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Date: 259 July, 2016

Far the Attention of Lisa Evans
Dear Mr Ishell

‘ /
Planning Application 2797/16 - Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston:
Archaeology '

The proposed development site comprises 11ha of gently sloping arable land. The site lies in
an area of archaeological potential recorded on the County Historic Environment Record, in
close proximity to the medieval Church of St Peter (THS 008). The position and date of this
feature suggests that the focus of setttement in the medieval period is likely fo have been
" further east than the current village. Several features of probable archaeological origin are
visible as cropmarks on aerlal photographs available through Google and Bing. Evidence
from the wider vicinity suggests occupation of prehistoric (THS 018, THS 008} through to
medieval (THS MISC, THS 010) periods. Given the scale and position of the proposed
development, and the proximity of known heritage assets, there is potential for the discovery
of previously unrecorded below-ground hetritage assets of archaeological importance within
this area, and groundworks asscclated with the development have the potential to damage or
destroy any archaeological remains which exist,

There is currently insufficient information to “describe the significance of any heritage assets
affecied” as required under P128 of NPPF. SCCAS, therefore, recommend that a
programme of archaeological investigation is undertaken before submission of a planning
application, to inform determination of the application with regards fo the impact of the
proposal on the significance of heritage assets with archaeclogical interest and the wider
historic environment. The pre-determination programme of archaeological works should
dnclude; .

» Systematic geophysical survey
+ Archaeological frial trench evaluation




| would be pleased to offer guidance on the archaeological work required and, in our role as
advisor to Mid Suffolk District Council, the Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological
Service will, cn request of the applicant, provide a specification for the archaeclogical work
_required at this site, In this case, an archaeological evaluation will be required fo establish
the potential of the site and decisions on the need for any further investigation (excavation
before any groundworks commence and/or monitoring during groundworks) will be made on
the basis of the results of the evaluation. :

Further detalls on our advisory services and charges can be found on our website:
hitp:/iwww.suffolk.gov.uk/archaeology/

Please do get in touch If there is anything that you would like to discuss or you require any
further information. :

Yours sinceraly,

Kate Batf Bsc hons

Senior Archaeological Officer
Conservation Team




From: David Pizzey

Sent: 26 July 2016 10:29

To: Lisa Evans '

Cc: Planning Admin

Subjact: 2797/16 Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston,

Hi Lisa

| have no chiaction in principle to this application subject to it being underiaken in

accordance with the protection measures indicated in the accompanying arboricultural

report, ‘ '

Whilst a number of frees and sections of hedgerow are proposed for removal these are

generally of limited amenity value and/or poor condition and their loss will have negligible

impact on the appearance and character of the local area. if you are minded fo recommend

approval of the scheme we will also require detalls of an arboricultural monitoring schedule

in :

_ order to help ensure the protective measures referred to are implemented effectively. This
information can ba dealt with under condition.

David

David Pizzey

Arboriculural Officer

Hadlsigh office: 01473 826662

Needham Market office; 01449 724555
david.pizzey@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk

www. babergh.gov.uk and www.midsuffollk.gov.uk

Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils - Working Together




Frem: Iain Farguharson
Sent: 27 July 2016 09:57

To: Planning-Admin .
Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston P31

3QH 2797/16
Our Ref: M3 181655

Sir/Madam .
in response to the consultation request on the subject of Sustainability Issues please find our -

response below.

The documents provided in support of the application are very good, both in depth of detail and

clearly evidence research into the locaiity. .
We have no objection to this proposal but note that sustalnability lssues connected to the dweHings

'themselves_ {e construction materials, sources of heating, renewable energy generation, design and
orientation or reduction in the reliance of electricity consumption have not been mentioned. Also
the application does not offer any 3rd party accreditation for the environmental credentials eg Code

for Sustainable Homes (or its replacement scheme}
We recognise this is an outline application but we still require some fo rethought into this area.

The application does not provide sufficient information to address counell policy €53 Reduce
Contributions to Climate Change, therefore we recommend refusal until information on this topicis

made available for consideration,

lain Farquharson

Environmental Management Officer
Babergh Mid Suffolk Council

% 01449724878
54 ialn.farquharson@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk




From: Consultations (NE) [maiito:consultations@naturalengland,org.ui}
Sent: 02 August 2016 14:22
. To: Planning Admin :
Subject: 191775 2797/16 - Outline - for residential development of up to 175 dwellings

Pear Sir / Madam

Application ref: 1797/16
Our Ref: 191775

Natural England has no comments to make on this application,

The lack of comment from Natural England does not Imply that there are no impacts on the natural
environment, but only that the applcation is not likely to result in significant Impacts on statutory
designated nature consetvation sites or landscapes. It is for the local planning authority to
determine whether or not this application Is consistent with national and local polictes on the
natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may be able to provide information and advice
oh the environmental value of this site and the Impacts of the proposal to assist the decision making
process. We advise LPAs to obtain specialist ecological or other environmental advice when
determining the environmental impacts of development,

We recommend referring to our SSSI Impact Risk Zones (avaiiaifie on Maglc and as a downloadable
dataset) prior to consultation with Natural England,

Yours faithfully

Richard Sykes
Natural England
Consultation Service
Hornbeam House
Grewe Business Park
Electra Way,

Crewe

Cheshire, CW1 6Gl

Tel: 02080261789
Email: consultations@r_aaturaleng!and.urﬁ.uk
www,.gov.uk/natural-england

We are hete to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is
protected and England’s traditional fandscapes are safeguarded for future generations.

in an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, | will, wherever possible, avold travelling
to meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

Natural England offers two chargeahie services - the Discretionary Advice Service, which provides
pre-application and post-consent advice on planning/licensing proposals to developets and
consultants, and the Pre-submission Screening Service for European Protected Species mitigation
ficence applications, These services help applicants take appropriate account of environmental
considerations at an early stage of project development, reduce uncertainty, the risk of delay and
added cost at a later stage, whilst securing good results for the natural environment,
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From: RM Floods Planning

Sent: 03 August 2016 07:43

To: Planning Emalls

Cc: Lisa Evans : ;

Subject: RE: IS reply Planning Application 2797/16 Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston P31

3QH

Further to the submission of the flood risk assessment (FRA) for the site we can advise that the
following need amending and or reviewing

o Calculation need to be revised and resubmitted to allow for 40% climate change and not
30% as submitted in the FRA, we also note the following in errors in the submitted
calculation. ' .

o Submitted calculation need to be submitted using FEH method or if using H174 done
for the 50ha and pro rata down for the 6.6ha alternatively us a rate of 2l/5/ha
. 0 SAAR value should be 587mm and not 600min

»  Nodetails on how the properties will drain there surface water, but It is envisage that this

will go into the plpe network and then into the large attenuation area
o We would prefer to see an ahove ground open surface water conveyance feature as
. part of this development ‘

The infiltration rate for the attenuation area is marginally acceptable and we would like to see
additional Infiltration test done in this area to satisfy us that infiltration will be a viable drainage
solution as no other surface water drainage solution appears to exist,

Kind Regards
Jason Skilton
Mood & Water Engineer

Suffolk-County Council

Tal: 01473 260411
Fax: 01473 216864




BABERGH/MID SUFFOLK DISTRIGT COUNCIL,

MENMORANDUM
TO: Chief Planning Control Officer For the attention of: Planning
FROM: AOfficer Name, Environmental Protection Team DATE: 8.8.16

YOUR REF: 2797/’16/OUT. EH - Land Contamination.

SUBJECT: Cutline .Pianning Application (with all matters other than means of access

reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated
car parking, landscaping, public open space ... -

Address: Land to the South of, - Norton Rodd, Thurston, BURY ST
EDMUNDS, Suffolk, "

Please find below my comments regarding contaminated land matte::s only.

The Environmental Prétection Team has no objection to the proposed development, but
- would recommend that the following Planning Condition be attached fo any planning
permission;

Propesed Condition: Standard Contaminated Land Condition (CLO1)

No development shall take place until:

-

.

A strategy for investigating any contamination present on site (including ground
gases, where appropiiate) has been submitted for approval by the Local Planning
Authority. : :
Following approval of the strategy, an investigation shall be carried out in accordance
with the strategy. _ . .

A written report shall be submitted detailing the findings of the investigation referred o
in (2) above, and an assessment of the risk posed to receptors by the contamination
(including ground gases, where appropriate) for approval by the Local Planning
Authorify. Subject to the risk assessment, the report shall include a Remediation
Scheme as required.

Any remediation work shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
Remediation Scheme. '
Following rémediation, evidence shall be provided to the Local Plannhing Authority
verifying that remediation has been carried out in accordance with the approved
Rermediation Scheme. :

Reéson: To identify the extent and mitigate risk fo the public, the wider environment and

huildings arising from fand contamination.

it is~imporfant that the following advisory comments are included in any notes

accompanying the Decision Notice:

ES/CL/DC —~ 0102




“There is a suspicion that the sife may be contaminated or affected by ground gases.
You should be aware that the responsibility for the safe development and secure

oceupancy of the site rests with the developer. - :

Unless agreed with the Local Planning Authority, you must not carry out any
development work (including demolition or site preparation) until the requirements of the
condition have been mel, or without the prior approval of the Local Planning Authority.

The developer shall ensure that any reporls refating to site investigations and subsequent
remediation strategies shall be forwarded for comment fo the following bodies:

Local Planning Authority
Environmental Services
Building Inspector
Envirenment Agency

e & ¢ 0

. Aﬁy sife investigaﬁons and remediation strategies in respect of site contamination
{including ground gases, where appropriate} shall be carried out in accordance with
current approved standards and codes of practice.

The applicant/developer is advised, in connection with the above condition(s) requiring
the submission of a strategy fo establish the presence of land confaminants and any
necessaty investigation and remediafion measures, fo  contact the Council's

Environmental Protection Team.”

Nathai Pittam
Senior Environmental Management Officer

ESICL/IDC — 0102




OFFICIAL

SUffle Suffolk i:irg and Rescue Service

5~ County Council " Fire Business Support Team
' ' Floor 3, Block 2
Endeavour House
8 Russell Road

' Ipswich, Suffolk
Mid Suffolk District Counci i1 2B

Planning Department
131 High Street Your Ref: 2797/16+3106
Our Ref: FSIF310854
Nee@ham Market ’ Enquirles to:  Angela Kempen
Ipswich DirectLine: 01473 260588
iP6 8DL ' ' E-triall; Fire.BusinessSupport@suffolk.gov.uk

Web Address:  htip:Hwww,suffolk.gov.uk

Date: 00/08/2016

Dear Sirs

Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston IP31 3QH
Planning Application No: 2797/16+5106 -

| refer to the above application.

The plans have been inspected by the Water Officer who has the following
comments to make. :

Access and Fire Fighting Facilities

Access to buildings for fire appliances and firefighters must meet with the
requirements specified in Building Regulations Approved Document B, (Fire Safety),
2006 Edition, incorporating 2010 and 2013 amendments Volume 1 - Part B5, Section
11 dwelling houses, and, similarly, Volume 2, Part B5, Sections 16 and 17 in the
case of buiidings other than dwelling houses. These requirements may be satisfied
with other equivalent standards relating fo access for fire fighting, in which case
those standards should be quoted in correspondence.

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Setvice also requires a minimum carrying capacity for hard
standing for pumping/high reach appliances of 15/26 tonnes, not 12.5 tonhes as
detailed in the Building Regulafions 2000 Approved Document B, 2008 Edition,
incorporating 2010 and 2013 amendments.

Water Supplies

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service recommends that fire hydrants be installed within

this development on a suitable route for laying hose, Le. avoiding obsiructions.
Howevet, it is not possible, at this time, {o determine the number of fire hydrants
required for fire fighting purposes. The requirement will be determined at the water

planning stage when site plans have been submitted by the water companies.

Continued/

We are working towards making Suffoli the Greenast County. This paper is 100% recycled and
made using a chlorine free process.

QFFICIAL




OFFICIAL
Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service recommends that proper consideration be given to
the potential life safety, economic, environimental and social benefits derived from
the provision of an automatic fire sprinkler system. (Please see sprinkler information

“enclosed with this letter).

Consultation should be made with the Water Auihorities io determine flow rates in all
cases.

Should you need any further advice or information on access and fire fighting
facilities, you are advised to contact your local Building Control in the first instance.
For further advice and information regarding water supplies, please ¢ontact the
Water Officer at the above headquarters. . '

Yours.fait fl_Jﬂ

Mrs A Kempen
Water Cfficer

Enc: PDL1

Copy: Mr G Armstrong, Armstrong Rigg Planning, The Exchange, Colworth Science
Park, Sharmnbrook, Bedford MK44 1L.Q )
Enc; Sprinkler information

Pianninqcontrib_utions.admin@suﬁolk.ggv.uk

We are working towards malking Suffoli the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and
made using & chlorine free process.

OFFICIAL




OFFICIAL _
Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service

| Suffolk
> County Council . Fire Business Support Team

Floor 3, Block 2

E-ndeavour House

8 Russell Road

, . r Ipswich, Suffolk
Mid Suffolk District Council _ P11 2BX

Planning Department
131 High Street’ :
Needham Market . Your Ref: 2797116+5106

[pswich ' Sur Ref: t ENGAA:; -
' ngulries to: s A Kampen
P8 8DL. , Direct Line; 01473 260486
E-maif: Angela. Kempen@suffolk.gov.uk

Web Address  www.suifolk.gov.uk

Date: 2 August 2016

Planning Ref: 2797/16+5108

Dear Sks

RE: PROVISION OF WATER FOR FIRE FIGHTING
ADDRESS: Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston
DESCRIPTION: 175 dwellings ' .

NO: HYDRANTS POSSIBLY REQUIRED: Required,

if the Planning Authority is minded to grant approval, the Fire Authority will request
that adequate provision is made for fire hydrants, by the imposition of a suitable
planning condition at the planning application stage. :

If the Fire Authority is not consulted at the planning stage, the Fire Authority will
request that fire hydrants be installed retrospectively on major developments if it can
" be proven that the Fire Authority was not consulted at the initial stage of planning.

.The planning condition will carry a life term for the said development and the
initiating agent/developer applying for planning approval and must be fransfetred to
hew ownership through land transfer or sale should this fake place.

Fire hydrant provision will be agreed upon when the water authorities submit water
plans to the Water Officer for Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service,

Where a planning condition has been imposed, the provision of fire hydrants will be
fully funded by the developer and invoiced accordingly by Suffolk County Couneil,

Until Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service receive confirmation from the water authority
that the installation of the fire hydrant has taken place, the planning condition will hot
be discharged. )

Continued/

We are working towards making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and
macde using a chiotine free procass.
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OFFICIAL

Should you require any further information or assistance | wili be pleased to help.

Yours faithfully

virs A Kempen
Water Officer

We are working towards making Suffoik the Greenest County. This paper is.100% recyeled and
: made using a chlorine free process. ‘
OFFICIAL




From: RM PROW Planning

Sent: 09 August 2016 14:08

To: Planning Admin

Cc: geoff.armstrong@arplanning.co.uk; Sam Bye
Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 2797/16

Our Ref: W523!ﬁ061ROW478116

For The Attention of: Lisa Evans

Public Rights of Wéy Response

Thank you for your cansultation concerning the above ap'pii'cation.

This response deals only with the onsite protection of affected PROW, and does not
prejudice any further response from Rights of Way and Access. As aresult of
anticipated increased use of the public rights of way in the vicinity of the
development, SCC may be seeking a contribution for improvements to the network.
These requirements will be submitted with Highways Development Management
response in due course.

Government guidance considers that the effect of development on a public right of
way is a material consideration in the determination of applications for planning
permission and focal planning authorities should ensure that the potential
consequences are taken into account whenever such applications are considgred .
(Rights of Way Circular 1/09 — Defra October 2009, para 7.2) and that public rights of
way should be protected. '

Thurston Public Footpath 6 is recorded through the proposed development area.
We have no objection to these proposals. |

Please inc!udé as footnotes in the decision notice:

Informative Notes:

Please note that the granting of planning permissio'n is separate to any consents that
may be required in.relation to Public Rights of Way.

Nothing should be done to stop up or divert the Public Right of Way without following.
the due legal process including confirmation of any orders and the provision of any
new path. In order to avoid delays with the application this should be considered at
an early opportunity. ‘

The a[ignmént, width; and condition of Public Rights of Way providing for their safe
and convenient use shall remain unaffected by the development unless otherwise
agreed in writing by the Rights of Way & Access Team.

Nothing in this decision notice shall be taken as granting consent for alterations to
Public Rights of Way without the due legal process being followed. Detalls of the
process can be obtained from the Rights of Way & Access Team.:




“Dyblic Rights of Way Planning Application Response - Applicant Responsibility” and
a digital plot showing the definitive alignment of the route as near as canbe '
ascertained; which is for information only and Is not to be scaled from, is attached

Regards

Jackie Gillis

Green Access Officer
Access Development Team

Rights of Way and Access A

Resource Management, Suffolk County Council . :
Endeavour House (Floor 5, Block 1), 8 Russelt Road, Ipswich, IP1 2BX

® hitp:/ipublictightsofway.onesuffolk.net! | Report A Public Right of Way Problem
Here &
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Developments Affecting Trunk Roads and Special Roads

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 16-01)
Formal Recommendation to an Application for Planning Permission

From: Martin Fellows
Operations (East}
planningee@highwaysengland.co.uk

To: M Suffolk District Council

CGC: qrowthandplanninq@hiqhwavsengland.co.uk

Counbil's Reference: 2797/16

Referring to the planning application referenced above, dated 26 July 2018,
application for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car '
parking, landscaping, public open space areas, Land South of Norton Road, .
Thurston 1P31 3QH, notice is hereby given that Highways England’s formal
recommendation is that we: - '

a) offer no objection;
b}—meemm%ha#—e@ﬂémen&%he&ld—be—aﬁaehedmte—any—pmnnmg
%FWM&—QF&M@—(&G&MW—EHM

e)%eemmead—@hatplanﬂiag—pepmissie%ﬁé%&gmdwfepa—meeiﬁed

@Wﬁhaﬁmuapmgahen%mmsed—@ee%x%——ﬂea%%

Highways Act Section 1758 is+/ is not relex}ant to this application.1

! Where‘relevant, further Information will be provided within Annex A.

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 16-01) January 2016




Date: 9 August 2016

- . ~
Signature: _

Name: Lorraine Willis Position: Asset Manager
Highways England:

Woodlands, Manton Lane

Bedford MK41 7LW.

Iorraine.wil[is@highwayséngIand.co.uk

Highways England Planning Response {HEPR 16-01) January 2016




Our Ref;” NHSE/MIDS/H6/2797/KH

Enand

Midlands and East (East)

Swift House

Hedgerows Business Park

Coichester Road

\ Chelmsford
" Essex CM2 5PF

Tel: 0113 824 9111

Emait: kerryharding@nhs.net

Your Ref, 2787 /16

Planning Services

Mid Suffolk District Coungil
Council Offices :
131 High Sirest

Needham Market, IP6 8D

Dear Sir / Madam

1.0
1
1.2

2.0
2.1

2.2

3.0
3.1

3.2

Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with
associated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments,
and vehicular access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road.

. Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston, IP31 3QH.

Introduction -

Thank you for consulting NHS England on the above planning application.

[ refer to your consultalion letter on the above planning application and-advise that,
further to-a review of the applicants’ submission the followjng comments are with regard
to the primary healthcate provision on behalf of NHS England Midlands and East (kast)
(NHS England), incorporating West Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group (GGG).

Existing Healthcare Position Proximate to the Planning Application Site

The proposed development is likely to have an impact on the services of 1 main GP

. practice operating within the- vicinity of the application site. The GP practice does not

have capacity for the additional growth resulting from this development.

- The- proposed development will be likely to have an impact on the NHS funding

programme for the delivery of primary healthcare provision within this area and
specifically within the health catchment of the development. NHS England would
therefore expect these impacts fo be fully assessed and mitigated.

Review of Planning Application

The planning application does not appear to include a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) or

propose any mitigation of the healthcare impacts arising from the proposed development.

A Healthcare Impact Assessment (HIA) has been prepared by NHS England to provide
the basis for a developer contribution towards capital funding to increase capacity within
the GPP Caichment Area, »

High 'qua!i,ty care for all; now and for future generations

11 August 2016
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4,0 Assessment of Deve!opment Impact on Existing Healthcare Provision

4.1 The existing GP praclice does not have capacity to accommodate the additionat growth
resulting from the proposed development. The development could generate
“approximately 420 residents and subsequently increase demand upon exisfing
constrained services.

4.2 The primary healthcare servicés within a 2km radius of the proposed development and
~ the current capacity position is shown in Table 1.

Table 1; Summary of position for primary healthcare services within a 2km radius (or
closest to) the proposed development )

Premises Weighted | NIA (m?)? | Capacity® | Spare
List Size ? |- Capacity
(NIA m?)
Mourit Farm Surgery 12,232 | 76840 | 11,006 | -70.57
Total 12,232 768.40 11,206 -70.37

Notes: : . . ) .
1.- The weighted list size of the GP Practice based on the Carr-Hilf formula, this figure more accurately reflects

the need of a practice in terms of resource and space and may be slightly lower or higher than the actual
patient lisi.

2, Gurrent Net ntetnal Area occupled by the Practice

Patlent Capaglly based on the Existing NIA of the Praciice

4. Based on existingweighted Hst size

w

4.3  The development would have an impact on primary healthcare provision in the area and
its implicaﬁons, if unmitigated, would be unsustainable. The proposed development must
therefore, in order to be considered under the ‘presumption in favour of sustainable
development’ advocated in the National Planning Policy Framework, provide appropriate
levels of mitigation.

5.0 Healthcare Needs Arising From the Propgsed bevelonment

5.4 - The intention of NHS England is to promote Primary Healthcare Hubs with co-ordinated
mixed professionals. This is encapsulated in the strategy docurent; The NHS Five Year

Forward View.

5.2 - The development would give rise to a need for improvements to capacity by way of -
extension, refurbishiment or réconfiguration at Mount Farm Surgery; a proportion of the
cost of which would need to be met by the developer.

53 Table 1 below provides the Capital Cost Calculation of additional prirﬁary healthcare
services arising from the development proposal. :

Table 1: Capital Cost calculation of additional primary healthcare services arising -
from the development proposal

Premises Additional | Additional Spare Capital
Population | floorspace Lapacity required to
Growth reguired o {NIAY create
(175 meet growth additional
dwellings) (m2)? floor space
. 5 , (£)® .
Mount Farm Surgery 420 28.80 ~70.,37 57,600
Total 420 28.80 -70.37 £57,600
Notes: -

High quality care for all, now and for future generations




1. Caloulated using the Mid Suffolk District average household size of 2.4 taken from the 2011 Census: Rooms,
bedrooms and central heating, local authorities in England and Wales (rounded to the nearest whole

. number).

2. Based on 120m? per GP (with an optimal list size of 1750 patients) as set out in the NHSE approved business
case Incorporating DH guidance within "Health Building Mote 11-01: facilities for Primary and Communily
Care Services" .

3, Existing capaclty within premises as shown In Table 1 .

4. Based on standard m cost multiplier for priimary healthcare in the East Angila Reglon from the BCIS Q1 2014
price Index, adjusted for professional fees, flt out and contingencies budget {£2,600/m?), rounded to nearest
£,

5.4 A developer contribution will be required to mitigate the impacts of this proposal. NHS
England calculates the level of gontribution required, n this instance fo be £57,600.
Payment should be made before the development commences. '

55 NHS England therefore requests that this sum be secured through Commuriity
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) linked to any grant of planning permission.

6.0 Conclusions

6.1  Inits capacity as the primary healthcare commissioner, NHS England has identified that
the development will give rise to a need for additional primary healthcare provision to
mitigate impacts arising from the development.

6.2 The capital required through developer contribution would form a proportion” of the
' required funding for the provision of capacity to absorb the patient growth generated by
this development.

6.3  Assuming the ahove is considered in conjunction with the current application process,
NHS England would not wish to raise an objection to the proposed development.
Otherwise ihe Local Planning Authority may wish to review the development's
sustainability if such impacts are not satisfactorily mitigated. :

6.4  The terms set out above are these that NHS England deem appropriate having regard to
the formulated needs arising from the development. '

6.5  NHS England Is satisfied that the basis and value of the developer contribution sought is
consistent with the policy and tests for imposing planning obligations set.out in the NPPF.

6.6 NHS England and the CCG look forward to working with the applicant and the Councit to
satisfactorlly address the issues raised in this consultation response and woulid
appreciate acknowledgement of the safe receipt of this letter. - .

Yours faithfully

Kerry Harding
Estates Advisor

High quality care for all, now and for future generations




Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE
Ms Lisa Evans - Direct Dial: 01223 582721
Mid Suffelk District Council
131 High Strest : : Qur ref: PO0519508
Needham Market '
Suffolk :
IP6 8DL ‘ 11 August 2016

Dear Ms Evans

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 &

- T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
LAND TO THE SOUTH OF NORTON ROAD, THURSTON IP31 3QH
Application No 2797/16

Thank you for your letter of 22 July 2016 notifying Historic England of the above
application, .

Summary

This application proposes a large reSIdent;aI development on farmland at the northern
edge of Thurston village. This land sits between the village and the grade II* listed
Manor Farm House. By bringing the edge of development closer to the listed building
the development has the potential to efode the rural character of this setting and so
harm its significance in terms of the NPPF. The application has not assessed the
significance of the house or the impact on it as required by the NPPF.

Historic England Advice ‘

Manor Farm House was constructed in 1876 to designs by renowned architect Phillip
Webb. Webb was a major figure in late Victorian architecture producing notable work
in the Arts and Crafts style and, as here, in the Queen Anne Revival style. This
architectural movements developed in the 1870s and looked back to English
architectural traditions (in particular domestic forms from the early years of the 18"
century) to create an modest, elegant, dignified and somewhat playful new language in
contrast to the earnest and powerful forms of Gothic and classical which had
dominated the 19" century to that point.

Chiefly.a domesﬁc from (though also used in institutional buildings such as Newnham
College Cambridge and King Edward VIt Grammar School, King’s Lynn) the Queen
+ Anne was often found in urban developments but its use of traditional forms and

" concern with quality detailing akin to the Arts and Crafts also made it suited to rural
settings. In this case the house is associated with functional farm buildings (timber
framed barns around a covered yard) and was placed in a working agricuftural
landscape, not in a suburban villa context.
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Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE -

Since the construction of Manor Farm House Thurston village has grown on its
northern side toward the listed building, but there is still considerable undeveloped
farmland around it. This is important in maintaining the original character of its setting
and relationship with an agricultural landscape. The proposed development would
bring further modern building (uip to 175 houses and associated facilities) significantly
closer to the listed building. The landscape around Thurston is relatively flat and open
and the steeply pitched roof and tall chimneys of the house are quite prominent in the
landscape. Indeed, the house has a large dormer window on its southern roof from
which views towards the application site can probably be had. The development has
the potential to bring modern development into the setting of Manor Farm House,
which by eroding the rural character of its surroundings could harms its historic

significance.

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 establishes that in
considering applications for planning permission for development which affect a listed
building or its setting local planning authorities shall have special regard to the
desirability of presetving the building or its setting (paragraph 66.1). The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) builds upon the 1980 Act. It identifies protection
and enhancement of the historic environment as an important element of sustainable
development and establishes a presumption in favour of sustainable development in
the planning system (patagraphs 6, 7 and 14). The NPPF also states that the
significance of listed buildings can be harmed by development in their setling
(paragraph 132) and that the conservation of heritage assets is a core principle of the
-planning system (paragraph 17). Furthermore, paragraph 137 states that proposals -
that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to, or
better reveal the significance of the heritage assets should be treated favorably.

In order to allow identification of possible harm to the significance of heritage assets by
proposed development paragraph 128 of the NPPF requires applicants to describe the
significance of hetitage assets affected and the contribution their setting might make to
that significance. Sufficient information should also be provided to enable an
understanding of the pofential impact of the development on the assets. The
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment submifted with the current application
mentions the grade II* listed house, but does not establish its significance or the effect
the development might have on it. Viewpoint 6 is taken from the general area south of
Manor Farm House and givens a general indication of how close the development
might be to this view point. Although it is not ideal for considering the listed building we
note that the Assessment concludes the impact on this view point would be ow’ but
does not contain any images to demonstrate this. :
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The Archaeological Desk Based Assessment also mentions Manor Farm House, but
says nothing of its signifcance or the contribution made by its setting. Despite being a
desk based exercise it concludes the application site is ‘not part of the setting’ of
Manor Farm House. This is not a helpful statement as it is the impact of the
development on any area in which the heritage asset can be ‘experienced’ (the
definition of sefting in the NPPF) that'should be established.

