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Felicia Blake
M

From: Helen Abbott g
Sent: 10 February 2020 19:13
To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Ravenswood allocation

To whom it may concern

I would like to lodge my objection to the proposed 126 homes off Alnesbourn Crescent on Ravenswood, ipswich
since change of use was granted to the land from commercial to residential use. i am a local resident and feel that
there would be a significant detrimental Impact to the local transport network which is already an Issue on the
estate. With oniy one entrance/exit there are already problems with access, particularly during the morning and
evening rush hour which is not helped by the passing traffic blocking the main roundabout on Nacton Road, and also
the additional traffic at McDonald’s on the Ravenswood roundabout. Addling additional housing to this already
hugely congested area and potentially upwards of 250 extra vehicles (realisticly this would be morel) is irresponsible
without a major revision to the access points provided onto/off of the estate.

I trust my views wili be noted and taken into consideration.
Many thanks and regards

Mrs Helen Abbott

Get Outlook for i0S



Felicia Blake
M

From: Grahame Stuteley «

Sent: 28 February 2020 15:36

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Pubiic consultation for the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft (February 2020) -
submission of representation for Turret Lane

Attachments: Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan final draft comments form - Turret Lane

representation.pdf; 200228 Turret Lane representation letter and plan - final.pdf

Dear Sirs

On behaif our client, Mr Norman Agran, please find attached our submission for your consideration as part of the
February 2020 consultation for the Ipswich Local Plan Review (Final Draft). Our submission is made in support of land
at Turret Lane, Ipswich. Our representation contains a letter, a completed copy of the Response Form and a Site
Location Pian showing the extent of the land within our client's ownership.

| trust this is helpful and [ would be most grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email for my records.

Thank you.

Regards

B4

____—_“

Grahame Stuteley BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI
Senlor Planner

Bidwell Hous_e_, Trumpington Road, Cambridge, Cambridgeshire. CB2 6LD

| bidwells.co.uk

B4

Bidwells LLP, a limited llability partnership trading as Bidwells, is registered in England & Wales (registered number OC344553),
The reglstered head office is Bldweil Houss, Trumpington Road, Cambridge, CB2 9LD, where a list of members is avaltabie for

inspection.
To read our full disclaimer please click here To read our Privacy Notice piease click herg




Public Consultation for the ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15" January 2020 -2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning {Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form

e-mail;

glanninggolicy@igswich.gcv.uk

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE.

IPSWICH

BOROUGH COUNCIL

website:

WWW.ipswich.gov.uk



| Consultation document(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Site Allocatlons and Policles (Incorpoiating |P-One Area_|

Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review Final

Draft

Site Sheets Part 1- IP003 - IP067a & b;

Final Draft Local Plan Review Policies Map |P-One Area

Inset;

Please return this comments form to:

| planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Councll
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

Return by:

11.45pm Monday 2™ March 2020

| This form has two parts:

‘Part A — Personal details

“Part B - Your comment(s).

PART A PERSONAL DETAILS
B '_" 1. Personal details 2. Agent’s detalls (if applicable)
Tltle Mr
' First name [ Steven |
| Last name - Butler |
| Job title (where pssod
relevant) soclate
Organisation {(where Bidwells LLP
 relevant)
Address Bidwell House
(Please include post Trumpington Road
code) Cambridge
CB2 9LD
E-mail
| Telephone No. 1




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation (and |
client if you are an agent): ‘

Please specify which document(s) énd 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.)

Site Allocations and
Policies
(Incorporating IP-
One Area Actlon
Plan) Development
Plan Document

Please refer to the appended Turret Lane representation letter dated
28/02/2020, This relates to:

{P.23) Policy SP2 ‘Land Allocated for Housing’ (Table 1 - Land allocated for
residential use or residential-led mixed use) ~ reference 1P054b.

(P.48) Chapter 5: ‘IP-One Area’ — reference 5.5 regarding Turret Lane

Review Flnal Draft aillocations.
(P.58) Policy Sp15 ‘Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes’ —reference key
walking routes from Waterfront to the Central Shopping Area {via Turret
lane).
Slte Sheets Part 1- Please refer to the appended Turret Lane representation letter dated
IP003 ~ IPO67a & b; | 28/02/2020. This relates to:
IPO54b (Land allocated for Residentlal Use).
Final Draft Local Please refer to the appended Turret Lane representation letter dated
Plan Review Policles | 28/02/2020. Thls relates to:
Map !P-One Area
Inset: IP054b (Redevelopment will be dependent on the Intentions of existing

businesses),




PART B CONTINUED — Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

'Document(s) | Comment(s) (expé nd the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional sheets.}
part

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 2™ 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 Communitles and Local Government for independent examination. &
Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. 74
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. 17|

PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Councll 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 wlll 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 detalls 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 ptan making and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.



BIDWELLS

Your ref: Ipswich Local Plan Revisw Final Draft Consuitation
Our ref: SB/LPRrepFab20

DD: r

E: ' -

Date: 28 February 2020

Ipswich Borough Council - Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development

Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

iP12DE

Dear Sir or Madam

PUBLIC CONSULTATION FOR THE IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW FINAL DRAFT FEB 2020 -
REPRESENTATION IN RELATION TO PROPOSED ALLOCATION IP054B - LAND BETWEEN OLD
CATTLE MARKET AND STAR LANE

On behalf of our client, Mr Norman Agran, please find our submission enclosed in support of land at Turret
Lane, Ipswich, IP4 1DL. Our submission contains a completed copy of the Response Form and a Site
Location Plan showing the extent of the land within our client's ownership. Our client currently owns 9
commercial units within proposed residential site allocation IP054b within ihe ‘IP-One Area’ of Ipswich. The
extent of the landownership is shown on the accompanying Site Location Plan.

The adopted Local Plan designates the IP054b area for commercial and/or residential uses, but the Final
Craft Local Plan proposes the 1P054b area solely for residential use - as shown on the proposals map
extract at Figure 1 overleaf. We have no objection to the continued residential allocation, but we object to
the proposed removal of the existing commercial allocation.

NPPF paragraph 11 states that ‘plans shoufd positively seek opportunities fo mest the development neseds
of their area and be sufficiently flexible fo adept to rapid change.” Given thet the proposed poiicy approach
to IPC54b does not reflect the current land uses, we consider that the policy is too rigid, not sufficiently
flexible, inconsistent with national pianning policy and therefore unsound.

The site area for proposed allocation iP054b is highlighted in the ipswich Economic Area Employment
Land Supply Assessment (Lichfields, April 2018) which states ‘Site /s in B1c (light industrial) use which is
considered suitable for the site and location, as well as other B1 uses’ (Appendix 2, p.58), and the Council's
site assessment sheets ‘Site Sheets Part 1- IP003 - IP067a & b’ acknowledge the existing uses at the site,
stating that ‘Redevelopment will be dependent on the intentions of existing businesses’.

Bldwell Houge, Trumpington Road, Cambridge CB2 §LD

T: 01223 841841 E: info@bldwells.co.uk W: bidwells.co.uk
Bldweils s @ tading aarve of Bidwella LLP, a Tmiied labiiy partrersti, registared In England and Walas with nurmber OC344852. PLANNING
Regisired offios: Bidwell Houss Trumgingion Road Cambricge $32 9LD. A st of members Is svallnble for Inspection at the above address. " CHAMPION



Ipawich Local Plan Review Final Draft Consuitation - Turret Lane BIDWELLS

A . [P0 Land alicosted for Rewkdential tise 8P4, 5P2

Land at Turret Lane

Figure 1: extract from the Final Draft proposals map, showing the area propossd for residential aliocation under
policy IP054b

Proposed allocation IP054b encompasses several units which have established commercial, employment
and associated supporting uses. Whilst we recognise the emerging Local Plan’s aspiration to maximise
opportunities to deliver housing on suitable sites, with particular focus on brownfield land in town centre
locations that are sustainably located, we consider that the IP054b allocation requires greater flexibility
allowing for the continuation of existing established uses. Paragraph 80 of the NPPF 2019 stetes that
‘Planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand
and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support econornic growth and productivity,
taking into account both local business needs and wider opportunitios for development.’ Future
development proposals within the allocated area should not be restricted solely to residential use as this
would result in the existing business units being restricted should they wish to expand their current
operations within our client's land holding.

We therefore request that the Council employs a more flexible approach in this regard and we suggest that
the sllocation reverts to its existing flexible residential and/or commercial uses.

The adopted Local Plan currently includes such flexibility and we consider that this should be maintained
through the emerging Local Plan process and reflected in the explanatory text for this proposed allocation.
| trust this letter sufficiently explains our position in reference fo proposed allocation IP054b, as we support
a residential use, however consider that this should also include B1 commercial uses as stated.

If you require further details regarding the contents of this letter, then please get in touch to discuss.

Yours faithfully

Steven Butler
Associate, Planning

Enclosures Consultation Comments Form, 8ite Locatlon Plan

Page 2 of 2



Norman Agran - Ipswich Properties

= gl J] 1
| Area: 0.123ha (0.30mc)

I . e —
Orinss Survey Or.'.m;:nunm,u*m e ——_ ———
Licmrn pernher J000I0HE, Motind Soall - 151350
Drawing Number: A.39,654 BIDWELLS
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Representation Page 1 of |

This submission is confirmed

[26248]

Support Chapter 7 - Key Diagram

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

Diagram 3 has been amended to include the small area of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB that falls within the
Ipswich Local Plan boundary. This change was requested by the AONB team in representations submitted to the
Preferred Options consultation

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4950/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

[26252]
Support Policy CS4 Protecting our Assets

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The AONB team welcomes the amendment to bullet point (h) Policy CS4 which will help ensure that the purposes
for designation of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths is recognised and that the Natural Beauty & Special Qualities of the
nationally designated landscape is considered as part of decision making.

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4951/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of |

This submission is confirmed

[26254]

Support Policy DM8 The Natural Development

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The AONB team support the objectives of this policy. European protected sites are now called Habitats Sites and
the policy should be amended to reflect this for accuracy- see below

Sites of International and National Importance

Proposals which would have an adverse impact on Habitats Sites will not be permitted, either alone or in
combination with other proposals, unless imperative reasons of overriding public interest exist in accordance with
the provisions of the European Habitats Directive.

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4952/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

[26255]
Support Policy DM11 Countryside

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The change to policy DM11 with regards the AONB is acknowledged and welcomed. This change was requested
by the AONB team as part of our representations to the Preferred Options consultation.

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4953/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

[26256]
Support Policy DM8 The Natural Development
Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The title link to policy DM8 under Chapter 9 currently reads The Natural Development. This should be changed to
readThe Natural Environment

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4954/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is unconfirmed

[26257]

Support Policy DM34 Delivery and expansion of Digital Communication Networks
Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The AONB team is concerned about potential impacts of new 5G technology and other telecommunications
equipment on the Natural Beauty of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB.

The team is seeking the following amendment to criteria b of policy DM34

b. Proposals for the expansion of electronic communications networks, including next generation mobile
technology (such as 5G) will be supported, where they preserve the historic environment, do not harm the Natural
Beauty of the AONB and/or the appearance of the street scene.

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4959/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

[26259]
Support Policy SP5 — Land Allocated for Employment Use

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

Site P141a Land at Futura Park

The Futura Park sites lies within 200m of the boundary of the Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty and therefore lies within the setting of the nationally designated landscape. Whilst we acknowledge that
much of this site is already built out and is physically separated from the AONB by the A1189, any future
development especially site IP141a should be supported by an assessment of impacts on the Natural Beauty of
the AONB.

The need for such an assessment should be reflected in the policy text for this site.

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4960/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of |

This submission is confirmed

[26267]

Support Site Sheets, Site Ref: IP150b (Policy SP7) Land south of Ravenswood

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

Site IP150b which is being proposed for sport uses lies within the setting to the Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB.
Flood lighting has the potential to impact on the AONB.

The site sheet and relevant section in Policy SP5 fails to identify the AONB as a constraint. The site sheet and
policy needs to be amended to reflect this. Assessment of impact on the AONB is also needed
Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4961/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of |

This submission is confirmed

[26268]

Support Site Sheets, Site Ref: IP149 (Policy SP8) Pond Hall Farm

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

The AONB team maintains its support for the inclusion of land at Pond Hall Farm as an extension to Orwell
Country Park

Representation at examination: Written Representation

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4962/representations 28/02/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

[26285]
Object Policy SP7 — Land Allocated for Leisure Uses or Community Facilities

& Has attachments

Respondent: AONB (Ms Beverley McClean) [2286]

Received: 28/02/2020 via Web

Site IP150b which is being proposed for sport uses lies within the setting to the Suffolk Coast & Heaths AONB.
Flood lighting has the potential to impact on the AONB. The site sheet and relevant section in Policy SP7 fails to
identify the AONB as a constraint. The site sheet and policy needs to be amended to reflect this. Assessment of
impact on the AONB is also needed.

Changes to plan: Site sheet needs to be amended to identify the AONB as a constraint and to identify the need
to assess the impact on the AONB.

Document legality not specified

Document is not sound

Document duty to cooperate not specified

Representation at examination: Not specified

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4967/representations 20/03/2020



Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15 January 2020 —2™ March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) {(England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

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.

IPSWICH

BOROUGH COUNCIL

website:

www.ipswich.gov.uk



Consultation document(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Development Plan — Final Draft Site Allocations and
Policies — Final Draft Policies Map - Final Draft

Please return this comments form to:

planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Councll
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

| Return by:

11.45pm Monday 2" 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 - Mr
First name . Mark
Last name - | Harris
Job title (where Direct
relevant) ) e
Organisation (where Aquigen (Nacton) LLP Freeths LLP
relevant) |
Address c/o Agent 1 Vine Street
(Please include post London
code) i W1 0AH
| E-mail - ] '
| Telephone No. -




PART B Comment(s} about the ipswlich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation (and
client if you are an agent):

Aquigen (Nacton) LLP

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 Locai Pian Review Final Draft.

Document(s) and

Comment(s) {expand the boxes If necessary and piease ensure your name Is

document part. included on any additional sheets.)
Policy €513 See accompanying sheet
Policy DM32 See accompanying sheet

Policy SP5/Site
Allocation IP141a
and Proposals Map

See accompanying sheet

Appendix 6

See accompanying sheet




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

| Document(s) Comment(s} (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)
part

' Policy DM31 See accompanying sheet

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 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you like to be notifled 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 Councll is the data controller for the purposes of the Data Protectlon Act 2018 and
other regulations including the General Data Protectlon 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 emall 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.



FREETHS

IPSWICH BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN REVIEW: FINAL DRAFT CONSULTATION

(JANUARY — MARCH 2020)
REPRESENTATION ON BEHALF OF AQUIGEN (NACTON) LLP (2 MARCH 2020}

introduction

1.

We act on behalf of AquiGen (Nacton) LLP ("AquiGen”) in relation to the Futura Park site
which is under their freeheld control and management. On behalf of Aquigen, we previously
submitted representations to the Plan at the Regulation 18 stage and continues to weicome
the opportunity to participate in the preparation of the Local Plan.

As you will be aware, Futura Park extends to 17.63ha and has a wide range of land and
premises which are occupied by retail, business, industrial and sui generis car showroom
businesses. Since being developed from the original December 2011 Planning Permission,
there is now only 2.5ha of land that is remaining for development. This is Site 1 (0.8ha) and
Site 3 (1.6ha) in the south-eastern corner of the site bound by Crane Boulevard and Nacton
Road. The location of the sites is provided on the Plan provided at Appendix 1.

Site 1 Is to be the subject of a planning application expected to be submitted in Aprii 2020,
Site 3 is the subject of a current planning application submitted in January 2020 for an
Industrial Warehousing buiiding (IBC Application Ref: IP/20/00137/FUL). Subject o
planning, both sites and schemes are expected to be delivered by 2021 which will then
complete the development of Futura Park.

The progress of the Local Plan review is therefore timely, as it offers an opportunity to align
site-specific policy with the delivery of the last elements of Futura Park.

Based on the status of Futura Park and their existing and anticipated strategy together with
representations made to date, AquiGen wishes fo make a representation on the following
draft Matters and Draft Policies:

Employment and Site-Specific Allocation;

» Policy C813: Planning for Jobs Growth.

e Policy DM32: Protection of Employment Land.

e Policy SP5 — Site Allocation IP141a — Land at Futura Park, Nacton Road.
¢ Appendix 6: Marketing Requirements.

Retall:
* Policy DM31: Retail Proposals outside Defined Centres.

Our representation Is outlined overleaf with a summary of our recommendations provided as
a conclusion.



FREETHS

Employment and Slte Specific Allocation

Policy CS13: Planning for Jobs Growth

7.

10.

1.

12

AquiGen acknowledges the sustainable economic growth strategy of the Plan as expressed
in this Policy. To ensure the Plan is positively prepared and effective, it is however important
that it is based on proportionate evidence and seeks to meet an area’s objectively assessed
needs. To achieve this, the amount of land proposed for allocation should be consistent with
the needs identffied in the Evidence Base, unless there is justification for over or under
provision.

Our Regulation 18 representation set out observations on the employment evidence base as
it related to the Futura Park site which has not been addressed. Accordingly, we wish to
maintain our objection for the reasons outlined below.

We note that the 28.3ha employment land allocation requirement is based on the findings of
the Ipswich Economic Sector Needs Assessment (Lichfields, September 2017) ("ESNA").
The Plan (see paragraph 8.167) and accompanying Topic Paper (Economy, IBC January
2019 - see paragraph 76) confirm that the land allocation requirement itself has been
adjusted downwards on a pro-rata basis to 23.2ha based on an update of the baseline data.
The 23.2ha requirement therefore represents the most up-to-date figure upon which to base
land use allocation decisions.

When the 23.2ha requirement is compared with the total amount of land allocated for
employment use (28.34ha) under Policy SP5 (Table 3), it is evident that there is a significant
amount of land that has been allocated in excess of the calculated requirement. The 5.14ha
difference equates to circa 18% of the calculated requirement. Even allowing an appropriate
allowance for Plan flexibility, the excess amount of land that is proposed for allocation is not
justified. Such a level of over-provision can only be justified where there are clear reasons
for a land supply buffer. No such evidence has been presented by IBC in the Plan and / or
supporting evidence bass, so it is entirely appropriate to consider reducing the land allocation
so it more readily reflects the actual need position. This will ensure consistency with NPPF
paragraph 120 and ensure allocations reflect the up-to-date need position.

The level of potential over-supply is also evident when the employment allocation target is
compared with the net land requirements for Use Class which has been calculated in the
Evidence Base. In this regard, Table 7.10 of the Employment Land Needs Assessment
{(“ELNA") (NLP, March 2016) advises that the Ipswich area requires 8.0ha of Industrial (Use
Class B1c/B2/B8) land out of the overall 23.5ha requirement. We have identified that of the
land allocations outlined in Policy SP5 Table 3, circa 24ha has been identified as being
suiable for Industrial related land and uses (e.g. non B1/B1a). This is in significant excess
of the 8.0ha need calculation and again far greater a buffer than is required.

Based on the over-allocation of land identified by the Evidence Base, we consider that the
proposed allocations under the Local Plan require further review. This is to ensure the Local
Plan is justified and consistent with the Evidence Base. If not, the Local Plan cannot be found
sound. In order to achieve soundness, we recommend the proposed allocations are
reviewed to reduce the amount of land that is allocated to be more consistent with the
Evidence Base. Against this background, we recommend that the amount of land identified
for allocation in the Plan is reduced under Policy CS13 criterion a) and the supporting
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paragraphs. This can be resolved by reviewing the availability and suitability of land such as
Futura Park which no longer needs to be protected for Employment Land for the reasons
outlined below.

Pollcy DM33: Protection of Employment Land

13. We note that this Peiicy continuss to only specifically aliow for consideration of no reasonable
prospect of re-use for employment purposaes for sites outside the defined Employment Areas.
There is then ambiguity in the supporting paragraphs as paragraph 9.32.2 and 9.32.4 suggest
that the no reasonabie prospect test could be appiied to defined Employment Area land.

14. As NPPF paragraph 120 relates to allocated land and recommends the use of the no
reasonable prospect test, to ensure consistency with the NPPF, we recommend Policy DM33
is amended to allow the test to be applied to all defined Employment Area land. This will
ensure the Plan is consistent with national guidance and adequately flexible to deal with
changing market signais and needs. This is particuiarly important given the surplus allocation
position compared with need as identified in our assessment.

Policy SP5 — Site Allocation /P141a{1) - Land at Futura Park, Nacton Road {formerly the

Crenes Site)

15. As pait of the review of the Evidence Base and proposed allocations, consideration should
be given to whether there is a reasonable prospect of an application coming forward for the
use aliocated in the Plan (consistent with NPPF paragraph 120).

16. We consider that both Sites 1 and 3 are suitable candidates for removal from the employment
use allocation. This is on the following grounds:

)

(i)

(i)

)

v

The Futura Park site as a whole has been the subject of extensive marketing since
early/mid 2012 associated with the original grant of Planning Permission for the
overall site. This has included a site-specific website: htto://www.futura-nark.com and
a marketing campaign undertaken by regional and national property agents.

There has been no interast in the Site 1 frontage plot for B Class uses consistent with
the 2011 Permission based on marketing undertaken since 2011. The marketing
evidence compiled since this date has been shared with IBC Officers. This aiso
confirms no interest in the piot for industrial purposes consistent with Site Allocation
IP141a(1).

The Site 1 plot is serviced and has benefitted from a masterplan permission, Despite
the absence of any genuine planning obstacles and every effort baing made to
encourage interest and demonstrate ease of dellvery, the site has attracted no
interest,

The Site’s designation as part of the New Anglia Enterprise Zone in Spring 2016 has
been reflected in marketing since that time period. This has not led to any new
interest,

Critically, the Site 1 frontage plot has & different townscape character to the remaining
parts of Futura Park due to its proximity to residential properties, its spatial
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relationship and connectivity with the Ravenswood Centre and the Nacton Road
frontage, including the existing/protected landscaping. This was reflected in the
original masterplan which identified the Site for office use as opposed to large scale
industrial / warehouse buildings and uses which would be less compatible with the
physical context. The Local Plan now restricts offices outside of the Town Centre so
that it is necessary and entirely appropriate to identify alternative land uses that are
compatible with the site's context.

(vii Due to the position on Nacton Road, the Site 1 frontage plot could accommodate
other non B Class uses taking benefit from its road-side prominence, pedestrian
accessibility and proximity to other uses such as the Ravenswood District Centre.
This can have ecanomic and social benefits for the area through development rather
than prolonged vacancy.

(vl  The delivery of B class development by Chancerygate elsewhere in Futura Park and
the progression of plans for Site 3 has met any B Class / industrial demand there may
be for the site as demonstrated by the extensive marketing period.

(vii) The position of Site 3 (the north-eastern part of the site allocation) in Futura Park has
led to interest in B Class commercialfindustrial development. This has resulted in the
planning application referred to earlier (see paragraph 3). However, the
characteristics of this site and its suitability for large scale shed development are quite
distinct from Site 1 on the Nacton Road frontage. As that site is proceeding and will
be delivered before Plan adoption, there is now no need to retain it as a specific
allocation.

Based on this extensive time period, we conclude that there is no reasonable prospect of the
Site 1 frontage plot being used for employment purposes consistent with the present and
proposed Local Plan allocation. As the marketing has been active / continuous for a period
significantly in excess of twelve months, there is more than sufficient justification to consider
the plot's removal as an employment allocation. If tested as part of a Planning Application,
the marketing evidence could also achieve compliance with Local Plan DM33 and supporting
paragraph 9.33.4. This further emphasises the justification for removal of the designation
now and allow for alternative uses on Site 1 to be considered on their merits as part of the
development management process.

The removal of the Site 1 plot will have also no material impact on employment land supply
in the Ipswich area. As identified in our analysis above, there is already an over-supply of
proposed allocations in the Plan. The removal of this 0.9ha plot will result in a residual land
supply of 27.44ha (when deducted from the Policy SP5 Table 3 total). The removal of the
Site also still leaves circa 23.1ha of suitable Industrial land in excess of the Sha identified in
Table 7.10 of the ELNA.

When combined with the extensive marketing undertaken on this site, it is clear that to
achleve consistency with NPPF paragraph 120 a), there is now sufficlent and robust
justification to remove what is in effect a residual employment allocation from the overall
Policy IP141a(1) site. This will then allow for the final Futura schemes to be determined on
their merits, providing both B Class & other employment generating development.
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20. If a decisicn is made to retain Policy [P141a(1), further consideraticn needs to be given to
the contsnt of the “Development constraints / issues” text which would be used to Inform
planning appiicaticns on the site. At present, the wording of certain parts of the text is overly
and unnecassarily restrictive and could act as a barrier to development. We recommend the
following amendments:

» Design: due to the commercial nature of the area and the operational and floorspace
efficiency requirements of prospective tenants, it is often necessary to deliver “single
voiume warehousing”. Provided It is demonstrated that the scheme constitutes good
design (see NPPF section 12) and compiies with the wider generic based policy
requirements of the Development Plan then this can be approved as an appropriate
approach. There has also been no specific iandscape or design character evidence
supporting the Local Plan which identifies Futura Park as requiring a speciai approach to
design. On this basis, we recommend removal of the phrase “...and avoids utilitarian
single voilume warehousing.” This will ensure the Plan Is sufficiently flexible and allows
for schemes to be justifiably promoted and justified on their own merits, particularly
protecting the importance of delivering economic benefits generated by single warehouse
devslcpmant.

» Nacton Road Frontage: the commercial requirements of operators necessarily include
car parking, buildings set back from frontages and open areas to support opsrational
activity. This also asslsts in making a commercial development location such as Futura
Park gas aftractive as possible. This can often lead to the formulaticn of buildings and
spaces that enly have a single “active” frontage as it is otherwise important to retain
“inactive” frontages for security and other operational reasons. This does not necessarily
lead to unsuccessful urban design, provided the active frontage and wider elevational
treatment combined with the overall approach of the scheme ls appropriate and
constitutes good design. On this basis and to support the delivery of Site 1 and its obvious
economic and sccial potential, we recommended additional flexibility is introduced into
this requirement as follows (new text in bold):

Development along IP141a should explore the abllity to address both Nacton Road and
Crane Boulevard with active and/or positively designed fronteges, and avoid being set
back from the highway by extensive car parking to allow for a greater street scene impact,
unless this can be justifled as an appropriate response.

21. These amendments will provide important and justified flexibility for the Plan and allow an
applicant to demonstrate via the design process how a site has responded where possible to
the characteristics of a site and how commercial considerations have been weighed in the
balance to deiiver positive economic and social development in accordance with the NPPF.

Appendix 8 - Marketing Requlrements

22, We continue to welcome the introduction of marketing requirements in Appendix 8 of the Plan
as this offers the basis for early agreement and clarity between the Council and an Applicant
on marketing of a site in accordance with Policy DM33. There are aspects of the
requirements that are onerous and should be removed. These are:

o Paragraph 2.1: discussions with the Councli before marketing is carried out is
unnecessary if the marketing requirements in Appendix 8 are otherwise ‘o be followed.
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This also adds another hurdle to the planning process and can delay marketing
commencing promptly.

o Paragraph 2.5: we note and welcome this paragraph being amended to instead require
a simpler schedule noting the origin of an enquiry (e.g. the Agent acting) and the reason
for interest is sufficient,

e Paragraph 2.6: a commercial site is not generally marketed at a set market value as this
is then determined by the offer that a purchaser is willing to make (based on their own
professional judgement and advice received). An ‘All Enquiries’ marketing exercise is
entirely appropriate as this generates enquiries based on all potential purchase options
e.g. freehold / leasehold purchase or rent.

We recommend Appendix 6 is further revised to reflect these comments in order to ensure it
follows Industry best practice and avoids requiring onerous marketing requirements which
will only delay site availability and planning decisions.

Policy DM32: Retall Proposals outside Defined Centres

24,

We note the content and requirements of this policy. We object to criterion (a) which requires
consideration of the appropriateness of scale when assessing out-of-centre retail proposals.
The use of ‘scale’ is no longer recommended by national guidance and is therefore
inconsistent with NPPF paragraphs 88 and 89 which only require an applicant to demonstrate
compliance with the Sequential Approach and Impact. As identified at paragraph 89 b), scale
forms part of the consideration of Impact. There is no therefore no requirement to
demonstrate appropriateness of scale, separate from impact. In addition, a requirement to
demonstrate scale has not been identified by the Evidence Base as a retail policy
requirement based on the characteristics of the area.

25. On this basis, we recommend criterion () is removed to ensure consistency with the NPPF.
Recommendations

26. Based on the above assessment, we make the following recommendation:

(i) Policy CS13: the amount of land allocated for employment land development should be
reduced to circa 23ha of land to be consistent with the Evidence Base.

(i) Amend Policy DM33 to make it clear that the no-reasonable prospect test also applies to
defined Employment Sites to be consistent with the NPPF.

(i) Remove both plots from the Employment Land Allocation under Policy SP5 Site

Allocation IP141a(1) as it has been demonstrated that there is no reasonable prospect of
employment development proceeding on Site 1 based on the extensive and
comprehensive marketing undertaken since 2011. Furthermore, the office use for which
it was previously identified is no longer acceptable in policy terms. Also Site 3 is in the
pracess of being delivered for B class use so will make a contribution to employment land
supply in in advance of Plan adoption.
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(v)  If Policy SP5 Site Allocation 1P141a(1) is retained the development constraints/issues
text would benefit from focused amendment to avoid unnecessary design constraints
which will delay the delivery of beneficial economic and social development.

(v) Further amend the Appendix 8 Marketing Requirements to avoid onerous requirements.

(v  Remove criterion (a) of Policy DM32 in relation to demonstrating appropriateness of scale
to be consistent with the NPPF.

27.We look forward to receiving acknowledgement of this representation marked for the
attention of Mark Harris and being notified on the Plan's progress.

Mark Harris
Director, London / Planning and Environment Group
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relevant)
Address Ipswich Port 33 Margaret Street
(Please include post London
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PART B Comment(s) about the ipswich Local Pian Final Draft Consultation

chur name or organisation (and Savills on behalf of Associated British Ports (‘ABP’)
client if you are an agent):

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.

Decument(s) and Comment{s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
document part. included on any additional sheets.)

ABP Is the owner and operator of the Port of Ipswich which is the UK's leading
grain exporter and largest of ABP's short-sea ports and which, together with ABP's
other East Anglian Poris at Kings Lynn and Lowestoft, contributes some £360m
directly into the UK economy every year and supports 3,700 jobs In the region and
5,300 jobs natlonally (2019 figures).

The Port of ipswich provides an extensive range of facllities to mest the needs of
businesses and industry based in Norfolk and Suffolk. It is the UK's ieading grain
exporter and largest of ABP's short-sea ports with the ability to hand!s contsiners,
dry bulks and aggregates, forest products, general cargo and offering extensive
rofl-on roll-off facilities. The total port area (including water) Is approximately 111
ha (275 acres) and the Port handies more than three million tonnes of goods per
year. The Port is rail connected and can offer intermodal services from the Port to
inland faclliies including rall terminais such as ABP's own Hams Hal! Railfreight
Terminal in the Midlands. The Port is also the base for expanding marina
activities.

The importance of the Port continuing to flourish as a major economic driver in the
sub-reglon and its 'significant role' in driving further growth in the region through
future expanslon is recognised In the NALEP Strategic Economic Plan and the
adopted Core Strategy.

As well as maintelning its operational activities, ABP [s concerned to ensure that it
retalns the right end ability to fully uss Its land end infrestructurs for port purposes
in the performancs of its statutory duties and responsibliities as a harbour
undertaking. Whilst, therefore, ABP Is keen to support the reealisation of the wider
development objectives and aspirations of the Core Strategy and Policies DPD
Review, it must protect Its 'significant {economic) roie' and ability to expand further
and assist In driving growth in the region. New development should be sensitive to
these existing uses and avold potential impacts which may prejudice the
continued operation and, where appropriate, expansion of these uses,

The ‘Island Site', which is identified by ipswich Borough Council (IBC) and fts
pariners as one of the key regeneration opportunities In central ipswich, Is within
ABP's land ownership and presently accommodates succassful high profile marine
businesses and the commercially successful Ipswich Haven Marina (which has
contributed significantly to the regeneration so far of the Waterfront area).

ABP Is supportive of the redevelopment of the Island Site (it is one of ABP’s
‘pathfinder projects’) subjact to its redevelopment being commercially viable and
deliverable. ABP’s vislon for ‘ipswich lsiand’ Is that It will be a viable, high quality,
sustainable, resldantial led mixed use development that maximises its waterfront
iocation. The development wii! be trus mixed use, incorporating (alongside
homes); boat building, other maritime activities and leisure uses, snhancing
connectivity between ths site, the Town Centre and the Station as weil as around
the Waterfront (including via a new circular Maritime Trail).

However, until a satisfactory scheme is agreed with IBC for its redevelopment,
ABP reserves the right fo continue to use the Island Site as operational port area




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

and to restrict access in the inferests of public safety and port security.

ABP’s representations on the Core Strategy and Policles DPD Review Final Draft
below are made in this context.

Policy €S2

The Island Site is situated within the Waterfront area to which this policy applies.
As noted at para 5.21, parts of the operational port are also within it. In that
context, ABP notes the desire of IBC to secure high density development in the
interests of maximising the use of previously developed land, subject to that not
compromising heritage assets and the historic character of Ipswich.

For a variety of reasons, including the mix of existing and proposed uses on the
site, ABP’s vislon for the Island Site (agreed with the partners and the LEP) does
not envisage ‘high density’ development as currently defined in Final Draft Policy
DM23. Given this, ABP request the inclusion of additional wording in the final
paragraph of Policy CS2 which should be amended as follows “...and low
elsewhere, unless otherwise agreed through masterplans and provided thai In
all areas it does not compromise heritage assels.. “ or wording of simllar effect.

Policy CS3

ABP supporis the regeneration objectives for the IP-One area. There are,
however, important elements of the Port within or adjacent to this area. New
development should, therefare, have regard to these exlisting port uses and
activities so as to ensure that they are protected.

