’s Street and St. Margaret’s Plain) and AQMA No.5 
(Matthews Street/Norwich Road between the Civic Drive roundabout and Bramford Road).  

2. ANPR cameras were deployed at two roadside count points located on the A1156 in Ipswich 
to gather detailed information on the local vehicle fleet. Measurements were conducted 
over a twelve-hour period each day starting at 07:00 on 27th (Friday), 28th (Saturday) and 
30th (Monday) April 2018. One of the two ANPRs (in AQMA2) failed at 14.00 Monday 
(missing the Monday evening peak). 

3. Speeds were only measured for the Friday and Saturday and used in the calculation of the 
vehicle NOx emission rates for these two days. The averages of the hourly measurements 
made on both days were used to calculate the vehicle NOx emission rates for the 30th April. 
The report states that traffic speeds were higher on Saturday (somewhat obviously). Other 
UK traffic flow studies show that Friday traffic volumes in general tend to be lower than 
other weekdays (as more people like to work from home on a Friday and some sectors tail 
off ahead of the weekend). Friday evening peak traffic is also lower than other weekdays as 
people leave work earlier and there are less after-school activities and hence fewer 
associated traffic movements. We are dismayed that there was no speed measurement 
between Monday and Thursday, which would have given a more accurate representation of 
pollution levels. It is also worth noting that more vulnerable schoolchildren are mainly 
impacted on weekdays for obvious reasons. 

4. The report states the obvious in that "Analysis of the NOx emissions shows that they were 
inversely proportional to vehicle speed, as shown in Figure 7. This means that lower vehicle 
speeds will give rise to higher emissions, for example during congested periods at peak rush 
hour time, in addition to the increase in emissions associated with increases in vehicle 
number." So, the report underestimates Monday's emissions (and hence Tues, Weds, Thurs) 
and thereby under-estimates what additional measures will be required. 

5. At the end of the 2-day measuring period of the two pneumatic strips measuring speeds was 
found to be loose. The report acknowledges that "this may have caused inconsistencies in 
the traffic flows and/or directional assignment measured during the traffic survey" i.e. the 
results are unreliable and hence the report is further flawed. 
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We note that Paragraph 47 of the Topic Paper states that “Air Quality modelling was completed in 
2016 in relation to locations identified for future development under the Ipswich Core Strategy and 
Policies Development Plan Document Review, and Ipswich Site Allocations and Policies 
(Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document (the Ipswich CS, 2017)”. We 
believe that this work assumed the Upper Orwell Crossing project would proceed and as this has 
been cancelled is therefore obsolete. It excluded all emissions arising from construction including 
construction traffic and tradespeople journeys. It also failed to assess the multi-site build out of the 
IGS and air pollution levels in the early years of the IGS build. New Air Quality modelling work needs 
to address these issues and focus on air quality levels in the first 10 years of development, when 
they are likely to be at their highest levels (before European vehicle emission standards deliver 
expected emission reductions). 
 
We note that there is no Air Quality assessment provided as part of this consultation, which is 
unacceptable (although they are planned). We reserve the right to comment on this when it is 
available and request that IBC notify and consult with us when this work has been released. Whilst 
we agree with the areas to be assessed identified in the WSP Screening Report January 2020, we 
disagree with just the two reference years of 2026 and 2036 being used and argue that an earlier 
year, such as 2023 (being the midpoint between 2020 and 2026. The reason is that by 2026 tighter 
vehicle emission standards should be delivering improvements and that it is the early years of the CS 
period when emissions could be at their most dangerous and greater action required to prevent 
premature deaths. It is completely pointless using 2036 when considering the 2035 (at the latest) 
ban on petrol, diesel and hybrid vehicles, which will obviously have a major impact many years 
before this date.  We note that the screening assessment uses the SCTM traffic forecasts, which 
exclude any form of construction traffic. The air quality assessment needs to include emissions from 
construction traffic and construction otherwise the assessment and hence the CS will be unsound. 
We note that the SCTM assumes high levels of modal shift without sufficient evidence that this is 
achievable. Sensitivity testing of different rates of modal shift is therefore required in the 
assessment for it to be considered sound. 
 
We support the revised draft Policy DM3 of the CS, which states that “Development that involves 
significant demolition, construction or earthworks will also be required to assess the risk of dust and 
emissions impacts in an AQA and include appropriate mitigation measures to be secured in a 
Construction Management Plan.” This has not been done for the IGS development (see below) and 
needs to be undertaken as a priority before building works be allowed to commence.  We also note 
Paragraph 9.3.5 states that “The AQA should also consider wider cumulative impacts on air quality 
arising from a number of smaller developments”. In our view that the multi-site build out of the IGS 
needs to be assessed in a new AQA. The HRA fails to assess the non-compliance of the AQA for the 
IGS with DM3 and needs to assess this accordingly. 
 
Paragraph 1.2 IBC’s AQAP confirms the use of guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) 
and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality assessments (Appendix 2). 
However, the IBC Planning Department is currently not implementing the Guidance in the way it 
needs to be in order to improve Air Quality in Ipswich. This is especially pertinent considering the 
proposed expansion of Ipswich detailed in the CS. This urgently needs to be corrected for the revised 
CS to be sound. When assessing the Planning Applications in relation to Land To South Of Railway 
Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL and Land to the North of the Railway Line and East of 
Henley Road 16/00608/OUT the Air Quality guidance was ignored in relation to Sections 6.22 and 
6.23 (see Appendix 2). No Air Quality Assessment was undertaken for either application that 
assessed the impact of construction and construction traffic on Air Quality nor was there an Air 
Quality assessment carried out for the first year of occupation of any of the phased developments, 
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when there will also be considerable construction traffic as well as substantial additional traffic from 
the new homes. This raises four key questions that need to be answered by IBC when assessing the 
soundness of the CS Preferred Options. 

• Question 1 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the Guidelines it has adopted and decided 
not to assess the impact of emissions from construction and associated construction traffic 
on Air Quality for these IGS sites? 

• Question 2 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the adopted Guidelines and chosen not to 
assess air quality emission for the first year of each phase (when there will also be emissions 
from the construction of other phases that are being built in parallel)? 

• Question 3 How can the Council assess whether these developments “will compromise or 
render inoperative the measures within an Air Quality Action Plan, where the development 
affects an AQMA” as required by Section 6.22 of the guidelines? 

• Question 4 How can IBC demonstrate compliance with Policy DM3 in the early years of the 
IGS development, when considering construction traffic and sewage infrastructure works? 

In our view the IGS is non-compliant with Policy DM3. 
  

This is particularly pertinent as much of the construction traffic will pass through AQMA 1 and 4 with 
tradespeople also travelling through AQMAs 2 and 5 as well. Consequently, IBC is currently failing to 
properly assess the impacts of the construction and related traffic from the IGS development in the 
early years of the build out on air quality in Ipswich. It has not assessed whether these developments 
will compromise the current version of the draft Plan, nor the Air Quality Action Plan.  
 
We cannot find any air quality assessment in relation to rail transport or to shipping at the Port of 
Ipswich, with both forms of transport increasing. This is a major gap in the evidence base that risks 
rendering the CS unsound especially as ISPA plan to increased capacity on railway lines for freight 
and passenger traffic (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities f)).  AQ assessments are 
required for: 

• The Port of Ipswich (which is included in the Screening assessment study area), 

• the Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling emitting pollutant 
clouds, 

• additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe (Felixstowe-Nuneaton upgrade), we note 
that rail freight is planned to increase by 50% and the number of trains by 30%, and 

• additional freight in relation to the construction of Sizewell C. 
We are not arguing against growth, but simply advocating the impacts of air quality need to be 
properly assessed so that mitigation action can be taken where required. Without this the CS is 
unsound. 
 
The HRA also fails to consider train and shipping emissions, which need to be included in the HRA 
especially as shipping will clearly impact on the Orwell Estuary, which is part of a Special Protection 
Area (SPA) and Ramsar site. We note that the DfT Port Air Quality Strategy (under the Defra Clean 
Air Strategy , 14 January 2019) applies to ports with cargo greater than 1million tonnes, which would 
appear to include the Ipswich Strategic Harbour Authority.  
 
We note that the Council failed to apply for any funding under the Clean Air Fund by the November 
2018 deadline for projects that are to commence from March 2019. As the Council has no evidence 
basis or costings for any of its proposed projects in its AQAP, it will not be eligible for future Clean Air 
Funding. This clearly begs the question how will IBC fund the projects that it has identified in the 
AQAP as needed to reduce air pollution? We also note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for improving air 
quality despite being the responsible authority for doing so. IBC needs to provide evidence that it 
will be able to finance and deliver its AQAP for the CS to be sound. 
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DM8 Natural Environment 
 
Please see our comments under Policy CS4. 
 

DM20: House in Multiple Occupation 
  
We support the new Policy 20 as a pragmatic and sensible response to an increasing issue in Ipswich. 
 

DM21: Transport and Access in New Developments 
 
We strongly object to the removal of the reference to traffic capacity and rights of way in 

a. not result in a severe adverse impact on rights of way or the local road network in respect of 
traffic capacity and highway safety;  

The references to “rights of way or the local road network in respect of traffic capacity” needs to be 
reinstated as walking and cycling rights of way should not be reduced and as traffic congestion is 
already a major problem in Ipswich and should not be negatively impacted on by local new 
developments. The proposed changes conflict with CS5 Improving Accessibility and renders the CS 
unsound. We support the change in relation to highway safety. 
  
We support the requirement of  

b. not result in a significant detrimental impact on air quality or an Air Quality Management Area 
and address the appropriate mitigation measures as required through policy DM3 

but note that the IGS development is currently non-compliant as it failed to assess the impacts of the 
development on air quality in accordance with DM3. A revised assessment of air quality impacts of 
the IGS is urgently required before building can commence and the revised CS can be found to be 
sound.  
 
It remains unclear how ‘severe’ and ‘significant’ impacts are defined. These need to be clearly 
defined in the CS. In the case of air quality, there are maximum legal limits for particulates and 
nitrous oxides, and it would be appropriate for ‘significant’ to be defined as the legal limit.  
 

Chapter 10 Implementation 
 
Tables 8A and 8B needs to include the required specific junction improvement projects, estimated 
cost and a date by which they are required to be delivered in accordance with the transport 
modelling assumptions for the CS to be sound. 
 
Table 8A omits the technology costs that will be required to deliver as stated in Table 24 of the SCC 
Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be included for the CS to be sound as modal shift 
targets will not be delivered without new technology. 
 
Table 8A needs to clearly identify that substantial funding will be required for sustainable transport 
measures in Ipswich and infrastructure to support them after 2026 and that the level of funding will 
be greater than that required up to 2026 as identified in the SCC Mitigation Strategy. 
 
The Link road through site IP029 via Europa Way from Bramford Road to Sproughton Road identified 
in Table 8A has been included in the SCC Modelling assumptions and therefore must be considered 
as a requirement. If not, the modelling is unsound and needs to be repeated without this link road. 
We note that in response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich 
traffic David Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road 
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connecting Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new 
road link connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”. 
 

OBJECTIVE 5: Air quality 
 
We strongly object to the removal of the current Objective to improve Air Quality which in relation 
to the five AQMAs is a legally binding requirement. We also note that the Planning Inspector 
specifically requested the inclusion of this indicator in the last review of the current CS. The existing 
indicator of the “Number of recorded air quality exceedances.” Needs to be retained and reported 
on. We support the inclusion of an air quality objective but believe this should be to reduce air 
quality emissions to legally binding limits by a specified date for example within 3 years. 
 
As mentioned previously. It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will 
be measured; 2004 emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target 
is clear. For example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations 
and if not, how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear 
when IBC aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not 
be left to 2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich 
residents will have died prematurely. 
 
An Objective of “Every development should contribute to the aim of reducing Ipswich's carbon 
emissions  below 2004 levels” does not go far enough. Limiting this to an “aim” provides a massive 
caveat to the Objective. Also, how will the Council determine that EVERY development has 
contributed? 
 

OBJECTIVE 6: Transport and connectivity 
 
Given the distinct lack of progress in cycling infrastructure an additional indicator is required to 
measure improvements, especially in relation to the development of new/improved comprehensive, 
integrated cycle routes. 
 
As identified above, IBC needs to start taking more positive actions to Improve Accessibility as it is 
currently non-compliant with CS5. Closer scrutiny of IBCs approach to Improving Accessibility is 
clearly required and additional Objectives/measures are required to monitor and assess progress on 
Improving Accessibility in the CS to help ensure IBC comply with CS5 in future. 
 
IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 2018 - 2036  INTERIM SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL REPORT Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal October 2019    
 
A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment, are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full funding 
for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. In particular, there is no evidence that IBC 
(in conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the project required to deliver the unprecedented 
levels of modal shift required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire 
with no evidence provided by IBC that this will change. There has been an increase in AQMAs and 
traffic with little real improvement in cycling or walking infrastructure and a major deterioration in 
bus services e.g. the closure of the Norwich Rd Park and Ride Scheme and reduction in rural bus 
services into Ipswich. The failure of Travel Ipswich (Ipswich Fit for the 21st Century)to deliver modal 
shift and the Upper Orwell Crossings project illustrate the problems facing IBC.  
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In our opinion it is too early to fully comment on the Report for several reasons, including: 

• No SA of IBCs non-compliance with Sections 6.22 and 6.23 of guidance from Environmental 
Protection UK (EPUK) and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality 
assessments of the IGS proposed developments regarding construction traffic and 
assessment of the early years of the development. 

• No SA of IBC’s non-adherence to Government Guidelines for IBC’s own Air Quality Action 
Plan in relation to the IGS and the Plan. No consideration that the CS does not comply with 
legally binding air quality targets. 

• No SA of the air quality modelling/assessment of road traffic (as this has not been done yet). 

• No SA of the omission of emissions from construction and traffic associated with 
construction of the IGS. 

• No SA of the ability to meet the unprecedented levels of modal shift required for the CS to 
be sound (as identified in the transport modelling and SCC Transport Mitigation Strategy) 
and no assessment of what happens if the targets are not achieved. 

• No SA of the lack of sewage infrastructure plan/proposals for the IGS and ISPA and SA of the 
environmental impacts of delivering new sewage infrastructure required for Ipswich, 
including emissions and impact of traffic congestion arising from the required foul water 
construction works. 

• No SA of air quality or noise assessment in relation to rail transport most notably for the 
Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling, emitting pollution and  
additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe,  

• No SA of the environmental impacts of the Port of Ipswich. 

• No assessment of the potential impacts of increased freight traffic on the IGS pedestrian 
bridge and Westerfield rail crossing (including impacts on traffic delays). 

• No SA of the decision to destroy the Green Rim by building homes on the Humber Doucy 
Lane part and re-designating it as Green Trails. 

• The apparent lack of  a full appraisal of the impacts on building on land at Humber Doucy 
Lane in the north east. 

• No SA of the alternative of using land reserved for Retail and Car Parking in the town centre, 
which we believe is surplus to requirements, instead of building on Humber Doucy Lane. 

• No SA of the omission of the incorporation of IBC’s declaration of Climate Emergency into 
the Plan. 

An updated SA is required to consider all these issues and consulted upon accordingly for the CS to 
be properly examined and progressed accordingly. Until the SA addresses these issues the CS cannot 
be deemed sound. We reserve the right to comment on the SA as it is developed. 
 

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) 
 
Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. 
 
The HRA is currently incomplete and needs to address the following impacts of :  

1. The proposed re-designation of the Green Rim. 
2. The new sewage infrastructure that will be required to deliver the housing and employment 

targets. 
3. The required traffic infrastructure identified by the traffic modelling to improve the road 

network to allow the sustainable delivery of the CS  (summarised above). 
4. The non-compliance of the IGS AQA with DM3. 
5. Emissions from rail and shipping. 

If no such assessments are included in the HRA then the HRA needs to explain why they have been 
omitted. 
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IBC’s response27 to the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) recommendations in relation to 
Paragraph 1.29 is not acceptable. This recommendation states “In order to make ecological networks 
and wildlife sites capable of future resilience, there is a need for more wildlife sites, and that existing 
networks need to be bigger, better and more connected.“ The CS needs to be strengthened to ensure 
compliance with this recommendation especially as IBC’s proposal to re-designate the Green Rim 
(which has not been assessed by the HRA) is clearly detrimental to this requirement. 
 
It also needs to assess whether the lack of S106 payments for RAMs mitigation from the two IGS 
sites that received outline planning permission in February 2020 is acceptable as discussed earlier. 
 

Health Impact Assessment 
 
Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. The Health Impact Assessment fails to take into full account the 
removal of the Ipswich Green Rim, the non-compliance with legally binding air quality targets, 
emissions from construction, port and rail activities and the failure to include recognition of the 
Climate Emergency into the Plan.  
 
Brian Samuel 
Submitted on behalf of the Northern Fringe Protection Group28 

 
27https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/response_by_ibc_to_the_habitat_regulation_assessment_ja

n_2020_0.pdf 
28 The Northern Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) is making this representation on behalf of its members and 

other residents who have authorised the NFPG to represent them. A list can be supplied on request. 
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Appendix 1 Evidence that the Green Rim should not be reclassified as Green Trails 
 

•  Ipswich Local Plan November 1997 
 
This makes specific reference to 9 green corridors (A-I) in Chapter 3. Paragraph 3.12 states 
“These green spaces offer the opportunity to form corridors linking the inner parts of the Town 
with the surrounding countryside, visually and by providing access on foot or by cycle.  These 
corridors are indicated on Plan No 1.”  
 
NE2 also states that “The protection of the landscape quality and character of the countryside 
*including the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will be a prime consideration and 
proposals for irreversible development which is not required for the efficient operation of 
agriculture, forestry and recreation will not be permitted in the countryside as indicated on the 
Proposals Map unless there is an overriding case for a rural location.”  
 
It is clear it is the intention that the green corridors will provide access on foot or by cycle to the 
surrounding countryside and it is this countryside that was intended to form the green rim of 
Ipswich. 
 

• Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document December 2011  
 
Chapter 7: The Key Diagram  references (v) The green corridor and green rim approach to 
strategic green infrastructure (Policy CS16); The green rim almost completely covers the Ipswich 
Borough Council boundaries, which essentially reflects the countryside in the 1997 Proposals 
Map.  
 
POLICY CS16: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, SPORT AND RECREATION Paragraph 8.175 states “As the 
Borough grows, it is essential to protect, enhance and extend the network of open 
spaces, green corridors, and sports and recreation facilities. This is important in order to: allow 
people access to green space and nature; strengthen ecological networks that enable wildlife 
to migrate more easily around the town; link inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing 
walking and cycling routes;” 
 
It will do this by [a number of means including]  
f. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial 
green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;” 
 
It is clear  the December 2011 Plan continues the concept of the green corridors providing 
walking and cycling routes to access the green rim and that the green rim was not intended for 
this purpose. We note that there remain 9 green corridors in the 2011 Plan as there were in the 
1997 plan. 
 
The green rim on the 2011 Key Diagram (pg 30) is very much larger than that in the current Key 
Diagram and clearly illustrates that the concept of the green rim is to protect the countryside on 
the perimeter of Ipswich Borough. It is also clear the Green Rim has been decimated beyond its 
original intention.  
 

• Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document February 2017  
 
Diagram 3 of the Plan (pg 24) and the associated Plan 6 
https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf
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_adopted_feb_2017.pdf shows that 9 green corridors remain and illustrates the green rim 
(which has shrunk from the previous Plan).  
 