We conclude that the application does not contain sufficient information to satisfy the
requirements of paragraph 129 of the NPPF, a requirement that should be taken
seriously given that Manor House Farm falls within the top 5 of listed buildings:
-nationally. Without any such assessment we maintain our concern that the
development could result in harm to the listed building’s significance in terms of the
NPPF paragraph 132 and would not support the granting of consent as the application

stands.

Recommendation :
We are concerned the proposed development in the vicinity of the grade I* listed

- Manor Farm House could result in harm to the significance of the historic building in
terms of paragraph 132 of the NPPF, The information required by paragraph 128 to
allow assessment of this impact has not been produced. We would not support the
. granting of consent at this stage and recommend this application is refused, but would
be keen to see any further details which are submitted and offer further advice to the

Council.

Yours sincerely

David Eve
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas

E-mail: david.eve@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM
TO: ~ Lisa Evans, Development Control Team
FROM:  Joanna Hart, Environmental Protection Team DATE: 12.08.2016

YOUR REF: 2797/1 6/0UT

SUBJECT Land fo the South of;, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated
car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments, and vehmu!ar
access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road. -

Please find below my comments regarding 'Environmental Health - Other issues’ only.
Thank you for your consultation on the above application.

[ note that The Victoria public house is located to the north west of the site and that illustrative
masterplan shows that a number of proposed residential plots which back directly onto the public
house.

The Victoria is a licensed premises which has permissions for live and recorded music, both
indoors and outdoors, until 00.00hrs Monday — Thursdays and Sundays and 01.00hrs on Fridays
and Saturdays. Opening hours are an additional 30 minutes each day. - ;

| am concerned that the proximity of the public house (including noise from the beer garden and
play area), particularly during the evening has potential to result in loss of amenity at the new
dwellings. If substantiated noise complaints were received, it could resuit in the operation of the
public house being fettered. | also note that there is an existing dwelling in close proximity to the
public house, although I am not sure whether it is in the same ownership, although this does not.
the same unobstructed line of sight to the beer garden that the new dwellings would have.

The site is in proximity to a.number of existing residential dwellings and for this reason there is a
risk of loss of amenity during the construction phase of the development. | would therefore
recommend that it would be essential for a construction management plan to be required by
means of condition. Such a plan shall include details of operating hours (which shall be limited to
08.00 — 18.00 Monday — Friday, 09.00 — 13.00hrs on Saturdays, with no working to take place on
Sundays or Bank Holidays. Deliveries should also be limited to these hours), means of access,
traffic routes, vehicle parking and manoeuvring areas (site operatives and visitors), loading and
unloading of plant and materials, wheel washing facilities, hours™ of operation and vehicle
movements, lighting, location and nature of compounds and storage areas (including maximum
storage heights), waste removal, temporary buildings and boundary treatments, dust
management, hoise management and litter management during the construction phases of the
development. Thereafter, the approved construction plan shall be fully implemented-and adhered
to during the construction phases of the development hereby approved, unless otherwise agreed
~in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
Note: the Construction Management Plan shall cover both ‘site clearance and constructlon
phases of the above development.

Kind regards
Joanna Hart
Senior Envnronmentai Protection Offlcer




THURSTON PARISH COUNCIL

Parish Council Office
New Green Centre
Thurston

Suffolk

P31 3TG

Tel: 01350 232854 .
e-mail: info@thurstonparishcouncil.qov.uk

" SENT AS AN E-MAIL

Mt. P Isbell

Corporate Manager — Development Management
MSDC

131 High Street

Needham Market

Suffolk

IP6 8DL

August 12" 2016

Dear Mr. Isbell,

Proposal: Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car
parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and vehicular access from
Sandpit Lané and Norton Road ‘ ‘ '

Location: Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston

Application Number: 2797/16

The Parish Council wishes to place on record that it objects to planning application 2797116
in its current form for the following reasons:

The site and surrounding area are within the countryside and therefore oufside of any
setlement boundary for Thurston as defined by Mid Suffolk's Local Plan and would result in
the development of new dwellings that would be visually, physically and functionally isolated
from the facilities and services offered by Thurston as a Key Service Centre.

It is also felt that the proposal is considered to be an overdevelopment of the site and fails to
address the wishes of the views of the residents of Thurston (as expressed in the emerging
Thurston Neighbourhood Plan) for all new development to be sited on areas confaining no
more than 50 dwellings and as such will not incorporate the creation of sufficienf open
spaces betwesn existing and proposed buildings which will neither maintain nor enhance the
character of the village at this particular point. (GP1 - Design and Layout of Development &
csfr-fc2 provision and distribution of housing).




The proposal is considersd not to form a sustainable déveiopment within the dimensions set
out in the NPPF and that the proposed application risks harm to hiodiversity and fails to
address adequately the benefits on an economic and social benefit.

The Parish Council does not hold with the views expressed in the documents submitted that
the application is sympathetic to the countryside in which it is situated and that it fails to
protect the intrinsic character of the countryside by the density and mix of properties being
proposed. It is felt that the development of 175 dwellings will'intrude into an area of currently
open, undeveloped, countryside resulting in an encroachment of buiit development extending
beyond the settlement boundary of Thurston. This will harm the character and appearance of
this open area and will be confrary to Policy CS5 of the Core Strategy, Policy FC1.1 of the
Core Strategy of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focus Review (2012) and saved Policies H13
and H16 of the Mid Suffolk Local Plan. Furthermore it is felt that the development fails {o
ensure that it reflects the local character and identity of the area immediately surrounding the
proposed development and is therefore inconsistent with paragraph 58 of the NPPF.

The Parish Council would also recommend that Highways be consulted as to the suitability of
the location of the site; the access roads leading to the development; and pedestrian safety
with regards to crossing points. ; _ -
The Parish Council considers that the application fails to take into account the current road
infrastructure and the lack of pedestiian route-ways and oycle ways leading from the site to
the amenities and Primary School and Secondary School within the village and as such
would have a negative impact on road safety and therefore a detrimental impact on the
amenities enjoyed by the surrounding area vis-a-vis traffic generation (SB2 Development
Appropriate to its Setting & T10 Highway Considerations in Development). :

It is furthermore held that as the development fails to demonstrate that it has cohsidered safe
and suitable access points for all people it is contrary to paragraph 32 of the NPPF. As the
development fails to give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements and with reference 1o
the siting of this application would not support the transition to a low carbon future, it is
unable to meet the ehvironmental dimension of sustainable development and would be
contrary to paragraph 17, 30, 35 and 55 of the NPPF and Policies FC1 and FC1.1 of the Mid

Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review.

It is further believed that the development of the site will not be able to allow for the
convenient infegration of public transpor within the site and that the traffic that will be
generated will not be able to be accommodated on the existing road network (CS6 — services
and infrastructure). '

The Parish Gouncil feels that given the location of the site, a reliance on the private motor car
will be generated in order to access amenities and services within the village which will also
be contrary to the sustainability objectives of Policies FG1 and FC1.1 of the Mid Suffolk Core
Strategy Focused Review (2012) and the NPPF paragraphs 14, 17, 55 and 56 and wilt place
2 further burden on the current road network at (bui not confined to) points such as Fishwick
Corner, Pokeriage Cornet, the narrow railway bridge crossings on Barton Road and
Thedwastre Road and entry and exit points onfo the A14. -




_ The Parish Council would atso like to recomimend that Suffolk County Council be involved in
the discussion of future growth in Thurston with reference to the impact that this will have on
the provision of education. As mentioned within the letter from Thurston’s Neighbourhood
Plan Team, both the Thurston Primary Academy School and Thurston Community College
are at capacity (taking into account existing planning approvals) and as such this application
will ensure that the educational infrastructure is unlikely to meet the demand placed on it by
175 dwellings. The Parish Council is aware that the application is for phased development
_ but feels that from the outset the total provision should be understood and capacity explored.
As such the Parish Council feels that this application will put a negative strain on the existing
infrastructure and as such would be contrary to Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. :

The Parish Council would also like to reiterate the concerns of the Thurston Neighbourhood
Plan Team with regards to the speed at which this and potentially other applications have
been/are in the process of being submitted for new housing in the village. It is recognised
within the village that as a Key Service Centre the village of Thurston will appeal to
" developers and that a certain, amount of growth is desirable and non-objectionable, however
the Parish Council is concerned that piecemeal development will have a negative impact on
the current infrastructure and that there should be a strict control over new housing proposals
and the associated numbers until the general infrastructure of Thurston and, the surrounding
areas has been given time to absorb new residents and the impacts that this associated

growth will have on a rural village. .

Yours sincerely,

Pltirie @ Wghts

V. 8. Waples, BA(Hons), CiLCA
Clerk to the Council

LOCAL COUNCIL
AWARD SCHEME




T Suffolk

County Council

Your ref: 2797/16

Our ref; 00045522

Date: 16 August 2016

Enguiries to: Peter Freer

Tel; 01473 264801

Email: peter.freer@suffolk.gov.uk

Lisa Evans

Planning Department .

Mid Suffolk District Council
. Council Offices

131 High Street

Needham Market

Ipswich

IP6 8DL

Dear Lisa,
Re: Thurston, land south of Norton Road

I set out below Suffolk County Council’s views, whiéh provides our infrastructure
requirements associated with this application and this will need to be considered

- by the Council. -

Proposed number of dwellings from 2 bedroom+ Total
development: ) Houses

A 175 175
Approxtm'ate persons generated from 403 403
proposal ‘

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 204 sets out the
requirements of planning obligations, which are that they must be:

a)  Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;

by  Directly related to the development; and, :
c)  Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

The County and District Gouncils have a shared approach to calculating |
infrastructure needs, in the adopted Section 106 Developers Guide to Infrastructure

Contributions in Suffolk.

Mid Suffolk District Council adopted their Core Strategy in September 2008 and
Focused Review in December 2042, The Core Strategy includes the following
objectives and policies relevant to providing infrastructure:

« Objective 6 seeks to ensure provision of adequate infrastructure to support
new development; this is implemented through Policy CS6: Services and
infrastruciure. ' '

« Policy FC1 and FC1.1 apply the presumption in favour of sustainable

. Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX 1
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development in Mid Suffolk,

~ Community Infrastructure Levy

Mid Suffolk District Council adopted a CIL Charging Schedule On 21st January 2018
and started charging CIL on planning permissions granted from 11th April 2016. Mid
Suffolk are required by Regulation 123 to publish a list of infrastructure projects oy
types of infrastructure that it intends will be, or may bo, wholly of partly funded by
CIL. ’

The current Mid Suffolk 123 List, dated January 20186, includes the following as being
capable of being funded by CIL rather than through planning obligations:

»  Provision of passenger transport

" Provision of library facilities : ‘

. - Provision of additional pre-school places at existing establishments

. Provision of primary school places at existing schools

+  Provision of secondary, sixth form and further education places
Provision of waste Infrastructure

As of 6th April 2015, the 123 Regulations restrict the use of pooled contributions
towards items that may be funded through the levy. The requirements being sought
here would be requested through Cil, and therefore would meet the new legal test, It
is anticipated that the District Council is responsible for monitoring infrastructure
_contributions being sought. :

Site specific mitigation wiil be covered by a planning obligation and/or
planning conditions.

The details of specific CIL and S108A contribution requirements related to the
proposed scheme are set out below:

1. Education. NPPF paragraph 72 states ‘The Government attaches great
importance to ensuring that a sufficlent choice of scéhoo! places is available to
meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local planning authorities
should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this
requirement, and to development that will widenr choice in education’.

The NPPF at paragraph 38 states 'For larger scale residential developments in
particular, planning policies should promote a mix of uses in order to provide
oppottunities to undertake day-fo-day activities including work on site. Where
practical, particularly within large-scale developments, key facilities such as
primary schoals and local sheps should be located within walking distance of

most properties.’ :
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 2

www.suffolk.gov.uk




Primary school
age range, b- 43 43 16,429

11

High school .
age range, 11~ 31 ' 0 18,355
i6:

Sixth school

age range, 16+: 5 0 19,907

[ Total education contributions: . ' , £706,447.00 |

The local catéhment schools are Thurston Church of England Primary
Academy and Thurston Community College.

We currently forecast to have no surplus places at the catchment Primary
School to accommodate children arising, but there is some capacity at the )
Comimunity College. The Primary School site is landlocked and cannot be
expanded and the Community College has the largest secondary catchment in
the County and is unlikely that expansion would be supported in the future.

The County Coungll has been in discussions with the District Council
regarding the emerging Thurston Neighbourhood Plan and has provided pupil
yields and possible strategies to deal with mitigation from the growth scenarios
being assessed. .

The anticipated approach to mitigate the impacts of housing growth in the area
is to provide a new primary school which would incorporate the existing primary
schoaol. This new primary schoot would be constructed as a 315-place school
initially, capable of being expanded to 420 places to meet future development.
The estimated construction cost of a 420 place primary school is £6.9 million on
. 2 2.2 hectare site, The Mid Suffolk Regulation 123 List indicates that primary
. school plages at new schools are not identified for funding through CIL.

The County Councll will require proportionate costs fo land and build costs for
a 420 place-primary, but discounting the 210 places in relocating the existing
primary schoot which will be funded by the County Council. *A proportionate
contribution, based on 43 children is calculated as follows )

£8.9 m construction cost/420 primary school places

£6.9m / 420places = £16,429

This development creates the need for 43 additional pupil places
£16,429 x 43

= £706,447.00

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 28X 3
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This calculation excludes consideration of land costs which would be
calculated as follows:

Pupils arising from this site (43) / Total site capacity (420 places)
437420 ={0.10
Proportionate contribution = 10.2% of total site cost.

So, a total site to be secured for the new primary school at £100k per acre,
and a total cost of £643,000 this would equate to a contribution of £54,300
towards the land cost from this site. :

The catchment secondary school is Thurston Community College. Currently
this school has some spare capacity with a sixth form campus off site at
Reyton. The capacity may change if the school reconfigures in the future, but
Iworth Free School could accommodate additional secondary age pupils from
new houses. However, this could change when accounting for the other
proposed developments in these areas. Therefore, this development is not
expected to necessitate a bid for the District Counci's CIL funds.

. Pre-school provision. Education for early years should be considered as part
of addressing the requirements of the NPPF ‘Section 8 Promoting healthy
communities'. It is the responsibility of SCC to ensure that there is sufficient local
provision under the Childcare Act 2006. Section 7 of the Childcare Act sets outa
duty to secure free early years provision for pre-school children of a prescribed
age. The current requirement is to ensure 15 hours per week of frée provision
over 38 weeks of the year for all 3 and 4 year-olds. The Education Act 2011
amended Section 7, introducing the statutory requirement for 15 hours free early
years education for all disadvantaged 2 year olds.

Throtgh the Childcare Act 2016, the Government will be rolling out an additional
15 hours free childcare to eligible households from September 2017.

- At present, in the Thurston. area, there are four settings that offer places (2
childminders, Thurston Preschool and Tinkerbells Day Nursery}. From a
development-of 175 dwellings, the County Council anticipates around 18 pre-
school puplls eligible for funded early education. Currently there is sufficient
capacity for only 10 pre-school pupils from this development. Based on the scale
of development currently being assessed in Thurston, the proposed legislative
changes and the intention to establish a new primary school (with nursery
provision), the most practical approach is to establish a new early education
sefting on the site of the new primary school which would be a 26 placs setting,
providing sufficient capacity for 52 children in total, Our iatest estimates are that a
26-place early education setiing costs £624,105.00 to construct on a site of
approximately 841,70m2 {note: this includes outdoor space).

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, ipSWich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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The Mid Suffolk Regulation 123 List indicates that new early education settings
are not identified for funding through CIL. A proportiohate contribution, based on
18 children of the total 52 who would be accommodated within the new setting,
could be calculated as follows: ‘

£624 105 construction cost /52 children (at a 26 — place setting)
= £12,002.02 per place

This development creates a need for 8 additional places.-
£12,002.02 per place x 8 additional children

= £06,016 total proportionate contribution from 175 dwellings
£96,016 total contribution / 175 dwallings - -
= £549 per dwelling o

Land costs are included within the calculation of the primary school land
contribution, :

Minimum number of Cost per
eligible children: Required: place £
. (2016/17):
Pre-School age :
range, 2.4 _ 18 .8 12,002
[ Required pre-school contributions: - £96,016.00 |

. Play space provision. Consideration will need fo he given to adequate play
space provision, A key document is the ‘Play Matters: A Strategy for Suffolk,
which sets out the vision for providing more open space where children and
young people can play. Some important issues to consider include:

a. In every residential area there are a variety of supervised and
unsupervised places for play, free of charge.

b. Play spaces are aftractive, welcoming, engaging and accessible for all

local children and young people, including disabled children, and

children fram minority groups in the community. :

Local neighbourhoods are, and feel like, safe, interesting places to play.

Routes to children's play spaces are safe and accessible for all

children and young people.

oo

. Transport issues. The NPPF at Section 4 promotes sustainable fransport. A
comprehensive assessment of highways and transport issues is required as part
of any planning application. This will include travel plan, pedestrian and cycle
provision, public transport, rights of way, air quality and highway provision {both
on-site and off-site). Requirements will be dealt with via planning conditions and
Section 106 agreements as appropriate, and infrastructure delivered to
adoptable standards via Section 38 and Section 278. This will be co-ordinated
by Christopher Fish of Suffolk County Highway Network Management and is

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffalk [P1 2BX 5
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expected to include:

Travel Plan — Require the applicant to submit a revised travel plan based on
comments raised In the Local Highways Authority letter prior to the

. determination of this application. The following contributions will need to be
secured by a 5106 agreement. The contributions are likely to be as follows:

Travel Plan Trave! Plan Evaluation and Support Gontribution - £1,000 per
annum until five years have passed after oscupation of the final dwelling. This is
to cover Suffolk County Gouncll officer time working with the Travel Plan
Coordinator and agreeing new targets and objectives throughout the. full
duration of the travel plan

Travel Plan Implementation Bond - £104,631 (based on SCC calculations on the
estimated cost of fully implementing the fravel plan for 140 dwellings). This is-to
cover the cost of implementing the travel plan on behalf of the developer if they
fail to deliver it themselves :

The following Section 106 obligations would also be required;

» Approval and full implementation of the Interim Residential Travel Plan

« Provision of an approved weltome pack to each resident on first
accupation _ S

« Approval and full implementation of the Full Residential Travel Plan

‘s Monitoring the Travel Plan for a minimum of five years, or one year after
accupation of the final dwelling, whichever is longest

+ Securing remedial travel plan measures if the agreed travel plan targets
are not achieved

Passenger transport - A development of this size is highly likely to generate new .

passengers for Galloways 384 and 385 routes which currently run around the
houndaries of the site. Given that they are planning site entrances from Norton
Road and Sandpit Lane, and it looks likely fo be able to access through the site
it is expacted that the bus operator will choose fo divert some of the existing
journays through the site. As such, provision of new bus stops on the road are
required. These should be fitted with the usual raised kerbs, hus shelters and
RTPI screens/power supplies. Current prices would be £2,500 per kerb, £6,000
per shelter including base and £10,000 per screen. The exisfing Cloverfield
stops are located are likely to be where the new access road is proposed. They
will therefore need fo be moved south of the junction to enable current usage to
continue whether buses are diverted through the site or not. From the plan it
does not look like there will be suitable footway access through to Church Road,
so the Cloverfield stops will be the nearest for any services which are not sent
through the site. They should therefore also be improved. ’

In it role as Highway Authority, Suffolk County Council has worked with the
local planning authorities to develop county-wide technical guidance on parking
in light of new national policy and local research. This was adopted by the

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP12BX
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County. Council in November 2014 and replaces the Suffolk Advisory Parking
Standards (2002). The guidance can be viewed at
mtp:f/www.suffolk.qov.uk/assets!suffolk.qov.ukanvironment%zeand%ZDTransp
ort/Ptanning/2014-1 1-27%20Suffolk%20Guidance%20for%20Parking. pdf

_ Libraries. Refor to the NPPF “Section 8 Promoting healthy cammunifles’. A
rinimum standard of 30 square metres of new library space per 1,000 '
ropulations is required. Construction and inifial fit out cost of £3,000 per
square metre for libraries {(based on RICS Building Cost Information Service
data but excluding land costs). This gives a cost of (30 x £3,000) =£90,000
per 1,000 people or £90 per person for fibrary space. :

Using established methodology, the capital contribution towards libraries
arising sought from this scheme is stated below and would be spent on the
development of libraty services serving the area of the development, and
outreach activity from the nearest library, at Thurston and allows for
improvements and enhancements fo be made to library services and
tacilities. Thurston library has a deficient floor area against the model floor
area by 29 sq metres at the local catchment library.

[ Libraries contribution. ' - £37,800.00 |

. Waste, All local planning authorities should have regard to both the Waste
Management Plan for England and the National Planning Policy for Waste when
discharging their responsibilities to the extent that they are appropriate to waste
management. The Waste Management Plan for England sets out the
Government's ambition fo work towards a more sustainable and efficient
approach to resource use and management. :

Paragraph 8 of the National Planning Policy, for Waste states that when
determining planning applications for non-waste development, local planning
authorities should, to the extent appropriate to their responsibilities, ensure that:

- New, norn-waste development makes sufficient provision for waste
management and promotes good design fo secure the integration of waste
management facilities with the rest of the development and, in less developed
areas, with the local landscape. This includes providing adequate storage
facilities at residential premises, for example by ensuring that there is sufficient
and discrete provision for bins, to facilitate a high quality, comprehensive and
frequent household collection service. : o

SCC requests that waste bins and garden composting bins should be provided
pefore oceupation of each dwelling and this will be secured by way of a planning -
condition. SCC would also encourage the installation of water butts connacted

to gutter down-pipes to harvest rainwater for use by occupants in their gardens.

[ Waste Contribution: A | £ 0.00 |

Endeavour House, 8 Russeli Road, Ipswich, Suffalk 1P1 2BX
www.suffolk.gov.uk ’




7. Supported Housing. Section 6 of the NPPF geeks to deliver a wide choice of
high quality homes. Supported Housing provision, including Extra Care/Very
Sheltered Housing providing accommodation for those in need of care,
including the elderly and people with learning disabilities, may need to be
considerad as part of the overall affordable housing requirement. Following the
replacement of the Lifetime Homes standard, designing homes to Building
Regulations Part M ‘Category M4(2)’ standard offers a useful way of meeting

_ this requirement, with a proportion of dwellings being bullt to ‘Category M4(3)’
standaid. In addition we would expect a proportion of the housing and/or land
use 1o be allocated for housing with care for older people e.y. Care Home and/or
specialised housing needs, based on further discussion with the Mid. Suffolk

~ housing team to identify local housing needs. - :

8. Sustainable Drainage Systems. Section 10 of the NPPF seeks to meet the
challenges of climate change, flooding and coastal change. National Planning
Practice Guidance notes that new development should anly be consldered
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding if priority has been given to the use of
sustainable drainage systems.

On 18 December 2014 the secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government (Mr Eric Pickles) made a Ministerial Written Statement (MWS)
setting out the Government's policy on sustainable drainage systems. In
accordance with the MWS, when considering a major development {(of 10
dwellings or more), sustainable drainage systems should be provided unless
demonstrated to be inappropriate. The MWS also provides that in

. considering: '

“local planning authorities should consull the relevant lead local flood authority
on the management of surface water; satisfy themselves that the proposed
“minimum standards of operation are appropriate and ensure that there are
clear airangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the lifetime of the
development. The sustainable drainage system should be designed to enstre
that the maintenance and operation requirements are economically
proportionate.”

The changes set out in the WMS took effect from 06 Abril 2015,

9. Fire Service. The Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service reguests that early
consideration is given to access for fire vehicles and provision of water for fire-
fighting. The provision of any necessary fire hydrants will need to be covered by
appropriate planning conditions. :

" Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) seek higher standards of fires safeiy in
dwalling houses and promote the installation of sprinkler systems and can,
provided support and advice on their instaliation.

Provision of water (fire hydrants) will need to be covered by appropriate planning
conditions at the reserved matiers stage, in agreement with the Suffolk Fire and

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
' www, siffollc.gov.uk




Rescue Service. The County Council would enoouraée a risk-based approach to
the instaliation of automatic fire sprinklers.

10; Superfést broadband. SCC would recommend that all development is

equipped with high speed bro
which has associated benefits

adband (fibre optic). This facilitates home working
for the transport network and also contributes to

social inclusion. Direct access from a new development fo the nearest BT

exchange is required
line). This will bring the fibre optic closer to the home wh

not just tacking new provision on the end of the nearest

ich will enable faster

broadband speed. Refer to the NPPF paragraphs 42 43,

11. Legal costs. SCC will requife an-undertaking for the reimbursement of its own
legal costs, whether or not the matter proceeds to completion.

12, Time Limits, The above information is time-limited for 6 months only from the

date of this lefter.

13. Summary Table split by developer contributions mechanism

Education - Primary
see table below

Education ~ £ 0,00 £ 0.00
Secondary :
Education — Sixth £0.00 £ 0.00
Form ) : -

Pre-School — see table

below .

Transport - see

section 4 ahove

Libraries £216.00 £37.800.00
Waste £0.00 £0.00
Total £216.00 £37,800.00

The table above would form the basi

s of a future bid to the District Council for GIL._

funds if planning permission was granted and implemented. This will be reviewed
when a planning application for planning permission is submitted.

Endeavour House, 8 Russeil Road, [pswich, Suffolk- [P1 2BX

www, suffolk.gov.tik




“Education — Primary

plafies including land | £4,347.13 £760,747.00
cos .
Pre-School £548.66 £96,016.00

Total £4,895.79 £856,763.00

Dependent on the submitted details, if a planning application was submitted we
would expeat the above to be requested as a planning obligation under Section
106 to provide proportionate contributions {0 a new primary school and pre-school
setting. ' :

Yours sincerely,

P 4 Fueen

Peter Freer MSc MRTPI
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Officer ‘ .
Planning Section, Strategic Development, Resource Management -

cc  Neil McManus, SCC
lain Maxwell, SCC

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX
www. suffolk.gov.uk




From: Griss, Steve [mafito:Steve,Griss@suffolk.pnn.police.uk]
Sent: 18 August 2016 12:19

To: Julle Havard

Subject; Planning Application 2797/16 - Hopkins Homes, Thurston

Julie
Planning Application 2797716 - Hopkins Homes, Thurston

" | am the Traffic Management Officer for Suffolk Constabulary and reply only In relation to the traffic
_management part of the application. : '

| have no objection to the scheme but ask that consideration be given to the fél[owing:
1. There was mention in the application of extending the 30 mph speed limit In Norton Road

towards the direction of Church Road. In my view this is essential to protect the new
entrance/exit to the development and to ensure vehicles are entaering the area at

appropriate speeds. The extension needs ta be sufficient distance and be highly visible to get

the message across to drivers, .

2. There are many routes that drivers will be able to take travelling to and from the new
development, My view is that it is highly likely that Sandpit Lahe will be a cholce for
many. This raises concerns in relation to the Thedwastre Road priority scheme over the

railway bridge and the stop sign/line at the junction of Thurston Road {Pokerage Cornet). 1
assume the stop sign was put up in the first place as a result of the reduced visibility, it was

suggested In the application that the Church Road route would be more attractive for
drivers, That may be the case but | wonder how the developers will make that happen.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Regards,
Steve

Stave Griss
Fraffic Management Officor

Speclalist Operétions

Suffolk Constabulary

Portal Avenue

Martlesham Heath, Suffolk, IP5 3Q5
Tel: 01473 613713

waw.suifoll.police. ulg -

This e-mail carries a disclaimer

Go here to view Suffolk Constabulary Disclaimer
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Planning Applications — Suggestéd Informative

AW Reference:

l.ocal Planning Authority:

Site;

. Proposal:

Planning Application:

Statements and Conditions Report

00016190

Mid Suffolk District

Sandpit Lane, Thurston
Creation of 175 x C3 Dwellings
2797/16

Prepared by: Mark Rhodes
Date: 31 August 2016

Tf you would like to discuss any of the points in this document please

contact me on 0345 0265 458 or email
planningliaison@anglianwater,co. uk




ASSETS
Section 1 ~ Assets Affected

1.1 There are assets owned by Anglian Water or those subject to an adoption

' agreement within or close to the development boundary that may affect the
layout of the site. Anglian Water would ask that the following text be
included within your Notice shouid permission be granted. -

“Anglian Water has assels close to or crossing this site or there are assels
subject to an adoption agreement, Therefore the site layout should taie
this into account and accommodate those assets within either prospectively
adoptable highways or public open space. If this is not practicable then the:
sewers will need to be diverted at the developers cost under Section 185 of
the Water Industry Act 1991. or, in the case of apparatus under an
adoption agreement, liaise with the owners of the apparatus. It should be
noted that the diversion works should normally be completed before
development can commence. ” B

WASTEWATER SERVICES
Section 2 - Wastewater Treatment

2.1 The foul drainage from this development is in the catchment of Thurston
Water Recycling Centre that will have available capacity for these flows.