The Port of Ipswich is situated both within and immediately adjoining the
Waterfront area of IP-One. As well as maintaining its operational activitles, ABP is
concemed to ensure that it retains the right and abllity to fully use its land and
infrastructure for port purposes in the performance of its statutory duties and
responsibilities as a harbour undertaking. The importance of the Part continuing to
flourish as a major economic driver in the sub-region is recognised in the NALEP
Strategic Economic Plan and at paragraphs 3.3, 5.6, 6.20, 8.171 - 8.172, 8.174
and 9.33.5 — 9.33.6 (consistent with the advice in the Poris NPS). ABP would wish
to ensure that the Port's 'significant (economic) role’ and ability to expand further
and assist in driving growth In the region is protected.

ABP requests that recognition is made in Policy CS3 and its accompanying text to
the Port and to other important existing employment and other activities within and
adjoining the IP-One area which the Council wishes to safeguard and support.
New development should be sensitive to these existing uses and avold potential
impacts which may prejudice the continued operation and, where appropriate,
expansion of these uses.

We request, therefore, the addition of a new criterlon Into any new policy based
on Pollcy CS3:

*New development should be sensitive to existing uses (including those at
the Port of Ipswich) and avold potential impacts which may prejudice the
continued operation and, where appropriate, expansion of these uses.”

Woe note and support the inclusion of similar wording to this effect in Policy CS13.

Policy CS8 and para
8.121

ABP wsicomaes IBC's policy on housing type and tenure mix and the recognition of
potential exceptions to these requirements In response, for example, to viability
constraints. ABP also notes the desire of IBC to secure high density development
on central sltes (para 8.121) which will alsc assist viabllity. However, high density
may not be appropriate in all instances.
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Pollcy CS12 ABP notes the requirement for mejor new development (10+ dwellings) to provide
16% affordable housing and weicomes the fiexlbility within the wording of Policy
C812 both in respect of the proporiion of affordable housing and tenura mix where
development viability justifles It.

Policy CS13 in the context of the above comments, ABP weicomes and supports the Inclusion

in Policy CS13 of refarance at sub-point b. to the neead to protect “/and for
employment uses In existing employment areas defined on the policies map,
including the function and strategic role of the port fo Ipswich” in response to
ABP’s spacific request for such reference in the previous Core Strategy and
Policles Development Plan Document Review Preferred Options.

Policy €520 and
paras 8.222 {0 8.225

Provision of significant alternative @ast-west transport capacity has been a
longstanding asplration of Suffolk County Council (SCC), IBC and 'ts 'Ipswich
Vision' partners. This would provide for through traffic and relief from town centre
traffic congestion (particularly on the Star Lane Gyratory), opening up eccess
opportunities and usilocking the develocpment and regeneration potentlal of the
whole Ipswich Waterfront area. ABP has been happy to assist the Councll In
developing a feaslble sclutlon in relaticn to access to the Island site,

In the context set out above, ABP wiil continue to assist the Council in developing
a feaslble solution for east-wast fransport capacity for all modes and Including
appropriate access to the Island Slta. ABP also supports ths efforts of IBC and
SCC to bring forward proposals to secure transport capacity improvements which
will benefit traffic accessing and egressing the Port.

In this context, ABP welcomes the intention of IBC to continue to make a case for
highway improvements Including a Wet Dock Crossing through the Local
Transport Plan, and supports the recognition at para 8.243 that provision of a Wet
Dock Crossing Is not a pre-requisite of access Improvements to enable
development of the Island Site.

In respect of the provision of additional access to the Island Site (para 8.2486),
whilst ABF is supportive of the redevelopment of the Island Site (it s one of ABP's
‘pathfinder projects’), its delivery is dependent on commercial viability. Until a
satisfactory scheme Is agreed with IBC for its redevelopment, ABP reserves the
right to continue to use the Island Slte as operational port area and to restrict
access In the Interests of public safety and port security.

ABP does not agrae with inclusien of the statement at pare 8.247 that ‘et &
minimum, a road bridge from the west bank to the Island Site...will be required fo
enable any significant development on the Island”. The extent to which the
existing route via 5t. Peter's Dock can accommodate vehicle access, and any
need for additional road access, will depend on the emount of development that
can acceptably and viably be accommaodated on the island. This will need to be
established through the masterplan exercise refarred to in Final Draft Policy SP2
of the Site Allocations and Policies (incorporating IP-One Arsa Action Plan)
Development Plan Document Review and accompanying Site Sheet IP037.
indeed, based on present thinking that the island Site will deliver a reducad
density of approximately 150 units, addltional vehicular access may not be
nseded.

Until the completion of the master pian exercise and the necessary technical
assessments accompanying It (including transpaort assessment as referencad on
Site Sheet 037), it is not appropriate for the DPD to be so prescriptive about the
need for a new road bridge and we would request the removal of reference to it.

ABP’s general support for access Improvements in and around the Waterfront and
onto the Island Slte is conditional upon there being no operational impact on the
Port. ABP will continue to work with and asslst SCC, IBC and its partners in
securing a development solution which adkiresses all port safety, security and
operational issues and avoids any adverse impact on port and marine opsarations,
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and which accommodates the existing marina and marine businesses in the future
developmant of the Island Site so that they continue to contribute fo an active and
appealing waterfront environment for further regeneration.

ABP would like to see improvement of the junctions on the A14 around Ipswich In

order to accommodate existing and future growth. ABP supports the efforts of IBC
and SCC to lobby Highways England for such improvements and investigation of

other potential Improvemants to the A14 and A12(8) corridors.

Policy DM12

| Policy DM13

[ ABP is supportive of IBC's desire for all new development to be well designed and

sustalnable, for 25% of new dwallings to be built to Building Regulations standard
M4{(2), and for proposals to respect the special character and distinctiveness of
Ipswich Including ensuring good publlc realm design. However, this should not be
at the expense of development viability and the policy should be applied flexibly In
the context of the objective to achieve sustainable regeneration.

ABP notes and objects to reference in the Policy under the section titled
‘Conservation Areas’ to demolition of buildings and to the consideration by the
Council of “the withdrawal of permitied development rights where they present &
threat to the protection of the character and speclal inferest of the conservation
area” (last two bullet points).

As a port authority, ABP benefits from ‘permitted development’ rights (as a
'statutory undertaker’) over land it owns which is classed as ‘operational land’ (as
defined under Sections 263 and 264 of the Town and Country Planning Act}.
Under the terms of The Town and Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1985 (‘the GPDO’) Part 17 Is applicable to development by
Statutory Undertakers in England. Rellance on Its permitted development rights on
its operational land within the Port estate (limited by environmental regulations
and other conslderations) is critical to the ability of ABP to fulfil its statutory duties.
ABP will therefore strongly resist any steps taken by the Councll to seek to
withdraw the permitted development rights it benefits from.

If reference to withdrawal of permitted development rights in this Policy is not
meant to encompass the permitted development rights enjoyed by ABP, we would
request specific clarification of this point.

 Pollcy DM22

ABP welcomes IBC’s qualification that it will not insist on the requirement to meet
Nationally Described Space Standards if this is demonstrated to be unviable in
specific cases.

| Pollcy DM33

ABP supports the safeguarding of the operational areas of the Port through their
definition as Employment Areas E9 and E12 on the Policies Map and under Policy
DM33. We welcome the recognition at para 9.33.6 of the need for ABP’s spacific
operational requirements and consents and licences for the handling and storage
of hazardous substances to be taken into account in any development planned in
the vicinity of these areas.




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the ipswich Local Plan Revlew Finai Draft

Document(s) Comment{s} (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional shesats.)
part

Plan 2 - Flood The Flood Risk areas defined on Plan 2 reflect, we understand, the definitive Flood
Risk Maps maintalnad and pubiished by the Environment Agency. However, whilst the
Environment Agency Flood Maps distingulsh between Zone 3 and Zone 3 with tidal
flood defencs, Plan 2 does not. Given that It Is the Environment Agency who are
responsible for the updets of these Maps (and that the frequency of these updates
may not colncide with updates/reviews to the Local Pian), we request that Plan 2
and/or the Cora Strategy and Poiicles Development Plan Documsant should include
a note meaking clear that the flood zonas shown on Plan 2 are indicative and that
IBC will refy on the current Environment Agency Flood Maps to determine what
flood risk zone any site may fall within for declsion making purposes.

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 2™ 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 Pubiication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of v
State for Communitles and Local Government for Independent examination.

Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Locel 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 Informatlon securely. Your
comment and name will be made public as it will form part of the evidence base used to Inform the
creatlon 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 detalls to the Planning Inspector and Programme
Officer for the purposes of producing the development plan In accordznce 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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ABP is the owner and operator of the Port of Ipswich which is the UK’s leading
grain exporter and largest of ABP’s shori-sea ports and which, together with ABP’'s
other East Anglian Ports at Kings Lynn and Lowestoft, contributes soma £360m
directiy into the UK aconomy every year and supports 3,700 jobs In the reglon and
5,300 jobs nationally (2019 figures).

The Port of Ipswich provides an extensive range of facilities to meet the needs of
businesses and Industry based in Norfolk and Suffolk. It is the UK's leading grain
exporter and largest of ABP's short-sea ports with the abllity {o handle containers,
dry bulks and aggregates, forest products, general cargo and cffering extensive
roll-on roli-off facillies. The total port area {including water) is approximately 111
ha (275 acres) and the Port handles mora than three miliion tonnes of goods per
year. The Port Is rall connected and ¢an offer intermodal services from the Port to
inland facllities including rail terminals such as ABP's own Hams Hall Railfreight
Terminal in the Midlands. The Port is also the base for expanding marina
activities.

The importance of the Port continuing to flourish as & major economic driver In the
sub-reglon and Its 'significant role' in driving further growth in the region through
future expansion Is recognised in the NALEP Strategic Economic Plan and the
adopted Core Strategy.

As well as maintaining its operational activities, ABP is concerned fo ensure that It
retains the right and ability to fully use Its land and infrastructure for port purposes
In the performance of its statutory duties and responsibilities as a harbour
undertaking. Whilst, therefore, ABP Is keen tc support the realisation of the wider
development objectives and aspirations of the Site Allocations and Policies DPD
Review, It must protect its 'significant (economic} role’ and abliity to expand further
and assisi In driving growth In the region. New developmant should be sensltive to
these existing uses and avoid potential impacts which may prejudice the
continued Operation and, where appropriate, expansion of these uses.

The ‘Island Site’, which is identified by Ipswich Borcugh Council (IBC) and its
partners as one of the key regeneratlor: opportunities in central Ipswich, is within
ABP's land ownership and presenily accommodstes successful high profile marine
businesses and the commercially successful Ipswich Haven Marina {which has
coniributed significantly to the regsneration so far of the Weterfront area).

ABP is supportive of the redevelopment of the Island Site (It is one of ABP's
‘pathfinder projects’) subject to its redevelopment bsing commercially viable and
deliverable. ABP's vision for ‘Ipswich Island’ Is that it will be a viable, high quality,
sustainable, rasidantlal led mbxed use development that maximises its waterfront
location. The development will be true mixed use, Incorporating (alongside
homes); boat bullding, other maritime &ctivities and leisure uses, enhancing
connectivity between the site, the Town Centre and the Station as well as around
the Waterfront (including via a new circular Maritime Trall).

Howsaver, untll a satisfactary scheme is agread with IBC for Its redevelopment,
ABP reserves the right to continue to use the Island Site as operational port aree




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment({s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additional sheets.)

and to resfrict access in the interests of public safety and port security.

ABP's representations on the Site Allocations and Palicies (incorporating IP-One
Area Action Plan) DPD Review Final Draft below are made in this context.

' Pollcy §P1

ABP supports the safeguarding of sites for the uses they for which have been
allocated, subject to the recognition that where sites (such as the Island Site) are
in existing use and are allocated for altemative use(s), redevelopment will be
dependent on commercial viability. Until a satisfactory schemae is agreed with IBC
for redevelopment, such sites should reasonably be abie to continue In thelr
axisting use. In the case of the Island Slte, ABP reserves the right to continue to
use the Island Slte as operational port area and to restrict access in the interests
of public safety and port security.

Policy SP2

| Pollcy SP6

“| ABP objects to the requirement that the Island Site provides 15% open space

ABP supports the aliocation of the Island Site as Site IP037 for residential use or
residential-led mixed use.

The amount and proportion of iand appropriate for residential use will be
determined through the praparation of a detailed masterplan) and ABP notes and
supports the references at paragraphs 4.7 and 4.10 that the figures included in
table 1a listed In the Policy are “Indicative”. ABP will work with IBC to agree a
dellverable masterplan for the Island Site which aims to dellver the Council's
regeneration objectives subject o commaercial viabfiity.

In that context, and based on based on ABP’s vislon and present thinking, the
indicative capacity of 421 homes @ 100 dwellings per hectare stated in the Policy
Is considered to be high. We consider that the Island Site will deliver a reduced
density of approximately 150 units.

For the reasons set out In ABP's representations in respect of CS&P DPD Review
Final Draft Policy CS20, we do not consider it appropriate for Pollcy SP2 to refer to
the need for "additional vehicular ... access {including emergency access)...lo be
provided to enabie the site’s development”. This is a matter which should be
addressed in the masterplan preparation exercise and we would ask for this
reference to be removed.

The 'Island Site’ presently accommodates successful high profile marine
businesses and the commercially sucsessful Ipswich Haven Marina (which has
contributed significantly to the regeneration so far of the Waterfront area). ABP Is
supportive of the redevelopment of the Island subject to its redevelopment being
commercially viable and deliverable. Until a satisfactory scheme is agreed with
IBC for its redevelopment, however, ABP reserves the right to continue to use the
Igland Site as operational port area and to restrict access in the interests of public
safety and port securliy.

which is more than the minimum amount of on-site public open space provision
required through Core Strategy Review Policy DMB. Until the completion of the
masterplan exercise and the necessary technical assessments ascompanying it, it
is not appropriate for the DPD to be so prescriptive about the amount of open
space to bae provided and we would request the removal of reference to it.

' Policy SP7

ABP supports the Council's position that the amount of land for leisure or
community uses on the Island Site should be determined through masterplanning.
Whaether there is a need to make provislon for early years facllities is a matter best
addressed through that masterplanning exercise.




PART B CONTINUED — Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s) Comment({s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)

part

Pollcy SP9 ABP objects to the Inclusion in the allocation for Sita IP037 of the naed for

“additional vehicular access fo the Isiand Site to enable the site's devsiopmant’.

The extent to which the existing route via S$t. Peter's Dock car accommodate
vehicle access, and any need for addltional vehicular access, will depend on the
amount of deveiopment that can acceptebly and viably be accommodated on the
Island. This will need to be established through the mastarplan exercise rafarrad to
on Site Shast IP037. Untii the completion of the masterplan exerclse and the
neceassary technical assessments accompanying it (including fransport
assessment as referenced on Site Sheet 037), it is not appropriate for the DPD to
be so prescriptive about the need for additional vehicular access and we would
request the removal of reference to it.

Whiist ABP is supportive of the redeveiopment of the Isiand Site (it is one of ABP's
‘nathfinder projects’), its delivery Is dependent on commoercial viability. Until a
satisfactory schame Is agreed with iBC for its redevelopment, ABP reserves the
right to continue to use the Island Slte as operational port area and to restrict
access in the interesis of public sefety and port security.

ABP also cblecte to the Inclusfon in the allocation for Site IPC37 of the wording
that the "development fayout should not prefudice future provision of a Wef Dock
Crossing”. Whiist ABP remains supportive of [BC's intentionr to continue to make a
case for highway Improvements inciuding a Wet Dock Crossing through the Local
Transport Plan (see comments on CS&P DPD Review Final Draft Policy €S20},
given that there is no formal commitment to this Crossing it is not appropriate for
Policles Map iP = One Area Inset to define an alignment of a potential route for a
Wet Dock Crossing at this stage and for Pollcy SP8 to effectively safeguard this
alignment. Whilst this may not be the intention of the weording of the Pollcy and
Inset Map, both are capabie of interpratation in this way. ABP requests, therefore,
appropriate amendment to Policy SP8 and/or Policles Map IP — One Arsa Inset.

Policy SP11 and
para 5.21

ABP supports Policy SP11 and welcomes the recognition at para 5.21 of the nead
for naw daevelopment to take account of the Port's operational needs.

Policy SP15

ABP supports the aspiration for & safs ¢ycle and pedestrian access across the
lock gates at the entrance to the Wat Dock to create a circular route subject to
viabiflty and ensuring Port cperations are net compromlsed.

ABP also supports the provision of new foot and cycle bridges across the New
Cut linking Stoke Quay to St Peter's Wharf and the Island site to Felaw Street
subject to the provision of such bridges being supported by public funding.

Pollcy SP18

ABP welcomes the intention of IBC to continue to make a case for highway
improvements including a Wet Dock Crossing through the Local Transport Pian
{see comments on CS&P DPD Review Final Draft Policy C520). However, in the
context of the deveiopment of the Island Site {IP037), and as racognised at para
5.42 and at para 8.243 of the CS&P DPD Review Final Draft, provision of & Wet
Dock Crossing Is not a pra-requlsfie {o enable deveiopment of the Island Site.

ABP does not agree with Inclusion of the statement at para 5.42 that “which as a
minimum will require a road bridge from the west bank lo the Island Site... to
enable any significant development”. YWie recquest Its removal. The extent to which
the existing route via St. Peter's Dock can accommodate vehicle access, and any
need for additional road access, will depend on the amount of devslopmaent that
can acceptably and viably be accommodated on the Island. This will need to be
establishad through the masterplan exerclss referred to in Final Draft Policy SP2




] Document(s)
and document
part
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included on any additional sheets.)

and accompanying Site Sheet I[P037. Indeed, based on present thinking that the
Island Slte will deliver a reduced density of approximately 150 units, additional
vehicular access may not be needed.

Until the completion of the masterplan exercise and the necessary technical
assessments accompanying it (Including transport assessment as referenced on
Slte Shest 037), it Is not appropriate for the DPD to be so prescriptive about the
need for a new road bridge and we would request the removal of refarence to It.

ABP's general support for access improvements In and around the Waterfront and
onto the Island Site Is conditional upen there being no operational impact on the
Port. ABP will continue to work with and assist SCC, IBC and its partners in
securing a development solution which addresses all port safety, security and
operational Issues and avoids any adverse impact on port and marine operations,
and which accommodates the existing marina and marine businesses in the future
devealopment of the Island Site $0 that they continue to contribute to an active and
appealing waterfront environment for further regeneration.

Para 6.1
Opportunity
Area guldance

ABP notes and welcomas the statement that the Opportunity Area descriptions,
development principles and plans will act as concept plans to guide the
development sirateglcally that is expected to take place, and that they should be
adhered to unless evidence submitted with applications indicates that a different
approach better delivers the plan objectives. ABP also notes the statement that the
allocation policies of the DPD take precedence over the Opportunity Area guidance
and site sheets. In that context, ABP notes that there are discrepancies between
these respective parts of the DPD which would benefit from clarification.

In that context, ABP notes and makes the following comments to references in the
text under "Opportunity Area A — Island Site” as follows:

Under ‘Davelopment Opportunities’

o Concern about the amount of green areas including ralnstatement of the
tree lined promenade required

s The old lock gate area is not sultable for leisure uses
Live Work units may not be viable in this location

s (ffice use (other than small scale) is not consldered appropriate in this
lecation

» Tha potential for small scale retall / café / restaurants will be subject to
viabllity and market demand

o A heritage /culture based visitor aitraction is not considered appropriate
here

¢ The amount of public open space (see comments to Policy SP6 above)

Under ‘Development Principles’
¢ The retention of historic structures may be unviable to retaln
¢ Reinterpretation of the historic lock as a focus to new public space may not |
be compatible with operational and safety requirements
Generally low to medium rise development {3, 4 and 5 storeys)
The requirement for vehicular access (Including 73 emergency vehicles)
and bridge across New Cut to link to Felaw Street is yet to be established
and may not be necessary

¢ What is meant by “prejudice fo the potential provision of a full Wet Dock
Crossing” needs to be better understood in the context of this being no
more than an aspiration

o Layout fo facilltate location of new foot/cycle bridge from New Cut to St
Peter's Wharf (it is not clear what this means)




Document(s) | Comment({s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
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part

» Ensure sultable public transport provision (it is not clear how this is
expected to be achigved)

ABP requests correction and clarificetion of thesa matters In the guidance.

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attached to Part A and return both parts to the Council’s

Planning Poiicy Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2™ 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 v
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 Pizn Review.

PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Counclil 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 fuli detalls 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 wiil use this informatlon to assist in plan making and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.
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| Consultation document(s) to which | Local Plan Policies Maps Final Draft - Policies Map IP
this comments form relates: — One Area Inset

Please return this comments form to: lanningpolicy@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 2" 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 Mr
First name John
Last name ! Bowles
Job title (where ol
relevant) Irector
Organisation (where Associated British Ports Savills
relevant)
Address Ipswich Port 33 Margaret Street
(Please include post London
code) W1G 0ID
E-mail J n
Telephone No. '




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation (and
client If you are an agent):

Savills on behalf of Assoclated British Ports (‘ABP’)

Please specify which document(s) and document part you are commenting upon.

Representations at this stage should only be made in relation to the iegal 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 addltional sheets.)

ABP is the owner and operator of the Port of Ipswich which is the UK's leading
grain exporter and largest of ABP's short-sea ports and which, together with ABP's
other East Anglian Ports at Kings Lynn and Lowestoft, contributes some £360m
directly into the UK economy every year and supports 3,700 Jobs in the region and
5,300 Jobs nationally (2019 figures).

The Port of Ipswich provides an extensive range of facilities to meet the needs of
businesses and industry based in Norfolk and Suffolk. It is the UK's leading grain
exporter and largest of ABP’s short-sea ports with the abiiity to handie contaliners,
dry bulks and aggregates, forest products, general cargo and offering axtansive
roll-on roll-off facilities. The total port area (including water) is approximately 111
ha (275 acres) and the Port handles more than three million fonnes of goods per
year. The Port is rail connacted and can offer intermodal services from the Port to
inland facilities including rall terminals such as ABP's own Hams Hall Railfreight
Tarminal in the Midlands. The Port Is also the base for expanding marina
activitles.

The importance of the Port confinuing to flourish as & major economic driver In the
sub-region and its ‘significant role’ In driving further growth in the region through
future expansion ig recognised in the NALEP Strategic Economic Plan and the
adopted Cora Strategy.

As well as maintaining ite operational activities, ABP is concemed to ensures that it
retains the right and ability to fully use its lend and infrastructure for port purposes
In the performancs of Ks statutory dutles and responsibilities as & harbour
undertaking. Whilet, therefore, ABP s keen to support the realisation of the wider
development objectives and aspirations of the Core Strategy and Pollcies and Site
Allocations and Policles DPD Raviews, it must protect its 'significant {economic)
role' and abllity to expand further and assist in driving growth In the region. New
development should be sensitive to these existing uses and avold potential
impacts which may prejudice the continued operation and, where appropriate,
expansion of these uses.

The ‘Island Site’, which is identifled by Ipswich Borough Council (IBC) and its
partners as one of the key regeneration cpportunities in central Ipswich, Is within
ABP’s land ownership and presently accommodates successful high profits marine
businesses and the commercially successfu! {pswich Haven Marina (which has
contributed significantly to the regeneration so far of the Waterfront area).

ABP is supportive of the redevelopment of the Island Site (It Is one of ABP's
‘pathfinder projects’) subject to its redevelopment being commarcially viable and
deliverable. ABP's vision for ‘Ipswich Island’ is that it wili be a viabls, high quality,
susiainable, residential ied mixed use davaelopmant that maximises its watarfront
location. The development will be true mixed use, incorporating (alongside
homes); boat buliding, other maritime ectivities and lsisure uses, enhancing
connectivity betwean the sits, the Town Centre and the Stafion as well as around
the Waterfront (including via a new circular Maritime Trall).

Howeaver, until & satisfactory scheme s agreed with IBC for lts redevelopment,
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document part.

Comment(s) {expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

ABP reserves the right to continue to use the Island Site as operatlonal port area
and to restrict access in the interests of public safety and port security.

ABP’s representations on the Local Plan Policles Maps Final Draft below are
madae in this context.

Policies Map IP -
One Area Inset

| For the reasons set out in ABP's representations In respect of CS&P DPD Review

Final Draft Policy CS20 and Site Allocations and Policles {Incorporating IP-One
Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review Final Draft Policy SP9,
ABP objects to the inclusion on the IP — One Inset Map of a route for the Wet
Dock Crossing. Whilst ABP remalns supportive of IBC's intention to continue to
make a case for highway improvements including a Wet Dock Crossing through
the Local Transport Plan (see commants on CS&P DPD Review Final Draft Policy
C820), given that there is no formal commitment to this Crossing It Is not
appropriate for Policles Map IP — One Area Inget to define an alignment of a
potential route for a Wet Dock Crossing at this stage and for Policy SP9 to
effectively safeguard this alignment. Whilst this may not be the intention of the
wording of the Policy and Inset Map, both are capable of interpretation In this way.
ABP requests, therefore, appropriate amendment to Policy SP9 and/or Policies
Map IP — One Area Inset.




PART B CONTINUED — Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s) Comment(s) {expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)
part

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 2™ March 2020,
RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you llke to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Councl! Local Plar Review at any of
the following stages? Tick to confirm.

The submission of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of v
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 Lecal Plan Review.

PRIVACY NOTICE

lpswich Borough Councll is the data controller for the purposes of the Data Protection Act 2018 and
other regulations including the General Data Protection Reguiation {Regulation (EU) 2016/679).

As part of our public task, we will process your cornment, and store your information securely. Your
comment and name will be made public as 't will form part of the evidence base used to Inform the
creation of planning policy documents, but we will not publish your emall 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 rmaking and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.
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Consultation document(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Draft

' 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 2" March 2020

This form has two parts:

Part A — Personal detalils

Site Allocations and Policles (incorporating IP-One Area
Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review Final

| Part B — Your comment(s).

| PART A PERSONAL DETAILS
| 1. Personal details 2. Agent’s details (if applicable)
Title Mr Miss
First name Robert Libby
Last name Dalziel Hindle
Job title {where Princiole P!
relevant) rinciple Planner
Organisation (where Austin Street Projects Ltd. Boyer
relevant)
Address c/o Agent 15 De Grey Square
(Please include post De Grey Road
code) Coichester
Essex
C04 5YQ
| E-mall ¢/o Agent
Telephone No. o )




PART B Comment{s) about the ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and
cllent If you are an agent):

Libby Hindle, Boyer on behalf of Austin Street Projects Ltd.

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.

Documentis} and
docurnent part.

Comment(s} (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additicnal sheets.)

Site Allocations and
Policies
{(incorporating IP-
One Area Action
Plan) Development
Plan Document
Review Final Draft -

Policy SP2 Land
Allocated for
Housing: Site Ref:
IP309 - Former
Bridgeward Social
Club, 68a Austin
Street

Policy SP2 Land Allocated for Housing: Site Ref: IP309 - Former Bridgeward
Social Club, 68a Austin Street

The land at 68a Austin Street lies within the central Ipswich ‘IP-One’ Area, which
is Identified within the Local Plan as a principai area tc where new development
should be directed. The site is located close to the town centre, with accessible
links to public transport connections, employment and retail areas, and other key
services and amenities.

The land at 68a Austin Street was acquired by Austin Street Projects in 2017 after
the former social club was forced to close. it Is Austin Street Projects’ Intention to
redevelop the site in the next 5 years to deliver a high quality residential
development, comprising predominantly of affordable housing. The proposals
that are currently being progressed seek to ensure that the site’s full residential
potential is realised in a deliverable form that accords with the principles of good
urban design and in a manner that makes a valuable contribution to addressing
the ident!fled local housing need.

Austin Street Projects have been keen to work with Ipswich Borough Councll In
drawing up the proposals, to ensure that the correct approach Is taken to
balancing the need to maximise development potential of a scarce land resource,
whilst respecting the local environment, and contributing te the local housing
need.

As a vacant previously developed site, the land at 68a Austin Street offers a
valuable opportunity to make an Immediate contribution to the delivery of
housing within the Borough boundary. The redevelopment of the site would
make efficlent use of an avallable brownfleld and sustalnably located site, and
would therefore accord with both local and national policy objectives in this
regard.

We consider the plan to be sound, as measured agalnst the tests of soundness
set out in paragraph 35 of the NPPF




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s) | Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)
part

-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 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you like to be notifled 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. 7}
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review.

PRIVACY NOTICE

lpswich 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 emall address, contact address or
telephone number.

Please note that we are required to provide your full detaiis 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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Planning Policy Team Piease ask  Robert Hob:

. ; for:
Ipswich Borough Council Emall

Direct line:
Qur
referance:
Your

(sent via e-mall to reference:

planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk)

2" March 2020

Dear Sir or Madam

Reguiation 19 consultation on Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft {January 2020)

Thank you for consulting us on your Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft (January 2020).
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils have considered the Plan and have produced a joint
response as attached focusing on key issuss.

The Councils are pieased to see the Ipswich Local Plan making provision for housing growth
which will contribute to the overall housing market area needs and are committed fo cross
boundary strategic planning across the ipswich Strategic Planning Area, which covers the
Ipswich Housing Market Area. Furthermore, Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils have
signed an Ipswich Strategic Planning Area Statement of Common Ground (October 2019 -
signed January 2020), with Ipswich Borough Council, East Suffolk Council and Suffolk County

Council.

However, there are some areas of concem identified, in particular regarding policies CS2, CS7
and CS11 that the Councils wish to draw attention to. There are also areas of the Plan, that the

Councils wish to express support.

Yours faithfully

Robert Hobbs
Corporate Manager — Strategif _F_’!anning

Babergh and Mid Suifoik Dietrict Counclis

, Endsavour Houss, § Russell Road, Ipswich IP1 2BX
Talaphone: (030C) 1234 CO0
www.babergh.gov.uk w ids o

IES S EE,

rklng Together

e |
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‘Consultation document(s} to which
this comments form relates:

“Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan: Core Strategy and

Policies Development Plan Document Review — Final Draft
(January 2020)

"Please return this comments form to:

Return by:

planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or

Planning Policy Team

Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council

Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

11.45pm Monday 2™ 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 Mr
First name Robert
Last name Hobbs
b title (wh
i:Ievlant){w ere Corporate Manager — Strategic Planning
Organisation Babergh and Mid Suffolk District
{where relevant) | Counclls
Address Endeavour House
{Please inciude 8 Russell Road
post code) Ipswich
Suffolk
IP1 2BX
E-mail |

'Telephone No.




PART B Comment(s) about the ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and

R Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils
client if you are an agent):

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 Locai Plan Review Final Draft.

Document(s) and Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
document part. included on any additionzl sheets.)

Core Strategy Policy | Object to soundness of the Local Plan.
CS2 and supporting

paragraph 8.58 Whiist Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils will work with Ipswich

Borough Council and East Suffolk Councll through the Ipswich Strategic
Planning Area (ISPA) Board to address housing need and delivery within
the Ipswich Housing Market Area (IHMA), the Councils object to the
foilowing statemant as unsound:

‘Later in the plan period after 2031, the Council’s housing land supply
opportunities within the Borough boundary become more limited and,
therefore, there will be a need to consider future development
opportunities beyond the boundaries with the neighbouring local
authorities, In association with the provision of significant infrastructure.
Pollcy C57 sets out the Borough’s objectively assessed housing need.’

All ISPA authorities in the Statement of Common Ground version 5
{October 2019 ~ signed January 2020) agree in paragraph C3 of the
document that:

‘Throughout the Local Plan preparation process, each local planning
authority will undertake and maintain a thorough assessment of housing
supply potential within thelr area. Each local planning authority will plan
to meet its own housing need and should have a policy setting out the
specific minimum number it is intending to deliver in Its own area. Where,
through the production of a Local Plan, it is evident that the need cannot
be met within the local authority’s boundary, a comprehensive re-
assessment of land supply and deliverability will be undertaken’.

Furthermore, as stated in paragraph C3:

‘Foliowing a comprehensive re-assessment of land supply and
deliverability, and where unmet need remains, 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
focal plan. An appropriate approach will be dependent upon the scale of
unmet need and the current status of other Local Plans in the ISPA.’




Document(s) and
document part.

| Co_rrlment(s) {(expand the boxes Iif necessary and please ensure your name is

included on any additional sheets.)

Therefore, before an assumption is made that later in the plan period,
housing land supply opportunities in Ipswich Borough will be limited, a
comprehensive regeneration and asset strategy needs to be undertaken to
exhaust all other options. For example, there are surface car parks in
Ipswich Borough that could be redeveloped for housing or re-configured
for multi-storey car parks making a more effective use of land. The
emerging Ipswich Local Plan in policy CS5: Improving Accessibility,
acknowledges the need to minimise the need to travel and to enable
access safely and conveniently on foot, by bicycle and by public transport.
Therefore, through measures contained in the Local Transport Plan and
the Suffolk County Council Transport Mitigation Strategy, it should be
possible to rationalise / make better use of the amount of car parking
required in Ipswich.

As stated in paragraph 8.96 of the emerging Ipswich Local Plan, ‘The Local
Transport Plan is under review and provides the opportunity for the next
package of sustainable travel measures to be identified and implemented.’
Furthermore, paragraph 6.22 notes that town centre improvements will
encourage modal shift to transport, cycling and walking.

Paragraph 8.97 also notes the Council is developing a parking strategy to
address the quantity and quality of car parking provision in the town,
which we would have expected to have been produced before the
assertion was made in paragraph 8.58 of limited housing land supply
opportunities.

Additionally, a comment was made to the previous Regulation 18
consultation in-March 2019 undertaken by Ipswich Borough Council,
where Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Counclls sought a re-phrasing of
paragraph 8.7 to clarify that whilst Ipswich Borough may be under-
bounded, the Borough will meet its own identified housing needs with the
Borough for this Plan. This paragraph remains unchanged. A similar
amendment should be made to policy CS2 to acknowledge that local
planning authoritles within the Ipswich housing market area will plan to
meet the needs of their own areas, which was our comment in March
2019, and which also has not been made. We note paragraph 8.11 does at
least acknowledge the starting point for each authority will be to meet
their own needs within their own boundary, however we request
paragraph 8.7 and policy CS2 are amended accordingly.




