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Safeguarding the Character of Ipswich

Ipswich Draft Local Plan Examination
Statement On STAGE 1 - MATTERS AND OQUESTIONS

Matter 1 - Legal Requirements, Duty to Co-operate and Cross Boundary Issues

1.1 Are the likely environmental, social and economic effects of the plan adequately
and accurately assessed in the Habitats Regulations Assessments and the
Sustainability Appraisals (SAs)? Do the SAs test the plan against all reasonable
alternatives?

Habitats Regulation Assessments

We note from the Ipswich Policy Area Green Infrastructure Report' ‘The planned country park
at the Ipswich Garden Suburb (IGS), whilst providing a key element of mitigation in relation to
Habitats Regulations Assessment, would not address deficiencies under the Nature Nearby
standards within the north-west part of Ipswich and around the Claydon / Great Blakenham
area.’

There is currently no delivery mechanism to ensure the timely delivery of the IGS Country
Park as an effective mitigation strategy to safeguard the Stour and Orwell Estuary Special
Protection Area, protected under the Habitats Directive. As such the Core Strategy (CS) is
unsound. A delivery mechanism needs to be determined and an alternative included in the
CS should the IGS Country Park not be deliverable by the required timescales.

Sustainability Appraisals

The SA is unsound as it doesn’t utilise the best available baseline and modeling data e.g. the
latest DCLG March 2015 housing projections nor the June 2015 ONS migration data, which
significantly lower the objectively assessed housing need.

The SA quite rightly highlights the lack of information and uncertainty in assessing the effects
on traffic, air quality and climate change of circa 4000 homes identified in the CS to be built in
association with neighbouring Local Authorities and exposes a hole in the C S.

The SA fails to fully take account of transport, air quality, economy and wastewater issues,
specifically to note the possibility that the viability of the development of the IGS may not be
achievable due to the severe impact on traffic and lack of sewage infrastructure.

Transport

Whilst Section 4.3.1 of the SA recommends “updated traffic modeling is undertaken and that
all future applications continue to thoroughly assess the cumulative effects of traffic and
emissions and propose robust mitigation in line with other policies within the CS and the IGS
SPD” this has yet to be done. Also a traffic assessment of the effect of permissible multiple
starts across the IGS needs to be done. There is no evidence that a sustainable traffic

! Conclusion bullet xiii, Update of the Haven Gateway Green Infrastructure Strategy for the

Ipswich Policy Area, August 2015, Ipswich Policy Area report,

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/sites/default/files/ipa_green_infrastructure report -
final_published october 2015.pdf
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solution can be implemented that will allow the proposed build out of the IGS. Suffolk County
Council stated in relation to the 2014 Mersea Homes/CBRE Global Investors (Planning
Application 14/00638/OUTFL) Traffic Assessment of the IGS “More recent assessments of
the planning application for proposed development in the Northern Fringe have, however,
suggested that there are not, currently, identified sustainable transport measures to ensure
that the development impacts are adequately mitigated. Given the key role of the IGS, this
makes it more likely that the planned development could give rise to severe traffic congestion
across the town’s road network.” A revised traffic assessment for the IGS had yet to emerge
which, given the length of time this has been worked on, is an indicator of the scale of the
problem being addressed.

Air Quality

The SA still appears to use 2010 air quality data as its baseline and continues to fail to
acknowledge that air quality is worsening in Ipswich and will potentially require a larger, town-
wide AQMA or the widening extension of existing AQMAs.

Wastewater

The SA fails to take sufficient account of the wastewater issues arising from the proposed
expansion of Ipswich. Paragraph 6.92 of the NALEP draft Strategic Plan, January 2014
recognises that the scale and cost of major new connections in relation to water supply and
wastewater infrastructure (including treatment plant), is currently inhibiting the progress of
some strategic sites in Ipswich.

The Water Cycle Study2 shows Cliff Quay (Ipswich major Sewage Treatment Works (STW))
with a lack of headroom to cope with the projected growth of both housing and employment.
In addition, according to Anglian Water the pipeline capacity from the north of Ipswich to the
Cliff Quay STW is at capacity and to date no viable solutions have been proposed for the IGS
wastewater infrastructure. Should a new sewage pipeline be required from the north of
Ipswich through the town to the Cliff Quay STW, as suggested by Anglian Water it will
severely impact upon the development timescales and viability of the IGS. The effectiveness
of the CS to deliver both employment and homes growth including the IGS could be seriously
undermined by a failure to properly assess the cumulative requirement of Ipswich for
wastewater infrastructure over the plan period and plan for its provision. This is a major failing
of both the SA and the CS making them unsound.