Section 3 - Foul Sewerage Network

2,1 The sewerage system at present has available capacity for these flows, via a
pumped connection to the public foul sewer In Sandpit Lane at a rate of
3.8l/s. If the developer wishes to connect to our sewerage network they
should serve notice under Section 106 of the Water Industry Act 1991. We
will then advise them of the most suitable point of connection :

Section 4 - Surface Water Disposal

4.1 From the details submitted to support the planning application the
proposed method of surface water management does not relate to Anglian
Water operated assets. As such, we are unable to provide comments on the
suitability of the surface water management. The Local Planning Authority
should seek the advice of the Lead Local Flood Authority or the Internal
Drainage Board. The Environment Agency should be consulted if the
drainage system directly ot indirectly involves the discharge of water into a
watercourse.

Should the proposed method of surface water management change to
include interaction with Anglian Water operated assets, we would wish to

be re-consulted to ensure that an effective surface water drainage strategy
is prepared and implemented, x

Sect'ion 5 - Trade Effluent

5.1 Not applicable




Consultation Response Pro forma

Application Number

2797116
Norton Road, Thurston

Date of Response

Responding Officer

Name: “Paul Harrison

Joh Title: Heritage and Design Offic;af

Responding on behalf of... | Heritage

Summary and
Recommendation
(please delete those N/A)

Note: This section must be
completed before the
response is sent. The
recommendation should be
based on the information
submitted with the
application.

1. The Heritage Team considers that the proposat would
cause
o less than substantial harm to a designated
heritage asset because it would erode the rural
setting of Manor Farmhouse.
9. The Heritage Team recommends that refinement of
 the layout and landscaping scheme be pursued.

Discussion

Please outline the
reasons/rationale behind
how you have formed the
recomrmendation.

Please refer to any
guidance, policy or material
considerations that have
informed your
recommendation.

Statutory duty

' Recent court rulings have confirmed that the statutory

duties in the Planning (Listed Buildings and Gonservation
Areas) Act 1990 have the effect of a strong presumption
against harm to listed buildings and their setting. Any
harmt is to be given great weight in decision-making.
Similarly the National Planning Policy Framework expects
great weight to be afforded to the conservation of listed
buildings and their setting (conservation being defined as
presetvation from harm and enhancement where
appropriate). : :

The following assessment applies the method set out in
Historic England’s advice hote GPA3 The Setting of
Heritage Assels.

Heritage assets

Ttie site Is a large area of agricultural bordering the
existing settlement to its west and south. It comes close
at its easternmost point to the Church of 8t Peter, listed
Grade |l and at its north-east corner to Manor Farm,
Jisted Grade 1I*, and its associated barn complex listed
Grade 1l and now converted. Other heritage assels are at
such a distance that the proposed development would
have no material impact, :

The setting and significance of assets .
St Peter's Church is a medieval parish church largely
rebuiit about 1861 following the collapse of the tower onto

Please note that this form can be submiited electronicafly on the Gounclls websile. Comments submiltied on the website wilt not
be acknowledged but you can check wieiher they have been received by reviewing commenis on the websiie under the
application reference number, Please note that the comp_leled farm will be postad on the Councils website and available to view

by the public.



fhe nave. The church and tower continue the function of
the original building as landmark for the community.
Thurston is historically a very scatteted seftlement and
the church has always stood quite detached fromthe
village along with a cluster of houses. The church tower
is readily visible from the site, and is a prominent
landmark along the footpath across the eastern part,

Manor Farmhouse does not seem to succeed an earlier
building, but is associated historically with Nether Hall to
the north. As such its agricultural surroundings make a
fess important contribution to its significance, which relies
mainly on its being designed by Philip Webb, one of the
most influential British architects and designers of the late
1800s. Webb was also architect for contemporary
alterations and additions to Nether Hall. Unusually, the
Farmhouse is designed in the ‘Queen Anne’ style,
echaing urban brick bulldings of about 1700, which
contrasted with the more ostentatious gothic revival style
of the mid-1800s. 1t Is therefore in the vanguard of
architectural design in the 1870s.

In its north-east corner the site slopes away towards the
stream, and the fall continues past Manor Farmhouse.
This glves the Farmhouse and farm buildings some sense
of seclusion from the level plateauland of most of the site.
A line of poplars on the roadside to the south of the
Farmhouse contributes to this sense. Although the
Farmhouse is tall and has tall chimneys and a viewing
platform on its roof, it is not readily visible from much of
the site. The introduction of horse-related development
around the Farmhouse, and residential development
round the converted farm buildings has also-eroded the
rural-character of the area.,

Impact of the proposal

| The proposal has potential to harm the setting of both

listed buildings by introducing a large area of residential.

.| development into thelr largely rural surroundings; this

would be more noliceable at Manor Farmhouse which is
currently experienced as an isolated rural building.

Only from the footpath within the site would there he

noticeable impact on existing views towards the church
with new development to the south of the path. Views
across the site would bacome intermittent rather than
interrupted.. The impact would be significant in a limited
arc of views, and harm would be low.

5 | Amendments,
Clarification or Additional
| Information Reguired

The illustrative plan shows that open space wouid be
preserved towards the east end of the site, and that
housing deveiopment would be limited to the level part. A

Please note thal this form can be submitted elecironically on the Gounclis website. Comments submilled on the website wifi not

be acknowledgad but you can check whe

ther they have been received by reviewing comments o ihe website under the

application reference number. Pisase note that the completed form wilt be posiad anthe Gounells websle and avaliable to view

by the public.




+

(if holding objection) belt of tree planting would run aio'ng the north-east edges
of the built development. Heritage would recemmend that

If concerns are raised, can | the distribution of open space within the site be re-

they be overcome with considerad with a view to keeping built development back
changes? Please ensure from the north-eastwards slope. The depth and

any requests are ‘ cormposition of the north-eastern planting belts should be
proportionate enhanced; the Landscape Officer’s advice should be

sought on this paint.

7 1 Recommended conditions

Please rale that this form can be submitted electronically on the Gaunclls website. Commends submitted on the website will not
e acknowledged but you can check whether they have been recelved by reviewing cominents on the website under the
application referance number. Please note that the completed ferm wiil be-posted on the Councils website and available ta view

hy the pubiic.




DISCLAIMER: This information has been
produced by Suffolk County Council's
Natural Environment Team on behalf of
Babergh & Mid Suffolk District Councils, at
their request. However, the views and

- conclusions contained within this report are
those of the officers providing the advice and
are not to be taken as those of Suffoik
County Coungil. '

Mrs S Hooton

Senior Ecologist

Natural Environment Team
Suffolk County Council
Endeavour House (B2 F5 48)
Russell Road

Ipswich

Suffolk IP1 2BX

Tel: 01473 264784

Fax: 01473 216889

Email: sue, hooton@suffolk.gov.uk
Web: http:/fwww.suffolk.gov.uk

Your Ref: 279716
Our Ref: Ecology/MSDC/Norton Rd Thurstoh
Date: 23" September 2016

Ms Lisa Evans

Planpning Dept -

Mid Suffolk District Council
431 High St

Neadham Market

Suffolk

P8 8D

Dear Lisa,

Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access reserved)
for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with assoclated car parking,
jandscaping, public open space areas, allotments, and vehicular access from
Sandpit Lane and Norton Road Land to the South of Norton Read, Thurston [P31

3QH

Based on the ecological reports provided by the applicant and a site visit carried out, on
the 26" July, with the SCC Senior Landscape Officer Mr Phil Watson, | offer the following
comments: )

Likely Ecological impacts
" Both ecological reports were undertaken by suitably qualified ecologists with the
necessary skills and experlence to conduct this type of assessments and precautionary
measures recommended o maintain biodiversity, protected and priotity across the
_development site,

The Extended Phase 1 habitat survey report (Southem Ecological Solutions, June 2016)
identified that except for a hedgerow survey, no additional surveys were considered .
necessary to assess the likely impacts of the proposed development on biodiversity. This
is despite the reporl noting (para 5.19) that the hedgerow habitats were likely fo be of
potential value to bats for foraging and /or commuting.

A Hedgerow Survey repori (Southern Ecological Solutions, June 2016) has been
submitted and confirmed losses of this Priotity habitat with recommended mitigation and

Ecology Response Norton Read Thurston 2797/16 1




enhancement measures to avoid significant adverse impacts. However as no bat activity
surveys were carried out, the assessment of the hedgerows to be lost to the development
did-not include any use of them by Annex 2 bat species or significant use by common bat
species. :

| am concerned therefore that the likely impact of the development on bats (European.
Protected Species) may have been underestimated. However given that the 2 hedgerows |
to be severed are isolated from the network in the wider countryside and bat sensitive
fighting is recommended to minimise light falling on boundary trees and hedgerows (using
directional LED or lamps fitted with shields), in"this instance | am satisfied that no further
survey or assessment can be reasonably required as likely impacts can be dealt with by
condition of any consent.

Although the report dismisses the likelihood of breeding or wintering birds being present,
there is no consideration of use of the site by farmland birds such as skylark. Having
visited the site, | consider that the avaitability of nesting habitat for this species is limited as
the boundary trees and hedges mean that the field size is too small for them to attempt
nesting, but | would have expected to read a justification such as this to adequately
consider this Priority species. The report includes consideration of hedgehogs and brown
hare and recommends enhancements including fencing including cut-outs which should be
implemented throughout the development.

Recommendations -

Subject to the conditions below in respect of planting and landscaping and a condition to
conirol the design & ecological impact of external lighting, | am satisfied that significant
impacts on bats (European Protected Species) can be adequately confrofled:

1. CONGCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: EXTERNAL LIGHTING
No external lighting shall be provided within a development area or phase unless details
thereof have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Prior to commencement a detailed lighting scheme for areas to be lit shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
show how and where external lighting will be installed, {through technical specifications
and the provision of appropriate lighting contour plans which shall inciude lux leveis of the
lighting to be provided), so that it can be; : '

a) Clearly demonstrated that areas ta be lit have reasonably minimised light pollution,
through the use of minimum levels of lighting and features such as fult cut off cowls
or LED. ‘ o

b) Clearly demonstrated that the boundary vegetation to be retained, as well as that to
be planted, will not be lit in such a way as to disturb or prevent bats using their
territory or having access fo their breeding sites and resting places or foraging
areas, through the use of minimum levels of lighting and features such as fult cut off

cowls or LED. |

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications and locations
set out in the approved scheme, and shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the
scheme. Under no circumstances should any other external lighting be installed without
vrior consent from the Local Planning Authority. :

Ecology Response Norton Road Thurston 2797116 2




2. CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: SOFT LANDSCAPING
No development shall commence within a development area or phase, until there has"
baen submitted to and approved inwriting by the Local Planning Authority a schieme of
soft landscaping for that development area/phase, drawn to a scale of not less than 1:200.
The soft landscaping detfails shall include planting plans; written specifications (including
cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules
of plants nating species, plant sizes and proposed numbers/ densities, weed control
protection and maintenance and any tree works to be undertaken during the course of the
development. This scheme of shall also include the planting required to provide the
necessary ecological mitigation and enhancement identified in the application. Any
planting removed, dying or becoming seriously damaged or diseased within five years of
planting shall be replaced within the first available planting season thereafter with planting
of similar size and species unless the Local Planning Authority gives written consent for
any variation.

3. PROTECTION OF BREEDING BIRDS DURING CONSTRUCTION
No removal of hedgerows, trees or shrubs shall take place in any phase of the -
development, between 1% March and 31% August inclusive, unless a competent ecologist
has undertaken a careful, detailed check of vegetation for active birds’ nests immediately
before the vegetation is. cleared and provided written confirmation that no birds will be
harmed and/or that there are appropriate measures in place fo profect nesting bird interest
on site, Any such written confirmation should be su bmitted to the Local Planning Authority.

4 CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: RECOMMENDATIONS AS SET
OUT IN ECOLOGICAL REPORT {BIODIVERSITY MITIGATION AND

ENHANCEMENTS)
The development shall be carried out in accordance with the recommendations as set out

in Section 5 of the Extended Phase 1 habitat survey report (Southern Ecological Solutions,
June 2016) :

Reasons S
1. The applicant has provided sufficient information to allow the LPA to discharge its
duties under the UK Habitats Regulations.

2. The applicant has br'ovided sufficient information fo allow the LPA to discharge ifs
duties under the Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981 as amended.

" 3. The applicant has prov‘fdéd sufficient information to allow the LPA to discharge its
duties under s40 of the NERC Act 2006 (Priority Species)

| have made these recommendations in order to minimise the impact of the propoesal on
ecology and having due regard for the NPPF and Policy CS5, as well as the statutory
obligations of the LPA. : _

Yours sincerely

Sue Hooton CEnv CMIEEM
Senior Ecologist
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DISCLAIMER: This infarmation has been produced by
Suffolk County Council's Natural Environment Teaim on
behalf of Mid Suffolk District Council, at their request.
However, the views and conclusions contained within this
report are those of the officers providing the advice and
are not to be taken as those of Suffolk County Council.

Ms Lisa Evans
Planning Dept
Mid Suffolk District Council
131 High St
Needham Market
Suffolk
" P8 8DL

Phil Watson Senior Landscape Officer
Natural Environment Team

Endeavour House { B2 F& 47)
Russell Road
iPSWICH

tP1 2BX

Suffolk

Tel: 01473 264777

Fax: 01473 216889

Email: phil.watson@suffolk.gov.uk
Web: hitp:/iwww.suffolk.gov.uk

Your Ref: 2797186
Our Ref. - )
Date: 0411072016

Dear Lisa,

Outline Planning Application {with all matters other than means of access reserved)
for residentia! development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car parking,
jandscaping, public open space areas, allotments, and vehicular access from
Sandpit Lane and Norton Road Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston 1P31

3QH

Based on the information provided by the applicant and a site visit carried out, on the 26%
July, with the SCC Senior Ecologist Mrs Sue Hooton, | offer the following comments.

The site and landscape’

The site is on arable land at the edge of the village and as a result only paris of the site
have a very close relationship the existing built form. The eastern parts of the site are
visually exposed and visible from the wider countryside fo the east.

The information provided by the applicant

The applicant has provided a reasonably effective LVIA which has assessed the proposal
in outline as two storey dwellings. The findings recognise the sensitivity of the site and as
a result have suggested how the scheme should be designed.

However, the ouiline scheme as set out on drawing Thur/01 Development Framework Plan
does not appear to wholly reflect the basis on which the LVIA as it includes some housing
of up to three storeys. o ) ' :
it is also notable that the LVIA has attempted dealt wifh botentialiy significant hetitage
issues which it may have been more appropiiate fo deal with in‘a Heritage Assessment. In

. We are working towards making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and made using
o : a chiosine fres process.




consultation with the LPA the applicant has subsequently submitted a Heritage
Assessment. This is a matter for the Conservation Officers and other relevant consultees

to provide detailed advice. ‘ -

Likely Landscape and Visual effects

The character of the site itself will also undergo very significant change, As a consequence
there will be a significant change in putlook for adjacent residents. The proposal will create
a new built edge to the village and on the eastern side this will have a more widespread
visual impact.

The submitted LVIA has identified the sensitivity of the eastern part of the site, the impacts
on the setting of a Grade |I* listed building, and the sensitivity of, and impact on, footpath
users. ' :

| therefore suggest that a detailed Landscaping Masterplan is required in order fo
demonstrate in more detail how these issue will be dealt with should be secured by
condition. The agreed landscape masterplan would then form the basis of the detailed
conditions in respect of hard and soft landscaping, as well as ecological mitigation open
space and SuDs layout.

This plan should aiso clarify the distribution of dwelling heights across the site,

It should be noted that these comments do not deal with impacts on the setting of adjacent
listed buildings or impacts on the conservation area. This is a matter for the Conservation

Officers.

Recommendations

| note that the parameter plan Thur/01 is not clear in respect of the height and location of

2 5-3 storey housing. | suggest that given the sensitivity of the receiving landscape, and for
the avoidance of doubt, the parameter plan Thur/01 should be updated to confirm the
proposed layout and maximum heights prior to determination.

Based on the findings of the LVIA it is likely that the most eastern block of 2.5-3 storey
dwellings will not be compatible with the visual sensitivity of the receiving landscape.

Subject to confirmation of this detail, | suggest the proposal is acceptable in landscape
terms with the following conditions;

CONCURRENT WiTH SUBMISSION OFJ FIRST RESERVED MATTERS: HARD AND
SOFT LANDSCAPING MASTERPLAN

Before any development is commenced, and concurrent with the submission of the
Reserved Matters application(s), A Landscaping Masterplan shall be submitted to and
“agreed by the local planning authority. The Landscape Masterplan shall to include;

a) The layoui and arrangement of soft landscaping, proposed range species of treeé
shrubs and other planting and seeding, to also include proposed planting and

We are working towards making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recyciéd and made using
a chlorine free process. :




seeding of SuDs attenuation features and the location of any ecological mitigation
and enhancement features.

b} The layout and arrangement of hard landscaping, including outline information of
the materials palette and design principles to be adopted and the lighting
arrangements for the site as a whole. '

c¢) The agreed Landscape Masterplan shall form the basis of the detailed hard and soft
landscaping schemefs

CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: DESIGN CODE

Concurent with the submission of the Reserved Matters application (s), a Design Code
shall be submitted to the Local Planning Authority. The Design Code shall pertain to and
include the following: architectural design and materials, the function and treatment of
open spaces, street fypes and materials, parking,. boundary treatments’ (including the
details of screen walls and fences for individual dwellings), movement patterns (including
connectivity to the offsite public rights of way netwotk), lighting, security principles and
domestic waste bin storage arrangements. Thereafter the development shall be carried
out in accordance with the approved details.

CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: SOFT LANDSCAPING

No development shall commence within a development area of phase, until there has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority a scheme of
soft landscaping for that development area/phase, drawn to a scale of not less than 1:200.
The soft landscaping details shall include planting plans; written specifications {including

. cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass establishment); schedules
. of plants noting species, plant sizes and proposed numbers/ densities, weed control
protection and maintenance and any iree works to be undertaken during the course of the
development. This scheme of shall also include the planting required to provide the
necessary ecological mitigation and enhancement identified in the application. Any
planting removed, dying or becoming seyiously damaged or diseased within five years of
planting shall be replaced within the first available planting season thereafter with planting
of similar size and species unless the Local Planning Authority gives written consent for
any variation.

CONGCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: HARD LANDSCAPING

No development shall commence within a development area or phase, until full details of a
hard landscaping scheme for that area/phase has been submitted fo and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. These details shall Include proposed finished

. levels and contours showing earthworks and mounding; sutfacing materials; means of
enclosure; car parking layouts; other vehicle and pedeslrian access and circulation areas,
hard surfacing materials; minor artefacts and struciures (for example furniture, play areas
and equipment, refuse and/or other storage units, signs, lighting and similar fealures);
proposed and existing functional services above and below ground (for example drainage,
* power, communications cables and pipelines, indicating lines, manholes, supports and
other technical features), S

" CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: EXTERNAL LIGHTING

No external lighting shall be provided within a development area or phase uniess details
thereot have first been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. Prior to commencement a detailed lighting scheme for areas to be lit shall be

We are working towards making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and made using
' ' a chlorine free process. . .




submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The scheme shall
show how and where external lighting will be installed, {through technical specifications
and the provision of appropriate lighting contour plans which shall include lux levels of the

lighting to be provided), so that it can be;

a) - Clearly demonstrated that areas to be lit have reasonably minimised light pollution,
through the use of minimum levels of lighting and features such as full cut off cowls or
LED. .

b) Clearly demonstrated that the boundary vegetation to be retained, as well as that fo
be planted, will not be lit in such a way as to disturb or prevent bats using their territory or
having access to their breeding sites and resting places or foraging areas, through the use
of minimum levels of lighting and features such as full cut off cowls or LED. '

Al external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications and locations -
set out in the approved scheme, and shall be maintained thereafter in accordance with the
scheme. Under no circumstances should any other external lighting be installed without
prior consent from the Local Planning Authority.

PRIOR TO COMMENGEMENT: TREE PROTECTION :

. Any trees, shrubs and hedgerows within, or at the boundary of, the development area or
phase, shall be protected in accordance with a scheme of tree protection, (BS5837:2012),
to be agreed in writing with the Local Planning Authority prior to commencement, The
Local Planning Authority shall be advised in writing that the protective measures/fencing
within a developrent area/phase have been provided before any equipment, machinery or
materials are brought onto the site for the purposes of development and shall continue to
be so protected during the period of construction and until all equipment, machinery and
surplus materials have been removed.

Withini the fenced area no work shall take place; no materials shall be stored; no oil or
other chemicals shall be stored or disposed of; no concrete, mortar or plaster shall be
mixed; no fires shall be started; no service tren ches shall be dug; no soil shall be removed
or ground level changed at any time, without the prior written consent of the Local

Planning Authority.
Reasons

| have made these recommendations in order to reagonably minimise the adverse impacts
of the development on the character of the landscape and jocal visual amenity having
particular regard for Policy GS5.

Yours sincerely

Phil Watson
Senior Landscape Officer

We are working towards making Suffolk the Greenest County. This paper is 100% recycled and made using
a chlorine free process, )




Consultation Response Pro forma

|

Please outline the
reasons/rationale behind
how you have formed the
recommendation.

Please refer to any
guidance, policy or.
material considerations
that have informed your
recommendation.

1 | Application Number 2797/16/0UT — Land to the South of Norton Road,
Thursion '
2 | Date of Response 5" October 2016
3 | Responding Officer Name: Louise Barker
’ Job Title: Housing Enabling Officer
Responding on hehalf Strategic Planning
of...
4 | Recommendation No objection.
(please delete those N/A) \
Note: This section must be
completed before the
response is sent. The
recommendation should be
based on the information
submitted with the
application.
5 | Discussion

This is an outline development proposal for 175
residential dwellings and triggers an affordable
housing provision requirement of 35% under
altered policy M4 of the Mid Suffolk Local Plan (on
development proposals- of 5 units and aver
outside of Stowmarket and Needham Market)

| equaiing to 61 affordable housing units.

1. Housing Need Information:
11 The Ipswich Housing Market Area, Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SMHA)
document, updated in 2012, confirms a
continuing need for housing across all tenures
and a growing need for affordable housing.

The 2012 SHMA indicates that in Mid Suffolk
there is a need for 229 new affordable homes
-per annum, The Survey also confirmed that an
appropriate affordable housing tenure split for
the District is 75% rented and 25% low cost
home ownership tenure accommodation.

1.2

be ackitowledged but you can check whether they have baen recelved by reviewing commenis on the website under ihe

application reference number, Please nofe that the comp

by the public,

leted formwill be posted on he Councils wabsite and available to view

Please note thal this form can be submitted electronically on fhe Gounsils webslte, Commenis submitled on the website will not



1.3

1.4

1.5

16

1.7

1.8

Furthermore the 2014 Suffolk Housing Needs
Survey shows that there is high demand for
smaller homes, across all tenures, both for
younger people, who may be newly forming
households, and aiso for older people who are

‘already In the property owning market and

require  different,  appropriafe  housing,
enabling them to downsize.  Affordability
issues are a key driver for this increased
demand for smaller homes. '

With an éging population, both nationally and

“focally new homes should, wherever possible,

be built to Lifetime-Homes standards and this
can include houses, apartments and
bungalows.

The Suffolk Housing Needs Survey also
confirms that there is strong demand for one
and {wc bedroom flats/apartments and
houses. Developers  should — consider
flatsfapartments that are well -specified with
good size rcoms to encourage downsizing
amongst older people, provided these are in
the right location for easy access to facllities.
There is also a demand for smaller terraced
and semi-detached houses suitable for all age
groups and with two or three bedrooms.

Broadband and satellite facilities as part of the
design for all tenures should be standard to
support.

All new properties need to have high levels of
energy efficiency.

Studio and bedsit style accommodation is not
in high demand. -

Please note that [his form can be submitted elecirenically on the Counclls website, Comments submitted on the websile will not
e acknowledged hut you can check whether they have been recelved by reviewing comments on the website under the
application reference number, Please note that the completed form wili be posted on the Gouncils website and avaltable to view

by the pullic.




2. Choice Based Lettings Information:

21 The Councils Choice Based Lettings system
currently has circa 1003 applicants registered for
housing in Mid Suffolk; at May 16, 25 applicants
are registered as seeking accommodation in
Thurston. This site is a S108 planning obligation
site therefore affordable housing will be to meet
district wide need hence the 1003 applicanis
registered is the figure to note.

3. Recommended Affordable Housing Mix:

3.1 Itis noted that this application proposes 35%
affordable housing which is welcomed. 35%
affordable housing on this proposal based on 175
units equates to 61 AH units.,

3.2 The following 'mix is recommended:
Affordable Rent Tenancy:

14 x 1b 2p flat = 50sgm
8 x 1b 2p bungalow = 50sgm
18 x 2b 4p house = 79sgm
.5 x 3b 6p house = 95sqm
1 x 4b 7p house = 118sqm

Shared Ownership:
e 10 x2b 4p hoyse = 79sgm
« 5 x3b 5p house = 83sgm

(Recommended nationally  described  space
standards.)

4. Other requirements for affordable homes:

. Properties must be built to current Homes
and Communities Agency Design and
Quality and Lifetime-Homes standards

« The councll is granted 100% nomination
rights fo all the affordable units in
perpetuity

hat this form can be submitted clectronically on the Coundlls webslte. Cormnents submilted on the webslie will not
be acknowlsdged but you can check whether they have been Teceived by Teviewing comments on fhe website under the
application reference number, Please note that the compleied form will be posied on the Counclls website and avaliable to view




o The Shared Ownership properties must
have an 80% stair casing bar.

e The Council will not support a bid for
Homes & Communities Agency grant
funding on the affordable homes delivered
as part of an open market development.
Thetefore the affordable units on that part
of the site must be delivered grant free

» The location and phasing of the affordable
housing units must -be agreed with the
Council to ‘ensure they are integrated
within  the  proposed  development
according to current best practice

+ On larger sites the affordable housing
should not be placed in groups of more
than 15 units :

« Adequate parking provision is made for the
affordable housing units

e It is preferred that the affordable units are
transferred to one of Mid Suffolk’s partner
Registered Providers ~— please see
www.midsuffolk.gov.uk under Housing and
Affordable Housing for full details.

"« AH dwellings must be tenure blind.
5, Open Market Homes Mix:

There is a strong need for homes more suited to the
over 55 age bracket within the district-and the supply
of single storey dwellings or 1.5 storeys has been
very limited over the last 10 years in the locality.
There is growing evidence that housebuilders need
to address the demand from older people who are
looking to downsize or right size and still remain in
their local communities. Consideration should
therefore be given to the inclusion of a number of
bungalows/chalet bungalows to accommodate over
55's. |t is recommended that smaller house units,

Please nole that this form can be submiited electronically on the Councils webslte. Comments submitied on ihe website will not
be agknowledged but you can check whether they have been received by reviewing comments on the website under the
application reference number. Pleass note ihat the completed form will bie posted on the Councils website and available to view
hy the public, - ’




(majority 1 and 2 beds), 3 beds and a small element
of 4 beds would provide a balanced mix of housing
on this scheme. A small humber of flats would also
be recommended. '

6 | Amendments,
Ciarification or
Addifional Information
Required

(if holding ehbjection}

if concerns are raised,
can they be overcome
with changes? Please
ensure any reguests are
proporiionate '

7 | Recommended
conditions

Please note that this form can be submitted elestronically on the Counclls website, Comments submitted on the webslte will noi
. be acknowledged but you can check whether they have been recaived by reviewing comments on the webslte under the
applicaion reference number, Please note that the completed form wili be postad on the Counclls websiie and avallable to view

by the public.




THURSTON PARISH COUNCIL

Parish Council Office
New Green Centre
Thurston

Suffolk

IP3137TG "

Tel: 01359 232854
e-mail: info@thurstonparishcouncil.gov.uk

SENT AS AN E-MAIL

Mr. P Isbelt
Corporate Manager — Development Management

- MSBC

131 High Street
Needham Market
Suffolk

IP6 8DI.

