From: Rutter, Matilda [maitto:Matilda.Rutter@HistoricEngland.org.uk]
Sent:r 13 January 2017 12:40

To: Planning Admin
Subject: Application for Planning Permlssmn LAND TO THE SOUTH OF NORTON ROAD, THURSTON,

SUFEOLK, P31 3QH (5010/16)
Dear Mr Jones

LAND TO THE SOUTH OF NORTON ROAD, THURSTON, SUFFOLK, 1P31 3QH

(5010/16)
Application for Planning Permission

Thank you for consulting Historic England on the above application dated 12" January 2017.
The lead specialist for this case (David Eve) has assessed the application and asks that you
please tefer to our previous comments on the duplicate application (2797/16) dated 11/08/16
(initial application) and 02/11/16 (amendments to application). I have attached these to this

email.
Our comments remain the same,
Kind regards

Matilda Rutier | Business Officer (Suffolk)
Telephone: 01223582749

Direct Line; 01223 582740

Historic England | Brooklands

24 Brooklands Avenue | Cambridge | CB2 8BU

W, hlstouccngiand org.uk

For the first time ever, you can no




Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE
Ms Lisa Evans : ~ Direct Dial; 01223 582721
Mid Suffolk District Counci .
131 High Strest . Our ref: P00519508
Needham Market
Suffolk ‘ . .
[P6 8DL .. 2 November 2016

Dear Ms Evans

Arrangements for Handling Hefitage Applications Direction 2015 &
T&CP (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015

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

We have received 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.

Historic England Advice :

in our eatlier advice we noted the importance of Manor Farm House, a grade II* 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 buflding and farming (paragraph 3.27) and that while
the imrmediate grounds are quite enclosed (3.31) it stands in a predominantly agrarian
landscape (3.28). The Statement correctly concludes that this landscape coniributes to .

the significance of the listed building.

The Statement acknowledges that there is a ‘minor degree of inter-visibility’ between
the house and this fandscape, including the development site. In addition the site can
be seen from the drive immediately in front of the house. The applicant's consultant
has not accessed the house to see if views might be had from principle rootns 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 biing modern building
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Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE

significantly closer to 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 Conservation Areas) Act 1990 establishes that in
considering applications for planning permission for development which affect a listed
huilding or its setting local planning authorities shall have.special regard to the
desirability of preserving 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 8, 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 a
degree of harm to the significance of Manor Farm House.and aiso 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 patish church of St Peter could result in harm 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 delivered by the
development against such harm when seeking the ‘clear and convincing’ justification
required by the NPPF. We would note that the area to be left undeveloped in the north
eastern corner of the site could be beneficial to the setting of Manor Farm House is
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Historic England

EAST OF ENGLAND OFFIGE

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 sincerel

David Eve
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Areas

E-mail; david, eve@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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Historic England

CAST OF ENGLAND OFFICE

Ms Lisa Evans ' Direct Dial; 01223 582721
Mid Suffolk District Council

131 High Street : Out ref: PO0519508
Needharn Market

Suffolk

P& 8DL . _ 11 August 2016

Dear Ms -Evans

Arrangements for Handling Heritage Applications Direction 2015 &

T&CF (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015
LAND TO THE SOUTH OF NORTON ROAD, THURSTON iP31 3QH .

Application No 2787/16 -

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

Surmmary : _
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 [I* listed
Manor Farm House. By bringing the edge of development closer to the listed building
the development has the potential to erode the rural character of this setting and so
hamm 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
Wehb. Webb was a major figure in late Victorian architecture producing notable work
in the Arts and Crafis style and, as here, in the Queen Annhe 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 1 gh
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 domestic from (though also used in institutional buildings such as Newnham
College Cambridge and King Edward Vil Grammar Schoo), King's Lynn) the Queen
Anne was often found in urban developments but its use of traditional forms and.
concern with quality detailing akin fo the Arts and Crafis also made it suited fo 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 agricultural
landscape, not in a suburban villa context. :
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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 (up to 175 houses and associated faciliies) significantly
closer to the listed building. The landscape around Thurston is relatively flat and open
and the steaply pitched roof and tall chimneys of the house are quite prominent in the
fandscape. 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 patential to bring modern development into the setting of Manor Farm House,
which by eroding the rural character of its surroundings could harms its histotic

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 preserving the building or its setting (paragraph 66.1). The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) builds upon the 1990 Act. It identifies profection
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 sysiem (paragraph 17). Furthermore, paragraph 137 states that proposals
that preserve those elements of the setting that make a posifive contribution to, or
petier reveal the significance of the heritage assets shouid 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 heritage assets affected and the contribution their setting might make to
that significance. Sufficient information should also be provided to enable an
understanding of the potential impact of the development on the assets. The
|.andscape and Visual Impact Assessment submitied with the current application -
mentions the grade il* listed house, but does not establish its significance or the effect
the development might have on it. Viewpoint 6 ts 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 bullding we
note that the Assessment concludes the impact on this view point would be ‘low’ but
does not contain any images to demonstrate this. '
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The Archaeclogical 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
iManor 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 setting in the NPPF) that should be established.

We conclude that the application does not contain sufficient information to satisfy the -
requirements of patagraph 129 of the NPPF, a requirement that should be taken
serlously given that Manor House Farm falls within the top 5 of listed buildings
nationally. Without any such assessment we maintain our concemn 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.