CS 16 states that “The Council will safeguard, protect and enhance biodiversity and the 
environment by working in partnership with others to ensure that our parks and open spaces are 
well designed, well managed, safe and freely accessible, encouraging use and benefitting the 
whole community. The Council will enhance and extend the ecological network and green 
corridors, open spaces, sport and recreation facilities for the benefit of biodiversity, people and 
the management of local flood risk. It will do this by: 
 
g. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial ecological 
networks and green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;” 
 
This continues the concept that it is the green corridors that provide the links to the green rim.  
 

• Babergh District Council, Ipswich Borough Council, Mid Suffolk District Council, Suffolk 
Coastal District Council and Suffolk County Council  
Statement of Common Ground in relation to Strategic Cross Boundary Planning Matters in 
the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Version 3 – December 2018 

 
Section I Annex – Cross Boundary Infrastructure Requirements - Green Infrastructure pg 25 
references the Infrastructure requirement for “Creation of ‘green rim’ around Ipswich” in 
accordance with  the Update to the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy for the 
Ipswich Policy Area (August 2015), Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
(November 2018) policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites and CS16 green  
Policies ISPA4 and SCLP12.24 require development to contribute to the creation of the ‘green 
rim’. This is clearly categorised as “Green Infrastructure” and not as “Transport Infrastructure”. 
 

• Comparison of cycle routes and the proposed green trails in the Key Diagram 
When cross-referencing the current Key Diagram and green trails with the Ipswich cycle map 
http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf  we 
have the following observations: 
 
1. A green trail clearly suggests a “route”, but the Key Diagram map shows a green area. 
2. Under no stretch of imagination would one call a road used by motor vehicles a green trail. 
3. No cycle route through the Chantry Park part of the green trail. 
4. No cycle route at all through the Humber Doucy Lane stretch of the green trail. 
5. No cycle route through the Purdis Heath part of the green trail. 
6. No cycle route through the Rushmere Heath part of the green trail. 
7. No green cycle route other than Thurleston Lane in the green trail above Whitton 
8. No cycle route in the green trail  between Ipswich and Westerfield. 
9. No cycle routes through the Pipers Vale and Ravenswood other than a small dead-end 
stretch in the former and a looped cycle path around Ravenswood housing estate, which is 
hardly green. 

 

• The  Ipswich Cycling Strategy Supplementary Planning Document March 2016 
 

This does not identify any of the Green Rim as cycling corridors as summarised in Map 1 
Paragraph 6.12 reflects the Key Diagram. This clearly shows that the Green Rim was never 
intended as cycle routes and should not be reclassified as Green Trails. 

 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf
http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf
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• Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 201829 Jointly 
commissioned by Ipswich BC and neighbouring authorities 
 
 

Pg 11 refers to the Green Rim in the context of the Ipswich Key Diagram stating “this green rim is 
intended to provide an ecological corridor and a recreational resource”. There is no reference to 
“trails” and if this was the intention one would have expected IBC to correct this reference as it is 
fundamental to the report. 

  

 
29 https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf 
 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf
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Appendix 2 Extracts from The Institute of Air Quality Management and Environmental 
Protection UK guidance 

 
6.22 The report prepared detailing the results of the assessment should contain the following 

information (but not necessarily in this order): 
j. Description of construction phase impacts. These impacts will relate primarily to dust emissions, 

which give rise to dust soiling and elevated PM10 concentrations, although construction plant 
and vehicles may need assessment. The assessment should take into consideration the likely 
activities, duration and mitigation measures to be implemented. The distance over which 
impacts are likely to occur and an estimate of the number of properties likely to be affected 
should be included. This assessment should follow the guidance set out by the IAQM31 

m. Summary of the assessment results. This should include: 
• Impacts during the construction phase of the development (usually on dust soiling and PM10 

concentrations); 
• Any exceedances of the air quality objectives arising as a result of the development, or any 

worsening of a current breach (including the geographical extent);  
• Whether the development will compromise or render inoperative the measures within an Air 
Quality Action Plan, where the development affects an AQMA. 
 
6.23 Most assessments are carried out for the first year of the proposed development’s use, as this 

will generally represent the worst-case scenario. This is because background concentrations of 
some pollutants are predicted to decline in future years, as emissions from new vehicles are 
reduced by the progressive introduction of higher emissions standards. Where development is 
phased, however, it may also be appropriate to assess conditions for the opening years of each 
new phase. 
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[26637]  

Object Chapter 4 - The Duty to Co-Operate 

has attrachments Has attachments  
Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group (Mr Robert Eburne) [2469]  

Received: 02/03/2020 via Web  

There is no cooperation between local authorities such as has happened around 
Cambridge or Norwich. 

Changes to plan: Not specified 

Document is not legal 

Document is not sound 

Document does not comply with duty to cooperate 

Representation at examination: Appearance at the examination 
Reason for appearance:  

 

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/representationsandcustomforms/26637
https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/5020/attachments
https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/person/2469/details
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Save Our Country Spaces  SOCS - Comments on the Ipswich 
Borough Council CORE STRATEGY AND POLICIES DEVELOPMENT 
PLAN DOCUMENT REVIEW– FINAL DRAFT January 2020 - 
Consultation Ending 2rd March 2020 

The following issues need to be fully assessed & adequately addressed in order for the core strategy 
review to be ‘sound’. SOCS suggest the plan is unsound and does not comply with the national 
planning policy framework (NPPF.) SOCS wish to give oral evidence at inquiry.

The “Climate Change” agenda is insufficiently addressed. Proposals are contrary to;
 NPPF 10. Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change.

It appears that environmental, social and economic effects of the plan(s) are inadequately and inaccurately 
assessed against Habitats Regulations Assessments and the Sustainability Appraisals (SAs)

“Serious adverse effects” have not been properly identified, as required under compliance with the NPPF 
(Achieving Sustainable Development NPPF 6-17) for either the CS or development and control purposes.
 This situation is likely to render any planning application almost impossible to determine properly and therefore, 
we say, render the major IGS planning applications problematic. It also potentially renders stakeholder responses 
to planning applications a problem.

NPPF-11 Conserving and enhancing the natural environment is not adequately taken into 
account.

TAKING FULL ACCOUNT OF CUMULATIVE AND COMPOUND EFFECTS 

The SEA Directive requires that the assessment include identification of cumulative and synergistic effects 
including those produced by other neighbouring local authorities. The SA does not appear to take account of the 
cumulative effect of CSs Plans of neighbouring authorities with regard to housing, employment and especially 
transport/traffic and increased air pollution and traffic congestion. 

THE FOLLOWING SPECIFIC ISSUES NEED TO BE FULLY ASSESSED & ADEQUATELY 
ADDRESSED IN ORDER FOR THE CORE STRATEGY REVIEW TO BE ‘SOUND’.

Growth, must be measured against the potential for serious adverse effects and serious adverse impacts, which 
included adverse impacts on the Quality of Life and Public Health.

The potential to secure a “sustainable future” for the existing local population, future populations and future 
generations is an imperative not demonstrated by the plan(s).

1. DRAINAGE, Surface Water Drainage ; APPEARS NON-COMPLIANT and may not work.

2. FLOODING LIKELIHOOD may increase at Westerfield.

3. SEWAGE PROPOSALS INADEQUATE &  likely to add to existing problems 

4. TRAFFIC PROPOSALS AND ADVERSE IMPACTS ON EXISTING RESIDENTS- no solutions

5. AIR POLLUTION and impact on our children's health inadequate Air Pollution Action Planning 

6. ADVERSE PRESSURES ON HOSPITALS, SCHOOLS & ACCESS TO GPs and SOCIAL CARE

7. ADVERSE EFFECTS OF ROAD WIDENING and REMOVAL OF TREES & VERGES 

8. LOSS OF HIGH GRADE LOCAL FOOD GROWING LAND

9. REMOVAL OF TREES, HEDGEROWS, HABITATS 

10. COUNTRY PARK –  DELIVERY May be delayed or stalled.

11. Where is the NEED FOR THESE houses and flats bearing in mind the LACK OF NEW LOCAL JOBS 

SOCS have liaised with North Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) who have kindly allowed us to 
incorporate most of their draft text with a few minor amendments which reflect SOCS differing views,
mainly on the need for a major Northern Road Route for Ipswich. 

SOCS have actively supported the Stop! Campaign and will be involved in the new Start! campaign to 
secure safely, more environmentally friendly sustainable transport solutions and Keep Ipswich 
Moving.
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NPPG state, ‘Please find our representation on the above, which should be considered in conjunction 
with our representations on the associated revised Site Allocations & Policies.  We want to see a 
sound evidence-based Core Strategy (CS) in place which will help make Ipswich a more attractive 
place to live and work. We have made our comments on the CS (which we also reference as the Plan) 
sequentially although these will relate to the same issue in different sections of the CS. Rather than 
keep repeating our comments, IBC should assume that our comments on each issue apply throughput
the CS to that issue, wherever the issue is mentioned in the CS.’

Since SOCS have been involved with the Local Plan for Ipswich, they have baulked at the unrealistic 
and unjustified housing and job targets set. They have challenged population projections which have 
driven this agenda.  It is good to see at last that the legacy of growth, expansion, over ambition and 
wishful thinking of the early 2000’s finally are being challenged. However, there is a way to go to 
achieve a sound plan. 
The Duty to Cooperate is hard for Ipswich to achieve when partner organisations are reluctant to take 
ownership and responsibility for the adverse impacts they are imposing on the County Town. Ipswich 
Borough has many responsibilities but little power and control and limited capacity for resolution.

Summary of key issues

SOCS concerns with the IBC CS are in relation to 10 of the 12 strategic objectives and we question the
legality,  Sustainability and Soundness of this review plan.

Highly material is the decision and judgment released this week from The Supreme Court on Climate 
Change and development- (Heathrow)1. This needs referencing and being taken into account within 
Local Plans as it is a fundamental game changer with respect to Local Plans, Strategic Planning and 
Local Development Control and Planning Committee decision making. 

This new case law could make Local Plans, where Paris Agreement on climate change, 

(concluded in December 2015 and ratified by the United Kingdom in November 2016)  isn’t 
adequately taken into account or doesn’t demonstrate conformity to within Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and the Habitat’s Directorate requirements, challengeable and 
potentially unlawful. 

Extracts from the Judgment:

R (FRIENDS OF THE EARTH) v SECRETARY OF STATE FOR TRANSPORT AND OTHERS 27th 
February 2020 Lord Justice Lindblom, Lord Justice Singh and Lord Justice Haddon-Cave 

SUMMARY OF JUDGMENTS 

8. To a substantial extent, for the reasons we have set out, we agree with the analysis
and conclusions of the Divisional Court. Like the Divisional Court, we have concluded that
the challenges to the ANPS must fail on the issues relating to the operation of the
Habitats Directive, and also on all but one of the issues concerning the operation of the
Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (paragraph 283). 
9. However, we have concluded that the challenges should succeed in one important
respect. This relates to the legislative provisions concerning the Government’s policy and
commitments on climate change, in particular the provision in section 5(8) of the Planning
Act, which requires that the reasons for the policy set out in the ANPS “must ... include an
explanation of how the policy set out in the statement takes account of Government policy
relating to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change”. We have concluded, in
particular, that the designation of the ANPS was unlawful by reason of a failure to take into
account the Government’s commitment to the provisions of the Paris Agreement on
climate change, concluded in December 2015 and ratified by the United Kingdom in
November 2016 (paragraphs 222 to 238 and 242 to 261).

1 �https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-summary-of-judgments-26-February-2020-

online-version.pdf 
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10. We have concluded that the ANPS was not produced as the law requires, and indeed
as Parliament has expressly provided. The statutory regime for the formulation of a national
policy statement, which Parliament put in place in the Planning Act, was not fully complied
with. The Paris Agreement ought to have been taken into account by the Secretary of State
in the preparation of the ANPS and an explanation given as to how it was taken into
account, but it was not (paragraph 283).
11. That, in our view, is legally fatal to the ANPS in its present form. 

SOCS understand the purpose of this review is to update the Core Strategy until 2036 taking into 
account all new legislation and National Planning Policy Framework Updates and to align the Local 
Plan with East Suffolk and Mid Suffolk Babergh. 

However, it should be noted that EastSuffolk is tasked with making modifications to their plan which 
was under inspection last year.2

SOCS were very critical of the ‘Statement of Common Ground’ issued last year and submitted a 
response to the emerging Mid Suffolk Local Plan Consultation in addition to one for Suffolk Coastal 
District Council. SOCS attended and gave oral evidence to the EastSuffolk Plan Inquiry in public.3

Save Out Country Spaces feel the Duty to Cooperate has not been has not been effectively achieved 
within this Draft; nor has it by the partner local authorities. 

SOCS believe there is a lack of realistic accounting for the adopted policy on Climate Emergency and 
the Climate Change agenda, for 10 of the 12 strategic objectives, outlined within the CS, mainly in 
relation to the following; traffic related issues, including delivering the required infrastructure and 
modal shift and the associated impact on air quality; climate emergency and climate change 
precipitated flood risk, loss of grade 2 farm land, loss of vital green rim and urban/rural separation 
with its attendant adverse impacts on the network of wildlife links with green corridors, especially to 
the County Wildlife site area of the Fynn Valley. 
The Tuddenham Road/Westerfield  green corridors with attendant links to a network of green 
intersecting routes and the green rim are home to a significant number of recorded protected 
species. (Suffolk Biological Recording office.) We have evidence of great crested newts, badgers, 
hedgehogs bats and all manner of species -hares which are under threat as well as birds, flora and 
fauna;  Southern Marsh and bee orchids are found on the Fynn Valley and adjacent area.  

Due to much of the land being in private farming ownership, there has been little interest or appetite 
for any formal survey and recording to be done of this important area, as it does not best serve the 
landowners aspirations for the land use and development for housing e.t.c.

Suffolk Wildlife Trust have done some work within Red House Ipswich (desk top survey), the Fynn 
Valley County Wildlife Site in East Suffolk;  a Hedgerow Survey of the whole IGS area done to Suffolk 
Hedgerow Survey methodology was completed by Dr Douglas Seaton4 with direction from Guy Acres. 
Active badger sets have recently been reported to the County Recorder as well.

Regarding the CS proposal to incorporate sites along Humber Doucy Lane as an ‘extension’ of the IGS 
sites, the following statements by SOCS and quotes by elected member and portfolio holder Carol 
Jones, needs to be remembered and applied to THE DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT -  Ipswich 
Garden Suburb, the Northern End of Humber Doucy Lane.

2 �https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_P

ost_hearings_letter.pdf   https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan.pdf

3 �Hearing Day 1: Tuesday 20 August (Week 1) Morning – 09:30 b) Sustainability appraisal c) Habitats Regulations 

Assessment f) Climate Change

4 �Dr Douglas Seaton 
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“Adverse impacts and significant disruption will undoubtedly occur in both the short and
long term on existing residents’ Quality of Life and Well being”; a point conceded by the
Portfolio holder within Executive paper E/13/601;

“ 2.2 The development of the Northern Fringe involves major challenges due to its large-
scale, multiple ownership, the need to incorporate a wide range of supporting
infrastructure and the mitigation of impacts on local communities.”

SOCS believe therefore policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites
is unjustified and unsound.

SOCS outlined concerns about sustainability and flood risk in the last Local Plan
consultation with respect of proposals for the distribution of development, 

 
‘Red House has the highest potential for flooding; a ground level water table which
hydrological assessment might suggest renders the site unviable if the mitigation required for
flooding and biological site features, TPOs, hedges and ditches as unviable and proposals as
they stand, cannot be either practically or economically unachievable.’

Mapping of the
know flood risk
(2013) in the THE
DISTRIBUTION OF
DEVELOPMENT -
Ipswich Garden
Suburb, the
Northern End of
Humber Doucy
Lane. 

https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf
An outline planning application Land off Tuddenham Road

5.108 As the construction phase progresses the surface water runoff rates and
volumes are considered to increase as more impermeable surfaces are created and
vegetation removed. A surface water drainage system including sub-surface sewers,
porous paving, swales, basins, ponds and wetland will serve the development and be
operational for its lifetime.

5.109 The impact on surface water flood risk would be low, increasing to high as
construction begins. Without mitigation water quality impact is considered to be
medium increasing to high as construction progresses. Mitigation would be achieved
through the phasing of the SuDS and the use of a CEMP to minimise the pollutants
created.
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Land off Tuddenham Road by Humpback Bridge overlooking IGS displaying serious Ground
Water flooding5 February 2020 as outlined in Revised Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy
Appendix 1.

The proposed extension of the IGS to the Humber Doucy Lane area would be subject to the
same constraints. The ecological network, green corridor and green trail approach to
strategic green infrastructure (policy CS16) we regard as unsound. 

Further concerns include the lack of funding to deliver the required improvements to air quality, 
flood risk vulnerability and biodiversity and habitat loss. 

With regard to the IGS, (and policy area ISPA4 possibly) future households will have to bear the costs 
of management and maintenance;  maintenance charges/levy will apply to all new houses in the 
northern fringe. new residents to pay, in perpetuity, for drainage systems upkeep and other 
infrastructure ongoing costs.

This draft of the CS lacks clarity in respect of flooding risk. 

In March 2016, SCC Portfolio holder Matthew Hicks confessed,

 “I recognise that, in the past, the different organisations involved have not always worked together 

effectively enough in managing flooding. It is vital that we all work better not just with each other but 
crucially with the public.”

Ipswich no longer have their own dedicated drainage engineering department which places them at a
disadvantage to fight their corner.

In regard to sustainability, there should be a reference to the work of the Food and Farming 
Commission6 and to the issue of sustainable land use.

5 �https://democracy.westsuffolk.gov.uk/documents/s14075/CAB.SE.16.021 Revised Suffolk Flood Risk 

Management Strategy Appendix 1.pdf
6 �links to the report issued in July  https://www.thersa.org/action-and-research/rsa-projects/public-services-and-

communities-folder/food-farming-and-countryside-commission before the (then) Secretary of State for the 
Environment, Michael Gove MP.
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"Nowhere do conflicts in food, farming and the countryside show up more than in
discussions about how we use our land and who decides. Debates have become polarised
and it is the ground on which the battles for the future of farming and the countryside are
being fought.
Only 8 percent of rural homes are affordable, compared to 20 percent in urban areas;
weekly transport costs average £132 in rural areas compared to £71 in urban areas.

We recommend:
 Establishing a national land use framework in England that inspires cooperation based

on the public value of land, mediating and encouraging multipurpose uses
 Investing in the skills and rural infrastructure to underpin the rural economy
 Creating more good work in the regenerative economy
 Developing sustainable solutions to meet rural housing need
 Establishing a National Nature Service that employs the energy of young people to

kickstart the regenerative economy “

IBC 12 strategic objectives 

1. STRATEGIC WORKING – SOCS suggest inadequately demonstrated.

2. GROWTH ….......’with 31% at the Ipswich Garden Suburb and 15% in the remainder of the Borough 
being affordable homes’7

SOCS understand that IBC has negotiated and allowed for 4% and 5% affordable homes for the 
outline planning consent on the IGS?
 b) ‘approximately 9,500 additional jobs shall be provided in Ipswich to support growth in the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area between 2018 and 2036.’ 

26 February 2020 Insurance giant to close Ipswich office axing 300 jobs/Anglian Water is cutting 200 jobs 
across all areas of the business. SOCS have repeatedly challenged the unrealistic job targets and numbers 
lacking credibility.

3. THE DISTRIBUTION OF DEVELOPMENT - The development of the Borough should be focused primarily within 
the central Ipswich ‘IP-One’ area, Ipswich Garden Suburb, the Northern End of Humber Doucy Lane and within 
and adjacent to identified district centres (these areas are identified on the key diagram).

SOCS, like NFPG,  believe there is a demonstrated lack of justification for the area around Humber 
Doucy Lane to form part of the plan. 

