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Dear Steven,

Chilton Woods ES Review

Further to our recent meeting and subsequent correspondence with Amec Foster Wheeler, | am
pleased to enclose the final version of our ES review comment/response table.

We believe we have now closed out all outstanding issues and are satisfied that with the proposed
planning conditions, the council should have sufficient environmental information to be able to
reach an informed decision on the outline planning application. Please note however, that at the
reserved matters stage the council will need to review the potential environmental impacts of the
further detailed information provided by the applicant and consider whether:

a) The detailed design remains within the parameters of the outline consent and predicted
environmental impacts reported in the original ES (2015) and ES Addendum (2017); and, if
not

b) There may be a need for further environmental assessment to be undertaken.

It should also be borne in mind that where there are to be multiple reserved matters applications
each one will need to be considered cumulatively with any previous consented applications and not
in isolation otherwise potentially significant environmental effects may be missed.

We have set out below some general comments on the quality of the 2017 ES Addendum
prepared by Amec Foster Wheeler including issues around obijectivity, presentation of information,
use of best practice and so on. We would see this being largely for the council’'s reference,
although we have no objection to this being made available to the EIA consultant if the council so
wishes.

Content of the ES Addendum

The ES Addendum provides an update to the previous ES produced in 2015 in light of changes to
the proposed development; essentially a marginal increase in the number of residential properties
and various other changes to layout and infrastructure.

Subsequent to Temple's review of the ES addendum, several short technical notes have also been
produced to address specific issues raised and/or to provide further updates on certain technical
topics such as air quality and noise.

Temple Group Ltd Woolyard Tel: +44 (0) 20 7394 3701 Company number: 3305849
52 Bermondsey Street VAT number: 683313828
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The ES Addendum was not subject to any update of the Scoping Opinion issued by the council.

Assessment Methodology & Impact Prediction

The assessment methodologies used on both the original ES and 2017 Addendum have broadly
followed published guidance and established best practice. However, our review identified several
instances where the approach taken has been a little confused or not fully in line with established
principles and guidance, or where the assessment of impacts was potentially deficient. These are
summarised below.

Transport - the approach to the assessment of traffic and transport was based on traffic modelling
only up to 2025, some 13 years before full build out of the development; the rationale being that
there is too much uncertainty in predicting traffic growth beyond that point. Our review noted that
this is not an unusual situation and that transport assessments regularly include modelling beyond
2030 and can do so with appropriate caveats. However, after discussion with Amec Foster
Wheeler they have provided further information and justification for the approach taken and we are
satisfied that a suitable worst case has been tested. Furthermore, the developer has committed to
implementing all necessary traffic related mitigation during the first phase of the build.

Noise — there has been a difference of professional opinion over the application of published noise
guidance with respect to operational noise impacts with the developer proposing a boundary noise
limit of 65dB LAeq, 12hr. In Temple’s opinion, this goes against the principle of the Control of
Pollution Act 1974 which requires the use of Best Practicable Means to reduce noise rather than
set a limit. This issue has now been resolved through the proposed use of conditions to require
detail noise modelling to be undertaken at the Reserved Matter Application stage when details of
operational noise sources will be better defined.

Agriculture and Farm Viability — Temple raised concerns that a proper assessment of the potential
impacts on the viability of farms from which land will be taken had not been undertaken as part of
the EIA. The EIA consultant did not believe this to be a matter for the EIA despite having
undertaken a detailed socio-economic assessment. Further information was subsequently provided
by the EIA consultant with respect to compensation to be provided to affected landowners. It was
further noted that as the site has been allocated for development for over 10 years landowners are
fully aware of the likelihood that some of their land would potentially be acquired. While this
remains a small residual planning risk we do not consider it to be significant and the council has
sufficient information to be able to reach an informed decision with respect to environmental
impacts.

Landscape and Visual — concerns were raised in the review that insufficient consideration has
been given in the LVIA to the Managing a Masterpiece assessment and evaluation work on the
extension to the Dedham Vale AONB which would have informed the professional judgment on the
impacts of the proposed development. Although not significant, this is considered to present a
small planning risk albeit probably not significant enough to result in a successful challenge to a
planning consent.

Findings of the EIA

Notwithstanding the issues raised in the previous section, the findings of the assessments are
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clear and appear reasonable with appropriate measures proposed to mitigate significant effects. It
is recommended that the council attach appropriate conditions to any consent in order to ensure
both construction and operation stage mitigation is fully implemented in accordance with the
original ES, 2017 Addendum and supplementary technical notes, the latter submitted in response
to consultation responses and Temple's review.

Presentation and Quality of ES Addendum

The ES addendum was generally well written and presented. As with the original ES however,
there were a number of references to application plans or documents that do not form part of the
ES suite, which has a tendency to create a ‘paper chase’. The ES is meant to be a standalone
document that can be read in isolation from all the other planning application documents. Where
external documents are referred to these should ideally be summarised or relevant extracts
reproduced in the ES. Plans should be contained within the ES even if this means duplication in
some cases. These minor issues aside, the ES addendum was easy to follow.