Recominendation ' :

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 requited 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.

sincerel

David Eve
Inspector of Historic Buildings and Ateas
E-mail: david.eve@HistoricEngland.org.uk
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Consultee Comments for application 5010/16

Application Summary
Application Number: 5010/16 .
Address: Land fo the south of Norton Road, Thurston P31 3QH |
Proposal: Application for Qutline Planning Permission (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
- {duplicate to application 2797/16}
Case Officer: Dylan Jones

Consultee Details

Name: Mr Robert Boardman (Stowmarket Ramblers) -

Address: 8 Gardeners Walk, Elmswell, Bury St Edmunds IP30 9ET
Email: bob@gardeners8.plus.com

On Behalf Of: Ramblers Association - Bob Boardman (temp cover)

Comments i
| have viewed these plans and the only public footpath, no.6, which crosses this site to the north

east corner will be through the "green area” and will become another "manufactured” path and
loose it's-natdral appeal.




From: Philippa Stroud

Sent: 20 January 2017 16:43

To: Planning Admin '

Cc: Dylan Jones -

Subject: 5010/16/0UT Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston

WK/188833

Ref: 5010/16/0UT EH — Other Issues

Location: Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston IP31 3QH .
_Proposal: Application for Outline Planning Permission {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 {duplicate to application

2797116)
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above application.

Please refer to our previous comments, from Joanna Hart, on dupiica%e application
2797/16/0QUT dated 12.08.16 and 17.11.16.

We have no further comments.
Regards,
Philippa Stroud

Senior Environmental Protection Officer
Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils - Working Together




From: Consultations (NE) [mallio:consultations@naturalengland.org.uk]
Sent: 13 January 2017 15:55

To: Planning Admin -
Subject: 5010/16 Consultation response .

Dear Sir/Madam.

Application ref: 5010/ 16
Our ref: 205911

Natural England has no camments to make on this application.
Natural England has not assessed this application for impacts on protected species, Natural England
has published Standing Advice which you can use to assess impacts on protected species or you may

wish to consult your own ecology services for advice.

Matural England and the Forestry Commission have also published standing advice on ancient
woodland and veteran trees which you can use to assess any impacts on anclent woodland.

The lack of comment from Natural England does nat imply that thete 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 sites or landscapes, It is for the local planiing authority to '

determine whether or not this application is consistent with nattonal and local policies on the
“natural environment. Other bodies and individuals may be able to provide informatlon and advice

on the environmentai 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 $SSIimpact Risk Zones (avalfable on Magic and as a downloadable
dataget) prior to consultation with Natural England. Further guidance on when to consult Natural
England on planning and development proposals Is avallable on gov.uk at C
https://www.zov.ul/guidance/locat-planning-authorities-get-environmental-advice

. Yours falthfully

Jacqui Salt

Natural England
Consultation Service
Hornbeam House
Crews Business Park
Electra Way,

Crewe

‘Cheshire, CW1 6Gl

Email: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
www.gov.ul/natural-epgland

We are here to secute a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, where wildlife is
protected and England’s traditional landscapes are safeguatded for future generations.

in an effort fo reduce Natural England’s carbon footprint, | will, wherever possible, avoid travelfing
to meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.




Natural England offers two chargeable services - the Discretionary Advice Service, which provides
pre-application and post-consent advice on planning/licensing proposals to developers and
consultants, and the Pre-submission Screening Service for European Protected Species mitigation
licence 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. '

For further information on the Discretionary Advice Service see here
For further information onthe Pre-submission Screening Service see here




highways.
england

Developments Affecting Trunk Roads and Special Roads

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

From: Maitin Fellows
.Operations (East)
planningee@highwaysengland.co.uk

To: . Mid Suffolk Disfrict Council

CC: growthandp!anning@hithavSenqEand.co.uk

Coundil's Reference: 5010/16

Referring fo the planning application referenced above, dated 16 January 2016,
application for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with associated car
parking, landscaping, public open space areas, allotments and vehicular access from
Sandpi Lane, Land to the south of Norton Road, Thursion P31 3QH, nofice is
hereby given that Highways England’s formal recommendation is that we:

a) offer no objection;

b)recommend—that conditions—should—be—attached to—anyplanning
permission-that-may- be-granted-{see-Annex-A-—HighwaysEngland
recommended-Planning-Cenditions); - '

MGWGH%FH&HH@%—P%@S&GHW@M&—S&G@%@
period-{see-AnnexA—furtherassessmentrequired);

d} recemmend-that the-application-be-refused {see Annex-A—Reasons
forrecommending Refusal):

Highways Act Section 175B ie-4is not relevant to this application."

" ywWhere relevant, further information will be provided within Annex A,

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 16-01) January 2018




Name: David Abbott Position: Asset Manager

Highways England:
Woodlands, Manton Lane
Bedford MK41 7LW

david.abbott@highwaysengIand.co.u‘k

Highways England Planning Response (HEPR 1 6-01) January 2016




From: Andrea Stordy

Sentk: 23 January 2017 12:13
Fo: Planning Admin
Subject: FAO: Dylan Johes

Planning Application: 5010/16
Location: Land to the South of Norton Rd, Thurston, IP31 3QH’

Good Afternoon,
Thank you for your letter of 12/01/2017.

Please be advised that we have made formal comment on Land to the South of Norton Rd, Thurston,
IP31 30H, under planning application 2797/16, which we note has been published. The comment

may remain in place for pfanning application 5010/16.