5. AIR QUALITY (Noise pollution)

SOCS comment - 2013-Traffic Survey Work by developers 
‘Consideration of the noise, vibration and traffic noise impacts from the hump back road/rail bridge
elevation, separately and in combination,   from both rail and road on the proposals and mitigation
measures likely from the these impacts, should include an assessment for intensification over the
plan period especially as Felixstowe Port is due for expansion with increased use of the Rail line
planned. Environmental Impact Studies, which may be currently being commissioned, will need very
careful independent scrutiny.’

7 �https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1461192/go-ahead-2000-homes-ipswich-garden-suburb-despite-

affordable-housing-shortfall Considering the revised application, officers noted "significant costs" in providing 
infrastructure to enable delivery of the site and "recognised that the viability position has got worse" since the 
agreement was negotiated. They concluded: "The provision of 15 per cent affordable housing and all of the 
s106 obligation would make the scheme unviable." The newly agreed s106 package amounts to around 
£14.75m, they said. For the Crest Nicholson scheme, the council agreed to an affordable housing level of five per 
cent and agreed to four per cent for the Mersea Homes scheme.
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Red House Site, has a minimal green buffer next to the railway. Added to this is the Railway is partly
elevated and already causes significant noise nuisance problems currently by the generating of
significant noise from freight through the night. Upgrades and increased use of the line due to
Felixstowe Port expansion needs assessing in relation to the Draft SPD proposals for Red House,
particularly in relation to the very highest densities which have been proposed.”

We now have the 5 point Rail Plan agreed 2018, with Network Rail and NO assessment of pollution from 
diesel trains currently in use.

Current rail noise levels have given rise to residents complaints and can be hear for a 
distance of about 1/4-1/2 a mile at night causing significant sleep disturbance especially 
in summer.

6. TRANSPORT AND CONNECTIVITY 
9. NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
10. COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND INFRASTRUCTURE – The current situation in the Health Service is 
worrying -with access to services GPs and the possibility of flu pandemic. Ipswich not longer have a 
dedicated Drainage Engineering department and team, so have no internal independent expertise to 
call on for Flood maters and drainage.

For ease of reference we provide a summary of our key concerns which show that the CS is not sound
without modifications to these areas.

Transport and improving accessibility
1. Previous modelling has shown that many junctions and link roads in Ipswich are already at/near 

capacity, but this is not addressed in the CS. There is no evidence that proposed growth in the CS 
is sound in relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026.

2. Transport modelling shows severe capacity issues in 2026 at many key junctions in and around 
Ipswich that will result in gridlock but there are no transport infrastructure projects included in 
the Infrastructure Tables to resolve these capacity constraints. This is especially the case in and 
around the town centre, Ipswich Garden Suburb and the A1214.

3. The Transport modelling fails to identify when these Ipswich junctions will reach capacity 
(evidence shows that some already have) and consequently the CS fails to adequately plan for 
this. 

4. IBC is failing to Improve Access in Ipswich in breach of CS5. More needs to be done otherwise the
Modal Switch assumptions used in the traffic modelling are too high and unsound resulting in 
non-compliance with CS20 Transport. The CS is not justified with respect to Improving Access and
Transport.

5. The Committee on Climate Change assumes that there will be a 10% transport modal shift by 
2050. Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver around 15% modal shift by 2026 ? – a 
ridiculously short timeframe for such a high target. Unless IBC can provide evidence that it can 
achieve higher levels of modal shift than the CCC thinks feasible, the CCC assumption should be 
used in the modelling work for the CS to be sound.

6. Evidence shows that the existing walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is clearly sub-
standard and will not enable delivery of the levels of modal shift required without substantial 
improvements.

7. There is no funding allocated during the four-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS8 to encourage modal shift, for example to 
change behaviours and improve cycling and pedestrian infrastructure. 

8� https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf
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8. The CS is not justified as it does not take account of proportionate evidence, especially in relation
to modal shift assumptions. The New Evidence database is incomplete as it excludes several key 
Transport documents, especially those in relation to modal shift and the S106 schedules for the 
approved Ipswich Garden suburb developments which have not been made available to the 
Public in time to examine as part of this Consultation.

9. We are concerned that the two road bridges (and country park) may not be delivered in time 
(February 2022) to receive the £9.8m Housing Infrastructure Funding. If this is the case, then the 
CS is unsound unless IBC can confirm alternative funding will be available.

10. We are concerned that the CS is not completely positively prepared as it fails to fully assess 
transport infrastructure requirements, including walking and cycling infrastructure, especially in 
relation to timing of delivery (and as sewage infrastructure requirements).

Air Quality and the environment
11. The CS is not consistent with national air quality policy as it fails to ensure compliance with legally

binding limits. There needs to be a requirement to comply with these for the CS to be sound.
12. The CS needs to strengthen the commitment to Improve Air Quality as there has been no real 

improvement in Air Quality in Ipswich over the past decade with the number of AQMAs in 
Ipswich increasing. 

13. There is no funding allocated during the  4-year period in IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS for improving air quality.

14. There is no Air Quality Assessment provided as part of this consultation. This needs to be 
completed urgently and needs to include assessments for the early years of planned 
developments, all construction-related traffic (including sewage infrastructure projects) and 
rail/sea traffic. It needs to examine the impacts of different levels of modal shift rather than 
assume the unsubstantiated, extremely high levels of modal shift assumed in the transport 
assessment will be delivered by 2026 and thereafter.

15. There is little point in undertaking an Air Quality Assessment in 2036 as the ban on non-electric 
vehicles will have been implemented. It is the early years of the CS where air quality is most likely
to be worst. We believe that an earlier assessment than 2026 is therefore required e.g. 2023 and 
perhaps 2029/30 (prior to the ban on non-electric vehicles) rather than 2036 when there will be a
significant number of electric vehicles.

16. At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency. 
The CS needs to be updated to incorporate this to be sound.

17. We strongly object to the re-designation of the Ipswich “green rim” to “green trails”. This is in 
breach of DM13 and unsound.

18. The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and somewhat 
confused. This needs to be clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be 
properly identified and included in the CS for it to be sound and understood by residents.(The 
following is a better map to illustrate risks.)

19. A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal, Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full 
funding for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. There is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the unprecedented levels of modal shift 
required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire – what evidence 
is there that this will change?

20. The Sustainability Assessment is incomplete and underplays many key issues. It needs to fully 
assess air quality impacts including from rail and sea, the impacts of the additional road 
infrastructure required to prevent junctions reaching capacity , the proposed re-designation of the 
Green Rim, alternatives to building on Humber Doucy Lane (and that Suffolk Coastal no longer needs 
this land to meet its housing target), flood risk and the impacts of the new sewage infrastructure that 
will be required to deliver the CS. It especially needs to assess the robustness of the CS if the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved.
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21. The same issues relating to the Sustainability Appraisal apply to the Health Impact Assessment.

22. The Habitats Assessment also needs to take account of the same issues. 

Other
23. There are still no firm proposals for new sewage infrastructure that is required for the IGS and the
wider Ipswich area, which need to be consulted upon and included in the Infrastructure Tables. 
24. The proposal to allow development in north-east Ipswich at the northern end of Humber Doucy 
Lane and Tuddenham Road is not justified and therefore unsound. Land in the centre of Ipswich 
earmarked for expanded retail and car parking (which we believe is surplus to requirements), should 
be used for new homes instead. There is no SA of this viable alternative.

25. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector9 from
582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756). Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at 
Humber Doucy Lane to provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) it had included in its final 
draft plan10 (paragraph 12.209). The SA fails to assess this and is unsound.

9� 
https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Po
st_hearings_letter.pdf

10� https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf
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26. Specific Objectives are required to ensure delivery of key aspects of the CS such as improving 
transport infrastructure, improving air quality, delivering modal shift and improving accessibility 
are required. These need to be monitored and reported on to ensure the CS is effective.

Consultation Statement Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
January - March 2019

We are concerned that our comments on CS5 and CS20 in relation to the transport modelling and 
modal shift (and associated air quality issues) have not been adequately considered. IBC appears to 
be adopting the approach that SCC’s Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Policy 
Area (IPSA)11 will totally resolve all the traffic issues and fully deliver the required levels of modal shift
for the CS to be sound, without substantiating this with any evidence that it will. Until such evidence 
is provided the CS cannot be considered effective or justified. It is particularly disappointing that the 
Transport Mitigation Strategy and other relevant modal shift documents have not been included in 
the Evidence Base. We agree that extremely high modal shift levels will be needed but believe that 
the new infrastructure required is substantially underestimated as is the difficulty in achieving the 
unprecedented levels of modal shift necessary for the CS to be sound. The level of funding needed to 
deliver this is massively under-estimated. There is also a significant shortfall in guaranteed funding for
the insufficient measures identified in the Plan. IBC has yet to respond to these concerns.

Para 5.25 

Improving air quality in the increasing number of Ipswich AQMAs (now five) needs to be added as a 
key challenge as IBC is legally required to reduce pollution levels to legally binding limits and has 
failed to do so; there have been no material improvements to air quality and IBC is non-compliant 
with its CS in this respect. The planned growth levels for Ipswich will further challenge this 
requirement. 

Given the high levels of modal shift required, IBC should be “delivering high levels of modal shift” 
rather than just “guiding as many trips as possible to sustainable modes”. The current draft under-
estimates the difficulty and importance of the task.

Meeting the Climate Emergency also needs to be added as a key challenge as Ipswich Borough 
Council has committed to tackling this issue. Not to include it would be unsound.

Para 5.26 Table 2 – for ease of reference we have included all our comments on flood risk below, 

but these should be considered for all other references of flood risk in the CS

This states that “In addition, as part of the final draft Local Plan, a refresh is being prepared of the 
Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).” Paragraph 6.1.6 then states that “The Council’s Level
2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) was revised in 2019. It provides guidance on residual flood 
risk both for the situation before and after completion of the flood barrier. The SFRA also suggests a 
framework for safe development. The safety framework is detailed in the Council’s Development and 
Flood Risk SPD (September 2013) which is in the process of being updated”. It Is not clear which Safety
Framework applies to the CS.

However, the IBC FRA webpage12 only references the 2011 SFRA version and does not show the 2019 
version referenced above. We also note that the Local Plan New Evidence database includes a draft 
2020 SFRA as well. It is not clear when or if this has been adopted. The IBC website also states that 

11� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf

12 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/strategic-flood-risk-assessment-sfra
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the Flood Risk SPD “was first updated in May 2014 and has subsequently been updated in January 
2016 to reflect changes to national and local policy and guidance13.” 

Paragraph 8.45 states “On flood risk, it concludes that an updated Strategic Flood Risk Assessment is 
needed to model the boundaries of Flood Zones 3a and b; drainage strategies should be prepared for 
all sites; and the sequential and exception tests need to be applied to all sites in flood zones 2 and 3.” 
It is not clear if the draft 2020 SFRA meets this requirement. The paragraph then goes onto state that 
“Further guidance is contained in the Development and Flood Risk Supplementary Planning Document
2016”. It is not clear whether the 2016 SPD adequately reflects the draft 2020 SFRA.

Paragraph 8.46 states that “the Ipswich Surface Water Management Plan14 was produced in [June] 
2012 and is currently under review”. This is clearly obsolete and fails to take account of climate 
change. Under the NPPF hierarchy for managing flood risk, this is the key document/means of 
controlling flood risk.  This review needs to be completed urgently and incorporated into the CS for it 
to be sound.

Paragraph 8.225 states that “Part C of this document includes policies relating to flooding to reflect 
the NPPF and the detailed findings of the Ipswich Strategic Flood Risk Assessment”. But it does not 
reference which SFRA version it relates to. IBC needs to confirm that this is compliant with the draft 
SFRA 2020

Policy DM4 states that “it [development] will be adequately protected from flooding in accordance 
with adopted standards of the Suffolk Flood Risk Management Strategy15;”However, the document 
was produced it 2016 so doesn’t include the full risk of flooding from climate change so there is no 
assurance that development will be adequately protected.
 
Suffolk County Council’s Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) was published in 201116 and had a 
3 page addendum17 in 2017. A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) is an assessment of floods 
that have taken place in the past and floods that could take place in the future. It considers flooding 
from surface water runoff, groundwater and ordinary watercourses.  This is also therefore out of date 
and will not fully take account of climate change. We believe an update is required to ensure the CS is
sound.

In the 2017 Addendum, SCC used a national data set to predict flood risk but these do not include  
climate change allowance output, so SCC have projected the potential number of properties at risk 
for the 0.5% AEP for the PFRA. The results show that Ipswich is the area at greatest flood risk and has 
been identified as a Flood risk area (FRA) for the purposes of the Flood Risk Regulations (2009) 
second planning cycle. The Addendum states that “To improve SCC understanding of climate change 
in priority areas, local modelling updates will assess the impact of climate change.” It is not clear 
whether this modelling has been done or how it has been included in the CS. Clearly this needs to be 
incorporated into the CS for the CS to be sound.  

The current situation regarding flood risk assessment within the CS is ambiguous and confusing and 
makes the CS flood risk situation impossible to understand for the general public. This needs to be 

13� https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/development-and-flood-risk-spd

14� http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Surface-Water-Management-
Plans/Ipswich-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf

15� http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Greenest-County/Water--Coast/Suffolk-Flood-Partnership/2018-
Strategy-Documents/2016-04-Suffolk-Flood-Risk-Management-Strategy-v12.pdf

16� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/Flooding-and-drainage/SUFFOLK-PFRA-REPORT-
FINAL.pdf

17�https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/698246
/PFRA_Suffolk_County_Council_2017.pdf
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clarified and made clearer so that any required actions can be properly identified and included in the 
CS for it to be understood by residents and for it to be sound. Given the current terrible flooding and 
that Ipswich is a FRA, this is a key issue that needs correcting.

Para 6.7 

The Vision needs to include an improvement in air quality levels and compliance with legally binding 
targets that are currently exceeded. IBC should have a Strategic Policy to comply with legally binding 
air quality targets and eradicate AQMAs within Ipswich for the benefit and protection of residents. 
The Climate Emergency also needs to be recognised in the Vision (please see our comments under 
CS1).

Objective 6.8.4

This Objective needs to be strengthened to recognise the Climate Emergency for the CS to be sound 
(please see our comments under CS1).

Objective 6.8 5

It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be measured; 2004 
emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is clear. For 
example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations and if not, 
how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear when IBC 
aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not be left to 
2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich residents will 
have died prematurely. IBC needs to comply with legally binding targets otherwise its CS is unsound.

Objective 6.8 6

IBC has decided to remove its previous Objective to achieve modal shift of 15% by 2031 in the current
Local Plan and needs to be asked why given this is still required for the CS to be sound. SCC Transport 
modelling (which we discuss later) confirms that major modal shift is required to deliver the CS  (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys). Given the importance of achieving high levels of modal shift to 
deliver the Plan, it is imperative that a modal shift target for 2026 is included for the CS to be sound. 
IBC needs to explain why it no longer thinks having a modal shift target is important.

Ipswich CS Authority Monitoring Report 13, 2017/18 June 2019 fails to adequately report back on the
current Objective 6 f. TARGET: To link with Travel Ipswich to achieve a 15% modal switch for journeys 
in Ipswich by 2031. Simply stating “The Travel Ipswich measures have now been implemented. This 
target will be reviewed through the Ipswich Local Plan review.” We believe the reason that the target 
has not been reported on is that little or no progress has been made and the that is has been 
removed because IBC knows it cannot be achieved. IBC needs to report the modal shift levels 
achieved through Travel Ipswich (formerly known as Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century) as 
this will indicate what levels of modal shift can be achieved in Ipswich.

We also note that Appendix5, pg 55 states “The 2018 Travel to Work survey ran from the 7th May to 
29th June 2018, outside the 2017/18 monitoring period. The 2018 results show that driving (single 
occupant and car share) remains the most frequently used mode of travel at 64.7% in 2018, an 
increase from 62.6% in 2017. The percentage of those travelling as a single occupant has risen 
compared to last year and currently stands at 62.6%, 3.5% higher than in 2017.” This illustrates how 
difficult the required levels of modal switching will be to achieve, without which the CS is clearly 
unsound.

01/03/20 12 SOCS_v2_NFPG CS consultation Jan 2020 response v2.docx



We believe IBC has failed to make any progress on the modal shift target of 15% by 2031. It clearly 
needs to provide evidence that it can deliver the required modal shift levels identified by SCC (e.g. 
c15.5% by 2026 for existing journeys) for the CS to be sound. If not, the CS needs to be revised 
accordingly to be sound.

IBS states that “Additional east-west highway capacity could be provided within the plan period” and 
needs to illustrate what it means by this and whether such capacity is required for the CS to be 
sound.

Paragraph 8.19, which states “In addition to the integrated transport solutions, including bus network
improvements within the town and increased capacity of the local rail offering, a northern route 
around Ipswich is expected to be needed to enable growth in the longer term.” Ipswich Borough 
Council states support for such a route. We would like to draw attention to the article in the Ipswich 
Star (27 February 201918) where the leader of Ipswich Borough Council, David Ellesmere, is quoted as 
saying “A northern bypass is a priority infrastructure project for Ipswich”. A position that was 
repeated in the East Anglian Daily Times Article19 published on 22/02/2020 "It remains our position 
that the best solution would be the construction of the inner route of the northern bypass [to ease 
traffic problems in Ipswich]. Both the previous Labour and current Conservative Ipswich MPs have 
also argued for a northern route as a priority for Ipswich. This paragraph and the CS need to be 
updated to take account of the decision that the northern route will NOT  be progressed further by 
SCC. Ipswich Borough Council needs to explain why its elected leader clearly believes that Ipswich 
cannot cope with existing volumes of traffic and that it is sound for the CS to increase traffic further. 
The Local Plan also needs to recognise that Suffolk County Council is also concerned about the ability 
for Ipswich to manage the existing volumes of traffic and announced on 18 February 2020 that it is 
setting up a taskforce to look at new ways of tackling the town's traffic problems. In response to the 
creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich traffic David Ellesmere is quoted 
in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road connecting Europa Way with Bramford 
Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new road link connecting London Road, 
Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”.

  Unless there is a huge change in public attitudes and behaviour plus substantial investment in other 
means of sustainable travel, improving the existing road infrastructure, including new technology, 
homeworking incentives, off-peak travel pricing incentives, regulatory instruments etc,  the plan will 
fail. A culture change will be needed. This is what the Start Ipswich Moving Campaign sets out to 
achieve.
The future shift to electric cars will not suffice. There is equal serious health impacts from particulate 
matter from vehicle brakes and tyres 20 (Inside Health BBC Radio 4 Air Pollution; Infectious Disease).
The number of cars as well as the vehicle emissions is the problem.
Considerable investment in public transport is required to deliver the Plan. Currently IBC has 
insufficient firm proposals or funding to deliver the required 2026 modal shifting target and 
subsequent modal shift levels throughout the CS period. The CS is therefore unsound as it lacks a 
credible transport solution that would support the proposed levels of growth. 

Para 6.17 
We challenge the need for future development after 2031 in north-east Ipswich at the northern end 
of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which is no longer required by Suffolk Coastal to meet 
its housing target as this has been reduced substantially by the Planning Inspector: 

1. The Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 2018  
Section 4.3 Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 (Suffolk Coastal) recognises the sensitivity of the 

18 � https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-northern-bypass-latest-1-5908955
19 � https://www.eadt.co.uk/news/ellesemere-on-travel-taskforce-1-6527021
20 �https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m000fgf7
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open land between the edge of suburban Ipswich and the villages of Westerfield and 
Rushmere and that the area forms an important corridor of land. It states that “opportunities 
lie in the strengthening of landscape structure, softening of the urban edge and 
reinforcement and creation of corridors which penetrate the urban area”. It concludes that 
the area is “sensitive to development” and “care will be needed to ensure rural countryside 
beyond the Ipswich administration area continues to function as a green rim to the town”.  
These comments will clearly also apply to the open land within the Ipswich boundary. Even 
more so as the land is nearest the edge of suburban Ipswich and there is substantially less 
open land within the Ipswich boundary than Suffolk Coastal. We also note that this report 
was produced before the Ipswich draft CS proposal. Therefore, it does not consider the 
impacts of building on the open countryside within the Ipswich boundary, which will increase 
the sensitivity of the Land Northeast of Ipswich IP2 as described in this report. In our view, 
this land is too important and sensitive to be built on, especially as it will result in the need 
for an additional primary school, which has additional traffic implications.