Objectivity

The assessments within both the original ES and Addendum are considered to be generally robust
and impartial.

| trust the above is helpful but should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to get in
touch.

Yours sincerely,

Peter Georg
Senior Technical Director

Enc. Final ES Review Summary Table
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No. Chapter Request Type Comment AFW Response Temple Further Comment

1 Chapter 1 -5  Clarification Clarification is sought as to the timings of the construction Indicative phasing is provided in ES 3.4.8 (illustrated on Figure 3.4), which Construction years have been provided and look
phases. This was specifically requested in the Council's shows commencement 2016 and completion by 2031. This represents a 15-  reasonable along with proposed phasing.
Scoping Opinion. year build out. The ES Addendum will include an update to reflect a likely

start date of 2018/19, assuming outline consent 2017 and first reserved
matters early 2018. Further detail on individual phases (with respect to both
employment and residential land delivery) can be provided in the ES
Addendum, however timings can only ever be indicative at this outline
planning stage.

2 Chapter 1 -5  Clarification Clarification is sought as to the generating capacity of Mote that a gas-CHP is now identified as the best commercial approach to Moted, no further action required.
CHP. Typical plant has been modelled in the AQ the energy centre (see Climate Energy's 2015 report) so no feedstock or
assessment noting it is biomass plant but there is no associated deliveries would be required. However, whether or not the
mention of feed stock, how much would be required and energy centre comes forward is all subject to third party funding (e.q.
how that would be brought in. interest from an energy services company). It is also important to note that

one of the drivers behind potentially including the energy centre was the
2016 target for zero carbon homes, a target which the government has since
abandoned. A clarification note on the approach to the energy centre will be
provided as part of the ES Addendum.

3 Chapter 1 -5  Clarification It would be helpful to have clear explanation of the The comment on providing an explanation regarding assessment scenarios Moted but with respect to the TA, uncertainty over
assessment scenarios adopted in the technical in the introductory chapters is noted. An overview of the approach to future long term traffic predictions is inherent in the method.
assessments in the introductory chapters. Clarification is baseline conditions is provided in section 4.5 as this chapter of the ES
sought as to the year assessed for the future baseline provides a general description of the approach to the EIA. This is
scenario. considered to be an introductory chapter to the ES as it does not provide

information on a technical assessment. To clarify, at the request of the
Highways Authority (HA - Suffolk County Council) future baseline conditions
for all traffic related effects were predicted for 2024 (para. 4.5.7) as the HA
did not want to consider scenarios beyond 2024 given the uncertainties in
predicting traffic flows beyond this (this is central to the scope of the TA
agreed with the HA). For all other effects a future baseline of 2031, the
opening year of the development was used, reflecting the estimated 15-year
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construction period for the development (para. 4.5.5). Further information
on the 2024 future baseline scenario for traffic related effects is provided in
Table 6.9 and paragraphs 7.7.1, 7.7.2 and 8.7.6. In relation to noise,
operational traffic and site suitability effects took into account future baseline
and with development noise levels for 2024. The limits set in relation to
construction and employment development noise are based on current
baseline conditions to reflect a likely worst-case scenario as background
levels are likely to increase overtime as background traffic levels increase.
For all other topics, the future baseline scenario considers baseline
conditions that are likely to occur in 2031 and in the majority of cases there
is no or little predicted change in baseline conditions over the next 15 years
(see paragraphs 9.4.12, 10.4.66-68, 10.5.24-26, 11.4.24, 12.8.2, 1294,
1210.4,12.11.384,12123 &4, 12137 &8, 12144 & 5, 12,155 &6,
13.4.31-34 and 14.4.15 for further information). In relation to landscape and
visual effects the assessment has considered operational effects at year 0

(2031) and year 10 (2041). However, given that the landscape and visual

baseline is not expected to change substantially between 2016 and 2031 the

same can be assumed for between 2016 and 2041.

4 Chapter 1 -5  Clarification Clarification is sought as to whether the Applicant has The future baseline reflects the schemes identified in Table 4.2 (and other Moted although as the proposed development has a
gained information on traffic flows for those schemes growth) having been based on TEMPro growth forecasts for 2015-2024 15 year build out the TA appears to only have
identified in paragraph 4.5.10 where construction is (shows growth of an additional 779 households). This is all built into the assessed flows up to around 50% completion of the
already underway. These appear to have been omitted Transport Assessment (TA), the scope of which was agreed with the HA. scheme. Therefore, it has failed to consider the traffic
from the future baseline and therefore traffic flows should implications for the completed development and thus
be incorporated within the existing baseline flows both the TA and EIA are incomplete.
assessed.

Further update in the Draft Technical Note August
2017: Following submission of further technical note
my Amec Foster Wheeler providing rational for
transport assessment scenarios Temple is satisfied
that the approach is reasonable and appropriate.
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5 Chapter & Further The ES states that due to uncertainty in predicting future Mo further action required, issue resolved see
Traffic & Infarrn ation traffic flows the transport assessment has only considered comrment 4.
Transport up to 2024 (updated to 2025 in the ES Addendum). By

only rodelling filows over the first § years (assuming the
Chapter 7: Air stated 2019 start date in the addendum), the transport
Quality assessment has not assessed the full build out of the

developrent and as such potentially signific antly

Chapter & underestirn ates the impacts . It is therefore considered
Moise and inadequate and incomplete in EIA terms. Itis critical that
Yihration traffic flows associated with the full development are

modelled and assessed. Uncertainties over growth of
existing traffic should be acknowledged within the

assurmnptions and limitations. This is standard practice.