Document{s) and Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
document part. Included on aiy additional sheets.)

Your name or Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils

organisation

Core Strategy Policy
Cs7

Object to soundness of the Local Plan.

Policy CS7 states ‘In order to boost delivery in Ipswich, the land supply will
include a contingency of at least 10% over the housing requirement of
8010 dwellings. This excludes the Opportunity Sites identifled through
policy SP4.’

This statement contradicts the text in paragraph 8.58:

‘Later in the pian period after 2031, the Council’s housing land supply
opportunitles within the Borough boundary become more limited and,
therefore, there will be a need to consider future development
opportunities beyond the boundaries with the neighbouring local
authorities, in association with the provision of significant infrastructure.
Policy CS7 sets out the Borough’s objectively assessed housing need.’

Poiicy CS7 also states following identification of the housing requirement
that ‘The Councll will, with its neighbours, keep this figure under review
and consider any implications for meeting Ipswich need within the lpswich
Housing Market Area’. Whilst it is correct the Ipswich Housing Market
Area authorlities discuss the housing requirement for each local planning
authority In the iHMA through the ISPA Board, before considering any
implications for not being able to meet need, the text in paragraph €3 of
the ISPA Statement of Common Ground Version 5 (October 2019 — signed
January 2020) needs to be adhered to. The text is quoted below:

‘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 number It Is intending to deliver in Its own area. Where,
through the production cf a Local Pian, 1t is evident that the need cannot
be met within the local authority’s boundary, a comprehensive re-
assessment of land supply and deliverability will be undertaken’.

‘Following a comprehensive re-assessment of land supply and
deliverablility, and where unmet need remains, 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. An appropriate approach will be dependent upon the scale of
unmet need and the current status of other Local Plans In the ISPA.’




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment{s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

Core Strategy
Paragraph 2.15

Support the spatial strategy for continued urban regeneration In central
Ipswich and development of the Ipswich Garden Suburb and land at
Humber Doucy Lane.

Core Strategy Policy
Cs10

Support the delivery of homes at the Ipswich Garden Suburb and
associated infrastructure, in particular the 1,200-place secondary school. It
is essentlal that this secondary school is delivered alongside the housing.

Core Strategy Policy
CS11 and paragraph
8.141

Object to soundness of the Local Plan.

Object to wording in Paragraph 8.141 and Policy CS11.

Whilst work is belng undertaken with neighbouring authorities on short-
stay provision within the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area as part of wider
work in Suffolk, no contact has been made with Babergh and Mid Suffolk
District Councils regarding permanent provision.

It is identified that Ipswich Borough Council need to find 27 permanent
pitches to 2036. Paragraph C4 of the ISPA Statement of Common Ground
Version 5 {October 2019 — signed January 2020) states:

‘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 deliverabliiity will be
undertaken and the ISPA Board will provide the forum to collectively
consider how the unmet need can be met within the ISPA, subseguently to
be determined through each local authority’s local plan.’

Core Strategy Policy
CS17 and paragraph
8.218.

Core Strategy
Paragraph 8.207
supporting Policy
CS16

Support the collaborative working on the Recreational disturbance
Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (RAMS), although need to ensure that
any RAMS contributions collected are spent to mitigate the impact from
the development that has generated the need for the RAMS contribution.




Document(s) Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
and document | included on any additional sheets.}

part

Your name or Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils
organisation

Core Strategy Obiject to soundness of the Local Plan.

Paragraph 8.240
In respect of a ‘Transport Mitigation Strategy’ for the Ipswich Strategic
Planning Area, this paragraph states: ‘Detailed measures, costings and a
mechanism for collecting the contributions from the planned growth will
be determined through the ISPA Board’.

Additional text needs to be added to also say, ‘... and to be agreed by each

respective local planning authority’.

Core Strategy Object to soundness of the Local Plan.
Paragraphs

8.249 and 8.250 | Oblect to reference to an ipswich Northern Route as this is no longer

supported by Babergh or Mid Suffolk District Councils. However,
appreciate that the declsion by Suffolk County Council to not pursue
funding for an Ipswich Northern Route was made after the emerging
lpswich Local Plan was published for consultation.

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 2™ 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 followlng stages? Tick to confirm.

The submisslon of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of
State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination.

OYes

Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. CIYes

Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. Clves




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.



Felicia Blake

From: Emma GLADWIN ... i

Sent: 02 March 2020 20:3%

To: PlanningPolicy

Ce: James Firth

Subject: Regulation 19 Consultation - Representations on Behalf of Bioor Homes

Attachments: Ipswich Reg 19 Reps - Bloor Homes, Rushmere.pdf; Ipswich Reg 19 Comment Form
- Bloor Homes, Rushmere.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please find attached representations on behalf of Bicor Homss in relation to the current Regulation 19 consultation
for the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft. | would be grateful if you could confirm receipt. Should you have
any queries please do not hesitate o contact me.

Kind regards,

Emma Gladwin
BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI

Senior Planner
Strutt & Parker, Coval Hall, Rainsford Road, Chelmsford, CM1 2QF

Office: 01245 258201 | o

Development & Planning

BNP PARIBAS

S ) REAL ESTATE

PARKER

Creating Susteinabie Communitles

This emall Is confidential and may contain iegally privileged Information. if you are not the Intended raciplent it may be unlawful for you fo read,
copy, distribute, disclose or otherwise make Lse of the Information herein. If you heve recelved this emal! In error please contact us Immediately.
Strutt & Parker wilf accapt no liablitty for the mis-transmission, Interference, or Interception of any emall and you are reminded that emall is not a
securs method of communication.

Strutt & Parker ls a trading style of BNP Parlbas Real Estate Advisory & Property Management UK Limltsd, a private limited company reglstered in
England and Wales (with reglstered number 4176955} and whoas reglsterad offics is at 5 Aldermanbury Square, London EC2V 7BP.

For further detslls of Strutt & Parker please vislt our web slie

hitp:/fwww.struttandparker.com.

This message and any attachments {the "message”) is

Intended solely for the intended addressees and is confidential.

If you recelve this message in error,or are not the intended recipient(s),
please delete it and any copies from your systems and immediately notify

1

23\%



the sender. Any unauthorized view, use that does not comply with its purpose,
dissemination or disclosure, either whole or partial, is prohibited. Since the internet
cannot guarantee the integrity of this message which may not be reliable, BNP PARIBAS
(and its subsidiaries) shall not be liable for the message if modified, changed or falsified.
Do not print this message unless it is necessary,consider the environment.

Ce message et toutes les pleces jointes (cl-apres le "message”)

sont etablis a I'intention exclusive de ses destinatalres et sont confidentiels.

Si vous recevez ce message par erreur ou s'il ne vous est pas destine,

merci de le detruire ainsi que toute copie de votre systeme et d'en avertir
immediatement I'expediteur. Toute lecture non autorisee, toute utilisation de

ce message qui n'est pas conforme a sa destination, toute diffusion ou toute
publication, totale ou partielle, est interdite. L'Internet ne permettant pas d'assurer
I'integrite de ce message electronique susceptible d'alteration, BNP Paribas

(et ses filiales) decline(nt) toute responsabilite au titre de ce message dans I'hypothese
ou Il aurait ete modifie, deforme ou falsifie.

N'imprimez ce message que si necessaire, pensez a I'environnement.



Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15 January 2020 —2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning (Local Planning} (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form
e-mail: planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House
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Ipswich
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| Consultation document(s} to which | core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document
this comments form relates: Review & Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan

Document Review

Please return this comments form | planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or
to:

Planning Policy Team

Planning and Development

Ipswich Borough Council

Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

Return by: 11.45pm Monday 2™ March 2020

This form has two parts: Part A ~ Personal details

Part B — Your comment(s).
PART A PERSONAL DETAILS

1. Personal detalls 2. Agent’s details (i?appllcable)
Title Miss
First name Emma
Last name Gladwin
lob title (where Senior Pl
relevant) enior Planner |
Organisation Bloor Homes Strutt & Parker
(where relevant) B
Address Coval Hall
(Please include post Rainsford Road
code) Chelmsford
CM1 2QF

E-mail
Telephone No.




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plar Final Draft Consultation

Bloor Homes ¢/o Emma Gladwin, Strutt & Parker

Your name or organisation {and
cllent if you are an agent):

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 Pian Review Final Draft.

Document{s) and
document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any addltional sheats,)

Pollcy CS7

We raise concerns over the lack of housing trajectory and no consideration
of whether the housing figure should be uplifted to meet economic
growth resulting in the Plan being Ineffective, not positively prepared and
unjustified. For our full representation please refer to the accompanying
document.

Policy CS12

We raise concerns about the full affordable need not being met, with no
consideration of uplifting the housing figure or allocating additionai sites.
This is therefere not positively prepared, iustifled, effective or consistent
with national poficy. For our full representation please refer to the
accompanying document.

Policy CS8

We raise concerns that despite Policy CS8 setting out the types of housing
needed, the strategy within the Plan does not seek to meet this need and
Instead allocates a large proportion of sites for high density smaller flats.
This is therefore not positively prepared, justified, effective or consistent
with national policy. For our full representation please refer to the
accompanying document.

Sustzinability
Appraisal

The spatial strategy chosen in the Plan is not tested in the Sustainability
Appraisal and the scoring provided to some of the options that are tested
is not consistent or fuily justified. The Sustainabllity Appraisal contains
significant flaws that render the Plan unsound and not currently legally
compliant. For our full representaticn please refer to the accompanying
document.




PART B CONTINUED — Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s) | Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional sheets,)
part

!_ — _

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attached to Part A and return both parts to the Councll’s
Planning Policy Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you like to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Councll 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

x
State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination.
Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. p 4
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. b4

PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Councli 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 recelved In accordance with the Freedom of
information Act 2000, We will use this informatlon to assist In plan making and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.
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Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew

Site Name:

Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew

Client Name:

Bloor Homes

Type of Report:

Ipswich Reg 19 Representations

Prepared by:

Emma Gladwin BSc (Hons) MSc MRTPI
Sam Hollingworth MRTPI

Approved by:

Andy Butcher Dip TP MRTPI

Date:

March 2020

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.
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1.0

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

Introduction

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).

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.

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.

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

Preferred Options stage in 2019.

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.

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

2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Housing Need

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.

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.

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.

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

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.

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.

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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2.8

2.9

2.10

2.11

2.12

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

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

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

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

2.18

2.19

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

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).

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

2.21

2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

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™.

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.

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.

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).

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.

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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2.26

2.27

2.28

2.29

2.30

Policy CS8: Housing Type and Tenure

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.? The PPG therefore provides guidance on

assessing the housing needs for various different groups.

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.

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.

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).

A review of the allocations within the DPD identifies the total humber 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

2.32

2.33

2.34

2.35

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.

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.

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.

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

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

3.1

3.2

3.3

The Context for Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area, and Cross-

Boundary Development

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.

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.

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 | have read and heard, considered
in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, |
conclude that it is highly likely that the forthcoming work will identify that the OAN
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3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

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).

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’.

The Site clearly falls into the category of a potential cross-boundary opportunity
(Ipswich Borough and East Suffolk (formerly Suffolk Coastal)) for development.

The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan is very advanced, having undergone examination and
with the Examination Inspector having written to the Council on 315 January 2020 to
confirm that, subject to main modifications identified, the Local Plan was “likely” to be

found sound and legally compliant.

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.

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).

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

3.11

3.12

3.13

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 31
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.

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.

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.

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.

10
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4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

The Site — Land at Humber Doucy Lane

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

for a residential development.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

11
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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 25" 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.

411 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.
412 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

12
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

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.

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.

We do not consider this assessment of the Site to provide robust justification for its
rejection as a residential development site.

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.

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.

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.

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

13
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4.19

4.20

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.

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.
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.

14
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Sustainability Appraisal

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’).

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.

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.

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.

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.

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

necessary justification of the proposed spatial strategy.

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.

15
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6.0

6.1

6.2

Conclusion

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.

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

consistent with national policy for the following reasons:

a)

b)

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
CSsl12.

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.

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.

16
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6.3

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.

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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Site Location Plan - Rushmere St. Andrews, Humber Doucy Lane
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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. L Chssenvor
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The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recommends Local
Authorities plan for larger scale development (new settlements or
extensions) following the principles of Garden Cities. In reposne
to the Government’s Garden comminities: prospectus we intend to
submit the Land at Humber Doucy Lane for consideration.

The Land at Humber Doucy Lane will not be a dormitory community,

or a place which just uses ‘garden’ as a convenient label. We will set

clear expectations for the quality of the development and how this can be
maintained. We want to see a vibrant, mixed-use, community where people can
live, work, and play for generations to come — a community which view themselves
as the conservation areas of the future. The Land at Humber Doucy Lane will be
holistically planned, self-sustaining, and characterful.
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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

air pollution, maximising environmental protection, or securing
infrastructure investment to attract new residents and a skilled
working population. Meeting these wider objectives can result in
attracting the right workforce to work in the health and care system
and in other local industries.

All this makes creating a high-quality living environment more than just

a matter of addressing issues that adversely affect health. Addressing such
multiple local priorities can also help to promote good health: the quality of the
environment and the local socioeconomic context are contributing factors.”

Source: TCPA, 2017, guide 8 creating health promoting environments.
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A Complete Community

Access to local facilities is fundamental to the concept of locating
sustainable development.

New development needs the full range of social, retail, educational,
health, transport and recreational facilities to allow people, especially
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

11

1.2

1.3

14

Introduction

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.

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.

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.

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

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
guality 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

¢) 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.

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.

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-

2
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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 | have read and heard, considered
in the round and notwithstanding the 2014-based household projection figure, |
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”

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:
¢ |[pswich Core Strategy and Policies DPD Review Preferred Options
(November 2018), Policy ISPA4 ‘Cross Boundary Working to Deliver
Sites’
e Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan (January 2019), Policy
SCLP12.24 ‘Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew’

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”.

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.

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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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 :

DIAGRAM 3: The Ipswich Key Diagram

MID SUFFOLK { ‘\.\ 5

SUFFOLK COASTAL

@  Proposed District Centre IP-One - Focus for Regeneration and

® Existing District Cent, Historic Core
g ¥ entre
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Broad Location for Housing and m pedrRER
Associated Facilties after 2031 [F] Portman quarter
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W Existing Msjor Employment Area 111> Green Corridor
M Proposed Major Housing Groen Rim
Y  Focus for Retail D S0 Spacial Protection Area

D Crown capyrght and database nght 2018, Ordnance Supvey Licance number 100021566, Ipswich Boreugh Councdt

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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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.

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.

Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan

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.

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.



STRUTT

PARKER

BNP PARIBAS GROUP ::‘W

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




STRUTT
PARKER

BNP PARIBAS GROUP ﬂ

_ Land North of Humber Doucy Lane and South of Lamberts

Site Name: _
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: 315t 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

STRUTT
PARKER

BNP PARIBAS GROUP H

Matter 2C — Distribution of Growth and the Settlement Hierarchy

1.0

11

1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

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.

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.

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.

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

would it be effective in delivering sustainable development?
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 sgm 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;

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

communities.

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.

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.

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.

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’. Itis 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.

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.

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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Conclusion and Proposed Change to Submission Local Plan

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.

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

11 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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Matter 3 — Communities Surrounding Ipswich
Point 3.27 - What is the justification for the allocation of land at Humber Doucy
Lane coming forward beyond 20317 Is Policy SCLP12.24 developable within the

plan period?

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.

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.

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

Overview

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.

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

Contains Ordifance Survey data..
@ Crown copyright and database right 2020
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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 lpswich 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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 2
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Figure 1.2: East Suffolk Council and Ipswich Borough Council boundaries
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2 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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 4
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Figure 2.2: Local Highway Network

Tuddenham|
Road

2.2.4

2.2.5

2.2.6

Contains Ordinance Survey data
© Crown-copyright and database right| 2020

M_ain Road | ‘\\
= NNV

Church Lane

Humber Doucy Tuddenham
Lane Lane

o
o

g Sidegate Lane| | Sk
: ree A The Street
"~ | Rushmere s Playford Road
[A1214

= . ~jL_Road Humber Doucy| 3 e |12
S | Lane P ‘
(= R A

|

Key
D Phase 1 Site

'_‘.‘_ i -j ?‘T‘_”

Humber Doucy Lane

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.

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

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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 5
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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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 6
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Figure 2.3: Public Rights of Way (PRoW) and Cycling Routes
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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, lpswich 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:

e The full extent of Humber Doucy Lane is an advisory cycle route;

e The full extent of Rushmere Street is an advisory cycle route;

e 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;

e Melborne Road and Adelaide Road, to the south of Humber Doucy Lane, forms an on-road

signed cycle route (National Cycle Route number 4);

e There is cycle parking where Humber Doucy Lane meets Woodbridge Road East (via Playford

Road) and where Sidegate Lane meets the A1214;
modetransport.co.uk | March 2020
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e 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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 8
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Figure 2.4: Amenities Location Plan
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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.
modetransport.co.uk | March 2020
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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 lpswich, 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

Approx. Frequency — 2 way (buses/hour)

Service No
Weekday
Ipswich — Chelsworth Avenue -
59 Rushemere Hourly Hourly -
Sudbourne — Orford — Hollesley — : :
7 Woodbridge - Ipswich 08:08 08:08 )
79 Woodbridge — Martlesham — Playford - 09:48 and 3 )
[pswich 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 lpswich
via the Felixstowe line and there is a limited peak hour only service between Lowestoft and lpswich.

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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 10
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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

NNa fom il Fari Contaips Ordinance Survey data
© CroWh copyright and database right 2020
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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.
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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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3 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 Tounderstand 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:

e “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”;

e ‘'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

e “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 85" percentile speeds and subsequently used
to derive appropriate visibility splays, in line with the Manual for Streets (MfS) guidance. The 85
percentile speeds identified within the survey are included in Table 3.1 below for reference.
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Table 3.1: 85t percentile speeds and MfS Visibility Requirements

Direction 85t 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 Inaddition 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;
e Allow, when necessary, for occasional access along footpath by emergency vehicles; and
e 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:

o Cycleway — 2 metres;
e Footway — 1.8 metres.

3.5.4 Theinternal 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:

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

e Atall 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;

e Firm, non-slip surfaces and options that avoid steps; and

e 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
2 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling* dwelling. (Satisfied if garage or
secure area is provided within
3 Bedroom House or Flat 2 spaces per dwelling curtilage of dwelling to
minimum dimensions)
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 Interms 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
modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 16



Bloor Homes
Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew m

Phase 1 Transport Feasibility Study P —— p—

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.

modetransport.co.uk | March 2020 17



Bloor Homes
Land at Humber Doucy Lane, Rushmere St Andrew m

Phase 1 Transport Feasibility Study —— —

4 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:

e Future year traffic growth;
o Development traffic flows and distribution;
e Assessment area and scenarios; and

e Junction capacity assessments.

4.2 Trip Generation

4.2.1  Anassessment 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 Weekday PM Peak
(08:00-09:00) (17:00-18:00)
Arrivals Departures Two-way Arrivals Departures Two-way
Total
People Trip 0.176 0.651 0.827 0.526 0.234 0.76
Rate
Total
People 35 130 165 105 47 152
Trips
Vehicle Trip
Sl 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

Contains Ordifance Survey data
© Crown copyright and database right 2020
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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

4.41  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.

45 Future Year Traffic Growth

451 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 ltis proposed to carry out assessments of the following scenarios for the AM and PM peak hour periods:

e 2020 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour);
e 2025 Future Year + Development (AM and PM peak hour); and
e 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 0.08 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;

e Humber Doucy Lane / Tuddenham Road Priority Junction;
e Humber Doucy Lane / Rushmere Road / The Street Rushmere Roundabout;
e Humber Doucy Lane / Sidegate Lane priority junction;
e Sidegate Lane West / A1214 Colchester Road junction;
e A1214 Colchester Road / Tuddenham Road Roundabout; and
e 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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5 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.

5.8.3 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:

e Access to vehicles without financial burden of ownership;
e No maintenance cost;

e UK wide access; and
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e Vehicles can be reserved in advance or last minute.

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.

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.

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.

Electric Vehicle (EV) Charging Points

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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6 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:

e There are numerous local amenities accessible for the new residents to use however, should
the full guantum of development come forward (up to 1,400 dwellings) it will be necessary to
include additional local amenities within the proposals;

e 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;

e 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

e 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 lIpswich
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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_IQI Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)
I BN OF TRANSPORT

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

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

A »

Queue (Veh) | Delay (s) | RFC | LOS | Queue (Veh) | Delay (s) | RFC | LOS

019 + De
Stream B-C 0.1 758 [0.08| A 0.0 6.86 [0.03| A
Stream B-A 0.0 1123 [002| B 0.0 1028 [0.01| B
Stream C-AB 0.0 510 |0.03| A 0.1 569 |0.08| A

024 + De I
Stream B-C 0.1 756 | 0.08| A 0.0 6.92 |003| A
Stream B-A 0.0 11.47 [ 0.02| B 0.0 1051 [0.01| B
Stream C-AB 0.0 491 |004f A 0.1 563 (008 A

036 + De I
Stream B-C 0.1 7.68 | 0.08| A 0.0 701|003 | A
Stream B-A 0.0 11.90 [0.02| B 0.0 1077 [o0.01| B
Stream C-AB 0.1 484 |004| A 0.1 559 (o008 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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https://www.trlsoftware.co.uk/
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File summary

File Description

Title

Location

Site number
Date 24/07/2019

Version

Status (new file)

Identifier
Client

Jobnumber
Enumerator | DESKTOP-CE95GQI\ModeT

Description

Units

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

Analysis Options

Vehicle length Calculate Queue Calculate detailed queueing Calculate residual RFC Average Delay Queue threshold
(m) Percentiles delay capacity Threshold threshold (s) (PCUL)
5.75 0.85 36.00 20.00

Demand Set Summary

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 v
D4 | 2019 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 v
D5 | 2024 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 v
D6 | 2024 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 v
D7 | 2036 + Dev AM ONE HOUR 07:45 09:15 15 v
D8 | 2036 + Dev PM ONE HOUR 16:45 18:15 15 v

Analysis Set Details

ID | Include in report | Network flow scaling factor (%) | Network capacity scaling factor (%)
Al v 100.000 100.000
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2019 + Dev, AM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area Item Description

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

Minor arm flare
not allowed.

Warning

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

Warning 6m.

Major arm width

Results Summary for whole modelled period

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) | Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS A"er(":f’:h/[:ﬁ')“a"d xtr?",;:';\clgz;‘
B-C 0.08 7.58 0.1 A 35 52
B-A 0.02 11.23 0.0 6 8
C-AB 0.03 5.10 0.0 A 20 30
C-A 248 372
AB 2 3
AC 281 421
Main Results for each time segment
07:45 - 08:00
steam | 00y | Anivals (Ven) | (Venih) RFC Ty | e | Fveny | ey 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
AB 2 0.38 2
AC 230 58 230
08:00 - 08:15
sueam | TR0 | oo | ooy | o | Toneut | Stguese | Endgieve | oaayw | os
B-C 34 9 532 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.225
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
C-A 243 61 243
AB 2 0.45 2
AC 275 69 275
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| I?- OF TRANSPORT

08:15 - 08:30

sweam | ™ Vemhry | Arrivale (Veh) | (Venr) R | Tenn | e | Tvem o | pelave 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

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 337 84 337

08:30 - 08:45

sweam | "oty | Arrivale (Ve) | (vemh) RFC Tenny | ey | Tvem o | ety 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

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 337 84 337

08:45 - 09:00

sveam | To Demand [ hunetony | Gommy | e | Mhaseneut | Sitawess [ Endaueis | oy | vos
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

C-AB 19 5 739 0.026 19 0.0 0.0 5.002 A
C-A 243 61 243

AB 2 0.45 2

AC 275 69 275

09:00 - 09:15

sieam | T2 | ey | oy | oo | Taoenput | Sipiasese | Edgiee [ ooy | os
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

AB 2 0.38 2

AC 230 58 230
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2019 + Dev, PM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area Item Description

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

Minor arm flare
not allowed.

Warning

C - Humber Doucy
Lane (S) - Major arm
geometry

Results Summary for whole modelled period

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than

Warning 6m.

Major arm width

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) | Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS A"er(":f‘:h/[:ﬁ')“a"d x‘r‘:‘"’;:?sgz)“
B-C 0.03 6.86 0.0 A 14 21
B-A 0.01 10.28 0.0 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.69 0.1 A 41 62
C-A 180 270
AB 5 7
AC 211 317

Main Results for each time segment

16:45 - 17:00

steam | 00y | Anivals (Ver) | (Vehih) RFC Tvennn | e | Fveny | ey 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
AB 4 1 4
AC 173 43 173

17:00 - 17:15

suoam | O | i | ooy | o | Towet | Stguee | Evgese | ouayw | s
B-C 13 3 553 0.024 13 0.0 0.0 6.669
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 01 5.657 A
C-A 177 44 177
AB 4 1 4
AC 207 52 207
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17:15-17:30

sream | Tot bemand [ ety | ooy | "0 | et | Siawese [ Enaseue | puay | vos
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

AB 6 1 6

AC 253 63 253

17:30 - 17:45

sveam | Tol Demand | hunetiony | Gomae | o | Thaseneut | Simtawess | Endaseis | oy | vos
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

AB 6 1 6

AC 253 63 253

17:45 - 18:00

seam | TolDemand [ bunetony | Sommey | e | Thsaneut [ Siatawess [ Endaueis | oy | cos
B-C 13 3 553 0.024 14 0.0 0.0 6.672 A
B-A ) 0.67 372 0.007 ) 0.0 0.0 9.758

C-AB 40 10 677 0.059 40 0.1 0.1 5.647 A
C-A 177 44 177

AB 4 1 4

AC 207 52 207

18:00 - 18:15

stoam | Yo pemand | oy | voamy | mre | Theweneut | Siasess | Endaese | ooy | Los
B-C 1 3 562 0.020 1 0.0 0.0 6.541

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

C-A 150 37 150

AB 4 1 4

AC 173 43 173
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T I 2' Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

2024 + Dev, AM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area Item Description

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

Minor arm flare
not allowed.

Warning

C - Humber Doucy For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than

Warning

Major arm width

Lane (S) - Major arm

6m.

geometry

Results Summary for whole modelled period

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) | Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS A"er(":f‘:h/[:ﬁ')“a"d 1;3:?",;:';322)“
B-C 0.08 7.56 0.1 A 35 52
B-A 0.02 11.47 0.0 6 8
C-AB 0.04 4.91 0.0 A 22 32
C-A 295 443
AB 2 3
AC 276 414
Main Results for each time segment
07:45 - 08:00
suean | Tl Demand | ety | Gobae | mro | Tyewsneut | tsnaseue | Endase | oomy | Los
B-C 29 7 544 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 6.972
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
C-A 244 61 244
AB 2 0.38 2
AC 227 57 227
08:00 - 08:15
sweam | Tl berand | ety | ooy | mrc | Treweneut | Stsaseue | Enazee | poay | Los
B-C 34 9 533 0.064 34 0.1 0.1 7.210
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
C-A 290 72 290
AB 2 0.45 2
AC 271 68 271
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08:15 - 08:30
sueam | ™ Vamhry | Arrivale (Veh) | (Vennr) R | Tennn | e | Tvem o | pelave 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

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 331 83 331

08:30 - 08:45

sweam | T Uobnny | nivais (Veh) | (Vetvhr) RFC Tvenny | e | Tveny | peave 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

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 331 83 331

08:45 - 09:00

sweam | Ty | Arivale (Veh) | (vehr) RFC Tvenny | e | ey | ooy 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

C-AB 21 5 772 0.027 21 0.0 0.0 4.790 A
C-A 290 72 290

AB 2 0.45 2

AC 271 68 271

09:00 - 09:15

sweam] T bemend [ eneton | ooy | e | Tt [ senawe [ Enqmse T oo | 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

AB 2 0.38 2

AC 227 57 227
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T I 2' Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

2024 + Dev, PM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area Item Description

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

Minor arm flare
not allowed.

Warning

C - Humber Doucy For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than

Warning

Major arm width

Lane (S) - Major arm

6m.

geometry

Results Summary for whole modelled period

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) | Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS A"er(":f’:h/[:ﬁ')“a"d xtr?",;:';sgz)“
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
AB 5 7
AC 228 343

Main Results for each time segment

16:45 - 17:00

steam | "0 ny | anivals (Ven) | (Vehih) RFC Tvennn | e | Tveny | oy 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
AB 4 1 4
AC 187 47 187

17:00 - 17:15

steam | T D | o | ey | mro | Tewsmeut | ismaseue | Endasie | oomy | tos
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 01 5.585 A
C-A 194 49 194
AB 4 1 4
AC 224 56 224
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Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

17:15-17:30

sream | Tol bemand [ ety | ooy | "0 | et | Siawese [ Endaseue | ey | os
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

AB 6 1 6

AC 274 69 274

17:30 - 17:45

sweam | "oty | Arrvale (Ve) | (vemh) RFC Tenny | ey | Tvam | ety 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

AB 6 1 6

AC 274 69 274

17:45 - 18:00

seam | Tol Demand [ bty | oy | e | Mot [ Siatawese [ Enddueis | oy | cos
B-C 13 3 549 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.721 A
B-A 3 0.67 365 0.007 &) 0.0 0.0 9.927

C-AB 41 10 687 0.060 41 0.1 0.1 5.574 A
C-A 194 49 194

AB 4 1 4

AC 224 56 224

18:00 - 18:15

sieam | " Vamey | Arrvale (Ve) | (Venhn) RFC Toenmn | e | Tvem s | peave Los
B-C 11 3 558 0.020 1" 0.0 0.0 6.585

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

C-A 165 41 165

AB 4 1 4

AC 187 47 187
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T I 2' Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

2036 + Dev, AM

Data Errors and Warnings

Severity Area Item Description

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

Minor arm flare
not allowed.

Warning

C - Humber Doucy For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than

Warning

Major arm width

Lane (S) - Major arm

6m.

geometry

Results Summary for whole modelled period

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS Aver(z:;;eehz‘err)nand 1;;:?\'[;:?322;‘
B-C 0.08 7.68 0.1 A 35 52
B-A 0.02 11.90 0.0 6 8
C-AB 0.04 4.84 0.1 A 23 34
C-A 323 485
AB 2 3
AC 302 453
Main Results for each time segment
07:45 - 08:00
steam | T Uahey | Arivale (Veh) | (vehr) RFC Tenny | ey | Tvew s | oty Los
B-C 29 7 539 0.053 28 0.0 0.1 7.042
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
C-A 267 67 267
AB 2 0.38 2
AC 248 62 248
08:00 - 08:15
stream | TOmoert™ | o) | cotamy | Arc | Tiowanput | Statauese | Enosieue | by | Lo
B-C 34 9 527 0.065 34 0.1 0.1 7.299
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
C-A 317 79 317
AB 2 0.45 2
AC 296 74 296

11
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08:15 - 08:30

swean | TolDemand | ownetn | oy | #ro | Tpewsnou [ Sianasose [ Endaiere [ ogaye | os
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

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 362 91 362

08:30 - 08:45

swoan| Toemand [ awein | Capsey [ o | Trowsnew | Stnasewe [ Edasere [ ougye | os
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

C-AB 30 8 824 0.036 30 0.0 0.1 4.536 A
C-A 385 96 385

AB 2 0.55 2

AC 362 91 362

08:45 - 09:00

swoan| Toomand [ aein T Capaey [ o | Towsnew [ Sianasowe [ Endasere [ ouaye | os
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

C-AB 22 5 787 0.027 22 0.1 0.0 4.707 A
C-A 317 79 317

AB 2 0.45 2

AC 296 74 296

09:00 - 09:15

swoan| TomDomand [ anion T Capssy [ prc | Towsnew [ Sinasowe [ Endasere [ oy | os
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

AB 2 0.38 2

AC 248 62 248

12
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2036 + Dev, PM

Data Errors and Warnings

Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

Severity

Area

Item

Description

Warning

Minor arm flare

arm geometry

B - Site Access - Minor

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

For two-way major roads, please interpret results with caution if the total major carriageway width is less than

6m.

geometry

Results Summary for whole modelled period

Stream Max RFC Max delay (s) | Max Queue (Veh) Max LOS A"er(":f’:h/[:ﬁ')“a"d xtr?",;:';szg;‘

B-C 0.03 7.01 0.0 A 14 21
B-A 0.01 10.77 0.0 3 4

C-AB 0.08 5.59 0.1 A 44 67
C-A 213 319
AB 5 7
AC 251 376

Main Results for each time segment

16:45 - 17:00

steam | " Vo) | Anivais (veh) | (Vehhry Moy | e | Tvam s | oty 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
AB 4 1 4
AC 206 51 206

17:00 - 17:15

sieam | T2 | e | oo T | Stidweee | Eradeee | oamy@ | os
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 01 5.538 A
C-A 209 52 209
AB 4 1 4
AC 245 61 245
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Generated on 01/08/2019 12:49:33 using Junctions 9 (9.0.2.5947)

17:15-17:30

sweam | U nny | anivais (veh) | (vetvhr) RFC Tennn | e | Tveny | oy 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

AB 6 1 6

AC 301 75 301

17:30 - 17:45

stream | ™oy | Anivale (Ven) | (Venih) RFC Tenmn | S wen | ven | Pelav® 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

C-AB 57 14 77 0.080 57 0.1 0.1 5.463 A
C-A 251 63 251

AB 6 1 6

AC 301 75 301

17:45 - 18:00

sveam | To Demand [ hunetiony | Gomwey | e | Mhaeneut | Sitawess [ Enddueis | oy | vos
B-C 13 3 544 0.025 14 0.0 0.0 6.788 A
B-A & 0.67 358 0.008 ) 0.0 0.0 10.120

C-AB 43 11 693 0.061 43 0.1 0.1 5.530 A
C-A 209 52 209

AB 4 1 4

AC 245 61 245

18:00 - 18:15

steam | Oy | anivale (Ver) | (Vehih) RFC Tvenmn | wen | ven | Pelav® Los
B-C 11 3 554 0.020 1 0.0 0.0 6.638

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

C-A 177 44 177

AB 4 1 4

AC 206 51 206
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11

1.2

1.3

1.4

15

1.6

1.7

Sustainability Appraisal Concerns

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’).