Economy

The SA assumes the forecast jobs growth will take place in Ipswich town. We have seen
neither evidence of this nor any data showing the net number of new jobs being created in the
Borough and the town centre under the current CS. This assumption needs to be justified.

It fails to take account of the Peter Brett study” into the viability of the Ipswich Development
Plan which calls into question the viability of developing new offices, industrial units and
warehousing and large retail units in Ipswich. Para 8.3.2 states “none of the office
development scenarios are viable” and Para 8.5.1 “industrial and warehouse development in
Ipswich is not viable”. We note that the EEFM 2014 data shows that to meet the forecast
employment growth office floor space will need to increase by 36% i.e. an additional 94,165
sg m (i.e. over 1M sq ft which equates to accommodation for approximately 7,850 people). It
also shows warehouse floor space will need to grow by 17,103 sq m but forecasts industrial
floor area will contract by 18,560 sq m. The SA needs to take account of the outputs from this
study in its assessment in order to be sound. IBC has recently purchased the Ipswich Sugar
Beet site, which is outside the Borough and designated as employment land. The SA fails to
mention this or account for any impact of this on the town centre economy.

2 http://www.ipswich.gov.uk/downloads/Haven_WCS_Stage 2 - Ipswich_specific_results.pdf

% Bullet 3.4 Minutes of the Northern Fringe Community Steering Panel 12 February 2013
4 Viability Testing for the Ipswich Development Plan, Peter Brett Associates December 2014



Reasonable alternatives

In our view, the original SA was flawed because it did not look at alternatives to the Policies
other than “do nothing”. For example one reasonable alternative would be through
cooperating more closely with other local authorities and locating new homes nearer to new
sites of identified employment growth (as identified by the New Anglia LEP and the Suffolk
Economic Growth Strategy — note Ipswich town centre is not one of them)). Although we have
suggested this alternative over the past 5 years, it is only now that IBC recognise it needs to
be done to accommodate the un-met housing demand identified within the draft CS.

The SA fails to recognise that it is unsound to allocate the entire IGS when its delivery may
not be viable over the timescales of the plan. To lower the dependency of the CS on the IGS,
the SA should be recommending the inclusion of a ‘Plan B’ based on co-operating more
closely with neighbouring local authorities to locate new homes nearer to identified
employment growth sites.

Taking full account of cumulative effects

The SEA Directive requires that the assessment include identification of cumulative and
synergistic effects including those produced by other authorities such as neighbouring local
authorities. The SA does not appear to take account of the cumulative effect of CSs of
neighbouring authorities regarding housing, employment and especially transport/traffic with
regards to increased air pollution and traffic congestion. These aspects need to be fully
assessed in order for the SA to be sound.

We also note that SA does not assess the effects of around 4,000 new dwellings in
neighbouring authorities to meet the IBC un-met demand.

We maintain that the SA fails to accurately reflect the state of Ipswich and presents a very
optimistic view of the impacts of the CS on the Borough.

1.2 Is the plan compliant with: (a) the Local Development Scheme? (b)the Statement of
Community Involvement? (c) the 2004 Act and the 2012 Regulations?

No Comment

1.3 Has the Council engaged constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis with all
relevant organisations on strategic matters of relevance to the plan’s preparation,
as required by the Duty to Cooperate?

No

Liaison with neighbouring Local Authorities (LAS)

A main vehicle for IBC to liase with neighbouring Local Authorities is via the Ipswich Policy
Area Board. Prior to 2013 the IPA Board met infrequently with little tangible output but since
then the it has met fairly frequently (www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/ipswich-policy-area ) and
published minutes and 4 papers of its activities( namely Green Infrastructure, Boundary topic
paper, IPA illustrative Map and a Land Availability topic paper). In terms of public
transparency the IPA has been very reluctant to publish its work programme, working papers
and to engage with the public. The IPA should not be seen as just a talking shop but the
effectiveness should be judged on the results achieved. To date we have seen no evidence
of outcomes of the IPA working together to deliver housing or key infrastructure like
freshwater, sewage and transport.

