Subject:FW: Mid Suffolk District Council Planning Applications 5070/16, 2797/16, 4963/16, 4942/16,
'4386/16

From: jillian rowland
Sent: 11 July 2017 21:53
To: sajid.javid. mp@parliament.uk

Cc: BMSDC Planning Mailbox; Sarah Manse!; John Levantis; Jane Storey -
Subject: Mid Suffolk District Council Planning Applications 5070/16 2797116, 4963/16 942/§
4386/16

Dear Mr. Javid,

Thurston Parish Councll have informed my Council of the above applications dug 1o be determined by the
MSDC Planning Referrals Committee on 12th July.

My Council would like to make the following observations and comments for consideration:

1. These sites will deliver approximately 830 dwellings. It is considered this will create pressure on the
surrounding small village roads.

2. Although there is consideration for primary school provision, there is sfill likely to be an impact on our
small village school which s already full, and suffers, like most schools, from traffic congestion around the
school and village hall car park.

3. There will also be a large impact on Thurston Upper School.

4. The general infrastructure in and around Thurston wilt be siretched.

5. Medical provision both GP and Hospital will be required, as will retail outlets. With the closure of rural
police stations, policing will be stretched.

6. Broadband in certain areas is very poor. Currently large sections of Norton are still unable to access
fibre optic broadband.

My Council would look to be informed of the decision of these applications in due course.

Yours sincerely,




Jillian Rowland (Mrs)

Clerk to Norton Parish Council




From:Thurston Parish Council

Sent:11 Jul 2017 13:14:56 +0100

To:BMSDC Planning Area Team Yellow;Dylan Jones
Subject:RE: Planning Re-consultation Request - 4942/16

Dear Dylan,

Having considered the revised plans submitied for the above application the Parish Coungil has the
following comrments to make:

The Parish Council is concerned that the re-consultation upon which it has been asked to comment has
taken such a time to appear and be sent out. The Parish Council has been informed, and can see, that the
revised plans were regisiered on 9th May 2017 but did not appear on the planning portal until late in the
afternoon on 23rd June and then only after questions and prompting from residents of the village. The
Parish Council is concerned at this course of events and seeks reassurances that no further plans have been
omitted from the planning portal.

With reference to the revised plans the Parish Council is concerned that

- No mitigation measures have been submitted to counter the impact the development will have on the
residential amenities enjoyed by those on the west boundary

- Waste bins — thers is no explanation or congideration as to how the collection system for waste bins will
be handled nor is there any indication as to where will they be deposited or if there are is to be one per
property or a communal collection point.

- There is an issue regarding the impact of linkape roads, of houses facing Norton Road together with
driveways on site entrance section of road, The concern arises from the impact on safety for all road users
arising from a number of vehicles within such a confined area

- The applicant’s submission refers to 2 bus stops on Norton Road — clatification is needed as to whether
they are 1o be reinstated as currently there is only one ouiside of Rylands — and will they be opposite one
another or be offset.

~Council noted that the document to which the MSDC Housing Enabling Officers had referred fo in an
email and the one that was migsing from the website related to a response from the Housing Manager’s
original response which didn’t have the right number of houses in it so it didn’t add up to 35% of the
scheme amount. This has now been amended and the correct report is now on the website,

Regards

Vicky

Mis V S Waples

Clerk & Proper Officer to the Council
Thurston Parish Council

New Green Centre

Thurston

P31 3TG

Telephone: 01359 232854
Website: www.thurston.suffolk.cloud

----- Onriginal Message-----
From: planningyellow@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk [mailto; p]annmgyellow@baberghm;dsuffo]k gov.uk




Sent: 27 June 2017 15:05
To: Thurston Parish Council <infof@thurstonparishcouncil.gov.uk>
Subject: Planning Re-consultation Request - 4942/16

Please find attached planning re-consultation request Istter relating to planning application - 4942/16 -
Land At Meadow Lane, Thurston IP31 3QG, ,

Kind Regards
Planning Support Team

Emails sent to and from this organisation will be monitored in accordance with the law o 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 receive 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 Babergh District Council and/or Mid Suffolic
District Council shall be understood as neither given nor endorsed by Babergh District Conneil and/or Mid
Suffolk District Council.