If you have any querles, please email them to water.hydrants @suffolk.gov.uk, quoting Fire
Ref.: F310954,

Kind regards, .
Sent on behalf of the Water Officer

Andrea Stordy
BSC

Engineering,




From: RM Floods Plaihing
Sent: 23 January 2017 14:35
To: Planning Admin '

Ce: Dylan Jones '
Subject: 2017 01-23 Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston IP31 3QH Ref 5010716

Suffolk County Council, Hood and Water Management refer yoli to our comments made 1o the
. application 2797/16.

Kind Regards

Jason Skilton

Flood & Water Engineer
. Suffolk County Counchl

Tel: 01473 260411
Fax: 01473 216864




Enla

Midlands & East (Last)

Swift House

Hedgerows Business Park
Colchester Road

~ Chelmsford

Essex CM?2 6PF

Email address: kerryharding@nhs.net

Telephone Number — 0113 824 9111 |

Your Ref: 16/5010
Our Ref: NHSE/MIDS/16/5010/KH

- Planning Services

Mid Suffolkc District Council
Council Offices

131 High Street

Needham Market, IP6 8DL
27 January 2017

Dear Sirs,

Application for Outline Planning Permission {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 (duplicate to application 2797/16)
Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston, P31 3QH

1. 1 refer to your consultation letter on the above planhing application and advise that,
following a review of the applicants’ submission the following comments are with regard
to the Primary Healthcare provision on behalf of NHS England Midiands and East (East)
(NHSE), incorporating West Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group (CGG).

Background

2. The proposal comprises a development of up to 175 residential dwellings, which is fikely
1o have an impact of the NHS funding programme for the detivery of primary healthcare
provision within this area and specifically within the health catchment of the development.
NHS England would therefore expect these impacts to be fully assessed and mitigated by
way of a developer contribution sectred through the Community Infrastructure Levy (GIL}.

Review of Planning Application

3. There are 2 GP practices within a 2km radius (or closest tof within caichiment) of the
proposed development. These practices do not have sufficient capacity for the additional
growth resulting from this development and cumulative development growth in the area.
Therefore a developer contribution, via ClL. processes, towards the capital funding to
increase capacity within the GP Catchment Area would be sought to mitigate the impact.

Healthcare Impact Assessment

4. The intention of NHS England is to promots Primary Healthcare Hubs with co;ordinated
mixed professionals. This is encapsulated in the strategy document: The NHS Five Year
Forward View,

High qualfty care for afl, now and for future genorations -




5. The primary healthcare services directly impacted by the proposed development and the
current capacity position is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Summary of capacity position for healthcare services within a 2kin radius {(or
closest to/ within catchment) of the proposed development.

Premises Weighted NIA {m??* | Capacity? Spare
List Size ? Capacity
: (NIA m?)?
Mount Farm Surgery 12,244 768,40 14,206 -71.19
Woalpit Health Centre 14,134 645.87 9,419 -323.32
Total 26,378 1,414,27 | 20,625 -384,51

Notes: - . :
1. The welghted lisi size of the Practice based on the Carr-Hill formula, this figure more accurately teflects
the need of a practice in terms of resource and space and may be slightly lower or higher than the

actual patient list.

2. Current Net Internal Area occupted by the Practice

3. Based on 120m? per GP (with an optimal list size of 1750 patients} as set out in the NHSE approved
business case incorporating DH guldance withln "Health Bullding Note 11-01: faclfitfes for Primary and

Comynunity Care Services”.
4, Based on existing weighted fist size.

6. This development is not of a size and nature that would attract a specific Section 106
planning obligation. Therefore a proportion of the required funding for the provision ot
increased capacity at Woolpit Health Centre, servicing the residents of this
development, by way of their phase 2 premises extension, would be sought from the GIL
contributions collected by the District Council,

7. Although, due 1o the unknown gquantities associated with CIL, it is difficult to identify an
-exact allocation of funding, it Is anticipated that any funds received as a result of this
development will be utilised to extend the above mentioned surgery. Should the level of
growth in this area prove this to be unviable, options of relocation of services would be
considered and funds would contribute towards the cost of new premises, thereby
increasing the capacity and service provisions for the local community.

Developer Contribution required to meet the Cost of Additional Capital Funding for
Health Service Provision Arising

8. In line with the Government’s presumption for the planning system 1o deliver sustainable
development and specific advice within the National Planning Policy Framework and the
CIL Regulations, which provide for development contributions to be secured to mitigate
a development's impact, a financial contribution is sought. o

9. Assuming the above i considered in conjunction with the current application process,
NHS England would not wish to raise an objection o the proposed development.

10. NHS England is satisfied that the basis of a request for CIL conlributions is consistent
with the Regutalion 123 list produced by Mid Suffolk District Council.

NHS England and the CGG look forward to working with the applicant and the Council to
satisfactorily address the Issues raised in this consultation response and would appreciate
acknowledgement of the safe receipt of this letler.

High quality care for all, now and for future generations




Yours faithfully

Kerry Harding
Estates Advisor

High quality care for all, now and for future generations




From:: Nathan Pittam

Sent: 03 February 2017 08:51

To: Planning Admin

Suhbjeck: 5010/16/0UT. EH - Land Contarnination.

Vi3 : 188839

5010/16/0OUT. EH - Land Contamination.

Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suiffolk.
Application for Outline Planning Permission {with all matters other than means
of access reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with

associated car parking, landscaping ...