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).

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.

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

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.

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.

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

1.9

1.10

1.11

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)

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
guantum 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.

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)

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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1.12

1.13

1.14

1.15

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.

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.

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)

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.

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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1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

1.20

1.21

SA objective 12 (safeguard the integrity of the coast and estuaries)

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”.

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.

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.

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.”

It concludes that there would be a minor negative impact.

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

1.23

1.24

1.25

1.26

1.27

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.

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)

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.

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.

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.

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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1.39

1.40

141

1.42

1.43

1.44

Conclusion

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.

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.

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.

Conversely, there are numerous instances where a flawed approach to assessment of

Spatial Option 2 has resulted in it being assessed as unduly negative.

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.

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.



Felicia Blake
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From: Catherine Abbott

Sent: 18 February 2020 07:30

To: Felicia Blake

Subject: FW: CC175705244: Comment Received
Attachments: CC175705244 - Comment.pdf

Fel

This one relates to the local plan
Thanks
Kind Regards

Catherine Abbott

Senior Administration Officer

Planning & Development

Ipswich Borough Council, Grafton House, 15-17 Russell Road, Ipswich IP1 2DE

From: Ipswich Borough Council <noreply@ipswich.gov.uk>
Sent: 17 February 2020 20:37
To: i

Subject: CC175705244: Comment Recelved

MY IPSWICH

Ref No: CC175705244

Dear Colleague,

A customer has submitted an online 'Comment' form for your service area. Please find the details of the ‘Comment’
listed below and also on the attached PDF which can be saved for your service records.

Service area: Planning & Development

Comment: | object to the proposed site allocation ip061 for housing.

The green field Is an important wildlife stepping stone and is used by the local residents for leisure which is a benefit
to fitness, social internaction and mental well being. Lavenham road and kelly road can not support the extra traffic

this housing development would create if it went ahead. Already Kelly road and lavenham road are single roads due

- 1



to the sheer number of parked cards along it. Recently a heavily pregnant mum-to-be had to call out an ambulance
which could not make its way to destination house due to parked cars blocking access. Amongst other wildlife
present on the green (as highlghted in the suffolk wildlife trust report 2019) here are additional bats nesting in and
around properties 201 to 215 and crane hall, these locations have not been picked up by the report, however, t will
be approaching the naional bat association to make sure they know of these locations.

Customer Detalls

Email Address:

What you need to do next?
e If you would like to add an internal note to the comment, i.e. if you have taken any action then please click

here.
¢ Once you have added a note you will then receive an updated PDF including the notes you have added.

Kind Regards

Customer Services

=== TH|S |S AN AUTOMATED EMAIL: This emalil address Is unable to take replles ***

Date and time of enquiry: 17/02/2020 20:36:35
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Felicia Biake
M

From: Nick Davey

Sent: 02 March 2020 17:18

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local Pian Review Final Draft 15th January 2020
- 2nd March 2020

Attachments: Local Piarr Final Draft Comments Form.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: lagged

Dear Sir / Madam

We are pleased to attach comments, made on behalf of Cardinal Lofts {Mill) Ltd, in respect of the Ipswich Local Plan
Review Final Draft.

We would be grateful for confirmation of receipt.
Regards

Nick Davey

W: www.jtspartnership.co.uk

THE JTS PARTNERSHIP LLP
Number Otie, The Dirive
Brentwood, CM13 3D]

Trading as a Limited Liability Partnership. Registered in England & Wales. Registration No, 0C307263. Regulated by
RICS. This document, together with any attachment, Is intended for, and should only be read by, those persons te
whom it is addressed. Its contents are confidential and If you have recelved It in error please notify us immediately
and delete all record of the message from your computer. Although this e-mail, and its attachments are believed to
be free from any virus, it is the responsibility of the reciplent to ensure that they are virus free. The ITS Partnership
will accept no responsibility in this respect. A list of partners is available for inspection on request. Telephone: 01277
224664 Fax: 01277 215487



Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15" January 2020 -2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form

e-mail;

planningpoligg@igswich.gov.uk

Pianning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russeli Road

lpswich
[PSWICH
BOROUGH COUNCIL website:

www.ipswich.gov.uk



Consultation document(s} to which
this comments form relates:

I Ipswich Final Draft Local Plan

| Please return this comments form to:

planningpolicy@igswich.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 2™ March 2020

This form has two parts:

Part A — Personal detalls

Part B — Your comment(s).

| PART A PERSONAL DETAILS
1. Personal details [2. Agent’s details (if applicable)
Title
| First name
Last name
Job title (where
relevant)
Organisation (where | . yinal | ofts (Mill) Ltd The TS Partnership LLP
relevant)
Address Number One
(Please include post The Drive
code) Brentwood
Essex
CM13 3DJ
E-mall N o
_Telephone No. 1 :




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and
cllent if you are an agent):

The JTS Partnership LLP on behalf of Cardinal Lofts (Mill) Ltd

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.

FInal Draft & Slte
Allocatlons and
Policies
{Incorporating !P-
One Area Action
Plan) Development
Pian Document
Review Final Draft -
Background.

Deocument(s) and Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name is
document part. included on any additlonal sheets.)

Core Strategy and Background

Policles . . .
Development Plan Cardinal I.offs {Mill) Ltd owns the freehold, or has a major interest in, a
ocument Review number of sites (IP035: St Peter Port — IP206: Cranfields — IP211: Regatta

Quay}, which are all located in the Northern Quays area of the Waterfront.
The Company has been talking to pianning officers about potential future
developments for some time and, in October 2018, it presented its
emerging proposals for the St Peter Port site to the Council’s Conservation
and Design Panef.

The successful deveiopment of the Company’s site is key to delivering
both a number of the Council’s objectives for the Waterfront area
(including the aim of improving north-south links between the Waterfront
and the Town Centre) and the overall strategy of concentrating new
development in the IP-One Area. The Company Is, however, concerned
that the emerging policies do not take Into account the significant
‘abnormal’ costs of developing these sites (and, in particular, IPO35) and
will, therefore, render development financially unviable and, ultimately,
non-deliverable. As such, the Final Draft is unsound.

In March 2019, the Company made representations, in respect of both the
preferred options draft Core Strategy and Site Allocations and Policies
documents, seeking a greater degree of flexibility into those policies that
will be directly material to any future application{s) that are brought
forward for these sites. in addition to seeking recognition, within the
emerging plans, that development needs to be profitable, in order to be
undertaken, the Company specifically requested that the Borough
Council:-

® amend those policies relating to Site IPO35 that restrict the helght and
density of development that may be achleved; and,

¢ introduce a specific recognition that, in order to further the




' Document(s) and
document part.

Comment{s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additional sheets.)

development of all three sIte.Ts, some parking provision should be -
made for new residents, which can only be located on-site IP035.

Whilst the Council has accepted some of the suggestions, the Company is
still concerned that the operation of the new Plan will potential frustrate
the development of these sites. Accordingly, it is of the review the Final
Draft is not sound.

Core Strategy and Vision & Objectives
Policles
Development Plan The Company continues to support the general Vision as Is set out at
Document Review paragraph 6.7. It Is also in general agreement with the Objectives
Final Draft - | (paragraph 6.8), but considers that there should be expliclt recognition
Chapter 6: Vision that, unless development Is viable (or is subsidised from the public purse)
and Objectives - it will not take place and the Vision will not, therefore, be achieved (and is
Paragraphs 6.7 & unsound).
6.8. Summary: Object for the reasons set out above. The inclusion of the word
‘viable’ needs to be added to Objective 4.

Core Strategy and The Spatlal Strategy
Policies
Development Plan The Company offers its general support for the spatial strategy, as set out
Document Review at paragraphs 6.10 to 6.22, and, in particular, the objective of focussing
Final Draft — development in central Ipswich in order to tackle issues of deprivation and
Chapter 6: The social exclusion (see also paragraph 6.8 - Objective 3).
Spatial Strategy - Summary: Support.
Paragraphs 6.10 to
6.22.

| Core Strategyand | The Location and Nature of Development -
Policles
Development Plan Policy CS2 gives expression to the Council’s spatial strategy and its main
Document Review principles are supported by the Company. In particular, the Company
Final Draft - again notes the focus that is being placed upon the IP-One Area, where
Chapter 8: Policy high-density development will be the norm.
CS2 and paras 8.53 | The Company notes, and welcomes, the changes made to criterion h of
to 8.67. the policy, which Is now consistent with the guidance set out in the NPPF.

Summary: Support




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

Core Strategy and
Policles
Deveiopment Plan
Document Review
Final Draft - Policy
Cs3

[P-One Area Action Plan

The Company welcomes the change made to criterion ¢ and the explicit
recogrition that guidance set out In the Site Allocations and Policies
(Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document
Review Final Draft may not always be the optimum way to develop a site.

Summary: Support

Core Strategy and
Policles
Development Plan
Document Review
Final Draft —
Chapter 8: Policy
CS5 and paras 8.92
to 8.98.

Improving Accesslbility

The Company generally weicomes, and supports, initiatives that are
designed to minimise the need to travel and promote foot, bicycle and
public transport travel modes.

The Company also welcomes the recognition that some journeys will need
to be made by car, however, it is disappointed that only the Town Centre
Is specifically mentloned as being a location, the vitality and viable of
which, depends upon access by a varlety of transport modes. The
Company is of the view that, in order for the Finai Draft to be found
sound, this ‘recognition’ neads to be expanded to include the whole of the
IP-One Area.

Summary: Object for the reasons set out above.

Core Strategy and
Policles
Development Plan
Document Review
Final Draft -
Chapter 8: Pollcy
€S8 and paras 8.113
toc 8.125

Housing Type and Tenure

The Company welcomes the acknowledgement that, in some cases, such
as due to the high cost of development and ‘abnormals’ relating to a site,
it may not always be viable tc provide a full mix of dwelling types and
sizes.

Summary: General support.

Core Strategy and
Policies
Development Plan
Document Review
Final Draft -
Chapter 8: Policy
C$12 and paras
8.150 tc 8.163

Affordable Housing

The Company welcomes the acknowledgement that, in some cases, such
as due to the high cost of development and ‘abnormals’ relating to a site,
it may not aiways be viable to provide full affordable housing provision.

It is understood that the Council will shortly be progressing with its
proposed Community Infrastructure Levy. This will place additional
financlal burdens upon development and, in some circumstances, reduce
the amount of affordable housing that can be provided (on viabllity




document part.

included on any additional sheets.)

Document(s) and Comment(s} (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is

grounds).

Summary: General support.

Core Strategy and Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation
Policles
Development Pian Whilst the Company generally supports the objectives of this policy, it
Document Review considers that, in order for the Final Draft to be found sound, there should
Final Draft — be an explicit recognition that, on high density sites within the IP-One
Chapter 8: Pollcy Area, and particularly along the Waterfront, it will not be possible to make
¢s16 and paras full provision for private, and public, open space, in accordance with the
8.199 to 8.209. Council’s standards. Open space is a very ‘land hungry’ use and, If
developments have to meet full standards, densities will be greatly
reduced. This could threaten the achievement of the Council’s spatial
strategy and result in new development not making the best, and most
effective, use of previously developed sites.
Summary: Object for the reasons set out above.
Core Strategy and Provision of New Open Spaces, Sport and Recreation Facilities o
Policies
Development Plan The Company’s comments, in respect of this policy, follow on from those
Document Review set out above in relation to Policy C516. The Company again offers its
Final Draft — general support to the objectives of the policy, but considers that, in order
Chapter 9: Pollcy to be found sound, it needs to be more explicit in recognising that, on
DM6 and paras higher density, previously developed sites in the IP-One Area, and
9.6.1 t0 9.6.9. particularly on the Waterfront, it will not be possible to make full provision
for open space in accordance with the Council’s standards.
Summary: Object for the reasons set out above.
Core Strategy and | Provision of Private Outdoor Amenilty Space In New and Existing
Policles Developments
Development Plan
Document Review As with the comments relating to Policies CS16 and DMS, there should be
Final Draft — explicit recognition that, in respect of high density, previously developed
Chapter 9: Policy sites, it may not always be possible to make full provision for private
DM7 and paras amenity space to accord with the Council’s standards.

9.7.1109.72.11

Summary: Object for the reasons set out above.




Document(s) and Comment({s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is

document part. inciuded on any additionai sheets.)

Core Strategy and Buiit Heritage & Conservation

Policles L L

Development Plan The Company supports the gen.eral objectives set o.ut in this policy and fs

Document Review satlsﬂ?d with the revised wording of the policy, which better accords with

Final Draft — the guidance set out In the NPPF.

Chapter9:Policy | summary: General support.

DM13 and paras

9.13.1 t0 9.13.26

Core Strategy and Tall Bulldings

Policies ) . )

Development Plan Whllst. the Company generally supports the policy, it objec'fs to the

Document Review exclusion of Site (P035 from the ‘arc of land’, where tall buildings may be

Final Draft - appropriate, as shown on the IP-One Area Inset Proposals Map.

Chapter 9: Policy

DM15 and paras .

9.15.1 te 9.15.7 and | The costs of developing Site iPO35 are such that a high density

IP-One Area Inset development, potentially involving one, or more, ‘tall buildings’ will be

Policies Map. required. The Council has granted planning permission (ref:
07/00555/FUL) to redevelop the site for mixed use purposes, with
buildings ranging from 7 to 11 storeys in height and, since then, ‘tall
bulldings’ have been developed on a number of adjacent sites.
The policy, as currently worded, will potentially frustrate the development
of this key Waterfront site and Is, therefore, unsound. Impacts upon the
setting of adjacent listed buildings, and cther heritage assets, can be
adequately addressed under Policy DM13.
Summary: Objection.

Core Strategy and Car and Cycle Parking in New Development

:::::]I::ment Plan The Company welc?mes the recognition (para 9.21.6) that many people

Document Review still own cars and that adequate levels of residential parking, that uses

Final Draft — land efficiently and is well designed, needs to be provided as part of new

Chapter 9: Policy residential schemes.

DM22 and paras Summary: Support.

9.22.1t09.22.8

Core Strategy and The Density of Residential Development

Policies

Development Plan

The Company welcomes the policy support for high densities of residential




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additional sheets.)

Document Review

development in the Portman Quarter and Waterfront areas.

Final Draft -

Chapter 9: Policy Summary: Support.

DM23 and paras

9.23.1 t0 9.23.6

Site Allocations and | Land Allocated for Housing N

Policies .

(Incorporating IP- The Cor31pa ny welcomes the identification of Site IP035 for development
One Area Action as a residential-led mixed-use scheme. It is, however, of the view that the

Plan) Development
Plan Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 4: Policy
SP2

site has a much greater capacity than Is indicated in the policy —in fact, a
much greater density, than that implied by the capatity figure, Is required
in order to make any form of development viable.

As is acknowledged in the related Site Sheet (the status of which s not
clear), Site IP035 Is subject to a number of abnormal development costs,
not the least being archaeology. A lot of Information was collated, about
the archaeological potential of the site, in connection with the submission,
and grant of planning permission, under reference 07/00555/FUL. The site
is known to be of high archaeological potential and the cost of full
archaeological excavation and recording was costed at £1.3 million (plus or
minus 50%) and was estimated to take 12 months {plus or minus 50%), In
2008. Given the uncertainty surrounding both the cost, and timescale for,
archaeological excavation, and the financlal crash of 2008/2009, it proved
Impossible to raise the necessary finance to fund the development.

The site Is also subject to a number of other abnormals, which include the
following.

¢ Hydrology: There are a number of water channels running under the
site {it lies on the route of the former Lower Brook Street) and there
are concerns that archaeological excavation could change the
hydrology of the site and thus impact upon the structural integrity of
the two listed adjacent churches. Accordingly, there is a requirement
for the condition of the churches to be monitored, throughout the
excavation process, with a £250k cash bond (in 2008) being required
in order to insure against any damage.

o Numbers 1-5 College Street: The listed buildings that lie within the
site are in a very poor state of repair and £500k has recently had to
be spent on them to make them wind and watertight. They cannot be
insured (as they are currently empty) and the cost of the works
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already carried out has to be recovered from any future
development.

® Land Contamination: There Is a ‘backfilled’ pit on the site and the cost
of remediation works have been put at over £100k.

® Sustainable Urban Drainage: The site lies within Flood Zone 2/3, with
the water table being very close to the surface. Accordingly, SUDS
measures have to be above ground, which adds in the order of £500k,
over and above the cost of installing a ‘traditional’ SUDS scheme, to
development costs.

* Air Quality: The site is surrcunded by the heavily trafficked Star Lane
gyratory system and the additional costs of alr quality mitigation
measures are put at £500k.

® Design: the site lles between two listed churches and adjacent to the
Wet Dock Conservation Area. As a result, a high standard of design
wiil be required, which it is anticipated will add up to 20% to normal
bulld costs.

The following table summarises the abnormal costs {i.e. those over and
above developing the ‘average’ brownfield’ site) and compares the option
of dealing with archaeological Issues via excavation and recording (which
cannot be financed due to the uncertainties involved) or via the
construction of an above ground raft, upon which the development will sit
(so preserving the archaeology In-situ).

Whichever route Is chosen, the costs of developing this site are very high
and, in order to be justified, a much higher number of dwellings, and a
greater density, than is indicated In Policy SP2 needs to be provided.

ST PETER PORT

ABNORMAL* COST OF DEVELOPMENT

Excavate and Raft Slab
Record

ARCHAEOLOGY

Excavations £2,500,000

Construction Cost £500,000 £2,000,000
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Risk Insurance for Adjacent £250,000
Buildings

Additional Interest / Management | £500,000
arising from 12 month excavation
period

TOTAL ADDITIONAL COST DUE TO | £3,750,000 '£2,000,000
ARCHAEOLOGICAL ISSUES

1-5 COLLEGE STREET (cost of | £500,000

making wind & watertight)
LAND CONTAMINATION £100,000 T

| SUSTAINABLE URBAN DRAINAGE | £500,000

AIR QUALITY £500,000
'DESIGN Increase cost of constructing
facades by 20%

*Abnormal — costs over, and above, cost of developing ‘average’,
brownfield, urban site.

The Company also considers that there needs to be explicit reference to
any future development of the site having to Incorporate an element of
car parking, for both the residential units to be accommodated thereon

and for the further residential units to be developed on Sites IP206 and

IP211.

Development needs to incorporate some parking for the new residential
units (at an indicative ratio of 2:1), together with parking (at a similar
ratio) for those parts of Sites 1P206 and 1P211, which have not yet been
bullt out.

Sites IP206 and IP211 fell into the hands of the Receiver, before they were
completed, due to the recession of 2008/2009. Unfortunately, and in
order to generate some income/funds, the Receiver has sold off all the
available parking, on both sites, with those parts of the development

| which have been completed. As such, there is no existing parking, and no
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opportunity to provide further parking, for those parts of these
developments that have not yet been completed. If the remaining parts of
these developments are to be brought forward, in accordance with Policy
SP3, some parking has to be provided on an adjacent, accessible, site.

This Is particularly important with respect to Site iP206. The Borough
Councll wiil be familiar with the Issues that have beset the 20-storey tower
block building which, despite being completed to ‘sheli’ for nearly a
decade, has never been occupied. Before that development can be
completed, all of the cladding needs to be removed and repiaced, and
structural issues need to be rectified, at significant cost. Site 1P206 also
includes the Victorian Albion Wharf building, which the Company is
committed to rebufiding, whilst retaining the Important dock facing
elevation (again at significant cost). Both investments can only justified if
there is some parking provision made for the new residents.

Summary: Suppert the identification of Site IPO35, but object to the
indicative capacity and lack of express reference to the need to provide
parking for both the development itseif and adjacent sites (IP206 and
IP211). Without these changes, the Final Draft is unsound.

Site Allocations and
Policies
{Incorporating IP-
One Area Action
Plan) Development
Plan Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 4: Policy
SP3.

Land with Planning Permission or Awalting a Section 106.

The Company supports the intentions underlying Policy SP3 and, in
particular, the identification of Sites IP206 and IP211. The Company still
considers, however, that the capacity figures are on the conservative side
{and should be increased by up to 50%), with specific reference being
made to the need to provide parking on an adjacent suitable site {such as
iP035).

Summary: Object for the reasons set out above.,

Site Allocations and
Policles
(Incorporating IP-
One Area Action
Plan) Development
Pian Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 5: Paras 5.1
to 5.8.

IP-One Area

The Company supports the general vision for the IP-One area {see also
representations made with respect to Core Strategy Chapter 6: Vision and
Objectives and Spatial Strategy).

Summary: General support
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Site Allocatlons and
Policies
(Incorporating 1P-
One Area Actlon
Plan) Development
Plan Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 5: Policy
SP11 and paras 5.17
to 5.23.

The Waterfront
The Company fully supports this Policy.

Summary: Support

| site Allocations and | Improving Pedestrian and Cycle Routes

Policies
(Incorporating IP-
One Area Actlon
Plan) Development
Plan Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 5: Policy

The Company supports the general thrust of the Policy, including the
proposals to improve pedestrian links between the Central Shopping Area
and Waterfront. However, there are still serious concerns about how
these proposals impact upon the development of Site IPO35.

Summary: Qualified Support

SP15 and paras 5.32

and 5.38

Site Allocatlons and | The Merchants Quarter

Policles .

(Incorporating IP- The Compa.ny controls three of the most important sites (IP035, 1P206
One Area Action and IP211) in the I.Vlerchants Quarterand it Is con.cerned that the
Plan) Development Development Options plan (page 82), together with the Development

Plan Document
Review Final Draft
Chapter 6:
Merchant Quarter

Principles (as expressed in the table on page 83 & 84), are not sound in
that they will render development unviable and frustrate proposals to
bring the sites forward. Whilst the Company does not take issue with the
objectives for the Merchants Quarter, it is of the view that:-

¢ North-South Linkages through Site IPQ35 are in the wrong location.

o Proposals for a new ‘urban focal space’ on Site IP035 are oversized
and over-ambitlous.

e Site IP0O35 is capable of accommodating buildings of more than five
storeys in height without having an adverse impact upon the setting
of adjacent listed bulldings or the historic environment.

This representation should be read together with the comments made
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with respect to the Site Allocations and Policies Document Chapter 5:
Policy SP2.

Summary: Object

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 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you llke to be nottfled of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Review at any of
the following stages? Tick to confirm.

The submisslon of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of 7
State for Communities and Local Government for independent examlnation.

Publication of the Planning inspector's Report on the ipswich Local Plan Review. £
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. ]
PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Councll 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 informatlon securely. Your
comment and name will be made pubilic as it will form part of the evidence base used to inform the
creation of planning policy documents, but we wili not publish your emall address, contact address or
telephone number.

Please note that we are required to provide your fuli detalls 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.



Felicia Blake

From: Philip Charles

Sent: 29 February 2620 09:29

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: British Telecom, Bibb Way/Handford Road
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi,

I am writing in response to the proposed changes to the former British Telecom building on Handford Road/Bibb
Way. | am 2 resicent of Alderman Road and a daily user of the Alderman Nature reserve and canal that runs
alongside the BT building,

My question would be are there any plans for developing the area of the nature reserve and canal on Bibb Way that
{s In front of the BT bullding? As | am sure you are aware it is an area that Is often frequented by drug users and has
become rather neglected. That being sald it is a haven for wildlife and in the past 12 months | have seen badger,
otter and bats on that corner as well as the foxes every day who have a den there also. Whilst | do not oppose the
conversion of the building Into residency | am concerned for the potential impacts on the wildlife in that area. Are
there any plans for development or alteration to the canal or tow path?

Thank you and i look forward to hearing from you.

Best, Philip.

Phillp Charles

140
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From: J Churchyard1

Sent: 04 February 2020 14:27

To: Felicia Blake

Subject: Boat yard development cbjection

To whom It may concern regarding the development of the old boatyard cuilingham rd.
I and everyone effected by this plan to put housing so close to river are shocked this wouid even be considered

there are several reasons why
1 This according to ibc own maps show this to be a high risk area for flooding

2 The sewers which run this road struggles as it is. So adding more houses to an already strained system will lead to
major problems.

We have had angifan water out three times in the last 10years to jet to overloaded system
. At the moment it is a mostly grassed area which aliows water to scak away the surface area of roofs driveways ect

would cause more problems
3 I'm always finding goldcrest newts in my back garden so the whole bank and surrounding area is their habitat

4 parking down this road has always been a issue adding more houses is just going to make it worse sc each house
would require at least two spaces per house

5 The building which would be pulled down will be full of asbestos which if some fly by night demolitlon team took
the job on would pose a significant heaith danger to us the residents

6 Who will be responsible for the damage to our property if any damage is caused by heavy machinery such as pile
driving if has to be done.

7 We do not want our back gardens overlooked a sunlight blocked just so someone can make a quick buck

So please reconsider this because this will not make a Improvement to the St. It will damage our environment, risk
our property to flooding. ! will keep a copy of this email and if we suffer any flooding | will gladly show local papers

Yours sincerely Jamie churchyard

LY

sent from my Sony Xperfa™ smartphone



Public Consulitation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15" January 2020 —2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 {Regulations 19}

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.

IPSWICH

BOROUGH COUNCIL

website:
www.ipswich.gov.uk




Consultation docu_ment(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Please return this comments form to:

'Return by:

planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk or

Planning Policy Team

Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council

Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE B

11.45pm Monday 2™ March 2020

This form has two parts:

' Part B — Your comment(s).

Part A —Personal detalls

 PART APERSONAL DETAILS
: ['1. Personal details _ ) 2. Agent’s details (if applicable}
| Title Mr
First name Charles -
Last name Croydon _
Job title {where
relevant)
Organisation (where Clean Alr Ipswich
| relevant) o
Address
(Please include post
code)
E-mail o o

Telephone No.




PART B Comment(s} about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and |
client if you are an agent): |

Charles Croydon (Clean Alr Ipswich)

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 compilance and the
soundness of the Ipswich Loczl Plan Revlew 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.)

Extensive modal shift is required In ipswich to Improve alr quailty and
reduce carbon emissions but aiso to reduce the Impacts of traffic from

new developments.

Suffolk County Council modelling Indicates just over 5% modal shift is
required In Ipswich by 2026 (as well as Junction Improvements etc to the
existing network) yet sustainable travel options In ipswich are poor and
need conslderable investment. There Is Insufficlent evidence that the
required funding to deliver the required Improvements Is avaliable.

The Local Plan Is unsound because there are insufficient actions and
investment proposed to Improve air quality and to deliver the required
levels of modal shift.

Glven the high leveis of medal shift required but the the cycling network
Is so poor people wili not want to cycle and there Is lack of cycle training
to help people feel confident and safe.




E:cument(s) and Cor_nment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and pleasé ensure your name is
document part. included on any additional sheets.)




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

uit;cument(s) Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and piease ensure your name is
and document | included on any additional sheets.)
part

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attachad to Part A and return both parts to the Council’s
Planning Policy Team by 11.450m on Monday 2" March 2020,

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you like to be notified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Councll 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 Loca! Government for Independent examination. ves
Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. yes
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review, Yes

PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Counclii 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 emaii address, contact address or
telephone number.

Please note that we are required to provide your full detalis 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 recelved 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.




Planning & Development Department

Ipswich Borough Council .

Grafton House ' Ton \,

15-17 Russeli Road TOWn Planmng . -
ipswich

IP1 2DE

Tuesday 11* February 2020

Dear Sirs,

King George V Fleld, Old Norwich Road, 1P032 (LiC033
| refer to the recent proposed local plan site allocation and would wish to comment on

behalf of the Trustees of the King George V Field.

The use of this field for housing purposes has been under discussion with various developers
and indeed your own council staff for probably as long as twenty years. The original
developments envisaged housing to be over the entire site rather than partially over the site
which the current plan seems to indicate. For the playing field to regenerate ltself the
intention was for the stte to be sold for housing development and then a multi-sports field
produced in the general area of Whitton but on a separate slte.

Very clearly Iif this development goes ahead as !t stands these pians would have to go out of
the window as the Tryst would not have sufficient funds to properly develop_a multi-
purpose site which Is part of their original brief when set up.

You will equally understand that we cannot vacate the site and indeed it is In danger of
“crumbling” around us because of indecision over the years.

The latest council officer involved has been a Helen Pluck but various officers have had
contact with us over the years.

You wiil understand that It is not the principle that the Trustees would be concerned about
but the partial use of the site and indeed it cannot be vacated until alternative
arrangements have been made.

I would also comment that the Trust did not have any notification directed to it other than it
belng picked up by chance.

Please confirm that this letter Is registered as 2 comment / objection.

Yours faithfully

DJ.CSE

Trustee



Felicia Blake
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From: Tom Cole

Sent: 28 February 2020 16:19

To: PlanningPolicy

Ce: Paul Burley

Subject: Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft Consultation - Constable Homes Ltd - Red
House Farm

Attachments: 280220 Red House Farm Reps FINALPDF

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir or Madam,

Please find enclosed representations made on behalf of our client, Constable Homes Ltd, relating to Red House Farm,
Tuddenham Road.

The representations are made in response to the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft Consultation.
| would be grateful if you could respond to confirm receipt of this email.

Regards,
Tom

THOMAS COLE
SENIOR PLANNER

Montagu Evans LLP, 5§ Bolton Strest, London, W1J 8BA

FIOPeITy VWooK BOsT FIaces 10 YWUIK £V 10 dIg LV 1Y

NEW YEAR NEW ME.

NEW BAND. NEW WEBSITE. AN EXCITING CHANGE IN OUR PARTNERSHIP

EXPLORE MOTE HERE »

Thie e-mall Is intended solely for the person to whom It la addressed. It may contain confidential or privileged Information. If you have recelved it in
error, please notify the sender Immediately and destroy the tranemissien. You must not copy, distribute or take any action In rellance on It.

BEWARE OF CYBER-CRIME: Our banking detalls will not change during the course of a transaction. Should you receive a notification which
advises a change In our bank account detalls, It may be fraudulent and you should notify Montagu Evans who will advise you accordingly.

Montagu Evans LLP Is a limited liabllity partnership registered in England and Wales. Registered number OC312072. A list of members' names Is
avallable for Inspection at the registered office 5 Bolton Street, London W1J 8BA.



M MONTAGU
S EVANS

5 Bolton Strest
London
W1J 8BA

Planning Policy

Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Rusgell Road
Ipswich

IP1 2DE

28 February 2020

Sent by email to: planningpolicy@ipswich,gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam,

IPSWICH BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN REVIEW FINAL DRAFT CONSULTATION
RED HOUSE FARM, TUDDENHAM ROAD

Introduction

Woe write on behalf of our client, Constable Homes Ltd, to make representations in respect of the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft, consisting of:

* The Core Strategy and Policles Development Plan Document (DPD) Review Final Draft; and
e The Site Allocations and Pollcles (incorporating IP-One Area action Plan) DPD Review Final Draft.

The final draft Local Plan sets out the Councll's policies for growth in the Borough up to 2038,

These representations relate to the promotion of Red House Farm for residential development. Our client has
engaged with previous plan-making stages in responding to the Call for Sites and Regulation 18 consultation
exerclses, and has entered Into pre-application discussions with the Council and Highways Authority.

By way of background to these representations, Contstable Homes Ltd has an interest in the land referred to
as Red House Farm. Constable Homes Is an opereting subsidiary of the Anderson Group, which is a private
development and construction business with an exceptional track-record of delivery across the south-east.
As a case in point, Anderson Group Is currently nearing completion of 93 new homes off Europa Way In Ipswich
Borough (‘Jasmine Park’), and this has delivered around 50 completions per annum.2

The extent of our client's ownership is defined by the red line shown on Figure 1 below. The site is located to
the north of Ipewich and comprises several flelds and a 19th Century former fammhouse and outbuildings. The
woodland and mature trees on-slte are subject of a Tree Preservation Order (‘Land between Tuddenam Road
and Westerfiled Road, No 7 2001°). The parcel of land is currently accessed by vehicles from Tuddenham
Road and extends to circa 6.5 hectares in area. It Is adjacent to residentlal dwellings to the south and is bound
by agricultural land to the east, west and north.

Westerfield National Rall station is located approximately 500 metres to the north of the site and Is served by
a regular trains service between Felixstowe and Ipswich.

1 hitps://www.andersongroup.co.uk/
2 https://www.andersongroup.co.uk/project/europa-way/

WWW.MONTAGU-EVANS.CO.UK
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Figure 1: Red House Farm

Source — Googh Maps

The site is Identified as part of a Strategic Housing Site In the adopted Local Plan (2017) which Is referred to
as the Ipswich Garden Suburb.

Under draft Pollcy CS10 of the emerging Local Plan, the Ipswich Garden Suburb Is expected to deliver 3,600
homes across three neighboourhoods referred to as Henley Gate (east of Henley Road and north of the rallway
line), Fonnereau (west of Westerfield Road and south of the railway line) and Red House (east of Westerfield
Road). Red House Farm is located in the Red House nelghbourhood.

Response to the Draft Plan

The representations are set out against the draft policies In the Core Strategy and Policles Development Plan
Document Review Final Draft dated January 2020. As the site is allocated as a sirategic site In the Core
Strategy, the draft Site Allocations Document has no policies of relevance and so is not discussed further in
these representations.

i 7: Al nt of Houslng Requi

Draft Pollcy CS7 sets out the Counci’s proposed sirategic housing policy. It establishes that the Councif's
minimum housing requirement Is at least 8,010 dwellings for the period of 2018 to 2036, which equates to an
annual average of 445 dwellings. The housing land supply would comprise a combination of site allocations
with a windfall atlowance of 50 units per annum between 2022 and 2036, which results in a total of 7,214 units.
This is inconsistent with the minimum housing requiement of 8,010 units. We presume that this shorifall of 796
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units is as a result of the housing supply period being reduced by a year from the base date of the Plan to
20198-2036 as per Table 4 of the Plan. This should be clarified by the Council.