The incom plete transport assessment has knock-on
irmplications for the air quality assessment which uses
traffic flows as the basis for calculating predicted vehicle
EmMissions. Again, based on the TA, the air quality
assessment is considered to be incomplete and nat fully
assessed the completed development. This is a significant
issue that is becoming increasingly prevalent in the
consideration and assessment of health impacts related to

traffic,

The TA should he revised to include assessment of the
full build out of the development i e. 2035, The air guality
and noise assessments should also be revised in line with
the predicted growth in existing traffic and the traffic

associated with the development.

As currently submitted the TA, ES and ES Addendurmn are

considered to be materially deficient and could be subject
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to a successful legal challenge.
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6 Chapter & Clarification It is noted that it is louder at night than during the day at Further analysis of the measured data shows that an event occurred around  The explanation of the elevated night tim e levels is
Noise & both long-term locations. This is usually because a 23:30 which elevated the measured LAeq at both long-term locations. satisfactory. However, admitting that they don't know
Yibration location is dominated by industrial or commercial sound Removal of this 15-minute period from the data set results in higher daytime  what sources are making up the levels and cant

(rather than traffic noise); this is mentioned as a noise levels than night-tim e. As noise levels were recorded by unattended noise describe the nature and character of the noise they

source for one of the positions. In this case, whilst the meters it has not been possible to identify the character of existing sources have they measured presents a significant risk that

existing noise |evels are relatively low, the character of the  in any more detail at this stage. An assessment of existing noise sources on the impact of noise has been under estimated. As the

existing industrial or commercial sound, may mean that sensitive receptors within the proposed development (paragraphs 8.11.1- sources of guidance used to set noise limits in

this existing noise is more of an issue for the proposed £.11.14 of the ES) has demonstrated that with appropriate measures (such dwellings e.g. YWHO Community noise guidelines and

residential than discussed in the report, and it may be as double glazing) implemented as part of the proposed development, there  BS 8223 (which specifically states it shouldn't be

appropriate to look at some further mitigation for this. Has  will be no significant noise effects on the occupants of the proposed used for industrial type noise) are naot appropriate far

the applicant given any consideration to this? development. Such measures, as specified in the ES, can be implemented noises that are not steady or contain acoustic

by weay of planning condition. characteristics which enhance its impact e.g. tones,

impulsive elements etc. Also, the assumption here is
that any significant effect can be dealt with by using
the sound insulation of the building envelope; rather
than first Inoking to use the layout and orientation of
huildings to mitigate the noise before using this
option, as per the advice of the BS 8223,

7 Chapter & Clarification There is no quantitative assessment of construction noise;  As is typical for an outline planning applic ation no construction details were The response is inadequate. The original comments
Noise & the reasoning is that this is an outline application availahle at the tim e that the assessment was undertaken and as the final still stand. In the absence of details of construction,
Yibration construction details are not known at this stage. Howewver,  developer (and contractor) are not yet appointed this information is not yet the assessment should take a "Rochdale Envelope"

firstly it would be good to have some indicative availahle. Therefore, no indicative calculations have been undertaken or can approach and assume reasonable warst methods
quantitative assessment to base the conclusions on. be assumed. In line with best practice a noise limit has been set in line with etc. and undertake a guantitative assessment; so that
Secondly, the ES talks of limiting construction noise to the guidance provided in BS 5228-1:2009+41:2014 based on existing the decision maker can make a properly informed
65dB LAeg, 12hr. A noise limit would not be able to be ambient daytime noise levels. It should be noted that the proposed noise decision in the knowledge that the effects should the
applied to construction that was operating within best limit is for LAeq noise levels over a 12-hour period, which can be considered  scheme go ahead will be unlikely to be worse than
practicable means, hence there may be some instances to be a form of averaged noise levels over a given period (The farmal assessed. Furthermore, the response assumes that
of construction exceeding this level so there may be definition is “when a noise varies over time, the Leq is the egquivalent noise limits are levels for the contractor to wark up to
effects that are not picked up here. Clarification is sought continuous sound which would contain the same sound energy as the time like a traffic speed limit, whereas the Best Practicable
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as to whether a ‘worst case' scenario has been

considered in order to test this.

varying sound"). Therefore, short-term exceedances of the noise limit would
not be an issue during the 12-hour period provided the LAeq noise limit over
the 12 hours in total did not exceed the set limit. Where required additional
measures (acoustic fencing, use of quieter equipment, acoustic enclosures
of equipment etc.) can be implemented by the contractor to ensure that the
noise limit (at the location of sensitive receptors) is not exceeded. The
implementation of the noise limit alongside set working daytime working
hours and additional control measures is a best practice means of
controlling noise levels to ensure significant effects at nearby sensitive
receptors are avoided. It is anticipated that these measures will be
implemented by way of planning condition as part of a Noise Management

Plan (incorporated mitigation as set out in Table 8.6 of the ES).