2. We do not believe that the full proposed expansion of the town centre retail development is 
required or sustainable and that this land could be better used for new homes. Town centre 
homes are likely to have a far lower impact on traffic congestion and air quality than on the 
outskirts of Ipswich. We believe that there are opportunities to convert some of the existing 
excess town centre retail property into new homes. This approach should be used instead of 
building on at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road, which will add 
to traffic congestion into the town centre and along Valley/Rd/Colchester Rd etc. We note 
that Ipswich Central is also advocating an increase to the number of homes in the town 
centre21. This will help improve the town centre and the night-time economy, reduce traffic 
into the centre town (compared to other new build sites), facilitate modal shift and improve 
air quality. Why has this option not been considered by IBC?

3. We believe that the Parking Strategy over-estimates the parking demand, and hence the 
required land, for town centre parking and that this brownfield land would be better used for
housing rather than the previously designated countryside at Humber Doucy Lane.

4. Traffic modelling shows that traffic from the development will further increase traffic at 
junctions that are already over-capacity without any road infrastructure projects proposed to 
rectify this forecast over-capacity.

5. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of Policy CS16 regarding the protection and
enhancement of green corridors and the CS “Green Rim” (regardless of the land having been 
designated as countryside). In our view, this is why Ipswich Borough Council wants to re-
designate the green rim as bike and cycle trails without any justification and a distinct lack of 
cycle trails in the “green trails”. We discuss this in detail in our comments to Chapter 7, which 
should also be considered here.

6. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS. POLICY DM8: The 
Natural Environment POLICY DM10: Green Corridors. It is also counter to the principles of 
POLICY DM11: Countryside and should remain classified as part of the Green Rim. It is also 
effectively non-compliant with Paragraph 8.80 as it is inconceivable there will be net gains in 
biodiversity and green infrastructure by building on the green rim.

7. The allocation of this land for housing is in breach of the current CS in relation to the 
corresponding Policies and Diagram 3 The Ipswich Core Diagram where it is designated as 
Green Rim. IBC has not provided enough evidence to justify this change of classification from 
countryside.

8. The North East Character Study recognises the benefits of this site as “a rural buffer” as open 
fields/countryside to urban Ipswich. Given the lack of such land in Ipswich, it is too important 
to be lost.

9. The housing requirement in Suffolk Coastal has been reduced by the Planning Inspector22 
from 582 homes pa (10,476) 2018-2036 to 542 pa (9,756) i.e. a reduction of 720 homes over 

21 � https://www.ipswichstar.co.uk/news/ipswich-needs-4-000-new-homes-1-6516012
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the Plan period. Clearly Suffolk Coastal no longer needs the land at Humber Doucy Lane to 
provide the 150 homes (to be built after 2031) that it had included in its final draft plan23 
(paragraph 12.209) and the allocation of this land is therefore not sound.

Regardless, there should be no development of this land until the completion of the IGS. This needs 
to be made clear in the CS. For the CS to be effective, the Sustainability Appraisal needs to fully assess
the implications on building on this site and whether delivering more homes in the town centre 
instead of retail expansion might be a more sustainable option.

CHAPTER 7: The Key Diagram (and all other references to the green rim/trail)

 
We strongly disagree with the proposed change to replace “green rim” with “green trail” in 
(v) The ecological network, green corridor and green rim approach to strategic green infrastructure 
(policy CS16). The proposed change to the green rim has not been assessed by the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and needs to be included in the HRA accordingly. 

The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected by adding it to Policy CS4, especially as 
Ipswich Borough Council have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to 
reclassify it and hence destroy it. 

The Ipswich Local Plan – Regulation 19 draft presented at the Council Meeting on 8th January 2020 
states, in the last paragraph of Section 2.47 The Development Management, that “There has been 
some confusion arising from the Preferred Options consultation responses on the purpose of the 
‘green rim’, which are principally orbital routes for walking and cycling around the periphery of the 
Borough although it is acknowledged that they are important routes for biodiversity and the wider 
ecological network. It is suggested that these be renamed as ‘green trails’ which shows that these 
areas are also connected with walking and cycling.”

It is our view that the Council in its paper is mis-leading Councillors as the concept of corridors and 
the green rim was for the corridors to provide access on foot or by cycle to the countryside 
surrounding Ipswich. That countryside then became known as the green rim and the intention was 
for the green rim to be protected from development. We note that in subsequent CSs the green rim 
has been considerably reduced in size, which demonstrates the Council’s lack of commitment to 
protecting open space and improving biodiversity in its own Plans. The change in definition is 
effectively non-compliant with policy DM8.

In our view, the Council is doing this so that it can bring forward land around Humber Doucy Lane, 
which has previously been designated as countryside, and then as part of the green rim, for 
development in the revised draft of the CS by removing the protection that it currently has. If the 
Council  wants to do this then it should be clear and transparent that it proposes to build on land 
previously designated as countryside/green rim rather than by deviously trying to re-designate the 
land as a pedestrian/cycle green trail (which was never the intention of previous CSs). We believe 
that there are other brownfield sites in Ipswich that could be used instead.

In Appendix 1, we illustrate the history of the green rim/corridors in various drafts of the CS below 
and include a comparison of actual cycle routes to the revised green trails demonstrating that it is the
Council that is “confused” about the original purpose of the green rim. We also note that there is no 

22� 
https://suffolkcoastallocalplan.inconsult.uk/gf2.ti/f/1006178/63765093.1/PDF/-/Suffolk_Coastal_Local_Plan_Po
st_hearings_letter.pdf

23� https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Planning/Suffolk-Coastal-Local-Plan/Final-Draft-Local-Plan/Final-
Draft-Local-Plan.pdf
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mention of the Green Rim (or Green Trail) being used for cycling in the Ipswich Cycling Strategy24 
adopted in March 2016 as part of the CS.

Chapter 8 Scale and location of growth

We have argued for many years that previous homes and employment targets set by Ipswich Borough
Council were too high, unrealistic and based upon flawed evidence. It is now clear that previous Plans
were unsound and by their very nature were therefore sub-optimal for Ipswich as we argued strongly 
at the time. It is disappointing that Ipswich Borough Council has taken so long to accept this. We 
believe the proposed lower targets are more realistic. We agree with IBC that it has established a 5-
year land supply of 5.06 years including a 20% buffer or contingency in the 5-year supply.

Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities

This needs to include the following highway schemes that SCC assumes will proceed in Ipswich in its 
ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 along with the dates they are required 
by. Without these being implemented the modelling work, and hence the CS is unsound.

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional lane 
SB for Heath Road 

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane 
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street 
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal (we question how this will  improve bus 

services?)
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. Capacity 
increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction 

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site access 
onto Henley Road 

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access 

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction 

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares 

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches to 
roundabout due to flares 

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension of 
Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts 

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction of 
A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout [we note this is not in Ipswich 
and appears to have been incorrectly grouped under Ipswich]

This list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with Valley Road which 
are required to be delivered by Crest Nicholson after by occupation of the 299th home on its Henley 
Grange IGS site (as stated in the planning application Decision Notice). It needs to be confirmed 
whether this infrastructure project has been included and modelled accordingly. It needs to be added
to the list of projects.

We support the inclusion of sewage infrastructure in ISPA2. We have argued for this for many years 
and its inclusion is long overdue. We believe specific reference to it being required for the delivery of 
the Ipswich Garden Suburb, which still has no agreed site-wide sewage infrastructure solution after 
over 10 years of planning for one. 

24 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cycling_strategy_spd.pdf
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Policy IPSA4 and Paragraphs 8.24-8.26 

Please see comments on Paragraph 6.17. Paragraph 8.24 states that development will “follow the 
delivery of the Ipswich Garden Suburb”. We disagree on the need for this land to be developed, but if 
it is then it needs to be made clear throughout the CS document that this can only happen following 
the delivery of the IGS development, rather than “appropriately phased”. Without this stipulation it 
could detrimentally impact on demand for homes at the IGS leading to a stalled and incomplete 
development of the IGS for many years. It is premature to phase it with the IGS development rather 
than at the end of the IGS development.

Policy CS1 

Sustainable Development needs to reflect the legal requirement to comply with Air Quality targets, as
well as considering them elsewhere in the CS for the CS to be sound. 

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. This commitment will clearly impact on the CS 
and needs to be referenced here and in relation to other relevant policies e.g. DM1 and DM2 for the 
CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the 
government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account.

Policy CS4, Policy CS17 and DM8 

The existing green rim is an asset and should be protected, especially as Ipswich Borough Council 
have previously massively reduced its size and are now attempting to reclassify it (see above). It 
should be included in CS4 accordingly for the CS to be sound. 

We have some concern that IBC may not be providing enough recreational mitigation for its RAMSAR 
sites. It is not clear what RAMS S106 payments (agreed on 30/01/20) have been agreed with CBRE 
and Crest IGS sites as the S106 have not been made publicly available by IBC with its Decision Notice 
in February 2020 on granting outline application approval. 

The Suffolk Coast European Sites Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy 
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) 2019

This was approved by the Executive on 7th January 2020, which implies the S106 agreements should 
include RAMS mitigation payments as they were agreed after the SPD was approved by the 
Executive. 

We note that Paragraph 2.4 states "It should be noted that some residential schemes, particularly 
those located close to a European Site boundary or large scale developments, are likely to need to 
provide additional mitigation measures (in addition to the tariff) such as Suitable Alternative Natural 
Green Space (SANGS) or green infrastructure measures. This would need to be assessed through a 
project level Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) (including Appropriate Assessment)." Therefore, 
it would appear that the delivery of the Country Park is therefore an additional requirement to the 
RAMS tariffs.

However, IBC did not request any S106 contributions from either CREST of CBRE for any of their 
homes on the IGS for recreational mitigation when the outline application was approved subject a 
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number of conditions at the Planning & Development Committee Wednesday 4th April 2018 
CREST - Para 5.16 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20697/Item%2001.pdf other than 
£7.5k HRA for monitoring

CBRE - Section 10 of https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s20700/Item%2002.pdf other than 
£7.5k HRA for monitoring

The SPD also states 
3.2 What types of application does this apply to?
The Suffolk Coast RAMS tariff applies to all full applications, outline applications, hybrid applications, 
permitted development, and reserved matters applications where no contribution was made at the 
outline application or hybrid application stage.
Sites that already have planning permission will not be required to pay any additional mitigation 
sum, unless they are resubmitted for consideration.
3.3 The Suffolk Coast RAMS contribution is payable in addition to any Community Infrastructure Levy 
(CIL) liability and/or any other S106 or S278 contributions for other types of contribution and there 
may be other site-specific mitigation requirements in respect of European Sites and ecology.

If there are no RAMS tariffs included in the S106 agreements this could be in breach of this SPD,  
Policy CS4, CS17 and Policy DM31 The Natural Environment of the current Ipswich CS. It also means 
the new CS  would be unsound in relation to CS4 CS17 and DM 8 The Natural Environment as there is
no means of funding the required. We believe further examination of the issue is required to provide 
confidence that the CS is sound in relation to this issue.

Policy CS5 Improving Accessibility

States that the Council will work with the Highway Authority including through the Local Transport 
Plan to manage travel demand in Ipswich and maximise sustainable transport solutions and in doing 
so will prioritise the development of an integrated cycle network. During the duration of the current 
CS and despite the agreement of the Cycling SPD, we have seen no improvements to the cycle 
network. Indeed, the only major changes that we are aware of are:

 The removal of the dedicated cycle lane on Felixstowe Road out of Ipswich towards 
Sainsburys.

 The construction of steps on the Cornhill effectively blocks off the previous direct cycle route 
between Lloyds Avenue and Princes Street. This was the only cross-town cycle route that did 
not involve the use of dangerous counter-flow cycle lanes (Northgate Street and Museum 
Street) in the town centre. Neither of these counter-flow cycle lanes meet cycle lane 
guidelines25. 

Both these changes, especially the town centre one, result in a more segregated cycle network and 
will deter cyclists rather than encourage them. We also note that the cycle route along the 
Christchurch Park Bridleway remains in a dangerous state of repair since the current CS was 
approved. This shows a distinct lack of commitment to even maintaining the existing cycle network. 

We also note that much of the Ipswich cycling infrastructure is sub-standard and fails to comply with 
recommended minimum standards for cycle lane width for both dedicated cycle lanes and shared 

25� The desirable minimum width of any contraflow lane is 2m. Where space is constrained it may be 
reduced to an absolute minimum of 1.5m. The width of the with-flow traffic lane may be as little as 
2.5m where there are low volumes of heavy goods vehicles and the servicing needs of shops and 
other premises are met by off-street loading or other means. The preferred minimum width is 3m as 
this is less likely to cause with-flow traffic to encroach upon the cycle lane. Cycling England A.06 
Contra-Flow Cycling.
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pedestrian/cycle routes. The latter acts as a barrier to both walking and cycling. The required levels of
modal shift will not be delivered with such sub-standard infrastructure.

Paragraph 33 of the Transport Topic paper states that “There has also been a variety of cycling and 
walking initiatives built around the balanced transport plan for Ipswich” but fails to provide any 
evidence of this. The Council needs to detail the initiatives delivered by the Council in the last few 
years since the adoption of the current Core Strategy and the Cycling Strategy  Supplementary 
Planning Document in March 2016 and the current CS in February 2017 and advise on the  level of 
modal shift has been achieved by them. We have not been able to find any evidence of the levels of 
modal shift achieved by these initiatives (nor what the specific initiatives actually are). In relation to 
the provision of cycling infrastructure in the current CS, there seems to have been no progress in 
delivering the requirements of:

 CS5 Improving Accessibility Enables access across town safely and conveniently by foot and 
by bicycle - work with the Highway Authority through the Local Transport Plan prioritise the 
development of an integrated cycle network.

 CS16 Green infrastructure, Sport and Recreation  Strengthens ecological networks that link 
inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing walking and cycling routes.

 CS20 Key Transport Proposals Seeks improved cycling and walking routes between key nodes.
 SP15 Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes Support improvements to pedestrian and cycle 

routes within the IP-One area and linking the town centre to residential areas and beyond. 
The level of achievement by IBC will help determine how effective the CS is likely to be in delivering 
its accessibility and modal shift objectives and whether it is sound in these respects.

The SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL Draft Local Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (dated 15/03/2019 
presented at Suffolk Cabinet 20/January 2020) 

This identifies the requirements and options for planning of future opportunities to make 
improvements to the cycling and walking network. We are disappointed that this document has not 
been included by IBC in the Evidence Base as it clearly shows the poor existing walking and cycling 
infrastructure in Ipswich. The draft LCWIP assesses a number of corridors in Ipswich but does not 
include any actions or funding to improve these. The corridors are assessed using WRAT and CLOS 
assessment tools.

As part of the Welsh Active Travel Design Guidance a Walking Route Audit Tool (WRAT) was 
developed to assist Local Authorities with the auditing of walking routes. The auditing methodology 
targets the five core design outcomes for pedestrian infrastructure, which are similar to those for 
cycling.  These are: • attractiveness • comfort • directness • safety • coherence. Each design 
outcome has several sub-categories that are each scored 0-2 with a score of 70% (28/40) being 
normally regarded as the minimum provision overall.

CLOS (cycle level of service) scores Cycling Level of Service is an audit tool developed by Transport for
London. It is designed to assess the quality of cycling provision in existing (and proposed) schemes, 
with a final score out of 100. Good (Dutch-quality) schemes should be scoring between 70 and 80 out
of 100. 

In order to achieve the high targets of modal shift then, the key corridors should exceed the 
minimum standards of good design. However, it is clear from the assessments below that the existing
walking and cycling infrastructure in Ipswich is massively sub-standard and without major 
improvements there is absolutely no chance of achieving the modal shift targets required and hence 
the CS is unsound in respect of Policy CS5 and subsequently CS20 Transport and DM3 Air Quality.
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Corridor WRAT CLOS
Minimum level required28 70
London Rd / Hadleigh Rd 27.2 58
Wherstead Rd 24.4 32.6
Henley Rd / Westerfield Rd 24.7 37.2
Birkfield Drive 18.25 41.5
Hawthorn Drive 19.5 30.7
Inner orbital 31 45 estimated from parts that can be scored

unable to provide average score as some parts have no cycling or walking provision
Gipping River Path 20.6 44.3
Woodbridge Rd / Spring Rd 28.6 42.3
Nacton Rd / Landseer Rd 27.8 41.4

It should also be noted that the assessments are based on the most suitable route, rather than 
routes walkers and cyclists might actually use so these scores will be higher than what is will be 
experienced on average. Clearly cycling and walking in Ipswich is currently an unattractive, unsafe, 
incoherent, uncomfortable experience that is also non-directional.

The Transport Modelling, which we will discuss later, includes extremely challenging modal shift 
assumptions. Unless IBC can provide evidence of sufficient funding and plans in place to improve the 
ineffective cycling network the required levels of modal shift cannot possibly be achieved, and the CS 
cannot be found to be sound.

We also note that Ipswich Buses, operated by IBC, continues to use the outdated approach of having 
bus routes that just go into town rather than establishing radial routes such as along the 
A1214/Heath Rd from ASDA/Whitehouse, past the hospital, to Futura Park/Ransomes/Havens. Bus 
route 2 currently stops at the hospital and could easily be extended to the ASDA/Whitehouse area. 
Such an approach would provide a more direct quicker route for many people and have the 
advantage of avoiding the town centre AQMAs. We would like to see the CS Preferred Options 
include a requirement on IBC to assess and test the viability of such bus routes to Improve 
Accessibility and help contribute to modal shift. Substantial investment in the Ipswich bus network is 
required, including the expansion of the Ipswich Park and Ride network.

IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS26 

This Financial Plan covers up to 2023/24 and was approved at Council on 19/02/2020. Paragraph 32 
identifies IBC’s top ten projects for this period, which includes “providing high quality multi-story and
surface car parking”. However, there is no money allocated over the four-year period to improving air
quality, delivering modal shift or improving cycle and pedestrian infrastructure (i.e. to improve 
accessibility) despite the CS being dependent on achieving 15% modal shift and IBC being in breach 
of legally binding air quality limits. There is not even any mention of ‘modal shift’, ‘air quality’, 
‘cycling’, ‘walking’, ‘traffic’ or ‘sustainable travel’ in the 98 page document, which would appear to 
illustrate the lack of commitment of IBC to invest in improving these areas. IBC is clearly prioritising 
encouraging people to drive into the town centre rather than use more sustainable means. The CS is 
clearly not effective as IBC has not allocated any funding towards delivering modal shift or improving 
air quality. 

Paragraph 8.97 and Policy C20 e) reference to the [Car] Parking Strategy and Plan

26� https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s27023/C-19-19%20MTFP%20Appendix%201%20-
%20Financial%20Strategies%20and%20Medium%20Term%20Financial%20Plan%202020-21%20Onwards.pdf
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It is not clear if the Ipswich Parking Strategy as drafted by WYG Transport Planning dated March 2019 
has actually been approved by the IBC Executive. The IBC website Decision List shows a decision by 
the Executive was due on 29th October 2019, but the Strategy was not on the agenda. It now seems 
to have disappeared from the Decision List without a decision being made. IBC needs to detail the 
current situation with the Parking Strategy.