The Govemment published the Housing Dellvery Test 2019 measurement on 13 February 2020. Ipswich only
delivered 611 homes across the previous three years against a target of 1,319 homes across the period. This
equates to 46% of the minimum target which means that the Council is a “buffer authority”. We note that the
2019 calculation uses 445 homes per annum and so reflects that of draft Policy C87. In the previous year, the
measurement for Ipswich Borough Council was 66%. This indicates that the Council's housing delivery has
worsened and that measures need to be taken to recover the position. Itis also very close to the 45% threshold
in 2012 NPPF paragraph 215b. That threshold will Increase to 75% next year which only serves to reinforce
the urgency of addressing the significant shorifall in housing dellvery. The Council should be proactively
identifying opportunities to accelerate delivery to overcome this.

Pargraph 73 of the NPPF is therefore relevant, which states that strategic policles in respect of housing land
supply should Include a buffer of 20% to the flve year housing land supply, where “there has been significant
under dellvery of housing over the previous three yeers, to improve the prospect of achieving the planned
supply”.

This adds to significant challenge of meeting 75% of need by November 2020 as set out In Paragraph 215¢ of
the NPPF. It is assumed that this date Is February 2021. No buffer has been applied to Policy CS7. In order
for the Plan to be effective, a buffer equivalent to one year's supply (445 dwellings) units should be added to
the five year housing land supply.

The NPPF is clear that, as a minimum, plans must seek to meet the area's objectively assessed needs in order
to be found sound and so this should be set out within the Plan. The Council is in a critical position of acute
under supply and failing to quantfy the true need increases the likelihood that the unmet need will not be
addressed. It Is evident that an immediate review of the Plan will be necessary if the Councll is only targeting
a capped need figure.

Policy CS8; Housing Type end Tenure

Draft Pollcy CS8 explains the Council’s policy approach to housing type and tenure Is to plan for a mix of
dwelling types to be provided to achieve strong, vibrant and healthy communities. In order to expidite the early
delivery of resdiential development at Red House Farm, our client had consldered the suitability of pursuing a
scheme with an element of care accomodation as an alternitive to a conventional residential scheme of around
100 C3 Class dwellings. In the Council’s pre-application advice to our client, It has been suggested by Officers
that there Is no need for elderly accommodation in the Borough.

This is despite the Ipwsich Housing Market Area Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) Part 2 Partial
Update (January 2019) explaining that housing need projections indicate that the population aged 65 or over
is set to ‘ncrease dramatically in the HMA over the plan period; from 104,985 to 153,578 in 2036, g rise of
46.3%" (our emphasis). Despite this, the Council has taken the position that the SHMA identified no further
need for speclalist housing for the elderly and that a refirement living proposal at Red House Farm would not
be supported by the Councll.

In response, we remind the Council that draft Pollcy CS8 does not separate elderly provision from other forms
of housing and so it would sffectively contribute to the Council’s five year housing land supply. It is therefore
somewhat surprising that the Council is not actively encouraging this form of development In the context of
pressing overall needs. It is also relevant to note that a retirement village scheme is plainly a different form of
housing provision to sheltered housing and so identifying a surplus of sheltered housing in the SHMA does not
mean that there is no need for development to cater for the elderly. As such, the Council's position on this
matter is not supported. Policy CS8 should be expanded to acknowledge that retirement living proposals are
supported in order for the Plan to be effective. We also note the additional trickle-down benefits that would be
achieved through down-sizing which will release family housing in established areas, which some buyers may
prefer to new-build development and this would contribute to the diversity of housing supply. Our client wifl
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continue to engage proactively with the council to agree an appropriate form and type of residential scheme
on this discrete area of the Garden Suburb.

li A h Sub

Dreft Policy CS10 outlines that the spatial strategy regarding the scale and location of housing growth Is to
deliver 3,500 homes within the Garden Suburb. This Is consistent with the adopted policy position. Our client's
land Is Idenfied as part of the Garden Suburb allocation (area N3(b}) {Figure 2 below). This has been carried
through from the Regulation 18 consultation and is supported by our client, refiecting that the site Is Inherently
sustainable, suitable and available for residential-related development.

Figure 2: Ipswich Garden Suburb Development Phases Plan

ipswich Garden Suburb
Development Phases

Source — ipswich Borough Councll

We welcome that the Councll is considering how the wider site might come forward for development, however
we reiterate our concerns made at Regulation 18 stage that the Councll continues to number the phases In a
way that Implies they should be delivered In numerical order; the phases are labelled N1(a), N1{b), N2(a),
N2(b), N3(a) and N3(b). As explained above, Red House Farm incorporates a fomer farmhouse and
outbulldings, and there are mature trees that line the boundaries of the plot. We note that the Indicative
masterplan shown by the Ispwich Garden Suburb SPD (2017) prioritises these features being retained and
therefore, provided that the ability to connect other parcels is not prejudiced, development of this site can come
forward in a self-contained manner.

As explained to the Council during pre-application discussions, our cllent has devised a way for Red House
Farm to come forward for development at the earliest opportunity, in @ manner that Is independent of the wider
masterplan but that does not conficit with the SPD. Development could be achieved by retaining existing
buildings on slte and existing trees around its periphery that would robustly screen a future proposal.

Our client's highways advisor, Caneparo Assoclates, has designed an effective and safe access arangement
in which the existing access from Tuddenham Road can be utilised to serve the development without severe
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Impacts as per Paragraph 109 of the NPPF. This can be achieved by restricting access to residents only at
this time, and then for general use, public fransport and cycles in the future once the remaining road
infrastructure Is in place within the Red House Nelighbourhood as per the Garden Suburb SPD {2017)
requirements.

=

To that end, we are surprised that when the Councll interprets its own policy that this development would be
preciuded rather than positively facllitated. It cannot be the intention of the planning system to delay much-
needed development, particularly when the Government is clear that LPAs should act posltively to enable
development to be brought forward. The Council clarify its approach in order that the Plan is not ambiguous
and therefore effective. As advocated by the NPPF, planning policies should be sufficiently flexible to ensure
that they do not act as a burden to the delivery of development. This identifies a fundamental issue with the
policy and the Council must reconsider how it proposes to operate the draft allocation in light of this.

We therefore suggest that the policy wording be amended to outline how each parcel could come forward
individually, whilst still being in general accordance with the Council's growth strategy and the requirement for
balanced growth across the strategic allocation. This could facilitate the timely delivery of residential
accommodation, as recognised at paragraph 68(d) of the NPPF, especially in the context of the Council's
housing supply position which is fast deteriorating.

Concluding Remarks

Our cllent welcomes and supports that the draft Plan to Identify the site for development through its continued
allocation within the ipswich Garden Suburb. This reflects that the site represents a suitable, avallable and
deliverable site, and offers a reallstic prospect for the delivery of a significant quantum of C-ciass housing
development within the emerging Plan period. This must be realised in a fashion that looks to facilitate the
timely development of the site and not act as an Impediment to this and we request that the Councll reconsiders
Its current approach to ensure that its Local Plan will be effective.

Constable Homes Lid is eager to continue to posltively engage with the Council through Plan-making and will
continue its pre-application discussion with the authority to refine the proposals at Red House Farm. We
request that we are kept informed of any policy updates golng forward. We wouid Ilke to have the right to
participate at any oral examination If necessary.

If you have any queries regarding this submission, or would llke to discuss the proposals further, please do
contact Paul Burley or Tom Cole at this office.

Yours sincerely,

Mxm’a?u Evaunh

Montagu Evans LLP
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From:

Sent: 15 January 2020 12:54

To: PlanningPolicy

Subject: Pwd: site ref IP307-Prince of Wales Drive
Foliow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

>>> To whom it may concern

>>> Firstly, | am surprised and saddened to think what was a piece of land sustained as a possible siting for twalve
dwellings, Boyer are now Intending to increase that number to eighteen. {Boyer leafiet distributed to some
residents) | think the current proposal is too dense and totally out of character with the openness of the surrounding
area. The plans would make it ciaustrophobic and cause a fot of distress, I fail to see any enhancement or asset to
the area.

>>> Having lived here for over fifty years there have been many changes, mostly in highway traffic. Prince of Wales
Drive is a nightmare with parking and the volume of traffic throughout the day and into the evening. Halifax School
is the ‘bottie neck’ so to speak. As residents we have ongoing confrontations with unthinking parents whose
children attend Halifax School, they tend to think it a given right to park wherever they like. This happens on a daily
basis concerning parking across and turning in driveways with no thought or consideration to residents who may
have to attend hospital appointments and the like. Currently the School Is advising there is ‘designated parking’
within the parking area which is currently belng used by AGE UK. You can count anything from 20/25 cars dally,
malnly staff members, yet dinner ladies for some reason are not allowed to park over there, hence they and other
part time members will park on the road or use the lay-by. What and where will these cars park if the plans go
ahead?

>>> With proposed plans for houses to be built so ciose to the edge of the road, what are the chances of car owners
Just parking on the pavement? You cnly have to look on Streetview at no 27 to see what 1 mean. Two of the houses
have no parking so they either park on the pavement or use the current car park. Residents in Aberdare Close suffer
verbat abuse as do many of us regarding parking facilities. | have recently noticed the Scheol leaves their traffic
cones out on the road all day, due to the fact that coaches plus delivery lorries cannot draw up outside the school to
unload.

>>> We have outstanding views of the River Orwell which give us immense pleasure, but if these plans go ahead
these will be lost and replaced with houses which means we wil be overlooked and suffer a loss of privacy, not to
mention the added nolse nuisance. Is it not within our Human Rights o be able to enjoy the peace and quiet of our
own dwellings?

>>> Would bungalows be another option? They would certainly fit in much better and provide people with homes
{maybe even disabled people) but definitely not two storey houses or three storey flats which would be totally out
of character to the surrounding area.

>>> With the School, Dentist and Doctor’s being over subscribed what would be the next option? What recreational
space would be provided considering there is nothing shown on the plans? It would be a shame to see the garden at
the front of the shops dug up because a lot of wildlife including foxes frequent this area.

>>> | would like to ask if Halifax Schooi has been approached in favour of bullding an extenslion (Nursery) on the
land? This would have a two fold selution, more much needed places for children within the area plus It would
alleviate the continuing parking problems. It would also mean the local residents would get some respite, something
nobody seems to consider.

>>> | understand the AGE shop takes £100,000 per year, It has been 2 very valuable asset to our community and in
hindslght it is 2 great pity the Co-op never opened a smaller shop which would enable people to buy their daily
necessities. They do advertise that they care for the locai communityl Apart from local residents you have parent’s
at the School plus next door to them there is the Prince of Wales Drive Nursing Home. People with money to spend
and what choice do they have? With so much being placed on people’s mental heaith nowadays, we nead
somewhere llke a shop and a community place to bring people together. We are an ageing population in this area



and many do not have the capabilities to either walk down to Maldenhall let alone up to Asda In the opposite
direction for shopping. We are on the brow of a hill which makes it very difficult.

>>> Thank you for reading my comments, | only hope this makes someone rethink the proposed plans.

»>>> Kind regards

>>> RoseMarie Cornish (Mrs)

>>> Sent from my iPad



Felicia Blake
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From: RoseMarie Cornish < ___...cvoce oo _

Sent: 23 February 2020 16:02

To: Felicia Blake

Subject: IP307 Planning Proposal

Dear Felicia

| hope this finds you well.

Please find my changed objection letter as promised. | will send photo’s separately.
Kind regards

RoseMarie

Dear Sirs / Madam

It saddens me to think the Co-op have decided there is no need for a shop on this land but | beg to differ and think
they have just set their sights on building houses.

The former Co-op was doing very nicely {Takings of £4000 on a Sunday) but it threw in the towel once Asda opened
it’s doors on Stoke Park Drive. Next door to the Co-op was a very successful hairdressers alongside a Kitchen Design
store but these were given notice and our community fell apart. If you look at the Chantry / Pinewood area they
have three Co-op stores in very close proximity to the new Aldi, then just up the road there is the huge Tesco Store
plus B&M and coming this way there is Asda. Sometimes the traffic flow is so bad at the latter that vehicles are
queuing out on the road to get in. It kind of defeats what the Co-op are saying about their store not being viable.

We are on the brow of a hill with an ageing population and some of us and not very mobile making It near
Impossible to travel down and up to Asda. Come to that, younger families without transport have an awful long way
to walk from Maidenhall to Asda.

The Co-op, (slogan, local caring shop) was the hub of the community, once they decided to close that and the
adjoining stores, the community spirit fell away. People have become very isolated and with this comes

depression. Mental health is a big Issue nowadays and | hope this is taken into account when considering the
proposals.

AGE UK ran a very successful shop within the former Co-op, {taking £100,000 per year) they had so many plans to
set up a little cafe and a community centre within the store. These are things we desperately need in this area as we
have nothing to bring the community together. | contacted AGE UK and they replied saying it wasn’t thelr choice to
close and given the chance they wouid carry on.

We bought our property over 50 years ago and have seen a great many changes. The main reason In buying was the
stunning and iconic view up the River Orwell, no bridge back in 1969. This is something which can be enjoyed by
many people in this part of town and it would be criminal and heartbreaking if we were to lose that wondrous view.
Lord Belstead was insistent that the land in this area was as open as possible giving people the feeling of fresh air
and well being. To think of blocking this with two storey houses plus a three storey block of flats would be
heartbreaking.

I notice on the planning proposal that the current green spaces would be removed.

Again | wish to object to this because these are very important habitats, the piece of land in front of the main store
attracts a lot of wildlife, goldfinch, blue and great tits, plus foxes. The great stag beetle { an endangered species)
returns year after year and | for one have registered sightings of it. On the proposal plans | can see no green areas,
no community areas, no bin or blke storage, surely that is wrong?

On the subject of Highway, the proposed area Is a pressure polnt for traffic with it being directly opposite Halifax
1



School. When there are delays on Wherstead Road, Belstead Road or Heaven forbid the Orwell Bridge is closed,
Prince of Wales Drive then becomes a ‘rat run’ with vehicles, including HGV's trying to find a way through. The
school Itself generates so much traffic from staff, and neighbour’s have ongoing confrontations with blocking
driveways and inconsiderate and abusive parent’s every day. The school were given permission, and are still using
the former Co-op car park as an overspill for their staff and visitors. It removes some of the vehicles from Prince of
Wales Drive yet there Is still a problem. Bus drivers have been known to call the Police due to cars blocking either
side of the road making it impassable. Only last week we had cars parked all along the side of the bungalows, a bus
was trying to manoeuvre up the road when a very irate woman tried to overtake the stationary cars coming face to
face with the bus driver. Obviously the poor bus driver had right of way, yet the car driver got out of her car and
was very abusive to him. In the end she had to reverse back up the road but these are ongoing situations. Traffic
collisions are not uncommon but thankfully up to now, nothing too serious.

Red cones are left on the road outside the school all day to stop cars parking across the entrance but fail to do much
good even with the caretaker in attendance. School buses ferrying children about plus delivery lorrles have to
unload on the actual road because they can’t access the school. The lay-by outside the school is forever blocked
with staff cars. | will attach photo’s giving you an idea of the problems.

Thank you for reading my comments, please feel free to contact me should you wish to discuss any of the points
which I have raised.

Yours sincerely
RoseMarie Cornish (Mrs)

Sent from my iPad
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From: RoseMarie Comnish  __

Sent: 23 February 2020 16:07

To: Felicia Blake

Subject: Fwd: IP 307 Photo's attached

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Felicia

These are the photo’s which relate to my previous email. | hope they make sense.

The first one is of the green space outside the old Co-op

Photo 2 & 3 show a school bus which collects or drops the children off on the road, the red cones are on the road all
day.

Photo 4 & 5 show how staff/visitors leave their cars on Prince of Wales Drive.

Kind regards

RoseMarie

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:
Subject: IP 307
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From: Cycle Ipswich -

Sent: 02 March 2020 21:54

Te: PlanningPolicy

Ce: Felicia Blake; info@cycleipswich.org.uk

Subject: Re: EXTENSION OF TIME: Notice of Public Consultation Ipswich Local Plan Review
Final Draft

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hellg,

It’s all very well having local plans, however reiying on developer funding to make them actually happen is going to
mean very littie progress. Politicians need to properly fund the changes required as a politicai choice. Similarly,
there’s no point voting for a climate emergency when there’s no serious funding to support it.

There needs to be a radical step change in the quality of and funding of walking, cycling, and public transport
infrastructure. This iocal plan Is not radical enough.

To solve the air quality, obesity, health issues due to physical inactivity, traffic congestion, etc, there needs to be a
step change in the modal shift and improved walking and cycfing infrastructure. Park and Ride facllities have a
negative impact on rural bus services outside of Ipswich, thus rural bus services should be prieritised over park and
rides.

There is nothing in POLICY CS20: Key Transport Proposals about reducing rat running on residential roads, Increasing
the use of 20mph speed limits (as has happened in parts of London and all of Edinburgh), nor Implementing
protected cycle tracks an main roads. All of which are key to getting the modal shift required to reduce congestion

and air pollution.

With the proposals In the local plan, there’s likely to be very little change In the levels of walking and cycling in
Ipswich. People currently only choose to walk or cycle in limited parts of Ipswich due to the very limited bits of
infrastructure that exist, even then it's despite the conditions, not because It’s a wonderful experlence, or due to it
being faster and more convenient than driving for short journeys.

Kind regards,

Shaun McDonald
On behalf of Cycle Ipswich

On 24 jan 2020, at 09:01, Felicla Blake <Felicia.Blake@Ipswich.gov.uk> wrote:

Dear Sir/Madam,

Please see attached.

Kind regards,

If you wish to be taken off our emall list please reply to me or email PlanningPolicy@ipswich.gov.uk
Felicia Blake

Buslness Support Cfficer

Planning and Development

ipswich Borough Councll; Grafton House, 15-17 Russsll Road, Ipswich |P1 2DE
Tel: 01473 43 2019

Email: felicia.blake@ipswich.gov.uk



Waeb: www.ipswich.cov.uk
Facebook: httos:/fwww.facebook.com/li:swichGov
Twitter: twitter.com/lpswichGov

Achieve your fitness goals with an iCard Active www.icswichfit.co.uk

Useful Links:

Current Consulfations

https:/iwww.ipswich.oov.uk/currentconsultations

Closed Consuitations

Draft Suffolk Coast European Sites Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)htt;:s://www.icswich. .ov.uk/suffolk-coast-rams-s;.d
Ipswich Local Plan Review Preferred Options httos://www.ipswich. ov.uk/ipswichfuture
Conservation Areas Designation httos://www.ipswich.cov.uk/content/about-our-conservation-areas
Forthcoming Declslons List
https://democracy.ipswich.qov.uk/molListPlans.asix?RPId=135&RD=0&ber=1

Recently Adopted

hitos:/iwww.ioswich. cov.uk/content/urban-character-suiolementar v-olannina-document
httos:/fwww.ioswich.cov.uk/content/nublic-consultation-inswich-town-centre-waterfront-public-realm-
strateqy-spd

httos://www.ioswich. cov.uk/content/urban-character-supolementarv-tlannina-document
httos:/iwww.ioswich.cov.uk/content/develonment-and-archaeoloay-supolementary-plannino-
document-sd

Adopted Ipswich Local Plan 2011-2031
httos:/iwww.ipswich.gov.uk/content/adopted-inswich-local-olan-2011-2031

Additlonal Planning Policy Links:

hitps://www.ipswich.gov.uk/localplan
hitps://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/local-development-scheme

hitps: Lipswich.gov.uk/services/ipswich-garden-suburb-northern-fringe
https://www,ipswich.qov.uk/services/community-infrastructure-levy - Update only

For information about how Ipswich Borough Councll processes personal data please visit www.lpswich.gov.uk/privacy

This emall and any attachments may be confidential and/or privileged and contain sensltive or protectively marked material up to OFFICIAL and should

handled accordingly.

Everything Is Intended for use of the addreseee only. If you recelve this message in emor then you must not print it or forward It to anyone else or use the
Information It contains. Please Inform Ipswich Borough Councll of the error by email or by telephoning (+44)X0)1473 432000. Please then delste ail copie
from your system. If you are net the ltended reciplent then you must not use the Information in ths message or attachments or allow anyone else to do
Ipswich Borough Councll reserves the right to copy and Intercept all emall and other data sent over lts networks. Ipswich Borough Councll cannot guaran

that this message has reached you complete and/or virus free and advises you to carry out appropriate virus checks.

The Councit does not accept any liabilty for any statements made which are clearly the sender's own and not made on bahalf of the Councll,

<Public consultation letter Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft 24th January 2020.pdf>
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Department for Education

M Sanctuary Buildings
Gregt Smith Street
Department London
for Education SW1P 3BT
WWW. uk/d
Our Ref: DfE/Local Pian/lpswich 2020 2™ March 2020
Dear Sir/Madam,

Re: ipswich Local Plan Review: Core Strategy and Site Allocations DPDs

Consultation under Regulation 19 of Town and Country Pianning (Local
Planning) (Engiand) Reguiations 2012

Submisslon of the Department for Education

1. The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to contribute to
the development of planning policy at the local level.

2. A response was made to the Regulation 18 consultation in March 2019 and
raised the following points:

¢ Support for site allocations at Ipswich Garden Suburb (Policy CS$10); Co-
op Depot (Policy CP7/allocation 1P010a) and Mint Quarter (allocation
IPO48a). This recommended ensuring that the Regulation 19 consultation
Included details of phasing, dellvery and further slte-specific
requirements.

¢ Proposed site allocation at the Former Co-op Department Store site on
Carr Street for a 2FE Primary School to dellver the Central Ipswich Free
School.

o Suggestion of site allocation for D1 use at Woodbridge Road site
(allocation 1P129) to allow Suffolk County Council toc open a SEND school
at the slte.

3. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies Act 2010, all
new state schools are now academies/free schools and DfE is the delivery bady
for many of these, rather than local education authoritles. However, local
education authorities still retaln the statutory responsibliity to ensure sufficient
school places, inciuding those at sixth form, and have a key role in sacuring
contributions from development to new education infrastructurs. In this context,
we alm to work closely with local authority education departments and planning
authoritles to meet the demand for new school places and new schoois. We
have pubilshed guidance on education provision In garden communities and
securing developer contributions for education, at
httos://www.gov.uk/aovernment/publications/deliverina-schools-to-support-
housing-growth. You will also be aware of the corresponding additions to
Planning Practice Guidance on planning obligations, viebility and safe and
healthy communities.
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We would like to offer the following comments in response to the above
consultation documents {hereafter referred to Individually as the CSDPD and
SADPP).

Soundness

As you will be aware, the primary focus at this stage of the Local Plan's
preparation Is on the soundness of the plan, with regard to It being positively
prepared, Justified, effective and consistent with national policy. The following
detalled comments set out DfE's view of the plan's soundness in respect of
education provision.

The CSDPD notes that 7% of the borough is employed in education, and that
there is a need to reduce inequality and social exclusion, including chlidren living
in poverty. The provision of sufficient and quallty education is critical to
supporting this.

Paragraph 4.33 of the SADPD sets out the context of the increase In primary
school aged children and the need to make sufficient provision for this rise over
the Plan period. It should be noted that significant housing growth is expected in
the town centre (as per CSDPD Policy CS2).

CSDPD Policy ISPAZ includes education provision as a strategic Infrastructure
priority. The Education Provision Policy approach at CSDPD Policy C815 sets
out that new primary school capacity provision will be needed, and that sites to
meet this wlll are allocated.

DfE supports the Council's prioritisation of education Infrastructure, and the
allocation and safeguarding of land for schools as set out in the following policies
(in both the CSDPD and SADPD):

e Ipswich Garden Suburb (Policy CS10) - 1 secondary school and 3
primary schools;

e Co-op Depot (Policy CP7/allocation 1P010a) — school expansion;
o Mint Quarter (allocation 1P048a) — primary school; and
s BT Depot Woodbridge Road (allocation |P129) — SEND School.

As |BC will be aware, DIE is progressing a centrally approved 2 FE Free School
(Central Ipswich Free School) fo assist In meeting this Primary School need
within the Mint Quarter allocation IP048a. A specific site has been identified at
Carr Street (former Co-op Department Store site) within this allocation to deliver
this. Suffolk County Council ("SCC') as the authority with a statutory duty to
provide sufficient school places, have a requirement for the Central |pswich Free
School based on the basic need from the town centre area. It is demonstrated
that there is a shortfall of capacity across the two school planning areas (there
are extremely limited places available at existing town centre schools), as well as
need generated by new housing development in this area identifled in the
SADPD. Therefore, there is significant demand for this school. Currently, there
are increasing pressures with town centre schools being oversubscribed, as well
as bulge classes being required and primary school pupils having to travel out of
their local area to go to school. The further housing growth identified through the
DPDs will exacerbate existing issues and therefore It is critical that the school is
able to be delivered.
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The site Is located so as to best meet the needs arising from its catchment ~ in
accordance with Pelicy DM24 part d. SCC undertook a site search exercise and
Identified no other suitable, avallable sites o mest this local need for primary
school places.

DfE met with IBC in early 2020 to engage In pre-application discusslons,
regarding more technical and design matters to progress the project. Further
detalisd work will be undertaken to respond to IBC's comments, and in due
course further pre-applicaticn work wili be undertaken In liaison wlth 1BC in order
to move towards submisslon of a planning application later this year. The school
is required as soon as possible in order to meet existing need and to cope with
the housing growth likely to be experienced In the town centre.

Thers are some generic raqulrements In the overall allocation policy IP048 which
are consldered to cause potentlal conflict with the dslivery of a Primary School
expediently at the site. The requirement to dsvelop residential uses at upper
floors wouid not be necessarily whoily deliverabie with a Primary School and
therefore we would propose that the supporting text to the aliocaticn makes clear
that residential accommodation should only be provided where feasible and
appropriate. The ‘Development Principles’ for Mint Quarter in the SADPD sets
out that development shouid respect and enhance setting of Listed and historlc
buildings’. This is not considered to wholly comply with the NPPF, specifically
paragraph 197 which requires an assessment of the assst's significance {with
regard to non-designated assets), and a balanced judgement to be made
thereafter, Furthermore, NPPF paragraph 184 dictates that assets ‘shouid be
conserved In a manner appropriate to their significance’, which doss not
necessarily equate to ‘enhancement’ in every scenario. The terminology ‘historic
building’ is alsc not robust or conslstsnt with the NPPF. Therefore, we propose
that the wording be amended {o reflect the requirements In the NPPF, and the
distinction between dssignated and non-designated assets.

SADPD Policy SP2 ssts out the requirements for slte allocations. Allocation
iP048a inciudes the Primary School. DfE has concems that the allocation
wordlng is too restrictive and couid potentlally frustrate and delay the delivery of
the scheol, which would have significant consequences for the sufficlency of
school pleces. The specHication of the retention of the locsily iisted fagade Is too
specific for a site aliccation policy, as It 1s not clear on what evidencs this Is
based (L.e. following a full assessment of the asset's significance and setting).

The requirement for a development brief for the proposed primary school sits is
also considered to be unnecessary, the need for which is not sufficiantly
aevidenced, given that pre-application discussions are underway on the Primary
School site, DE is committed to bringing the site forward and there is an urgent
need for the school places. The requirement for a deveiopment brief could seek
to delay this and hinder the delivery.

Therefore, we propose that the school component of allocation IP048a be
stripped out from the policy and included as a separate allocation within this
wider area, for a Primary School only, noting that development management
policies will guide the preparaticn of a planning appiication covering detallad
matters. This will ensure that there is a posltive planning policy framewori for the
pianning application to come forward in the short term to ensure the much-
needed school places are abie to be dslivered without delay. Any undue burdens
to the deilvery of the scheol would not represent a positively prepared policy
approach and could therefora be considersd unsound.
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22,

Forward Funding

DfE loans to forward fund schools as part of large residential developments may
be of interest, for example Iif vlability becomes an issue. Please see the
Developer Loans for Schools prospectus for more information.! Any offer of
forward funding would seek to maximise developer contributions to education
Infrastructure provision while supporting delivery of schools where and when
they are needed.

Developer Contributions and Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

One of the tests of soundness Is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’, meaning the plan
should be deliverable over its perlod. In this context and with specific regard to
planning for schools, there Is a need to ensure that education contributions made
by developers are sufficlent to deliver the additional school places required to
meet the Increase in demand generated by new developments.

Local authorities have sometimes experienced challenges in funding schools via
Section 106 planning obligations due to limitations on the pooling of developer
contributions for the same item or type of infrastructure. However, the revised
CIL Regulations remove this constraint, allowing unlimited pooling of developer
contributions from planning obligations and the use of both Section 106 funding
and CIL for the same item of Infrastructure. The advantage of using Section 106
relative to CIL for funding schools is that It is clear and transparent to all
stakeholders what value of contribution is being allocated by which development
to which schools, thereby increasing certainty that developer contributions will be
used to fund the new school places that are needed. DfE supports the use of
planning obligations to secure developer contributions for education wherever
there is a need to mitigate the direct impacts of development, consistent with
Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations.

While DfE supports Policy CS17: Delivering Infrastructure, we request a minor
amendment elther to the policy or its supporting text, to clarify that developer
contributions may be secured retrospectively, when it has been necessary to
forward fund infrastructure projects In advance of anticipated housing growth. An
example of this would be the local authority's expansion of a secondary school to
ensure that places are available In time to support development coming forward.
This minor amendment would help to demonstrate that the plan Is positively
prepared and dellverable over Its period.

DIE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the
Infrastructure Delivery  Plan/infrastructure Funding Statement, viability
assessment or other evidence relevant to education which may be used to
inform revisions to local planning policies or the CIL charging schedule. As such,
please continue to engage with DfE and consult us on any relevant future
consultations.

Conclusion

Finally, | hope the above comments are helpful in finalising IBC's Local Plan,
with spacific regard to the provision of land and developer contributions for new
schools.

1 please see DLS prospectus here: https://www.gov.uk/governm ublicatlons/developer-loans-for-

sch

Is-apply-for-a-loan



23. Pleass notify DfE when the Loca! Plan Is submitted for axaminatlon, the
Inspector's report is published and the Local Plan is adopted.

24. Please do not hesitate to contact me If you have any queries regarding this
response. DIE looks forward to confinuing to work with I1BC to develop a sound
Local Plan which will aid in the delivery of new schools.

Yours falthfully,

Phoebe Juggins MRTPI
rorward Planning Manager — South Egst

Web: www.gov.uk/dfe
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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.

IPSWICH

BOROUGH COUNCIL website:

www.Ipswich.gov.uk




' Consultationaocument(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Core S'i:rategy and Policles Development Plan Document
(DPD) Review Final Draft;

Site Allocations and Policies (incorporating IP-One Area
action Plan) DPD Review Final Draft

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
- | IP12DE -
Return by: 11.45pm Monday 2" 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 Miss
First name Phoebe
Last name juggins I
' Job title (where
relevant) Forward Planning Manager
Organlsation (where Department for Education
relevant)
Address Sanctuary Buildings
(Please include post | Great Smith Street
code) London
SW1P 38T
E-mail T e sk N
Telephone No. Bl




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and
ciient if you are an agent}:

Department for Education

Please specify which document(s} and document part you are commenting upon.

Representations at this stage shouid 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.)

Site Allocations DPD
Policy IP048

1.

As IBC will be awars, DfE Is progressing a centrally approved 2 FE
Free School (Central Ipswich Free School) to assist in meeting this
Primary School need within the Mint Quarter allocation IP048z. A
speclfic site has been Identifled at Carr Street (former Co-op
Department Store site) within this allocation to dellver this. Suffolk
County Council ("SCC’) as the authority with a statutory duty to provide
sufficient school places, have a requirement for the Central Ipswich
Free School based on the basic need from the town centrs arsa. [t is
demonstrated that there Is a shortfall of capacity across the twe school
planning areas (there are extremely limited places available at existing
town centre schools), as well as need generated by new housing
development in this area Identified in the SADPD. Therefore, there Is
significant demand for this school. Currently, there ars increasing
pressures with town centre schools being oversubscribed, as wsll as
bulge classes being required and primary school puplls having to
travel out of thelr local area to go fo school. The further housing
growth Identified through the DPDs will exacerbate existing Issues and
therefore It is critical that the school is able to be dslivered.

The slte is located so as to best meet the needs arising from its
catchment — in accordance with Policy DM24 part d. SCC undertook a
site search exerclse and Identified no other sultable, available sites to
meet this local need for primary school places.

DfE met with IBC In early 2020 to engage In pre-appiication
discussions, regarding more technical and design matters to progress
the project. Further detailed work will be undertaken to respond fo
IBC's comments, and In due course further pre-application work will be
undertaken in llalson with IBC in order to move towards submission of
a planning application later this year. The school is required as soon
as possible in order to meet existing need and tc cope with the
housing growth fikely to be experienced in the town centrs,

There are some generic requirements in the overali allocation policy
IP048 which are consldered tc cause potentiai conflict with the
delivery of a Primary School expediently et the site. The requirement
to deveiop residentlal uses at upper floors would not be necessarily
wholly deliverable with a Primary School and therefore we would
propcse that the supporting text to the allocation makes ciear that
residential accommodation should only be provided where feasible
and appropriate. The ‘Development Principles’ for Mint Quarter In the
SADPD sets out that development should ‘respect and enhance

J




' Document(s) and
document part.

| Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name is
included on any additional sheets.)

setting of Listed and historic buildings’. This Is not considered to
wholly comply with the NPPF, specifically paragraph 197 which
requires an assessment of the asset's significance (with regard to non-
designated assets), and a balanced judgement to be made thereafter.
Furthermore, NPPF paragraph 184 dictates that assets ‘should be
conserved In a manner appropriate to their significance’, which does
not necessarily equate to ‘enhancement in every scenario. The
terminology ‘historic building’ is also not robust or consistent with the
NPPF. Therefore, we propose that the wording be amended to reflect
the requirements in the NPPF, and the distinction between designated
and non-designated assets.