Means requirements of the Control of Pollution Act
1974 require that noise is minimised as far as
reasonably practicable, not simply down to the

example limits provided in BS 5228.

8 Chapter 8: Potential Reg ‘Employment uses' operational noise — Similar to the As outlined above, no quantitative assessment has been completed at this The response is inadequate. The original comments
Moise & 22 previous comment, as it is outline there is no quantitative stage as the occupants and final uses of the buildings proposed within the still stand. Similar to construction noise and
Vibration assessment of operational noise. This may be fine for development are not yet known. In line with best practice the EIA has been "Rochdale Envelope" approach should be taken to

fixed plant, but it would be useful to have some indicative undertaken on set parameters within which the proposed development assessing the likely effects of plant etc. noise, it is
guantitative assessment of noise from the B2, general would be constructed and operate. This includes in relation to operational considered that offering conditions setling noise limits
industrial, uses. The current assessment has set limits noise where the detail of the proposed end use is not yet known. In line with  instead of an assessment does not meet the EIA
which are +5dB above background (Table 8.19, 8.10.4). the methodology outlined in section 8.7 of the ES a medium magnitude of Regulations requirement to assess likely significant
Al this noise level, an adverse impact is likely to occur effect would occur for an industrial sound rating levels of 5 dB or less above effects.
(depending on the context) so we would recommend limits  existing background sound levels. All receptors considered in the
are set below this, e.g. same as background. assessment are considered to be of medium sensitivity. Significant effects
are unlikely where magnitude and sensitivity are both medium. Itis
therefore considered unlikely that a significant effect would occur if a limit of
up to 5dB above background levels is applied. This limit would be set for
the operators of the employment uses. As outlined in the ES (para 8.10.7),
there will be a buffer of 30-40m between these uses and the nearest
sensitive receptors further reducing the noise levels audible at the closest
receptors. Furthermore, it is recommended (para 8.10.4) that further
assessment and design work is undertaken at the reserved matters stage to
ensure that noise management measures are incorporated into the detailed
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design of the employment development, for example ensuring the layout of
the buildings aids the attenuation of noise from the operation of the
employment development. It is considered that the noise limits proposed are

sufficient to avoid significant noise effects.

9 Chapter 8: Potential Reg Road traffic — para. 8.9.5 states that a significant road The noise modelling results indicate that there is the potential for significant The response is partially satisfactory as it does not
MNoise & 22 noise effect on residents of Aubery Drive remains. Whilst effects on approximately 3 properties near to Aubrey Drive. As outlined in commit to any of the mitigation measures described
Vibration this does not lead to noise levels sufficient for significant section 8.13 noise contour plots only provide an initial indication of noise for the significant adverse effect of road traffic noise

observed adverse noise effects (exceed SOAEL), the levels across the assessment area. Directing traffic to use other routes identified.
change is sufficient to lead to an adverse effect that (specifically Acton Lane) has been actively pursued and discussions are
should be minimised if practicable. ongoing with the HA regarding its use. It is however important to note that

reducing traffic flows along one route would result in increases on other
Clarification is sought as to what, if any, options the routes and therefore could result in significant effects occurring elsewhere in
applicant has considered to mitigate these impacts the vicinity of the proposed development and may not necessarily avoid the
particularly as the road access to the site is being applied effect all together. Section 8.13 also outlines further measures that could be
for under detailed planning. implemented subject to the results of further modelling such as the use of
low noise surfacing and restrictions on traffic speed and the attenuation
these could provide. The use of barriers is considered not practical at this
location given the setting of Aubrey Drive (residential road) and could lead to

visual effects for local residents.

10 Chapter 9: Clarification Clarification is sought that cumulative effects have been Cumulative effects are implicitly considered in the socio-economic Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Socio- considered within socio-economic assessment. assessment given that education, health and sports provision is all intended
economic to meet the needs of the Proposed Scheme taking into account the existing

capacity of these facilities in the town. It is BDC and/or statutory providers
who have made the requests, drawing on their knowledge of existing and
planned developments. Much of this will be resclved through further
discussion with BDC as work on the S106 Agreement progresses, but

significant cumulative effects are not predicted.

1" Chapter 9: Clarification It doesn't appear that any assessment on the impact of These effects have not been considered. They were not requested in the The entire site is currently actively farmed and from a