Paragraph 2.4.6 states that the Strategy is based on 12,500 additional jobs target 2011-2031 on 35 
hectares whilst the proposed target is for approximately 9,500 jobs on 23.5 hectares by 2036 – a 
substantial reduction. Paragraph 2.4.4 states that it is based on 8,840 new dwellings by 2036 – the 
new target is 8,010. The new targets therefore render the Strategy obsolete. With the reduction in 
these targets, especially new jobs, it is logical to assume there will be a reduced requirement in land 
for car parking. We believe this brownfield land would be better used for housing before any 
development of the Humber Doucy Lane site. The CS is unsound in allocating the Humber Doucy Lane
site for housing ahead of excess brownfield car parking sites. As shown in its FINANCIAL STRATEGIES 
AND MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS, IBC is prioritising improving town centre 
car parking and encouraging car journeys into town ahead of funding the encouragement of more 
sustainable forms of transport. This is in breach of the proposed CS

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Car Parking Strategy drafted in March 
2019 needs to take account of this, especially given the Council operates many car parks in Ipswich, 
for the CS to be sound. This would be consistent with the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that 
the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was unlawful because it did not take climate 
commitments into account.

Policy CS10 Ipswich Garden Suburb

We have major concerns on the ability of the road network to cope with the additional traffic from 
the IGS without some form of northern relief road.

We are pleased that IBC secured £9.8m from the Housing Infrastructure Fund for the country park 
and the two road bridges over the railway. We believe this money is required to be committed by 
March 2022 (following an extension to the original date of March 2021). If this is the case, we are 
concerned that this critical infrastructure may not be delivered in time to secure the funding as work 
is yet to start on-site. We are particularly concerned that the relevant Decision Notices granting 
Outline Planning Permission for the Crest Nicholson IGS development only requires the Vehicular 
Bridge to be delivered upon the delivery of 699 homes. Clearly it is impossible to build this number of
homes before March 2022 although it may be possible to demonstrate “commitment” as required by 
the HIF. We are already concerned that the existing Henley Road bridge over the railway is not wide 
enough to allow cyclists, pedestrian and cars to pass safely yet there are no improvements planned 
for this bridge. Without the early delivery of the road/pedestrian bridge and associated links into 
town that avoid the Henley Rd rail bridge, there is no safe walking/cycling route from the Crest 
Henley Gate development into town and the CS would consequently be unsound.

The Section 106 agreements for the two approved IGS sites may well include measures to safeguard 
HIF funding, or provide for other means of securing the required funding. These are technical and 
complex documents that are difficult for the public to understand. We believe that IBC needs to 
provide evidence that this infrastructure will be delivered in time to secure the funding and that 
contingency measures are in place to secure alternative funding for this infrastructure for the CS to 
be considered sound. As we discuss later in our submission the delivery of the IGS road infrastructure
problems needs to be compatible with the dates assumed in the SSC traffic modelling. Evidence 
needs to be provided this is the case, before the CS can be found to be sound.
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We are pleased to see that S106 payments agreed for the two approved IGS sites include funding for 
improved off-site  infrastructure such as improving the Bridleway, cycle routes and providing crossings
on Valley Road and Park Road. However, the trigger points for these payments are split into three 
instalments, with the last one prior to occupation of 500 homes for the CBRE/Mersea site and 600 
homes for the Crest Nicholson site. Unless funding is provided from elsewhere to deliver the offsite 
infrastructure earlier than these trigger point dates, the required levels of modal shift will not be 
achieved by 2026 as the required sustainable travel infrastructure around the IGS will be incomplete. 

We note that the S106 payments schedule for Henley Gate requires Crest Nicholson to deliver the 
Smarter Choices Programme for homes between Norwich Road and Henley Road  (bounded by Valley
Road). However, this is not required to commence until occupation of the 500th home. Consequently, 
there will be no modal shift programme implemented for this area in time to deliver the 15% modal 
shift requirement that is assumed in the transport modelling by 2026. The CS is therefore unsound in 
this respect. 

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020

3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will become unacceptably congested around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb.
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%.
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.]
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM.
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks.
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036.
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks. 

However, previous modelling for both Application IP/16/00608/OUT Land North Of Railway And East 
Of, Henley Road, Crest Nicholson (see Paragraph 5.121)  and Application IP/14/00638/OUTFL Land To 
South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road, CBRE/Mersea Homes (see Paragraphs 5.69 and 
Paragraph 8.484) has shown that these junctions are already operating at or near capacity at peak 
times and will continue to do so. By applying a 15% modal shift reduction, the modelling is hiding the
fact that Ipswich roads are already heavily congested with many roads already operating at capacity 
at peak times. 

In addition, Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most
of the A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads around the Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times and either side of 
the peaks, is required to assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long 
periods, then clearly the CS cannot be found to be sound for Transport and Air Quality. The modelling
work needs to identify when these junctions and links reach capacity and how congestion will be 
mitigated as evidence for the CS to be sound; there is a big difference with this happening in say 
2027 or 2035 between the modelled periods or even before 2026 in some cases.

We are also concerned that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and 
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Road and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Road, which 
are not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is 
obvious that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and 
therefore unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; 
shift rates are achieved etc. We are also concerned that Air Quality limits will worsen between now 
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and 2026 yet there is no assessment of this. 

We note that the CBRE/Mersea planning application for the IGS assumed that the “flagship project” 
Ipswich – Transport Fit for the 21st Century (renamed Travel Ipswich) would reduce dependency on 
car by 15%, whilst the Crest application assumed 20% reduction for work, business and other 
activities. It is clear the current network is completely UNFIT for the 21st Century and without 
substantial additional investment than that proposed it will remain this way.

Despite the Cross-Boundary Water Cycle Study report27 there remains a lack of understanding and 
detail on what new additional sewage infrastructure will be required or evidence that the sewage 
infrastructure required for the IGS can be delivered despite first requesting this almost 10 years ago. 
Anglian Water’s proposed strategy to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road and 
provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Road solution was briefly mentioned
in the outline planning application for the Mersea Homes outline planning application for Land To 
South Of Railway Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL. There is still no agreed solution despite 
the two IGS outline applications being approved in February 2020.  We note that IBC has stipulated 
that “Prior to the submission of the first Reserved Matters application a Site Wide Foul and Surface 
Water Drainage Strategy which covers the entire development site.”

 If sewage infrastructure cannot be provided at the right time and at the right price for the IGS (as a 
whole) then the IGS cannot be delivered in accordance with the Plan. The implications of the 
construction of new sewage infrastructure on Ipswich need to be considered as part of the CS. For 
instance, providing a 550cubic metres sewage storage tank under Valley Road. will require its closure 
for many months and have a major detrimental impact on traffic and air quality in Ipswich. Sewage 
infrastructure requirements urgently need to be considered in Policy CS10 and included in the 
Infrastructure Table 8b. In our view, all off-line sewage storage should be provided on the IGS site to 
minimise traffic impacts and prevent the worsening of Air Quality in areas already exceeding legal 
limits in Ipswich.

The effectiveness of the CS to deliver both employment and homes growth including the IGS could be
seriously undermined by the ongoing failure to properly assess the cumulative requirement of 
Ipswich for wastewater infrastructure over the CS period and plan for its provision. This remains a 
major failing of the CS making it unsound. We note that improvements to sewage infrastructure has 
been included in ISPA2 and it also needs to be included in relation to the IGS.

The potential impact of Sizewell C on the IGS and the CS has not been assessed in any form of 
sensitivity analysis. We have previously raised concerns of the impacts of increased rail freight for 
Sizewell C on the Ipswich – Westerfield stretch of the rail-line regarding air pollution, noise, operation
of Westerfield level crossing and the proposed pedestrian bridge, which have been ignored. In its 
response to the latest consultation on Sizewell C28, we are pleased to see that IBC now shares these 
concerns, but still fails to assess the potential impacts in relation to the IGS and the CS. The potential 
impacts of Sizewell C as raised by IBC in its consultation response needs to be assessed in relation to 
the soundness of the CS preferred options through sensitivity analysis prior to a decision being made 
on whether it proceeds.

We believe the Council’s estimate requirement for increased retail space in Ipswich town centre 
remains flawed and question the need to allocate part of the Westgate site and the Mint Quarter for 
retail. We have always argued that Ipswich Borough Council has been over-estimating retail demand 
(as with previous undeliverable homes and employment targets). We believe that less retail space 

27 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/cross-boundary-water-cycle-study_jan_2019.pdf
28 �https://democracy.ipswich.gov.uk/documents/s23982/Item%2011%20Appendix%202%20Sizewell%20C

%20Stage%203%20consultation%20IBC%20proposed%20response.pdf
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will be required in future and that some of it should be reallocated for housing in preference to of 
green space at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Road. As mentioned above 
we believe there will be less land required for car parking in and around the town centre and that this
land should also be reallocated for housing ahead of the Humber Doucy Lane green space for the CS 
to be sound.

Policy CS16 Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation

The proposed allocation of land for housing at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane and 
Tuddenham Road is in breach of Policy CS16, e.g. in relation to the protection and enhancement of 
green corridors. The CS is therefore unsound.

POLICY CS17: Delivering Infrastructure

We remain concerned that the proposed development of the Ipswich Garden Suburb without 
improved road infrastructure will severely impact on traffic congestion and air quality and adversely 
affect the quality of life of residents. 

At a strategic level, the Water Cycle Study concludes that, based on the predicted housing growth in 
IBC and SCDC, it is anticipated that no works/ upgrades to the existing water recycling centre (WRC) 
at Cliff Quay, other than those already planned by Anglian Water, are required. In terms of the 
Ipswich area, Anglian Water have the following three projects committed in their Water Recycling 
Long-Term Plan (2018)29  

 Increased Water Recycling Centre Process Capacity - £12.3m cost – Scheduled for completion 
by 2032;

 Combined Sewage Overflow improvements - £11.96m cost – Scheduled for completion by 
2027; and

 Increased Drainage Capacity through surface water management and upsizing (Defined 
Contingent Scheme) - £15.496m cost – Scheduled for completion by 2027.

This is clearly major infrastructure that is required for the delivery of the CS and should be included in
the Infrastructure Table for the CS to be sound.

However, there is still no sewage infrastructure solution for the IGS or for the wider ISPA area despite 
it being a strategic priority (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities i)). IBC needs to work far 
more closely with Anglian Water (and ISPA) to undertake a proper assessment of the cumulative 
homes and jobs expansion needs for strategic wastewater infrastructure in and around Ipswich to 
identify and cost key infrastructure deliverables. These need to be properly included in both CS 
Infrastructure Tables 8A and 8B as well. Without proper assessment and clear details of required 
sewage infrastructure to deliver the CS it is clearly unsound.

Please see our comments under Policy CS4 in relation to RAMSAR sites.

POLICY CS20: Key Transport Proposals

It is worth noting that The Upper Orwell Crossings (the Wet Dock Crossings) will not proceed as there 
is insufficient funding (although new proposals for pedestrian crossings may be developed). SCC has 
also confirmed the Ipswich northern relief road will also not proceed. Without these major 
infrastructure projects, we believe increased congestion is likely to be severe and unacceptable 
without substantial investment in improving the existing road network, bus routes, rail services, 
dedicated cycle routes and major funding to support modal shift including funding to change the 
attitudes and behaviours of existing residents in relation to their transport modes. We believe that 

29 � https://www.anglianwater.co.uk/_assets/media/water-recycling-long-term-plan.pdf
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evidence needs to be provided to the Planning Inspector that substantial funding is available to 
deliver these improvements for the CS to be found to be sound.

We note that the traffic modelling does not assess the impacts of the potential construction of 
Sizewell C. Clearly this will have a major impact on traffic in Suffolk and Ipswich as recognised by IBC 
in its latest consultation response on Sizewell C proposals. As well as construction traffic itself, IBC 
agrees there will be an increase in the number of outward commuters from Ipswich/local areas and 
weekly commuters from further afield. The Transport assessment will need to be revised if Sizewell C 
proceeds.

We are pleased to see the  WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology 
Report and the WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand 
reductions – (January 2020) which updates previous January 2019 modelling work. However, we have
major concerns with some of the key assumptions and outputs.

ISPA LOCAL PLAN MODELLING Methodology Report Table 3-2 

As mentioned above this shows the future highway schemes which have been included in the 
forecast model networks within Ipswich which are all assumed to be in place by 2026 (we have 
added relevant references to IGS for clarity). 

1. Bixley Road / Heath Road / Foxhall Road Additional lane NB for Bixley Road / Additional 
lane SB for Heath Road 

2. Nacton Road / Maryon Road Turn WB Nacton to two lanes, and EB Nacton to one lane 
3. Upper Orwell Street Changed to one-way southbound from St Helen’s Street 
4. St Helen’s Street / Bond Street Bus lane removal [we question how this will  improve bus 

services?]
5. Ipswich Radial Corridor Route improvements - Felixstowe Road. Capacity increase to 

Felixstowe Road & Bixley Road arms of roundabout with A1156 Bucklesham Road. 
Capacity increase at Bixley Road / Ashdown Way junction 

6. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Henley Gate Two signalised junctions included as part of site 
access onto Henley Road [required as part of Crest Nicholson planning consent]

7. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Fonnereau Priority controlled junction included on Westerfield 
Road in relation to access [required as part of CBRE planning consent]

8. Ipswich Garden Suburb – Red Hill Farm Two priority-controlled junctions included on 
Westerfield Road, north and south of Fonnereau access junction [should be required as 
part of Red Hill planning consent when determined]

9. A1214 Valley Road / Westerfield Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 approaches
to roundabout due to flares [required before 599 homes occupied on Henley Gate site 
and 399 homes occupied on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notices]

10. A1214 Valley Road / Tuddenham Road Increased capacity modelled on A1214 
approaches to roundabout due to flares [required before occupation of 499 homes built 
on CBRE site as stated in the Decision Notice] 

11. Europa Way link road Link road between Sproughton Road and Bramford Road, extension
of Europa Way with priority-controlled roundabouts 

12. A1214 / Bell Lane Ban of right turn from A1214 onto Dr Watson Lane. Signalised junction 
of A1214 / Bell Lane changed to priority-controlled roundabout 

As noted above this list excludes improvements to the Henley Road/Dale Hall Lane junctions with 
Valley Road which are required by SCC from Crest Nicholson before 299 home are occupied on its IGS
site (as stated in the Decision Notice). We note that the IGS Highways projects are not secured 
through S106 Agreements but will be provided by the Developers. 

It is not clear whether these projects will be funded separately by SCC outside of the Transport 
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Mitigation Programme or will be funded as  part of the Transport Mitigation programme budget. It is 
unclear what completion dates for these infrastructure projects has been assumed in the modelling 
work and whether these assumptions are realistic and consistent with the trigger points placed on 
the IGS developers. Evidence needs to be provided of how each infrastructure project is intended to 
be funded and when it needs to be completed (as assumed in the modelling work). Currently there is
too much ambiguity around these assumptions. We are especially concerned that A1214 junctions’ 
improvements will not have been delivered by 2026 as assumed in the model. Without evidence that
funding is available to deliver these 13 projects at the required time the CS is unsound.

As previously mentioned, these projects need to be included in the Infrastructure Tables. If any of the
projects are not delivered by the required dates (which need to be identified in the modelling work 
so they can be tested to be sound) then the traffic modelling will be flawed as traffic flows will not 
have been properly assessed and the CS unsound. Evidence needs to be provided to the Planning 
Inspector that funding is in place for these schemes compatible with the required delivery dates 
which need to be specified. 

We note that rail freight from Felixstowe Docks is planned to increase by 50% and the number of 
trains by 30% with the upgrade of the rail line to Ipswich. This will result in a major increase in the 
number of closures of Westerfield level crossing and for a longer duration. Westerfield Road is the 
main access route to the IGS developments (other than the Henley Gate/Crest Nicholson 
development). Therefore, IBC needs to provide evidence that the SCC modelling assessment has 
included the impact of the increased closure frequency of Westerfield Road level crossing on traffic 
for the CS to be sound.

The following Tables show the trip generation reductions assumed in the modelling work, if these are
not achieved the modelling is essentially unsound as will be the CS, as the transport network will not 
be able to cope with the traffic.

Table 5-1 – Trip generation reductions applied to existing road users 
Trip type 0-2.5km 2.5km8.5km 8.5km+ 
Urban-urban 30.00% 15.00% 5.00% 
Urban-rural 5.00% 5.00% 5.00% 
/ rural-urban 
Rural-rural 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 

Table 5-2 - Trip generation reductions applied to development trip generations 
Land Use Type Development Type Small Medium Large 
Residential Town Centre 10.00% 12.50% 0.00%30 
Residential Urban 5.00% 10.00% 10.00% 
Residential Rural 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 
Employment Town Centre 15.00% 20.00% 20.00% 
Employment Urban 10.00% 15.00% 15.00% 
Employment Rural 3.00% 3.00%  3.00% 

We note that “For any development from which trip rates and trip generation was determined from 
an existing Transport Assessment (i.e. greater than 500 dwellings / jobs), no trip generation reduction
was applied as it was assumed a shift to sustainable travel was already accounted for within the 
Transport Assessment”. We agree with this approach to prevent double counting.

We note that the assumed modal shift rates for the Crest Nicholson and CBRE/Mersea developments 
in their approved planning applications were 20% (from work, business and other activities, and 30% 

30� 0% as there are no such developments
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for travel to the secondary school) and 15% respectively.
  
Table 6-4 – 2026 Reduction in existing car trips 
Sector ID AM 2026 PM 2026 

Origin Dest Origin Dest 
All -9% -9% -10% -10% 

Ipswich Central 800  -12% -15% -15%  -15% 
Ipswich NW  801 -13% -13% -13% -14% 
Ipswich NE 802 -17% -17% -17% -17% 
Ipswich SE 803 -15% -15% -15% -16% 
Ipswich SW 804 -17% -14% -15% -14%
We note that the reduction in 2036 is very similar.

Tables 6-6 to 6-9 show reduction in trips from new road users for 2way trips in Ipswich these are
-12% AM 2026
-13% PM 2026
-11% AN 2036
-12% PM 2036

In Section 6.4 TOTAL TRIP MATRIX REDUCTION Tables 6-10 to 6-17 provides a comparison by vehicle 
type for the increase in overall county wide traffic for the various 2026/2036 AM/PM assignments 
with and without demand adjustment compared to the 2016 base. This information needs to be 
presented for Ipswich in order to properly assess the impacts of the CS and the feasibility of modal 
shift by vehicle type for Ipswich.

WSP/ Suffolk County Council ISPA Forecasting Report Forecasts with demand reductions January 
2020

The Demand Reduction Impact for Ipswich is reported in Tables 7 - 14 as follows:
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026) – SCC Highway 
-29% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-26% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026) – SCC Highway 
-23% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2026)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-28% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036) – SCC Highway 
-7% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (AM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
-30% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036) – SCC Highway 
-22% Reduction in PCU. Hours Delay (PM 2036)  - SCC Highway / SRN interface
These are clearly substantial reductions but there has been no scenario analysis or assessment of 
how realistic these assumptions and demand reduction impacts are. We believe this level of 
reduction will be extremely difficult to achieve and that evidence is required to verify this for the CS 
to be sound.