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation o the above application. |
have reviewed the application and note that the applicant has not submitted the
required BS10175 compliant Phase | desk study to demonstrate the suitability of the
site for the proposed end use. Without this information | would be minded to
recommend that the application be refused on the grounds of insufficient information,

" Regards
Nathan

Nathan Pittam BSc. (Hons.) PhD

Senior Environmental Management Officer

Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils ~ Working Together
t: 01449 724715 :
m: 07769 566988




Erom: Nathan Pittam .

sent: 03 February 2017 08:51

To: Planning Admin

Subject: 5010/16/0UT. EH - Land Contaminatiort.

M3 ;188839

5010/ 6/QUT. EH - Land Contamination. :

Land to the South of, Norton Road, Thurston, BURY ST EDMUNDS, Suffolk.
Application for Outline Planning Permission {with ali matiters other than means
of access reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dwellings with
associated car parking, landscaping ... '

Many thanks for your request for comments in relation to the above application. [
have reviewed the application and note that the applicant has not subrnitted the
required BS10175 compliant Phase | desk study to demonstrate the suitahility of the
" site for the proposed end use. Without this information | would be minded to
recommend that the application be refused on the grounds of insufficient information. -

Regards
Nathan

Nathan Pittam BSc. {(Hons.) PhD

Senior Environmental Management Officer

Babergh and Wid Suffolk District Councils — Working Together
t: 01449 724715 - :

m; 07769 566988




NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN TEAM

Parish Ceuncil Office

New Green Centre,

New Green Avenue

Thursten -

Suffolik

P31 3TG

Teh 01359 232854

e-maik thurstonnpsg@hotmail.com

Councillor P Robinson

Chair of Thurston Planning Committee
Thurston Parish Cotineil

New Green Centre

Thurston

IP31 3TG

Mr P Isbell

Corporate Manager, Development Manager
Mid Suffolk District Gouncil

131 High Strest

Needham Market

P& 8DL

31t January 2017
Dear ClIr. Robinson,

Re: 5010-16 — Outline Planning Application {with all matters other than means of access reserved) for
residential development of up to 175 dweliings with associated car parking, landscaping, public open

space areas, allotments and vehicular access from Sandplt Lane {duplicate fo application 2797/16) @land
to the south of Norton Read

Thank you for alfowing the Neighbourhood Plan Team fo comment on several planning applications that have
been submitted to the Parish Council by a number of agents acting on behalf of Developers. The Nelghbourhood
Plan Team s aware that, with the submission of 5 applications {one is a duplicate) for a tofal of over 800 dwellings,
Thursion is facing an immediate, exceptional planning issue. The Neighbourhood Plan Team is concerned that if
the major applications now submitted are to be deall with on an individual basis there will be & failure by the
District Couneil to understand the cumulative impact such growth will have on the community of Thurston, i is
also held that consideration of each individual planning application will not provide an appropriate response to the
National Planning Palicy Framawork requirements nar to the impact on Thurston itself. It Is for this very reason
that the Neighbourhood Plan Team have concentrated their efforts at looking at the common Issues facing each
application as well as looking at the fundamental principle of deve!opment for each individual site and where
provided, specifically the more detatled layout proposals and their impact given each location.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team would also like to state that in accordance with the Parish Council Protocol's for
Pta Planning Application Developments —~ no comments on the suitability of the sile for development or how the
site performs in relation fo others ahead of the site assessment work were made during the attendance of
representatives fram any of the Developers/Land Owners or their agents at Neighbourhood Plan Meetings and
that whilst all applicants who attended such meetings had been informed that they could state that they had met
with the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group they could not in any forthcoming developer public meetings state
that their proposals have in any way, shape or form, been endorsed by the Ne;ghbourhood Planning Steering

Group.’

Whilst Thurston Parish Goungil is at a relatively advanced stage in preparing a Nelghbourhood Plan and whilst
the plan has not yet reached the final stage of allocating sites or proposing palicies, following consultation with-
the public and land owners and agents on the site assessments carrisd out during Summer — Autumn 2016 it
should be afforded some welght In responding to this applicafion. The results of the site assessments as catried
out under the Parish Housing Land Availability Assessment, has raised some fssues which the Neighbourhood
Plan Team feel are so major and fundamental that they must be taken into accouint by Mid Suffolk District Council
in determining these applications.

A copy of all site assessment work can be seen within Thurston's Village website:
http:/thurston suffolk eloud/neighbourhood-plan/site-assessment-of-sites-for-development/




The Neighbourhcod Plan Team would ke to state that it is disappointed at the speed at which this and other
applications have been submitted for new housing in the village. There seems to be a general haste lo ensure
that each development is the first to submit with litte regard for the cumulative impact that edch development will
have onh the general infrastructure of Thurston which requires time to evolve and time to absorb new residents
and associated growth. There Is a general concem that the size of new developments being proposed will resuit
in Thurston losing its ‘village feel' and for it to become ‘a small town’:

The Naighbourhcod Plan Team is also disappointed that despite reassurances from Mid Suffolk that work onits
{ocal Plan is proceeding, there is stili no information being released as to the expected housing growth in the
area and that wark on the Councils Housing needs (Objectively Assessed Neads) is ongoihg.