Site Allocatlions DPD

Policy SP2,
allocation IP048a

SADPD Policy SP2 sets out the requirements for site allocations.
Allocation IP048a includes the Primary School. DfE has concerns that
the allocation wording Is too restrictive and could potentially frustrate
and delay the dellvery of the school, which would have significant
consequences for the sufficiency of school places. The specification of
the retention of the locally listed fagade is too specific for a slte
allocation policy, as It is not clear on what evidence this Is based (i.e.
following a full assessment of the asset's significance and setting).

The requirement for a development brief for the proposed primary
school site Is also considered to be unnecessary, the need for which is
not sufficiently evidenced, given that pre-application discussions are
underway on the Primary School site, DfE is committed to bringing the
site forward and there is an urgent need for the school places. The
requirement for a development brief could seek to delay this and
hinder the delivery.

Therefore, we propose that the school component of allocation 1P048a
be stripped out from the policy and included as a separate aliocation
within this wider area, for a Primary School only, noting that
development management policies will guide the preparation of a
planning application covering detalled matters. This will ensure that
there is a positive planning policy framework for the planning
application to come forward in the short term to ensure the much-
needed school places are able to be delivered without delay. Any
undue burdens to the delivery of the school would not represent a
positively prepared policy approach and could therefore be considered
unsound.

Core Strategy DPD
Policy CS17

While DfE supports Policy CS17: Delivering Infrastructure, we request
minor amendment either to the pollcy or its supporting text, to clarify
that developer contributions may be secured retrospectively, when it
has been necessary to forward fund infrastructure projects in advance
of anticipated housing growth. An example of this would be the local
authority's expansion of a secondary school to ensure that places are
available In time fo support development coming forward. This minor
amendment would help to demonstrate thet the plan is positively
prepared and deliverable over its period.




Document(s) and
document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensurs your name is
Inciuded on any additional sheets.)




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

dDBcument(s) Comment(s) (expand the boxes If nece_ssary and please ensure your name Is
and document | included on any additional sheets.}
part

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 2" 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 /a
State for Communities and Local Government for independent examination.

Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. ja
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. /0
PRIVACY NOTICE

Ipswich Borough Councli 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 statutery
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 informatlon to assist in plan making and to contact you regarding
the planning consultation process.




Felicla Bilake
MK

From: Will Dowe S
Sent: 10 February 2020 21:00

To: PianningPolicy

Subject: Alnesbourn Crescent Planning Proposal

Good afternoon

| am emailing to express my concern at the council’s proposal to allow the grassland area adjacent to Alnesbourn to
be used for housing.

This area of land borders an AONB which would be negatively affected by additional vehicular traffic in the area.
The existing access track to Bridge Wood/Orwell Meadows/Hallowtree Campsite is already in disrepair.
Additional traffic in the area would be at the detriment to the properties in the Alnesbourn Priory site.

It is a short-sighted affort by the council to boost housing in an area which is unequipped to handle the additional
capacity.

No work should be allowed to take place. The land must be kept undisturbed which will allow the flora and fauna to
develop. This will bring far more vaiue to the people living and working in that area.

Yours sincerely,

Wwill Dowe
Hallowtree Scout Activity Centre
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From: Michael Pingram - S T

Sent: 26 February 2020 14:12

To: PlanningPolicy

Ce: John Lawson

Subject: Ipswich Borough Council 2019 Loca! Plan Final Draft Consultation - Representations
submitted by LPP on behalf of ESNEFT - ipswich Hospital Campus, Heath Road,
Ipswich

Attachmants; ESNEFT Local Plan Final Draft Comments 26.02.20.pdf; LPP application form to LPA -
26-02-20.pdf

Dear Sirs,

Please find attached representations to the Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan Final Draft consultation, submitted
by Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd, on behalf of our client East Suffolk and North Essex NHS Foundation Trust

{ESNEFT).
A hard copy of this submission has been sent to the Councli in today’s post.

We trust that these representations will be taken into consideration in the preparation and drafting of the next
stages of the Local Plan Review,

Should you have any queries, please do not hesltate to contact me on the details provided and | wouid be grateful if
you could please confirm receipt of this emall and attachments.

Kind regards,

Michael Pingram BA (Hons), MSc
-Planner

Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd
882 The Crescent

Colchester Business Park
Colchester

CO4 9yQ

www.lpparthership.co.uk

PLANNING | #Cannine
EXCELLENC LE!EG}:ELLENGE.

N 2020

LSXLANTYRF D TOWR MLANNIRS

’ #lavsonPlaming

This e-mall {including any attachments) Is intended for the reciplent{s) named above. it may contain Information which Is privileged, confidential and
protected from disclosure, and shoukd not ba read, copied or ciherwise used by any other person. If you are not the Intended recipient please contact the
sender Inmedlately and delete the message from your system.
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Public Consuitation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15" January 2020 -2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Pianning (Local Pianning) (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consuitation Comments Form
e-mail: planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council

- Grafton House

15-17 Russeli Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE.

[PSWICH -

BOROUGH COUNCIL www.ipswich.gov.uk




‘Consultation document(s) to which
this comments form relates:

Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan
Core Strategy and Policies Development Plan Document
Review - Final Draft

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 2" 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 See Agent’s details Mr
First name Michael
Last name Plngram
Job title (where Pl
relevant) anner
Organisation .
(where relevant) Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd
Address 882 The Crescent
(Please include post Colchester Business Park
code) Colchester
Essex
C04 9vQ
E-mall |
‘Telephone No. -




PART B Comment(s) about the !pswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Agent - Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd

Your name or organisation fand | o e e otk and North Essex NHS Foundatlon Trust (ESNEFT)
client if you are an agent;:

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 Piar: Review Final Draft.

Document(s) and Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
document part. included on any additional sheets.)

Policy €519 Piease see enclosed LPP letter dated 25% February 2020

Paragraph 8.229 Please see enclosed LPP letter dated 25™ February 2020

Paragraph 8.230 Please see enclosed LPP letter dated 25% February 2020

Policy C517 Please see enclosed LPP letter dated 25* February 2020

Table 8B (Community | Please see enclosed LPP letter dated 25% February 2020

Facilities)




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 2™ 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 followlng 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. o
Publication of the Planning Inspector’s Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. v
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. v

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.



LAWSON PLANNING PARTNERSHIP Ltd

Planning Policy Manager
ipswich Borough Councl
Grafton House

15-17 Russeil Road
Ipswich

IP1 2DE

Tel 01206 835150

Co. Reg. No. 5677777

25% February 2020

Dear Slrs

Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft (January 2020) - Representations on behalf of East
Suffolk and North Essex NHS Foundation Trust (ESNEFT) concerning ipswich Hospital

Campus, Heath Road, Ipswich

On behalf of our client East Suffolk and North Essex NHS Foundatlon Trust (ESNEFT), we write to provide our
representations on the final draft Local Plan for your consideration. These representations bulld on our
previous submissions dated 25" July 2017 and 13% March 2019 concerning the Local Plan, ‘Call for Sites
consultation {June —July 2017)’ and the Local Plan Review Preferred Optlons consultation (November 2018),
submitted on behalf of Ipswich Hospital NHS Trust, which In 2017/18 merged with Colchester Hospital

University NHS Trust to form ESNEFT.

Summary

In summary, the representations are based on the NPPF’s soundness tests and seek recognition that it is a
statutory functlon of ESNEFT to provide acute health care services, which goes beyond the remit of the Council
as Local Planning Authority. The representations also seek acknowledgement of ESNEFT’s most up to date
position concerning the related development strategy for the Heath Road Hospital campus and a smail but
important number of policy revisions to reflect this situation Is also requested for consistency. Finally, It is also
requested that acute Inpatient and outpatient facilities are added to the list and definition of community
facllities, concerning potential recipients of developer infrastructure contributions.

Background

Following the merger of the two hospital trusts, ESNEFT is undergoing a Sustalnability Transformatlon Plan
(STP) to determine how acute hospital healthcare provision will be provided at each location. in addItion, as
part of a national initlative promoted by NHS Engiand, acute hospltal trusts are required to provide early
delivery of additional inpatient bed spaces, which for 'eswich will support growth and resifience across the

local health economy.

As part of these processes, significant investment in healthcare facilities and services is and will be taking place,
to meet the requirements of the existing and future catchment population brought about In part by planned
new housing growth included in the Local Plan. The provision of a new Emergency Department and Urgent
Treatment Centre, which gained planning permission in 2019, Is a key example of such Investment and is due

Managing Director: Associete Directors:

John Lawsor, BA(Eons) MPhil MRTPI Sheron Lewson, BA(Hons} DipTP MRTPI S

Direator THERTRAWARDSFOR 2018
James Lewaon, BA(Hons) MA MRTPI 882 The Crescent, Colchester Business Park, PLANNING
Technical Director: Colchester, Easex, CO4 9YQ EXCE LENCE

Georgine Brotherton, BSe(Eons) MSc MRTPI www.lppartnsrship.co.uk FINALIST



Planning Pollcy Manager 2 25th February 2020

to be implemented In 2020/21. To help deliver the STP and associated level of development linked with acute
healthcare provision, a planning policy basis is required to provide for a sultable level of flexibllity and certainty
within which the Trust may bring forward its investment and development plans through planning

applications.
Key Planning Pollcy Issues & Revislons Sought

With the above background and NPPF soundness tests in mind, our representations focus on the wording of
final draft policies CS19: Provision of Health Services and CS517: Delivering Infrastructure, and the related

supporting text.

(S19: Provision of Health Services

This policy provides the basis for determining planning applications for development at the Ipswich Hospital
Campus on Heath Road. At present, the policy seeks to ‘safeguard’ the hospltal site for health and ancillary
uses and refers to the provision of a site-wide masterplan to accompany related planning applications. Whilst
there Is no objection to a masterplan approach which reflects ESNEFT's Intentlons, the inclusion of the word
‘safeguards’ is unnecessarily restrictive and inflexible.

As a statutory health authority and acute service provider, ESNEFT requires further flexlbility in how It plans
and develops the Hospltal site, which in addltion to the range of health care and anclllary uses listed below,
may also include non-health care provision, should land become surplus to health care requirements over the
15 year plan perlod. Agaln, to allow for further flexibifity, the inclusion of ‘other ancillary uses’ should be added

to the policy as suggested.

Therefore, it is considered that the Policy as currently drafted would not; enable sufficient flexibllity to enable
ESNEFT to realise its development requirements, reflect related legal or procedural requirements, or reflect
the most appropriate strategy for the site. Therefore, as currently drafted these parts of the plan are contrary
to the tests set out In paragraph 35 of the NPPF.

However, it is acknowledged that development proposals for the hospltal site should be considered in the
context of a masterplan and suitable transport and parking strategy, which ESNEFT is currently preparing.

Consequently, small but important revisions to Policy CS19 have been suggested, which would provide further
flexibility by removing the overly restrictive safeguarding requirement and allowing for a wide range of health
care and ancillary uses across the site. The revised pollcy wording also allows for potential and appropriate
non-heaith care uses to come forward providing they would be consistent with ESNEFT's health care strategy

and masterplan for the site as a whole.
Pollcy C519: Provision of Health Services

The Councll supports the development of healthcare related faciiitles at the Heath Road Hosplital Campus as
Identifled on the policles map. Related uses may Include:

Further inpatient and outpatient accommodaticn and facllitles
Staff accommodatlon;

Resldentlal care home;

Intermediate facllitles;

Education and teaching centre;



25th February 2020

Planning Pollcy Manager 3

= Theraples centre: and
*  Other ancillary uses.

Proposals for new and Improved healthcare, anclilary facliitles and other compatible development at Heath
Road Hospital Campus will be supported providing they form part of the Hospltal Trust’s Estate Strategy for
the provision of heaithcare facllities, censistent with an overall site wide masterplan prepared by the Trust
and assoclated Transport Strategy including sultable trave plan measures and parking provision.

It Is aiso requested that the last sentence of the supporting text within Paragraph 8.229 Is deleted as it covers
healthcare matters that go beyond the scope of the Local Planning Authority’s remit. Additional sentences are
requested to demonstrate examples of the other ancillary uses referred to above.

Requested revision to paragraph 8.229:

The Heath Road Hospital is a strategic heaith facllity serving Ipswich and the surrounding area. it Is Important
that any rationalisation of uses there takes place In the context of 2 planned strategy for healthcare provision
which ltself takes account of the future growth of Ipswich and the Ipswich Strategic Pianning Area. The peilcy
aflows for a range of healthcare and other compatible uses, inciuding staff support services to assist with
recrultment and retention. Additional anclilary uses may also Inciude shared facilitles to deliver a mutual
benefit to other publlc sector crganisations aligned with the one public estate agenda.

The supporting text also needs to be amended to link any parking Issues to those directly associated with
proposed hospital activity related to specific developments, rather than any parking lssues that may be

occurring In the area generaliy.
Requested revision to paragraph 8.230:

It Is also essential that the travel implications of specific hospltal related developments are fully considered
and measures are put In place to encourage the use of sustainable modes where practicable by staff, out-
patients, and visttors. In particular, measures should tackle parking lssues In surrounding resldential areas
assoclated with proposed Hospltal activity and the Hospltal should put In place monitoring to ensure that any

measures are proving to be effective.

C817: Dellvering Infrastructure

This pollcy provides the basis for obtalning developer contributions towards essential infrastructure provision.
It is noted that health and emergency services are again referred to, although there is no specific reference to
acute hospltal facllities. Therefore, for completeness, the following additions to the Policy and supporting text

are requested.

Point 3 on page 98 — amend to read;

3. heatth Including acute care and emergancy services.
Bullet polnt 7 on page 98 —amend to read;

* community facilitles including GP surgeries, health centres and key acute Inpatient and outpatient
fadllities;
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Page 203 — list of strategic infrastructure facllities. Under ‘Community facillitles’ add the following to the
description of facilities

Improved acute and general healthcare provision at Heath Road Hospltal

We trust you will find our representations to be helpful as part of the local Plan review process and please
contact us if you require further clariflcation.

Yours faithfully

Lawson Planning Partnership Ltd

cc ESNEFT
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EASTSUFFOLK
COUNCIL

Mr Carlos Hene Your ref:
Operations Manager Our ref:
Pianning and Development Date: 2" March 2020
ipswich Borough Council Please ask for: Andrea McMillan
Planning Policy and Delivery Team Customer Services: 03330 162 000
Grafton House Direct dlial:
15-17 Russell Road Emali;
Ipswich Suffolk
IP1 2DE

Dear Mr Hone,

Consultation on ipswich Borough Local Pian Review Final Draft

East Suffotk Council (The Council) would like to take the opportunity to express its support for the
Ipswich Borough Council (IBC) Local Plan Review Final Draft, which comprises the Core Strategy
and Policies Review Final Draft and the Site Allocations and Policies (incorporating IP-One Area
Action Plan) Review Final Draft. The Council provided comments on the Ipswich Local Plan Review
Preferred Cptlons on the 12th March 2019.

The Ipswich Strategic Pianning Area (ISPA) Board, of which the Council is a member, involves
ongoing work between the member authorities of the ISPA Board In relation to addressing strategic
cross boundary planning matters. The Councll is committed to and supportive of this collaborative
working, as demonstrated through the production of the Statement of Common Ground for the
ISPA, which outlines the Joint working undertaken and the outcomes in relation to planning for
environmental, economic, housing and infrastructural matters. These matters have been taken
forward through policies contained in the Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan, currently undergoing
Examination, and policies ISPA1 - ISPA4 In the IBC Local Plan Review Final Draft are broadly similar.
Policy SCLP2.1 Growth in the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area of the Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local
Plan (January 2019} seeks to support the continued role of Ipswich as the County Town.

As a reminder, it should be noted that from 1% April 2019 the new East Suffolk Councll was created,
and references to Suffolk Coastal District Council in the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft should be
updated accordingly.

The Council does not raise any issues In relation to the overali soundness of the ipswich Local Plan,
however, would wish to make comments in relation to parts of the Pizn as set out below.

LEGAL ADDRESS East Suffolk House, Station Road, l\]glton, Woodbridge IT=1_2 1RT
DX: 41400 Woodbridge

POSTAL ADDRESS Riverside, 4 Canning Road, Lowestoft NR33 0EQ
DX: 41220 Lowestoft



Policy ISPA2: Strategic Infrastructure Priorities

The Council would like to highlight that the equivalent policy in the Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local
Plan (Policy SCLP2.2) Includes reference to police, community safety and coheslon provisien and
green infrastructure and suitable alternative natural greenspace. It is suggested that policy ISPA2
should also include reference to these strategic infrastructure priorities. This would align the policy
with the Statement of Common Ground between the ISPA authorities which specifically references
police, community safety and cohesion provision and green infrastructure and suitable alternative
natural greenspace (SANG} as other strategic Infrastructure priorities. Ipswich Borough Council will
be aware that, following publication of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft, there have been
recent announcements relating to the ceasing of the Ipswich Northern Routes project.

Policy ISPA3: Cross-boundary mitlzation of effects on Protected Habltats and Specles

The Council is supportive of the commitment to address the issue of recreational impact avoidance
and mitigation through continued joint working. This policy reflects the equivalent policy within the
Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan {Policy SCLP2.3 ‘Cross-boundary mitigation of effects on
Protected Habitats’) and is considered by the Council to be sound. The Council does however set
out further related comments below in relation to Policy DM8: Natural Environment.

Policy ISPA4: Cross Boundary Working to Deliver Sites and Policy CS2: The Location and Nature of
Development

The Council Is supportive of the general principles of these policies regarding the development of
land at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane. This approach Is complementary of the Suffolk
Coastal Final Draft Local Plan policy for Land at Humber Doucy Lane {Policy SCLP12.24), and along
with other policies and site allocations in the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft contributes towards the
outcome outlined within the Statement of Common Ground of each local planning authority
meeting housing needs within their own area. In particular, the Council supports the 30% affordable
housing requirement of Policy ISPA4 which appropriately complements the affordable housing
policy {SCLP5.10 ‘Affordable Housing on Residential Developments’) in the Suffolk Coastal Final
Draft Plan.

It is suggested that policy for development at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane references
the maintenance of separation between Ipswich and the surrounding settlements, for consistency
with Policy DM11 ‘Countryside’. It is noted that Policy ISPA4 infers that SANGs will be required on
both sides of the Borough boundary for the Humber Doucy Lane site. For clarity and to enable the
provision for any SANG to be considered through the project level Habitats Regulations Assessment,
and to be reflective of the plan level Habitats Regulations Assessment, it is considered that the Policy
could provide an appropriate level of flexibility by not specifying that SANG be located on both sides
of the Borough boundary.

Also, as a general point, reference to SANGs as Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspaces should be
changed to Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces to reflect the meaning of the term SANGs.



Palicy C510: Ipswich Garden Suburb

The Councll welcomes the protection of the physical separation between Ipswich and Westerfield
viilage. Such protection accords with Policy SCLP10.5 ‘Settlement Coalescence’ of the Suffolk Coastal
Final Draft Local Plan relating to settlement coalescence which aims to prevent the development of
land between settlements that leads to urbanising effects between settlements. Policy CS10 also
facilitates a country park towards the north of the Ipswich Garden Suburb and the Suffolk Coastal
Final Draft Local Plan carries forward the allocation of fand In the north of Ipswich Garden Suburb
as part of the country park (Policy SCLP12.23 ‘Land off Lower Road and Westerfield Road (Ipswich
Garden Suburb Country Park)’). This approach is considered by the Council to be sound.

Pollcy CS11: Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation

The Councll Is supportive of the lpswich Local Plan in seeking to identify land within the Borough
boundary for permanent Gypsy and Traveller pitches to meet its identified need, and would support
the Borough Council in iooking to identify sites in the Borough to meet the need. The ISPA Statement
of Common Ground states that each local planning authority wili pian 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. The Statement of Common Ground goes on to state that where the
capacity to accommodate pitches cannot be met within the {ocal authority’s boundary a
comprehensive re-assessment of deliverability will be undertaken and the ISPA Board wili provide
the forum to coilectively consider how the unmet need can be met within the ISPA, subsequently to
be determined through each local authority’s local plan.

The Council notes that the Policy includes a reference to developing a short stay site between
Ipswich and Felixstowe. Whilst this approach was identified in the adopted IBC Core Strategy and
Policies DPD {2017), the authorities across Suffolk are working together to dellver sites to meet the
needs identified in the Accommodation Needs Assessment {this identified a need for two to three
sites In the study area which covers the ISPA authorities plus the former Waveney part of East
Suffoik}. The pelicy should appropriately apply some flexibility in meeting needs for short stay
stopping sites in order to be effective and consistent with the approach ecutlined in the Statement
of Common Ground.

Policy CS16: Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation

The Council supports and welcomes the approach of working with partners in respect of the
Recreatlonal Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy and a new country park within the lpswich Garden
Suburb. Both of the aforementioned aspects of this policy are reflective of the Joint work being
undertaken between the Councii and IBC. The Councii also supports joint working with IBC and other
neighbouring authorities to deiiver strategic green Infrastructure. In particular, the establishment
of a green trail around Ipswich is refiected in Policy SCLP12.24 ‘Land at Humber Doucy Lane’ in the
Suffolk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan.



Policy €517: Delivering Infrastructure and Policy C520: Key Transport Proposals

The Council is supportive of IBC’s positive commitment to the dellvery and funding of mitigation
through a transport mitigation strategy as part of collaborative working through the ISPA Board.
This is consistent with the ISPA Statement of Common Ground which sets out a commitment to
produce a mitigation and funding strategy to mitigate the highways impacts of growth across the
ISPA authorities. The potential measures outlined in Policy CS20 are consistent with the potential
measures outlined in Suffolk County Council’s Transport Mitigation Strategy.

The Council notes that a number of policies In the Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-
One Area Action Plan) Development Plan Document Review Final Draft would support the dellvery
of transport mitigation in the ISPA. Particularly, the Council notes the potential provision for park
and ride facilities under site allocation IP152 Airport Farm Kennels and under policy SP9
Safeguarding Land for Transport Infrastructure, improvements to cycling and walking provision
under policy SP15 and limiting congestion (along with supporting the economy) under Policy SP17
Town Centre Car Parking.

The categories of infrastructure detailed in Policy CS17 are broadly in line with the infrastructure
commitments in Policy SCLP2.2 ‘Strategic Infrastructure Priorities’ of the Suffolk Coastal Final Draft
Local Plan. Where infrastructure projects require cross-boundary cooperation, they have been
Identified in the Annex of the ISPA Statement of Common Ground. These projects are
appropriately identified in both the Infrastructure Delivery Framework of the Suffolk Coastal Final
Draft Local Plan and Table 8A of the IBC Final Draft Plan.

The Council notes that Policy CS17 refers to infrastructure to be secured from new developments
including early years provision. This is consistent with the Annex of the ISPA Statement of
Common Ground which identifies the provision of early years provision in north east Ipswich.
However, it is not clear in Table 8A of the plan whether early years provision in north east Ipswich
has been identified as an infrastructure priority, consistent with the ISPA Statement of Common
Ground. The Counclil has included as a criterion within Policy SCLP12.24 ‘Land at Humber Doucy
Lane’ of its Final Draft Local Plan provision of an early years setting on site, if needed. To be
effective it is recommended that this is replicated in Policy ISPA4 of the Ipswich Local Plan Review
Final Draft.

Policy DM3: Alr Quality

The Council notes IBC’s air quality screening study, as part of the new evidence base documents
for the IBC Local Plan Review. The air quality screening has considered growth across the ISPA and
the Council would note that there are potential linkages with mitigation outlined to deliver modal
shift through an ISPA transport mitigation strategy as outlined above.

Policy DM8: The Natural Environment

The Council is supportive of this policy and the approach it takes. However, the equivalent policy
within the Suffotk Coastal Final Draft Local Plan (Policy SCLP10.1 ‘Biodiversity and Geodiversity’)
refers to the Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (RAMS), and as such provides a
development management policy approach to Implementing the strategy which has been worked



up on a cross-boundary basis. In this respect, to be effective Policy DM8 could be strengthened
through reference to securing contributions to facilitate the implementation of the strategy.

The Council would wish to be notified of progress of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Inciuding the
submission, the publication of the Inspector’s report and the adoption of the Plan. We trust our
comments above are helpful but please do not hesitate to contact us should you require any
clarification on the points raised.

Yours Sincerely,

Andrea McMillan | Principal Planner
East Suffolk Council



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submisslon is confirmad

[26275]
Object Policy CS1 Sustainable Development

Respondent; Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recelved: 28/02/2020 via Wab

We are pleased that paragraph 8.41 refers to UKCP18.

Paragraph 8.44 refers to buildings at risk of flooding through tidal surges and heavy rain. However, this paragraph

does not speclfically refer to fiuvial flood risk. We therefore would require this to be updated accordingly.

Paragraph 8.45 refers to the SFRA. The SFRA s a living document and should be updated when new madelling

becomes available.

Changes to plan: We are pleassd that paragraph 8.41 refers to UKCP18. Paragraph 8.44 refers to bulldings at
' risk of fiooding through tida! surges and heavy rain. However, this paragraph does not spsclfically refer to fluvial
flood risk. We therefore would require this to be updated accordingly. Paragraph 8.46 refers to the SFRA. The
SFRA Is a Iiving document and should be updated when new modelling becomes avallable. Our main comments
that need to be actioned relating to the SFRA can be found within our responge to policy DM4 - Fiood Risk.

Representation at examination: Wriiten Representation

https://ipswich.ocZ.uk/admin/subnﬁssion/4972/representaﬁons 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed \]

[26276]
Support Policy GS11 Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation

Respondent: Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recelved: 28/02/2020 via Wab

We are pleased to see that paragraph 8.148 refers to caravans, mobile homes and park homes Intended for
residential use being classified as *highly vulnerable; and therefore not compatible with Flood Zone 3 and require
the exception test In Flood Zone 2.

Represantation at examinat!en: Written Representation

https ://ipswich.002.uk/admin/submission/4973/representations 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

Thls submisslon is confirmed

[26277]
Support Policy CS16 Green Infrastructure, Sport and Recreation

Respondent; Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recelved: 28/02/2020 via Wab

We are satisfied that this paragraphs incorporates our previous comments In relation to Natural Flood
Management.

Representatlon at examination: Written Representation

https:/fipswich.oc2 ~uk/admin/submission/4974/representations 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of !

This submissfon is conflrmed 1

[26278]
Object Plan 2 Flood Risk

Respondent: Planning Ipswich [2281]
Recelved: 28/02/2020 via Web |
This plan includes a statement which says “This plan of nationally designated flood zones relates to fluvial
flooding. Further information on Pluvial (surface water) flooding can be found in the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA)." This statement is incorrect as the plan shows both fluvial and tidal flooding. This will also
need to be updated when the new modeslling which wili be within the living SFRA when completed,
Changes to plan: This plan includes & statement which says “This plan of nationally designated flood zones
relates to fluvlal flooding. Further information on pluvial (surface water) fiooding can be found in the Strategic

' Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)." This statement is incorrect as the plan shows both fluvial and tidal floading. This
will also need fo be updated when the new modeliing which will be within the living SFRA when completed. Qur
full comments on the SFRA can be found in our response to policy DM4 - Development and Flood Risk. |
Document is not sound
Representation at examination: Appearance at the examination |
Reason for appearance: Please see our response to pollcy DM4 - Development and Flood Risk.

https://ipswich.ocZ.uk/admin/submission/4975/representations 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submission is confirmed

—_—

[26279)
Object Policy DM4 Development and Flood Risk |

Respondent: Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recelved: 28/02/2020 via Wab

At present, we are ralsing an unsound representation on Flood Risk grounds. This is because the evidence base
that Informs the Local Plan is not yet finalised. Further information can be found below.

Changes to plan: At present, we are raising an unsound representation on Flood Risk grounds. This Is because
the evidence base that informs the Local Plan is not yet finalised. The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA)
has not yet been agreed as the River Gipping fluvial model is not yet verifled and ready for use. This is becauss
we are still awaiting the final outputs and deliverables for this model. Therefore, there is not currently a rellable

| evidence base to derive the SFRA and inform the Local Plan. We have and will continue to work in partnership
with Ipswich Borough Council on the SFRA. As soon the modelling Is completed we will be able to engage further
to ensure that the SFRA is finallsed and the Local Plan appropriately reflects its findings. A statement of common
ground will be prepared if required. In additlon to the above, we have included our comments below on the rest of
the Local Plan document. These have been provided in the same format as the Local Plan ftseif. In terms of the
rest of the pollcy itself: Paragraph 9.4.10 needs to make reference to the fact that the SFRA Is & living document
and Is awaiting modelling information to update it. We fully agree with paragraph 9.4.12 which states that more
and less vulnerable development In Flood Zones 2 and 3a may be acceptable but will require Flood Risk
Assessments (FRAs) to demonstrate that such developments will be safe.

Document is not sound

Representaifon at examination: Appearance at the examination

Reason for appearance: The evidence base neads updating as referenced In our representation. We are
working with Ipswich Borough Councll on this and will be able to update further when the model review is
completed.

https://ipswich.oc2.uk/admin/submission/4976/representations 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

This submisgsion is confirmed j

[26284)
Object Chapter 1 - Introduction |

Respondent: Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recsived: 28/02/2020 via Web

Comments above are malnly pulled from our responss to policy DM4 of the local plan. These have been

relterated here In the Introduction ssction to the site allocation document because our comments cannot be site

specific until the SFRA and Gipping model are complete.

Changes to plan: Our full comments and what needs to be changed can be found above.

Document is not sound

Representation at examinailon: Appearance at the examination

Reason for appearance: Without a complete SFRA as a result of potentlal changes being needed as a result of

| the Gipping model that is being Updated, we are unabie to fully review the site allocations. As soon as thig is
complete - we will have a better idea as to what Is required, If anything.

https://ipswich.oc2 -uk/admin/submission/4977/representations 02/03/2020



Representation Page 1 of 1

t‘his submisslon is confirmed

[26274]
Object Chapter 6 - Vision and Objectives

Respondent: Planning Ipswich [2281]

Recslved: 28/02/2020 via Web

Paragraph 6.16 states that the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) has been revised. However, this is
currently being updated so this section should be amended. The Local Plan should also refer to the SFRA as
being a living document.

Changes to plan: Paragraph 6.18 states that the Strategic Flood Rlsk Assessment (SFRA) has been revised.
However, this Is currently being updated so this section should be amended. The Local Plan should also refer to
the SFRA as being a living document. Our full comments in relation to this can be found within our response to
policy DM4 - Flood Risk. This Is the main reason for our objectlon comment.

Document is not sound

Representation at examination; Written Representation

https ://ipswich.ocZ.uk/admjn/submission/497Ilrepresentations 02/03/2020
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26 February 2020

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road
Ipswich

IP1 2DE

Site Reference: iP307 Prince of Wales Drive
Dear Sir/Madam,

We live next to the former Cc-op site and wish to object to proposed redevelopment of land at
Prince of Wales drive.

Whilst we agree the need for affordable housing, the proposed deveiopment will have an adverse
effect on an area which is currently struggling to accommodate the number of vehicles parking in
Chatsworth Crescent and Prince of Wales Drive.

This Is compounded around school times when the roads are sometimes impassable.

Even though the former Co-op site with its 21 car park slots Is currently used as an ‘overflow’ car
park, not only for the local residents byt also during the two periods of the ‘school run’, there is still

not enough parking.

With the number of development properties suggested - 12 two storey houses and 6 flats In a three
storey building and their allocated 22 car parking spaces, what effect will that have on the
surrounding area?

Where are local residents, who currently use the former Co-op site, going to park ?

How bad wiil the congestion become during the ‘schoo! run’ ?

Additionally, the inclusion of an apartment block 3 storeys high wouid be totally out of character
with the surrounding structures and for those propertles it backs on to would be a direct Intrusion

causing loss of privacy and overlooking.

Yours faithfully,

M.S. Forster



Felicia Biake
m

From: L -

Sent: 15 January 2020 10:16

Te: PlanningPalicy

Subject: objection to plan ref IP307
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/Madam

| have received a flyer from the proposed developers of the old Co-op along Prince of Wales Drive and have just
seen a Local plan site application notice on the 20MPH sign near my property. T e

F'm writing to you to let you know that if and when a planning application Is submitted  am planning to object to the
proposals.

Yours Sincerely

Terry Forster



Felicla Blake
“

From:

Sent: 04 February 2020 00:34

To: PianningPolicy

Subject: Objection letter ref IP307 Prince of Wales Drive

Attachments: Councii form IP307 dated 4.2.20.docx; Objection letter IP307 date 4.2.20.docx
Hi there

Please see attached my objection letter and form from Council website
Regards

Terry

2804



Consultation document(s) to which thls
comments form relates:

IP207 Prince of Wales Drlve

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

IP12DE

Return by:

11.45pm Monday 2™ March 20620

This form has two parts:

Part A — Personal detalls

Part B — Your comment(s).

PART A PERSONAL DETAILS

1. Personal details

| 2. Agent’s details {If applicable)

First name Terry

Job title (where
relevant)

Crganisation (where
relevant)

Address
(Please include post
code)

E-mail

Telephone No.




PART B Comment(s) about the ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and
cllent if you are an agent):

Please specify which document(s) and document part yoﬁ are commenting upon.

Representatlons 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.)

Please see attached word document/letter




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Locai Plan Review Final Draft

Document({s) and | Comment{s) (expand the boxes If necessary and piease ensure your name is included
document part on any additlonal sheets.)

Please ensure that Part B of your form [s attached to Part A and return both parts to the Council’s Planning Policy )
Team by 11.45pm on Monday 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you Ilke to be netified of the progress of the Ipswich Borough Councll Local Plan Review at any of the
following stages? Tick to conflrm.

The submission of the Publicatlon Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government for Independent examination.

Publication of the Planning Inspecter's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. v [

Adoptlon of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. 4



3.2.2020

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE

OBJECTION to IP307 Prince of Wales Drive
18 two story dwellings and block of flats
Dear Mr/Mrs Case Officer

We live adjacent to the proposed development site and we are writing to ask that Ipswich
Borough Council refuse this planning application from (Boyer, 15 De Grey Square, De grey
Road, Colchester, Essex CO4 5YQ)

Hereln are our comments and objections relating to this planning application:

1, Loss of privacy and overiooking

District Wide Local Pian, Policy states that new developments will be expected to provide
a high standard of layout and design that ensures adequate privacy for the occupants of
the building and of adjacent resldential properties.