From: Dylan Jones

Sent: 29 August 2017 15:19

To: BMSDC Planning Area Team Yellow
Subject: FW: Thurston Development

Can the e-mail below be Idoxed in all of the cases listed in it and also for case 5010/16 which is not
listed in there.

Thanks.
Dylan Jones

Erom: Wilson Hannah [mailto:hWilsond@anglianwater.co.uk]

Sent: 21 August 2017 14:06

To: Dylan Jones <Dylan.Jones@baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk>; ‘grahamdixon10@gmail.com’
<grahamdixonl0@email.com>

Subject: Thurston Development

Dear Dylan Jones and Graham Dixon

Our Pre Development engineer has undertaken an assessment of the cumulative
impact of all the following proposed developments in Thurston:

2797/16 — 175 dwellings -

4386/16 ~ 138 dwellings

4942/16 - 64 dweilings

4963/16 - 250 dwellings

5070/16 - 200 dwellings

Whilst they will increase the flow in the network, they will not cumulatively
cause an unacceptable risk of flooding as the connection points are spread over
more than one specific sewer run.

I hope this helps.

Kind regards,

Hannah Wilson

Pre-Development Planning Manager

Developer Services

Anglian Water Services Limited

Tel Ofﬁc: 345 0265 458

" arpe Woaod, Peterborough, PE3 6WT
www.anglianwater.co.uk ’
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The information contained in this message is likely to be confidential and may be
legally privileged. The dissemination, distribution, copying or disclosure of this
message, or its contents, is strictly prohibited unless authorised by Anglian Water.
It is intended only for the person named as addressee.

Anglian Water cannot accept any responsibility for the accuracy or completeness of
this message, and does not authorise any coniract to be made using the Internet.

If you have received this message in error, please immediately return it to the
sender at the above address and delete it from your computer,

Anglian Water Services Limited

Registered Office: Lancaster House, Lancaster Way, Ermine Business Park, Huntingdon,
Cambridgeshire, PE29 6XU

Registered in England No 2366656

Please consider the environment before printing this email,




Our Ref: 570/CON/Thurston :
Date: 13" September 2017 " County Council
Enquiries to:  Steve Merry

Tel: 01473 341497

Email: . steven.merry@suffolk.gov.uk

The Planning Officer

Mid Suffolk District Council
Council Offices

131 High Street

Ipswich

Suffolk

IP6 8DL

For the Attention of: Dylan Jones

Dear Dylan
Thurston Cumulative Development: Network Rail Proposals
LOCATION: Thurston, Suffolk

As part of the ongoing study of the cumulative impact of the proposed developments in Thurston
Suffolk County Council (SCC), as a statutory consultee for Highways, wishes to record the
following comments on the consuitation response and supporting feasibility study relating to the
crossing at Thurston Station provided by Network Rail.

SCC strongly supports improvements to the safe provision of sustainable and public transport and
recognises Network Rail's concerns about the safety of the pedestrian rail crossing. However,
there are several issues that affect the public highway which would require resolution to produce a
scheme acceptable to SCC. We would encourage further dialog with Network Rail to resolve these
issues.

The highway issues identified are:

+ Widening the footway under the bridge as proposed will push vehicles using Barton Road
to the west. As the bridge is an arched structure this may reduce the available headroom
and the increase risk of bridge strikes. If this necessitates a lowering of the existing height
this will affect the of the highway by large vehicles, possibly diverting them onte other less
suitable routes. It is acknowledged that reducing the road to a single lane would have the
advantage or removing the risk of high sided vehicles trying to pass each other under the
bridge which it is understood already results in bridge strikes.

¢ Signalisation of the junctions adjacent to the rail bridge is likely to reduce road capacity
increasing congestion. We would look for Network Rail to undertake a Transport
Assessment to measure this. The scope of the Transport Assessment will need to be
agreed with SCC in advance. Preliminary studies by SCC are that the junctions within the
mltlgatton area have the capacity to accommodate the proposed developments but that this
is based on the existing unimpeded network.

e The design indicates visibility to signal heads one step down from DMRB. A Road Safety
Audit will be required to ensure that the proposed layout is safe.

s The modifications to the highway require third party land not under control of Network Rail
or SCC. Clarity of how this land is to be brought into the control of Network Rail or SCC is
vital to show that these proposals are deliverable.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
www.suffolk.gov.uk




s The pick-up area is close to the junction and SCC has concerns that these may cause
safety issues such as conflicts between vehicles leaving this area and through traffic

¢ Details of the footway will need to be provided to conclude a S278 agreement. SCC would
expect street lighting to be provided for the new footway.