The AM Peak is defined as 08.00-09.00 and the PM Peak as 17.00-18.00 but road users already 
experience congestion either side of these times and also around 15.00-16.00 in certain parts of 
Ipswich due to school traffic/use of pedestrian crossings etc. Experience shows that there are signs of
the evening peak running from 15.00-18.30 at certain junctions and road links, e.g. the A1214, to 
varying degrees. It is not clear how the transport modelling considers the implication of this and the 
impact of congestion outside of the peak times, this needs to be explored further for the CS to be 
found sound with regard to Transport. It is particularly important with regard to the potential for 
road users to alter their journey patterns outside of the model’s peak times.

Tables 15, 17, 19 and 21 for SCC Highway in Ipswich including the demand adjustments show
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5 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2026 
12 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2026
11 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (AM Peak) in 2036 
42 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (AM Peak) in 2036
2 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2026 
9 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2026
12 Junctions with overall V/C ratio of 85%+ (PM Peak) in 2036 
44 Over-capacity links with V/C ratio of 100%+ (PM Peak) in 2036

Previous modelling (for the IGS planning applications) has shown that many junctions and links in 
Ipswich are already operating at/near capacity at peak times and will continue to get worse without 
the 15% assumed modal shift. Clearly it will be impossible to achieve 15% modal shift in Ipswich by 
2023 (for example) especially as there are no current modal shift projects running in Ipswich. 
Modelling work needs to show how  congested Ipswich roads will be with the additional growth 
before 2026 with realistic, evidence-based levels of achievable modal shift. By applying a 15% modal 
shift reduction for the only years modelled, the modelling is hiding the fact that Ipswich roads are 
already heavily congested with many roads at capacity. There is no evidence that the CS is sound in 
relation to transport proposals in the years up to 2026.

We note that the Results Summaries are only provided with the full demand adjustments without a 
comparison with zero adjustment (or any levels in between).  The impact of additional traffic either 
side of the AM and PM peaks also needs to be assessed for the CS to be found to be sound.

Section 3.9 IPSWICH RESULTS SUMMARY show that even with the high levels of modal shift and new 
infrastructure many junctions will be unacceptably congested. What the modelling does not show is 
that these junctions are ALREADY at or near capacity.
3.9.1. Several of the A1214 corridor junctions operate with an overall V/C greater than 85%.
- A1214 / Dale Hill Lane – approaching capacity in AM/PM peaks in 2036. [Although not stated we 

also note that the modelling shows this junction is approaching capacity in 2026.]
- A1214 / Henley Road –approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM.
- A1214 / Westerfield Road – approaching capacity in 2036 AM/PM peaks.
- A1214 / Tuddenham Road – approaching capacity in AM peak in 2036.
- A1214 / Rushmere Road – approaching capacity 2036 AM/PM peaks. 
3.9.2. V/C results show congestion in the AM and PM peak on Key Street/College St and St Helens 
Street / Old Foundry Road / Crown Street corridors in Ipswich town centre.

Figures 15 and 16 also illustrate the many links that reach capacity, most notably on most of the 
A1214 from the hospital to Bramford Rd and on surrounding roads most notably around the Ipswich 
Garden Suburb. Further modelling of these junctions and links at capacity at Peak times is required to
assess the impacts throughout the day. If they remain congested for long periods, then clearly the CS 
cannot be found to be sound with regard to Transport and Air Quality. 

We repeat our concerns that the modelling work shows greater than 100% capacity in both 2026 and
2036 on small residential roads such as Elsmere Rd and Dale Hall Lane as well as Park Rd, which are 
not designed for heavy traffic and have not been included in Air Quality Assessments. It is obvious 
that in 2026 air quality will be worsened on these roads, which is in breach of the CS and therefore 
unsound. We note that this level of excessive congestion is forecast even if high modal; shift rates are
achieved etc. 

The level of detail of the results provided in this report and published on the IBC website is far less 
than in the previous 2019 report and as Appendices A-C have not been included in the Evidence 
Base. These Appendices should be made available publicly prior to the Inspectors examination for 
analysis and to inform the proceedings.
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4.4 IPSWICH MODELLING RESULTS states “4.4.1.  Ipswich is highlighted as the location which benefits 
the most from the ISPA demand adjustments which have been applied. Ipswich experiences the 
highest proportional decrease in PCU Delay hours and reduction of junctions which show overall V/C 
issues. 4.4.2. Despite the significant benefits of the demand reductions, there are still various junction
approaches along the A1214 corridor around Ipswich are shown to be over or close to capacity in 
both 2026 and 2036. Junctions in and around the Star Lane gyratory are shown to have capacity 
issues in both forecast years. Other junctions which show overall capacity issues include Nacton Road
/ Landseer Road and the St Augustine roundabout (Bucklesham Road / Felixstowe Road).” IBC has not
provided any evidence how these issues will be resolved and without doing so the CS is not sound. 

The Traffic modelling clearly needs to show in which year these junctions/routes reach these levels of
congestion in order to plan properly for the delivery of the CS. From the results it is clear major new 
traffic infrastructure is required to resolve congestion on these routes and/or junctions in addition to 
those 12 projects already identified by SCC and assumed to be implemented.

We note that 4.7 SUMMARY 4.7.1. states “The modelling detailed within this report is considered to 
be a robust basis which enables each of the LPAs to be able to test the transport impacts of the 
proposed housing and job growth within their respective emerging Local Plans.” We agree that the 
modelling does test the impacts but do not believe that the modelling work is sufficiently robust to 
demonstrate that the CS is sound. We note that SCC  does not go as far as saying that the CS policies 
in relation to accessibility and Transport are sound. In our view they are not sound, and IBC needs to 
provide further robust evidence that they are.

We also note that the traffic modelling excludes any construction and trades traffic involved with any 
of the new developments and consequently is not sound. Given the scale of development planned in 
and around Ipswich over the lifetime of the Plan, volumes of construction-related traffic are likely to 
have a material effect. This is particularly relevant to the roads around the IGS where the bulk of 
construction-related traffic will result given the proposed 3,500 homes and associated developments.
The traffic modelling needs to include all traffic associated with the construction of the proposed new
developments in the modelling work to be sound. In Ipswich, the traffic modelling also needs to 
include the impacts of any major sewage infrastructure works required for the new development, for 
instance Anglian Water’s proposed  strategy is to upsize 330 metres length of sewer along Valley Road
and provide 550 cubic metres of storage off-line storage under Valley Rd, which will require its 
closure for many months. 

If this required traffic infrastructure cannot be delivered in a timely and effective manner before 
proposed development, then such development cannot be allowed to proceed as it would lead to 
severe congestion. A mechanism needs to be included in the CS to ensure that this cannot be allowed
to happen for it to be sound.

POLICY CS20: KEY TRANSPORT PROPOSALS states that “The menu of potential measures is set out in 
the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area 
(ISPA).  A detailed action plan will be identified through the ISPA Board. Transport mitigation 
measures will be funded through developer contributions, Local Transport Plan funding, New Anglia 
Local Enterprise Partnership funding, the Highways England capital funding programme and bidding 
for other relevant funds.” This is somewhat misleading as the Mitigation Strategy includes an 
Implementation Programme (admittedly one that lacks detail and proper cost assessment) which 
requires substantial funding, including from ISPA authorities, to deliver the required levels of modal 
shift to deliver Policy CS20 Transport. 
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Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, August 
2019

We are disappointed that the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich 
Strategic Planning Area, August 201931, clearly a key document, has not been included from the IBC 
New Evidence database. As we have only recently come across the document, we have not had 
sufficient opportunity to examine it in detail prior to the consultation deadline. We believe it is a key 
document for the Planning Inspector to consider in relation to the soundness of the Transport (and 
air quality) related aspects of the CS and should be assessed accordingly.

This includes an Implementation Programme for Phase 1 to 2026 with measures up to 2036 to be
confirmed. SCC states “It is anticipated that the phase 2 costs are likely to be greater than phase 1 as
these will include linked roads and junctions within the town’s network”.  

Paragraphs 12.18.1 & 2. state that “The focus of the implementation programme is to deliver 
mitigation within Ipswich to address the impact of cumulative growth identified in the ISPA planning 
authorities’ local plans. Recognising that this work will support the Local Transport Plan strategy for 
Ipswich.” and “Modal shift has been identified as the mechanism to mitigate the impacts of this 
growth. Trip rate adjustments were made within the SCTM model assessment to reflect a reasonable 
level of modal shift. This approach to trip reduction results, broadly, in a 9% shift to the background 
traffic and a 7% reduction to the new trips. The implementation programme focuses on measures 
that will deliver this level of modal shift”.  

However, the modelling work assumes reductions in Ipswich of 
 around  15%  (Table 6-4) in 2026 in existing car trips (with similar levels in 2036), and 
 -12% AM 2026, -13% PM 2026, -11% AM 2036, -12% PM 2036 reduction in trips from new road 

users for 2way trips in Ipswich (Tables 6-6 to 6-9)

This level of modal shift seems to apply to ISPA as a whole whereas a far greater reduction is required
for Ipswich. It is not clear that the full costs of this have been factored in. We question whether the 
proposed Implementation programme is sufficient to deliver the level of modal shift required in 
Ipswich assumed in the modelling work to deliver the CS and whether the CS is sound with regards to
Transport (and hence air quality).

The evidence provided in Chapter 5 of the achievable levels of modal shift show that the required 
levels of modal shift for Ipswich are massively higher than the evidence base suggests is achievable 
or has ever been realised in the UK before. We note that the 2010 Sustrans Smarter Choices Project 
for Ipswich engaged with 12, 000 households in a two-year period at a cost of £474,098. Overall it 
achieved a 11% car with single driver trip modal shift, but this was not sustained due to the lack of 
long-term engagement (Paragraph 5.2.13). It is important to understand that these levels of modal 
shift were achieved in summer months and there was no assessment of the levels in winter, when 
the number of cyclists reduces due to dark mornings/evenings and inclement weather. As 12,000 
households is a sizeable proportion of total Ipswich households, this will make the modal shift targets
even harder to achieve as many households will already have been targeted to change their mode of 
travel.

There are several reasons why these higher levels of modal shift are unlikely to be achieved in 
Ipswich – some of which are not specific to Ipswich. For example, the assumptions fail to consider 
that certain categories of workers cannot work from home and will need to use vehicles to in order 
to work most notably Tradespeople who use tools and carry equipment such as 

31 � https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/assets/Roads-and-transport/public-transport-and-transport-planning/ISPA-
Transport-Mitigation-v13F.pdf
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builders/constructors, gas & water engineers, painters, electricians, kitchen & bathroom fitters, tilers,
roofers, gardeners, cleaners. The majority of these invariably travel at peak times. Another example is
the growing numbers of care workers who support people to live in their homes. Unless SCC changes 
its school’s policy in relation to choice, many parents will continue to use a vehicle to take and pick 
up their children from school, especially if parents also work.

Modal shift assumptions also fail to recognise the physical barriers within the town to cycling that 
have been identified by SCC in its draft LCWIP namely the hills, rail lines and river. Beyond the
central core, routes travel uphill to the suburbs. The rail lines restrict route options to the
south west of the town and it also severs routes to the north and east. In addition, the river
limits north east - south west movements. In particular, many people will struggle to cycle up the 
steep hills out of Ipswich town. IBC needs to provide the Planning Inspector with sufficient evidence 
that these barriers can be overcome for the CS to be sound.

It is well known that the number of cyclists reduces in winter due to dark mornings/evenings and 
inclement weather, yet the modelling assumes the same levels of modal shift will apply throughout 
the year, which is clearly not going to happen. The modelling and modal shift assumptions are 
therefore unsound in this respect. IBC needs to provide evidence that extremely high levels of modal 
shift that have been modelled can be delivered in Ipswich by 2026 for the CS to be sound in respect 
of Transport and Air Quality.

Paragraph 5.4.5 states that “Analysis has been undertaken to inform the Suffolk County Council’s 
Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) using DfT approved tools the Walking Route 
Audit Tool (WRAT) and the Cycling Level of Service (CLoS). This has identified some key links for 
improvement.” We are disappointed that this document has also not been added by IBC to its 
Evidence Base. Please refer to our earlier comments on this.

In order to increase the number of cyclists, people have to feel confident enough and safe to cycle. 
Yet there is no mention of developing and delivering free road-cycling courses based on national 
standards32. Without these it will be impossible to increase the number of cyclists to required levels 
even if there were substantial improvements in safer, dedicated cycling infrastructure.

Paragraph 5.5.1 states that “Work on the walking and cycling strategy is ongoing. To date schemes 
have been identified to address existing gaps in the network. However, as part of the ISPA mitigation 
strategy implementation programme a review of the potential to introduce more ambitious measures
would be undertaken, with focus on improving sustainable access to areas of employment.” There 
does not appear to be much commitment to providing funding to delivering improved cycling 
infrastructure. Evidence is required that funding will be available for improved cycling infrastructure, 
training etc otherwise modal shift targets will not be achieved and the CS is therefore unsound.

In the Infrastructure chapter, Paragraph 9.24.1. states “The provision of infrastructure needs to be 
considered for all workstreams in the transport mitigation implementation programme. It is intended
that most improvements will manage capacity rather than significantly increase capacity due to 
physical constraints on the Ipswich highway network.” This statement gives no confidence that there 
will be much investment in improving cycling infrastructure to increase capacity. As mentioned 
earlier it Is not clear what infrastructure the Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be made 
clear to the Planning Inspector for the CS to be sound.

The estimated cost of delivery of mitigation of the lower level of modal shift for ISPA as a whole to 

32 � 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/76989
1/national-standard-cycling.pdf
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2026, phase 1, is summarised in Table 24, copied below. It is worth noting that modal shift does not 
happen overnight, as it requires a major change in behaviour, but over a period of many years – this 
does not seem to have been factored in. To have even the remotest of chances of achieving the 
extremely high modal shift levels required then investment needs to be made now, especially in 
infrastructure projects which obviously include planning and build times on top of the length of time 
to deliver behavioural change. The long lead times of infrastructure based behavioural change 
projects appears not to have been factored in.

Table 24 – Phase 1 cost estimate 
Workstream Range of costs to 2026 
Monitoring 500,000 700,000 
Smarter Choices & QBP project team       2,300,000  2,500,000 
Incentives, including bus route subsidy    4,440,000  5,000,000 
Parking review 100,000 200,000 
Infrastructure 16,000,000 20,000,000 
Technology incl  tbc 
Total 23,340,000 28,400,000 

We note that Technology costs remain to be confirmed. SCC state “The use of technology will be 
considered for all mitigation measures and improvements, especially where it will provide a cost-
effective mechanism to deliver the implementation programme and improve modal shift.” It is clear 
that Technology costs are likely to be significant. These urgently need to be costed with funding 
agreed by the relevant authorities  for the CS to be found to be sound.

The apportionment of costs by Local Planning Authority is defined in Table 22 below:

Table 22: Trips In/Out of Ipswich 
LPA % trips 
Ipswich Borough Council 45 
Suffolk Coastal District Council 28 
Babergh District Council 14 
Mid Suffolk District Council 13 
 
Chapter 11 Funding sources does not inspire confidence that sufficient funding is available, and that 
Authorities have committed to providing their share. We note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for modal shift 
measures. Evidence needs to be provided that sufficient funding is guaranteed, and that each 
Authority has committed to providing its share of the required funding to deliver the proposed 9% 
shift to the background traffic and 7% reduction to the new trips. Although this is still far lower than 
the approximate 15% and 12% reductions the modelling work assumes will happen in Ipswich. 

For the CS to be sound an Implementation Programme needs to be included in the CS costed and 
agreed to be funded by all Authorities that delivers the higher levels of modal shift required to be 
achieved in Ipswich by 2026. Assurances for funding of the required Phase 2 measures from 
authorities should also be required for the CS to be sound.

As we have previously stated, there is a single assumption that these levels of modal  shift will be 
delivered, without any scenario modelling e.g. at 25%, 50% and 75% success rates. How will IBC 
deliver the CS if these unprecedented levels of modal shift are not achieved? Currently Ipswich 
Borough Council has not provided sufficient evidence that the required levels of modal shift required 
in Ipswich are achievable or that it has the funding in place to deliver them for the CS to be found to 
be sound.
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Parliamentary Transport Committee report Active travel: increasing levels of walking and 
cycling in England in July 201933. 

Section 32 recommends that “any revised Cycling and Walking Investment Strategy include targets 
for getting people to switch from driving to active travel. These targets should be based on the 
number of journeys made by car, foot or bicycle for journeys of less than 1, 2, 5 and 10 miles.”  The 
Government should set modal shift targets for 2025 and 2040, to align with the targets it sets for 
increasing levels of walking and cycling. These should be at a level that ensures England meets—at 
the very least—the Committee on Climate Change’s assumption that there will be a 10% transport 
modal shift by 2050. Local authorities should be encouraged to set local targets for modal shift as 
part of their Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plans”.  Clearly IBC needs to include modal shift 
targets in the CS for it to be sound. Whilst we believe that modal switch will be easier in a town than 
across the UK, it is unbelievable to expect that 15% modal shift can be achieved in 2026. If the 
Committee on Climate Change is assuming that 10% modal shift targets (over 30 years) are 
appropriate for the UK in 2050, IBC needs to provide the evidence that it can achieve over 50% 
higher modal shift in just 6 years (80% lower time frame)? Where is the evidence that IBC can deliver 
these far higher levels of modal shift in a substantially shorter time frame for the CS to be sound? 

Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 2031
We also note that  SCC’s Suffolk's Local Transport Plan 2011 - 203134 seems to be the most recent 
version available. This is split into two parts and outlines SCC’s objectives for transport:

 Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 1 (PDF, 1MB) is a 20-year strategy that highlights the 
council's long-term ambitions for the transport network.

 Suffolk's Local Transport Plan - Part 2 (PDF, 5MB) is a four-year implementation plan 
indicating how the council are proposing to address the issues identified within the longer-
term transport strategy.

There is no updated version of this in the IBC Local Plan Evidence Base or on the SCC website. A 
publicly available current Implementation Plan showing how SCC will provide funding to address the 
key transport issues and the levels of modal shift required to deliver Ipswich Borough Council’s CS 
does not appear to exist. Without this Ipswich Borough Council is unable to provide sufficient 
evidence that it can deliver Policy CS20 and therefore the CS is unsound. 

As previously stated we are not aware of any major improvements to existing cycle routes on the 
existing road network in Ipswich since that approval of the current CS. IBC needs to provide evidence 
of what improvements have been made and are planned for existing road network in order to deliver 
the high rates of modal shift (and lower trip rates) that the traffic modelling uses. Without the 
provision of supporting evidence lower modal shift rates and higher trip rates should be adopted in 
the modelling work.

33 � https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201719/cmselect/cmtrans/1487/1487.pdf

34� https://www.suffolk.gov.uk/roads-and-transport/transport-planning/transport-planning-strategy-and-
plans/
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Paragraph 8.220

There is clear evidence that poor air quality does detriment on health. This needs to be amended to 
read “Air Quality Management Areas are designated in areas where poor air quality will have an 
effect on people’s health”. Failure to recognise this undermines the soundness of the Plan.

Policy DM1 Sustainable Construction

At the Executive meeting 9th July 2019 Ipswich Borough Council Declared a Climate Emergency and 
will begin working to become carbon neutral by 2030. Policy DM1 needs to be updated to include this
commitment and then strengthened to ensure that the CS delivers carbon neutrality of the Council by
2030 for it to be sound. New build homes built by the Council will have to be zero carbon for this to 
happen and the Council should require other developers to do likewise. This would be consistent with
the Court of Appeal’s ruling on 27/02/20 that the government's Heathrow's expansion decision was 
unlawful because it did not take climate commitments into account.

Policy DM2 Decentralised Renewable or Low Carbon Energy

This policy also needs to be updated and strengthened to incorporate the declaration of a Climate 

Emergency. The energy requirements of new build homes built by the Council will have to be zero 

carbon for the Council to become carbon neutral by 2030. The Council should require other 

developers to do likewise.