The end terrace wiil directiy overlook our property; this will lead to a loss of privacy and will
certainly impact on the peaceful enjoyment of our home and garden.

The proposed site of develcpment is at such an angle that the primary amenity area of our
garden, would be severely overlooked from the top rooms of the new development,
resulting in a serlous invasion of our privacy.

We believe that the proposed development is a direct contravention of the District Wide
Local Plan. The design of the proposed development does not afford adequate privacy for
the occupants of the building or of adjacent residential properties, particularly with regard
to their right to the quiet enjoyment of garden amenities. We would urge you to consider
the responsibliities of the council under the Human Rights Act in particular Protocol 1,
Article 1 which states that: a person has the right to peaceful enjoyment of aif thelr



possessions which includes the home and other land. We believe that the proposed
development would have a dominating impact on us and our right to the quiet enjoyment of
our property. Article 8 of the Human Rights Act states that: a person has the substantive
right to respect for their private and family life.

The building will be visually overbearing, as all we will see is a two-story brick wall. It is an
inappropriate design for this part of the road. Such a terrace building would be totally out of
keeping with the neighbouring properties, which are mainly semi-detached houses and
single storey bungalows.

2, Protection of valuable open space

District Wide Local Plan, It Is important that development of vacant urban land
should not Involve the loss of valuable open space. Furthermore, sensitive planning
control is necessary to ensure that the cumulative effects of redevelopment do not
damage the character and amenity of established residential areas.

This is clearly an unacceptably high density and over development of an open site, especially
as it involves loss of garden land and the open aspect of the neighbourhood. Lord Belstead
in the 1960’s wanted an open feel to the area, this new development wili give us a feeling of
being hemmed in.

3, Inadequate parking

Prince of Wales Drive is already a busy road, especially during the school runs; this
additional concentration of traffic will cause traffic problems and create a safety hazard for
other motorists.

District local plans have guidellnes for how many car parking spaces are needed for example
a 3 bed house (2 spaces, with access to a further unassigned space nearby). Looking at the
plan, there is not enough spaces and therefore residents will seek parking in Aberdare Close,
along Prince of Wales and Chatsworth Crescent.

There have been several accidents and near misses along Prince of Wales Drive when we
park along it, not to mention the chaos and arguments we have had when parents pick up
and drop off the children on the school runs. At times it is a real battle just to get our cars
off our drives. I've been informed that the Police have been called several times because of
rising tensions. We have examples where residents have suffered stress because of this. The
old Co-op car park is a buffer and is used by teachers from the School.

4, Detrimental impact upon residential amenities

District Wide Local Plan, Policy states Proposals for development should be of
good design and respect the character of the surroundings. Also where it would
demonstrably harm the character or appearance of an area or amenities enjoyed

by local residents.
The proposed development/visual impact of the development is out of character with the
neighbourhood (we have a balance of bungalows and seml’s) it is over-bearing, out-of-scale



or out of character in terms of its appearance compared with existing development in the
vicinity.

The loss of existing views from neighbouring properties would adversely affect the
residential amenity of neighbouring owners, a feeling of openness in and around the School
area.

Building the properties so close to the bottom of our garden will have an adverse effect on
the residential amenity of myself and neighbours because of additional noise, disturbance,
overlooking, loss of current privacy, a feeling of overshadowing and loss of light.

5, Need to avold Town cramming

The proposed dwellings would significantly alter the fabric of the area and amount to
serious ‘cramming’ in what is an ‘open area’. The site plans show very small rear gardens,
and incredibly small, if any front gardens. This is totally out of character with the
surrounding area. The proposal allows very little space for landscaping and we believe that
it would lead to gross over-development of the site.

6, Non-compliance with Government guidance

Government Planning Policy States that: The Government is committed to protecting and
enhancing the quality of the natural and historic environment, in both rural and urban
areas. Planning policies should seek to protect and enhance the quality, character and
amenity value of the countryside and urban areas as a whole. A high level of protection
should be given to most valued townscapes and landscapes, wildlife habitats and natural
resources.

Government Planning Policy States on Housing that: A good design should contribute
positively to making places better for people. Design which is inappropriate in its context, or
which fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and quality of an
area and the way it functions, shouid not be accepted. Local planners should encourage
development that creates places, streets and spaces which meet the needs of people, are
visually attractive, safe, accessible, functional, inclusive, have their own distinctive identity
and maintain and improve local character.

We believe the proposal contravenes this guidance as it is to the detriment of the quality,
character and amenity value of the area, as outlined in the points above.
We invite you to visit cur home to verify that these objections are valid.

Therefore, we ask that Ipswich Borough Council refuse this Planning Application and
encourage Boyer to resubmit a plan in another location that will be less intrusive on
neighbouring properties, and more sensitive to the character of this area.

Should you require any additional information, clarification of any comments made, or
would like to arrange a visit to our home; please do not hesitate to contact us on

Yours Sincerely,
Terry Forster
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Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15' January 2020 -2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form

e-mail;
glanningg@licy@igswich.gov.uk

Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

-15-17 Russell Road
Ipswich

IP1 2DE,

aicH

website:
www.ipswich.gov.uk




Consultation document(s} to which
this comments form relates:

N N S T

Please return this comments form to:

glanningpolicy@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 2™ 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 detalls (if applicable)

Title "Carwluske \Drsuricbon, WS

First name M‘NL |

Last name M ark oo

Job title (where

relevant)

Organisation (where

relevant) Geo S“’['&’l k

Address L -

(Please include post

code) ‘

l R
E-mail ¢ L e
Telephone No.

a



PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consuitation

/;ur name or organisation {and l Gta SULFF:JK

client if you are an agent):

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 pswich Local Plan Review Final Draft.

Document(s)and | Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name Is

document part,

included on any additional sheets.)

Rltees Mqio
Qe
Weep-

TRQ-KGJJ'W ontof date

G’“M‘J Gloqual Geg aud RQQLM‘V
Iwwml—- Geologulnt Ges e ALLY
—Cg‘-"—u-_.-.?‘_____Cg_uu 3 W |

W Tl ﬁ\&ukws of C&S

Q&?waew .-_m@ m.bo\T (s




PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

| Document(s) | comment(s) {expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
and document | Included on any additional sheets.)
part

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attached to Part A and return both parts to the Councll's
Planning Policy Team by 11.450m on Monday 2™ March 2020.

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

A

Would you Ilké 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 Communitles and Local Government for Independent examination. o
Publication of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswich Local Plan Review. O
Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. O

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 (EV) 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 detalls 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.




]

Public Consultation for the Ipswich
Local Plan Review Finaj Draft

15" January 2020 - 2gt February 2020

}
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

fown 8 Country Planning (Loca Planning) (Engléind)
Regulations 2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form

~ Planning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

0 Qe 0 Ipswich

- | IP1 2DE.
IPSWICH |

BOROUGH COUNCIL website: www.ipswich.gov.uk



Cpnsultation document(

8} tc which
IS comments form relg

fes:

Please return this Comments form
to:

P p_rpartofthepianasﬂne
clrrent option #ry broad acreg farm ig unsound,

gfanningmligu@ig_s_wich.gov. uk or






-

PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the ipswich Local Plan Review Finaf

Draft
Document(s) Commentys) {expand the boxes if necessary and pleass ensure your
and name is included on any additional sheets.)
document
part

Please ensure that Part B of your form is attached to Part A and retum both parts to the Council's
Planning Policy Team by 11.450m o Wednegday 26" Feb 2020,

RECEIVING NOTIFICATION OF THE PROGRESS OF THE LOCAL PLAN

Would you fike to be notified of the prograss of the Ipswich Borough Council Local Pian Review at
any of the following stages? Tick to confirm.

The submission of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the
Secrotary of State for Communities and Locaj Government for independent 0

examination.

Publication of the Planning inspactor's Report on the Ipswich Local Pian
Review.

Adoption of the Ipswich Local Plan Review. ]
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IP1 2DE.

IPSWICH

BOROUGH COUNCIL website:

www.ipswich.gov.uk




Consultation document(s} to which
this comments form relates:

Ipswich Local Plan Review — Submisslon version and
assoclated evidence base.

Return by:

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
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Address Gladman House, Alexandria Way,
(Please include post | Congleton, Cheshire, CW12 11B
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soundness of the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft.
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Please note that we are required to provide your full details to the Planning Inspector and Programme
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1.2
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INTRODUCTION

Context

These representations are submitted by Gladman in response to the Ipswich Local Plan Review {ILPR)

Publication Draft consultation.

Gladman has considerable experlence in the development industry across a number of sectors
including residential and employment development. From that experience, we understand the need
for the planning system to ensure that residents have access to the homes and employment
opportunities that are required to meet future development needs of the area and contribute

towards sustainable economic development.

Gladman speclalise in the promotion of strategic land for residential development and associated
community Infrastructure. Gladman also has a wealth of experience In contributing to the
development plan preparation process, having made representations on numerous local planning
documents throughout the UK and having participated in many Local Plan public examinations. It is

on the basis of that experlence that the comments are made in these representations.

Through this submission, Gladman have highlighted areas where the Local Plan’s policles require
further clarity or justification in order to be found sound at Examination, namely the need for an
effective approach to cross boundary strategic Issues. As such, Gladman formally request that we are
afforded the apportunity to discuss the issues ralsed at the Local Plan examination public hearing

sessions.

Structure of representations

These representations are structured to follow the consultation document where possible and will

cover the following key topic areas:
s National Planning Policy and Guidance
o Legal Compliance - Duty to Cooperate and Sustainabllity Appraisal
* Housing dellvery and detailed policies

In addition, Gladman have provided detalls of two strategic sites that we are promoting to the
neighbouring districts of Babergh and East Suffolk within Section 6 below. Both sites are Ideally
located to assist Ipswich Borough in meeting Its development needs over the plan period through
joint working with Its neighbouring districts under the Duty to Cooperate.
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1.3

131

14

141

Plan Making

The NPPF19 sets out the four tests which 2 Local Plan must meet to be considerad sound:

© Posltively prepared — providing a strategy which, as a minimum, seeks to meet the area’s

objectlvely assessed needs; and Is Informed by agreements with other authorlties, so that

unmet need from nelghbouring areas is accommodated where it Is practical to do so and is

consistent with achieving sustainable development;

e Justified —an appropriate strategy, taking Into account the reascnable alternatives, and

based on proportionate evidence;

© Effective — deliverable over the plan period, and based on effective joint working on cross

boundary strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by

the statement of common ground; and

¢ Consistant with National Pellcy - enabling the delivery of sustalnable development in

accordance with the policies In thls Framework.

Overview of Soundness

Glven that this Is the Publication Draft of the ILPR it Is of critical important to conslder these tests and

whether the proposed policies and allocations would be meeting these at the polint that the plan Is

examined. Due to the Issues ralsed through this submission and summarised In Table 1 below,

Gladman conslder i necessary that we are given the opportunity to discuss our representations

further at the Examination in Public in due caurse.

Policy Sound / Test of Soundness Reason
Linsound /
Comment

Policy C32 — | Unsound | Justified, effective, | This poiicy falls to fully reflect and address the
Locatlon of positively prepared | wider strategic priorities. The Local Plan
develcpment and consistent with | strategy must be revisited so that it addresses

national policy unmet housing needs arlsing from the

Borough.

Pollcy €57 — | Unsound lustified, effective, | The policy falls to succinctly set out how the
Housing positively prepared | LPAs within the ISPA will ensure housing
requirement and consistent with | needs will be met in full over the pian period.

national pelicy The stepped trajectory Is not soundly based as

it will delay the delivery of housing neads.

Policy C510—- | Comment | Justified, effective, | The Coundl and Its neighbeuring authorities
Ipswich positively prepared | have falled to consider alternative sustainable
Garden and consistent with | growth opportunitles to meet unmet housing
suburb nztional policy heeds over the plan period.
Pollcy CS12 - | Unsound | Justified, effective, | The leve! of affordable housing to be
Affordable positively prepared | dellvered by this pollcy will fall to meet the
housing affordabie housing needs of the Borough.
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and consistent with

natlonal policy
Policy €513 — | Unsound | Justified, effective, | The Local Plan needs to promote a strategy
Economic positively prepared | which encourages economic development.
development and consistent with

national policy

Table 1
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2.1

2.1.1

212

213

NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY

Revised National Planning Policy Framework

On 24% july 2018, the Ministry of Houslng, Communities and Local Government {MHCLG} published
the revised Natlonal Planning Poilcy Framework (NPPF18). This publication formed the first revision
of the Framework since 2012 and Implemented changes Informed by the housing white paper (2017)*,
the "Planning for the right homes in the right places’ consultation (2017} and the draft NPPF (2018)

consultation.

The 2018 version of the NPPF was Itself superseded on 19% February 2019, with the latest version
amending policy regarding Appropriate Assessment, as well as other minor clarifications to wording.
These representations have been prepared on the basls of the revised NPPF (NPPF13) and unless
otherwise stated any NPPF references are In relatlon to the 2019 version of the national policy.

The revised Framework introducas a number of major changes to naticnal policy. The changes
reaffirm the Govenment’s commitment to ensuring up-to-date plans are In place which provides a
positive vision for the areas they cover. These should outline the housing, economic, social and
environmental priorities to help shape future local communities. in particular, paragraph 16 of the

NPPF states that Pians should:

“be prepared with the objective of contributing to the achlevement of sustainable
development;

be prepared positively, In a way that Is aspirational but deliverable;

be shaped by early, proportionate and effective engagement between plan-makers
and communitles, local organisations, businesses, infrastructure providers and
operators and statutory consultees;

contaln policles that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it Is evident how a
decision maker should react to development proposals;

be accessible through the use of digital tools to assist public involvement and policy
presentation; and

L rtment

fwh

for Communities and Local Government. {2017]. ‘Fixing our broken housing market’. Avallable at:
Y KO ROVE = plications/Tixing-pur-broken-housing-ma

Bl BOVE
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2.15

2.1.6

221

serve a clear purpose, avoiding unnecessary duplication of policies that apply to a
particular area (including policies In this Framework, where relevant).”

To support the Government’s continued objective of significantly boosting the supply of homes, it is
important that the Local Plan provides a sufficlent amount and variety of land that can come forward
where It is needed and that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements are addressed

and land with permission Is developed without unnecessary delay.

Once the minimum number of homes that are required Is Identifled, the strategic planning authority
should have a clear understanding of the land available in their area through the preparation of a
strategic housing land availabllity assessment. In this regard, paragraph 67 sets out speclfic guldance
that local planning authoritles should take Into account when identifying and meeting their housing
needs. It states:

“Strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land
avallable in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing land availablilty
assessment. From this, planning policles should identify a sufficient supply and mix of
sites, taking Into account thelr avaltability, sultablitty and likely economic viability.
Planning policies should identify a supply of:

a) specific, deliverable sites for years one to fiva of the plan perlod; and

b) specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and,
where possible, for years 11-15 of the plan.”

Once a local planning authority has Identified its housing needs, these needs should be met in full,
unless any adverse Impacts would significantly and demonstrably outwelgh the benefits of doing so.
This Includes considering the application of policies such as those relating to Green Belt and AONB
and giving conslderation as to where or not these provide a strong reason for restricting the overall
scale, type and distribution of development (paragraph 11b)i.). Local planning authorities should seak
to achieve each of the economic, soclal and environmental dimensions of sustainable development,
resulting in net galns across all three. Adverse Impacts on any of these dimensions should be avolded
but where significant adverse Impacts are unavoldable, suitable mitigation measures should be

proposed or, where this Is not possible, compensatory measures should be considered.

Planning Practice Guidance

The Planning Practice Guidance {PPG} provides additional guidance to be read alongside the NPPF.
Numerous updates have been made to the PPG in September 2018 to reflect the changes in approach
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brought through the revised NPPF. Further changes have been made to the PPG throughout 2019,
Relevant references from the guidance contained in the PPG are made within this submission.
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311

3.1.2

313

3.2

321

3.2.2

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Sustainability Appraisal

In accordance with Section 19 of the Pianning and Compulsory Purchase 2004, policies set out in Local
Plans must be subject to a Sustainabllity Appralsal {SA), and also incorporate the requirements of the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the SEA Regulations).

The SA/SEA s a systematic process that should be undertaken at each stage of the Plan’s preparation,
assessing the effects of the ILPR proposals on sustainable development when judged agalnst all
reasonable alternatives. The Council must ensure that the future results of the SA clearly justify its
policy choices. In meeting development needs of the area, It should be clear from the results of the
assessment why some policy options have been progressed and others have been rejected. This must
be undertaken through a comparative and equal assessment of all reasonable altemnatives, in the
same level of detall for both chosen and rejected alternatives. The Councll’s decislon making, and
scoring should be robust, justified and transparent and should be undertaken through a comparative
and equal assessment of each reasonable alternative. Too often the 5A process flags up the negative
aspects of development whilst not fully considering the positive aspects which ¢an be brought about
through new opportunities for housing development and how these can influence landscape issues,

soclal concerns and the economy.

In accordance with the SEA Regulations, the Council must take account of all reasonable alternatives
when assessing and selecting their preferred policy choice. It Is Integral to this process that each
reasonable alternative is assessed to the same degree of detail as the authority’s preferred option

and should only be rejected after a falr and comparable assessment of its sustainabillty credentlal.

Duty to Cooperate

The Duty to Cooperate (DtC) Is a legal requirement established through sectlon 33(A} of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, as amended by Section 110 of the Localism Act. The DtC requires
local planning authorities to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basls with
neighbouring authorities on cross-boundary strateglc issues through the process of ongeing

engagement and collaboration.

The NPPF (2018) had introduced a number of significant changes on how local planning authorities
are expected to cooperate, Including the preparation of Statement(s) of Commen Ground {SoCG)
which are required to demonstrate that a plan Is based on effective cooperation and has been based
on agreements made by neighbourlng authorities where cross boundary strategic Issues are likely to

exist. The NPPF (2019) sets out that local pianning authorities should produce, maintain and update

10
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3.23

3.24

3.25

3.25

3.2.7

ene or more S50CG throughout the plan making process. The SoCG should provide a written record of
the progress made by the strategic plan making authorities during the process of pianning for strateglc
cress-boundary matters and will need to demonstrate the lengths local authorities have taken to
ensure cross boundary matters have been considered and what actions are required to ensure Issues

&re preactively dealt with l.e. unmet housing needs.

As demonstrated through the outcome of the St Albans Local Plan examination, if a Council falls to
satisfactorlly discharge Its DtC a Planning Inspactor must recommend non-adoption of the Plan. This
legal test cannot be rectified through modifications.

Gladman recognise that the DtC Is a process of ongoing engagement and collaboration as set out in
the PPG It Is clear that the Duty Is Intended to produce effective policles on cross boundary strategic
matters. In this regard, the Councli must be able to demonstrate that It has engaged an worked with
nelghbouring authorities, alongside thelr existing JoInt work arrangements, to satisfactorily address
cross boundary strategic issues, and the requirement to meet any unmet housing needs. This Is not
simply an issue of consultation but a question of effective cooperation to ensure that the borough’s

housing needs are met In full.

Any issues of unmet housing need arising from relevant neighbouring local authorities must be fully
considered through the preparation of the Local Plan, working under the auspices of the DtC and
agreements and evidenced through 50CG. To achleve this, It is vial that this matter is carefully
explored through Joint working with all other local planning authorities within the HMA, {ozether with
any other relevant local authorltles that the HMA hes a clear functicna! relationship with, ‘Where
necessary, a strong policy mechanism will be required within the Local Plan to demonsirate that
unmet housing needs arising from relevant nelghbouring authorities and those with a clear functional

relationship will be met during the plan period.

In Iight of the above it Is noted that the starting point in the wider strategic planning area {covering
East Suffolic, Mid Suffolk District Council and Babergh District) Is for local authorities to meet their
own housing needs within their own boundary. However, the ability of Ipswich Borough to meet Its
development needs in full over the plan period requires the commitment of neighbouring authorities
to assist in meeting Its housing needs due to the nature of the administrative boundary.

it Is recognised that the local authorities of Babergh, Mid Suffolk, Suffolk Coastal, Ipswich and Suffolk
County signed a MoU in June 2016, which scught to ensure an approach whereby strateglc local
planning policy becomes consistent across the local authority areas. The proposed approached
formed a useful starting point In ensuring that strategic priorities across the local authority boundaries
can be properly coordinated and clearly reflected in a joint Local Plan or through aligned Local Plans.
Gladman recognise that collaborative work has been undertaken between the Council and its

11
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nelghbouring authorities during the plan making process. A serles of MoUs and SoCGs have been
published during the course of plan’s preparation. Paragraphs 25 and 26 of the Framework state that:

“25, Strateglc policy-making authorities should collaborate to identify the relevant strategic
matters which they need to address in their plans...

26. Effective and on-going Joint working between strategic policy-making authoritles and relevant
bodles Is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular,
Joint working should help to determine where additional Infrastructure Is necessary, and whether
development needs cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere.”

This element of national policy Is pertinent to the production of local plans across the area that Is
covered by the lpswich Strategic Planning Board because they embrace shared growth and
infrastructure delivery ambitions and priorities for the ‘Wider Strategic Planning Area’. Having
identified shared strategic matters, there Is a need to address these through individual local plans In
partnership. It therefore follows that strategic priorities must be fully embraced and supported
through the spatfal strategies of the local plans that are brought forward by Indlvidual authorities and
through the assoclated decision-making processes that inform the Plan’s preferred spatial
development options. In Tts current form, the ILPR falls to achieve this because it does not form a
strategy that will provide the necessary certainty that Is needed to ensure that the minimum housing
requirement across the Ipswich Housing Market Area can be achieved in full over the plan period.
From the outset of the plan making process, the local authorities within the ISPA have been aware of
the issue relating to the unmet needs arising from Ipswich over the plan period. Whilst it is
unfortunate that the timescales for the production of the ILPR have fallen behind that of neighbouring
authorltles, the issue of unmet housing needs arising from Ipswich will still need to be considered at
the Local Plan Examination. The need to address this Issue goes to the heart of soundness of the Plan
and Its effects on the wider IPSA. Indeed, there are practical and sustainable options available to be
considered In nelghbouring authorities that can accommodate housing needs over the plan period in
a sustalnable manner, which can support wider infrastructure improvements, including at key

junctions on the A14 which Is an important cross boundary issue.

Whilst collaboration between the IPSA authorities has occurred it has not resulted In effective and
concrete outcomes to ensure the housing needs of the HMA will be delivered in full. This issue will be

explored In greater detail in section 4 of these representations.

12
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4, IPSWICH LOCAL PLAN REVIEW

4.1 Context

411 This section is In response to the ILPR consultation document and its supporting evidence base.
Gladman highlight below concerns and set out where we feel modifications will need to be made for
the plan to be found sound.

4.2  Policy C§1: Sustainable Development

421 In principle, Gladman are supportive of the direction taken In Policy CS1, which sets out that decislons
will be made in accordance with the presumption in favour of sustainable developmient and affirms
the Councll’s commitment to making locai planning decisions based on the dellvery of sustainable
development. The Incluslon of such a policy provides assurance of a jocal approach to planning that
will actively seek to improve the sodial, environmental and the economic wellbeing of the area by
ensuring that deveiopment demonstrably contributes to the delivery of sustainable development

within tha Borough.

4.2.2 Notwithstanding this, Gladman belleve that the policy should go further in its approach to ensuring
the dellvery of sustainable development Is consistent with a locallsed approach to assessing
development proposals In line with the ethos of achleving the delivery of sustalnable development as
required by the NPPF2019 which Is key to assessing planning proposals and should be reflected In the
policy wording linked to the vision and objectives of the Plan, In this regard, Gladman refer to the
Sustainable Development Statement contained In the draft Durham Local Plan currently subject to
examination. This Is an gffective example of 2 local approach of how development proposals will be
considered against the presumption outlined in natlonal pelicy. It is recommended that similar criteria
that are relevant to Ipswich be Included in the policy wording to demenstrate how a localised

approach will be taken through the development management process.

43  Policy CS2: The Location and Nature of Development

431 Policy CS2 sets out the Councll’s approach to regeneration and the sustainable growth of Ipswich will
be achieved by a varlety of measures. These Include, but are not limited to, regenaration areas, the
allocation of sites at the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane phased in alignment with the dellvery
of the Ipswich Garden Suburb subject to the provision of suitable infrastructure. In addflon, Itis noted
that Policy CS2 requires the local planning authority to work with neighbouring authorities to address
housing nead and delivery within the Ipswich housing market area.
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433

4.4

44.1

44,2

443

In principle, Gladman approve of the recognition within Policy CS2 for the Coundil to work with
nelghbouring authorities to address housing need and delivery within the Ipswich HMA. However, It
is concerning that the Plan falls to provide a positive and effectlve mechanism to ensure the delivery
of the HMA'’s housing needs in full. Indeed, this Issue was recently highlighted in the Inspector’s Post
Hearlng letter to the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan which specifically states that the Plan should be
amended to Include an immediate review of the Plan or relevant strategic policies, which would be
triggered at the polnt where it Is established through the adoption of a development plan that there
Is unmet needs arising In a neighbouring authority area in the HMA.

It Is considered that the proposed approach as submitted risks the dellverability of the Plan through
the stepped housing trajectory and the reliance on a Sustainable Urban Extension to north Ipswich
which Is heavily reliant on the provision of new and improved infrastructure. These Issues are

discussed In detail In section 4.4 below.
Policy CS7: The Amount of New Housing Required

Background

Policy CS7 of the adopted Ipswich Core Strategy sets out an interim housing target of 9,777 dwellings
over the period 2011-2031 l.e. 489dpa. At the time of the adoption of the Core Strategy and Site
Allocations DPD, the Councll was unable to demonstrate a five year housing land supply in the context
of paragraph 47 of the NPPF 2012, Due to the constrained nature of the borough’s administrative
boundary the Councll was required to review Its Local Pian in order to review objectively assessed
needs for housing, employment land and new retall floorspace in the short term working In
partnership with nelghbouring authorities under the ausplces of the Duty to Cooperate to ensure the
HMA’s housing needs are met in full over the plan period.

Housin irement

Policy CS7 of the emerging Local Plan seeks to dellver a housing requirement of at least 8,010
dwellings over the period 2018 to 2036. This equates to an annual average of at least 445 dwellings
per annum a figure which Is significantly less than the adopted Core Strategy housing requirement.
However, the housing target Is significantly reliant on the Ipswich Garden Suburb and Ipswich One
area which allocates land for approximately 3,500 dwellings.

The housing figure contained In the emerging ILPR Is derived from the Government’s Standard
Method. However, the PPG is clear that the need figure generated by the standard method should
only be considered as the minimum starting point In establishing a housing requirement figure as It

does not take Into consideration matters which will Influence demographic behaviour such as
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444

44.5

44.6

44.7

economic growth strategles, affordable housing needs, strateglc level infrastructure etc, which are

likely to Increase housing neads.

The supporting text to this policy states at paragraph 8.106 that the Council does not consider that It
should plan for a higher leve! of housing need than the standard method suggests. However, the
adopted Core Strategy and the options considered as part of the SA demonstrate the Councll could
plan for a higher level of housing need than the standard methed suggests. In addition, we would
question how the proposed housing requirement has baen allgned with the Council’s economic
growth agenda given that the Plan’s vision and objectives seek to boost aconomic diversity across the
Borough.

Stepped Trajectory

The Councll Is seeking to ‘step’ the annual housing requirement as follows:
- From April 2018 — March 2024 - 300dpa (i.e. 1,800 dwellings)
- From Aprll 20024 — March 2036 ~ 518dpa {l.e. 6,216 dwell!ngs)

The PPG? Is clear that a stepped housing requirement may only be appropriate where there Is a
significant change in the level of housing requirement between emerging and previous policles and /
or where strategic sites will have a phased delivery or are likely to be delivered later in the plan period.

Although the Council state that Ipswich Garden Suburb will deliver later In the plan period the PPG
further states that that policy-makers should set out evidence to support a stepped approach and are
not seeking to unnecessarfly delay meeting ident'fled development needs. With that being sald,
Ipswich has a historic under-delivery of housing against the adopted Core Strategy housing
requiremeant of 489dpa, as detalled in table 2 below:

Housing Completions
Affordable Housing
Year Housing Completions within IP-
Completions

One area
2011712 283 152 51
2012/13 100 7 13
2013/14 228 44 117
2014/15 470 202 318
2015/16 496 133 237
2016/17 256 4 109

2 planning Practice Guldance Paragraph: 021 Reference |D: 58-021-20190722
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44.8

449

44,10

4.5

45.1

2017/18 141 20 71

Total 1974 562 916
Table 2 — Housing Dellvery Record In ipswich. Source: Annual Monitoring Report 13 2017/18 June
2019

Measured against the adopted Core Strategy requirement of 489dpa, only In the 2015/16 monitoring
year has that target been achieved. The IP-One area has dellvered 46% of the homes In the Borough
since 2011, some way off the 74% that the Council Is relying on for the remainder of the Plan period.
Even set against the lower emerging housing need of 445dpa, the Council’s historic delivery does not
suggest that the Borough's housing need will be dellvered as they are relying on historic sites with
known Issues as a continuation of the existing spatial strategy. The Council’s delivery record should
have very clearly pointed the Councll towards actively pursulng an alternative strategy to what is now
belng proposed and through the agreement to export housing needs to nelghbouring areas In line
with the requirements of national policy and guidance. Based on the Councll’s previous housing
delivery, the Councll needs to constructively work with its nelghbours through their respective plan
making process to ensure that housing needs (including affordable needs) of Ipswich can be met in

full without unnecessary delay.

Furthermore, the historic completions data suggests that the Council’s proposed stepped housing
requirement will continue to delay meeting Identified housing needs of the borough and therefore
conflicts with the advice detailed in the PPG. Furthermore, a continued rellance on the IP-One area
to deliver homes in Ipswich Is unfounded and unrealistic and further distribution across the HMA is

required.

Gladman note paragraph 8.151 of the ILPR that the Ipswich SHMA 2017 Part 2 Report Identifies the
total annual affordable housing need in Ipswich is 239 households per year, which represents 47.9%
of the annual projected household growth In the Borough between 2014 and 2036 identifled through
the SHMA and around 50% of the need Identified using the standard method. Through Policy CS12
the Council s seeking to secure 30% affordable housing on the new Garden Suburb and 15% in all
other locations. The Council’s housing requirement will therefore fail to meet the affordable housing
needs of the borough. Gladman recommend that the stepped trajectory Is deleted as It unnecessarily

delays housing dellvery, including affordable housing delivery.

Policy CS8: Housing Type and Tenure

In principle, Gladman support Policy CS8 as currently proposed which seeks to ensure an appropriate
mix of homes by size and type Is provided In accordance with the SHMA or any up to date evidence
of local needs supported by the Councll and the policles of the plan.
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45.2

453

4.6

46.1

4.7

4.7.1

4.7.2

Notwithstanding this, It Is noted that the Councll will support the provision of Self-build/Custom bulld
homes and on major applications will consider the currently applicable self-bulld register and whether
provision should be Inciuded within the development proposal. This element of the policy lacks clarlty
on whether self-bulld plots should be provided cn site. Tha Councll’s Seif Build Register identifles 70
interested persons which does not indicate a strong demand for thls form of housing.

Whiist It supported that the Councii should be seeking to encourage the dellvery of this form of
housing, It is recommended that this element of the policy Is modified so it as the discretion of the
developer to provide self-bulld homes on slte. Indeed, Gladman would not be supportive of an
approach which requires all development to provide Self-bulld homes as there are difficulties in terms
of potential health and safety concems and also the practical difficulties in terms of aligning their
development with construction activity on the site.

Policy CS10: ipswich Garden Suburb

Gladman notes the Councll’s continued approach to shape the dellvery of the ipswich Garden Suburb.
In principle, Giadman has no objections to the allocation of a new settiement as outlined In the
proposed policy wording. However, It is essential that the Councll has considered all options available
for development and It Is essentlal that reallstic delivery assumptions have been applied to the sites
delivery. This Issue Is consldered in more detall In section 5 of these representations.

Policy CS12: Affordable Housing

Gladman note the intentlon of this policy is to ensure a choice of homes is avallable to meet identifled
affordable housing needs in Ipswich. However, the Council’s approach as currently proposed Is not
effective given the level of affordable housing needs within Ipswich will not be met over the plan
perfod.

Gladman consider that the Councll wlil need to proactively address this situation If It Is to meet the
housing market areas full housing needs. Indeed, paragraph 60 of the Framework Is clear that in
addition to the local housing need figure, any needs that cannot be met within nelghbouring areas
should also be taken Into account in establishing the amount of housing to be planned for. As such, It
is essentlal that the Council allocate addItional housing land to make a meaningful contribution to the
Council's housing land supply and to boost affordable housing delivery. Gladman relterate that thisIs
an Issue that wlll need to be Informed through continued cross-boundary working with neighbouring
authorities as this Issue can be addressed through the allocation of sites within the vicinlty of Ipswich
within neighbouring districts such as the Orwell Green Garden Village.
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4.8

48.1

4.9

49.1

Policy CS13: Planning for Jobs Growth

Pollcy CS13 seeks to promote sustainable economic growth In the Ipswich Strategy Planning Area. It
is noted that the Council has updated Its economic evidence as a result of the more recent East
England Forecasting Model {EEFM) dataset being published. This has reduced the jobs growth from
15,580 Jobs to 9,500 jobs aver the plan period. Gladman consider the Plan should be asplrational and
should be seeking to Increase jobs growth as Identified In the preferred options plan as a minimum in
order to meet the visions and objectives of the Plan to increase economic activity and access to

employment.