It is noted by SCC that alternative methods have been used to mitigate pedestrian safety
concerns elsewhere in Suffolk, for example the gated crossing at Halesworth Station. We
would encourage similar innovative solutions for Thurston.

Yours sincerely,

Steve Merry
Transport Policy and Development Manger
Resource Management




Ty Suffolk

Our Ref: 5070/16, 4942/16, 2797/16, 5010/16, 4386/16 & = County Council

4963/16

Date: 12" October 2017

Enquiries to: Steve Merry

Tek: 1473 341497

Email: steven.merry@suffolk.gov.uk

The Planning Officer

Mid Suffolk District Council
Councit Offices

131 High Street

Ipswich

Suffolk

IPG 8DL

For the Attention of: Ben Elvin

Dear Ben
Cumulative Development in Thurston

This letter updates Suffolk County Council’s position as the Highways Authority on the five
planning applications that were presented to the Mid Suffolk District Council Planning Committee
‘on the 12% July 2017.

Of the five applications four were granted minded to approve and one minded to not approve
decisions by the Planning Committee. The main reason for the minded to decisions was the
committee’s requirement for further transport studies to be undertaken to demonstrate that the
cumulative development did not create a severe impact on the highway network.

Suffolk County Council, as Highways Authority commissioned AECOM to undertake further
studies. The additional study formed two parts

« Investigation of the proposed mitigation at the A143 Bury Road { Thurston Road ‘Bundbury
Arms’ junction to determine if the proposed scheme is deliverable and can deliver the
necessary additional capacity

e To add further detail to the study of individual junctions and roads within the village of
Thurston.

The collaborative partnership between the Applicants, Mid Suffolk District Council and Suffolk
County Council that was developed during the planning process was continued with all parties
contributing to the cost of this independent study.

A143 Bury Road / C631 Thurston Road/ €649 Brand Road

The main issue at this junction indicated by early studies was the lack of capacity. Queueing
occurs on Thurston Road approaching the A143 in the morning and on the A143 in the evening
due to vehicles from Bury St Edmunds turning into Thurston Road. The proposed mitigation is to
introduce right hand turn lanes with traffic signals to control the junction.




Drawing ref 60445024-SKCC_004-A (Fig 1 below) shows the indicative layout. A reduction in
vehicle speeds is required due to the narrow lanes which in tumn are restricted by the available
highway land. During the detailed design, every effort will be made to increase the width of the
janes although the requirement for the reduced speed limit will remain ‘
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Fig 1: AECOM Drawing ref: 60445024-SKCC_004-A
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Fig 2: A143! Thurston Road Junction capacity

Without any highway improvements and with the proposed development the junction wili be
operating at considerable over capacity. Junction modelling indicates that the proposed traffic
signal option will increase capadity although with the proposed development the junction will be
close to the theoretical capacity in 2021.

. As part of the study a Road Safety Audit was undertaken. Although this has raised a number of
design issues it Is considered that these can be addressed during the design process.




Transport study of roads in Thurston

The AECOM technical note 60445024 ‘Thurston Cumulative Impact Assessment Part 2’
summarises the traffic impact of the development in terms of '
e 2017 base
e 2021 baseline traffic (ie growth but no development)
e 2021 baseline traffic (including growth) plus 689 dwellings (four minded to developments)
¢ 2021 baseline traffic (including growth) plus 827 dwellings (all five developments)

Table 10 in the report sumrarised the junction dafa and this is replicated as Fig 3.