October 7 2016

Dear Mr. Ishell,

Proposal; Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with assoclated car-
parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and vehicular access from.
Sandpit Lane and Norton Road

Location: Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston

~ Application Number: 2797/16

The Parish Council writes further to the letter dated 12" August 2016 from Armstrong Rigg
Planning on behalf of its client Hopkins Homes in response {o the letter of objection from the
Parish Gouncil relating to the above planning application. -

In its response, Hopkins Homes (via Armstrong Rigg Planning) make reference to a number
of comments made by the Parish Council which for ease are repeated in bold with the Parish
Councll’s response shown below: )

“The site is in the countryside outside the seitlement boundary and would result in
dwellings that are visually, physically and functionally isolated from the facilities and
services offered by Thurston.”

The letter further states that: .

" “T'he Parish Council provides no acknowledgement that further housing aflocations
and the release of greenfield land will be necessary in Thurston {as the largest of the




Key Service Centres) in the context of District's.shortfall in housing land supply and in
order to contribute towards meeting local housing needs. No reference is made fo the
emerging Thurston Neighbourhood Plan which is in the process of assessing the
suitability of greenfield sites adjoining the settlement boundary for development and
that the site forms one of only three of the nineteen sites assessed to have scored
positively in this respect” '

The Parish Council's response is as follows: . - '

1. The Parish Council, uniil the Order for the Neighbourhood Plan is'laid, is only able to
respond to current planning applications in line with policies set out in the Mid Suffolk
Local Plan. As defined by Mid Suffolk’s Local Plan, Thurston is a Key Service Centre
and growth is assumed to be in line with current policy. Policies cor1 {cs1 settlement
hierarchy) and cor2 (CS2 development in the countryside and countryside villages)
were taken into account in the Councils response to this application. It cannot be
disputed that Thurston has a settlement boundary and as such the location of this site
is outside of that boundary. '

2. The Thurston Neighbourhood Plan was acknowledged in its letter of 12 August; one
might think that Armstrong Rigg Planning were attempting to discredit the Parish
Council; however, the Neighbourhood Plan Team reporis to the Parish Council on a
regular basls and all Parish Councillors are fully aware and in agreement with the
views of the Neighbourhood Plan Team, some of whom are indeed both Parish
Councillors and Neighbourhood Plan members. in fact the Neighbourhood Plan Team
responded to this application via the Parish Council who fully endorsed the
observations and comments made, and time was given to the Neighbourhood Plan
Team at the Parish Council Planning Committee Meeting to address their concerns
direct fo the Parish Council, as witnessed by a representative of Armstrong Rigg
Planning. As such the letter from the Parish Council supports that from the
Neighbourhood Plan Team acknowledging that the issues raised in the site
assessment are so major and fundamental as to override any acknowledgment of the
sife’s “slightly positive” assessiment as carried out under the Neighbourhood “Plan
Team's assessments of those sites submitted under the Parish Housing Land
Availability Assessment. .

3. The response from Armstrong Rigg Planning is selective in the points being addressed -
for example it makes no mention of the serious safety- concerns associated with
Norton Road, both pedestrians and vehicles as raised by the Neighbourhood Plan
Team and the Parsh Council in their responses. it further makes no
acknowledgement that the natural route for travelling to and from the new
development will be Sandpit Lane and the. impact that this will have on the Thedwastre ‘
‘Road Priority Scheme over the railway bridge and the stop sign/fline at the junction of
Thurston Road (Paketiage Gorner). : '

“The proposal is an overdevelopment of the site, fails to address the wishes of thé
residents of Thurston for ail new development to be no more than 50 dwellings and
will not provide sufficient space between existing and proposed dwellings” :

In response the Parish Council wishes {o state: y
1. The application covers 11 heclares but given the areas that are required for drainage
and the areas set aside for Open Space, by far the majority of which are to the east of
the development, the density of housing will be high in the remaining built up area.
2. The letter is factually incorrect and careless in ifs interpretation of the Neighbourhood
" Plar’s Vision and Draft Objectives, Careful reading of the Neighbourhood Plan’s Draft
Objectives Document is clear about ihe wish for 50 dwellings or less in one area. ltis




not related to the number of dwellings built at any one time. What the Neighbourhood
Plan seeks is discreet areas of housing separated by open space, woodland or other
 amenity planting. ' '
3. The letter speaks of ‘refaining the character of the village’. Please see comments 1.c
below as the Parish Councils refutes the contention that the proposed development
will do this. :

“The development fails to protect the intrinsic character of the countryside by the
density and mix of properties proposed, will infrude into an area of undeveloped
countryside and fails to ensure that it reflects the local character and identity of the
surrounding area”

The Parish Council has the following comment to make:

1. The proposed development is not in conformity with current policies as written under
Mid Suffolk’s Locai.Plan and as evidenced in Thurston’s emerging Neighbourhood
Plan:

a. There is mediocre, minimal attempt to produce a suitable boundary to the

- development adjacent {o the countryside, for example either side of the access

road from Norton Road to the proposed development has no planting
whatsoever proposed leaving the rear gardens of the road to abut the proposed
verge. '

b. The Parish Council stands by its original comment in its letter .of 12" August
2016:
"t is felt that the development of 175 dwellings will intrude into an area of
currently open, undeveloped, countryside resuling in an ‘encroachment of built
development extending beyond the settlement boundary of Thurston. This will
harm the character and appearance of this open area and will be contrary to
Policy CS5 of the Core Strategy, Policy FC1.1 of the Core Strategy of the Mid
Suffolk Core Strategy Focus Review {2012) and saved Policies H13 and H16 of
the Mid Suffolk Local Plan. Furthermore It is felt that the development fails fo

~ ensure that it reflects the local character and identity of the area immediately

" surrounding the proposed development and is therefore inconsistent with
paragraph 58 of the NPPF.”
The Parish Council stands by its view, and the view of the Neighbourhood Plan
Team as mentioned in its own response to this application, that even a limited
number of 2.5/3 storey development is not a feature of the area immediately
adjacent to the site and rather than adding “visual interest and aid legibility” the
appearance of such dwellings will be an intrusion and will fatl fo complement
the character of the existing area.

“The application fails to take into account the current road infrastructure and the lack
of pedestrian and cycle routes leading from the site to the amenities and schools, fails
‘to give priority to pedesirian and cycle movements, will not allow convenient
integration of public transport, fails to demonstrate that it has considersd safe and
suitable access points and the traffic generated will add a further burden tfo the
existing road network”. ‘ | :

The Parish Council wishes to state: ‘ :
1. In its response, Arristrong Rigg Planning conveniently omits in its argument the
. key issues of the unsuitability of the existing road network; for example its
omission of the accident black spot of Fishwick Corner byfocusing on the near
neighbourhood of the proposed development is an indication of the selective,




partisan nature of the proposal and response.

9 There remains no direct link to National Cycle Route 51, nor adequate
pedestrian links to Thurston Community College. The application fails fo
address the Issue of safe crossing points and walkways to the Community
College or village services for those accessing the route along Norton Road.
Suffolk Constabulary have also expressed reservations at the lack of regard for
the speed of traffic on Norton Road and the capability of Sandpit Lane /
Thedwastre Road Priority System and the inevitable increase in traffic volume.

3. Further Suffolk Constabulary doubt the argument of the developer that Church
Road is likely to be a preferred route and we would endorse their professional

view.
“The development would put a negative strain on education capacity”

As a response the Parish Council would like to state:

' 1. There remains no substantive plan for the building of a new Primary School
indeed there is no real indication that the funding would be available to
undertake this project. '

Suffolk County Council have stated to the Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Team
that; ' :

" "We cutrently forecast to have no surplus places at the catchment Primary

School to accommodate children arising, but there is some capacity at the
Community Gollege. The Primary School site is landlocked and cannot be
expanded and the Community College has the largest secondary catchment in
the County and is unlikely that expansion would be supported in the future.”
The Parish Council is concerned that the situation could be further exacerbated
by the indication of the possible relocation of all post 16 students from the
current.Beyton Sixth Form Centre. '

2. Armstrong Rigg Planning on behalf of Hopkins Homes mentions that Ixworth
Eree School is some 5 miles from the proposed development and has spare
capacity. The Parish Council would be interested to know how this is compatible
with the assertion that they will “help to promote more sustainable travel”.

The Parish Council stands by its detailed observations in its objection letter of 12" August
- 2016 and would be delighted to speak with representatives of Mid Suffolk Planning Team on

this matter.

" Yours sincerely,

Pltrt @ Wl

V. S. Waples, BA(Hons), CILCA
Clerk to the Councit

LOCAL COUNCIL
AWARD SCHEME
I QUALITY




The Archaeological Service

Resource Management
Bury Resource Centre
Hollow Road

© Bury St Edmunds
Suffoik
IP32 7TAY

Philip Isbell

Corporate Manager - Development Manager
Planning Services

Mid Suffolk District Council -

131 High Street

Needham Market

Ipswich 1P6 8DL

Enguirles fo:  Kate Batt

Direct Line: (1284 741227

Email: kate batt@suffolk.gov,.uk
Web: hitp:ffwww,suffolk.gov.uk

Our Ref: 2016_2797
Date: 12" October, 2016

For the Attention of Lisa Evans

-+ Dear Mr [sbell

Planning Application 2797/16 ~ Land fo the South of Nortén Road, Thurston:
Archacology : )

Further fo my previous advice {July 2016), SCCAS have now received the results of the
geaphysical survey undertaken on the site, Having reviewed the available evidence in light of
this new information, the site possesses archaeological potential, but is unlikely to contain
heritage assets of such extent or importance as to,represent a significant constraint on the
principal of development. Therefore in this instance, | am content that there is sufficient
information to determine the proposed housing site as an Oulline Appiication.

There are no grounds to consider refusal of permission in order to achleve preservation in

situ of any impertant heritage assets. However, in accordance with the National Planning

Policy Framework {Paragraph 141), any permission granted should be the subject of a

planning eondition to record and advance understanding of the significance of any heritage
asset before it is damaged or destroyed. '

In this case the following two conditions would be appropriate:

1, No development shall take place within each phase or part of site (as submitted under
reserved matters) until the implementation of a programme of archaeologioal work has been
secured, In accordance with a Written Scheme of Investigation, for that phase or part of site,
which has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The scheme of investigation shall include an assessment of significance and research
questions; and:

a, The programme and methodology of site investigation and recording

b. The programme for post investigation assessment .

c. Pravision to be made for analysis of the site investigation and recording

2




d. Provision to be made for publication and dissemination of the analysis and records
of the site investigation '
e. Provisiori to be made for archive deposition of the analysis and records of the site
investigation ;

~ f Nomination of a competent person or personsforganisation to undertake the works
set out within the Wiitten Scheme of Investigation. _
g. The site investigation shall be completed prior to development, or in such other
phased arrangement, as agreed and approved in wiiting by the Local Planning
Authority.

2. No building shall be occupied within each phase or part of site (as submitted under
reserved matters) until the site-investigation and post investigation assessment has been
completed for that phase or part of site, submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority, in accordance with the programme set out in the Written Scheme of
Investigation for that phase or part of site approved under part 1 and the provision-made for
analysis, publication and dissemination of resulfs and archive deposition.

REASQON: '

To safequard archaeofogical assets within the approved development boundary from impacts
refating to any groundworks assoclated with the development scheme and to ensure tho
proper and fimely investigation, recording, reporting and presentation of archaeoclogical
assets affected by this development, in aceordance with Core Strategy Objective SO 4 of Mid
Suffolk District Council Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2008) and the National
Pianning Policy Framework (2012). '

INFORMATIVE: _ : .
" The submitted scheme of archaeclogical investigation shall be in accordance with a brief
procured beforehand by the developer from Suffolik County Council Archaeological Service,

Conservation Team.

| would be pleased to offer guidance on the archaeological werk required and, in our role as
advisor to Mid Suffolk District Council, the Conservation Team of SCC Archaeological
Service will, on request of the applicant, provide a specification for the archaeological work
required at this site. In this case, an archaeological evaluation (5% sample by area) will be
required to establish the potential of the site, before approval of layout and drainage under
reserved matters, and decisions on the need for any further investigation (excavation hefore
any groundworks commence andfor monitoring during groundworks) will be made on the
basis of the results of the evaluation. :

Further details on our advisory services and charges can be found on our websile:
http:/fwww.suffolk.gov.uk/archaeology/ -

Please do get in touch if there is anything that you would like to discuss or you require any
further information,

Yours sincersly,

Kate Batt BSc hons

Senior Archaeological Officer
Consetvation Team




From: Lisa Evans
Sent: 14 December 2016 14:51
To: BMSDC Planning Area Team Yellow
* Subject: FW: Reconsultation on Planning Application 2797/16 Updated LVIA

Can this be logged as reconsuitation on 2797/16 pls

From: Phli Watson -

Sent: 14 October 2016 14:38

To: Lisa Evans

Subject: RE: Reconsultation on Planning Application 2797] 16 Updated LVIA

Dear Lisa,

DISCLAIMER: This information has been produced by Suffolk County Council's Natural Environment
Team onh behalf of Mid Suffolk District Counell, at their request. However, the views and conciusions
contained within this repott ave those of the officers providing the adwce and are not to be taken as
those of Suffolk County Council,

Re-consultation on Planning Application 2797116 Updated LVIA

I note the changes made by the applicant in the revised version of the LVIA to

ensure that It assesses the proposal as set out on the revised drawing Thur 01/Rev
A. On that basis 1 have not further comments on this matter in addition 1o those set
out in my letter to you of the 04/10/16.

Best regards

Philip Watson GEnv MEAgrE

Senior |L.andscape Officer

Natural & Histotic Environment Team - Strategic Deveiopment
Resource Management

Suffalk County Council

8 Russell Rd Endeavour House ( B2 F5 47)

IPSWICH 1P1 2BX

Tel: 01473 264777
Moh:07872 676856

phil. watson@suffolk.gov.uk
www.suffollk.gov,uk
www.suffolklandscape.org.uk

DISCLAIMER: This information has been produced hy.Suffolk Gounty Councif's Natural Environment
Team on behalf of Mid Suffolk District Council, at their request. However, the views and conclusions -
contained within this repott are those of the offacers providing the advice and are not to be taken as
those of Suffolk County Council.




Your Ref: MS/2797/16

Our Ref: 57MCON2461\16

Date: 27™ Octoher 2016

nghways Enquiries to; christophér, ﬁsh@suﬁolk gov. uk

7 Suffolk

County Council

All planning enquiries should be sent to the Loca! Planning Authority,
Email: planningadmin@hbaherghmidsuffolk.gov.uk

The Planning Cfficer .

Mid Suffolk District Council
Council Offices

131 High Street

Needham Market

Ipswich

Suffolk

P& 8DL

For the Attentlon of: Lisa Evans

Dear Lisa,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
CONSULTATION RETURN MS/2797/16

PROPOSAL: Qutline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with -
associated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, aliotments,
and vehicular access from Sand.pit Lane énd Norton Road

LOCATION: Land To The South Of, Norton Road, Thurston, 1P31 3QH

ROAD CLASS: '

Notice is hereby given that the Gounty Council as Highways Authority recommends that permlssmn be
refused for the following reasons:

The proposed access from Norfon Road would not be safe for vehicles and an acceptable pedestnan
footway cannot be constructed without narrowing Norton Road to the detriment of traffic flow such that
- safe pedestrian access cannot be achieved either. This is confrary to National Planning Policy
Framewark paragraph 32.

Comment; : . o

NPPF paragraph 32 states: ... Plans and decisions should fake account of whethier:

(1) the opportunities for susta:nab!e transport modes have been taken up depending on the nature and
focation of the sife, to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure;

(2) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and

(3) improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively limit the
significant impacts of the development. Development should only be prevented or refused on transport
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are severe,

Taking each point in turp: ’
D Footway with pedestrian ramps are proposed giving access to Sandpit Road from which
pedestrian access to the rest of Thurston may be gained. In addition, pedestrian access can be gained
from Church Road via a public footpath. This route would give access to the primary scheol. If the
above recommendation was different, it would also be recommended that a footway with street lighting
be provided along Church Road to link to the footpath leading to the primary school and open space.

" Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX

www.suffollk.gov.uk




Drawing IP15/127/11/5K04 shows the footway. Improvements to the surfacing of the footpath -
(Thurston Public Footpath 6) to make it useable all year should also be seeured. This Is directly
relevant to the development, as children would not be expected to use this length of Church Road
otherwise. . . :

Access by cycle can be achieved on-carriageway; further off-carriageway improvements can be
secured within the site. : '

Bus services run between stop on Sandpit Road on the site frontage to Bury St Edmunds and '
Stowmarket making this a potential alternative to using private motor cars. Appendix F of the Transport
Assessment shows fwo stops suitably located with raised easy-access keibs, hardstanding
~ {northbound) and bus shelters. These improvements are hecessary for the development and it is
appropriate to secure them via a $106 planning obligation. In addition, further constderation should be
given to localised widening of the carriageway (1/2 width layby on the west side) to faciiitate the
passing of buses. A pair of pedestrian ramps between the access and the stops to facilitate access the
stops from the site should be provided. '

Rail services (generally hourly) are accessible on foot from the site to major gmployment destinations
and fo the wider rail network. It was noted that the cycle storage provision at the station was limited.

(2)°  The application shows that visibility splays of 2.4m hy 90m along Norton Road in gach direction
can be provided for the new access. It also identifies the location of the 30mph limit within the splays
and that ‘this will be refocated by the Gounty Council, The County Councll has a speed limit policy' but
it is not possible to provide any assurance that a proposed revision to the 30mph.speed limit east long
Norton Road would be agreed, hence the objection to the application.

In addition, no drawings have been submitted showing that the provision of an adequate footway is
feasible to directly serve the development from Norton Road. This situafion is not, therefore,
* considered to be safe for all. It is not possible to recommend a condition that would address this. -

Satisfactory access cari be achieved, however, from Sandpit Road. Therefore, | could recommend
conditions and $106 obligations if the access from Norton Road were to be removed from the proposal.
Drawing 1P15_12711SK002 Rev. A showing the site access and visibility splay from Sandpit Road is
acceptable in principle. ‘

The Suffolk Design Guide (para. 3.3.8) says, ‘For major access roads serving more than 150 and up to
300 dwellings... (b} that whete only one point of access is avallable the road layout should form a
circuit and there should be the shortest practicable connection between this circuit and the point of
access. This should always form the stem of a T-junction usually with a local distributor road.’

Manual for Streets para. 6.7.3 notes that fire services assess the risk of obstruction of a single access .
and it is recommended that Suffalk Fire and Rescue are consulted on this possible amendment.
Alternative internal layouts that would guard against such risk and allow for maintenance of the road.
are possible given the dimensions of the site,

(3 Manual for Streefs recommends a minimum footway width of 2m, which is entirely reasonable,
The length of footway that would be required on Norfon Road would be approximately 130m. There is
clearly insufficient verge on the south side to provide this footway without impinging significantly on the
carriageway width. There is sufficient with on the north side except critically near the junction with
Meadow Lane, where the verge is barely 1m adjacent to a ditch. itis also noted (hat pedestrians would
need to cross twice in a relatively short length, which would lead more people to walk in the
carriageway (especially if they’re accessing the public house along that length). Along with the deficient
visibility splays for vehicular access this would constitute a severe residual cumulative impacts in terms

of road safety risks.

Given the increase in pedestrian use of the existing footway along Norton Road that this development

would bring improvements for crossing Station Hitt are warranted.
it may be appropriate to establish home zones within the development, as encouraged by NPPF

paragraph 35.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Roéd, Ipswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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NPPF para, 36 says, ‘A key fool to facilitate this Jthe objectives of para. 35] will be a Travel Plan. All
developrments which generate significant amounts of movement should be required to provide a Travel

Plan.
Travel Plan {comments based on the Interim Residential Travel Plan (IRTP) dated '2'!st June 2018).

The Travel Plan has identified a 10% modal shift target in faveur of sustainable fran'spoﬂ, which would
be sufficient for a development of this size and location. However further work will be required tothe
Travel Plan content to ensure the 10% modal shiff target can be achieved. '

The IRTP includes some good baseline data that provides a breakdown by mode of travel to the most
popular employment destinations, based on the existing residents that live within the Thurston area.
_ The remainder of the Travel Plan, however, has not refefred to this baseline data regarding the
objectives, targets, and measures! - Far example, the measures to increase the uptake of sustainable
travel are going to differ considerably from residents that commute locally to residents that commute fo
Bury St Edmunds, Stowmarket or Ipswich. Therefore, some active travel measures should be
implemented for local commuters, and measures to promote public transport and car shating for Jonger
distance commuters. Also a multi-modal voucher to the value of two monthly rail season tickets to Bury
St Edmunds, or bus tickets or cycle voucher of equivalent value should be offered to each dwelling fo
further incentivise sustainable travel.

There will need to be some content included regarding potential additional measures in the event the
10% modal shift is not achieved. Further examples of how the Travel Plan Coordinator will market the
Travel Plan after the dwellings have been occupied will also must be included, as the welcome packs
and website are unlikely fo maintain resident interest without further intervention and engagement from
the Travel Plan Coordinator. Other Residential Travel Plans have used fun days’ and frequent
resident newsletters fo maintain the Travel Plan engagement post occupation.

The implementation of the Travel Plan will need o be revised to commence from occupation for a
minimum period of five years, or one year after occupation of the final dwelling, whichever is longest.
This is so that a reasonable average petiod of travel plan support is provided for the development. The
annual monitoring of the Travel Plan must reflect this minimum implementation period as well. The
implementation of the Travel Plan should also be summarised In an Action Plan, that details the {imes
and responsibilities throughout the duration of the Travel Plan.

Finally, there will need to be further cross-referencing between the Travel Plan and the supporiing
Transport Assessment in accordance with the overarching principles of the 2014 Planning Practice
guidance, as there is very little reference to the Travel Plan being part of the highway mitigation in the
supporting Transport Assessment, :

The applicant should be required to submit a revised travel plan that takes into account the comments
raised above prior to the determination of this application. '

The requirement for a Travel Plan complies with National Planning Policy Framework, notably
paragraphs 32, 34, 35, 36 and 37. In addition, a good guality travel plan will also support Gore
Strategy Objectives SO3 and SOB of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Development Plan Document
(2008) and Core Strategy Focused Review (2012). ‘

“To fully secure the benefits of the travel plan the following Section 106 contributions and elements of
the Travel Plan need to be secured: -

+ Travel Plan Travel Plan Evaluation and Support Contribution - £1,000 per annum for a minimum of
five years, or one year after occupation of the final dwelling, whichever is longest. This is to cover
. Suffolk County Gouncil officer time working with the Travel Plan Coordinator and agreeing new
targets and objectives throughout the full duration of the travel plan. If the contribution is not paid
Suffolk County Council may not be able to provide sufficient resource to assisting the ongoing
- implementation of the travel plan, which may resuit in the failure of the travel plan to mitigate the

highway impact of this development.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolls [P1 2BX
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+ Travel Plan Implementation Bond, or cash deposit - £104,631 (£598 per dwelling — based on the
estimated cost of fully implementing the travel plan). This is fo cover the cost of implementing the
travel plan on behalf of the developer if they fail o deliver it themseives. )

- Approval and full implementation of the Interim Residential Travel Plan

+ Provision of an approved welcome pack to each resident on first ocoupation

+ Approval and full implementation of the Full Residential Travel Plan on occupation of the 100®
dwalling. :

+  Monitoring the Travel Plans’ impacts for a minirum of five years, or one year after occupation of the
final dwelling, whichever is longest

«  Securing remedial travel plan measures if the agreed travel plan targets are not achieved

Other matters: . _
Full wording for the proposed Section 106 obligations and suitable conditions covering, amongst other

‘matters, access layout, construction management strategy drainage, estate road provision, parking,
and visibility splays, can be provided following revision of the application or in support of any
subsequent appeal. ’ )

Gongcerns have been raised about the assassment of road safety impacts in the Transport Assessment.
While no clusters are shown it is requested that full details are provided for inspection.

The Hlustrative masterplan suggests a free lined avenue. The County Council’s Highways Operalions
advice is that new tree provision in general should be in appropriate ground conditions iIn locations that
have the potential for the frees to flourish: whilst requiring the minimum amount of root
protection/containment to prevent damage to highway and utility infrastructure. This would preferably be
in non-highway locattons (such as local amenlty, landscaped areas). Tree focations must also accord
with the Highways Act 1980; section 141 says, 'no free or shrub shall be planted in a made-up
cartiageway, or within 15 feet [4.52m] from the cenlre of a made-up carriageway’. Given this, trees in
prospectively adoptable highways should be limited fo wide verges away from all metalled highway .
surfaces or utility apparatus. 1n addition, street lighting should not be unduly compromised by trees and

careful designis required to do so.

Yours sincerely,

Christopher Fish :
Senior Highway Development Control Engineer
.Strategic Development — Resource Management

1 R
hitps:ﬁwww,suffolk.qov.ukfassets/suﬁo!k.qov.uk!Environment%zoahd%ZOTransport!Roads%zGand%EOPavement

81’2_015.07.23-8peed-l_imﬁHPolicv.Ddf
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Suffélk

" County Council

Your Ref: MS/2797/16

Our Ref! 570\CON2461\16

Date: 27" October 2016 ‘
Highways Enquiries to: christopher.fish@suifolk.gov.uk

All planning enquiries should be sent to the Local Piahnlng Authority. -
Email: planningadmin@baberghridsuffolk.gov.uk

The Planning Officer

Mid Suffolk District Council -
Council Offices

131 High Strest

Needham Market

Ipswich

Suffolik

iP6 8DL

For the Attention of: Lisa Evans

Dear Lisa,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
- CONSULTATION RETURN MS/2797/18 ) _ A

PROPOSAL: Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with
associated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments,
and vehicular access from Sandpif Lane and Norton Road

LOCATION: Land To The South Of, Norton Road, Thurston, IP31 3QH

ROAD CLASS: "

Mofice is hereby given that the County'r GCoungcil as Highways Authority recommends that permissibn he
refused for the following reasons: '

The proposed access from Norton Road would not be safe for vehicles and an accepiable pedestrian
footway cannot be constructed without narrowing Norton Road fo the detriment of traffic flow such that
safe pedestrian access cannot be achieved either. This is contrary to National Planning Policy
Framework paragraph 32.

Comment:

NPPF paragraph 32 states: .., Plans and decisions should take account of whether:

(1) the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up depending on the nafure and
location of the site, fo reduce the need for major fransport infrastriicture; '

(2) safe and suitable access to the site can be achioved for all people; and

(3) improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost effectively limit the
significant impacts of the development. Development should anly be prevented or refused on transporl
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are sevete.

_ Taking each point In turn: .
4] Footway with pedesttian ramps are proposed giving access to Sandpit Road from which
pedestrian access to the rest of Thurston may be gained. In addition, pedestrian aceess cah be galhed
from Church Road via a public footpath. This route would give access to the primary scheol. If the
ahove recommendation was different, it would also be recommended that a footway with street lighting
be provided along Church Road to link to the footpath {eading to the primary school and open space.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Sufiolk IP1 2BX
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Drawing 1P15/127/11/SK04 shows the footway. Improvements to the surfacing of the footpath
{Thurston Public Footpath 8) fo make it useable all year should also be secured. This is directly
relevant to the development, as children would niot be expected to use this length of Church Road
otherwise. .

Access by cycle can be achieved on-carriageway, further off-carriageway improvements can be
secured within the site. '

Bus services run between stop on Sandpit Road on the site frontage to Bury St Edmunds and
Stowmarket making this a potential alternative to using private motor cars. "Appendix F of the Transport
Assessment shows two stops suitably localed with raised easy-access kerbs, hardstanding
(northbound) and bus shelters, These improvements are necessary for the development and it is
appropriate to secure them via a $106 planning obligation. In addition, further consideration should be
given to [ocalised widening of the cairiageway (1/2 width layby on the west side) to facilitate the
passing of buses. A pair of pedestrian ramps between the dccess and the stops to faciiitate access the

stops from the site should be provided.

Rail services (generally hourly) are accessible on foot from the site to major employment destinations
a_nd ta the wider rail network. It was noted that the cycle storage provision at the station was limited.