" Given the scale of proposed housing development, the Neighbourhood Plan Team would request that the District
Council adopts a cohesive approach that looks at the fotality of applications and thelr impact on all of Thurston's
infrastructure and sociat development. As way of emphasis the following table demenstrates the applications that

are facing Thurston:

Owner/Builder . Planning | Status of application | Description of Number of
Reference development dwellings
Playdri Products |.td, Granary 2430/08 . Outline granted. Rerainder of site
Site, Station Road Phase 2 delayed. | with blocks of 92
. : flats. .
Playdri Products Lid, Granary | 3181/13 Preliminary work Singte building
.| Site, _ started on phase 1in | commercial 8
Station Road 2018, - | contre with 9 flats
: above .
Bovis Homes, Batton Road 4386118 No decision . Purely residential
Comments closed 138
Hopkins Homes, Sandpit Lane | 2797716 & Mo decision " { Pursly residential
o ' 5010/16 175
. ‘ No decision
Pigeon Developments, Norton 5070116 “No decisich ' Residential with 2
Road form enfry | 200
primary school
Persimmon, hworth Road 4963/16 No decision Residentiat with
: primary school 250
{no size given)
Laurence Homes, Norton Road | 494216 No decision Purely residential
64
Possible number of dwellings to be added to Thursion ’ 928

Regarding the common issues for all six applications submitted (4942116, 4963/16, 5010/16; 5070/16; 4386/16 &
2797118}, the Neighbourhood Plan Team has broken these down into 4 maih areas: Education; Housing and
Transport and Social Challenges

s Education: : -

Gurrently pritnary education facilities are landlocked and full. Any future housing requires’ functioning
primary education faciliies before_housing occupancy. The footpath and road network also needs
substantial improvement fo accommodate additional education provision. It is felt that multiple housing
planning applications in Thurston demand a cohesive approach that looks at the totality of applications
as well as individual consideration considering the impact of alf of them, on education and ofher
infrastruciure issues. In addition, Secondary students 11-16 currently attend Thurston Community
College. Post 16 students are located in Beyton. it is understood that at some point in the future students
may relocate to the Thurston site. Further secondary provision is available in both Ixworth and Bury St
Edmunds. Suffolk County Council Fducation Department has indicated that were suffisient housing to be
puilt in Thurston, Woolpit and Eimswelt further-secondary provision would be required somewhere along
the A4 corridor. - : : ' '

Any significant housing would require additional primary aducation places. Suffalk County Council (letter
from Peter Freer to Lisa Evans, MSDC) referring to Planning Application 2787/16 outlines its position:

‘NPPF paragraph 72 states ‘The Govarnment attaches great importance to ensuring that a sufficient
choice of school places Is available to meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local planning
authorities shouid take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and
1o development that will widen choice in education’,




"The NPPF at paragraph 38 stales ‘For larger scale residential developments in patticular, planning-
policies should promote & mix of uses in arder to provide oppoitunities to undertake day-to-day acfivities
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 properties.

“We currently forecast to have no surplus places at the catchment Primary School to accommodate
children arising [from new developments], but there is some capacily at the Community College. The
Primary School site is landiocked 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 Council has been in discussions with the District Council regarding the emerging Fhurston -
Neighbourhood Plan and has provided pupll yields and possible strategies {o deal with mitigation from
the growth scenarios heing assessed,

‘The anticipated approach fo mitigate the impacts of housing growth in the areais to provide a new primary
school which would incorporate the existing primary school. This new- primary schoo! would be.
constructed as a 315-place school hitially, 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 a 2.2

hactare site.’

In addition, given capacity and legislative issues
‘... the most practical approach is to establish a new early education setting on the site of the new primary

school which would be a 26 place setting, providing sufficient capacity for 52 chlldren in total.’

The Thurston Neighbourhood Plan Team recognises and endorses the County Gouncil position. New
housing development on any stale in Thurston reguires provision of a functioning primary school with
early education places before the occupation of housing, There s no spare capacity in existing provision.

Any chosen location for a Primary School will have an impact on roads and footpaths in the village. There
are major transport issues assoclated with the Community College, Over 25 coaches bring and take
students to and from the College daily, The read network is under pressure: the coaches and parents’
cars defivering and collecting students near the Coflege create a dally problem. When there are patents’
evenings, cars are parked inapptopriately on footpaths, verges and close to road Jjunctions.

In the current location, the Primary School presents associated pedestrian and vehicle concemns. In a
new location, a larger school will bring ad_ded demands. Appropriate footways, road crossings, vehicle
access (immediate and wider) and car parking will need fo be accommodated. There is nowhere in
Thurston that has current adetuate provision to assimilate the pedestrian and vehicle movements
particularly at the baginning and the end of the day in school term time.

Housing . .
Thurston has received 5 planning applications over racent weeks from b separate developers. The total

number of dwellings proposed by these applications amounts to 827 homes — which would resuit in
approximately a 84% increase in the current total housing stock of Thurston. ‘These figures do not include |
the 2 existing applications at the Granary which add a further 101 dwellings to the tally. Should all
applications be approved, there is a concern that not only will the village infrastructure be insufficient to
cope, hut the whole nature and ambiance of Thurston will change from that of a large vibrant village fo
that of a faceless dormitory fown. The determination of these applications should be viewed as a whaole
if the development within Thurston is to be sympathetic and sustainable. Considering gach application
individually has the potential to allow by default considerably more development than the village could

cope with,




A break-down of housing types and numbers (where known) is provided below:

Site Land Land at Land at Land Land west Land Land at tand at Land Land Land Land at
west of Nortan Mesefow | sauthof § of Barton vest of Mortan Meadow | southof | westof §| westof § Mendow
Ixwrorth Read Lane Notton Rd baworth Road Lane Norton Barian ixworth Lane
Read RO78/16 4842116 Rel 4386/16 Road 5079/16 4942716 kd fd Ro=ad 4942/
4963/16 2797/16 4461/16 2797716 § 4386/16 | 4963/16 16
S014/16 5010416
Hedrooms " Maeket Housing ) Affordable Housing I Intermedlate/shared
. equily
1 5 . ) 24 appts
2 4 terraced 6 : 4 B 16
12 bungalows . ] bungalows houses
bungalows 5 appls
3 25 semis 13 3 3 . i
28 bungalows bungatows - heuses
delached 22 houses & appls
12
1arrased
4 - 31 1 48 houses 31 semis 2
delached ’ 5 ) houses
detached
5 i8 . 6 13 hollses
detached 2415
houses
Self-bulld .
Sub Tolal 163 130 42 114 90 65 70 16 61 40 22 3]
—
Tofal 539 260 28

Final lotal 827 dwellings

 NB: Types and numbers of dwellings are shown where hey have been made avallable In the Flannlné Application,

Generally, all the proposed sites are situated on land currently used for agricultural purposes on the outer
boundaries of the village. The Neighbourhood Plan Team having considered the agricultural classificatiosi
of [and upon which these sites are situated had been made aware that, based on the generalised
1;250000 maps, the best and most versatile land generally occurs to the north of the village. Whilst it is
recognised that individual site classifications are usually fully determined following detailed field work, the
Neighbourhood Plan Team is concerned that development is beirig proposed on the best and most
versatile fand. Furthermore, ali of the sites that have been submitted under planning applications that
have come forward, are situated outside the Seltlement Boundary and face out onto open countryside.
The visual iImpact of each proposed development oh approaching the village will be significant and wili
have an Impast on the existing character and appearance of the countryside.

in general, the sites are of a higher density than those in theirimmediate vicinity, The plans refiect housing

" more appropriate to an urban landscape rather than a rural village. Several of the proposals include 2.5
to 3-storey dwallings with ridge heights of up to 12m. No other housing of this type can be found nearby.
All the sites have at [east one boundary abutling existing bungalows, dormer bungalows or small coftages.
The designs are therefore not in keeping with the scale, type or density of housing in their locality.

Feedback from the Neighbourhood Plan Survey indicates that residents accept the need for expansion
but in a sympathetic and confrofled manner in order that infrasfructure can keep pace with demand.
Furthermare, they expressed, inter alia, a desire for relatively small developments of up to 50 dwellings
with open spaces which reflect those found in other parts of the village. The survey indicates that during
the next 15 years, 47% of respondents would be looking for bungalow accommodation, 44% homes
suitable for refirees and 17 % for assisted living and care homes. The proposed plans do not reflact the
residents’ future needs and are hot, therefore, considered to be sustainable. Neither do the applications
reflect the continuing need for housing across all tenures and a growing need for affordable housing. The
Ipswich Housing Markat Area, Strategic Housing Market Assessiment (SHMA) Document and 2014
Suffolk Housing Needs Survey all show that there is a high demand for smaller homes across all fenures
from those who maybe startihg households to those whe may be looking to downsize.




The Enabling Housing Officer at Mid Suffolk in her response to Planning Application 4386/16 makes
reference to the fact that affordability issues are the key driver for the increase in smaller homes and that
there is a strong demand for one and twa bedroom flats/apartments and houses,

The large number of dwellings proposed would resultin a substantial increase in the number of motorized
vehicles within the residential areas. The Neighbourhoad Plan Team does not considar the plans take
sufficient heed of on-site parking requirements. This failure will inevitably lead to overspill onto and
congestion within adjacent roads.

Transport . ‘

Thursten is situated Inside a triangle of A roads, the base of which is the A14, the eastern side is the
A1088 and the western side is the A143. The apex of the friangle is just north of Pakeaham where the
A1088 crosses the A143:  There are no B roads inside this triangle. All the interior roads are just for local
access and by-roads, which are not maintalned by the council to a standard suitable for heavy traffic.
Currant potholes in some places are described as “a death trap for cyclists”. Access to the A14 towards
Bury St Edmunds is often via Fishwick Corner where Barton (New) Road makes a junction with Mount
Road. This has already been found to be an accident-prane congested junction with current traffic fiows.
At the ather end of Barton Road there is access to the A143 and this junction is also often congested and
subject to accidents. Al of the applications submitted fail to take into account the committed schemes
within Bury St Edmunds, Ixworth and Stanton which will alter the traffic flows along these road networks.

The standard S2 single cartiage way in each direction type of road, upon which the Transport
Assessments base their computer models, is described as 7 m in width. The roads leading into and out
of Thurstan do not have consistent widths and can be as narrow as 4.3 m. Norton Road, Church Road
and School Road have places, unencumbered by parked vehicles, where two cars cannot pass safely
and vehicles have to draw right off the road if a bus or larger vehicle comes along, Furthermora the Grade
| listed Railway Bridge on Barton Road warns high vehicles to drive in the middle of the narrow road to
- get through under the arch. While one footway varies in width from 1 m to only 0.7 m, the opposite one
tapers to nothing at all. Currently there is only room for one way vehicle flow over the other railway bridge
oh Thedwastre Road and no safe footway for pedestrians, just a white line one metre from the wall.
Thedwastre Road leads to the junction with Beyton Road where congestion In the morning is already well
recorded. . )

