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1.

Introduction

1.0

The Environmental Impact Assessment (‘EIA’) is an iterative process that
attempts to ensure that any significant effects on a range of environmental
issues that might result from a particular development are fully understood and
taken into account prior to any planning decision being taken.

1.1

‘Scoping’ forms part of the overall EIA process, and attempts to identify all of
the possible environmental impacts that a development project might cause,
and then to subsequently determine which of those impacts are likely to be
significant and which therefore require detailed investigation in the EIA.

1.2

This report forms the Ipswich Borough Council’s (‘IBC’) Scoping Opinion for the
intended submission of an Environmental Statement (‘ES’) in relation to the
proposed mixed-use development comprising 1,100 dwellings, a secondary
school (including sixth form), primary school, local centre and associated
infrastructure. This development is on land known as Red House Farm, East of
Westerfield Road, Ipswich and forms part of the Ipswich Garden Suburb
Development (‘IGS’).

1.3

This Scoping Opinion is based on the Red House Farm EIA Scoping Report
(‘Scoping Report’) provided to IBC by Phase 2 Planning. A scoping exercise
was initiated following the receipt of the Scoping Report on 8th October 2019.

1.4

This Scoping Opinion shall not preclude IBC requiring the developer to submit
further information in connection with any ES submitted in connection with an
application for Planning Permission.

2.

Consultation

2.1

IBC undertook consultation with the relevant consultation bodies and relevant
parties seen to have an interest in the proposal and/or having expertise in the
environmental issues relevant to this site. Copies of the responses are
appended to this Scoping Opinion (Appendix 1).
Responses were received from the following:
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The Environment Agency
Historic England
Natural England
Network Rail
Sports England
Health and Safety Executive
Suffolk County Council (‘SCC’)
Place Services on behalf of IBC
Ipswich Borough Council- Conservation and Urban Design
Ipswich Borough Council- Public Protection and Environmental Health
East Suffolk Council
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2.2

IBC has not received responses from Highways England, Suffolk Wildlife Trust,
DEFRA, the adjoining authorities Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Council, and
the following IBC Teams, Community Development, Landscape/Parks,
Economic Development and Legal. Should any responses be received after
issuing this Scoping Opinion than these will be passed to Phase 2 Planning
with commentary from IBC.

2.3

The Council have reviewed the responses from the consultees and taken into
account the specific characteristics of the development.

3.

Proposed structure for the ES

2.4

The ES must contain the information specified in the Town and Country
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2017 (as amended).
It must also include any additional information specified in Schedule 4 of the
2017 Regulations which is relevant to the specific characteristics of the
development and to the environmental features likely to be significantly
affected. Regard should be given the National Planning Practice Guidance on
Preparing an Environmental Statement.

2.5

IBC make the following comments in regard to the development site and
surroundings.
Location and setting

2.6

This section should describe the physical features of the site and its
surroundings. Where applicable, the information considered under this section
should include all relevant statutory designations. It should also include
references to relevant national policies (including National Planning Practice
Guidance) and local plans and policies (including adopted or emerging
development plans). Reference should also be made to international
designations.

2.7

Regarding Local Plan Policies, the Ipswich Local Plan is currently under review
to provide a framework up until 2036. Consultation under regulation 19 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 is
proposed in early 2020 (subject to Council approval) with the Final Plan being
presented to the Secretary of State in 2020. Any ES and connected Planning
Application will need to have regard to the emerging Local Plan.
Description of Development

2.8

This section should describe the purpose and physical characteristics of the
development, including details of the proposed access and transport
arrangements, the number of people to be employed both during the
construction phase and as part of the development, and proposed number of
residents. It should identify the land use requirements and other physical
features of the development both during construction and when operational.
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2.9

It is also recommended providing details of the anticipated programme/phasing
for development. A chapter on construction methodology and phasing could be
included in support of future years baseline date.

2.10

Regard should be given to Policy CS10 and Table 8B of the Core Strategy and
Policies Development Plan Document Review (2017) (‘Local Plan’) which sets
out the distribution of land uses for each Neighbourhood for IGS.
Consideration of Alternatives

2.11

This section should include details of how the design/layout was influenced by
the need to minimise carbon emissions and impact of climate change.
Significance Criteria

2.12

This section should include a description of the forecasting methods to predict
the likely effects on the environment.

2.13

Establishing the significance of any impact can be contentious as it may involve
value judgements and expert interpretation. It is therefore prudent that
significance is established using transparent methodologies based on defined
standards, legislation, policy and expert opinion. The ES should therefore
include reference to:





The methodology utilised for example by reference to established
standards such as ISO, BS or specific industry recognised guidelines.
Assumptions and underlying rationale.
Fact, interpretation of facts, opinions, judgements based on facts.
Confidence limits associated with the prediction.

Cumulative Assessment
2.14 All of the parts of the IGS as defined by the Local Plan Policy CS10 (or any
such amended policy) should be included within the cumulative assessment.
The cumulative assessment should also include other committed development
within Ipswich as well as those in East Suffolk given the close proximity to the
administrative boundary of East Suffolk. A rationale should be included on what
committed developments have been included or excluded in relation to those in
Ipswich and the East Suffolk. Please refer to the response from East Suffolk
Council which identifies projects/developments within their boundary which
should be taken in to consideration.
2.15

Regard should also be given to the status of the proposed housing allocation
to the northern end of Humber Doucy Lane adjacent to Tuddenham Road. This
is proposed through Draft Policy ISPA4 of the Core Strategy and Policies
Development Plan Document Review Preferred Options. This is an emerging
policy which may be adopted or near adoption when the ES and connected
Planning Application is submitted. The draft policy looks to restrict the
development to commence after 2031. The emerging Suffolk Coastal Local
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Plan also includes this housing allocation under policy SCLP12.24 (refer to East
Suffolk Councils response appended to this Scoping Opinion).
4.