2) The application shows that visibility splays of 2.4m by 90m along Norton Road in each direction
. gan be provided for the new access. It also identifies the location of the 30mph limit within the splays
and that ‘this will be relocated by the County Gauncil'. The County Council has a speed limit policy' but
it is not possible to provide any assurance that a proposed revision to the 30mph-speed limit east long
Norton Road would be agreed, hence the objection to the application. -

In addition, no drawings have been submitted showing that the proviston of an adequate foolway is
feasible to directly serve the development from Norton Road. This situation is not, therefore,
considered to be safe for all. It is not possibie to recommend a condition that would address this.

Satisfactory access can be achieved, however, from Sandpit Road. Therefore, | could recommend
conditions and S106 obligations if the access from Norton Road were to be removed from the proposal.
Drawing IP15_12711SK002 Rev. A showing the site access and visibllity splay from Sandpit Road is
"acceptable in principle. ‘ .

The Suffolk Design Guide (para. 3.3.8) says, ‘For major access roads serving more than 150 and up to
300 dwellings... (b) that where only one point of access is available the road fayout should form a
circuit and there should be the shortest practicable connection between this circult and the point of
aceess. This should atways form the stem of a T-junction usually with a local distributor road.’

Manual for Streets para. 6.7.3 notes that fire services assess the risk of obstruction of a single-access .
and it is recommended that Suffolk Fire and Rescue are consulted on this possible amendrment.
Alternative internal layouts that would guard against such risk and allow for maintenance of the road
are possible given the dimensions ofthe site.

(3) Manual for Streets recommends a minirnum footway width of 2m, which is enfirely reasonable.
The length of footway that would be requifed on Norfon Road would be approximately 130m. There is
clearly insufficient verge on the south side ta provide this footway without impinging significantly on the
carriageway width, There is-sufficient with on the north side except critically near the junction with
Meadow Lane, where the verge is barely 1m adjacent to a ditch. It is also noted that pedestrians would
need to cross twice in a relatively short length, which would lead more people to walk in the
carriageway {especially if they're accessing the public house along that length). Along with the deficlent
visibility splays for vehicular access this would constitute a severe residual cumulative impacts in ferms

of road safety risks.

Given the Increase in pedestrian use of the existing footway along Norton Road that this development
would bring improvements for crossing Station Mill are warranted. _
It may be appropriate to establish home zones within the development, as encouraged by NPPF

paragraph 35. :

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX
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NPPF para. 36 says, ‘A key fool to facilitate this [the objectives of para. 35] will be a Travel Plan. All
developments which generate significant amounts of movement should be required to provide a Travel
Plan.’ :

Trave!l Plan (comments based on the Interim Residential Travel Plan (IRTP) dated 21st June 2016).

The Travel Plan has identified a 10% modal shift targét in favour of sustainable transport, which would
be sufficient for a development of this size and location. However further work will be required to the
Travel Plan content to ensure the 10% modal shift target can be achisved.

The IRTP includes some good baseline data that provides a breakdown by mode of travel to the most
popular employment destinations, based on the existing residents that live within the Thurston area.
The remainder of fhe Travel Plan, however, has not referred fo this ‘baseline data regarding the
objectives, targets, and measures! For example, the measures to increase the uptake of sustainable
travel are going to differ considerably from residents that commute locally fo residents that commute to
Bury St Edmunds, Stowmarket or Ipswich. Therefore, some acfive travel measures should be
implemented for local commuters, and measures to promote public transpoit and car sharing for longer
distance commuters. Also a multi-modal voucher to the value of two monthly rail season tickets to Bury
St Edmunds, or bus tickets or cycle voucher of equivalent value should be offered fo each dwelling o~

further incentivise sustainable travel.

There will need to be some content included regarding potential additional measures in the event ithe
10% modal shift is not achieved. Further examples of how the Travel Plan Coordinator will market the
Travel Plan after the dwellings have been occupied will also must be included, as the welcome packs
.and website are unlikely to maintain resident interest without further intervention and engagement from
the Travel Plan Coordinator, Other Residential Travel Plans have used “fun days' and frequent
resident newsletters to maintain the Travel Plan engagement post occupation. -

The implementation of the Trave! Plan wil need to be revised to commence from occupation for a
minimum period of five years, or one year after oceupation of the final dwelling, whichever Is longest.
This is so that a reasonable average period of travel plan support is provided for the development. The
annual monitoring of the Travel Plan must reflect this minimum implementation period as well. The
implementation of the Travel Plan should also be summarised in an Action Plan, that details the times
and responsibilities throughout the duration of the Travel Pian.

Finally, there will need to be further cross-referencing between the Travel Plan and the supporting
Transport Assessment in accordance with the overarching principles of the 2014 Planning Practice
guidance, as there is very little reference to the Travel Plan being part of the highway mitigation in the
supporting Transport Assessment. '

The applicant should be required to submit a revised travetl plan that fakes into account the comments
raised above prior to the determination.of this application. :

The requirement for a Travel Plan complies with National Planning Policy Framework, notably
paragraphs 32, 34, 35, 3¢ and 37. In addition, a good quality travel plan will also support Core
Strategy Objectives SO3 and SO8 of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Development Plan Document
(2008) and Core Strategy Focused Review (2012). '

To fully secure the benefits of the travel plan the following Section 106 contributions and glements of
the Travel Plan need to be secured:

. Travel Plan Travel Plan Evaluation and Support Gontribution - £1,000 per annum for a minimum of
five years, or one year after occupation of the final dwelling, whichever is fongest. This is to cover
Suffolk County Council officer time working with the Travel Plan Coordinator and agreeing new
targets and objectives throughout the full duration of the travel plan. [f the contribution is not paid
Suffolk Gounty Councll may not be able to provide sufficient resource to assisting the ongoing
implementation of the travel plan, which may result in the failure of the travel plan to mitigate the
highway impact of this development. ' '

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk P14 2BX
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- Travel Plan Implementation Bond, or cash deposit - £104,631 (£598 per dwelling — based on the
estimated cost of fully implementing the travel plan). This s to cover the cost of implementing the
fravel plan on behalf of the developer if they fail fo deliver it themselves.

» Approval and full implementation of the Interim Residential Travel Plan

« Provision of an approved welcome pack to each resident on first occupation

+ Approval and full implementation of the Full Residential Travel Plan on ocoupation of the 100
dwelling. . ,

« Monitoring the Trave!l Plans’ impacts for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the

final dwelling, whichever is longost .
+  Securing remedial fravel plan measures if the agreed travel plan targets are not achieved

Other matters; .
Full wording for the proposed Section 106 obligations and suitable conditions covering, amongst other

matters, access layout, construction management strategy drainage, estate road provision, parking,
and visibility splays, can be provided following revision of the application or in support of any
subsequent appeal. '

Congerns have been raised about the assessment of road safety impactg in the Transport Assessment.
While no clusters are shown it is requested that full details are provided for inspaction.

The fllustrative masterplan suggests a tree lined avenue. The County Council's Highways Operations
advice is that new iree provision in general should be in appropriate ground conditions in locafions that
have the potential for the frees to flourish whilst requiting the minimum amount of root .
protection/containment to prevent damage to highway and utllity infrastructure. This would preferably be

in nan-highway locations (such as local amenity, landscaped areas). Tree locations must also accord
with the Highways Act 1980; section 141 says, 'no tree or shrub shall be planfed in a made-up
parriageway, or within 15 feet [4.52m] from the centre of a made-up carriageway’. Given this, trees in
prospectively adoptable highways should be limited to wide verges away from. all metalled highway
surfaces or utility apparatus. In addition, street lighting should not be unduly compromised by trees and

careful design is required to do so. . :

Yours sincerely,

Christopher Fish
Senior Highway Development Control Engineer
Strategic Development — Resource Management

i
htins:llwww.suffolk.czov,uk/assetslsuﬁoik.qov.uEdEnvironment%ZOand%2OTransport.’Roads%20and%ZOPavement

- 8/2015.07.23-Speed-Limit-Policy.pdf
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Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE
Ms Lisa Evans ‘ . ' Direct Diak: 01223 582721
Mid Suffolk District Council - |
131 High Street Qur ref: PO0519508
. Needharn Market
Suffolk ‘ : :
- 1P6 8DL 2 November 2016

Dear Ms Evans

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applidatiqns Direction 2015 &
T8CP (Development Management Procedure) {England) Order 2015

LAND TO THE SOUTH OF NORTON ROAD, THURSTON P31 3QH
Application No 2797/16

We have recelved amended proposals for the above scheme.

Summary
This application proposes a large residential development on farmland at the northern -

edge of Thurston village. This land sits between the village and the grade {[* listed

_Manor Farm House with the parish church of St Peter to the south east. An. .
assessment of the significance of the house and the impact on it has now been
submitted as required by the NPPF. o ‘

Historic England Advice . _ :
In our earfier advice we noted the Importance of Manor Farm House, a grade |I* listed

building. The Heritage Statement submitted in support of the application has provided
further helpful detail of the architectural significance of Manor Farm House. It has also
established the link between the building and farming (paragraph 3.27) and that while
the Immediate grounds are quite enclosed (3.31) it stands in a predominantly agrarian
landscape (3.28). The Statement correctly concludes that this landscape contributes to
the significance of the listed building.

The Statement acknowledges that there is a ‘minor degree of inter-visibility’ between

the house and this landscape, including the development site. [n addition the site can

pe seen from the drive immediately in front of the house. The applicant’'s consuttant

has not accessed the house to see if views -might be had from principle rooms and the

balustraded deck on top of the roof may well have been designed to be accessed and
" the scene surveyed, including the application site.

We conclude that as the proposed development would bring modern building

& “”gff» & 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU j;%w
B AS Telephone 01223 582749 : stonewall
st . HistoricEngland. org.uk OIEASH Y CHREFOR

Hisforic England is subject lo the Fraedom of Inforation Act. 2000 (FOIA) and Environmental information Regulalions 2004 (EIR). All
Information held by the organisation will be accessible in responss fc an information request, unless ane of the exemptions in the FOIA
i or EIR applies.
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EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE

significantly closer o the listed building and affecting the agricultural character of the
landscape would diminish the way in which it contributes to the setting of Manor Farm
House. Since the application was first submitted we have also had the opportunity to
visit the site. As well as the intervisibility between Manor Farm House and the site we
noted that the tower of the parish church of St Peter is more prominent in views from
the north west across the application site than anticipated although planting around the
existing dwellings between the two does reduce the visual impact. '

The Planning (Listed Buildings and Gonservation Areas) Act 1990 establishes that in
considering applications for planning permission for development which affect a listed
building or its setting local planning authorities shall have special regard to the
desirability of preseiving the building or its setting (paragraph 66.1). The National

- Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) builds upon the 1990 Act. It identifies protection
and enhancement of the historic environment as an important element of sustainable
“development and establishes a presumption in favour of sustainable development in .
the planning system (paragraphs 6, 7 and 14). The NPPF also states that the -
significance of listed buildings can be harmed by development in their setting
(paragraph 132) and that the conservation of heritage assets is a core principle of the
planning system (paragraph 17). Furthermore, paragraph 137 states that proposals
that preserve those elements of the setting that make a positive contribution to, or
better reveal the significance of the heritage assets should be treated favorably.

Having reviewed the proposals in light of the recently submitted assessment and
visited the site we are of the view that the proposed development could result in &
degree of harm to the significance of Manor Farm House and also the parish church of
St Peter in terms of the NPPF paragraphs 132 and 134. Paragraph 134 asks planning
authorities to weigh any public benefit delivered by developments against such harm.
The proposed housing might deliver such a benefit and the Council should consider
this when seeking the ‘clear and convincing’ justification for the harm required by the
NPPF. We would note that the area to be left undeveloped in the north eastern corner
of the application site could be beneficial to the setting of Manor Farm House and
suggest that a similar landscaping belt along the whole northern edge of the site might
also mitigate, but not wholly remove the harmful impact. '

Recommendation

We consider that the proposed development in the vicinity of the grade |I* listed Manor
Farm House and the parish church of St Peter could resuit in harim to the significance
of the historic buildings in terms of paragraph 132 of the NPPF. As required by
paragraph 134 the Council should weigh any public benefit dslivered by the '
development against such harm when seeking the ‘clear and convineing’ justification
required by the NPPF. We would note that the area to be left undeveloped in the north
eastern comer of the site could be beneficial to the selting of Manor Farm House is.

Jedog, 24 BROOKLANDS AVENUE, CAMBRIDGE, CB2 8BU ot
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suitably planted and suggest that a similar landscaping belf along the whole northern
adge of the site might also mitigate, but not wholly remove the harmfu] impact.

Yours sjncerely

- David Eve ,
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas

E-mail: david.eve@HistoricEngland.org.uk

1
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suitably planted and suggest that a similar landscaping belt along the whole northern
edge of the site might also mitigate, but not wholly remove the harmful impact.

Yours sjncerely

. David Eve
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas

E-mail: david.eve@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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From: Eve, David [maitto: David.Eve@HistorlcEngland.org.uk]

Sent: 09 November 2016 20:29

To: Lisa Evans; Planning Admin

Subject: 11/08/2916 Land South of Nortor Rd., Thurston (our ref, P519508)

Dear Ms Bvans

Thank you for consulting us on the development plan framework and site location plan
submitted in.support of the above application. We have no comments fo male on these and
refer you to our letters dated 11th August and 3rd November this year.

Sincerely

David Bve

ne ; ]-IIstoﬁc England

We help people understand, enjoy and vaiue the historic environment, and protect it for the future,
Historic England is a public body, and we champion everyone's heritage, across England.

Follow us: Facebook | Twitter | Instagram  Sign up to our newsistier

For the first time, we are opening up The List asking people to share images, insights and secreis of
these special historic places to capture them for future generations. Can you help us #LisiEngland?

This e-mall (and any attachmaents) is confidential and rnay conlaln personal views which are not the views of Historle England unless
spetificafly stated. If you have raceived & in error, please delels it from your systom and nolify the sender immediately, Do not use, copy
_ ordisclose the information in any way nor act in refiance on . Any infornalion sent to Historic England may become publicly avallable,

David Eve : '

Inspector of Historic and Buildings and Areas (Nozfolk, Suffolk and Bedfordshire)
National Planning and Conservation Department

Tel: 012223 582721

Historic England | Brooklands | 24 Brooklands Avenue | Caﬁlbridge_l CB2 8BU. _
www.histoticengland.org.uk




From: Nathan Plttam

Sent: 09 November 2016 15:25

To: Planning Admin '

Suhject: 2797/16/0UT. EH - Land Contamination.

M3: 181652 ,

2797/16/0UT. EH - Land Contamination. '

Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated .
car parking, landscaping, public open space ... :

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the revised plans for the
above application. | can confirm that | have no objections to the proposed changes
but would maintain my recommendation for the condition as. ouflined in rny email of
8™ August 2018 (see below). C

Regards
-Nathaﬁ

~From: Nathan Pittam
Sent; 08 August 2016 1159
To: Planning Admin '
Subject: 2797/16/OUT, EH - Land Centaminatlon.

M3 : 181652

2797/16f0OUT. EH - Land Confamination. - _

Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated
car parking, landscaping, public open space ... ‘

Many thanks for your request for cgomments in relation to the above application. f am
happy to confirm that | have no In principle objection to the development from the
perspective of land contamination provided that the attached condition is included
with any permission that may be granted for the sife. -

| Regards
Nathan

Nathan Pittam BSc. (Hons.) PhD

Senicr Environmental Management Officer ,
Bahetgh and Mid Suffolk District Councils — Working Together
t: 01449 724715 or 01473 826637

w: www baberah.gov.uk www.midsuffolk.gov.uk




From: Nathan Pittam

Sent: 09 Novernber 2016 15:25

To: Planning Admin ‘ :
Subject: 2757/16/0OUT. EH - Land Contamination.

M3: 181652 _

2797/16/QUT. EH - Land Contamination. : :
Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application {with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associafed .
car parking, landscaping, public open space ...

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the revised plans for the
above application, | can confirm that | have no objections to the proposed changes
but would maintain my recommendation for the condition as. outlined in my email of
8™ August 2016 (see below). B

Regards
-Nathaﬁ

From: Nathan Pittam

Sent: 08 August 2016 11:59

To: Planning Admin

Subject: 2797/16/0UT, EH - Land Contamination.

M3 : 181652 '

2797/16/0UT. EH - Land Confamination. h

Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated
car parking, landscaping, public open space ... o

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the above application, | am
happy to confirm that | have no in principle objection fo the development from the
perspective of land contamination provided that the attached condition is included
with any permission that may be granted for the site.

Regards
Nathan

Nathan Pittam BSc, (Hons.) PhD

Senior Environmental Management Officer :
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils -~ Working Togsther

t: 01449 724715 or 01473 826637

w: www.babergh.gov.uk www.midsuffolk.gov.uk




From: Kate Batt

Sent: 10 November 2016 16:56

To: Lisa Evans; Planning Admin

Subjeck: RE: Reconsultation on Planning Application 2797116

Dear Lisa,

The further information/revised plans recently submitted do not alter the archaeological
implications of the proposed development. SCCAS advice, therefore, remalhs unchanged from that
given on 12/10/16 {see attached). Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require further

informatiaon or advice.
Kind regards, Kate

Kate Batt {BSc hons) '
Senior Archaeology.Officer

Suffolk County Council Archaeologleal Service,
Bury Resource Centre,

Hollow Road, '

Bury St Edmunds,

P32 7AY

Tel: 01284 741227
Moh: 07734478873

Website: http://www.suﬁoik.gov.uk/cuiture-her]tage-and-ﬁeIsure/suffoH(—archaeologlcaI-service/
Heritage Explorer: https://heritage.suffolk.gov.uk/
Heritage Gateway: http://www. heritagepateway.org.uk/Gateway/




From: Consultations (NE) [mallto:consultations@naturalengland.org, uk]
Sent: 14 November 2016 09:52

To: Planning Admin

Subject: 2797/16 - Consultation Response

Appiication ref; 2797/16
-. Ourref: 200992

Dear Sir/Madam,
Natural England has no comments to make on this application.

The lack of comment from Natural England does not imply that there are no impacts on the natural
environment, but only that the application is not likely to result In significant impacts on statutory
designated nature conservation sltes or landscapes. It is for the local planning authorlty to
determine whether or not this application Is consistent with national and local policles on the
natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may be able to provide information and advice
on the environmental value of this site and the impacts of the proposal to assist the decision malking
process. We advise LPAs to obtain specialist ecological or other environmental advice when
determining the environmental impacts of development,

We recommend referring to our 5SS impact Risk Zones {available on Magic and as a downloadable
dataset) prior to consultation with Natural England.

Yours faithfully,

Jamie Clarkson

" Consultations

Matural England

Hornbeam House, Electra Way
Crewe Business Park

Crewe, Cheshire CW1 6G)




T Suffolk

Your ref. 2797/16 .
County Council

Cur ref: 00045522

Date: 14 November 2016
Enguiries to: Peter Freer

Tel 01473 264801 _
Emall: peter.freer@suffolk.gov.uk

Lisa Evans

Planning Department
Mid Suffolk District Gouncil
Councii Offices

131 High Street

Needham Market

[pswich

(P8 8DL

Dear Lisa,

Re: Thurston, land south of Norton Road

| refer to the planning application reconsultation for the above scheme in Mid
Suffolk. Suffolk County-Council has previously. provided a corisultation response
by way of letter dated 16 August 2016 and the contribution requirements are still

valid. :
| have copied colleagues from SCC Floods team, Highway Network Management

and Archaeology into this letter who will contact you separately with any further
responses. '

Yours sincerely,

P § haen

Peter Freer MSc MRTPI _
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Office
Flanning Section, Strategic Development, Resource Management

cc  Neil McManus, SCC
RM Floods Team, SCC
Rachael Abraham, SCC
" Christopher Fish, SCG

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
' www.suffolk.gov.uk




MID SUFFOLK DISTRICT COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM
TO: Lisa Evans, Development Control Team
FROM:  Joanna Hart, Environmental Protection Team - DATE: 17.11.2016

YOUR REF: 2797H6/0UT

SUBJECT: Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
-reserved) for residential development of up fo 175 dwellings with associated
- car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments, and vehicular
access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road.

Please find below my comments regarding 'Environmental Health - Other issues' only.

Thank you for your re-consulfation on the above application.
My comments submitted in my memo of 12" August 2016 are still relevant.

I note that the development framework plan identifies an ‘informal kickabout area’ in the centre of
the site. | do have some concerns about the sitling of this rea which could lead to the potential for
loss of amenity due to nhoise at nearby properties. If it is not possible to relocate this area, [ would
suggest that it will require careful design in terms of any featuresf/equipment provided (such as
goals) and lighting.

Kind regards i

Joanna Hart :

Senior Environmental Protection Officer




SUFFOLK

NSTA

Phil Kemp

Besign Out Crime Officer

Bury St Edmunds Police Station
Suffolk Gonstabulary

Raynegate Streetf, Bury St Edmunds
Suffolic

Tel: 01284 774141
www.suffolk.pollce,uk

Planning Application MS/2797/16 ' T E

SITE: 175 New Homes for Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston, IP31 3QH

Applicant: . o B N

Planning Officer: Ms Lisa Evans C : - .

The crime prevantion advice Is glven, without the intention of creating a contract. Nelther the Home Office nor Police

Service accepts any legal responsibility for the advice given. Flre Prevention advice, Fira Safety certificate conditions,

Health & Safety Reguiations and safe worldng practices will always take precedence over any crime preventlon Issue,
- Recommendations Inciuded in this docurnent have been provided specifically for this site and take account of the

Inforrmation avallable to the Police or supplied by you. Where recommendations have been made for additional

securlty, It Is assumed that products are compllant with the appropriate standard and compatent Installers will carry

aut the Instgltatlop_ as per mapﬁfaqturer guidefines.

Deér Ms Lisa Evans

Thank you for aflowing me fo provide an input for the above Outline Planning Appiication for the
proposed development of 175 residenfial prepertles at jand to the south of Norton road, Thurston,
P31 3QH. S

At present | belleve | do ot have encugh information to fully comiment on this proposal.
However, | wish to highlight in its current forin, 1 have serious concerns that the outlined
application is too permeable and could lead to a higher generation of crime within the area.

Permeability is often seen as positive feature within a development but can make controlling crime
very difficult, as it allows easy Intrusion by polential offenders and ajthough well used routes can
provide welcome opportunity for informal survetllance, this is not so at all times of the day and night.

As a result, | ask the planners to rethink the amount of footpaths and cycle routes that
would, If implemented, leave the area too open for an Oifender to use.

One of the main alms stated in the Babergh and Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Development Plian
Document of 2008 {updated in 2012) at Section 1, para 1.19 under Local Davelopment
Framework and Community Strategy states:

A safe community: Protect the environmsnt from pollution, flooding and other natural and man-
made disasters; reduce the level of crime; discourage re-offending; overcome the fear of
erime; and provide a safe and secure enyironment. : ‘

Section 17 outlines the responsibiities placed on local authorities to prevent crime and dis-order,

The National Planning Policy Frame work on planning policles and decisions to create safe and
accessible environments, laid out in paragraphs 58 and 69 of the framework, emphasises that
developments should create safe and accessible environments where the fear of crime should not
undermine local quality of life or community cohesion,

NOT PROTECTIWELY MARKED
RESTRICTED/CONFIDENTIAL




Experience shows that incorporaling security measures during a new bu;ld or a refurblshment
profect reduces crime, fear of crime and disorder,

An eatly input at the detailed deslgn stage is often the bast way forward to promote a partnership
approach to reducing the opportunity for crime and the fear of crime.

Secured By Design aims to achieve a good overall standard of security for buildings and the
immediate environment. [t attempts to deter criminal and anti-social behaviour within developmenis
by infroducing appropriate deslgn features that enable natural surveillance and create a sense of -
ownership and responsibilily for every part of the development,

These features include: secure vehicle parking, adequale Iighiing‘of common areas, control of
access fo individual and common areas, defensible space and a landscaping and lighting scheme
which when combined, enhances natural survelllance and safety.

1.1 vehicular and pedestrian routes should be designed (o ensure that they are visually open,

" direct, well used and should not undermine the defensible space of neighbourhoods. Deslgn

features can help to identify the accepiable routes through a development thereby
encouraging their use and in dolng se enhance the feeling of safety.

1.2  There are-advantages in some road layout patterns over others, especially where the
pattern frustrates the searching behaviour of the criminal and his need to escape. Whilst it is
acecepted that through routes will be included in developments such as this, the designers
must ensure that the security of the development is not compromised by excessive
permeability, for instance allowing an offender legmmate criminal access o the rear or side
boundaries of a dwelling.

1.3  Developments that enhance the passive surveillance of the area by the residents from their
: homes and which incorporate high levels .of strest activity have both heen proven to
influence a criminal’s behaviour and deflect them elsewhere.

14  To the planners credit the proposed plan caters for the majorlty of properties to look onio
.one another as preferred by police Secure By Design principles. It is impottant that the
boundary between public and private areas Is clearly Indicated. Each bullding needs two
faces: a front onto public space for the most public activities and a back whete the most
private aclivities take place. If this principle is applied consistently, streets will be overlooked
by building fronts improving community interaction and offering surveillance that creates a
safer feeling for residents and passers-by.

2, General layout of the proposed plan

2.1 For the majority of housing developments, it will be desirable for dwelling frontages to be
open o view, so walls, fences.and hedges will need fo be kept low or alternatively feature a
combination of wall (maximum height 1 metre) and railings or timber picket fence.

2.2 | would also like fo see that properties will have gable end windows that look onto public
spaces, which s a police preferred preference of design that allows nalural surveillance of
the area fo reduce the risk of graffifi, other forms of criminal damage, or inappropriate
loftering. Where blank gable walls are unavoidabie there should be a buffer zone, using
either a 1.2 — 1.4m railing (with an acdcess gale) or a 1rm malure helght hedge with high
thorn content. :

23 | would be interested to know how the rear gardens will be secured. | would refer tho
developers to SBD 20186, page 18 on “Dwelling Boundaries”, which outlines the importance
. of how the boundary between public and private areas should be. clearly indicated. | wouid

2




24

2.5

3.0
3.1

3.2

4. Lighting

4.1

4.2

also prefer to obtain more details on how the boundary of the new properties will interface
with the current homes on Sand Pit Lane, Sand Pit Drive, Victotia Close and Oakey Field
Road. '

There are five main reasons for providing a perimeter boundary fence:

To mark a houndary to make it obvious what is private and public property.
Provide safety for employers and smployees,

Prevent casual intrusion by frespassers.

Prevent casual intrusion onto the site by criminats.

Reduce the wholesale removal of property from the site by thieves.

The gales lo the side or rear of dwellings that provide access to rear gardens, should be of
robust construction and be the same height of the fence line at a minimum height of 1.8m
and be capable of being locked (operable by key from both sides of the gate and a good

" quality mortise lock is preferred). SBD 2016, Pages 18-19, Paras 10.3 — 10.5.12 refers,

2

Footpaths

The balance between permeability and accessibility is always a delicate one. We (policing)
want less permeability as it creates entry and escape roules for those who may want fo
commit a crime. For planners it is about the green agenda, being able lo get people from A
(o B, preferably not in their cars. We eannot demand reductions in permeabiiity without
having evidence that this is the only option. What we can do is look at the design of
walkways, lighting, survelifance and the security of surrounding properties to ensure that any
permeability is as safe as It can be and that the offender will stand out in a well-designed
communily. There is no blanket approach, site specifics apply, based on the crime rate and'
local context. Research from across the United Kingdom shows that 85% of house’
hurglaries cccur af the rear of a property. ‘

Routes for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles should be integrated o provide a network of
supervised areas to reduce crime along with Anti-Social Behaviour. Where a suggested
footpath is unavoidable, such as along a right of way, designers should corisider making the
footpath a focus of the development and ensure that they are straight ag possible, preferably
at least 3m across to allow people to pass one another without infringing on personal space
and accommodate passing wheelchairs, cyclists and mobility vehicles with low growing and
regularly maintained vegetation on efther side. If possible it would assist for that area fo also
be well §it. (SBD 2018, pages 14-17, at Paras 8.1-8.19).

Footpaths that include lighting shouid be lit to relevant levels as defined by BS 5AB9:2018.1
have serlous concerns that if the current footpath, which is to be retained and made an
integral part of the boundary of the developrent Is not properly lit, this route will become a
genorator for crime o ocelr.