Policy DM3 Air Quality 

We support the strengthening of DM3 from the previous draft version of the Plan, which was 
hopelessly weak and ineffective. However there remain major flaws in IBC’s approach to improving 
air quality which mean the CS is unsound.

The Core Strategy Adopted December 2011 Paragraph 9.95 states “With the levels of growth 
proposed for the town coupled with the fact the town already has three Air Quality Management 
Areas it is felt essential that air quality impacts and mitigations are fully addressed.” Paragraph 8.201 
of the current CS states “There are, in addition, four Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) within 
the central area of Ipswich, as a result of pollutants from road traffic.” There are now five AQMAs in 
Ipswich. This increase from three to five AQMAs is simply not acceptable given the strong clear 
evidence of the detrimental impacts on human health. Clearly IBC is not doing enough to improve air 
quality and must do more for the CS to be sound.

NPPF 181 suggests planning policies and decisions should sustain and contribute towards compliance 
with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the presence of Air
Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from individual sites in 
local areas. The CS needs to make a clear commitment to improving air quality in Ipswich and 
compliance with legally binding air pollution targets for the CS to be sound.

In relation to DM3 Topic Paper:  Air Quality, Transport and Green Infrastructure Paragraph 20 states 
that “the Council has given consideration to the Government’s Clean Air Strategy 2019 and exercised 
its duty under the Environment Act 1995, and DEFRA’s Local Air Quality Management Policy Guidance
LAQM.PG16, (4) with the preparation of a draft Air Quality Action Plan (AQAP) and this too has been 
through a phase of public consultation leading to its (likely) adoption in 2019”. We note that this has 
now been adopted without taking any notice of most of the criticisms made by consultees.  
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Paragraph 51 states “The Local Plan Review Preferred Options sit alongside the Council’s draft Air 
Quality Action Plan which looks beyond planning at other measures including corporate measures 
that can be put in place to improve air quality. The Council’s AQ action Plan will be scrutinised by 
DEFRA, having been subject to public consultation in late 2018.” IBC needs to confirm that this has 
happened and provide the results of the examination to help demonstrate the CS is sound.

Defra’s template guidelines for the Air Quality Action Plan require firm, time bounded actions that 
will deliver a reduction in air pollution in the five AQMAs. However, IBC fails to follow Government’s 
guidelines and chooses to water down Government requirements. Ipswich Borough Council fails to 
make the required firm commitment in its AQAP to delivering any reduction in air pollution nor does 
it set out when it will deliver actual improvements in air quality  or specifically how it will do this. In 
our opinion the AQAP is therefore non-compliant with Government requirements and shows a lack of
commitment from IBC to improving air quality in Ipswich in breach of its legal duty to do so. This is 
clearly to the detriment of residents who consequently suffer from higher incidents of poor health 
and respiratory disease especially in and around the AQMAs. The HRA fails to take into account the 
non-compliance of the AQAP with Government guidelines.

The WSP Source Apportionment Study (dated June 2018) supported IBC’s AQAP. However, this study 
is flawed and under-estimates NOx emission levels.

1. The Source Apportionment Study was undertaken  for AQMA No.2  (the junction of Crown 
Street with Fonnereau Road, St. Margaret’s Street and St. Margaret’s Plain) and AQMA No.5 
(Matthews Street/Norwich Road between the Civic Drive roundabout and Bramford Road). 

2. ANPR cameras were deployed at two roadside count points located on the A1156 in Ipswich 
to gather detailed information on the local vehicle fleet. Measurements were conducted over
a twelve-hour period each day starting at 07:00 on 27th (Friday), 28th (Saturday) and 30th 
(Monday) April 2018. One of the two ANPRs (in AQMA2) failed at 14.00 Monday (missing the 
Monday evening peak).

3. Speeds were only measured for the Friday and Saturday and used in the calculation of the 
vehicle NOx emission rates for these two days. The averages of the hourly measurements 
made on both days were used to calculate the vehicle NOx emission rates for the 30th April. 
The report states that traffic speeds were higher on Saturday (somewhat obviously). Other 
UK traffic flow studies show that Friday traffic volumes in general tend to be lower than other
weekdays (as more people like to work from home on a Friday and some sectors tail off 
ahead of the weekend). Friday evening peak traffic is also lower than other weekdays as 
people leave work earlier and there are less after-school activities and hence fewer 
associated traffic movements. We are dismayed that there was no speed measurement 
between Monday and Thursday, which would have given a more accurate representation of 
pollution levels. It is also worth noting that more vulnerable schoolchildren are mainly 
impacted on weekdays for obvious reasons.

4. The report states the obvious in that "Analysis of the NOx emissions shows that they were 
inversely proportional to vehicle speed, as shown in Figure 7. This means that lower vehicle 
speeds will give rise to higher emissions, for example during congested periods at peak rush 
hour time, in addition to the increase in emissions associated with increases in vehicle 
number." So, the report underestimates Monday's emissions (and hence Tues, Weds, Thurs) 
and thereby under-estimates what additional measures will be required.

5. At the end of the 2-day measuring period of the two pneumatic strips measuring speeds was 
found to be loose. The report acknowledges that "this may have caused inconsistencies in the
traffic flows and/or directional assignment measured during the traffic survey" i.e. the results
are unreliable and hence the report is further flawed.

We note that Paragraph 47 of the Topic Paper states that “Air Quality modelling was completed in 
2016 in relation to locations identified for future development under the Ipswich Core Strategy and 
Policies Development Plan Document Review, and Ipswich Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating 
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IP-One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document (the Ipswich CS, 2017)”. We believe that this 
work assumed the Upper Orwell Crossing project would proceed and as this has been cancelled is 
therefore obsolete. It excluded all emissions arising from construction including construction traffic 
and tradespeople journeys. It also failed to assess the multi-site build out of the IGS and air pollution 
levels in the early years of the IGS build. New Air Quality modelling work needs to address these 
issues and focus on air quality levels in the first 10 years of development, when they are likely to be 
at their highest levels (before European vehicle emission standards deliver expected emission 
reductions).

We note that there is no Air Quality assessment provided as part of this consultation, which is 
unacceptable (although they are planned). We reserve the right to comment on this when it is 
available and request that IBC notify and consult with us when this work has been released. Whilst 
we agree with the areas to be assessed identified in the WSP Screening Report January 2020, we 
disagree with just the two reference years of 2026 and 2036 being used and argue that an earlier 
year, such as 2023 (being the midpoint between 2020 and 2026. The reason is that by 2026 tighter 
vehicle emission standards should be delivering improvements and that it is the early years of the CS 
period when emissions could be at their most dangerous and greater action required to prevent 
premature deaths. It is completely pointless using 2036 when considering the 2035 (at the latest) ban
on petrol, diesel and hybrid vehicles, which will obviously have a major impact many years before this
date.  We note that the screening assessment uses the SCTM traffic forecasts, which exclude any form
of construction traffic. The air quality assessment needs to include emissions from construction traffic
and construction otherwise the assessment and hence the CS will be unsound. We note that the 
SCTM assumes high levels of modal shift without sufficient evidence that this is achievable. Sensitivity
testing of different rates of modal shift is therefore required in the assessment for it to be considered 
sound.

We support the revised draft Policy DM3 of the CS, which states that “Development that involves 
significant demolition, construction or earthworks will also be required to assess the risk of dust and 
emissions impacts in an AQA and include appropriate mitigation measures to be secured in a 
Construction Management Plan.” This has not been done for the IGS development (see below) and 
needs to be undertaken as a priority before building works be allowed to commence.  We also note 
Paragraph 9.3.5 states that “The AQA should also consider wider cumulative impacts on air quality 
arising from a number of smaller developments”. In our view that the multi-site build out of the IGS 
needs to be assessed in a new AQA. The HRA fails to assess the non-compliance of the AQA for the 
IGS with DM3 and needs to assess this accordingly.

Paragraph 1.2 IBC’s AQAP confirms the use of guidance from Environmental Protection UK (EPUK) 
and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality assessments (Appendix 2). 
However, the IBC Planning Department is currently not implementing the Guidance in the way it 
needs to be in order to improve Air Quality in Ipswich. This is especially pertinent considering the 
proposed expansion of Ipswich detailed in the CS. This urgently needs to be corrected for the revised 
CS to be sound. When assessing the Planning Applications in relation to Land To South Of Railway 
Line, Westerfield Road IP/14/00638/OUTFL and Land to the North of the Railway Line and East of 
Henley Road 16/00608/OUT the Air Quality guidance was ignored in relation to Sections 6.22 and 
6.23 (see Appendix 2). No Air Quality Assessment was undertaken for either application that assessed
the impact of construction and construction traffic on Air Quality nor was there an Air Quality 
assessment carried out for the first year of occupation of any of the phased developments, when 
there will also be considerable construction traffic as well as substantial additional traffic from the 
new homes. This raises four key questions that need to be answered by IBC when assessing the 
soundness of the CS Preferred Options.

 Question 1 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the Guidelines it has adopted and decided 
not to assess the impact of emissions from construction and associated construction traffic 
on Air Quality for these IGS sites?
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 Question 2 Why has the Council chosen to ignore the adopted Guidelines and chosen not to 
assess air quality emission for the first year of each phase (when there will also be emissions 
from the construction of other phases that are being built in parallel)?

 Question 3 How can the Council assess whether these developments “will compromise or 
render inoperative the measures within an Air Quality Action Plan, where the development 
affects an AQMA” as required by Section 6.22 of the guidelines?

 Question 4 How can IBC demonstrate compliance with Policy DM3 in the early years of the 
IGS development, when considering construction traffic and sewage infrastructure works?

In our view the IGS is non-compliant with Policy DM3.
 

This is particularly pertinent as much of the construction traffic will pass through AQMA 1 and 4 with 
tradespeople also travelling through AQMAs 2 and 5 as well. Consequently, IBC is currently failing to 
properly assess the impacts of the construction and related traffic from the IGS development in the 
early years of the build out on air quality in Ipswich. It has not assessed whether these developments 
will compromise the current version of the draft Plan, nor the Air Quality Action Plan. 

We cannot find any air quality assessment in relation to rail transport or to shipping at the Port of 
Ipswich, with both forms of transport increasing. This is a major gap in the evidence base that risks 
rendering the CS unsound especially as ISPA plan to increased capacity on railway lines for freight and
passenger traffic (Policy ISPA2 Strategic Infrastructure Priorities f)).  AQ assessments are required for:

 The Port of Ipswich (which is included in the Screening assessment study area),
 the Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling emitting pollutant 

clouds,
 additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe (Felixstowe-Nuneaton upgrade), we note 

that rail freight is planned to increase by 50% and the number of trains by 30%, and
 additional freight in relation to the construction of Sizewell C.

We are not arguing against growth, but simply advocating the impacts of air quality need to be 
properly assessed so that mitigation action can be taken where required. Without this the CS is 
unsound.

The HRA also fails to consider train and shipping emissions, which need to be included in the HRA 
especially as shipping will clearly impact on the Orwell Estuary, which is part of a Special Protection 
Area (SPA) and Ramsar site. We note that the DfT Port Air Quality Strategy (under the Defra Clean Air 
Strategy , 14 January 2019) applies to ports with cargo greater than 1million tonnes, which would 
appear to include the Ipswich Strategic Harbour Authority. 

We note that the Council failed to apply for any funding under the Clean Air Fund by the November 
2018 deadline for projects that are to commence from March 2019. As the Council has no evidence 
basis or costings for any of its proposed projects in its AQAP, it will not be eligible for future Clean Air 
Funding. This clearly begs the question how will IBC fund the projects that it has identified in the 
AQAP as needed to reduce air pollution? We also note that IBC’s FINANCIAL STRATEGIES AND 
MEDIUM TERM FINANCIAL PLAN 2020/21 ONWARDS allocates no money at all for improving air 
quality despite being the responsible authority for doing so. IBC needs to provide evidence that it will
be able to finance and deliver its AQAP for the CS to be sound.

DM8 Natural Environment

Please see our comments under Policy CS4.

DM20: House in Multiple Occupation
 
We support the new Policy 20 as a pragmatic and sensible response to an increasing issue in Ipswich.
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DM21: Transport and Access in New Developments

We strongly object to the removal of the reference to traffic capacity and rights of way in

a. not result in a severe adverse impact on rights of way or the local road network in respect of 
traffic capacity and highway safety; 

The references to “rights of way or the local road network in respect of traffic capacity” needs to be 
reinstated as walking and cycling rights of way should not be reduced and as traffic congestion is 
already a major problem in Ipswich and should not be negatively impacted on by local new 
developments. The proposed changes conflict with CS5 Improving Accessibility and renders the CS 
unsound. We support the change in relation to highway safety.
 
We support the requirement of 

b. not result in a significant detrimental impact on air quality or an Air Quality Management Area 
and address the appropriate mitigation measures as required through policy DM3

but note that the IGS development is currently non-compliant as it failed to assess the impacts of the 
development on air quality in accordance with DM3. A revised assessment of air quality impacts of the
IGS is urgently required before building can commence and the revised CS can be found to be sound. 

It remains unclear how ‘severe’ and ‘significant’ impacts are defined. These need to be clearly 

defined in the CS. In the case of air quality, there are maximum legal limits for particulates and nitrous
oxides, and it would be appropriate for ‘significant’ to be defined as the legal limit. 

Chapter 10 Implementation

Tables 8A and 8B needs to include the required specific junction improvement projects, estimated 
cost and a date by which they are required to be delivered in accordance with the transport 
modelling assumptions for the CS to be sound.

Table 8A omits the technology costs that will be required to deliver as stated in Table 24 of the SCC 
Transport Mitigation Strategy. This needs to be included for the CS to be sound as modal shift targets 
will not be delivered without new technology.

Table 8A needs to clearly identify that substantial funding will be required for sustainable transport 
measures in Ipswich and infrastructure to support them after 2026 and that the level of funding will 
be greater than that required up to 2026 as identified in the SCC Mitigation Strategy.

The Link road through site IP029 via Europa Way from Bramford Road to Sproughton Road identified 
in Table 8A has been included in the SCC Modelling assumptions and therefore must be considered as
a requirement. If not, the modelling is unsound and needs to be repeated without this link road. We 
note that in response to the creation of the Suffolk County Council taskforce to improve Ipswich 
traffic David Ellesmere is quoted in the East Anglian Daily Times as demanding “a new link road 
connecting Europa Way with Bramford Road to alleviate traffic pressures, and work to explore a new 
road link connecting London Road, Hadleigh Road and Sproughton Road”.

OBJECTIVE 5: Air quality

We strongly object to the removal of the current Objective to improve Air Quality which in relation to 
the five AQMAs is a legally binding requirement. We also note that the Planning Inspector specifically 
requested the inclusion of this indicator in the last review of the current CS. The existing indicator of 

the “Number of recorded air quality exceedances.” Needs to be retained and reported on. We support
the inclusion of an air quality objective but believe this should be to reduce air quality emissions to 
legally binding limits by a specified date for example within 3 years.
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As mentioned previously. It is not clear what the 2004 levels are or how progress against these will be
measured; 2004 emissions levels should be included in the CS for completeness so that the target is 
clear. For example, do 2004 measuring locations correspond with the current measuring locations 
and if not, how will IBC determine whether levels have returned to 2004? Furthermore, it is not clear 
when IBC aim to return to 2004 levels. This needs to be done as a matter of urgency and should not 
be left to 2036 as would be possible under the current Plan, by which time many more Ipswich 
residents will have died prematurely.

An Objective of “Every development should contribute to the aim of reducing Ipswich's carbon 
emissions  below 2004 levels” does not go far enough. Limiting this to an “aim” provides a massive 
caveat to the Objective. Also, how will the Council determine that EVERY development has 
contributed?

OBJECTIVE 6: Transport and connectivity

Given the distinct lack of progress in cycling infrastructure an additional indicator is required to 
measure improvements, especially in relation to the development of new/improved comprehensive, 
integrated cycle routes.

As identified above, IBC needs to start taking more positive actions to Improve Accessibility as it is 
currently non-compliant with CS5. Closer scrutiny of IBCs approach to Improving Accessibility is 
clearly required and additional Objectives/measures are required to monitor and assess progress on 
Improving Accessibility in the CS to help ensure IBC comply with CS5 in future.

IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW 2018 - 2036  INTERIM SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL REPORT Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Sustainability Appraisal October 2019   

A key problem with the Sustainability Appraisal (SA), Habitats Assessment and Health Impact 
Assessment, are that they simply assume that the CS will be fully implemented and that full funding 
for all the measures identified in the CS will be secured. In particular, there is no evidence that IBC (in 
conjunction with SCC) can deliver the substantial improvements in walking, cycling and bus 
infrastructure, improved road infrastructure and the project required to deliver the unprecedented 
levels of modal shift required for the CS to be sound. IBC and SCC’s track record in these areas is dire 
with no evidence provided by IBC that this will change. There has been an increase in AQMAs and 
traffic with little real improvement in cycling or walking infrastructure and a major deterioration in 
bus services e.g. the closure of the Norwich Rd Park and Ride Scheme and reduction in rural bus 
services into Ipswich. The failure of Travel Ipswich (Ipswich Fit for the 21st Century)to deliver modal 
shift and the Upper Orwell Crossings project illustrate the problems facing IBC. 

In our opinion it is too early to fully comment on the Report for several reasons, including:
 No SA of IBCs non-compliance with Sections 6.22 and 6.23 of guidance from Environmental 

Protection UK (EPUK) and the Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) for air quality 
assessments of the IGS proposed developments regarding construction traffic and 
assessment of the early years of the development.

 No SA of IBC’s non-adherence to Government Guidelines for IBC’s own Air Quality Action Plan
in relation to the IGS and the Plan. No consideration that the CS does not comply with legally 
binding air quality targets.

 No SA of the air quality modelling/assessment of road traffic (as this has not been done yet).
 No SA of the omission of emissions from construction and traffic associated with construction

of the IGS.
 No SA of the ability to meet the unprecedented levels of modal shift required for the CS to be

sound (as identified in the transport modelling and SCC Transport Mitigation Strategy) and no
assessment of what happens if the targets are not achieved.
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 No SA of the lack of sewage infrastructure plan/proposals for the IGS and ISPA and SA of the 
environmental impacts of delivering new sewage infrastructure required for Ipswich, 
including emissions and impact of traffic congestion arising from the required foul water 
construction works.

 No SA of air quality or noise assessment in relation to rail transport most notably for the 
Ipswich Chord and Freight yard, where diesels regularly sit idling, emitting pollution and  
additional freight to and from Port of Felixstowe, 

 No SA of the environmental impacts of the Port of Ipswich.
 No assessment of the potential impacts of increased freight traffic on the IGS pedestrian 

bridge and Westerfield rail crossing (including impacts on traffic delays).
 No SA of the decision to destroy the Green Rim by building homes on the Humber Doucy 

Lane part and re-designating it as Green Trails.
 The apparent lack of  a full appraisal of the impacts on building on land at Humber Doucy 

Lane in the north east.
 No SA of the alternative of using land reserved for Retail and Car Parking in the town centre, 

which we believe is surplus to requirements, instead of building on Humber Doucy Lane.
 No SA of the omission of the incorporation of IBC’s declaration of Climate Emergency into the

Plan.
An updated SA is required to consider all these issues and consulted upon accordingly for the CS to 
be properly examined and progressed accordingly. Until the SA addresses these issues the CS cannot 
be deemed sound. We reserve the right to comment on the SA as it is developed.

Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)

Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment.