Key Environmental Issues

2.16

IBC agree that Issues identified within the Scoping Report should be assessed
under the EIA. IBC provide the following comments on these matters.
Transport

2.17

It is agreed that Transport should be scoped into the ES. The commitment to
build upon the previous work for the Henley Gate and Fonnereau Village
developments (part of the IGS) is welcomed.

2.18

The Transport Assessment needs to accord with National Planning Policy
Framework and National Planning Practice Guidance. It is also recommended
that any road or street works, any traffic incidents or unusual event (such as
extreme weather) that may have an influence on trip routing in that period is
noted and assessed for their effects.

2.19

Regard should also be given to Policy CS10 and Table 8B of the Local Plan
which details the Strategic and Neighbourhood Infrastructure requirements for
IGS. This includes, delivery of a bus service, cycle and pedestrian crossings,
improvements to cycleways, footpaths and Westerfield Station.

2.20

Consideration of the future use of the existing farm track which cuts through the
site should be discussed within this Chapter.

2.21

It is agreed that a Travel Plan (‘TP’) should be prepared. The TP should be
undertaken in accordance with The National Planning Policy Framework and
National Planning Practice Guidance. The TP should include consideration of
the following:






Improving pedestrian footways
The provision of pedestrian crossings between footpaths or bus stops
The provision of separate cycle and pedestrian access to the site.
The provision of cycleways/enhancing local cycle networks off site.
The utilisation of Public Rights of Ways

2.22 Improvements to the network in this area are likely to be required to meet the
needs of all future users. Improvements should be designed to improve
connectivity between the development and the local services and employment
and will need to reflect the nature and intensity of usage.
2.23

SCC raise the following points which IBC agree:
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agrees with the summary of the likely significant effects outlined in
paragraph 4.1.12 of the Scoping Report, however considers there are
areas requiring assessment not outlined in the methodology.
SCC hold injury accident records and traffic count and speed data. SCC
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2.24

also uses a county wide model of traffic, which could be used to inform
the Transport Assessment and resulting elements for the ES.
SCC expect the agreed trip rates for the Henley Gate and Fonnereau
Developments to form the basis for the trip generation for this site.
The list set out in 4.1.15 of the Scoping Report is not agreed. The two
additional junctions; on the A1214 east of the site, Rushmere Road
roundabout and the Heath Road / Woodbridge Road gyratory (A1214 /
A1189) need to be included in the assessment list. While the junctions
listed are likely to be the most significantly impacted by development
traffic, SCC also expect these two junctions require assessment as well.
While the main distribution of trips is likely to be to the south, the town
centre and other key local services, it is likely that significant traffic will
head to the east of the site, to Ipswich NHS Hospital, Ransomes
Europark / Futura Park and BT Adastral Park, all significant local
employment sites.
The collision data investigation area should also be extended to cover
the expanded junction assessment scope detailed above.
The assessment will also need to consider the impact on the rural routes
to the north of the site, and some of the residential streets either side of
the A1214 corridor. As the main strategic routes become more
congested by traffic growth it is likely that traffic will partially migrate to
less suitable routes. The rural roads to the north are in parts very narrow
and not conducive to significant increases in traffic and a management
strategy will be required to deal with impacts on these roads arising from
the development.
As part of the sustainable transport package for the site SCC would
expect that considerable thought is given to an enhanced bus service for
the whole IGS, building on the services proposed for the Henley Gate
and Fonnereau Neighbourhoods. Particular attention should be given to
potential measures to give buses priority over private vehicles on their
journeys to and from the town centre. The extensive Public Rights of
Way network in the vicinity of the site is also an opportunity to improve
access to the countryside and for walking and cycling to key destinations
of attractive traffic free routes. The off-site routes should be considered
alongside the internal IGS walking and cycling routes to come up with a
comprehensive access strategy which will contribute to significant modal
shift away from the use of private motor vehicles.

Natural England also provide the following advice (in summary):
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The ES should consider potential impacts on access land, public open
land, rights of way, coastal access routes and National Trails in the
vicinity of the development. They also recommend reference to the
relevant Right of Way Improvement Plans (ROWIP) to identify public
rights of way that should be maintained or enhanced.
encourage any proposal to incorporate measures to help encourage
people to access the countryside
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Refer to consultation responses from:




Alghoul Dalia, Network Rail, email sent 28th October 2019
Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 5th
November 2019
James Cutting, Suffolk County Council, letter dated 5th November 2019
and email sent 5th November 2019