The traffic in and around Thurston varies enormously depending on the time of day as the Community
College, Beyton Sixth Form College and Ixworth Free School educate students from a wide area, with
many students being carried in coaches twice a school day. Travelling through and to the Community
College and the Village are Bus Routes TN112; TN114: TNA18; TN120; TH140; TNi44; TN161 and
TN163. In the moming and afterncon 25+ coaches and numerous vehicles deliver and pickup students
and have a negative impact on the flow of traffic along Norton Road, Barton Road and Station Hill. In the
afternoon this congestion is more noficeable as the coaches arrive In 2 dedicated waves with early arrival
by the second wave creating issues, Some routes have a note to coach drivers to approach the College
via Station Road to avoid other blocks near the Post Office/village stores on Barton Road where there are
usually cars parked, narrowing the road. Other buses, provide a service to Stowmarket lo Bury St
Edmunds via Beyton and a service from Stowmarket to Bury St Edmunds via Norton. Combined, these
give an hourly service to people in Thurston in each direction throughout most of the day Monday to
Saturday. The route in Thurston s via School Road, Church Road, Norton. Road, Heath Road, Genesta
Drive and Barton Road. This means that in addition 1o the school transport at peak times, buses are
travelling through the village throughout the day. Furthermore on a Monday to Saturday there is a bus
service to Diss which stops outside Thurston Commuhity College at 0856 and arrives back in Thurston
(opposite Community College) at 1605. ' :

From Monday to Saturday, there are hourly train services in each direction throughout the day, generally
at 26 minutes past the hour to Stowmarket and ipswich {east), and 12 minutes to the hour to Bury St
- Edmunds and Cambridge (west), with vatiations in the evenings and early mornings. There are slightly
fewer trains on Saturdays. On Sundays and Bank Holidays there is a two-hourly service, hut there are
alternative two-houily services to Ipswich and Peterborough from Bury St Edmunds. The main drawback
to train travet for future growth for those unable to walk to the station is that there are only 12 official
parking places are provided and these are filled very early in the day. Cyclists also have only 1 cycle rack
to hold 4 cycles and a notice telfing them that only the official rack may be used. Overflow parking up
Station Hill already happens. The rest of the Granary site Is the subject of development plans belonging
to a private developer and there is na room for the provision of extra parking, Of significant concern to the
Nelghbourhood Plan Team is the necessity for passengers having to walk across twa tracls which carry
hon-stop passenger and goods trains to access one of the platforms, Although there Is a siren, the risk
will be heightened the more footfall there is at the station. The Team is concemned that there are no plans
to see provements made to this station atatime whan Network Rail is closing rural footpaths that cross




rail tracks due to the dangers posed and yet this dangerous crossing, which has to be used every day by
many including schoolchildren, is deemed to be safe. ‘

The Neighbourhood Plan Team is concerned that, having viewed the documents still available on Mid-
Suffoli’s District Planning site for the development at the Granary, no Transport Assessment can be
found, afthough a commercial centre will involve delivery vehicles as well as visits from customers,
 besides the trips made by the cars and vans used by residents of the proposed 100 or so flats. The more
recent planning applications from agents acting on behall of Bovis Homes, Hopking Homes, Persimmon
Homes and Pigeon Capital Management 2 Ltd include lengthy Trave! Assessments. All state that they
have examined the traffic flow at various key junctions in Thurston at AM and PM peak times and supply
all their data and name the computer programs they have used fo calculate capacily and degrees of
congestion. It Is noted that the Laurence Homes application for 84 homes Is apparently a borderline size
which may not need an assessment. :

. Itis also stated in the assessments that the keyjunctions ware decided on in pre-application consultations
with Suffolk County Council. These were often examined by mare than one developer however the

Neighbourhood Plan Team is ¢
cattlagewsy railway bridge on T
crash assessments included Fishwick Corner which has a higher proportion of §

areas quoted,

oncerned that none of them examined the flow over the parrow one-
hadwastre Road and that hot al of the applicants included within their
ncidences than other

Accidents

Pevelopet Road Junction AM P AM P
‘ 2016 | 2016 2010-2014 | Future | Fulure

Pigeon Noiton Road | Peak traffic 60— | 110+
Developments .
Bovis Homes | Barton Road A A +29% +29%
Pigeon : Norton R/
Developments Church R/

Pakenham Rd | A A A A
Hopkins
Homes ‘
Pigeon MNorton Rd/ A A A A
Developments Sandpit Lane/

Meadow Lane

A A A A

Hopkins
Homes
Pigaoh Barion Rd/ A A 1 Slight
Devalopments Station Hill/ B A 1 Setlous
Persimmon Mini A A A A
Homes Roundabout B B B G
Bovis Homes
Hopkins
Homes
Pigeon Beyfon Rd/ b C D Cc
Developments Thedwastre

Rd B A D A
Hopkins
Homes .

Pigeon Barton Rd/ A A A A
‘| Developments Norton Rd A A A A
Persimmon B A B A

Homes

Bovis Homes

Persimmon ixworth Re/ C A C B

Homes Norton Rd

Bovis Homes Barton Rd/ D F 5 Slight F F
A143 1 Serious

Bovis Homes Barfon Rd/f - C A D C
Beyton Rd

Bovis Homes Barton Rdf B A B A
Pakenham Rd

Bovis Homes Barton (Naw) | D B 7 Slight F B
Rd/ Mount Rd 1 Serious




Using the data provided in the varlous individual assessments which were undertaken on different dates,
the two roads and most of the junctions were recorded in AM and PM as "A” which means Free Flow. "B
is Reasonably Unimpeded. "C" is Stable, “D" is Lightly Congested. “E” is Significantly Congested and “Fr
is Heavily Congested, The after-development estimates were taken to be in 2021 except Bovis Homes
who used 2023. Where different anms of a junction had different levels of flow, the highest was recorded
above. It is noted that these records show only a slight increase in congestion after the development has
gone ahead. However none of these estimates of future traffic took the other proposed developmenits
into consideration only “background growth” and again the Neighbourhood Plan Team is concerned at
the cumulative Impact alf of the developments would have on the curent infrastructure. :