Socio- existing agricultural activity / business on site and what ElA Scoping Opinion and are not considered to represent a significant effect brief look at ALC maps, is a mix of Grade 2 and 3
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economic the loss of land means for viahility of the farming requiring further assessment. guality land. Although this is not 'best and most
business. Clarification is sought as to whether potential versatile' we fail to see how it can be argued that the
effects have been considered. loss of 117 hectares of active agricultural land is not
likely to be significant on individual farm holdings
{even where tenanted). The lack of reference in the
Scoping Opinion is noted but scoping is a 'live’
process so it is not sufficient to rely solely on the
Scoping Opinion. Where there is likely to be a
significant effect, even after the Scoping Opinion has
been issued, it needs to be assessed. This is
considered a material omission from the EIA/ES.
12 Chapter 10: Clarification Construction phase effects to both landscape character Whilst construction effects are broken into three-year phases it is unlikely Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Landscape and visual receptors have been scoped out on the basis that individual receptors will sustain visual effects for the full duration of each
and Visual that there is sufficient retention of vegetation around the phase. Typically, construction work on residential schemes is rolled out
site peripheries to screen views and that construction across each area within each the phase and progressively supplanted by
effects would be short term, temporary and therefore not- completed development that limit the likelihood of construction machinery
significant. Although the construction phase is broken into  and activities being ternporarily visible beyond the short term. This combined
three phases of 5 years, it is still conceivable that with the presence of existing retained vegetation within the site, and on the
significant effects may arise, and the completion of each peripheries, and the implementation of structural planting would reduce the
phase introduces new receptors in close proximity to the magnitude of visual change sustained by the majority of visual receptors.
construction works which may experience effects. Further
justification for the scoping out of construction phase With regards to construction effects on existing landscape character
effects is sought, and confirmation that potential effects to  receptors — the rationale behind scoping has been presented in the chapter.
new receptors introduced within the site boundary have
been considered. With regards to new receptors, | assume this is in regard to new visual
receptors i.e. residents, users of new community facilities, new roads,
pathways and public open spaces. We are not convinced of the
requirement to assess visual effects on such receptors. To assign new
development receptors “sensitivity” per se to visual change would be
illogical. We would argue that these visual receptors do not have a
reasonable expectation of a view across open countryside. These new
wamy e
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receptors are knowingly moving into a construction environment whereby
they are aware that the landscape around them , and views, will change in

accordance with known plans.

13 Chapter 10 Clarification Clarification is sought as to whether visual effects an Will address this as part of the ES Addendum - Viewpaoint 13 is scoped in as MWate addendum to ES and that Viewpoint 13 has
Landscape Wigwpaint 13 has been scoped in or out of the visual part of the assessment. WWe are proposing a masterplan amendm ent narth been scoped out.
and “isual assessment. Viewpoint 13 is listed in both paragraph of WWoodhall Moated Site so will pick this up too as part of the ES
10.7.11 - potential effects requiring assessment and Addendum .
paragraph 10.7.12 - potential effects not requiring further
assessment. Mo assessment has been undertaken for this
viewpaoint at the scheduled monument site.
14 Chapter 10: Clarification Residual significant effects at Viewpoint & far year 10 WiEwpoint 6 is an area of open space next to Aubrey Drive which farm s part Given the proximity of viewpoint & to the development
Landscape scenario are reparted, but no additional mitigation is of the proposed scheme. At present, this is simply open green space with and its current open views particularly to the
and “isual reported. no formal footpaths, seating or routes. The masterplan proposes this area northwest across farmland, the effects of the
for additional landscaping, including tree and hedgerow planting, and flood proposed development will significantly change the
Clarification is sought as to whether any consideration has  attenuation (storage ponds). Para. 10.10.16 and Table 10.16 show that in view making it mare enclosed and urban. These
been given to alternative layouts, landscaping, massing wear 10 the effects will be not significant given the mitigation incorporated effects on this viewpoint would be felt even after 10
etc to remove this significant effect. within the scheme (principally additional landscaping and planting to filter wears given the proximity of developm ent to the
views of built development). northwest and the open porous character of
mitigation planting on this side. The open space will
become a caorridor between two linear lines of
houses. This open space could be a broader green
wedge penetrating the urban area if development to
the narthwest was pulled back and reconfigured.
15 Chapter 12 Clarification Guidance adopted for the EclA should be clarified. Separate note appended in response to this. FPaoints noted. Mo further comment to add.
Ecaology Paragraph 12.7 .48 cites CIEEM's definition of significance,
however it does not appear that the rest of the
assessment follows the CIEEM methodology (see point 9
belowr),
Fo ey i" ™}, INVESTORS
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16 Chapter 12: Clarification If following CIEEM EclA guidelines, the value of ecological  Clarification provided in separate response appended. Foints noted. Mo further comment to add.
Ecology receptors should be assessed against a geographical
framework. Box 12.1 in Chapter 12 suggests that species
{ habitat importance has been considered at a geographic
level. Howewver, this is not followed through to the
‘Assessment of effects’ Section 12.8, so there is no
commentary on the geographic level at which effects are
considered significant or not significant.
The methodology for assigning receptor value should be
clarified.
17 Chapter 12: Clarification It would be useful to clarify areas of habitat within the The site is 117 ha with arable farmland the most extensive habitat on site. Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Ecology baseline condition, and the areas of habitat lost versus Other than that part of the County Wildlife Site (CWS) onsite all arable
gained. Although all habitats except hedgerows are habitat will be lost. There is about 15 ha of the arable CWS within the site
scoped out from further assessment, this would be useful boundary and measures incorporated into the scheme will improve the
to assist in understanding of reported effects to species quality of the CWS, as well as offsite areas, for farmland birds (e.g. see
e.g. bats where loss of foraging habitat is compared Table 12.5). The same measures will also be incorporated into some
against habitat created within the proposals, particularly 101.5ha (as measured from the Magic website on 24 June 2016) of arable
where a beneficial effect is reported. farmland offsite (see Figure 12.1) thereby enhancing the quality of some
116.5 ha of arable land for farmland birds. The extent of the hedgerow
resource is provided in 12.9.1 with loss, totalling 246.5m, described in Table
12.7. Paragraph 12.9.6 provides the extent of replacement planting (300m).
Onsite standing water is represented by four ponds with dimensions
provided in 12.4.10. All ponds are to remain with an additional four ponds
created within the Community Woodland - see paragraph 12.15.10 and
Figure 12.1., with three of these specifically for nature conservation interest.
Tall herb/ruderal vegetation is found on site mainly in two fields where
cultivation has recently been abandoned with these two areas measuring
approximately 6.04 ha with 2.6 in the west and 3.43 in the east (as
measured using the Magic website on 24 June 2016). The 28.7 ha of
Community Woodland (see paragraph 3.2.10) of the scheme, which is to
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include a variety of habitats including grassland and scrub, as well as
waterbodies and woodland. The Community Woodland provides a
connected link of habitat across the site with the grassland, scrub and other
hahitats, including a similar extent of grassland hahitat to existing tall
herb/ruderal habitat although the grassland will be designed and managed