Policy DM4: Development and Flood Risk

Gladman note the Council's proposed approach to flood risk management that is set out through
Policy DM4. Gladman remaln concerned that the Pian is relying on the delivery of housing from a
number of sites In high risk flood zones. The Councll suggests that is has undertaken sequential and
exception tests as required by the NPPF, but In accepting the needs of Ipswich will at least In part
need to be met outside of the Town’s constrained boundary, the Councll should look to identify
additional sites outs!de of its boundary in collaboration with nelghbouring authorities that are more

suitable for residential development than those that are at high risk of flooding within Its boundary.
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5.1

511

51.2

513

5.14

GENERAL MATTERS

Housing Delivery

Gladman note the Intention to allocate these sites within the Local Plan for residential use and
associated community infrastructure over the plan period. As evidence through the Report prepared
by Planning Prospects on behalf of Gladman®, there are fundamental concerns regarding the ability
of these sites to viably dellver rasidential development over the pian period and over whether there
Is a demand for the type of homes that these sites can offer.

Due to the constrained nature of the borough boundary, the Council recognises that it has limited
capaclty for future development and will need to look beyond Its administrative boundarles working
in coliaboration with nelghbouring authoritles to ensure housing needs are dellvered In full.

Housing Land Suppiy

Whiist Gladman welcome the decision to include a 10% contingency within the Council’s housing land
supply, it Is nat evident from the evidence provided In the Housing Topic Paper as to which sites within
the Coundl’s housing land supply wiil come forward within the next five years following the adoption
of the Local Plan and whether these sites are subject to extant permisslons or proposed allocations.
Nelther the Council’s SHLAA nor the Housing Toplc Paper provide the necessary detall as required by
the NPPF 2019. As such, Giadman reserve the right to provide comments on thls matter should
additional evidence be provided.

Housing Dellvery Strategy

In addition to the Ipswich Garden Suburbs, Pollcy SP2 of the Site Allocations Review provides site
allocations that the Council anticlpates will dellver 2,750 homes In the Plan period, a reduction from
3,297 homes that were set out In the same pelicy in the Preferred Options Development Plan Review
Documents published In November 2018. In addition, Policy SP3 highlights land with ‘Land with
planning permission or awaiting a Section 106 Agreement’ It Is noted that should the permissions fail
to be Issued or Implemented and lapse during the plan period or the development fall to come
forward or be completed In accordance with the permission, the Councl! will protect the sites for
residential use or residential-led mixed use. Sites included within Policy SP3 account for 1,470

dwellings over the plan period.

® See Gladman's representations to the Regulation 18 consultation — Appendix 1
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5.1.5

516

517

518

5.1.9

5.1.10

Planning Prospects were instructed by Gladman to produce an assessment of the deliverabliity of
residential sites put forward for allocation by Ipswich Borough Council in thelr Preferred Optlons
Development Plan Review Documents published for consultation in November 2018.

Planning Prospects’ analysis of the Council’s suggested 5P2 sites shows that there are many sites that
cannot be relled upon to dellver homes over the emerging Plan perlod. For example, 2 number of the
$P2 sites are unavailable and require existing occuplers to reiocate and others are heavily constrained
by designated heritage assets and areas of archaeological importance. These are significant

constralnts that Impact the dellvery of homes from these sites In principle.

Appendix 1 Planning Prospects’ report details proformas for allocated sites within SP2 discussing
deliverability and viability, before Appendix 2 provides a table detailing Site Indicative Deliverabllity
Comparison between the Council's proposed figures and Planning Prospects’ analysis. In March 2019
when this report was conducted it was evident that the sites were ineffectively assessed often
assuming complete site coverage or very high densities without considering the amount of land
required to avoid constraint impacts. Furthermore, the Council is relying on dellivery from a number

of sites in high flood risk zones which have significant viabllity and deliverability concerns.

Gladman contend that Ipswich Borough Councll must look outside of the Borough’s boundary to
enable the town’s housing need to be met and Identify land outside of its boundary that are more

suitable for residential development.

The notion that the housing strategy set out In the emerging Local Plan Review cannot be relled upon
is exacerbated by the fact that a number of sites have been removed from Policy 5P2 since the
Preferred Options document published 1n 2018,

The sites listed In table 3 below were Included within SP2 In the Preferred Options document but now

have been removed or are no longer available for residentlal development.

Site Number of Planning Prospects Analysis Current Status
Reference Dwellings

IPO28a

Previous approved schemes have not been | Not Included In the latest
dellvered. A large area of the site Is In Flood | version of the plan

" Zones 2 and 3 (highest risk). There is no
evidence to assume that an 11 unlt proposal
Is viable and residential development Is

unsuitable in Flood Zones 2 and 3.

IP029

For this reason, the proportion of the site | No longer Included In the

considered developable has been reduced | plan as avallable for
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from the 2017 Local Plan. A smali area Is at | residential development
high risk of surface water flooding. The site | and !s noted as an

also has potential wildlife Interest. It cannot | employment allocation in
be assumed that the site can dellver 45 | Pollcy SP%

hemes In light of the constraints identified,

IP346

This site is adjacent to the River Grippen. | The site is no longer
There appears to be existing occuplers | Included in the latest
which would need to be relocated. | version of the plan.

Avallabllity of the site Is unknown

5.1.11

5.1.12

51.13

5.1.14

5.1.15

Table 3- Sites removed from Policy SP2

A number of sites are now detailed within the Core Strategy Review Poilcy SP4 ‘Opportunity Sites’
Feur opportunity sites have been Identifled within IP-One that have potential for housing-led
redevelopment and would contribute to the regeneration of the Waterfront and Town Centre. The
Councll will work with iandowners and other Interested parties to Investigate cpportunities and bring
them forward through the development management process, taking Into account constralnts set out
in the Appendix 4 site sheets.

Planning Prospects found that none of these sites were deliverable or viable. Significantly Site [P226
which has an Indicative capacity of 337 dwellings, has a non-implemented application for 556 homes,
been allocated but has not achleved any housing completions over the last 20 years, requires business
relocation and lies entiraly with!n Flood Zone 3. Given the site's history and constralnts identifled

residentlai development cannot be assumed as sukable or viabie.

The above Information alongside Planning Prospects’ report suggests that the Council’s current and
continued strategy for dellvering homes Is flawed. The Council by thelr own admission In removing
sites from the Local Plan submission draft version have significant concerns over the viability and
deliverabillty of numerous sites within the Core Strategy Review, which cannot be relled upon to

deliver homes over the emerging plan perled.

Therefore, the Councli must ook to identify significantly more sites, which are realistically deliverable
and outside of the Borcugh’s boundary to meet Ipswich housing needs.

Deltvery Assumptlens

The Councl contend that the tight urban beundary to Ipswich Borough means that there Is only one
area of extensive greenfield land available on the periphery of the town and within the Borough. That
land is the Ipswich Garden Suburb. Policy €510 of the Core Strategy and Poilcies DPD Revlew Final
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Draft states that the Ipswich Garden Suburb will incorporate residential development of
approximately 3,500 dwellings.

5116 The Ipswich Authority Monitoring Report 13 2017/18 {June 2019) housing trajectory sets out that the
Councll expect the Ipswich Garden Suburb to deliver homes at the following rate:
Year Phase Total
Mersea Crest Nicholson Other Source
2018/19 0 0 0 0
2019720 0 10 0 10
2020721 0 60 40 100
2021/22 45 90 75 210
2022/23 45 90 75 210
| 2023/24 45 90 75 210
2024/25 75 90 80
2025/26 75 90 75
2026/27 75 90 75
2027/28 75 90 75
2028/29 90 90 75 255
2029/30 90 90 75 255
2030/31 90 90 75 255
2031/32 90 90 65 245
2032/33 50 40 140 270
2033/34 20 0 125 215
Total 975 1,100 1125 3200
Table 1- Projected Ipswich Garden Suburb Delivery Rate. Source: Authority Monitoring Report 13
2017/18 June 2019
5.1.17  In total, the Councll’s AMR trajectory sets out that 3,200 homes will be delivered from the Ipswich
Garden Suburb to 2034, leaving a residual requirement of 300 dwellings over the remalning two years
of the plan period.
5.1.18 The PPG states that the advice of developers and local agents will be Important in assessing iead in

times and bulld out rates by year*, whilst previous versions of the PPG have suggested that Local

4 planning Practice Guldance Paragraph: 022 Reference ID: 3-022-20190722
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5.1.18

5.1.20

5.1.21

5.1.22

5.1.23

Authorities should consider the local delivery record when considering the future housing dellvery

assumptions.

Setting realistic delivery assumptions, Including annual delivery rates and lead-In times for first
completions to come forward, Is necessary to project the number of homes that the sltes Identified
by the Council can reasonably be expected to dellver both In the flve year period and for the entire
Plan period.

As discussed by Planning Prospects, historically Ipswich Borough has not dellvered any large sites that
are comparable to the scale proposed for the Ipswich Garden Suburb. Yet, the Cound! has no
reasonable emplrical evidence or experience te base their dellvery assumptions for the Garden
Suburb, or to critique any assumptions being made by 'ts developers and promoters, the potentlal for

planning harm from unrealistic delivery assumptions [s Increased.

Glven that there is no evidence of dellvery In Ipswich Borough from site scale comparable to the
Ipswich Garden Suburb it is usefu! to refer to national evidence and average dellvery rates. Planning
Prospects assessed research undertaken by Lichflelds in thelr 2026 ‘Start to Finish’ report which
Includes an assessment of the average dellvery rates of large housing sites across the UX. The
Lichflelds Report suggests that on sltes of 2,000 or more dwaliings, the average annual dellvery rate
is 171 homes per annum. Using this figure as a reasonable dellvery assumption would signlficantly
delay the delivery of housing at the Ipswich Garden Suburb in comparison to the Council's own

trajectory.

Furthermore, In September 2019, Babergh and Mid Suffoik published their Houslng Land Supply
Position Statement®. Section 5 of this document provided analysis of national evidence on the deflvery
of housing using research documents and natlonal housebullder statements to Inform average
delivery rates natlonally. Table 3 of this document detalls the average national delivery contained
within these reports of sites of 500 dwellings or mare, suggesting an average annual delivery rate of
simllar sized sites of approximately 150 dwellings.

The ipswich Garden Suburb timescales for delivery within the latest AMR document have already
been set back from the previous document published In 2018, this on its own evidences that the
delivery assumptions for the Garden Suburb are over optimistic, It Is strikingly clear that the Cound!'s
assumptions made in respect of the housing trajectory risks the deliverabllity of the Local Plan (and
the Local Plan as a whole) and wlli Inevitably lead to further housing land supply prablems in the
future. Table 4 below provides a comparison between the Councll’s position on the Garden Suburb at

¥ Babergh

Housing Land Supply Posltion Statement https

LA E ST RLFV.!
Housing-Land-Supply-Position-Statement-Sep-2019. pdf
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the point of the Local Plan adoption and the evidence informing the submission version of the
emerging ILPR. The Coundl's position demonstrates a shift in the anticipated delivery rates and are
now extended towards the end of the plan perlod.
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5.1.24

5125

5.1.26

5.1.27

Table 4: ipswich Garden Suburb — dellvery comparison

Additionally, given the above information on natlonal evidence of housing delivery rates and that
Ipswich Borough has not delivered any large sites comparable to the scale proposed for the Ipswich
Garden Suburb, Tt is clear that reallstic assumptions on the delivery of Ipswich Garden Suburb have
not being applied.

Conclusion on housing dellvery

The implications of applylng a more realistic delivery assumption at the Ipswich Garden Suburb,
alongside the concerns over the dellverability and viabllity of numerous SP2 sites evidences that the

Council's current and continued strategy for delivering homes Is flawed.

Furthermore, through employing a stepped housing requirement, the Councll Is continulng to delay
meeting the identifled housing needs of the district and therefore conflicts with the advice detalled
In the PPG.

Gladman assert that Ipswich Borough Council need to Identlfy significantly more sites, which are
realistically deliverable and viable to support the currently Identified housing supply. It is evident that
to ensure the Borough's housing need can be met that the sites, Including realistically deliverable
strategic sites, outside of the Borough’s boundary, should be identified.
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6.1

6.1.1

6.2.1

SITE SUBMISSIONS

Overview

Gladman has land Interests within the nelghbouring districts of East Suffolk and Babergh. Details of
these sites are outlined below. The tightly bounded nature of ipswich Borough means that greater
consideration will need to be taken to development opportunities beyond administrative beundarles
working under the duty to cooperate. This will be required to ensure that the development needs of

the area can be met whiist maintaining a rolling five year housing land supply.

Orwell Green Garden Village

Gladman are promoting land to the east of Ipswich, within East Suffolk District, for the development
of ‘Orwell Green Garden Village’. The Orwell Green Gerden Village Is ideally located on the eastern
outskirts of ipswich, approximately 6.5km from the Town Centre. The land extends to approximately
142 hectares and Is [ocated to the north of the A14 and the west of the A12, which together act as a
maJor transport corrider, linking the urban areas of Cambridge and Ipswich to the east coast.
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6.2.2

6.2.3

6.24

6.2.5

The site Is incduded within the Suffelk Coastal Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availabllity
Assessment and Interim Sustainabllity Appraisal under Site Option Reference 485: Land North and
South of Bucklesham Road, IP10 0AG. The SHELAA concludes that the site Is potentially sultable for
development, subject to a range of wider considerations assoclated with strategic scale development
proposals. Gladman are of the view that In identifying an appropriate strategy for the future
development of Ipswich and East Suffolk District, there Is a strong case for the allocation of additional
tand for the development of a garden village to the East of Ipswich in order to meet the development
needs of the area and support the wider economic growth ambitions of the reglon and the UK more
widely.

Garden Villages are an effective way to deliver housing within an appropriate timeframe and with
critical mass that will facllitate the delivery of Infrastructure such as schools, health centres and
transport Improvements to the benefit of new and existing communities. Each project and location
has its own specific context which means the Garden City principles are not a blueprint for designing
new Garden Villages but are key characteristics that make Garden Villages successful.

The Orwell Green Garden Vlllage site is well connected and provides a real opportunity to provide a
well-planned, well located, well designed community that Is supported by the necessary
infrastructure and facilities and that meets all the objectives of the Government’s Garden
Communities Programme. The proposal also has the abllity to provide a comprehensive approach to

supporting the planning of the wider strategic planning area
Key detalls of the development proposal are highlighted below:

o  Actotal site size of approximately 142ha

e  Approximately 72ha of land for the development of a mix of house types, providing up to
2,700 new homes to suit the requirements of a wide range of households.

¢ Itis anticipated that two new primary schools would be developed on the site and that
express bus provision will be made avallable to access a nearby secondary school.

s Green Infrastructure: approximately 60ha

e An extensive range of new sport, recreation and play facilities

e The development of allotments, a village green and community orchards

e Awell located and connected Village Centre at the heart of the development - designed to
include space for a market square, communlity hall, school & créche, sports & play facilities,
a medical centre & pharmacy, a café, a supermarket, other smaller retail units, a village pub

and Infrastructure for public transport.

A Framework Plan, setting out the proposals for the site [s provided at Appendix 1 to these

representations.
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6.2.6

6.2.7

6.2.8

6.29

6.2.10

6.2.11

6.2.12

A sustzainabie and sultable access car be achieved from the A12 via a new roundabout. A roundabout
In that location would be helpful In terms of aspirations to reduce speeds {from the current 70mph to
40/50mph) and allow for better distribution of traffic z2long that road.

The site Is aiso well located in terms of public transport routes. ItisIn proximity to regular bus services
which run throughout the day between ipswich and Felixstowe {services 75/76 and 77), with the
opportunity to promote and establish further sustainable modes of transportation through new and
Improved. bus routes and services and by upgrading and maintalning public rights of way and new

cycle ways.

The site does not fall within the Suffolk Coast & Heaths Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty noris {t
within an area of fluvial flood risk, which Is a constraint to future development across much of the
wider area. It has no physical constralnts that would stop the site coming forward. Furthermore, the
site can be brought forward In a manner that Is sensitive to lts wider landscape setting; creates strong
and well-connected green Infrastructure; and, that provides the opportunity to deliver significant
long-term ecologlcal beneflts through the retention and enhancement of many existing features as
wel as the provision of new features that will encourage biodiversity.

In terms of sustainabie energy, the new development can be designed to mitigate energy usage and
loss with high levels of insulation, maxImisation of natural light and optimum solar orientation. There
are a number of renewable energy generation technelegles that can be Investigated to help supply
the Garden Viilage with sustainable energy networks, including the installation of photovoltalc panels,
local energy storage and sharing by way of batterles, solar thermal panels, ground and air source heat

pumps, wind turbines or biemass boflers.

The deveiopment of a Garden Vlilage In this [ocatlon also provides a tremendous opportunity to
Improve the quality of areas where pecple [lve and work. As well s on site employment apportunities,
there are a wide range of employment, retail and ielsure opportunities in proximity to the site,
Including those at: Warren Heath Retalil Park and the Euro Retall Park, Ransomes Industrial Estate,
Springbank Industrial Estate, Three Rivers Business Centre and via its strong links to the centre of
Ipswich.

The site benefits from having a single landowner who wishes to make the site available for
development. This presents an ideal opportunlty for development to be brought forward at the
Garden Village In shorter imescaies than are often observed In relation to strategic development

proposals of this nature.

The site can be delivered on a phased basls. At this stage we would foresee that 2 master builder

would dellver key infrastructure. It Is envisaged that the master builder would play a pivotal role in

the delivery of Orwell Green Garden Village, togather with a coalition of key stakehoiders, through an
27




Ipswich Borough Councll = Loca! Plan Review Gladman Developments Ltd.

February 2020

6.2.13

6.3.1

6.3.2

effective governance structure that would be put In place from the outset of the project. A community
management company with resident and stakeholder participation is envisaged, funded through an
annual management charge and on-site funding sources. 1t is envisaged that the open space and
community assets of the Garden Village would be transferred to a management trust or parish council

that would be responsible for protecting them Tn perpetulty.

The Orwell Green Garden Villag'ﬁ.l presents an ideal opportunity to establish an exemplar Garden
Village through an effective partnership between the local planning authorities within the Ipswich
Strategic Planning Area and local stakeholders. It provides huge potential to create a sustalnable,
distinctive and attractive residential led mixed use new settlement in a location where people will

genulnely want to live.

A Garden Village for Babergh

Gladman are also promoting a potential location for growth, which has the ablllty to take the form of
a new settlement located In Babergh District.

Gladman has Identified a potential area of search for a new Garden Village In a strategic location In
Babergh which lies between the settiements of Hadlelgh and Ipswich. Gladman are working with the
landowners and believe there is an opportunity to deliver a sustainable new settlement In this
location which could help meet the housing needs of Babergh and Mid Suffolk, as well as the needs
of the wider housing market area including ipswich. A Location Plan which shows the broad area of

search for the new settlement can be seen below:

»

Babergh District Garden Village - Broad Locatlon Plan
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6.3.3

6.3.4

6.3.5

6.3.6

6.4

The new Garden Vlliage provides the opportunity to deliver the homes people need in well planned,
attractive new communlties of the highest quality. It has the potential to dellver a combination of
new high-quality market and affordable homes, as well as specialised housing. We also envisage
business and employment uses, community uses and extensive greenspace forming part cf the

proposals,

The Government has [dentified that new settlements have a key role to play, not only in meeting this
country’s housing needs In the short-term but aiso in providing a stable pipeline of housing well Inte

the future.

Creating new communitles can minimise the need to develop urban extenslons, maintaining the
character of existing settiements and reducing pressure on existing soclal Infrastructure such as
schools and health services. New settlements can be planned comprehensively, bullding on the
Garden City concept to dellver new homes which will be served by new local infrastructure and will

effectively become new communities in thelr own right.

Gladman have Identified the following key characteristics which we belleve provide a framework for
Garden Villages:

o Creating a locally distinctive and attractive environment

® Provislon of a policy compliant level of affordable homes in a varisty of different tenures
e  Use of high-quality materlals and design

s Well designed, multl-functional accessible greenspaces

* Sustainable transport options

e  Enhancing the natural environment and biodiversity

e  Providing homes ciose to empioyment epportunitles

¢  Services for day to day needs

Why this location?

® The site Is strateglcally iocated between Ipswich and Hadlelgh on the transport corridor
between ipswich and Sudbury;

® The site has the ability to assist in addressing high levels of housing need and poor
affordabtlity;
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» The site creates opportunities to enhance existing sustainable transport connections within

the wider Suffolk area

e The slte is Ideally located to support the economic growth ambitions of the New Anglia LEP
and assist in addressing Issues such as low productivity, skills and attainment levels and lower

than average earnings

s Two willing and committed landowners, in partnership with Gladman, are In a position to

bring forward sufficient land for a garden village, ensuring the scheme s deliverable
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7.1

711

7.1.2

713

714

715

CONCLUSIONS

Assessment against the tests of soundness

For the emerging Ipswich Local Pian Review to be found sound at examination it must be able to meet
the four tests of soundness as required by paragraph 35 of the Framework. This wili require the Local
Plan to be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national planning policy.

Gladman submit that the Local Pian as currently proposed Is unsound and falls to meat the tests of
soundness outlined above. Gladman has significant concerns with regard to the Councll’s ability to
meet its housing needs In full over the plan period and also the impact that this will have on the wider
Ipswich Strategic Planning Area. This Issue must be addressed through positive action and
engagement under the Duty to Cooperate,

It Is vital that the Plans that are put in place across the area can meet the minimum housing naeds set
using the standard method. In addition, careful consideration will need to be glven tc the need to
plan for new Infrastructure, the need to support economic growth ambitions and the need to dellver
affordable housing to meet identified needs when setting the housing requirement. The Council has
falled to address these issues which are relevant In the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area. Indead, the
proposals within the emerging Local Plar. merely seek to roll forward an existing strategy which has
failed to deliver the scale of homes needed to meet Identified housing needs. It Is clear that an
alternative strategy Is therefore required to support the delivery from the proposed components of
supply, such as the Ipswich Garden Suburb and sites within the IP-Cne area. As previously highlighted
in response to the Reg 18 Preferred Options consultation, the report undertaken by Planning
Prospects on behalf of Gladman provides reascned Justification for reaching the conclusion that
current delivery assumptlons from within ipswich Borough are not reallstic and must be
supplemented by additienal housing sites beyond the administrative boundary In order that an
effective plan can be put in piace that meet the housing needs of the HMA as a whole.

The Orwell Green Garden Village and Babergh Garden Village proposals provide significant
opportunities to address these issues as well as ensuring the delivery of affordable housing,
supporting economic growth and improvements to the area’s Infrastructure ambitions. The sltes are
well related to Ipswich and can therefora be brought forward to make a sizeable contribution to the

housing needs of the Borough and the HMA as 2 whole during the pian peried.

Glven the significant Issues ralsed, Gladman request to particlpate at the hearing sesslon(s) at the

Examination In Publlc.
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Felicia Biake
M

From: Henry Brown

Sent: 02 March 2020 15:25

To: PlanningPolicy

Ce: - Ursula Rafferty; Chris Pattison

Subject: ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft Consultation
Attachments: 02.03.20 Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Representation.pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir/ Madam

On behalf of our client, Grainger plc, please find attached our representation to the consultation on the final draft
Ipswich Local Plan. i would be gratefuf if you could acknowiedge receipt of this email.

Kind regards
Henry Brown

Turnberry

41-£3 Maddox Street
London
W18 2PD

Web: www. tumberrvuk.com

This emali Is confidential and privileged. If you are not the Intended recipiant please accept our apologies; please do not discioss, copy, or
distribiite information In this emall nor take any action In reflance on its contents: to do so Is strictly prohiblted and may be unlawful. Please
Inform us that this message has gone astray before daleting It If you have racelved this emall In error, please notify the sender. Thank you for

your cooperation.

Turnberry Planning Limited Registered in England and Wales: No 7537252



41-43 Maddox Street, London, W1S 2PD

planning@turnberryuk.com
www.turnberryuk.com

Ipswich Borough Council, T b

Pianning Policy, U I"n e rry
3W Grafton House,

15-17 Russell Road,

Ipswich,

IP1 2DE

Our ref: GP-KES
Your ref:

2" March 2020

Dear Sir/Madam,
ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft- Consultation Response

This representation has been prepared by Tumberry on behalf of our client, Grainger plc, who has
interests In the strateglc area East of Ipswich. This submission should be interpreted as an
OBJECTION fo the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft consultation documents on the basls
that it is not legally compliant and unsound for reasons that will be detailed in this representation
and summarised below:

1. The Plan is Ineffactive as it does not allocate an adequate number of deliverable sites over
the pian perlod to maintain the housing need of the Borough as a consequence of the 20%
buffer now required under the Housing Delivery Test;

2. There is a lack of evidence to support the proposed windfall rate which may mean unmet
nead will increase over the pian period;

3. By virtue of lack of available sites, the draft Plan falls in its Duty to Cooperate with
neighbouring planning authorities to identify additional sites resulting in the Plan not being
justified or positively prepared as well as being contrary to the legal requirements of the
Localism Act 2011.

The 8,010 figure for housing need over the plan period doses not include the 20% buffer required

due to Ipswich Borough Council fafling the Housing Delivery Test. This buffer will need to be
provided In addition to the 8,010, 20% of which would equal an extra 1,620 dwellings. This equates

Turnberry Planning



to a total of 9,630 dwellings required over the plan period. Of this figure of 8,010 there are 1,910
dwellings which are either completed, under construction, have planning permission, or have
resolution to grant permission, leaving a figure of 6,100 dwellings to be allocated through the Local
Plan to meet the full requirement. In policy CS7, the total Housing Land Supply Is stated to be
7,214 dwellings. Although this figure Is in excess of the 6,100 needed using the standard method,
It does not cover the entirety of the additional 1,620 homes needed to account for the 20% buffer.
The supply outlined in policy CS7 accounts for only 1,114 of the 1,620 dwellings needed for the
20% buffer. Therefore, Ipswich Borough Council cannot demonstrate a housing land supply that
meets the housing need with the 20% buffer required by government. This means that Ipswich
must look to its neighbours within the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area to account for this deficlt of
506 dwellings required over the plan period.

Moreover, Ipswich Borough Council may be over-estimating their windfall sites at 700 homes for
the period 2022-2036 which equates to 50dpa (dwellings per annum), There is insufficient evidence
to support this given the recent decline in windfall rates.

Historic rates of windfall delivery have been drastically declining in that past few years (see
summary table below), particularly in relation to windfall through permitted development. We argue
that this frend will continue as the majority of dilapldated offices have now taken full advantage of
the change in permitted development rights to allow their conversion to residential without the need
for full planning permission. Therefore, overall windfall rates will continue to decrease and level out
at a lower rate likely to be lower than the 50dpa suggested In policy CS7 in the draft Plan.

Windfatl rate Windfall permitted Net Windfall
development rate

2015-2016
2016-2017
2017-2018
Overall windfall rates and windfall permitted development rates from 2015-2018

Therefore, the scale of unmet need could increase over the plan period, unless more evidence is
brought forward to Justify the windfall rate.



In identifying sites outwith its boundaries, the Councll should be prioritising development as close
as possible to the Borough's boundaries and in sustainable locations with good transport links,
such as arterial roads with bus routes available.

In particular, employment is projected to increase within the East of Ipswich planning area,
especlaily within Suffolk Coastal District Council which has sesn a 13.4% increase In smployment
from 2001-2016 owing to Felixsiowe and Martlesham employment area being centres for
employment east of ipswich. Business and professional services has a forecasted growth of 12,400
jobs {+31%), with the majority of associated demand for office space focused within Ipswich town
centre and at Martlesham Heath/Adastral Park. Therefore, unmet housing need in ipswich should
be sustainably located close to the source of that need and where employment opportunities are
greatest. This is supported by Paragraph 103 of the NPPF which states:

“The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of these objectives.
Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be mads sustainable,
through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help
to reduce congestion and emissions, and improve air quality and public health. However,
opportunities to maximise sustainable fransport solutions will vary between urban and rurei areas,
and this should be taken into account In both plan-making and decision-making.”

The Council should therefore bring forward a process under the Duty to Cooperate to identify sites
in neighbouring Boroughs to resoive Its unmet need, and should do so in accordance with the
terms of the NPPF i.e. unmet need being sustainably located closest to the point of need, along
arterial routes with good bus links and in the East of Ipswich area, close to the largest employment
centres of Ipswich, Martlesham and Felixstowe.

| trust these representations will be helpful to the Councl! in framing its next steps.
Yours falthiully,

Chris Pattlson
Turnberry
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Felicia Blake
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From: Mamun Madaser - N

Sent: 27 February 2020 14:07

To: PlanningPaolicy

Subject: Local Plan ipswich consuitation response
Attachments: Ipswich Locai Plan Consultation Reseponse DRAFT.doc
Follow Up Flag: Foliow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi there,

Please find Habinteg's response to Ipswich's recent Local Plan consultation.
If you couid piease confirm receipt of the document that would be very halpful.
Kind regards,

Mamun

Mamun Madaser

Parliamentary & Research Officer

Habinteg

T 020 7822 8706 | habinteg.org.uk
Holyer House, 20-21 Red Lion Court,
London, EC4A 3EB

Celebrating 50 years

THES disqbili ' -
R SESTORS MrsONe
Disclaimer

The informatlon contained in this communication from the sender Is confidentlal, It is intended solely for use by the reciplent
and others authorized to receive It. If you are not the reciplent, you are hereby notified that any disclosure, copylng, distribution
or taking actlon in relation of the contents of this information is strictly prohlblted and may be unlawful.

This email has been scanned for viruses and malware, and may have been automaticaily archived by Mimecast itd, an
Innovator In Software as a Service (SaaS) for business. Providing a safer and more usaful place for your human generated
data. Speclallzing in; Security, archiving and compllance. To find out more Click Here,



Public Consultation for the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Final Draft

15 January 2020 -2" March 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004

Town & Country Planning {Local Planning) (England) Regulations
2012 (Regulations 19)

Consultation Comments Form

e-mail:

planningpolicy@ipswich.gov.uk

Pianning Policy Team
Planning and Development
Ipswich Borough Council
Grafton House

15-17 Russell Road

Ipswich

IP1 2DE.

B

website:
wWww.ipswich.gov.uk




Consultation document(s) to which
this comments form relates:

| Please return this comment_s form to:

planningpolicy@Iipswich.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 2" March 2020

' This form has two parts:

Part A — Personal details

Part B — Your comment(s).

PART A PERSONAL DETAILS

| 1. Personal details

Title

2 Agent’s details {if applicable)

Mr

First name Mamun

Job title (where -

relevant) Parliamentary & Research Officer

Organisation (where Habinteg Housing Association
 relevant) i -

Address

{Please include post | Holyer House

code) | 20-21 Red Lion Court

| London
| EC4A3EB
E-mail '
Telephone No. | 0207 822 8706




PART B Comment(s) about the Ipswich Local Plan Final Draft Consultation

Your name or organisation {and
| client if you are an agent}:

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.)

Ipswich Local Plan
Final Draft - Policy
DM12: Design and
Character

Habinteg has 50 years’ experience as a registered provider of accessible and
inclusive housing. Our mission is to provide and promote accessible and
adaptable homes so that disabled and non-disabled people can live together as
neighbours. Our respense therefore focuses on issues of access and Inclusion
that we believe are vital to the development of a plan to serve the needs of the
whole population of Ipswich.

Habinteg strongly supports the approach to Part M4(2) accessible and adaptable
homes. It's great to see Policy DM12 ask for “25% of new dwellings will be
required to be built to Building Regulations Standard M4(2).” The policy ask is
significant in helping to ensure that a proportion of new homes will be accessible.

According to the English housing survey only 7% of English homes have the
accessibility features to classify them as ‘visitable’. Habinteg believe that ali new
homes should be bullt to Part M4(2) accessible and adaptable to help meet the
national accessible homes deficit. A Habinteg research report (A forecast for
accesslble homes) published in the summer of 2019 revealed that in England only
22% of new homes due to be built by 2030 will meet accessible and adaptable
standards. With this In mind we warmly welcome the prospect of Ipswich
Borough Council setting out the requirement for a proportion of homes to have
the capability to adapt as residents’ need change.

The policy goes on to say that “The Council will consider waiving or reducing the
requirement where the circumstances of the proposal, site or other planning
considerations mean it Is not possible to accommodate the requirement and/or
in cases where the requirement would render the development unviable.” We
believe the language should be firmer, so that there is a narrower definition
given for when the standard may not be applied. A definition which firmly places
the burden of proof onto the developer which will help minimise instances where
compllance with the policy is argued out during the planning permission process.

This emphasises for us that alongside an increased supply of accessible and
adaptable homes it is critical that an adequate number of homes are buiit to
Category M4(3) wheelchair user dweliing standard. Habinteg’s Forecast for
Accessible Homes also found that just 1% of homes outsice London are set to be




' Document(s) and |

document part.

Comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name Is
included on any additional sheets.)

bullt to wheelchair dwelling standards between 2019 and 2030.

We would therefore like to see Ipswich set a similar requirement for wheelchair
user dwellings as that set down in the London Plan which requires that, 10% of
new homes comply with Part M4 (3) Standard {the other 90% required to be built
to part M4 (2) accessible and adaptable standard). Given the lack of wheelchair
accessible properties avallable in general across the country, Habinteg believes
that a 10% requirement of Part M4{3) homes should be considered as a starting
point for all local plans.

Habinteg’s in house consultancy Centre for Accessible Environments, {CAE) offer
bespoke training and consultancy on all aspects of access including housing,
public spaces and community facllities. CAE's services may be of benefit to the
Central Lancashire planning department in ensuring housing is delivered to the
required M4(2) / M4{3) standards. The team have delivered support to several
local authorities as well as statutory bodles such as Homes England, helping to
upskill staff in the specific characteristics of accessible housing, as well as
providing practical support reviewing development plans and proposals. You can
read more on the CAE website at www.CAE.org.uk

Please don’t hesitate to get in touch with us If we can help in any way with
development of the Central Lancashire plan. cmegill@habinteg.org.uk




Document{sjand | Comment(s) (expand the boxes If necessary and please ensure your name is
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PART B CONTINUED - Comments about the Ipswich Local Plan Review Final Draft

Document(s) | comment(s) (expand the boxes if necessary and please ensure your name is
and document | included on any additionai sheets.)
part

) e

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 2™ 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 submisslon of the Publication Draft Ipswich Local Plan Review to the Secretary of

Y
State for Communitles and Local Government for Independent examination. e
Publicatlon of the Planning Inspector's Report on the Ipswi