'

| cannot comment on the lighting as there are no detaltls submitted on the plans. “However, |
would recommend photocell operated wall mounted lighting af the front of all household
dwellings, {on a dusk to dawn light fimer) complete with a compact fluorescent tamp and
wired through a swiiched spur fo allow for manual override. | would also appreciate viewing
a "Lux’ lighting plan of the proposed site. ’

Lighting shouid conform to the requirerents of BS 5489:2013. A luminalre that produces a
white light source (Ra>59 on the colour rendering index) should be specified but luminalres
that exceed 80 on the colour rendering index are prefered.




5.- Car Parking

5.1

52

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4
6.5
5.6
6.7

6.8

6.9

7.4

7.2

The layout of the plans allows natural surveillance of the parking areas, which is
comimendable. i

Communal parking facilifies must be Iit fo the relevant levels as recommended by
BS5489:2013 and a certificate of compliance provided. See section 16 SBD Homes 2016 for
the specific lighting requirements as well as recommendations for communal parking areas.

Communal Areas/ Public Open Space

Communal AreasfPublic Open Space: 1 note that provision has been looked at to provide
at least two "Public Open Space areas”, alistments, a propused football pitch area and a
Gym Trail. | would recommend metal knee-rail hoop fencing for the perimeter of each
comimunal recreation area. Section 9, SBD 2016, provides further details around
Communal areas in order to reduce the potential for ASB and Criminal Damage issues.

Play equipment should meet BS EN 1176 standards and be disabled friendly. ' Would
recommend that any such area has sultable floor matting tested to BS EN1177 standards.

Gymnasium/fitness equipment needs fo be properly spaced and falling space areas should
be in line with BS EN1176. There is a recommended guideline that static equipment should
he at a minimum 2.50 metres distance from each object.

Gates: As a‘generai princlple these shauld take 4-8 seconds {o ¢lose from a 90 degree
opening position, To prevent animal access they should be outward opening.

Fences: Should pass the entrapment requirefnents, i.6. less than 89mm between vertical
palings, no horizontal access and hoop tops should pass the head and neck probe,

Seats: These should be placed at least 300mm from the fence to prevent potential
entrapment between the bench and the fence.

Pathways: Etosion resisting pathways should be provided into the site at least to the
“seating areas. i

All titter bins should be of a fire retardant material.

The Fields Trust Planning and Design for Outdoor Sport and Play Introduced 2008 and The
Association of Play Industries Adult Outdoor fitness Equipment Standards also offer further
guidance.

Further Recommendations in General

The physical security element of the application should not be overiooked. Doors and
windows should be to British Standards (PAS 24} for doors and windows that ensure that

the instailed items are fit for purpose.

Door chains/limiters fitted to front doors, meeting the Door and Hardware Federation
Technical Specification 003 {TS 003) and installed In accordance with the manufaclurer's
recommendations. (SBD NH 2016 Para. 21.17).

I note the area and boundary will be Iandscapedl and | would be interested to note the full

4




details for such landscaping. | strongly recommend around the boundary areas, planting
defensive vegetation, such as Hawthorn, Berherls or Pyrocantha fo deter any would be
offenders and that the height of such boundaries should be at least 1.8m high.

8. Conclusion

8.1 | strongly advice the development planners adopt-the ADQ guide lines and Secure by
Design {SBD) principles for a secure development,

8.2  As of the 1°June 2016 the police lead Secure By Design (SBD) New Home 2016 was
infroduced, replacing the previous Secure By Deslgn (SED) 2014 New Homes guide. This
guide aplly meets the requirements of Approved Document Q for new builds and renovation
work to a preferred security specification, through the use of certified fabricators that meet
Secure By Design principals, for externai doors, windows and roof lights to the following
standards . htto:/fwww.securedbydesign.comiwp-
contentiuploads/2016/03/Secured by Deslgn Homes 2016 V1.pdf

8.3  SBD New Homes 2016 incorporates three standards available within the New Homes 2016
guide. namely Gold, Silver or Bronze standards It is advisable that all new developments of
10 properlles or more should scek at least a Bronze Secured by Design, Further details can
be obtained through the Secure By Design (SBD) site at hitp:/www.securedbydesign.com/

84 To achievé a Silver standard, or part 2 Secured by Deslgn physical secutity, which is
the police approved minimum security standard and also achisves ADQ, involves the

foliowing: :

a. All exterlor doors to have been certificated by an approved ceriification nody to BS
PAS 24:2012, or STS 201 Issue 4:2012, or STS 202 BRZ, or LPS 1175 SR 2, or LPS
2081 SRB. '

b. Al individual front entrance doors to have been ceriificated by an approved
cartification body to BS Pas 24:2012 (internal specification).

c. Ground level exterior windows to have been ceriificated by an approved cerfiflcation
body fo BS Pas 24:2012, or STS204 issue 3:2012, or LPS1175 issue 7:2010
Security Rating 1, or LPS2081 Issue 1:2014. All glazing in the exterior doors, and
ground floor (sasily accessible) windows next o or within 400mm of external doors 1o
include laminated glass as one of the panes of glass, Windows installed within SBD
developments must be certlfied by one of the UKAS acoredited certification bodies.

85 |t is now widely accepted a key strand in the design of a ‘sustainable’ development is its
resistance to crime and anti-social bahaviour by introducing appropriate design features thaf
enable natural surveillance and create a sense of ownership and responsibllity for every part
of that development. ‘

The Police nationally promote Secured by Design (SBD) principles, aimed at achieving a good
overall standard of security for bulldings and the immediate environment. It attempts to deter
eriminal and anti-social behaviour. within developments by introducing appropriate design features
inat enable natural surveillance and create a sense of ownership and responsibliity for every part of
the development.

These features Include secure vehicle parking, adequate lighting of common areas, control of
access to individual and common areas, defensible space and a landscaping and fighting schems
which, when combined, enhances natural surveillance and safety.

The applicant can also enter into a pre-build agreement and make use of the Award in‘any
marketing or promotion of the deveiopment. The current “New Hotmes 2016" guide and application

5




forms are available from www.securedbydesign.com which explains all the crime reduction
elements of the scheme. ’

In conclusion i would encourage designers to look at the design of walkways, lighting,
surveillance and the security of surrounding properties to ensure that any permeability is as
safe as It can be and that any would be offender will stand out in a well-designed
community. | am happy to assist with this as the detailed design progresses.

In regard fo a play area consideration should be given regarding usage by non-age
appropriate people, (i.e. older children) for which the play area would not. be designed.
Teenage youths will always gather somewhere, often it is in a play park as it is considerad
an out of the way area away from parents. The best way to address such problems is to find
alternative areas for such groups. One tried and tested method Is providing a youth shelter.

If you wish to discuss aﬁyihing further or need assistance with the SBD application, please contact
me on 01284 774141, : ‘

Yours sincerely

Phil Kemp

Designing Out Crime Officer
Western and Southern Areas
Suffolk Constabulary
Raynegate Street

Bury St Edmunds

Suffolk

" IP33 2AF




From: RM PROW Planning

Sent: 22 November 2016 12:58

To: Planning Admin

Subject: RE: Reconsultation on Planning Application 279716

For The Attention of; Lisa Evans

Public Rights of Way Response

Thank you for the additional correspondence in relation to the above planning
application.

Please accept this email as conﬂrma’t[on that we have no further comment to make
in addition to our original response dated 9/8/16.

Regards

Jackie Gillis

Rights of Way Support Off;cer

Countryside Access Development Team

Rights of Way and Access

Resource Management, Suffolk County Council

Endeavour Housé (Floor 5, Block 1), 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, iP1 28)(

5< PROWPlanning@suffolle.gov.uk | @ htip:/publicrightsofway.onesuffolk.net/ | Repori
A Public Right of Way Problem Here :

Tor great ideas on visiting Suffolk's countryside visit www.discoversuffollc.org.uk




highways
england

Developments Affeéting Trunk Roads and Special Roads

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 16-01)
Formal Recommendation to an Application for Planning Permission

From: Martin Fellows
Operations (East)
planningee@hiqhwavsenqland.co.uk

To: Mid Suffolk District Council

GG _qrowthandplanninq@hiqhwavsenqland.co.uk

Council's Reference: 27_97/16

Referring to the planning application referenced above, dated 10 November 2016,
application for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car
parking; landscaping, public open space areas, allofments and vehicular access
from Sandpit |.ane and Norton Road, Land to the South of Norton Road Thursion
P31 3QH, notice is hereby given that Highways England’s formal recommendation

is that we:

a) offer no objection;

Highways Act Section 1758 is-/ Is not relevant to this abplic:étionfi '

T Whare relevant, further information will be provided within Annex A,

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR:IB-M) January 2016




.Signature_ Date: 25 November-2016

Name: David Abbott *

Highways England:

Woodlands, Manton Lane

Bedford MK41 7LW

david.abbott@highwaysengland.co.uk

Position: Asset Manager

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 18-01) January 2016




NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN TEAM

Patish Gouncil Office

New Green Centre

New Green Avenue

Thurston

Sulfolk

P31 371G

Tel 01359 232854

e-mail: thurstonnpsg@hotmail.com

Counciflor P Robinson _
Chair of Thurston Planning Committee
Thurston Parish Councl

New Green Gentre

. Thurston

1P3137G

22™ November 2016

Dear ClIr. Robinson,

Re: Re-consultation on the Outline Planning Application — 2797/16 — (with all matters other than means
of access reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car parking,
landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and vehicular access from Sandpit Lane and Norton
Road @ land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston. .

Thank you for allowing the Neighbotrhood Plan Team to comment further on the re-consultation of the above
" planning application as submitted by the agents acting on behalf of Hopkins Homes. The Neighbourhood Plan
Team would like fo stand by its concerns as mentioned in its letter of 9" August 2016 and for ease have
repeated the relevant points below: ‘ ‘

« The Neighbourhood Plan Team would fike to state that in accordance with the Parish Council Protocol's
for Pre Planning Application Davelopments — no comments on the suitabillty of the site for development
or how the site perdforms in relation to others ahead of the site assessment work were made during the
attendance of representatives from either Hopkins Homes or their agents at Neighbourhood Plan
Méetings and that whilst the applicant had been informed that it could state that they have met with the
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group they coutd not in any forthcoming developer public meetings state
that their proposals have in any way, shape or form, been endorsed by the Neighbourhood Planning
Steering Group. .

s« Thurston Parish Council is at a relatively advanced stage in preparing a Neighbourhood Plan and whilst.
the plan has not yet reached the stage of allocating sites or proposing policies, following consultation
with the public and land owners and agents on the site assessments carried out during Summer 2016 i
should be afforded some weight in responding to this application. The results of the assessment on land -
submitted by the agent on behalf of Hopkins Homes under the Neighbourhood Plan Team’s Call for
Sites of January 2016, under the Parish Housing L.and Availability Assessment, has raised a number of
issues which the Neighbourhood Plan Team féel are so major and fundamental as to ovemide. any
acknowledgment of the site’s "slightly posiiive” assessment. Commenis raised by the public and the
agent following the public consultation on the site assessments have also been incorporated info the
process and the revised site assessment overall summary has not changed from that of slightly positive.
A copy of this site assessment s attached to this lelter,

The Neighbourhood Plan Team has continually consulted with the residenis and businesses of
Thurston over the past two years and fesls that it has followed a clear programme of consuliative
events which places it in a strong position to be able to reflect the local community and fo respond to
planning applications that are pramature and fail to follow the Neighbourhood Plan Process.

+ . The Neighbourhood Plan Team would like to state that it is disappointed at the speed at which this and
“another application have becnh submitted for new housing in the village. There seems to be a general
haste to ensure that each development is the first to submit with litfle regard for the cumulative impact
that each development will have as a whole on the general infrastructure of Thurston which requires




With particular reference to the planning application submitted:

time to evolve and time to absorb new residents and associated gréwth. There is a general concern thal
the size of new developments being proposed will result in Thurston losing its ‘village feal’ and for it to
become ‘a small town’. :

-

Generally the Naighbourhéod Plan Team feels that the Concept Masterplan is an unimaginative off the
shelf design and that it fails to show any respect for the fact that it abuts countryside on one side and an
existing housing development on the ofher. It was folt that the masterplan was more in-keeping with an

-urban edge of town design than that which would refiect the rural state of Thurston as & village. The

Neighbourhood Team is also concerned at the proposal of 2.5 — 3 storey dwellings which are
considered not to be inkesping with the general characteristic of a rural village. The Neighbourhood
Plan Team felt that there was also a need for better screening around the edge of the site, along the
existing roads in order fo ensure that the new developtrent enhanced and protected the existing natural
environment, wildlife networks and biodiversity.

Whilst the response from the community engagement process carried out by Engage Planning on
behalf of Hopkins Homes reflects the Neighbourhood Plan’s findings that the majority of those who have
responded to the public consultations wished to see starter homes for local first time buyers; bungalows
and 1 - 2 hedroom houses, this Is not reflected in the indicative housing size within the Concept
Masterplan in the outline planning application submitted. The implication is that size s still fo be
determined but the Neighbourhood Plan Team would have expected the outline application to have
followed the applicant's consultative resulls.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team is disappointed that within the Concept Mastetplan there is [ittle
evidence to show that the scheme is set to encourage the development of approptiate housing stock
that reflects the needs of current and future residents,

The Nelghbourhood Plan Team would like to reiterate that, whilst if s generally appreciated within the
village that as a Key Seivice Centre and a village on the A14 corridor with a good rall link there will be
growth within the viliage, there is a prefarence for this growth to be handled sympathetically and on gites
of no more than 50 houses. The Neighbourhood Plan Team would have fiked to see the Concept
Masterplan draw on this preference and to have divided the site into three separate areas using hard
and soft landscaping technigues to ensure that the desigh preserves and enhances the puilt, natural
and historic environment of the local area as well as maintaining and enhancing its distinclive
characteristics, '

\Within the Interim Residential Travel Plan mention is made of the access to local facilities either via
pedestrian access, cycle access, bus services or rail servicas. :

The Neighbourhood Plan Team feels that given the location of the site little reference has been made to

the cumrent road infrastructure and the impact that the development will have on the junction of Norton

Road and Ixworth Road and Fishwick and Pokerlage Comers for those accessing the A14. The route fo
the latter is via the single file pinch point at the bridge on Sandplt Lane — Thedwastre Road and then
onto the dangetous Pokeriage cormer junction. The increase of vehicular movements onto the single
exit Sandpit Lane will also impact negatively on this pinch point where there is no pedestrian foolpath
across the bridge. It is still noted that the crash map produced does not include Fishwick Corner which
has a higher proportion of incidences than other areas quoted.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team would respectively draw your attention to its comments above and fa
the concerns raised by Suffolk Constabulary at the capability of Sandpit Lane / Thedwastre Road
Priority System and the inevitable increase in kraffic volume from this development onto Sandpit Lane.

it was further agreed that the Neighbourhood Plan Team was concerned that there were no plans to
install safe pedestrian footpaths on the development side of Sandpit Lane. The plans indicate thal'the
single entrance road to the development will come straight out onto Sandpit Lane with no pedestrian
footpath. The route info the village along Sandpit Lane could be made reasonably safe by providing a
short pedestrian footpath and a pedestrian crossing to the other side of the road which would then link
to the existing footpath to shops or amenities on the opposite side of the road. Also no reference has
been made to the fact that all pavements within and o the development should be made suitable for
motorised buggies nor was there any mention of cycle lane provision. The Neighhourhood Plan Team
feels that the applicant should consider linking the development with the Sustrans National Route to
ensure that there are linked routes for cyclist safety.

Thers is however a genuine concern at the adverse impact at peak fimes that the one single entrance
onto Sandpit Lane will have on pedestrian and vehicular movements. The Neighbourhood Plan Team




. would like to see, as a minimum, this entrance point replicate the splay that was originally proposéd for
the entrance onto Norton Road thereby allowing safe passage for both pedestrians and vehicles.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team would like to see a comprehenswe travel plan-which assesses the
impact of such a cfevelopment on the whole road network in Thurston including pedestrsan and cycles
routes to allow informed opinions to be made.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team was also concerned that whilst it is stated (within the planiing overview
submission tdocument) that additional residents would also support the sustainability of established bus
and rail services, there still needs to be an overall assessment of the impact on the raliway station that
this and other deveiopments will have on the station/rail network and lhe fact that car parking Is already
an issue,

« The Neighbourhood Plan Team would further like to draw to the Parish Council's attention fo the impact
that such a development will have on the education provision within Thurston. The Team has heen
informed by Suffolk County Councit that Thurston Church of England Primary Academy is currently at
capacity (this takes into account cutrent housing commitments only) and that the consequence that any
future growth will have must include detailed discussions about infrastructure mitigation, It is dlso noted
that Thurston Community Coliege Is also at capacity and that it is unlikely that the school will be
supported to grow much bigger than it is now. Given that 200 additional homes by 2031 will yield 50
Primary Pupil Places; 36 Secondary Pupn Places and 8 Secondary 16+ Places, the Neighbourhood
Plan Team has concerns that this provision will not be met locally and that there will be a need for
puplils to be ‘bussed’ outside of the village. This unsustainable situation will also have a further negative
impact on traffic, bus stops and road congestion within the village.

Armstrong Rigg Planning onh behalf of Hopkins Homes has also mentioned in a later submission that
baworth Free School is some 5 miles from the proposed. deve!opment and has spare capacity, The
Melghbourhood Plan Team would be interested to know how fhis is compatrbie with the assertion that
this "helps to promote mare sustainable fravel’. As this relates to the provision of education for those
above 11+, the Nelghbourhood Plan feels that further consideration should be given to the provision of
education for those of primary school age. . .

Overall the Nelghbourhood Plan Team would ask the Parish Council o take into account its concerns for this
application on this site for the following reasons:

road safety with particular emphasis on the junctions of Norton Road and Ixworth Road

road safety issuss with particular emphasis on those accessing the A14 via the pinch point at the
railway bridge on Sandpit Lane — Thedwastre Road and onto Pokeriage Corner

pedestrian safety along Sandpit Lane for accessing village fachities as there are no safe crossing points
impact of the vehicular movements from a single point of entry

loss of character of the village ‘

development inappropriate to that of land abutting the countryside

concern for thse amount of development on the site

village infrastructure pamcular[y education provision and trafﬂc

type and density of housing mix

cost of affordable homes for local residents

L N ]
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In summary, whilst the Neighbourhood Plan Tearn recognises the need for future development to take place
within Thurston, it still does not support the re-submission In its present guise for the concerns outlined above,

Yours faithfully,

Watoriar & @%/m’

Victoria S Waples, BA (Hons), CILCA
Secretary {o Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Team

Copy to:

Corporate Manager — Development Management
MSDC

131 High Street

Needham Market

Suffotk

IPé 8DL




THURSTON PARISH COUNCIL
Parish Council Office

New Green Cenire

Thurston

Suffolk

IP313TG

Tel: 01350 232854
e-mail: info@thurstonparishcouncil.gov.uk

SENT AS AN E-MAIL

- Mr. P Isbell

Corporate Manager -~ Development Management
-MSDC

131 High Street

Needham Market

Suffolk

IP6 8DL

November 25™ 2016

Dear Mr. Isbell,

Proposal: Re-consultation on the Cutline Planning Application {with all matters other
than means of access reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings
with assoclated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and
vehicular access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road

Location: Land to the South of Nortoen Road, Thurston
Application Number: 2797/16

The Parish Council wishes to place on record that it objects to the revised plans as submitted
under planning application 2797/16 for the following reasons, the majority of which were
submitted in its letter dated 12 August 2016 but ate repeated below for ease: :

The Parish Council, until the Order for the Neighbourhood Plan is laid, is expected to respond
to current planning applications in line with policies set out in the Mid Suffolk Local Plan. As
defined by Mid Suffolk’s Local Plan, Thurston is a Key Service Centre and growth is agsumed
to be in line with current policy. Policies cor1 (¢s? settlement hierarchy) and cor2 (CS2
development in the countryside and countryside villages) have been taken into account in the
Council's response to this application, It cannot be disputed that Thurston has a settiement
poundary and as such the location of this site is outside of that boundary.

' The Parish Council however has not only looked at current policy, but has also taken on
hoard views of the members of the public who attended the Planning Committee Meeting
held to discuss this application as well as those of the Neighbourhood Plan Team who are in
the process of undertaking a Neighbourhood Plan for Thurston. The Neighbourhood Plan




Team reports to the Parish Council on a regular basis and all Parish Councillors are fully
aware and in agreement with the views of the Neighbourhood Plan Team, some of whom are
indeed both Parish Councillors and Neighbourhood Plan members. The Parish Council has’
received correspondence from the Neighbourhood Pian Team on this application and has
agreed that the viewpoints contained.within its letter are so relevant to this application that
they are to be included within its submission. As such a copy of that letter should be read in
conjunction with this response.

Reasons for cbjection: ;
1. The site and surrounding area are within the countryside and therefore outside of any
settlement boundary for Thurston as defined by-Mid Suffolk's Local Plan and would
_result in the development of new dwellings that would be visually, physicaily and
functionally isolated from the facilities and services offered by Thurston as a Key
Service Centre.
It is also felt that the proposal is considered to be an overdevelopment of the site and
fails to address the wishes of the views of the residents of Thurston {as expressed in
the emerging Thurston Neighbourhood Plan) for all new development to be sited on
areas cantaining no more than 50 dwellings and as such will not incorporate the
creation of sufficient open spaces between existing and proposed buildings which will
neither maintain hor enhance the character of the village at this particular point. (GP1
- — Design and Layout of Development & csfr-fc2 provision and distribution of housing).
The Parish Council is also of the view that even a limited number of 2.5/3 storey
developmant is not a feature of the area immediately adjacent to the site and rather
than adding “visual interest and aid legibility” the appearance of such dwellings will be
an intrusion and will fail to complement the character of the existing area. :

2. The proposal is considered not to form a_sustainable development within the
dimensions set out in the NPPF and that the proposed application risks harm fo
biodiversity and fails to address adequately. the benefits on an economic and social
benefit. :

The Parish’ Gouncil does not hold with the views expressed in the documents
submitted that the application is sympathétic to the countryside in which it is situated’
and that it fails to protect the intrinsic character of the countryside by the density and
mix of properties being proposed. It is felt that the developmerit of 175 dwellings will
intrude into an area of currently open, undeveloped, countryside resulting in an
encroachment of buillt development extending beyond the settlement boundary of
Thurston. This will harm the character and appearance of this open area.and will be
contrary to Policy CS5 of the Core Strategy, Policy FC1.1 of the Core Strategy of the
Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focus Review (2012) and saved Policies H13 and H16 of
the Mid Suffolk Local Plan. Furthermore it is felt that the development fails {o ensure
that It reflects the local character and identity of the area immediately surrounding the
proposed development and is therefore inconsistent with paragraph 58 of the NPPF.

3. The Parish Council considers that the application fails to take into account the current
road infrastructure and the lack of pedestrian route-ways and cycle ways leading from
the site to the amenities and both Primary and Secondary Scheols within the village
and as such would have a negative impact on road safety and therefore a detrimental
impact on the amenities enjoyed by the surrounding area vis-a-vis fraffic generation

- (SB2 Development Appropriate to its Setting & T10 Highway Considerations in
Development). S




There still remains no direct link to National Cycle Route 51, nor adequate pedestrian
crossing points at the junction of Norton Road and Ixworth Road for those wishing to
access Thurston Community Coliege and the Library. Given the one entrance the
application also fails to address the issue of safe crossing points and access out of the
development direct onto Sandpit Lane. ‘

it is furthermore held. that-as the development fails to demonstrale that it has
considered safe and suitable access points for all people it is contrary to paragraph 32
of the NPPF. As the development fails to give priofity o pedestiian and cycle
movements and, with reference to the siting of this application, would not support the
transition to a low carbon future, it is unable to meet the environmental dimension of
sustainable development and would be contrary to paragraph 17, 30, 35 and 55 of the
- NPPF and Policies FC1 and FC1.1 of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review.

The Parish Councll feels that the development of the site will not be able to aflow for
the convenient integration of public transport within the site and that the traffic that will
be generated will not be able to be accommodated on the existing road nefwork (CS6
- sefvices and infrastructure). The revised plans make no acknowledgement that the .
natural route for fravelling to and from the new development to the A14 will be down '
Sandpit lane onto the narrow Thedwasfre Road Priority Scheme over the railway
bridge and the sfop sign/line at the junction of Thurston Road {Pokeriage Comer). The
Parish Council is concemed at the impact that this will have on this junction and is also
mindful that Suffolk Constabulary have aléo expressed reservations at the capability of
Sandpit Lane / Thedwastre Road Priority System and the inevitable increase in fraffic
volume. . ‘

Furthermore, the Parish Gouncil raises concerns that .there is no provision of
pedestrian access from the development fo the remainder of the footways within
Thurston and concern has been raised that a number of residents will access the
Primary School via Sandpit Lane. The Parish Council endorses the recommendation
made by Suffolk County Council that pedestrian ramps are proposed to give access 10
Sandpit Road from which pedestiian access to the rest of Thurston may be gained. If
further agress that whilst a pedestrian access can be gained from Church Road via a
public footpath which would give access to the primary schao!, the route along Church
Road, should be lit with street lighting to link to the footpath leading to the primary
schoo! and open space.

_ The Parish Council has concerns over the single access now being proposed from
Sandpit Lane. It feels that the risk of cbstriction of a single access in times of
emergencies makes the proposal unsustainable and fails to follow Planning Guidance
which states that streets should be designed to support safe behaviours, efficient
interchange between fravel modes and the smooth and efficient flow of traffic. The
transport user hierarchy should be applied within all aspects of street design — and
should consider the needs of the most vulherable users first pedestrians, then
cyclists, then public transport users, specialist vehicles like ambulances and finally
other motor vehicles. The Parish Council concurs with the concerns raised by the
Neighbourhood Plan Team over the plans to have a single entrance road to/from the
development directly onto Sandpit Lane with no pedestrian footpath.

 The Parish Cotncil feels that given the location of the site, a reliance on the private
motor car will be generated in order to access amenifies and services within both the
village and further afield which will also be contrary to the sustainability objectives of




Policies FC1 and FC1.1 of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review (2012) and
the NPPF paragraphs 14, 17, 55 and 56 and will place a further burden on the current
yoad network at (but not confined to) points such as Fishwick Corner, Pokeriage
Corner, the narrow railway bridge crossings on Barton Road and Thedwastre Road
‘and entry and exit points onto the A14.

Whilst the Parish Council acknowledges that there are bus stops located along
-Sandpit Lane and the Interim Residential Travel Plan supplied by the applicant shows
that there will be improvements to bus stops in Sandpit Lane to enhance the public
transport experience (6.2.10), there is a concern that there is currently little capability
of Sandpit Lane to have sufficient width to allow the passing of buses and that this will

further exacerbate issues with the flow of traffic in both directions. The Parish Council
would like to see localised widening at points along Sandpit Lane to accommodate

this.

8. The Parish Council would also like to recommend that Suffolk Counly Council be
involved in the discussion of fuiure growth in Thurston with reference to the impact
that this will have on the provision of education. As mentioned within the letter from
Thurston’s Neighbourhood Plan Team, hoth the Thurston Primary Academy School
and Thurston Community College are at capacily (taking into account existing
planning approvals) and as such this application will eénsure that the educational
infrastructure is unlikely to meet the demand placed on it by 175 dwellings. The Parish
Couneil is aware that the application is for phased development but feels that from the
outset the total provision should be understood and capaclty explored. As such the
Parish Council feels that this application will put a negative strain on the existing
infrastructure and as such would be contrary to Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy. '

The Parish Council would also like to reiterate the concerns of the Thurston Neighbourhood
Plan Team with regards to the speed at which this and potentially other applications have
beenfare in the process of being submitted for new hausing in the village. It is recognised
within the village that as a Key Service Centre the village of Thurston will appeal to
developers and that a certain amount of growth is desirable and non-objectionable, hiowever
the Parish Council is concerned that piecemeal development will have a negative impact on
the current infrastructure and that there should be a strict control over new housing proposals
and the associated numbers until the general infrastructure of Thurston and the surrounding
areas hds been given time fo absorb new residents and the impacts that this associated
growth will have on a rural village.

Yours sincerely, '
Plintonta (7 Wt

V. S. Waples, BA(Hons), CILCA
Clerk to the Council

LOCAL COUNCIL
AWARD SCHEME
B QUALITY




From: Jason Skilton
Seni: 28 Navember 2016 10:08 -
To! Planning Admin

Cc: Kathryn Oglman
Subject: 2016-11-28 JS reply Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston IP31 3QH Ref 2797116

* suffolk County Council, Flood and Water Management can recommend the approval, subject to the
following conditlon relation to surface water drainage being applied.