There has been some evidence of interworking on economic growth but no concrete
interlinking plans, objectives and deliverables.

IBC has made a major investment by purchasing the old Sugar Beet factory brown field
employment site in Babergh, but there is no mention of how this could link into employment


http://www.ipswich.gov.uk/content/ipswich-policy-area

plans. In fact we could find no mention of it in the IPA minutes, the draft Ipswich CS or the
draft joint Babergh & Mid Suffolk CS.

We welcome the revised terms of reference Oct 2015, which should provide greater focus but
they are very late coming.

Housing is a key strategic cross boundary matter, particularly considering the constrained
physical boundary of Ipswich, which presents a constraint to growth. It would be reasonable
to expect that this would be a key focus of the IPA. However this does not appear to be the
case:

e The only mention of Ipswich housing supply issues that we could find in the
IPA minutes is 5th Sept 2014 2.1 & 2.2. The former says that Ipswich BC
has enough housing land supply for the first 10 years of the CS to 2024. 2.2
talks about a twin track approach to plan for the period beyond the next 10
years to identify housing and employment needs.

¢ No neighbouring LAs mention an Ipswich housing shortfall in their adopted
Local Plans or Authority monitoring Reports or the need to help Ipswich make
up the un-met demand.

e The draft Joint Babergh & Mid Suffolk CS, (which has recently undergone
regulation18 public consultation) mentions in section 2.6 ‘Work on the
Ipswich Borough Council Core Strategy Focussed Review has indicated that
there could be approximately 2,000 dwellings of un-met housing need
towards the end of the Local Plan period (2031). A collaborative approach
between the Ipswich Housing Market Area local authorities (Babergh,
Ipswich, Mid Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal) will be undertaken in order to
establish the most sustainable approach to providing for this need — it is likely
that this will be addressed through a wider joint Local Plan document
approach starting in 2016’. The latter is also mentioned in the Ipswich Local
Development Scheme.

e There is no record in the IPA minutes that IBC has a 5-year housing supply
problem, nor any recognition of this problem by neighbouring LAs and the
need to help address the problem.

Liaison with the Community

IBC has actively communicated with the community regarding its draft Local Plan and also in
the master planning of the IGS and other SPDs. The Council Officers have always been
helpful and willing to meet local community organisations to discuss planning aspects. The
problem perceived by the many Ipswich residents that have responded to these consultations
is that the Council as an organisation ‘Listens but Ignores’. This is evident from the recent
Local Plan Regulation 18 consultation where many residents raised several valid key issues
along with constructive recommendations to improve the Plan, but these were simply ignored.
Engagement is rather more than a one-way communication.

The master planning of the IGS was via a Community Steering Panel, which seemed to work
well but this was prematurely ‘put on ice’ by IBC and discussion guillotined despite requests
from the residents community groups to keep it operational. The IGS SPD is not as yet an
IBC adopted document and several potential show stoppers remain, namely the forecast
severe impact on traffic, air quality, lack of strategic sewage infrastructure, drainage solutions
and network rail issues. The community groups are keenly interested in these topics, wish to
be engaged and although Council Officers are happy to provide updates the impact of the
Community Steering Panel is missing.

1.4 Does the plan provide effective outcomes in terms of cross boundary issues? In
particular, is the approach of policies CS2 and CS7 that 3,378 dwellings will be
provided for by working with neighbouring local authorities later in the plan period
(in line with policy CS6) soundly based and in accordance with national policy? Is
there sufficient certainty that these housing needs will be provided for? If you



consider that the plan is not sound in this respect could it be modified to make it
so?

Although it might seem obvious from the first question, we would like to seek clarification from
the Inspector whether the CS should contain matters of a cross-boundary strategic nature
including housing, jobs and infrastructure? If so, should the Ipswich CS (and also the draft
joint Babergh and Mid Suffolk CS) refer to the Strategic acquisition by IBC of the old Sugar
Beet factory located in Babergh and its impact upon employment and housing growth? How
does this acquisition fit with IBC’s stated focus on delivering new jobs in the town centre?