»  Red: Over capacity (above 1 RFC})
«  Orange: Operating close to capacity (above 0.85 RFC)
+  Green: Operating under capacity (below 0.85 RFC)

Table 10: Summary of Junction Capacity Assessments 2021 scenarios

C691 Barton Road f C562 Station
Hill Three Arm Mini Roundabout
C560 Beyton Road / G692
Thurston Road / U4920
Thedwastre Road Crossroads
{Pokeridge Comer)
€693 Thurstan Road / C692
Thurston Road Crossroads
Fishwick Comer
C559 Norton Road / C562 Ixworth
Road { C562 Station Hill staggered

Crossroads

C631 Barton Road / C559 Norton
Road 'T" Junction

Fig 3: Summary of Junction Capacities

The €560 Beyton Road / C692 Thurston Road / U4920 Thedwastre Road (Pokeriage Corner)
junction with full development is close to capacity in 2021. This results in a maximum queue length
of 5 vehicles in the am peak. This is not considered o be severe impact.

The C692 / C693 Thurston Road (Fishwick Corner) junction is operating close to capacity in 2017
and 2021 without any development. With either studied scale of development the junction will be
operating significantly over capacity in the morning peak with queues of 40 (689 dwellings) and 54
(829 dwellings) vehicles. This degree of congestion caused concern to the Highways Authority and
further work was undertaken to identify any potential mitigation to reduce this (see below).

The 691 Barton Road under the railway bridge is operating above capacity in the am peak. No
mitigation has been identified that may alleviate this, There is a degree of uncertainty in the
calculation of theoretical capacity as future growth may vary from current assumptions. For
example, robust travel plans may encourage modal shift away from car use thus reducing demand.
The link is very short (@50m) and the duration of any congestion is likely to be short lived being
restricted to the morning peak. Under these circumstances it is considered that the localised
congestion is not considered to represent a severe impact by the Highways Authority.




C692 / C693 Fishwick Comer: Mitigation Measures

As this junction was shown by the initial study to be operating over-capacity the Applicants were -
challenged to suggest possible mitigation measures. Following these discussions, a proposed
scheme to change the priorities at the junction was selected for further study. This change provides
two benefits :
¢ An increase in capacity by prioritising those arms of the junction with the heaviest traffic
» By reducing speeds and providing stop lines rather than give way road safety can be
improved.

Crossways
Cotiagas

_

Fig 4. Proposed modified junction fayout AECOM drawing 60445024-SKE-C-008-A

To confirm that these assumptions are correct indicative drawings have been prepared to make
sure large vehicles can use the revised junction. In addition, modelling has been undertaken to
confirm that the capacity can be improved and a road safety audit to identify any safety concerns.
The modelling shown in Fig 4 shows that the capacity can be increased

Base + growth Base +growth + B27 | Base + growth + 629
Base (2017) {2021) dev (2021) dev [2021) *
0 0 - 827 689
Dwellings consldered {year) AM PM AM [P AM PM A PM
A way
priority.
5 {Fishwick

€693 Thurston Road / C692 :rhurstun Rouzd Corner}
: Revised 4
way priority.
Sa

{Fishwick
€693 Thurston Road / C692 Thurston Road Corner}

Fig 5: Modelling data for Fishwick Corner




The road safety audit identified vegetation and vehicle speeds as two potential issues. The
designers’ response considers that both can be addressed during the detailed design process.

Future Development

The studies show that the proposed five developments can be accommodated by the existing
highway network with appropriate mitigation. While capacity is one factor considered when
assessing if the impacts of development are severe as required in the National Planning Policy
Framework it is not the only factor. Road safety and sustainability are also considered.

Any future development in Thurston must, in the Highway Authorities opinion, address the
following constraints;

» No further capacity can be provided at the A143 Bury Road / Thurston junction within the
existing highway boundary for traffic traveling to / from the Thurston area.

e The C692/C693 Thurston Road (Fishwick Corner) cannot be improved further in terms of
either road safety or capacity due to the highway boundary constraints.

e Any significant future development is likely result in the C560 Beyton Road / C692 Thurston
Road / U4920 Thedwastre Road (Pokeriage Corner) junction reaching its theoretical
capacity. This work has not investigated the potential for mitigation but the site has similar
highway boundary constraints as the other junctions.

¢ The C291 Barton Road under the rail bridge is at capacity and without mitigation this may
restrict future development in the area. Monitoring of traffic generated by the proposed
developments will be important in assessing the actual compared to theoretical impact of
the additional traffic.

As Highways Authority Suffolk County Council recommends that future Local Plans recognise
these constraints and that the planning process is used to seek opportunities to remove these.

Yours sincerely

Name Steve Merry
Job Title Transport Policy and Development Manager
Directorate Resource Management