specifically for the onsite biodiversity receptors .

Chapter 12: Clarification

Figures quoted in paragraph 12.11.15 for hedgerow 1055
from the proposed development do not align with those

provided in Table 12,7 and should be clarified.

Section 12.11 deals with dormouse and there is no paragraph 12.11.15, and Foints noted. Mo further comment to add.
no reference to hedgerow loss in para' 12.11.14. There is a reference at

12.11. 68 which refers to the extent of 035 of hedgerow H4 of 215m . This is

also indicated in Takle 12.7, which provides a figure for the total loss of

hedgerow of 246 5m

Chapter 12: Potential Reg

Paragraphs 12.12.5t0 12.12.10 'Badgers' do not provide
assessment of significance for badgers, but simply note
that no contravention of legislation for this legally
protected species will occur as a result of the proposed

developrm ent.

It is noted that Table 124.1 notes that badgers do not
need to be taken forward for assessment other than in
relation to their legal status. However, if CIEEM
rmethodology is being adopted, then badgers should be

valued and assessed.

The principles of the CIEEM 2006 EclA methodology have been followed Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
and it was considered that badgers are of insufficient biodiversity value that

an adverse effect on thern could be significant - see paragraph 12.12.5. It

was determined that badgers had insufficient biodiversity conservation value

as they do not gualify within any of the geographical categaries in Box 12.1.

They were scoped in due to their legal protection, which they receive for

welfare reasons and not for biodiversity conservation. See also response

#15 above,

Chapter 12 Clarification

Construction effects to reptiles should be clarified.
Paragraph 12.14 6 reports no significant effects on basis
that Site's reptile population contains only two species in
small nurbers. Process of attributing value appears to he

rmixed with assessm ent of significance. Effect may still be

Please see above response regarding receptor importancedalue. Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Population size classes were bhased upon numbers recorded through site

survey, which were up to 3 adult grass snakes and 6 adult common lizards .

The effect of significance for the two species of reptile is hased upon the

population size, limited site distribution, the Zone of Influence (Table 12423,

[
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significant but on a population of anly local / site value. and the county, regional and their national status (widespread and

This point links back to point 2 in relation to receptor value  abundant). Tahle 12.9 (Summary of effects on biodiversity and evaluation of
methodology. It is noted that a 'good' population of their significance) states that "the proposed development is likely to have a
comrmon lizard was identified in the west of the site. positive effect on reptile populations within the Site in the longer term (albeit

not significant beyond the Site level)'.

21 Clarification Clarification of classific ation of significant / non-signific ant The focus of the impact assessment is on conservation status/inteqrity of the  Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
in Table 12.9 to align with text in Assessment of effects receptor and assessment is made of what happens to each receptor

section e.g. Tahle 12.9 reports NS{-ve) effects to bats and  throughout the life of the project. This is because a decline in a species

hedgerows while text reports residual positive effects on population during construction might be reversed during operation, and in
account of habitat creation measures. For dormice, such a circumnstance it might sim ply be concluded that, despite an initial
paragraphs 12.11.5t0 12.11.9 indicate non-significant adverse effect, there will be no longer term effect on conservation status and
adverse effects but Table 12.9 reports NS (+ve) hence no significant effect. In the text impacts are considered at both the

construction and operational phases of the development with Takle 12.9

surnmarises the project effects on biodiversity looking at the overall project

life impact. Following a precadtionary approach if positive impacts are not
To help clarify this it would be useful for Table 12.9 to be recorded for both construction and operational phases, a negative effect is
split into construction and operational effects as there may  given for the project life.

be an adverse effect during one phase but not the ather.