Air Quality
2.25 It is agreed that Air Quality should be scoped into the ES. This development
alongside the rest of the Ipswich Garden Suburb is likely to add to the traffic
and congestion in the areas already covered by the five declared Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMAs) within Ipswich.
2.26 In regard to Monitoring Location 61, IBC offer the following information which
was part of the consideration of the Henley Gate and Fonnereau developments.
2.27 The 2018 Air Quality Annual Status Report identifies Diffusion Tube No. 61 with
a location of Henley Road/Valley Road. The reading for this diffusion tube
raised concerns as it was at 41 NO2 thus exceeding the national allowance and
appeared to show a marked increase from the previous year. This was
investigated in consultation with IBCs Environmental Protection Team.
2.28 Diffusion Tube 61 had been moved to its current location at Henley Road/Valley
Road in August 2016. This was not evident or clearly identified within the ASR
2018. The diffusion tube 61 in its new location on the Henley Road / Valley
Road junction is kerbside on a lamppost and the exposure to NO2 steeply drops
off when moving outwards towards sensitive receptors (residential properties).
It is then common practice to bias correct the reading. The reading for tube 61
was bias corrected to 40.5 NO2 but also should have been distance corrected
given the setback from any sensitive receptors from the kerbside.
2.29 It is recommended the Air Quality Assessment has regard to the Supplementary
Guidance- Air Quality Management and New Development 2011, Suffolk
Authorities. This is available to view on IBC’s websitehttps://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/www.ipswich.gov.uk/files/Appendix_1_Proposed_Su
pplementary_Guidance_October_2011v5.pdf

2.30 IBC’s Environmental Health Team advise the methodology for the air quality
modelling should be agreed with them prior to the assessment being conducted
and details on the measures designed to mitigate air quality impacts should
also be included.
2.31 IBC advises that the scenarios that should be considered on the impact should
be expanded to include Future Year scenario (plus 10 years) based on the
reference made at paragraph 4.2.17 of the Scoping Report.
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2.32 IBC would recommend that the scope of the air quality assessment also include
the impact of road traffic emissions from construction traffic and not just dust
given it is proposed that the development will take 10 years to complete.
Refer to consultation responses from:


Andrew Coleman - Environmental Health Officer (IBC) email sent 24 th
October 2019.

Noise and Vibration
2.33

It is agreed that the development, particularly during construction, is likely to
have a significant effect on Noise and Vibration. As such, this topic should be
scoped in. The table at 4.3.13 of the Scoping Report identifying the noise and
vibration effects for inclusion in the assessment is also agreed.

2.34

Historic England advise that consideration of the potential environmental
effects on the historic environment, such as noise and vibration, should be
referenced under a separate heritage section. Further information regarding
this is provided below within the section of Heritage.

2.35

IBC’s Public Protection / Environmental Health Team advise that noise surveys
detailing internal and external (and potential) sources of noise and details of
design of properties, waste storage, mitigation materials and provision of sound
insulation will be required in due course.
Refer to consultation responses from:




Ben Atkinson – Public Protection Officer (IBC) email sent 15 October 2019
Alghoul Dalia, Network Rail, email sent 28 October 2019
Clare Campbell, Historic England, letter dated 31 October 2019

Landscape and Visual Assessment
2.36

It is agreed that the landscape and visual impact should be scoped into the ES.
Regarding receptors with potential views towards the site, IBC recommend
including potential views from the railway line and views from Tuddenham Road
Bridge.

2.37

Consideration of the evolution of the boundaries and hedges within the park
may also inform the Landscape and Visual Impact Assessments (‘LVIA’) and
the Illustrative Masterplan.

2.38

IBC’s Conservation and Urban Design Officer advises that Historic England’s
Evaluating the impact of housing development on the historic environment,
2014 may be of interest and use in preparing the LVIA.

2.39

The LVIA should have regard to the cumulative effects of the proposed
development and rest of IGS, particularly the remaining part of the Red House
Farm neighbourhood.
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2.40

Natural England provide the following advice relating to what should be
included within the LVIA:








Details of the local landscape character areas mapped at a scale
appropriate to the development site as well as any relevant management
plans or strategies pertaining to the area.
Include assessments of potential impacts of the development on local
landscape character using landscape assessment methodologieshttps://www.gov.uk/guidance/landscape-and-seascape-characterassessments
Natural England encourages all new development to consider the character
and distinctiveness of the area, with the siting and design of the proposed
development reflecting local design characteristics and, wherever possible,
using local materials. The EIA process should detail the measures to be
taken to ensure the building design will be of a high standard, as well as
detail of layout alternatives together with justification of the selected option
in terms of landscape impact and benefit.
The Developer should consider whether there is land in the area affected
by the development which qualifies for conditional exemption from capital
taxes on the grounds of outstanding scenic, scientific or historic interest.

Refer to consultation responses from:





Rebecca Styles, Conservation and Urban Design Officer, IBC memo dated
24th October 2019
Clare Campbell, Historic England, letter dated 31st October 2019
Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 5th
November 2019
Suffolk County Council Archaeological Services response received 18th
October 2019

Archaeology
2.41

It is agreed that Archaeology should be scoped into the ES. As described by
SCC Archaeological Service (‘SCCAS’) the site is a large area that has not
been subject to systematic archaeological investigation. There is potential for
multiperiod archaeological remains on this site similar to those recorded on the
Fonnereau development to the west of the site. As such, there is likely to be a
significant impact on archaeological remains.

2.42

The site falls within Archaeological Character Zone 2c as identified in the
Development and Archaeology Supplementary Planning Document for Ipswich
(https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/spd_small.pdf) (see pages 723), and further information on evaluation methodologies and processes can be
found in that document.