The HRA is currently incomplete and needs to address the following impacts of : 
1. The proposed re-designation of the Green Rim.
2. The new sewage infrastructure that will be required to deliver the housing and employment 

targets.
3. The required traffic infrastructure identified by the traffic modelling to improve the road 

network to allow the sustainable delivery of the CS  (summarised above).
4. The non-compliance of the IGS AQA with DM3.
5. Emissions from rail and shipping.

If no such assessments are included in the HRA then the HRA needs to explain why they have been 
omitted.

IBC’s response35 to the Habitat Regulation Assessment (HRA) recommendations in relation to 
Paragraph 1.29 is not acceptable. This recommendation states “In order to make ecological networks 
and wildlife sites capable of future resilience, there is a need for more wildlife sites, and that existing 
networks need to be bigger, better and more connected.“ The CS needs to be strengthened to ensure 
compliance with this recommendation especially as IBC’s proposal to re-designate the Green Rim 
(which has not been assessed by the HRA) is clearly detrimental to this requirement.

It also needs to assess whether the lack of S106 payments for RAMs mitigation from the two IGS sites
that received outline planning permission in February 2020 is acceptable as discussed earlier.

Health Impact Assessment

35 �https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/response_by_ibc_to_the_habitat_regulation_assessment_j
an_2020_0.pdf
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Please see our opening comments in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal, which apply to the 
Habitats Regulation Assessment. The Health Impact Assessment fails to take into full account the 
removal of the Ipswich Green Rim, the non-compliance with legally binding air quality targets, 
emissions from construction, port and rail activities and the failure to include recognition of the 
Climate Emergency into the Plan. 

Brian Samuel
Submitted on behalf of the Northern Fringe Protection Group36

36 � The Northern Fringe Protection Group (NFPG) is making this representation on behalf of its members and 
other residents who have authorised the NFPG to represent them. A list can be supplied on request.
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Appendix 1 Evidence that the Green Rim should not be reclassified as Green Trails

  Ipswich Local Plan November 1997

This makes specific reference to 9 green corridors (A-I) in Chapter 3. Paragraph 3.12 states “These
green spaces offer the opportunity to form corridors linking the inner parts of the Town with the 
surrounding countryside, visually and by providing access on foot or by cycle.  These corridors are 
indicated on Plan No 1.” 

NE2 also states that “The protection of the landscape quality and character of the countryside 
*including the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) will be a prime consideration and 
proposals for irreversible development which is not required for the efficient operation of 
agriculture, forestry and recreation will not be permitted in the countryside as indicated on the 
Proposals Map unless there is an overriding case for a rural location.” 

It is clear it is the intention that the green corridors will provide access on foot or by cycle to the 
surrounding countryside and it is this countryside that was intended to form the green rim of 
Ipswich.

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document December 2011 

Chapter 7: The Key Diagram  references (v) The green corridor and green rim approach to 
strategic green infrastructure (Policy CS16); The green rim almost completely covers the Ipswich 
Borough Council boundaries, which essentially reflects the countryside in the 1997 Proposals 
Map. 

POLICY CS16: GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE, SPORT AND RECREATION Paragraph 8.175 states “As the 
Borough grows, it is essential to protect, enhance and extend the network of open
spaces, green corridors, and sports and recreation facilities. This is important in order to: allow
people access to green space and nature; strengthen ecological networks that enable wildlife
to migrate more easily around the town; link inner and outer parts of the Borough by providing
walking and cycling routes;”

It will do this by [a number of means including] 
f. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial
green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;”

It is clear  the December 2011 Plan continues the concept of the green corridors providing 
walking and cycling routes to access the green rim and that the green rim was not intended for 
this purpose. We note that there remain 9 green corridors in the 2011 Plan as there were in the 
1997 plan.

The green rim on the 2011 Key Diagram (pg 30) is very much larger than that in the current Key 
Diagram and clearly illustrates that the concept of the green rim is to protect the countryside on 
the perimeter of Ipswich Borough. It is also clear the Green Rim has been decimated beyond its 
original intention. 

 Ipswich Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document February 2017 

Diagram 3 of the Plan (pg 24) and the associated Plan 6 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/plan_6_green_corridors_-_adopted_feb_2017.pdf 
shows that 9 green corridors remain and illustrates the green rim (which has shrunk from the 
previous Plan). 
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CS 16 states that “The Council will safeguard, protect and enhance biodiversity and the 
environment by working in partnership with others to ensure that our parks and open spaces are 
well designed, well managed, safe and freely accessible, encouraging use and benefitting the 
whole community. The Council will enhance and extend the ecological network and green 
corridors, open spaces, sport and recreation facilities for the benefit of biodiversity, people and 
the management of local flood risk. It will do this by:

g. working with partners to improve green infrastructure provision and link radial ecological 
networks and green corridors with a publicly accessible green rim around Ipswich;”

This continues the concept that it is the green corridors that provide the links to the green rim. 

 Babergh District Council, Ipswich Borough Council, Mid Suffolk District Council, Suffolk Coastal
District Council and Suffolk County Council 
Statement of Common Ground in relation to Strategic Cross Boundary Planning Matters in the
Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Version 3 – December 2018

Section I Annex – Cross Boundary Infrastructure Requirements - Green Infrastructure pg 25 
references the Infrastructure requirement for “Creation of ‘green rim’ around Ipswich” in 
accordance with  the Update to the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy for the Ipswich 
Policy Area (August 2015), Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review Preferred Options 
(November 2018) policy ISPA4 Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites and CS16 green 
Policies ISPA4 and SCLP12.24 require development to contribute to the creation of the ‘green rim’.
This is clearly categorised as “Green Infrastructure” and not as “Transport Infrastructure”.

 Comparison of cycle routes and the proposed green trails in the Key Diagram
When cross-referencing the current Key Diagram and green trails with the Ipswich cycle map 

http://www.greensuffolk.org/assets/Travel-Plans/Documents/Cycling/IpswichCycleMap.pdf  we 
have the following observations:

1. A green trail clearly suggests a “route”, but the Key Diagram map shows a green area.
2. Under no stretch of imagination would one call a road used by motor vehicles a green trail.
3. No cycle route through the Chantry Park part of the green trail.
4. No cycle route at all through the Humber Doucy Lane stretch of the green trail.
5. No cycle route through the Purdis Heath part of the green trail.
6. No cycle route through the Rushmere Heath part of the green trail.
7. No green cycle route other than Thurleston Lane in the green trail above Whitton
8. No cycle route in the green trail  between Ipswich and Westerfield.
9. No cycle routes through the Pipers Vale and Ravenswood other than a small dead-end stretch
in the former and a looped cycle path around Ravenswood housing estate, which is hardly green.

 The  Ipswich Cycling Strategy Supplementary Planning Document March 2016

This does not identify any of the Green Rim as cycling corridors as summarised in Map 1 
Paragraph 6.12 reflects the Key Diagram. This clearly shows that the Green Rim was never 
intended as cycle routes and should not be reclassified as Green Trails.
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 Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1: Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 201837 Jointly 
commissioned by Ipswich BC and neighbouring authorities

Pg 11 refers to the Green Rim in the context of the Ipswich Key Diagram stating “this green rim is 
intended to provide an ecological corridor and a recreational resource”. There is no reference to 
“trails” and if this was the intention one would have expected IBC to correct this reference as it is 
fundamental to the report.
 

37 � https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/settlement-sensitivity-assessment-july2018.pdf
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Appendix 2 Extracts from The Institute of Air Quality Management and Environmental 
Protection UK guidance

6.22 The report prepared detailing the results of the assessment should contain the following 
information (but not necessarily in this order):

j. Description of construction phase impacts. These impacts will relate primarily to dust emissions, 
which give rise to dust soiling and elevated PM10 concentrations, although construction plant 
and vehicles may need assessment. The assessment should take into consideration the likely 
activities, duration and mitigation measures to be implemented. The distance over which impacts
are likely to occur and an estimate of the number of properties likely to be affected should be 
included. This assessment should follow the guidance set out by the IAQM31m. 

Summary of the assessment results. This should include:
• Impacts during the construction phase of the development (usually on dust soiling and PM10 

concentrations);
• Any exceedances of the air quality objectives arising as a result of the development, or any 

worsening of a current breach (including the geographical extent); 
• Whether the development will compromise or render inoperative the measures within an Air
Quality Action Plan, where the development affects an AQMA.

6.23 Most assessments are carried out for the first year of the proposed development’s use, as this 
will generally represent the worst-case scenario. This is because background concentrations of 
some pollutants are predicted to decline in future years, as emissions from new vehicles are 
reduced by the progressive introduction of higher emissions standards. Where development is 
phased, however, it may also be appropriate to assess conditions for the opening years of each 
new phase.
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Introduction

This submission relates to an earlier submission which proposed that Bourne Garden 
Centre Wherstead Road be allocation for housing development. Officers rejected the 
submission, ref: 26098

This Statement further makes the case for this residential allocation in the context of the 
housing constraints  in the Borough and the application of the exception test in planning 
and flooding.

This Statement is submitted on behalf of Stephen Salter, part owner of Bourne Garden 
Centre. It will look to dispel the Council’s concerns and demonstrate that the residential 
development of the site is necessary to boost deficient housing supply within the town 
and can be designed to minimise flood risks 

It is intended that this document will provide compelling evidence that the development 
constitutes sustainable development, provides a timely contribution to the housing land 
supply, raises the design standard of the area and integrates successfully within its 
particular residential context in accordance with the relevant local, regional and national 
planning policies. 
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Description of Development Site & Proposals

The site is a low-grade open brown-field commercial site in need of major 
redevelopment. It provides a very poor impression at this southern gateway into the 
town. There is no commercial interest in investing in major redevelopment. However, 
the site is ideal for the creation of a landmark housing development which would vastly 
improve the image of the town and this run-down area. The site owners wish to work 
with the Council to achieve this and would welcome some pro-active engagement as 
recommended in the National Planning Policy Framework.

The site owners have invested considerably in the technical assessment of 
development potential and the current design was conceived by an established local 
architect, Fielden and Mawson. This is for approximately 100 apartments and , amongst 
other things, incorporates flood refuges all as detailed in the documents attached to the 
previous submission, viz-

• Flood Risk Assessment by Paul Snape Consulting dated July 2018 with 
appendices-

   A ( Scott Wilson draft Flood Risk Assessment 2007),
  B- Fielden and Mawson Pre-application report 2017, 
  C- Anglian Water sewer records,
  D- Hydraulic Modelling Report 2012, 
  E-  EA Product Information
  F- EA Correspondence

• Mr Salter’s response form dated 01 October 2018 being an update response for 
the Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment.

• Transportation Noise Assessment Report by Sound Solutions dated 27 
September 2018 

• Appeal decision ref: APP/J1860/A/14/2214624 dated 6 June 2014, Malvern Hills 
District Council 

•
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• Planning Statement

These documents are a matter of record and are not therefore resubmitted with this 
Submission.

Planning History

Reference no. Description Decision Date

None None
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Policy Justification 

National 

National Planning Policy Framework

Para 8- the 3 components of sustainable development - economic, social and 
environmental

Para 10- the presumption in favour of sustainable development

Para 11- the tilted balance in favour of development where there is no 5 year supply of 
housing land

Para 155- where inappropriate development is necessary in high risk areas, the 
development should be made safe for its lifetime without increasing flood risk 
elsewhere.

Para 158- the aim of the sequential test is to steer new development to areas with the 
lowest risk of flooding.

Para 159- If it is not possible fro development to be located in areas of lower flood risk 
( taking into account wider sustainable development obejctives) the exception test may 
have to be applied depending on the venerability of the site and proposal in line with the 
Flood Risk Vulnerability Classification 

Para 160 - For the exception test to be passed it should Uber demonstrated that the 
proposal would provide wider sustainability benefits to the community that outweigh the 
flood risk, and that the development would be safe for its lifetime without increasing 
flood risk elsewhere.
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National Planning Policy Guidance 

Para 033 - when applying the sequential test, a pragmatic approach on the availability 
of alternatives should be taken

Para 035- this sets out when the exception test can applied, which in this case it can on 
the basis of Table 3, the site being located within flood zone 3a.

Para 036- sites suited to regeneration will likely pass the first part of the exception test

Para 038- this lists the component parts of a Flood Risk Assessment relating to the 
safety of developments.

Para 039- ensuring safe access and egress
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Local 

Core Strategy and Policies 2017

Policy CS1- this includes the “tilted balance” towards approval as set out within para 11 
of the NPPF

Policy DM4- Development must satisfy the following criteria-
• it must not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere
• it wil be adequately protected form flooding in accordance with adopted standards
• it will remain safe for its lifetime 
• it must include water efficiency measures

Para 9.36 states that “more vulnerable”  development as defined may be acceptable in 
flood zone 3a subject to then being safe.

Final Draft- Core Strategy and Policies 2020

Policy CS1- this commits to working proactively with applicants to fond solutions

Policy CS7- the amount of new housing required

Policy DM4- this basically repeats extant policy DM4

Para 9.4.12 basically repeats extant para 9.36 
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Planning Considerations 

Flood Risk Assessment

This was submitted previously and demonstrates that the development is safe for its 
lifetime. A refuge can easily be provided in the flood zone 1 rear part of the site. 
Compensatory storage of tidal water can be achieved and suitable conditions of 
planning permission imposed. 

There would be adequate warning of any tidal flood through the Environment Agency 
and media/apps etc. An Evacuation Plan could be easily be formulated to ensure  prior 
evacuation to the flood zone zone 1 part of the site and /or to Bourne Park, (Flood Zone 
1 )  a short walk away. Emergency vehicles can access the Park from roads away from 
Wherstead Road. These details would be incorporated in an Evacuation Plan 
conditioned in any planning permission. 

The development would provide for much- needed new housing in the Borough and 
improve an unattractive “gateway” into the town. The proposals would therefore help 
regenerate this area and are thus supported in this respect by the exception test. 

The FRA shows that inundation of part of the site would occur in the 1:200 year flood + 
climate change event. This has been carefully considered in the FRA. It is considered 
that as only part of the site is in flood zone with the remainder in flood zone 1, the wide 
forewarning of a flood event through the media and other outlets, a carefully detailed 
flood evacuation and management plan, and the very close proximity of the site to 
Bourne Park with its easy emergency vehicle access, are all points in support of the 
development. All of these matters have to be weighed in the balance when considering 
whether this part of the exception test is passed.

0216-SM-Salter   11



There is clearly a case for supporting this proposal in consideration of the exception 
test. The Environment Agency has not objected to the proposals during extensive 
discussions over recent years and all of their requirements can be incorporated within 
the development. There have been no objections from the emergency services during 
this period either.

Following the submission of our earlier statement, the Council received two 
consultations on which they based their confirmation not to allocate the Nursery for 
housing. It is not understood why the Environment Agency were not consulted given 
that they would be a statutory consultee on any planning application made. AECOM 
commented on the submission and have not objected to the development. They are 
fully supportive of the proposals but did not conclude on access routes deferring this to 
the emergency services for consideration.   

The Fire Service response is generic only and presumably hasn't taken into account the 
Flood Risk Assessment. However, it does not object to development where access 
roads may be inundated. It accepts that invacuation may be necessary and 
recommends enhanced safety provision such as sprinklers.

Officers consulted the Suffolk Joint Emergency Planning Unit who did not wish to 
comment but recommended consultation with the Fire Service.

The Officers’ conclusions in rejecting the proposals  do not appear to follow the clear 
flexibility shown in the consultee responses. They have adopted a rigid position on 
access routes which cannot be so concluded from the responses. There is no objection 
from the Environment Agency.

Having regard to the consultee responses and the detailed considerations on safety in 
the FRA it is considered that the proposals should be considered acceptable as regards 
flooding matters. 
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Housing Land Supply 

As stated in NPPF para 11, strategic policies should provide for objectively assessed 
housing needs. The draft Local Plan has attempted to provide for this but many of the 
assumptions are questionable, as discussed below. 

Table 1 allocates residential sites totalling 2,750 dwellings. These are mostly small 
brownfield sites with existing uses which would have to be relocated first. Many have 
been allocated for many years with no indication that they will be developed within the 
Plan period. 

Table 2 allocates residential sites for 1,470 dwellings to meet the identified need but 
these already have planning permission and should not therefore be included in a Local 
Plan. This approach depresses needs calculations and is a form of double counting.

The Plan relies on nearly half of its need from a single large site, Ipswich Garden 
Suburb. However, outline planning permissions have only just been granted and 
extensive infrastructure is needed to facilitate the development. If the IGS stalls then the 
Council will fail to meet  anything approaching its housing needs. The delivery of this 
multi-ownership site has been delayed for many years. It was first allocated in the draft 
Local Plan in 2001 and finally allocated in the 2012 Local Plan. The current outline 
planning application ref: 14/00638 has only just been granted after about 6 years. The 
permission allows the development to commence within 7 years. This record does not 
bode well.

The Humber Doucy Lane Lane site (ISPA4.1- 500 dwellings) is part of a cross-boundary 
site and is actually four separate disjointed sites probably in multi-ownership. It is 
proposed that it be masterplanned with the adjacent East Suffolk draft allocation and 
timed to be after the Ipswich Garden Suburb. Given the Borough’s poor delivery record 
on the northern fringe, it is queried whether this site can be developed in any 
meaningful way during the Plan period.
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The deficiencies in Local Planning in the Borough are laid bare with housing delivery 
performance. In the published Housing Delivery Test 2018 which revealed that only 66% 
of the required homes had been delivered in the three years before thus triggering the 
need for an action plan. Consequently, a draft action plan was published belatedly in 
August 2019, but now after 2 years there is no adopted action plan. The draft Plan 
contains few ideas to boost housing delivery as required by the Government. It only 
suggests cosmetic administrative devices which will not change much. 

The actual housing land supply set out in the Annual Monitoring Report for 2017/18 , 
Table 15, shows that there is 2.78 years supply. This is the stark reality of all the 
problems mentioned above. There is no indication that the situation will change any 
time soon. The Ipswich Strategic Planning Partnership of the Planning Authorities in 
Eastern Suffolk has been set up but this has not yet delivered a policy approach to the 
tightly drawn boundary of the Borough. Prior Regional Plans and Structure Plans 
recognised this is a  problem and accordingly allocated part of Ipswich Housing needs 
in surrounding districts in what was called the Ipswich Policy Area. The demise of this 
sort of spatial planning has led to the current position where the districts are catering 
only for their own housing needs. Understandably, there is no political appetite for 
surrounding rural districts to take some of Ipswich’s needs and this will mean that 
Ipswich will likely continue to fail to deliver sufficient housing.

In this context, there is a strong presumption in favour of developing sites like Bourne 
Nursery if all other planning issues can be satisfactorily resolved. 
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Conclusion 

Mr Salter has invested considerable time and expense in investigating the development 
of Bourne Nurseries. Detailed flooding assessments have been undertaken and 
extensive consultation taken place with the Environment Agency and emergency 
services. At all stages the feedback has been positive and the additional technical work 
carried to the Environment Agency requirements. Not at any stage have fundamental 
objections been raised. 

The latest consultations following our earlier submission has, again, not raised any 
fundamental objections in principle. All the concerns of the consultees can be met. The 
site is partly within flood zone 1, the development can be made safe for its lifetime, 
refuges can be made available on site, flood evacuation routes can easily be facilitated 
to Bourne Park and compensatory storage can be designed in. Whilst approach routes 
could be inundated this has not been raised as a fundamental objection by AECOM or 
the Fire Service and this should be decisive in the expert consideration of the exception 
test. The Council should defer to the technical experts.

Given that the development and its occupants would, for all practical purposes, be safe 
then considerable weight should be given to the tilted balance in favour of development 
here, as set out in the NPPF. Considerable weight should be given to the need for more 
housing in accordance with the Government’s objective to boost housing delivery.
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