22 Chapter 13: Clarific ation There should he sufficient information available regarding Mo significant effects on water resources are predicted (paras. 13.6.2 and Points noted. Nao further comment to add.
W ater the cumulative committed schemes for some gualitative 13.6.3) with no cumulative effects expected.
commentary to be made regarding any potential

cumulative effects

23 Chapter 13: Potential Reg Mo inform ation provided on assessment methodology or Assurning mitigation measures in place, all potential effects were scoped out  Noted although as the ES is only supposed to repart
W ater 22 significance criteria used therefore it is not possible to as not requiring further assessment (paras. 13.6.2-13.6.3). No assessment on likely significant effects and assurm ption is that
follow the assessment. rmethodology is therefore required or included in the ES. best practicable construction measures etc would

ensure no significant effects on water resources, one
guestions why this topic is included in the ES and not

scoped out of the EIA.
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24 Chapter 13:
W ater 22

Potential Reg

Mitigation cannot include applying for licences as to do so
further detail will be required and / or changed including
rmethodology which would mean that certain potential

significant impacts haven't been considered / assessed.

Appreciate that Table 13 4 makes reference to 'permits' associated with Points noted. Nao further comment to add.
groundwater quality, however the fundarm ental point is that the development

would be unlikely to proceed with an EA ohjection concerning risks to water

guality. The mitigation is that the developer will need to put a number of

fmeasures in place (higher spec pipework, locating HWRC outside the SPZ,

no infiltration SuUDS, controlling foundation design etc.) to minimise risks to

groundwater (all in accordance with EA guidance) which will ensure no

significant adverse effects - the permit is essentially the output of this

Arocess.
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25 Chapter 13 Clarification assessments and applications for permit / licence do not, Appreciate that Table 134 makes reference to 'permits' associated with Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Wi ater in themsekes, constitute mitigation. In order to submitthe  groundwater quality, however the fundamental point is that the development
application, the Applicant should have an idea of the likely  would be unlikely to proceed with an EA ohjection concerning risks to water
mitigation measures required and so it should be possible  quality. The mitigation is that the developer will need to put 2 number of
to state these specifically within the water assessment. measures in place (higher spec pipework, locating HYWRC outside the 5PZ,
no infiltration SuDS, contralling foundation design etc.) to minimise risks to
groundwater (all in accordance with EA guidance) which will ensure no
significant adverse effects - the permit is essentially the output of this
process.
26 Chapter 13 Clarification The drainage strategy concludes that further liaison with This reflects the nature of an outline planning application - detailed drainage  Moted, although as this is not apparently vet agreed
Wi ater key stakeholders will need to be undertaken to agree design will not progress until reserved matters stage atwhich pointthere will  {at least at the tim e of writing the original ES), there is
details. Within the ES chapter there are no significant be further discussions with statutory providers (the requirement to provide a no certainty within the ES that there will be no
wrater im pacts reported howewver, it does not appear that detailed drainage strategy will of course be conditioned). W hat will be significant effect. Whilst we agree the drainage
there has been sufficient work undertaken to support this agreed as part of the outline scheme - via discussions with both SCC's system in and of itself may not be an environmental
conclusion. drainage officer and BOC - is that surface water run-off will not exceed receptor, it would be expected that even at outline
existing greenfield rates and actually achieve some hetterment by factoring stage there would be canfirmation from the relevant
The local drainage network has also not been considered inthe EA's latest climate change allowances, DEFRA's non-technical utility provider that there is sufficient capacity within
as a receptor within the ES. Clarification is sought as to standards and SCC's local flood risk guidance. We are not therefare putting  the system to cope with the additional discharges
the potential effects to the drainage network and ‘additional' pressure on the drainage network. Itis also important to note from 1,100 homes and associated infrastructure.
necessary mitigation as agreed with stakeholders that we do not consider the drainage network itself as an environmental
matter for consideration in an EIA - itis more an infrastructure-related
ST, 1
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consideration to be considered separately to the EIA process. On this basis,

no significant effects are envisaged.

27 Chapter 13: Clarific ation The Phase 1 Report identifies the potential for rain water We can reflect this and cross reference as part of the ES Addendurn . This has not heen picked up in the ES Addendurn.
W ater infiltration and thus risks to controlled waters via sub-
surface migration and surface water runoff, further Further information provided in the Utilities Staterm ent
assessment is required to understand the significance of (L35223R046) no further action required.
the contarninant linkages identified for controlled waters.
This is not cross referenced.
28 Chapter 14: Clarific ation Clarification is sought as to whether there will be any Cumulative effects on BMY agricultural land not assessed in this chapter of Points noted. Mo further comment to add.

Land Quality

curnulative effects on BMY agricultural land and this is not

stated explicitly in the Land Quality chapter.

the ES. Mote that the site is allocated for development inthe BOC Core
Strategy. The only other major greenfield scheme at Sudbury which could
irmpact on arable land is the 'oroad location' (Policy CS4) but the impact of
these two sites together will still be marginal when considering BMY land
across Babergh as a whole (Chilton Woods just 0.36% of Grade 3 land in
Babergh. The addition of the broad location would have a minimal im pact

an this).

29 Chapter 14
Land Quality

Potential Reg
22

The Phase 1 Report suggests that contaminant pathways
will rermain open in soft landscaping areas.