Table 3 of the draft CS shows 3778 (not 3378 as in the question) dwellings to be provided by
working with neighbouring LAs. This figure will need to be adjusted according to whether a
5% or 20% buffer needs to be assigned to the IBC Objectively Assessed Housing Need. At
present the figure can only be considered aspirational since it is not contained in any
neighbouring LAs Local Plans. A figure of 2000 is mentioned in the draft joint Local Plan of
Babergh & Mid Suffolk, (approximately half of the above) but it points out that work is due to
start in 2016 (implying little has been done to date) and there is little mention in IPA minutes
with no published agreed objective, plans or commitments.

Without any written commitment from the neighbouring LAs there is no _certainty that the
additional housing needs will be met.

In our opinion submission of the IBC draft CS is premature and time needs to be allowed for
the IPA to examine the forecast IBC un-met housing needs (including over the next 5 years)
to scope and agree the problem, enter into an agreement to jointly work together to resolve
the problem and to produce/agree a project plan to identify and evaluate potential solutions.
This is not rocket science but just the initiation phase of a joint project, which need not take a
long time (say 6-12 months) but needs the commitment and sign-off of each of the LAs. This
will provide a better degree of certainty but until viable and agreeable solutions have been
identified and ‘work packages’ decomposed down to and owned by each LA the delivery will
have little certainty. These activities need to be written into Local Plans as and when they are
revised.

We have seen no evidence of effective outcomes on the cross-boundary cumulative effects of
traffic nor where new jobs will be delivered in relation to where new homes will be built.

Matter 2 — Objectively Assessed Needs for Housing and Employment Land

2.1 Is the identified objectively-assessed need (OAN) for housing of 13,550 new
dwellings (an average of 677 per year), as set out in policy CS7, soundly based and
supported by robust and credible evidence? In particular: (a) Does the OAN take
appropriate account of the 2012-based CLG Household Projections? (b) Does the OAN
appropriately consider the likelihood of past trends in migration and household
formation continuing in the future? (c) Does the OAN take appropriate account of
‘market signals’? (d) Is the OAN appropriately aligned with forecasts for jobs growth?
(e) Does the OAN take appropriate account of the need to ensure that the identified
requirement for affordable housing is delivered?

We support the efforts that the Council has made in using existing models and forecasts and
in commissioning the Research and Geospatial Information team of Luton Borough Council to
produce Population and Household projections for Ipswich and the surrounding LAs.
However, the forecasts are not based on the most up to date evidence and heavily rely on
past trends. Between 1991 and 2001 the population of Ipswich slightly declined but between
2001 and 2011 the population expanded by 16.5k, possibly driven by the Ipswich Waterfront
property boom. Note that this poEJuIation expansion was not accompanied by jobs growth
within Ipswich (EEFM 2014 data” shows workplace jobs in Ipswich as 65.9k in 1991, 65.9k in

® Autumn 2014 baseline forecasts published g™ January 2015
http://www.cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/EEFM
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2001 and 65.4k in 2011). We note that historic new build rates in Ipswich are considerably
lower than the proposed target with a noticeable spike in completions in 2006-9 many of
which remained vacant with a number of units being left unfitted. There is no justification that
the proposed rates are achievable.

One significant factor in the population growth was migration (both internal & immigration) but
since 2011 this has been negative — see the table in ‘b’ below. For Ipswich’s CS to be
sustainable there has to be a balance between population and jobs since people tend to
migrate to where the jobs are. We have not seen any evidence that the high level of jobs
growth forecast in Ipswich Borough by the EEFM is credible and as a consequence the
robustness of the Ipswich population growth forecasts must also be questionable.

(a) The OAN does not take account of the 2012-based DCLG Household Projections, which
was published in March 2015. The OAN is based on a September 2013 publication and has
not been revised with the latest evidence. The DCLG 2012 outputs forecast a demand for
new homes of 10,434 in 2031, which is 3116 below the IBC target of 13,550.

(b) The OAN is based on a 5 year average of ONS migration data for Ipswich up to mid-year
2011 giving an average of at 404/year and this has been used over the 2011-2031 period.
Contrast this with the latest ONS forecast® that give a 5 year average net migration of just 18
per year, i.e. a difference of 386 per year. If the latest 5 year period for net migration was
used this one effect would result in areduction in the population forecast of 7720 over
the 20 year period equivalent to a reduction in the OAN homes of 3327 at an average
household of 2.32 people.