2.43

SCCAS advise the following which IBC support:

Page | 9

EIA Scoping Opinion- Red House Farm, East of Westerfield Road, Ipswich
11th November 2019







Whilst the Desk-Based Assessment will provide baseline data, any
Planning Application should also include the results of trial-trenched
archaeological evaluation.
In order to fulfil the requirements of the National Planning Policy
Framework, a Field Assessment is also necessary, and the results should
inform the EIA and illustrative Masterplan so that significance and impacts
can be assessed and considered.
Some areas (as yet unidentified) may require preservation in situ where
appropriate. For surviving below ground archaeological heritage assets
where (1) development impacts are proposed that will damage or destroy
remains and (2) where mitigation through recording is considered
acceptable, the EIA should include proposals for mitigation to record and
advance understanding of the significance of heritage assets before they
are damaged or destroyed. Appropriate mitigation techniques, such as
excavation prior to development, and the definition of areas which require
further investigation, will be determined based upon the results of the suite
of evaluation and assessment work undertaken. Proposals for outreach and
enhanced public understanding as part of this mitigation work should also
be included as part of the EIA.

SCCAS have advised that they would be pleased to continue to engage on the
archaeological work required.
Refer to consultation responses from:
 Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service response received 18th
October 2019
Ecology and Biodiversity
2.44 It is agreed that Ecology and Biodiversity should be scoped into the ES. Both
the Henley Gate and Fonnereau Developments of Ipswich Garden Suburb were
considered likely to have a significant effect on a Natura 2000 site. IBC, as the
Competent Authority, undertook a Habitat Regulation Assessment- Appropriate
Assessment which identified potential for significant impacts of these
development alone and in-combination. A package of mitigation measures was
agreed with the Applicant’s of these developments. This included the provision
of the IGS Country Park and provision of publicly accessible greenspaces. As
it cannot be concluded that no new residents will visit the Natura 2000 site, a
proportionate financial contribution to fund off-site visitor management in-line
with the emerging Suffolk Coast Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation
Strategy (‘RAMS’) was also secured. This followed Natural England’s interim
advice and to avoid adverse effect from in-combination effects, in addition to
the new Country Park. The RAMS is due to be adopted early 2020. Natural
England advise that this proposal should be included within the RAMS strategy.
Refer also to East Suffolk Council’s response.
2.45 The development has the potential to increase levels of recreational
disturbance to the Orwell Estuary. This development is within the 13km Zone
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of Influence of the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and RAMSAR site. The
Orwell Estuary is designated as a Site of Special Scientific Interest.
2.46 Without mitigation this development is predicted to result in adverse effects on
the integrity of Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and Ramsar site in combination
with other plans and projects. IBC have been advised by Place Services, that a
project level Habitat Regulation Assessment (‘HRA’) stage two Appropriate
Assessment is likely.
2.47 It is essential that within any shadow HRA report an assessment of the likely
recreational disturbance impact from the development is included. This should
be based on current designated site information and visitor information. As well
as this, full details of the measures proposed to address recreational impacts
should be included within the report.
2.48 It would be helpful to IBC if the applicant provides a section on Information to
support the HRA whereby the natural greenspace on site will connect with the
Ipswich Garden Suburb Country Park and Public Rights of Way network to
provide and promote a daily walk route of 2.7km to avoid impacts on the
Habitats sites from the development alone.
2.49 In regard to the paragraphs relating to Habitats (4.6.2 to 4.6.4 of the Scoping
Report), having reviewed www.magic.gov.uk, a Woodpasture and Parkland
Biodiversity Action Plan Priority Habitat is indicated on the site. This area is to
the west of Red House Farm and north of properties fronting Bromeswell Road.
It is likely this area covers the mature trees noted in paragraph 4.6.4 of the
Scoping Report as relics of Red House Park. It is recommended having regard
to this in any appraisal of Habitats.
2.50 Natural England advise that Government Circular 06/2005 states that
Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) species and habitats, ‘are capable of being a
material consideration…in the making of planning decisions’. Natural England
therefore advises that survey, impact assessment and mitigation proposals for
Habitats and Species of Principal Importance should be included in the ES.
Consideration should also be given to those species and habitats included in
the relevant Local BAP.
2.51 Natural England advise that a habitat survey (equivalent to Phase 2) is carried
out on the site in order to identify any important habitats.
2.52 Any ornithological, botanical and invertebrate surveys should be carried out at
appropriate times in the year, to establish whether any scarce or priority species
are present. The ES should include details of:
 Any historical data for the site affected by the proposal (e.g. from previous
surveys);
 Additional surveys carried out as part of this proposal;
 The habitats and species present;
 The status of these habitats and species (e.g. whether priority species or
habitat);
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 The direct and indirect effects of the development upon those habitats and
species;
 Full details of any mitigation or compensation that might be required.
2.53 Natural England also advise that the England Biodiversity Strategy published
by Defra establishes principles for the consideration of biodiversity and the
effects of climate change. The ES should reflect these principles and identify
how the development’s effects on the natural environment will be influenced by
climate change, and how ecological networks will be maintained. The NPPF
requires that the planning system should contribute to the enhancement of the
natural environment ‘by establishing coherent ecological networks that are
more resilient to current and future pressures’ (NPPF Para 174), which should
be demonstrated through the ES in the chapter relating to Ecology and
Biodiversity.
2.54 Place Services, on behalf of IBC, provide the following comments which IBC
agree with:
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Specific comments regarding the surveys for protected species (refer to
response appended to this Scoping Opinion).
The desktop assessment should be prepared based on a local data search
supplied by the Suffolk Biodiversity Information Service (SBIS) and records
should inform the survey requirements. Priority and Protected Species
need to be adequately considered and all records from new or updated
surveys undertaken should be shared with SBIS as a matter of best
practice.
There is little reference to Priority Habitats.
The ES needs to consider the potential impacts on all the relevant protected
and Priority Species and should avoid, mitigate and/or compensate for all
impacts not just significant ones. This is necessary for IBC to demonstrate
they have met the s40 of the NERC Act - Biodiversity Duty.
All Impacts on ecological features, not just significant ones, should be
provided to IBC to enable it to demonstrate it is meeting it’s s40 Biodiversity
Duty.
Survey and Assessment should meet the requirements of both Natural
England Standing advice and the Suffolk Biodiversity Validation Checklist.
Noted the site is dominated by arable fields but disagree that they have little
ecological value given the presence of Skylark and Brown Hare, both
Priority Species typical of farmland were recorded on site. Appropriate
mitigation will need to be included within the ES.
Satisfied that the ecological assessment will follow nationally agreed
guidelines including undertaking all survey work in the appropriate season
by appropriately qualified ecological experts as required by EIA
Regulations.
Para 4.6.34 of the Scoping Report states that the ES will set out any
ecological enhancement proposed. To comply with NPPF, there is an
opportunity to enhance the development in order to deliver measurable net
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gain for biodiversity and this should include integral bird (e.g. swift) and bat
boxes in all dwellings and if not already secured as mitigation, hedgehogfriendly fencing throughout the development. The Ecology chapter should
cross reference with other chapters in the ES to thoroughly explore all
reasonable options to enhance the development for Protected and Priority
species.
Refer to consultation responses from:




Sue Hooton, Place Services (on behalf of IBC), letter dated 4th November
2019
Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 5th
November 2019
Ben Woolnough, East Suffolk Council email sent 11th November 2019

Flood Risk and Drainage
2.55 It is agreed that Flood Risk and Drainage should be scoped into the ES. The
Environment Agency has raised concerns regarding the extent of the Scoping
Report and the lack of information regarding potential water quality impacts or
plans for foul drainage. The site is within a protected area for drinking water
from surface sources. The ES will need to review the impact on water quality.
2.56 IBC agree with the Environment Agency, that the Scoping Report is expected
to have outlined how the EIA will assess the potential for impacts on river quality
and wastewater infrastructure. It is expected to see an entire section or chapter
covering the impacts on the water environment, water efficiency and quality of
water supply and foul drainage.
2.57 The EIA should consider foul drainage from the proposed development and the
impact of additional waste water on existing infrastructure and the water
environment. The Environment Agency has advised that more detail needs to
be provided so they can comment on capacity and the suitability of the
proposals.
2.58 It is recommended that consideration is given to the Environment Agency’s
recommendation of inclusion of “Key Environmental Issues” which considers
foul drainage impacts on surface water quality.
2.59 Within the Environment Agency’s response appended to this Scoping Opinion,
they have provided suggestions to improve the Scoping Report from a water
quality perspective. This includes reference to the Water Framework Directive,
Habitats Directive, impacts on Water Recycling Centre and pressure on existing
sewerage infrastructure, and Water Cycle Study.
2.60 The Environment Agency also raised concerns regarding the impact on water
Resources. The Abstraction Licensing Strategies for East Suffolk, published by
the Environment Agency, highlights over-abstraction of water resources within
the area. According to the Anglian Water 2015 Resource Management Plan –
a future water resource deficit for East Suffolk is predicted in Asset
Management Period 8 (2029/30). Furthermore, the Anglian Water 2015
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Resource Management Plan and the revised draft Water Resources
Management Plan 2019 considers the East Suffolk resource zone and River
Gipping as particularly vulnerable sources under climate change vulnerability
assessments. The impact of increased demand and climate change –would
affect abstraction from the nearest main river, the River Gipping, which is
connected to this site via the network of drains within and around the Proposed
Development Site.
2.61 It is recommended that the ES should include an assessment of the
development’s potential effects on the surrounding water environment. The
assessment should include water quality, water supply, flood risk, foul and
surface water drainage, and pollution prevention. Cumulative impacts with other
developments should also be included with this assessment.
2.62 The ES should set out what the impacts from the development will be in each
of the parameters of the Water Framework Directive and Groundwater
Directive, and what mitigation will be put in place to avoid any impacts.
Implications for the feasibility and timing of the development need to be
considered as part of the ES. It is requested that the potential impacts of the
utility supplies be recognised in the ES.
2.63 As such, it is recommended to either expand this Chapter to cover these
matters or provide an additional Chapter.
2.64 SCC recommend that this chapter should be named “Flood Risk and Water
Management” to reflect that water should be treated as a resource that should
be valued, rather than just a problem to be mitigated. The chapter should
consider the net gains to the environment and biodiversity that could be
provided through the provision of sustainable drainage systems. IBC support
this approach but advise that the title should also account for water quality if it
is to be included in this Chapter.
SCC offer the following additional points which IBC support.
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As well as the impacts listed from paragraphs 4.7.7 – 4.7.10 of the Scoping
Report, the positive impacts of environmental and biodiversity gain should
be considered.
The County Council has historical flood information, predicted flood
information and a surface water management plan for Ipswich. The
Environment Agency and their River Basin Management Plan should
provide information on water quality.
The assessment should inform the SuDS design and confirm requirements
for water quality treatment SuDS as set out in planning practice guidance
paragraph 69 (Reference ID: 7-069-20140306). Preparation of a drainage
strategy should consider the policy and guidance in the Suffolk Flood Risk
Management Strategy and specific guidance on SuDS design.