1. Concurrent with the first reserved matters application(s) a surface water drainage scheme

shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the focal planning authority. The scheme

shall be in accordance with the approved FRA its addendum {Ref IP15_127_11 May 2015 &
Nov 2016) and includes: .

a. Dimensioned plans and drawings of the surface water drainage scheme;
b. Further infiltration testing on the site In accordance with BRE 365 and the use of
‘ infiltration as the means of drainage if the infiltration rates and groundwater levels
show it to be possible;

. Ifthe use of infiltration is not possible then modelling shall be submitted to
demonstrate that the surface water runoff will be restricted tc Qbar or 2l/s/ha for
all events up to the critical 1 in 100 year rainfall events including climate change as
specified in the FRA; .

d.  Modelfing of the surface water drainage scheme to show that the
attenuation/Infiltration features will contain the 1 in 100 year rainfall event
Including climate change; '

e. Modelling of the surface water conveyance network in the 1 in 30 year ralnfall
event to show no above ground flooding, and modelling of the volumes of any
ahove ground flooding from the pipe network ina 1 in 100 year climate change
rainfall event, along with topographic plans showing where the water will flow and
be stored to ensure 1o flooding of buildings or offsite flows;

f.  Topographical plans depicting all exceedance flowpaths and demonstration that the
flows would not flood buildings or flow offsite, and if they are to be directed to the
surface water drainage system then the potential additional rates and volumes of
surface water must be included within the modefling of the surface water system;

The scheme shall be fully implemented as approved.

Reason; To prevent flooding by ensuring the satisfactory storage and disposal of su rface
water from the site for the lifetime of the development.

9. Concurrent with the first reserved matters application(s) detalls of the implementation,
maintenance and management of the surface water drainage scheme shall be submitted to
and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The strategy shall be implemented
and thereafter managed and maintained in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure clear arrangements are in place for ongolng operation and maintenance
of the disposal of surface water drainage.

3. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until details of all Sustainable
Urban Drainage System components and piped networks have been submitted, in an
approved form, to and approved in writing hy the Local Planning Authority for inclusion on
the Lead Lacal Flood Authoritys Fload Risk Asset Register.




Reason: To ensure all flood risk assets and their owners are recorded onta'the LLFA's
statutory flood risk asset register '

4. No development shall commence until detalis of a construction surface water management
plan detailing how surface water and storm water will be managed on the site during
construction is submitted to and agreed in writinig by the local planning authority. The
construction surface water management plan shall beimplemented and thereafter managed

and maintained in accordance with the approved plan.

. Reason: To ensure the development does not cause increased poliution of the watercourse
in fine with the River Basin Management Pian,

Informatives

Any works to a watercourse may require consent under section 23 of the Land Drainage Act
1591 , :

Any discharge to a watercourse or groundwater needs ta comply with the Water
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations 2003

Any dischiarge of surface water to a watercourse that drains into an Internal Drainage Board
catchment is subject to payment of a surface water developer contribution '

Kind Regards

lason Skilton
Flood & Water Englheer
Suffolk County Council

Tel: 01473 260411
Fax: 01473 216864




Your ref: 2797/16 .

" Our ref: 00045522

Date: 02 December 2016
Enqguiries to:; Peter Freer

Tel: 01473 264801

Email: peter.freer@suffolk.gov.uk

‘_ Suffolk

County Coungcil |

Lisa Evans .

Planning Department

Mid Suyffolk District Council
GCouncil Offices

131 High Street

Needham Market

. lpswich

IP6 8DL

Dear Lisa, )
Re: Thursten, land south of Norton Road

| refer to the application for plannfng permission for the above scheme in Mid
Suffolk. Suffolk County Council has previously provided consultation responses by
way of letters dated 16 August 2016 and 14 November 2016.

New information has come to light that requires further consideration on highway
and education impacts, | would be grateful if the District Council hold off from
determining the application until consideration has been given to these matters by

SCC.

Notwithstanding this consideration, it would be beneflclal If the District Council'can
provide the applicant's observations to the education $108 contribution approach .
set out in my letter on 16% August 2016.

Yours sincerely,

P 0 Sreon

Peter Freer MS¢ MRTPH
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Officer
Pilanning Section, Strategic Development, Resource Management

cc  Neil McManus, SCC
fain Maxwell — SCC
" Christopher Fish - SCC

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX 1
www.suffolk.qov.uk




From: Phil Watson

Sent: 09 November 2016 14:54

To: Lisa Evans

Subject: RE; Reconsultation on Planning Appiication 2797/16 Updated accass Information and

Framework Drawing

Dear Lisa,

DISCLAIMER: This information has been produced by Suffolk Counly Council's Natural Environment
Team on behalf of Mid Suffolk District Councll, at their request. However, the views and concluslons
contained within this report are those of the officers providing the advice and are not to be taken as
those of Suffolk County Coungil.

Re-consultation on Planning Application 279716 Updated access information
and Framework Drawing

I note the changes made by the apphcant as set out in Thur 01/Rev C in order to
respond to issues identified by Historic England in their letter of 2/11/16 . On that
basis | have not further comments on this matter in addition to those set out in my
letter to you of the 04/10/16 as the detalls of the revised planting proposal can be
finalised in the conditions | have already set out. However the applicant will need fo
be mindful of the space requirement to make the indicated planting effective and the
need to ensure that a long term management scheme is In place so that the
plantings can fulfil their mitigation function.

Best regards

Philip Watson CEnv MIAgrE:

- Senior Landstape Officer

Natural & Historic Environment Team - Strateglc Development
Resource Management

Suffolk County Council

8 Russell Rd Endeavour House ( B2 F5 47)

IPSWICH IP12BX

T Tel: 01473 264777
Mob:07872 676856
phil.watson@suffolk.gov.uk
www, suffolic.gov.uk
www.suffolkiandscape.org.uk

DISCLAIMER: This information has been produced by Suffolk County Council's Natural Environment
Team on behalf of Mid Suffolik District Councll, at their request. However, the views and conclusions
cohtained within this report are those of the officers providing the advice and are not to be taken as
those of Suffclk Gounty Council,




Jacqueline Pannifer

From: - RM PROW Planning

Sent: 09 August 2016 14:08

To: ) Planning Admin

Ce: - geoff armstrong@arplanning.co.uk; Sam Bye

Subject: RE: Consultation on Planning Application 2797/16

Attachments: 279716 Land to the south of Norton Road - FP6 - map.pdf; 279716 Land to the

south of Norton Road - FP6 - map.pdf

Our Ref: W523/006/ROWA78/16

For The Attention of: lisa Evans

Public Rights of Way Respéxnse

Thank you for your consultation concerning the above application.

This response deals only with the onsite protection of affected PROW, and does not prejudice any
further response from Rights of Way and Access. As a result of anticipated increased use of the
public rights of way in the vicinity of the development, SCC may be seeking a coniribution for
improvements o the network. These requirements will be submitted with Highways Development

. Management response in due course. '

Government guidance considers that the effact of development on a public right of way is a
material consideration in the determination of applications for planning permission and local
planning authorities should ensure that the potential consequences are taken into account
whenever such applications are considered (Rights of Way Gircular 1/08 — Defra October 2009,
‘para 7.2) and that public rights of way should be protected.

Thurston Public Footpath 6 is recorded through the proposed development area.
We have no objection to these proposals.
Please include as footnotes in the decision notice:

Informative Notes:

* Please note that the granting of planning permission is separate to any consents that may be
required in relation to Public Rights of Way.

Nothing should be done to stop up or divert the Public Right of Way without following the due legal
process including confirmation of any orders and the provision of any new path. In order to avoid
delays with the application this should be considered at an early opportunity. -

The alignment, width, and condition of Public Rights of Way providing for their safe and
convenient use shall remain unaffected by the development unless otherwise agreed in writing by
the Rights of Way & Access Team.

Nothing in this decision notice shall be taken as granting consent for alferations to Public Rights of
Way without the due legal process being followed. Details of the process can be obtained from
the Rights of Way & Access Team. ' :




“Public Rights of Way Planning Application Response - Applicant Responsibility” and a digital plot -
showing the definitive alignment of the route as near as can be ascertained; which is for
information only and is not to be scaled from, is attached

Regards

Jackie Gillis

Green Access Officer

Access Development Team

Rights of Way and Access

Resource Management, Suffolk County Councn

Endeavour House (Floor 5, Block 1), 8 Russell Road, Epswzch iP1 2BX

- ® http:!lpubiicriqhtsoﬁmav.onesuffo!k,netl‘I Report A Public Right of Way Problem Here

For great ideas on visiting Suffolk's countryside visit www.discoversuffolk,org,uk

 From: D!annfnqadmrn@mldsuffolk gov. uk [nrito nlanmnqadmm@mldsuﬁolk gov.uk]
Sent: 22 July 2016 15:11 -

Ta: RM PROW Planning

Suhjeck: Cansultation on Planning Application 2797/16

| Cérrespondence frdm MSDC Planning Setvices.
Location:' Land to the South of Norton Road, Thurston 1P31 3QH -

Proposal: Outline Planning Application (Wi’éh all matters other than means of access reserved) for
residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car parking, landscaping, public open space
areas, allotments, and vehicular access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road .

We have received an application on which we would like-you to comment. A consultation |etter is attached.
"To view details of the planning application onlfine please click here

We request your comments regarding this application and these should reach uUs

within 21 days. Please make these online when viewing the application.

The planning policies that appear to be relevant to this case are GP1, NPPF, CSFR-FC1, H17, HB13,
RT12, CL8; CSFR-FC1.1, SB3, Cor1, Cor2, Corb, Cor6, Cor8, CSFR-FC2, T9, T10, HB1, which can

be found in detail in the Mid Suffolk Local Plan.
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Your.ref, 2797/16

Our ref. 00045522

Date: 07 February 2017

Enquiries fo: Peter Freer

Tel: 01473 264801

Email; peter.freer@suffolk.gov.uk

Suffolk

County Council

Dylan Jones

Planning Department
ivtid Suffolk District Counci
Council Offices -
131 High Street

Needham Market

Ipswich

IP6 8DL.

Deaat Dylan,
Re: Thurston, land south of Norton Road

Suffolk County Council previously provided a written response to this application
for planning permission on 16" August 2016.which was time limited to six months.
As thie planning applicatlon will now be determined outside of this six months’
period, the County Council will need to fully review mattors. There have been four
additional applications for planning permission very recently submitted on sites in
Thurston. In view of these applications adding up to over 800 dwellings it is clear
that the local situation has fundamentally changed stich that the County Coungil
neads fo consider the cumulative impact implications on highways and education
infrastructure in the locality.

Yours sincerely,

P 4§ Freen

Peter Freer MSc MRTPI
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Officer
Planning Section, Strategic Development, Resource Management

cc  Neil McManus, SCC

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 1
www.suffolk.gov.uk




Your ref: 2797/16 :
County Council

Qur ref Thurston — land south of
Norton Road 00045522

Date; 17 February 2017

Enquiries to; Peter Freer

Tel, 01473 264801

Email: peter.freer@suffolk.gov. uk

Mr Dytan Jones,
Planning Department,
- Mid Suffolk District Council,

" Council Offices,

131 High Street,
Needham Market,
ipswich, :
PG 8DL

Dear Dylan,

Re: Thurston: land south of Norton Road ~ developer contributions

| refer to the outline planning application (with all matters other than means of
access reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with
associated car parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotmentis, and
vehicular accass from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road. The plans have since been
amended removing the access onto Norton Road. :

To aid simplicity, as Mid Suffolk's CIl. covers libraries and waste infrastructure,
these have been removed from this letter but the Gounty Coungil intends to make
a future bid for CIL. money of £37,800 towards libraries provision.

This consultation response mainly deals with the need to address early years and
education mitigation directly arising from the cumulative impacts of developer-led
housing growth in Thurston. The County Council's view is that appropriate
mitigation from each of the five ‘live’ planning applications should be secured by
way of a Section 108 planning obligation. Alongside the CiL Charging Schedule
the District Council have published a Regulation 123 Infrastructure List. Under
Regulation 123(4) ‘relevant infrastructure’ means where'a charging authority has
published on ifs website a list of infrastructure projects or types of infrastructure that
it intends will be, or may be, wholly or partly funded by CIL. in those instances in
which planning obligations are sought by Suffolk County Goungll they are not
‘relevant infrastructure’ in terms of the Regulation 123 List published by the District
Council. However it is for the District Council fo determine this approach when
considering the interaction with their published 123 Infrastructure List,

| set out below Suffolk County Council's response, which provides the
infrastructure requirements associated with this planning application and this will
need to be considered by Mid Suffolk District Council. This letter updates and

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk iP1 2BX 1
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replaces.previous consultation responses. These responses were submitted prior
fo the consideration of new information regarding the cumulative impacts on
education and highways arising from a further four planning applications which,
when including the 175 dwellings from this proposed davelopment, amountto a
total of 827 dwellings. ) :

The Gounty Council recognises that the District currently do not have a b year
housing land supply in place, which means that paragraph 49 of the NPPF is
engaged which in turn refies on paragraph 14 whereby the presumption is in favour
of sustainable development. This is seen as the golden thread running through plan-
making and decision-taking. - .

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 204 sets out the
requirements of planning obligations, which are that they must be:

a) Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
b) Directly related to the development; and,
¢)  Falrly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development,

The County and Diétriét Counails have a shared approach to calculating
infrastructure needs, which is set out in the adopted ‘Section 106 Developers Guide
to Infrastructure Contributions in Suffolk’,

Mid Suffoik District Council adopted their Core Strategy in September 2008 and
Focused Review in December 2012. The Core Strategy includes the following
objectives and policies. relevant to providing infrastructure:

« Objective 6 seeks to ensure provision of adequate infrastructure to support
new development; this is implemented through Palicy CS6: Services and
Infrastructure. ' -

+ Policy FC1 and FC1.1 apply the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in Mid Suffolk.

Community infrastructijre Levy

Mid Suffolk District Council adopted a ClL. Charging Schedule on 21 January 2016
and started charging CiL. on planning permissions granted from 11 April 2016. Mid
suffolk are required by Regulation 123 to publish a list of infrastruciure projects or
types of infrastructure that it intends will be, or may be, wholly or partly funded by
CIL. '

The current Mid Suffolk 123 List, dated January 20186, includes the following as being
capable of being funded by CIL rather than through planning obligations:

.« Provision of passenger transport
»  Provision of library facilities )

. Provision of additional pre-schoot places at existing establishments
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, [pswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 2
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+  Provision of primary school places at existing schools
«  Provision of secondary, sixth form and further education places
+ Provision of waste infrastructure

" As of 06 April 2015, the 123 Regulations restrict thé use of pooled contributions
towards items that may be funded through the levy. '

The requirements being sought here would be requested through S106A
contributions as they fall outside of the adopted 123 list.

The details of specific S106A contribution requirements related to the proposed
scheme are set out below: '

1. Education. NPPF paragraph 72 states ‘The Government attaches greaf
importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school places is available to
meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local planning authorities
should take a proactive, positive and collabarative approach to meeting this
requirement, and to development that will widen choice in education’.

The NPPF at paragraph 38 states ‘For larger scale residential developments in
particular, planning peliciés should promote a mix of uses in order to provide
opportunities to undertake day-to-day activities including work on site. Where
practical, particularly within large-scale developments, key facilities such as -
primary schools and local shops should be located within walking distance of .
most properfies.’ - '

“Thurston GE Academny ]

Ixworth Free Schoeo] (11 - 16) 587 Ly
‘Thursten Communily Coliege {11 - 16} : 1600 1425 .
14-16 total places . 2097, fap2
Thursion Compeuzily Gollege fwith Sixih Foma} 140 1,848 1,843
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX: 3
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Primary school S
age range, 5- 43 43 16,429
1% ) ' '
High school '

age range, 11- 31 0 18,365
16: '
Sixth school . :
age range, 5 o . ] 19,907
16+: .

[ Total education contributions: £706,447.00 |

The local catchment schools are Thurston Church of England-Primary
Academy, Ixworth Free School and Thurston Community College:

Primary Schoof

SCC forecasts show that there will be no surplus places available at the
catchment primary school to accommodate any of the pupils anticipated to

. arise from this proposed development. The Frimary School site is landlocked
and cannot be permanently expanded. |

The County Council has been in discussions with the Parish Council regarding
the emergirig Thurston Neighbourhood Plan and has provided pupil yields and
possible strategies fo deal with mitigation from the growth scenarios being
assessed.

For a humber of compelling reasons including improving education attainment,
community cohesion and sustainability the highly preferred outcome is for thase
primary age pupils arising from existing and new homes within the community to
be able to access a primaty schoo! place in Thurston. Where pupil bulges are
anticipated the County Council will consider the provision of temporary
classrooms but such an approach Is only viewed as an interim measure if the
longer term pupil forecasts indicate the need for permanent provision (by way of
schoo! expansion or a new school). Only as a last resort will the County Councll
consider offering places to pupils at out of catchment schools but this is seen as
a far from ideal strategy and should only be considered for a very temporary -
period because there are a number of significant dis-benefits including negative
impacts on education attainment, community cohesion, sustainability and costs.
it is for the District Council fo weigh up these important matters in considering
the planning balance when deciding whether to allow or refuse planning

permission. .

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, ipswich, Suffolk {P1 2BX : 4
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Due to the current uncertainty over the scale, location and distribution of
housing growth in the Thurston locality it is not clear at this point in fime whether -
the most sustainable approach for primary school provision is to.

a. Retain a single primary school for the village by relocating and deiivering"a'
new larger school; or,

h. Retain the current primary school and deliver a second (new) primary school
for the village.

c. Whichevér strategy is the most appropriate a site of a minimum size of 2.2
hectares will need to be identified and secured. A new 420 place primary
school is currently estimated to cost at least £6,9m to build (excluding land
costs). ' :

d. In the short term the head teacher has agreed to the siting of a temporary
double mobile classroom for 60 pupils. However this is strictly on the
understanding that such mitigation is only of a limited and temporary nature
ahead of determining either a. or b. above.

o. Section 1086 developer funds will be sought to pay for the above. This is on
the basis that the Mid Suffolk Regulation 123 List does not include funding for
new primary schools.

The County Council will require proportionate developer contributions for land
and build costs for a new school from this proposed development, which will
need to be secured by way of a planning obligation. A proportionate developer
contribution, based on the 43 primary age pupils forecast to arise from the
proposed development is calculated as follows '

« £6.9m construction cost {excluding land) for a 420 place (2 forms of entry)
new primary school _ _
. £6.9mM420places = £16,429 per pupil place .

o From 175 dwellings it is forecast that 43 primary age pupils will arise
+ Therefore 43 pupils x £16,429 per place = £708,447 (2016117 costs)

Assuming the cost of the site for the new primary school, based oha
maximum cost of £100,000 per acre (£247,100 per hectare), is £543,620 for a
2 7 hectare site and equates to £1,294 per pupil placs. For the proposed
development, this equates to a proportionate land confribution of 43 places x
£1,204 per place = £55,642. -

At present two planning applications (under references 5070/16 and 4963/16)
include land identified for education use but planning permission for neither
site has been granted permission by Mid Suffolk District Coungil. It is therefore
suggested that consideration be given to imposing an appropriate planning

- condition restricting occupation of any dwellings once the capacity of the
existing primary school with additional temporary clagsroom are full. This

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk {P12BX §
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condition can be discharged once construction of the new primary school has
commenced. This recognises the importance that the Government attaches 1o
education provision as set out in paragraphs 38 and 72 of the NPPF.

Temporary classroom costs

The physical constraints of the existing primary school site mean that a
permanent expansion of the school is not possible. Therefore temporary
arrangements will need to be put In place o accommodate the additional
pupils arising from.new homes. -

The DIE publishes Area Guidelings (Building Bulletin 103) for schools which
define the minimum areas of school buildings, playing fields, site etc. Thurston
Church of England Primary Academy is on a very small site with no possibility
of expanding its boundary. It has a capacity of 210 places (1 form of entry) so
according to the guidelines its minimum site area (incdluding playing fields)
should be 11,220 sq m. [t has a site area of 11,169 sq m including a propartion
of the adjacent village field (managed by the Village Playing field Trust) and is
therefore below the minimum site area for a school of this capacity. Therefore,
no more accommodation technically can be added to the school and no
maney will be spent on any permanent accommodation. However schools can
take on extra puplls arising as a “bulge” by providing temporaty classrooms.
This might happen if thers is a sudden spike in the local population, or as in
this case, due o new housing developments providing it is only temporary until
permanent places are provided elsewhore fike a new school. ‘

“The Primary School does not have its own grass playing field. ItIs ailowed to
use the adjacent playing field owned and managed by the Trust. The school
agrees only too use half of it. Installing a double mobile (providing 60 places)
may mean it is located on an area of hard play which wouid reduce the area of
playing field available to the increased number of pupils. So in absolute and
relative terms the area of playing field would reduce L.e. more pupils at the
school sharing less outdoor play area, It is therefore preferable o locate a
temporary classroom on non-playing field land within the school site, such as
part of a car park. '

A Feasibility Study has been commissioned to assess whether the existing
school site has space to accommodate this femporary expansion and it has
confirmed it is possible.

As an Academy the County Council has limited control over their decision
whether or not to accept a temporary building on their site — the Academy .
could refuse to take the extra {temporary) pupils and the County Council would
have limited powers to impose this on them. lain Maxwell (Assistant Senior
infrastructure Officer In SCC’s, Children and Young People Service) met with
fhe Head teacher and 3 Governors on Thursday 26™ January 2017 to explain
the situation. Although there were reservations from the school the overall
response was o accept in principle the installation of the temporary clagsroom

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, lpswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 6
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if it was needed, providing there was evidence that the new school would be
built and open in the early stages of the housing developments to minimise the
length of time the temporary building would remain on site. Formal acceptance
in writing from the school has how been received.

Providing temporary accommodation on the primary school site (a double
mobile) would cost approximately £250,000 (including installation) which we
“expect to be on site for 2-3 years but this is dependent on constiuction
commencing on the new school early on. The costs between renting and
buying are comparative. Should developers prefer to rent and pay for
installation and removal costs this is acceptable to SCG, and an ongoing rental
charge/obligation can be included in the Section 106 agreement. At this stage
SCC doesn't know how many additional houses the District Council or Parish
Gouncil anticipates for the village or when they will be occupied, put we do
know the school cannot cope without this double mobile. Even then this wil
only accommodate 60 pupils, i.e. approximately 240 dwellings and there are
more than this humber in the current undetermined applications for planning
permission. The District Council will need to consider whether a planning
condition to restrict occupation until permanent primary education provision is
available locally that is an acceptable solution to support further development
- once the temporary provision places are used up by additional development.

The proporfionate temporary accommodation contribution is calculated as
follows: '

Cost of a femporaty accommodation £250,000

Cost per place = £250,000/60 = £4,167

Primary age pupils arising from this site is 43 _
Proportionate contribution towards temporary classroom is 43 pupils x
£4,167 per place = £179,181

e » © o

The temporary classroom cost of £250k will be appaortioned-across all
"developments that secure planning permission, hased on dwelling
occupations/pupils arising from each scheme up to the maximum of £250k/60
pupits. The planning obligation will need to be worded in such a way for each
scheme that the maximum they wifl pay will be based on total pupils arising
and/or limited to the 60 places, In theory the 5 schemes could proportionately
split the £250k cost but have a dwelling occupancy restriction once the 60
places have been used up; or any combination of circumstances which may
arise.

Secondary Schools

The catchment secondary schools are Ixworth Free Schoo! and Thurston
Community Coliege. Thurston Community College has the largest secondary
school catchment area in Suffolk. At present there is forecast to be sufficient
surplus places available for pupils forecast to arise from the proposed
development, with any expansion projects currently falling under CIL.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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However against the anticipated leve! of housing growth across the wider area
a full assessment of secondary school requirements needs to be undertaken,
but the initial view is that in due course a new secondary school will be
needed. The best estimate of current cost is in the region of £25m, with a site
of 10 hectares. '

2. Pre-school provision. Education for early years should be considered as part
of addressing the requirements of the NPPF ‘Section 8 Promoting healthy
communities’. It is the responsibility of SGC to ensure that there is sufficient local

. provision under the Childcare Act 2006. The Childcare Act in Secfion 7 sefs outa
duty to secure frée early years provision for pre-school children of a prescribed
age. The current requirement is to ensure 15 hours per week of free provision
over 38 weeks of the year for all 3 and 4 year-olds. The Fducation Act 2011
amended Section 7, introducing the statutory requirement for 15 hours free early
years education for all disadvantaged 2 year olds.

Through the Childcare Act 2018, the Government will be rolfing out an additional
15 hours free childcare to eligible houscholds from September 2017.

At-present, in the Thurston area, there are four settings that offer places (2
childminders, Thurston Preschool and Tinkerbells Day Nursery). From a
development of 175 dwellings, the County Coungcil anticipates around 18 pre-
school pupils eligible for funded early education. Currently there is sufficient
capagity for only 10 pre-school pupils from this development. Based on the scale
of development currently being assessed in Thurston, the proposed legislative
changes and the intention to establish a new primary school (with nursery
provision}, the most practical approach is to establish a new early education
setting on the site of the new primary school which would he a 30 place setting,
providing sufficient capacity for 60 children in total. Our latest estimates are that
a 30 place early education setting costs £500,000 to construct on a site of
approximately 630m2 (note: this includes outdoor play and parking).

The Mid Suffolk Regulation 123 List indicates that new early years settings are
not identified for funding through CIL. A proportionate contribution, based on 8
children of the total 60 who would be accommodated within the new setting, could
be calculated as follows (revised costs from a similar scheme in Suffolk):

e £500,000 construction cost (including land as collocated with the new primary
school) for a new 60 place setting '

o £500,000/60 early years pupils = £8,333 per place

o From 175 dwellings there is the need for 8 additional places

» Therefore 8 pupils X £8,333 per place = £66,664 (201617 costs),

3. Play space provision. Consideration will need to be given to adequate play
space provision. A key document is the ‘Play Matters; A Strategy for Suffoll,
which sets out the vision for providing more open space where children and
young people can play. Some important issues fo consider include:

Fndeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
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a. In every residential area there are a variety of supervised and
unsupervised places for play, free of charge. : : (
b. Play spaces are attractive, welcoming, engaging and accessible for all
local children and young people, inciuding disabled children, and
children from minority groups in the community. ,
c. Local neighbourhoods are, and feel like, .safe, interesting places to play.
d. Routes to children's play spaces are safe and accessible for all
children and young people. ‘ )

4. Transport issues. The NPPF at Section 4 promotes sustainable transpott. A
comprehensive assessment of highways and transport issues is required as part
of any planning application. This will include travel plan, pedestrian and cycle
provision, public transpaort, rights of way, air guality and highway provision (both
on-slte and off-site). Requirements will be dealt with via planning conditions and
Section 106 agreements as appropriate, and infrastructure delivered to
adoptable standards via Section 38 and Section.278. This is being coordinated
by Christopher Fish of Suffolk County Highway Network Management.

In its role as Highway Authority, Suffolk County Gouncil has worked with the
local planning authotities to develop county-wide technical guidance on parking
in light of new national policy and local research. This was adopted by the
County Council in November 2014 and replaces the Suffolk Advisory Parking
Standards (2002). - . :

5. Supported Housing. Section 6 of the NPPF seeks to deliver a wide choice of
high quality homes. Supported Housing provision, including Extra Care/Very
Sheltered Housing providing accommodation for those in need of care,
including the elderly and people with leaming disabililes, may need to be

“considered as part of the overall affordable housing requirement. Following the
replacement of the Lifetime Homes standard, designing homes to Building
Regulations Part M ‘Category M4(2) standard offers a useful way of meeting
this requirement, with a proportion of dwellings being built to ‘Category M43y
standard. In addition we would expect a proportion of the housing andfor land
use to be allocated for housing with care for older people e.g. Gare Home and/or
specialised housing needs, based on further discussion with the Mid Suffolk
housing team to identify local housing neads. '

8. Sustainable Drainage Systems. Section 10 of the NPPF seeks fo meet the
challenges of climate change, fiooding and coastal change. National Planning
Practice Guidance notes that new development should only be considered
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding if priority has been given to the use of
sustainable drainage systems.

On 18 December 2014 the secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government (Mr Eric Pickles) made a Ministerial Written Statement (MWS)
setting out the Government's policy on sustainable drainage systems. In
accordance with the MWS, when considering a major development (of 10
dwellings or more), sustainable drainage systems should be provided Unless
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX
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demonstrated to be inappropriate. The MWS also provides that in
considering: .