Mid Year Population net migration
net internal net international
2010 131729 513 473
2011 133729 416 34
2012 134466 283 -473
2013 134701 -517 -80
2014 134966 -460 -100
5 Year Average 47 -29.2
Net Migration 5
year average 18 per year

(c) No Comment

(d) The OAN is reasonably aligned with forecast jobs growth (showing a small decrease in the
residence employment per household from 1.1 in 2011 to 1.0 in 2031). However, the key
driver for jobs growth in Ipswich is linked to local population growth such as retail, rather than
national or international products & services. IBC bases its jobs forecasts on the EEFM, the
latest forecast being 8th January 2015. Worryingly, the EEFM 2015 forecasts a significantly
larger population in 2031 of 162.8k compared to the latest ONS projection of 152k and the
Trend Migration Scenario of 154.7k adopted by IBC in the CS. This difference of 8.8k— 11.5k
is substantial. Using a much higher population forecast to estimate the number of jobs than
that used to estimate new homes growth is fundamentally flawed and hence the CS is
unsound.

(e) We note that CS 12 states ‘This will be achieved by requiring new development at the
Ipswich Garden Suburb to provide for at least 35% on-site affordable housing by total floor
space. However, Para 4.2 of the IBC response to the Ipswich Viability Report produced by
Peter Brett & Associates in December 2014 states ‘The indicative scheme average equated
to 31.6% affordable housing provision by number and 28.4% by floor space, alongside the full
provision of infrastructure’. Clearly it is unsound to set a target of 35% when the viability
report indicates 28%. We understand that the IGS infrastructure costs were developed mainly

® ONS Population estimates and components of population change detailed time series 2001-
2014 Released in June 2015.



in the summer of 2013. Recently IBC have engaged Mott MacDonald to investigate the IGS
infrastructure viability, phasing and costs. We understand that the studies indicate
infrastructure costs have risen particularly school costs and network rail costs. IBC should
revise the CS affordable housing targets using the latest evidence on viability.

2.2 Is the plan clear as to the identified need for additional pitches for gypsies and
travellers (policy CS11) and is the identified need soundly based and supported by
robust and credible evidence?

No comment

2.3 The soundness of proposals for the Ipswich Garden Suburb and the land
allocations for housing set out in policy SP2 (and the case for ‘omission sites’) will be
considered at Stage 2 of the Examination. However, on the basis of the plan as
submitted, is it realistic that they would provide for: (a) A supply of specific deliverable
sites to meet the housing requirement for five years from the point of adoption? (b) A
supply of specific, developable sites or broad locations for growth for years 6-10 from
the point of adoption? If you contend that the plan would not provide for either (a) or
(b) above (or both) could it be appropriately modified to address this?

(a) The latest IBC Authority Monitoring Report’ shows a 2.76 years supply as measured
against the adopted CS target of 700 dwellings per annum (dpa) with a 5% imposed
buffer. This equates to a shortfall of 2000 dwellings over the next 5-year period. The CS
revised target of 677dpa should slightly improve the situation. Our view, as explained
above, is that the housing targets are unrealistically high for Ipswich. If the latest ONS
migration data and DCLG household projection data was used the OAN would be
significantly reduced. Also the jobs growth forecasts for Ipswich appear unrealistic as
evidenced by the Peter Brett viability studies and that they are based on a significantly
higher population than used to derive the OAN.

(b) The 6-10 year housing supply is dependent upon the development of the IGS. Without
the provision of a northern relief road/ bypass the negative environmental impacts,
specifically the severe impact on traffic and associated air quality issues, might outweigh
the benefits of the additional housing. The viability might further be challenged by an
escalation of infrastructure costs associated with transport mitigation measures and
wastewater infrastructure, particularly should a new pipeline across Ipswich to the
Sewage treatment Works prove necessary.

One reasonable alternative would be for IBC, as a matter of urgency, to initiate a project with
neighbouring Local Authorities to investigate how through closer cooperation the potential un-
met demand can be satisfied. This needs to be done to satisfy the unmet demand of circa
4000 homes from 2025 so it would make sense to start the process now and include the 5
year and 6-10 year periods.

2.4 The soundness of individual employment sites set out in policies CS13 and SP5 will
be considered at Stage 2 of the Examination. However, on the basis of the plan as
submitted, is policy CS13’s aim of encouraging the provision of approximately 12,500
jobs soundly based and supported by robust and credible evidence?