Recommendations include capping areas of gardens and
public open space. This has not been captured within the

ES chapter.

We can reflect this and cross reference as part of the ES Addendurn .

Foints noted. Mo further comment to add.

30 Chapter 14:

Potential Reg

The inhalation pathw ay will rem ain open, but is likeky only

We can reflect this and cross reference as part of the ES Addendurm.

FPoints noted. Mo further comment to add,

Land Gluality 22 to be of significance where vapours or gases can
accumulate in buildings . Further assessment is required
to understand the significance of the risk post-
developrn ent. Should significant risks be identified, itis
likely that they may be negated through the use of vapour
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{ gas protection membranes in buildings.

Again, this has not been identified within the ES chapter.

ES Addendum

1 General Further Some previous clarifications and further information This will be addressed in the additional information. Points noted. Mo further comment to add.
Comments Information requested have not been included within the ES

Addendum.
2 Chapter 1 -5  Clarification / The ES Addendum is missing plans outlining what has Maothing further provided, would have aided the
Further changed within the proposed development. It would be understanding of the changes but no further action
Information helpful to have a set of 2015 and 2017 plans side by side required.
to allow the reader to easily see where the differences
are.

3 Chapter 1 -5 Observations Section 2.2 now refers to a 16 year build out but the This will be addressed in the additional information. Points noted. Mo further comment to add.

indicative phasing still suggests 15 years.

4 Chapter 1-5  Clarification Clarification sought as to whether there are any additional Mothing further provided, Council to confirm whether

developments since 2015 that should be included in the further action is required.
cumulative effects assessment.

5 Chapter 10: Clarification / The ES does not specifically refer in para 10.3.2 to the In response to a query from the Temple Group, the LCTs shown on Figure We agree the boundaries are very similar but the
Landscape Potential Reg Managing a Masterpiece Historic Landscape Study (2013)  10.3 were based on the Suffolk Landscape Assessment (2008, updated written description contained in the Managing a
and Visual 22 which provides a comprehensive up to date LCA 2011) as requested in BDC's Scoping Opinion and agreed with the district Masterpiece is more specific to this geographic

coverage of the Stour Valley. Subsequently Figure 10.3 council's landscape architect. The LCT boundaries subsequently identified location of the Stour Valley and is therefare
does not reflect the refined definition of type boundaries. It  in Managing a Masterpiece Historic Landscape Study (2013) are not informative in making judgements about the potential
is not clear whether this has been referred to or not. substantially different to those identified on Figure 10.3 so do not alter the effects of the proposed development.
conclusions of the Environmental Statement.
i Wy by ‘1-‘.“" ‘,
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6 Chapter 10: Further The addendum makes no reference to the published work  Temple Group requested clarification on the extent to which the EIA It is good that these additional viewpoints were
Landscape Information undertaken by the AONB in July 2016 into defining a considered the potential extension of the Dedham Vale AONB northwards. added, however the work undertaken to determine a
and Visual candidate area for designation which sets out the This was addressed as part of the scope of agreed viewpoints with Dedham Candidate Area for designation details the special

evidence for extending the Dedham Vale AONB Vale AONB and Stour Valley Project’'s Landscape Architect, where gualities found in this landscape. This evaluation

northwards. Further information is required to review the additional viewpoints were requested in anticipation of a future extension to work is therefore informative in making judgements

development proposals in light of this work. the AONB (see para. 10.7.8 of the Submitted ES). on potential effects but does not appear to have been
reviewed as part of the EIA.

hitp:/iwww.dedhamvalestourvalley.org/planning-and-

projects/natural-beauty-and-special-qualities/.

7 Chapter 10: Further Whilst the CPRE dark night skies mapping carries no “Potential effects on landscape character as a result of the introduction of Foints noted. Mo further comment to add.
Landscape Information planning weight the study nonetheless helps to articulate night-time lighting (i.e. Rolling Estates Farmland LCT, Valley Meadows LCT,
and Visual the special qualities of the area. The potential effects of Raolling Valley Farmlands LCT and Undulating Ancient Farmlands LCT):

the proposed development on these qualities should be There is either no or a limited visual relationship with the Site, and / or

reviewed and potentially effects on Rolling Valley existing lighting associated with Sudbury is already visible and the

Farmlands within the Stour Valley Candidate Area should introduction of lighting associated with the proposed development would be

be scoped into the assessment. Effects on valued small scale / barely perceptible and resulting in little change to the existing

landscapes should also be summarised in Table 10.16. night-time character of these LCTs. The magnitude of change would be
negligible and effects not significant.”

8 Chapter 10: Clarification Mo reference is made to the CPRE dark night skies It is also important to note that the requirement for a detailed lighting This is good and needs careful consideration.
Landscape mapping in para 10.4.64. This mapping does effect areas strategy can be required by planning condition, reflecting the proposed
and Visual of the site and Suffolk County Council have highlighted mitigation on page 154 of the Submitted Environmental Statement: “A

concerns previously and therefore clarification is required.  detailed lighting strategy would be developed at Reserved Matters taking
into account the location and type of lighting required for the development
and minimises potential for light pollution (avoiding / reducing glare, trespass
and sky glow).”
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