EIA Scoping Opinion- Red House Farm, East of Westerfield Road, Ipswich
11th November 2019





The proposed site surface water drainage strategy resulting from the EIA
should identify the size and locations of SuDS and address the contribution
that water management can make to net gains.
The 2018 climate change projections should also be used in assessing
flood risk.

2.65 IBC recommends that the Local Lead Flood Authority (Suffolk County Council
Floods) is included in any consultation process of the proposed Flood Risk
Assessment.
Refer to consultation responses from:



Ed Abigail, Environment Agency, letter dated 31st October 2019
James Cutting, Suffolk County Council letter dated 5th November 2019 and
email sent 5th November 2019

Socio-economics
2.66 It is agreed that Socio-economics should be scoped into the ES. Due to the
scale and nature of the development the proposal is likely to have a significant
impact on social infrastructure, local amenities and services. The additional
population and demographic will place additional demands on local services,
potentially leading to them being stretched beyond their intended capacity.
Positive impacts should also be detailed such as job creations and provision of
additional services.
2.67 In particular, reference to how the impacts of the needs of young people
(education and play facilities) and older people (housing standards and
accessibility in the wider built environment) can be mitigated should be made.
Alternative options should be tested and set out in relation to the design and
layout of the development.
Suffolk County Council have also advised the following:


They would be pleased to supply baseline data in relation to County Council
services. Existing capacity at school and early years facilities, and
additional demand arising, will be particularly useful and will be supplied
upon request. They can also share information relating to the number of
children likely to live in the new development.



Data on the number and likely housing needs related to older people at a
district level is available from a tool provided by the Housing Learning and
Improvement Network, known as Shop@ (see footnote 2 of SCC’s letter
appended to this Scoping Opinion). This will provide useful indicative
information on the demographic makeup of the development. The State of
Suffolk 2019 report and the Suffolk Observatory also contains information
on the demographics of the County.
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2.68

Whilst there is no single methodology for considering impacts on older
people, the Government’s ‘Lifetime Neighbourhoods’ report offers a useful
guide to the spatial needs of older people. For considering the impacts on
Suffolk County Council services, including those for young people, please
see the Section 106 Developers Guide to Infrastructure Contributions in
Suffolk. The inter-relationship between transport and the provision of
services is a particularly important consideration.

IBC also advise consideration of the neighbourhood infrastructure and
community development identified and discussed in the Ipswich Garden
Suburb Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Ipswich Garden Suburb Supplementary
Planning Document and Policy CS10 and Table 8B of the Local Plan.
Refer to responses:


James Cutting, Suffolk County Council, letter dated 5th November 2019 and
email sent 5th November 2019.

5.

Other Matter to be included in the EIA

5.1

Section 5 of the Scoping Report scopes out matters relating to Land and Soils,
Heritage and Public Health. IBC disagree and recommend that these are
scoped into the ES.
Land and Soil

5.2

The Scoping Report includes a copy of the Agricultural Land Classification
(Appendix 3). This identifies that 89.7% of the area surveyed would be classed
as ‘best and most versatile land’. The report concludes that any development
in the immediate locality will have a similar impact on the best and most
versatile soils in the area. The presence of 3b soils (11.3% of the area) would
mean a slightly reduced impact from a local aspect. Whilst the report identifies
an impact it does not identify the level of impact in terms of significance.

5.3

Given the amount of best and most versatile land impacted by this development
and cumulatively with the rest of IGS, and the irreplaceable loss of agricultural
land, IBC consider that the development is likely to lead to a significant impact.
This impact should be assessed within the ES.

5.4

It is also recommended that soils should be considered in the context of the
sustainable use of land and the ecosystem services they provide as a natural
resource, as also highlighted in paragraph 170 of the NPPF (July 2019). As
described by Natural England, soil is a finite resource that fulfils many important
functions and services (ecosystem services) for society, for example as a
growing medium for food, timber and other crops, as a store for carbon and
water, as a reservoir of biodiversity and as a buffer against pollution. It is
therefore important that the soil resources are protected and used sustainably.

5.5

The ES should identify the degree to which best and most versatile soils are
going to be disturbed/harmed and the level of impact. Any mitigation measures
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to help reduce this impact should be identified. Further guidance is contained
in the Defra Construction Code of Practice for the Sustainable Use of Soil on
Development Sites.
5.6

IBC also recommend having regard to SCC’s recommendation regarding
Minerals. The County Council as Minerals Planning Authority is interested in
increasing the number of sites which provide some of their own minerals,
through limited extraction on site as part of the normal construction process.
This limits the need for minerals to be brought on site from elsewhere and
reduces the need for minerals to be extracted at other locations and transported
across the County. The site is large enough that appropriate provision could be
made for assessing the mineral resource.
Refer to consultation responses:



Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 05
November 2019
James Cutting, Suffolk County Council letter dated 5th November 2019 and
email sent 5th November 2019

Heritage
5.7

Both Historic England and IBC’s Conservation and Urban Design Officer
identify that this development has the potential to affect the significance of
numerous heritage assets. The Scoping Report identifies the development will
impact on the setting of surrounding heritage assets but details that this will be
assessed through the LVIA. However, the Scoping Report does not indicate
that the LVIA will include or be informed by a Heritage Statement prepared by
a competent heritage professional. As identified by IBC’s Conservation and
Urban Design Officer, a Landscape and Visual Assessment alone will be
insufficient in considering the impact of proposed development on heritage
assets.