Itis a fine aspiration based upon the August 2014 EEFM model run published in January
2015. The model was developed by Oxford Economics, is managed by Cambridge Insight
and has an excellent pedigree. It is therefore reasonable for IBC to adopt this model for
forecasting jobs. The model projects economic, demographic and housing trends, however,
‘EEFM forecasts are based on observed past trends only® Also ‘The forecasts are
unconstrained. This means that the forecast numbers do not take into account any policy or
other constraints that might prevent their actual realisation on the ground.’

"IBC Authority Monitoring report 11 2014/15 issued December 2015
8 EEFM Technical report January 2015



The models do not take into account the viability of developing the employment
accommodation growth required to facilitate the jobs growth but IBC should. Specifically
they take no account of the Peter Brett study® into the viability of the Ipswich Development
Plan which calls into question the viability of developing new offices, industrial units and
warehousing and large retail units in Ipswich. Para 8.3.2 states “none of the office
development scenarios are viable” and Para 8.5.1 “industrial and warehouse development in
Ipswich is not viable”. We note that the EEFM 2015 data shows that to meet the forecast
employment growth office floor space will need to increase by 36% i.e. by 94,165 sq m (i.e.
over 1M sq ft which equates to accommodation for approximately 7,850 people). It also
shows warehouse floor space will need to grow by 17,103 sq m but forecasts industrial floor
area will contract by 18,560 sq m.

An analysis of the EEFM jobs categories and growth data indicates that the key driver for jobs
growth in Ipswich is simply linked to local population growth such as retail, rather than
national or international products & services. Worryingly, the EEFM 2015 forecasts a
significantly larger population in 2031 of 162.8k compared to the latest ONS projection of
152k and the Trend Migration Scenario of 154.7k adopted by IBC in the CS. This difference of
8.8k— 11.5k is substantial. Using a much higher population forecast to estimate the number of
jobs than that used to estimate new homes growth is fundamentally flawed.

We welcome the new Enterprised Zones being created in and around Ipswich and the impact
of these should be examined in terms of the number and location of new jobs.

We have seen no evidence of the net number of new jobs being created in the Borough and
the town centre in recent years under the current CS. This evidence also needs to be used in
justifying that the new employment target for the CS is sound.

The credibility and robustness of the jobs evidence is undermined by doubts raised over the
employment accommodation growth requirements, coupled with substantially different
populations being assumed in the jobs growth forecast compared with that for the household
OAN. This fundamental inconsistency was pointed out to IBC in our March 2015
representations but has not been addressed.

Concluding Remarks

We recognise the hard work by IBC in creating the draft Local Plan, much of which we
support. However, from the above, we have identified serious shortcomings that make it
unsound but we believe that these can be readily corrected. In our opinion, the plan should be
withdrawn by IBC for further work, including:

e Using the latest evidence to re-evaluate the housing OAN.

e As a matter of urgency, ‘sign up’ neighbouring LAs to a joint project plan for scoping
the un-met housing demand within IBC, obtaining agreement to jointly work together
on meeting this demand, identifying and evaluating potential solutions and
establishing ownership of the delivery components. This would underpin the housing
targets in the CS. As part of this process, recognise and plan for the possibility that
the IGS may not be deliverable in the timescales envisaged, due to its impact on
traffic and deliverability of key infrastructure including wastewater and road
infrastructure.

e Thoroughly assess the cumulative and cross-boundary effects of traffic and
emissions and propose robust mitigation where needed.

o Reassess the jobs growth data taking into consideration IBC’s plans for the
Sproughton Sugar Beet Site, more recent evidence and data on the number of new
jobs being created in the Ipswich Borough and the town centre and the concerns
raised by the Peter Brett Viability Study.

e Phasing IGS development so that should serious impacts arise, say with traffic,
progress can be halted in a controlled way. Rather than having one large stalled
building site, smaller phases can be completed leaving residents living in a finished
environment.

o Viability Testing for the Ipswich Development Plan, Peter Brett Associates December 2014



We would like to see an agreed timetable for the re-submission of the revised plan and for the
current Plan to remain at least a “material concern” for planning applications.

We also note that the adoption of the draft IGS SPD depends upon the adoption of the draft
CS. In the event that the Local Plan is withdrawn for further work we would like the IGS SPD
to remain as a ‘material consideration’ for IGS planning applications.

Rod Brooks & Brian Samuel
Northern Fringe Protection Group
16" February 2016
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