‘local planning autharities should consult the relevant lead local flood authority
on the management of surface water; satisfy themselves that the proposed
minimum standards of operation are appropriate and ensure that there are
clear arrangements in place for ongoing maintenance over the lifetime of the
development. The susfainable drainage system should be designed to ensure
that the maintenance and operation requirements are ecohomicaltly
propoitionate.”

The changes set out in the WMS took effect from 08 Aprll 2015.

7. Fire Service. The Suifolk Fire anci Rescue Service requests that early
consideration is given to access for fire vehicles and provision of water for fire-
fighting. The provision of any necessary fire hydrants will nead to be covered by

approptiafe planning conditions.

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) seek higher standards of fires safely in
" dwelling houses and promote the installation of sprinkler systems and can
provided support and advice on their mstaliatmn

Provision of water (fire hydrants) will need to be covered by appropriate planning
conditions at the reserved matiers stage, in agresment with the Suffolk Fire and
Rescue Service. The County Council would encourage a nsk~based approach to-
the installation of autornatic fire sprinklers.

8. Superfast broadband SCC would recommend that all development is equipped
with high spead broadband (fibre optic). This facilitates home working which has
associated benefits for the transport network and also contributes to social
inclusion; it also impacts educational attainment and social wellbeing, as well as

impacting property prices and saleability.

As a minimum, access line speeds should be greater than 30Mbps, using a fibre
based broadband solution, rather than exchange based ADSL, ADSL.2+ or
exchange only connections. The strong recommendation from SCC is that a full
fibre provision should be made, bringing fibre cables to each premise within the
~ development (FTTP/FTTH). This will provide a network mfrastructure which is f t
. for the future and will enable faster broadband.

9. Legal costs. SCC will requnre an undertaking from the app!tcant for the
reimbursément of its reasonable legal costs associated with work on a S106A for
site specific mitigation, whether or not the matter proceeds to completion,

10. Time limit. The above information is time-limited for 6 months only from the date
of this letter, '

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
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‘| consider that the contributions requested are justified and satisfy the requirements
of the NPPF and the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) 122 and 123 Regutations.

[ woulld be grateful if the above information can be presented fo the decision-taker.
The impact on existing infrastructure as set out in the sections above is required to
be clearly stated in the committee report so thatitis understood what the impact of
this developmeant is. The decision-taker must be fully aware of the financial '

consequences.

Yours sincerely,

P § Feeor

Peter Freer MSc MRTPI
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Officer
Strategic Development — Resource Management

cc  Neil MeManus, SGG
. lain Maxwell, 8CC
Peter Robinson, Chairman - Thurston Parish Council
Christine Thurlow, MSDGC
Steve Merry, SCC

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, lpswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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Sent: 25 April 2017 16126
To: Dyian Jones
Subject: RE: Planning applications for 872 houses i Thurston

Dear Dylan, thank you for your ehauiry. Of the & applications we only responded to 5G70/16, the remaining
applications had no environmental constraints in our remit. .

Elood risk

None of the sltes are in areas at risk of fluvial flooding. The assessment aof risk of flooding from surface water s
a matter for the lead local fload authority; suffolk County Councll. :

Foul water disposal

According to our records there should be suffldent headroom within the Thurston Water Recycling Centre
permitted Diy Water Flow to accommodate all 827 dwellings. It is important, however, that you consult
Anglian Water as they are the only ones that can confirm whether the local foul sewers have sufficient
hydraullg capacity. :

The developers of each individual site should already have approached AWS with a Pre-develapivient Enquiry.
However, depending on the timing of those enquiries they may not have considered the cumulative impacts.

Water supply

Thurston fies in an area of water stress, Qur standard water resources comments for this situation are below:

DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT BE COMMITTED AHEAD OF SECURE WATER SUPPLIES :

The development lles within tha area traditionally supplied by Anglian Water Services Ltd. It1s assumed that
water wiit be supplied using existing sources and under existing abstraction llicence permissions, You should
seek advice from the water compan\] to find out if thisis the case, OF @ NEW SOUFCE needs to be developed ora
new abstraction llcence Is sought. We may not be able to recommend a new or increased abstraction licence

where water resources are fully committed to existing abstraction and the environment.
1

THE LOCATION GF DEVELOPMENT SHQULD TAKEINTO CONSIDERATION THE RE!.ATIVE AVAILABILITY OF
EXISTING DEVELOPED WATER RESOURCES

The timing and cost of infrastructure mprovements will be a conslderation. This issue should be discussed
with the water company. o

EVERY OPPORTUNITY SHOULD BE TAKEN TO BUILD WATER EFFICIENCY INTO NEW DEVELOPMENTS, AND
INNOVATIVE APPROACHES SHOU LD BE ENCOURAGED. ‘

. Waesupports all inltiatives aimed at reducing water use. The extent of water efficiency measures adopted will
affect the demand for water for the development and we would expect that this wili he taken into
consideration, Itls assummed that new houses will be constructad with water meters fitied. Other water saving
measures fhat we wish to see incorporated include 1ow flush toilets, low flow showerheads, water butis for
gardens etc. We support greywaier recycling as it has the potentlal to reduce water consumption in the
average household by up to a5% [f achieved in a safe and hygienic manner. ,

1t is the responsibility of the applicant to'ensure that no local water features {including streams, ponds, lakes,
ditches or drains) are detrimentally affected, this Includes both licensed and unlicensed abstractions.

1§ the proposal requires an abstraction licence, itis recommended that the applicant contact our permitiing
centre, Depending on water resources avallability a licence may not be able to he granted.

| trust this information is useful.
" Graham Steel

Sustainable Places Planning Advisor
East Anglia area Fast




Interhal 58389

External 02 03 02 58389

. Mohile 07845 875238

q_raham.steel@en\'fironment-aqencv.qov.uk
htips://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency
hitps://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-assessment-for-planning-applications
https:/fwww.gov.u!{/flood—riskwassessment--lnca!—plannlng—authoritles
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From: Khan Wasil [ malito;Waslh Khan@networkrail.co.uk] On Behalf Of Town Planning SE

Seni: 03 May 2017 11:57
To: Planning Admin

Ce: Town Planning SE -
Subject: Consultalion on Planning Application 2797716 / Highfleld, Norton Road, Thurston, Bury St

Edmunds, IP31°3QH / {(anglia) o

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you very much for consulting with Network Rail in regards to application 2797/16 and offering

us the opportunity to comment.
We have reviewed the application above and assessed the further combined developments which

include the below planuing applications.

2797116 / Highfield, Norton Road, Thurston, Bury St Edmunds, 1P31 3QH — 175 dwellings
4963/16 / Land west of Txworth Road, Thurston 1P31 3PB — 250 dwellings.

4942/16 / Land at Meadow Lane, Thurston TIP3 1 3QG — 64 dwellings

4386/16 / Land on the west side of Barton Road, Thurston IP31 3NT - 138 dwellings
5070/16 - Land at Norton Road, Thutston — 200 dwellings ) .

*» = & »

We note the five submitted developments have a total residential occupancy of approximately 827
Units,

It should be noted that Network Rail’s strategy is o close level crossings wherever possible as this -
removes atly interface where a person or vehicle could be struck by a train. Therefore the major
concetn for Network Rail in ‘telation to these proposals, is the Barrow level Crossing at Thurston
Station. Historically we have seen a number of issues at this crossing and cannot accept additional
impact and forther nsage unless mitigation and measures are introduced; therefore the preferred option
in this location would be to close the {evel crossing,

‘The safety justification for closure of the crossing is set out below:




Thurston station level crossing is a footpath crossing with miniature watning lights located at the end
of the platforms at Thurston. The crossing traverses two lines and is 8.9m in length, equating to a user
requirement of 11.35 seconds to traverse the crossing, with a required sighting distance of 381m, of
which there is currently insufficient sighting but this is mitigated by the miniature warning lights,

Ttains run frequently over the crossing with approximately 124 trains running at up to 75mph for 24
hours per day with stopping and non-stopping trains.

Pasticular factots have to be considered for the safety of those using the crossing., Network Rail has a
standard Risk Assessment tool called ALCRM (All Level Crossing Risk Model), which determines
the predictive level of 1isk at a levei crossing based on a variety of factors, including misuse, frain
information, number of users, the environment , available sighting efc. Based on the information
entered, ALCRM calculates the risk score which generates an individual risk to auser (AtoM) and a
collective risk (1 to 13) with A and 1 being the highest calculated risk.

Witlin these 1isk bands, ALCRM also calculates a Fatality & Weighfed Tnjuries (FWI) score, When A
the last ALCRM assessment was undertaken in July 2015, Thurston level crossing’s risk scote was
calculated as 0.001924552 (D4), which is outside of ALCRM’s high risk categories.

The proposed residential development will see the usage at this etossing increase to a greater leve
and therefore mitigation options to decrease the risk will need to be exploted in order for Network

Rail to support the planning application.
Without definitive numbets, the increase in pedestrian footfall has been modelled in ALCRM as

follows: .

s 75 Pedestrians per day: D4 with a FWI1 of 0.001924552 (Last census)
& 120 Pedestrians per day 4 with a FW1 of 0,003079283
» 150 Pedestrians per day D4 with a PW1of 0.003849104
» 200 Pedestrians per day . D3 with a FWIof0.005132138

As you can see the FWI rises, with 200 pedestrians a day this would move the crossing into a High
risk category. Cutrently a new risk assessment is being catried out and from a safety perspective if
the development were to be approved then the level crossing will see a significant increase in
pedestrian usage (cuttently 75 users per day). In all of the aforementioned pedestrian scenarios, there
would be a marked iricrease in the tisk profile at this level crossing which would thetefore be
unacceptable,

Given the increase in risk and increased usage at the station, we believe the development will have a
severe effect on safety unless mitigation measures are introduced and condributions are provided in
order to fund the closure of the crossing. The measures requited fo close the crossing are outlined in
the attached feasibility report. In light of the 5 applicatiohs coming forward, we believe the only fair
and reasonable solution would be for the applicants to share the cost of the crossing closure. The cost
of the closure is estimated to be £1million, which equates to £1209.19 per dwelling,

Having assessed the likely safety implications which would be likely to occur as a result of increased
pedestrian traffic on the level crossing in this location, Network Raif recommend that no objection be
raised subject to the applicants entering into a legal agreement which provides £1209,19 multiplied by
the amount of dwellings which are petmitted, to enabie the closure of the level erossing.

Reasan: To ensure safe and suifable access can be provided in accordance with Patagraph 32 of the
NPPFE,




Kind Regards,

Wasil Khan
. Town Planning Technician, Properiy

Neatwork Rail

&M Floor

1 Eversholt Strest

London NW1 2DN

Tel: 07734 648485
E:'Wasil.khan@networkrail.co.uk
www.networkraif.co.ukfproperty

Wil Qur Lifesaving Rules
s (DEIEEEEMNE)

From: planningadmin@midsuffolk.gov.uk {mailto:planningadmin@rmidsutfolk.gov. uk]

Sent: 06 April 2017 15:20 .

Ta: Town Planning SE

Subject: Consultation on Planning Appllcation 2797/16 / Highfleld, Norton Road, Thurston, Bury St
Edmunds; IP31 3QH / response deadline 20/04/2017 / (anglia) '

Gorrespondence from MSDC Planning Services,
Locétion: Highfieid, Nortén_Road, Thurston, Bury St Edmunds, P31 3QH

Proposal; Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of acress
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with assoclated car parking,
landscaping, public open space areas, allotments, and vehicular access from Sandpit Lane
and Norton Read

We have received an application on which we would like you to comment. A consultation
lefter is attached. To view detalls of the planning -application online please click here




We request your comiments regarding this application and these should reach Us

within 14 days. Please make these online when viewing the application.

The planning policies that appear to be relevant to this case are GP1, NPPF, GSFR-FCH1,
H17, HB13, RT12, CL8, CSFR-FC1.1, SB3, Cor1, Cor2, Cor5, Cor6, Gorg, CSFR-FC2, 19,
- T10, HB1, which can ‘

be found In detail in the Mid Suffolk Local Plan.

We look forward fo recelving your comments.

Emails sent to and from this organisation will be menitored in accordance

with the law to ensure compliance. with policies and to minimize any security risks.
The information contained in this email or any of its attachments may be

privileged or confidential and is intended for the exclusive use of the addressee.

Any unauthorised use may be unlawful, If you recoive this email by mistake,

please advise the sender immediately by using the reply facility in your email software,
Opinions, conclusions and other information in this email that do not relate

to the official business of Mid Suffolk District Council shall be

understood as neither given nor endorsed by Mid Suffolk District Council,

***********$****$**$*$**$$$****$*****************$*$*****$*$************$**

ekl Rl

The content of this email (and any attachment) is confidential. It may also be legally
privileged or otherwise protected from disclosure. :

This email should not be used by anyone who is not an original intended recipient, not may it
be copied or disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake ploase notify us by emailing the sender, and then
delete the emall and any copies from your system,

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sender's own and ot
made on behalf of Networl: Rail.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No, 2904587,
registered office Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London; NW1 2DN

**************$*$*********************************$*$$*$*$*$***************
*$*$**$***$******$*$$*$****$$$*$*$*$*$$**$$********$********$****$*******$*
kg okkok




ISuffolk

=" County Council

Your Ref: MS/2797/16
Our Ref: 570MCON\2797\16
Date: 8" June 2017
_Highways Enguiries to: steven.merry@suffolk.gov.uk

All planning enguiries should be sent to the Local Planning Autho%ity.
Email: planningadmin@baberghmidsuffolic.gov.uk

The Planning Officer

Mid Suifolk District Council
Council Offices

131 High Street

Ipswich’

Suffolk

iP6 8DL

For the Atfention of: Dylan Jones

Dear Dylan,
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING AGT 1990 - CONSULTATION RETURN MS/2797/16

PROPOSAL: Cutline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellingﬁ with -

assoclated car parking, landscaping, public open space dreas, allotments,

and vehicular access from SandpitiLane and Norton Road

LOCATION: * Land To The South Of, Norton Road, Thurston, IP31 3QH

ROAD CLASS: u

Notice is hereby given that the County Councll as Highway Authority does not object to the proposal
subject to the imposition of the conditions shown below on any permission fo be granted and the
completion of-a $106 planning obiigation to lts satlsfactlon

Proposed Highway Conditions

1. Condition: The new estate road junction with Sandpit Road inclusive of cleared land within the sight
splays to this junction as shown on drawing no. IP15_127 _11_SK002 Rev. C (Appendix F Transport
Assessment published 18 November 2018) must be formed prior to any other works comimencing or
delivery of any other materials, The visibility splays shall thereafter-be retained in the specified form.
Notwithstanding the provisions of Pari'2 Class A of the Town & Country Planning (General Permitted
Development) Order 1995 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order with or without
maodification) no obstruction over 0.6 metres high shall be erected, constructed, planted or permitied
to grow within the areas of the visibility splays. .

Reason: To ensure a safe access to the site Is provided before other works.

2. Condition: Before the development is commenced, details of the estate roads, cycletracks and
footpaths, (including layout, levels, gradients, surfacing and means of surface water dramage) shall
be submltted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that roadsffootways are designed and constructed to an acceptable standard and
in the interests of promeoting sugtainable development,

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
www, suffolk.gov.uk




3. Condition: Prior to the commencement of any part of the development, details of the proposed tree
planting and landscaping including root management measures shall be submitted fo and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Autharity and shall be carried out as approved.

Reason: To ensure that visibility splays and estate roads remain unobstructed by proposed planting in
the interests of highway safety; to enstre new trees are hot planted too close to carriageways to be
. lawfully replaced if they become highways and to prevent damage to the roads.

4. Condition: Before the development hereby permitted is commenced a Construction Management
Plan shall have been submitted to and approved in wriling by the'Local Planning Authority.
Construction of the development shall not be carried out other than in accordance with the approved
construction management plan. The Construction Management Plan shall include the following
matters:

a) parking and turning for vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors
b) loading and unloading of plant and materials '
s)-piling-teshnigues
@) storage of plant and materials ‘ :
e) programme of works (including measures for traffic management and operating hours)
f) provision of boundary hoarding.and lighting ‘
WMW&%@MWMM
i heaqaaﬁ&en#enmem—iprtepmsﬁwate%quanﬂwn&quaﬁty
) details of proposed means of dust suppression and noise mitigation
j) details of measures to prevent mud from vehicles leaving the site during construction
k) hau! routes for construction traffic on the highway network and
- 1) monitoring and review mechanisms. :
NWW%%M%%%%WMM%%WM&W&%IWM%
%tﬁmmmmmmwmm
Outside the hours-of-0800-—1300-op-Saturdays
On-Sundays-and-on-public-holidays :
Reason: In the interests of highway safety residential-amenity-and-to ensure compliance with the
Local Pian. , :
Note: the struck through elements of the above condition aren‘t considered necessary or in deed
acceptable by the highway authority but may be relevant for other reasons.

5. Gondition; Before the development is commenced details of the areas fo be provided for the
manoauvring and parking of vehicles including secure cycle storage and electric vehicle charging
infrastructure shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the L.ocal Planning Authority. The
approved scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the development is brought into use and
shall be retained thereafter and used for no other purpose,

Reason; To ensure the provision and long term maintenance of adequate on-site space for the
parking and manoeuvring of vehicles, where on-street parking and manoeuvring would be detrimental
to highway safety and further to National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 35.

8. Condition: Before the developraent is commenced details of the areas to be provided for the storage
" and presentation for collaction of Refuse/Recycling bins shall be submitted to and approved in wiiting

by the Local Planning Authority.
The approved scheme shall be carried out in its entirety before the development is brought into use

and shall be retained thereafter for no other purpose.

Reason: To ensure that refuse recycling bins are not storéd on the highway causing obstruction and
dangers for other users. This is necessary to avoid inadequate space being provided.

7. Condition: Before the development of each dwelling plot is commenced details shalt be submitted to
and -approved in writing by the L ocal Planning Authority showing the means to prevent the discharge
of surface water from the development plot and its access onto the estate roads. The approved
scheme(s) shall be carried outin their entirety before the dwelling(s) are first occupied and shall be
retained thereafter in its approved form,

4

Endeavour House, 8§ Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
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Reason: To prevent hazards caused by flowing water or ice on the estate roads, which are
prospective highways. This is necessary to ensure adequate drainage measures can and are

installed.
Note: The above condition may be incorporated into an overarching drainage condition.

3. Condition: Before the development is commenced details shall be submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority showing the means to prevent the discharge of surface water
from the development onto the highway. This shall include how the surface water will be disposed of.
The approved scheme shall be carried outin its entirely befors the access s first used and shall be

retained thereafter in its approved form.

Reasonh! To prevent hazards caused by flowing water or ice on the highway. This is necessary
because detalls have not been submitted to demonstrate how this will be achieved at the proposed

access.

8. Condition: No dwelling shall be occupied until the highway improvements shown on drawing no. .
IP15_127 11_SK002 Rev. C including local carriageway widening, bus stops including shelters and
footways alang Sandpit Lane have been substantially completed.

Reason: In the interasts of highway safety and sustainable development.

10. Condition: No dwelling shall be occupied until a footWay along Ghurch Road as shown on drawing
1P15/127/11/SK04 with street lighting has been substantially completed.

Reason: In the interests of highway safety and sustainable development,

11. Condition: No dwelling shall be occupied until the carriageways and footways serving that dwelling
have been constructed to at least Binder course level or better in accordance with the approved
details except with the written agreement of the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensureAthat satisfactory access is provided for the safely of residents and the public.

12. Note: The existing street lighting system may be affected by this proposal. The applicant must
contact the Street Lighting Engineer of Suffolk County Council, telephone 01284 758859, In prder to
agree any necessary alterationsfadditions to be carried out at the expense of the developer. The

design of street lighting and any tree planing interrelate. :

13. Note: The works within the public highway wil be.required to be designed and constructed in
accordance with the County Council's specification. :
The applicant will be required to enter into a legal agreement under the provisions of Section 278 of
the Highways Act 1980 relating to the consiruction and subsequent adoption of the highway
improvements. Amongst other things the Agreement wili cover the specification of the highway
‘works, safety audit procedures, construction and supervision and inspection of the works, bonding
arrangements, indemnity of the Gounty Council regarding noise insulation and land compensation
claims, commuted sums, and changes to the existing street lighting and signing as necessary.

Proposed $106 Obligations.

1. Highway Improvement Contribution: £3733 contribution towards a Traffic Regulation Order (TRO) and
associated works to extend the existing 30mph of speed limit on Norton Road eastwards to improve
road safety for road users associated with the development. Payable prior to occupation of the first

dwelling.

2. Highway Pedestrian Crossing improvement Contribution: £19108 Contribution towards provision of
pedestrian crossing facilities at Norton Road / Station Hill / Ixworth Road junction to provide improved
pedestrian access to the Academy and mitigate increase pedestiian and vehicle use. Payable on
occupation of the first dwelling. :

Endeavour House, 8 Russall Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
www.suffolk.gov.uk




3. Highway Capacity imprbvement Contribution: £60308 Contribution towards improvements at the A143
Bury Road / C691 Thurston Road/ C649 Brand Road, junction at Great Barton to mitigate congestion
at peak periods. Payable on commencement of work on site.

4. Highway Safety Improvement Contribution: £11046 Contribution towards safety improvements at the
693 Thurston Road / C892 Thurston Road / C693 New Road including a contribution towards
40mph speed limit on the C692 Thurston Road to improve road safety and mitigate increased use.
Payable on commencement of the first dwelling. '

All the above contributions must be appropriately index linked. Any of the above contributions unspent or
not committed 5 years following occupation of the final dwelling to be repaid.

To ensure there is sufficient resource for Suffolk County Council to engage with the Travel Plan and
provide assurance that the Travel Plan will be implemented i full; the following Section 106 confributions
are requlred: :

5. Travel Plan Travel Plan Evaluation and Support Contribution - £1,000 per annum from occupation of
the 100th dwelling for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the final dwelling,
whichever is longer. : :

This is to cover Suffolk County Gouncll officer time working with the Travel Plan Coordinator and agreeing
new targets and ohjectives throughout the full duration of the travel plan. If the contribution is not paid
Suffolk County Council may not be able to provide sufficient resource to assisting the ongoing
implementation and monitoring of the travel plan, which may result in the failure of the Trave! Plan to
mitigate the highway impact of this development.

6. Travel Plan Implementation Bond, or cash deposit - £1 04,631 (£598 per dwelling — based on the
estimated cost calculated by Suffotk County Councit of fully implementing the travel plan). This is to
cover the cost of implementing the travel plan on behalf of the developer If they fail to deliver it

themselves. .

The Implementation of the Travel Plan should be secured solely by Section 106 obligations. A planning '
condition will be insufficient due to the size and possible phasing of the development, Therefore, the
following elements of the Travel Plan should be secured by Section 106 obligations:

7.. Implementation of the Interim Travel Plan (when approved)
8. Provision of an approved welcome pack to each dwelling on first occupation
‘9. Approval and full implementation of the Full Residential Travel Plan on occupation of the 100th
dwelling. ' -
10, Monitoring the Travel Plan for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the final
dwelling, whichever is longer. )
41. Securing and implementing remedial Travel Plan measures if the agreed reduction of vehicular use
targets are not achieved, or if the frip rate in the Transport Assessment is exceeded when the site is

occupled

Comments;

1. Planning applications have been submitted to develop five sites around the village of Thurston. H{was -
recognised at an early stage by the Planning Authority and Highways Authority that coliaboration
between all parties could provide a more effective package of infrastructure improvements supporting
these developments than could be obtained by treating each as an individual application. The proposed
Highway Conditions and Obligations in this letter are a result of the collaboration between Developers,
their Agents, the Local Planning Authority and the Highways Authority over a number of months. Itis
recognised that the measures will not resolve all transport issues in and around Thurston but are
proportional to the scale of development and mitigate those issues that are considered through the

data presented to be severe.

Endeavour House, 8 Russeli Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
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. If ahe or more of the five sites are not granted approval by the Local Planning Authority it is strongly

recommended that the conditions-and obligations contained in this response are reconsidered so that
they provide robust mitigation for the impact of those sites granted planning permission. '

. Foliowing this application, the applicant submitted a duplicate planning application ref MS/5010/16. A

separate response will be provided for that application

. The reasons for refusal given in our lefter dated 27th October 2(I}1 6 relating to access from Norton

- Road have been addressed through the revised details including drawing no. Thur/01 Rev C ~

Development Framework Plan, If considered in isolation from the fouy subsequent major development
applications in Thurston, notably application reference MS/5070/16 on tand on the north side (opposite}
of Norton Road, there is no reason remaining to refuse the proposal on transport grounds that cannot
be addressed through conditions or 8108 obligations. h

It is recommended that a footway with street lighting be provided to link to the footpath leading to the
existing primary school and wider community to the south and the open space. shows this footway and

_ appears to be feasible. This ought to be pravided before demand ta use it will first arise from the new

residents occupying the site,

Improvements to the surfacing of the footpath (Thurston Public Footpa{h 6), to make it useable all year, '
can be secured by condition. Likewise, connecting paths into the body of the development must be
usable all year. This is directly relevant to the development, as children would not be expected to use

this length of Church Road or onsite paths otherwise.

_ Contributions 1 {0 4 and the costs attributed fo each of the five development sites assume a

collaborative approach to mitigating increase use of the public highway resulting from the five proposed

. developments in the Thurston area as outlined in our letter of the 10th March 2017. If this application Is

determined as a stand-alone application these conditions and contributions would need to be re-
assessed '

Whereas with no development on the north side of Norton Road there would be reduced reason for
pedestiians from the Hopkins Homes development to use the footpath between Norton Read and
Church Road to access Norton Road. The potential refocation of the primary school would make this
route more attractive for residents of the east side of the site and beyond. In the interests of
sustainable development overall, safe pedestrian access between the sites should be facilitated or at

least not thwarted by the layout of the development.

Advisory comments only regarding internal road layout were made previously. One such comment -
refarred to emergency access and it is noted that the main access road to the east half of the site
includes a 3.7m wide footway/fcycle track to reduce fo a minimum the likelihood of complete obstruction
of the sole access route. 1h addition, the advice regarding preferable ocations of trees appears fo have

been heeded.

10. The revised Interim Residential Travel plan dated 2nd November 2016 is better than the original but is

1.

still not considered to be adequate.

One Issue is the lack of any suitable measures to encourage the residerits to travel sustainably. The
provision of information alone in the proposed Welcome Packs will not be adequate, In common with
other similar large residential proposals in suffolk and at a minimum, itis recommended that a mulii-
modal voucher to the value of two monthly rail season tickets to Bury St Edmunds, of bus tickets or
cycie voucher of equivalent vaiue should be offered to each dwelling to incentivise sustainable travel
in a meaningful manner. This will allow up fo two residents per dwelling to experience the use of
sustainable transport for enough time to potentially establish a routine. |f this measure is
implemented correctly {i.e. the resident must apply for the voucher through the Travel Plan
Coordinator) it can also be cost-effective and provide additional monitoring for the Travel Plan.

" 42, There is still no reference to any remedial measures in the event the 10% modal shift in favour of

- gustainable transport is not achieved at the end of the Travei Plan monitoring period. The use of
remedial measures is supported by the following paragraph of the Travel Plans, Transport
Assessments and Statements In Decision Taking section of the 2014 Planning Practice Guidance:

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, ipswich, Suffolk [P% 2BX
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“Travel Plans should identify the specific required outcomes, targets and measures, and sef out clear
future monitoring and management arrangemonts all of which should be proportionate. They should
also consider what additional measures may be required fo offset unacceptable impacts if the targets
should not be met” Therefore, some suitable remedial measures, such as resubmitting welcome
packs and off-site smarter cholces should be included in the Travel Plan. Also, there is no reference
to the Travel Plan issues that will need to be overcome with hard infrastructure, such as the links to

the two schools.

13. There have besn improvements to the baseling data and monitoring duration proposed in Travet Plan,
so those issues have been resolved.

Yours sincerely,

Steve Merry
Transport Policy and Development Manager
Strategic Development — Resource Management

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk iP12BX
: www. susfoll.gov.uk _




From: Steve Merry )

Sent: 12 June 2017 18:07

To: Dylan Jones

Cc: Philip Isbell; Neil McManus; Christopher Fish
Subject: Thurston Matrix

Dylan

Matrix as requested
Regards

steve

Steve Merry

Transport Policy and Development Manager
Resource Management

Suffolk Caunty Council

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk
Pl 2BX

-Tel: 01473 341497
Email: steven.merry@suffolk.gov.uk
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