5.8

Consequently, the approach to Heritage set out in the Scoping Report is not
considered an adequate approach to identify the impact on heritage
significance. As recommended by Historic England, the Archaeology chapter
could be expanded to include all heritage and historic environment issues.
While the consideration of the setting of heritage assets will overlap with the
LVIA, the heritage issues should be considered in their own right. There
consideration of the potential environmental effects on the historic environment,
such as noise and vibration, should also be referenced under the heritage
chapter or section.

5.9

Attention is drawn to Historic England’s The Setting of Heritage Assets: Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 (Second Edition) which
discusses the relationship between setting and views. This states that
‘consideration of the contribution of setting to the significance of heritage
assets, and how it can enable that significance to be appreciated, will almost
always include the consideration of views’.
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5.10 The staged approach to taking decisions on setting given here can also be used
to assess the contribution of a view, or views, to the significance of heritage
assets and the ability to appreciate that significance. Views, however, can of
course be valued for reasons other than their contribution to heritage
significance. They may, for example, be related to the appreciation of the wider
landscape, where there may be little or no association with heritage assets.
5.11 The ES must therefore identify the significance of heritage assets, as well as
the contribution made to significance by their setting, and then make an
assessment whether the proposal would result in harm to the heritage assets.
Where harm arises, measures should be taken in the design of the scheme to
mitigate this harm though layout, density and design. Tree planting alone is
unlikely to be sufficient mitigation to preserve the contribution that setting makes
to a historic building’s significance.
5.12

The structure of the ES with respect to heritage should:








5.13

Identify all designated heritage assets
Assess the setting of designated heritage assets.
Assess the contribution made by the setting to the significance of the
designated heritage asset.
Assess the potential impact on the setting (noting the cumulative impact
with other developments)
Assess the potential impact on the significance of the asset.
Assess the scope for mitigating any negative impact.
The impacts should be considered individually for each asset.

The following points raised by IBC’s Conservation and Urban Design Officer
and Historic England should also be factored into the ES.


With regard to the cemeteries, although there is existing development
between the cemeteries and the proposed development site the
assessment should consider if the proposed development would impact on
the significance of this historic site both in terms of any visual impact and
non-visual effects such as the environmental considerations. If there is
potential for a visual impact, it would be helpful to illustrate this in
photomontages.



Red House Farm is an undesignated asset included on IBC’s Local List
(Buildings of Townscape Interest) SPD. Red House Farm formed part of the
Red House Park estate and this group of Victorian farm buildings are all that
remain of the built heritage of the Red House Park Estate. The assessment
should include the impact on the cluster of farm buildings and the historic
landscape associated with the former parkland.



Attention is also drawn to the Pill box located in the rear garden of 253
Tuddenham Road which is included on the Local List (Buildings of
Townscape Interest) SPD. The railway line would have provided an
unintentional anti-tank obstacle, and pillboxes were often positioned close
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to railway crossings for this reason, as tanks would need to avoid the
ditches and banks at railway lines. The pillbox was therefore orientated to
cover the bridge over the Felixstowe line which runs underneath
Tuddenham Road, with the houses to the north being built after the end of
the war which now obstruct the view from the pillbox to the railway line.
This is not identified in the Scoping Report.


Impacts on the setting of the historic settlement of Westerfield should also
be considered. This should include considering the impact on the collective
setting of the buildings in the village, as well as specific considerations on
the impact of listed buildings and undesignated heritage assets within the
village. The Grade I Church of Mary Magdalene is identified in the EIA;
however, the assessment should also consider the impacts on the setting
of Grade II Mill Farmhouse, Grade II rectory and other assets in
Westerfield which have historically benefitted from an isolated setting.



The EIA has identified the Grade II listed Cranfield Court on Valley Road
and the Cemetery Conservation Area which is a Grade II* Registered Park
and Garden. It is recommended that the assessment is extended to include
Westerfield House on Humber Doucy Lane, Lacy’s Farmhouse and Allens
House, all Grade II listed isolated buildings to the southeast of the red line
site. Consideration should be given to the landscape impact and the setting
of these heritage assets.



Attention is also drawn to the recently adopted Ipswich Urban
Characterisation Study SPD for the North East, published in June 2019,
which bounds the red line site. The study identifies several character
areas, including the rural edge, considering its character and appearance,
as well as make recommendations for its management and future
development.



Also of interest in preparing the Heritage Statement and identifying
mitigation would be Historic England’s Evaluating the impact of housing
development on the historic environment, 2014.

Refer to consultation responses:



Clare Campbell, Historic England, letter dated 31st October 2019
Rebecca Styles, IBC- Conservation and Urban Design Officer, memo dated
24th October 2019

Human Health
5.14

SCC advise the following which IBC support.

5.15

While a Health Impact Assessment is not necessary as part of an EIA, a human
health section would help to synthesise the different elements of the ES. As is
stated in paragraph 5.1.17 of the Scoping Report, a number of assessments
already undertaken for the purposes of human health are being included in their
own dedicated sections, such as noise and air quality. The ES could then link
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these to the wider determinants of health, not just affecting the future residents
of the development, but also existing neighbouring communities.
5.16

This could include (but not be limited to):







how transport assessments lead to a strategy to encourage greater active
travel, improving physical fitness and cardiovascular health for residents of
the development and the surrounding areas;
how assessing the impact of emissions will connects to the protection of
respiratory health;
the health benefits from the provision of new homes alongside associated
community infrastructure;
how assessment of noise and vibration will lead to mitigation and avoid
health impact; and
how rights of way can enable access to the countryside benefiting physical
and mental health.

5.17 The application submitted by Crest for Henley Gate (reference
IP/16/00608/OUT) included an assessment of health impacts which could be
used as a template for this application.
5.18 The State of Suffolk report contains information on the health and wellbeing of
the residents of Suffolk which could be used to highlight potential issues new
residents may be exposed to.
5.19 Place Based Needs Assessment for specific geography including Ipswich has
been produced recently which focused on wider determinants of health in the
localities including Ipswich which can be found here:https://www.healthysuffolk.org.uk/uploads/IPSWICH_PBNA_Report_1-0.pdf
Refer to consultation responses:


James Cutting, Suffolk County Council letter dated 5th November 2019 and
email sent 5th November 2019

6.

Non-Significant Issues

6.1

The justification for those environmental topics which are scoped out of the EIA,
should be included in the final Environmental Statement. We would suggest
that the Environmental Statement includes a chapter covering ‘Non-significant
issues’ or similar, which details these justifications along with details of where
these may be assessed elsewhere as part of any connected planning
application.

6.2

It is agreed that the following Ground Contamination (land contamination),
Climate Change, Light and Radiation, waste and Accidents and Disasters can
be scoped out.
Ground Contamination
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6.3

This section appears to relate to contaminated land. As detailed in the Flood
and Drainage section above, consideration of the impact of development on
groundwater conditions, water resources and water quality should be included
within the ES. The geo-environmental desk study does review risks for pollution
of ground water, but only from the context of contaminated land.

6.4

Nevertheless, the impact from the existing land contamination is not considered
likely to cause significant effects and it is agreed that a Phase 2 Investigation
and securing any remediation work can be dealt with within the connected
planning application.
Refer to consultation responses from:


Ben Atkinson, Public Protection Officer (IBC) email sent 15 October 2019

Climate Change
6.5

The approach towards Climate Change is agreed. The proposed development
should account for Climate Change Adaptation as part of the design. This
includes the layout and incorporation of measures such as SuDs. Other aspects
of adaptation could also be incorporated including excess heat and water stress
and ecology (refer to Natural England’s response).

6.6

Due to the issues regarding water supply, water resources should be
recognised as a potential environmental sensitivity for this Proposed
Development and considered under the climate change section for future
environmental conditions and adaption. Due to the water pressures in the
region, we consider it is particularly important that water efficiency measures
are incorporated into this scheme, such as dual flush toilets, water butts, water
saving taps and showers, greywater recycling and rainwater harvesting.

6.7

The development will need to have consideration of policies relating to Climate
Change such as CS1, CS5, DM1, DM2 and DM4 of the Local Plan and Ipswich
Garden Suburb Supplementary Planning Document.

6.8

In regard to changes to Future Environmental Conditions the 2009 UK Climate
Projections have now been superseded by those published in 2018. The 2018
projections also provide further degree of detail.

6.9

It is agreed an account should be made of how the need to minimise carbons
emissions influenced the choice of options and measures to be included within
the development to reduce Carbon Emissions. It is recommended providing a
standalone Energy Strategy.
Refer to consultation responses
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Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 5th
November 2019

Light, Radiation and Heat
6.10

It is agreed that given the nature of the development this is unlikely to give rise
to any significant radiation, light and heat effects.
Waste

6.11

Waste will be generated during the construction and occupation phases of the
development, but it is assumed no additional waste material will be imported on
to the site. A Waste Strategy Report will need to be prepared and submitted as
part of the connected planning application and demonstrate how guidance will
be met and waste management hierarchy delivered on-site.
Refer to consultation responses from:




Ed Abigail, Environment Agency, letter dated 31st October 2019
James Cutting, Suffolk County Council, letter dated 5th November 2019 and
email sent 5th November 2019
Francesca Shapland, Natural England, Letter and Annex A dated 5th
November 2019

Accidents and Disasters

6.12 The proposed development site does not currently lie within the consultation
distance of a major hazard site or major accident hazard pipeline; therefore,
at present the Health and Safety Executive does not need to be consulted
on any developments on this site.
Refer to consultation responses from:
 Sue Howe, Health and Safety Executive, email sent 4 th November 2019
 HSE's Land use planning information and advice from the Land Use Planning
Web App and pre-application advice service (https://pa.hsl.gov.uk/)
7.

Summary

7.1

For clarity, as set out above, IBC advise that the following disciplines are
scoped into the EIA and assessed within the ES:
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Socio-Economics
Land and Soil
Public Health