Currently, with none of these developments completed, the surveys showed congestion points for
commuters leaving Thurston for the A4 and A143 at the edges of the village. Thedwastre Road has the
one carriageway railway bridge and its junction with Beyton Road on the way to the A14 is shown already
as lightly congested. This involves a long queue of vehicles every morming, Monday to Friday at the
junction. The mini roundabout near the station is the most likely junction to become more congested
when the Granary development, which has already been passed by the planners, is completed. Records
indicate that there have already been accidents there. This route leads fo the Grade Il listed railway
bridge whore passage is narrow, the road surface Is often flooded, the footways are too narrow to be safe’
“and it is another route to the A4, via-Mount Road with a junction that is already highly congested with a
record of accidents. At the other end of Barton Road the junction with the A143 Is already heavily
congested and accldent-pronhe. .

The Neighbourhood Plan Team recognises that current guidelines on rural traffic in general and in
particular TA23/81 which gives official advice on new road developments, emphasises that rurat roads
should not be planhed to carry more than 75% of their capacity, whereas urban roads are acceplable at
85%. This recognises the difference In quality and ambience between rural and urban living. Urbanites
may balance long gueues of fraffic at peak times against shorter routes to work and more amenilies close
at hand. Village dwellers know how fa duck and weave round huge agrlcultural vehicles travelling along
narrow and winding roads and they pull up and give way with a wave, but they don't expect fo have urban
conditions of continuous traffic flowing through the village, even if it is a smooth flow as judged by most
of the assessments done for Thurston. Villagers expect clean air, the opportunity to cross roads on foot
without a long wait and the chance to hear birds singing rather than the continuous drone of traffic.

The Neighbourhood Plan Team recognises that Paragraph 17 of the NPPF is given as the justification for
planning applications to be accompanied by a Transport Plan as well as a Transport Assessment:
“Planning should actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport;
walking and cycling, and focus significant development in locations which are or can be made
sustainable.” .

- Fallowing the recommendation by Suffolk County Council, Persimmon Homes, Bovis Homes, Plgeon
Developmeits ttd and Hopkins Homes have each preparad their Transport Plans. These plans
emphasise the opportunities for using public transport, walking (up to 2 km} and cycling. Their alm Is
clearly to try and reduce the use of private cars, as the plans involve omploying sameone to monitor the
use of private cars in and from the development over a period of five years or so. This would be an
intrusion into the private lives of residents which they would have to pay for in the price of the development.

* The Cycle Trall 51 which is widely quoted is very misleading and should be noted that within the village
there is only a short distance along Station Hill and across New Green where it is marked on the ground
and separated from other traffic. Children would not be safe to follow it on their own as o access this
separated route, they would need to travel along Norton Road and over the crossover ciose o the junction
with Norton Roadflxworth Road/Station Hill. It should also be noted that should cyclists wish to travel east
up Station Hill from Barton Road there are no safe crossing points onto the cycle route and that to access |
this point, Station Hill would need to be crossed on a bend on a steep hill with poor visibility,

The Neighbourhood Plan Team is therefore concemed that aithough some of the new applications
propose small improvements to footways, crossings, bus shelters and the 30 mile speed limit on Ixworth
Road, none of them can substantially improve the key junctions or the raitway bridges where conditions
will inevitably get worse with any extra fraffic. The road system in Thurston was crystallised over a hundred
years ago, based on the movement of mainly agricultural vehicles in a rural environmerit, The borders
. and junctions of these roads and the railway bridges fitted the traffic flows of that time. in many cases
the borders are now built up so that roads cannol’ be widened and certainly the railway bridges are
immovahle. Each of the proposed developments would inevitably add more traffic despite sfforts to wean
people away from driving their own vehicles.

~ Soclal Challenges
The Neighbournood Plan Team Is aware that with all growth the village faces a number of challenges and
that whilst there are policies in piace to ensure all developments provides a safe community; protects the




environment from adverse impacts;. reduces the lavel of crime or overcomes the fear of crime and
provides a safe and secure environment, often the social impact of such growth Is overlooked. '

As such the Team has drawn up a list of the social challenges that wilt take place in Thurston with an
increase in its population, the findings of which are replicated in the table below:

".Cons of increase in population

A larger school will support more housing, which
Deveiopers will capitalize on. It will irlgger more
planning applications with famiiy homes. Suffolk County
Council work on 25 primary pupils per 100 houses, so
there will be many more children which will affect the
social dynamics of the village. Pupils will need
appropriate cycle ways and paths fo get gafely to
school, as our current school children do, The possible
sites for a new school do not lend themselves so aasily -
to safe walking of cycling. This is unfortunate, as itis
valuable time for soclal interaction of children and
parvents.

Newcomers to the village will put an extra strain on
current organizations. If there are more problems with
waiting lists it will give rise to bad feelings. Leaders will
need support to ensure that they have enough
resources to meet extra demands.

The popular children’s organizations of Brownies,
Seouts and the ATC provide valuable social activities
for the youth of the village. For the new chidren to feel
walcome In Thurston and be able to have friendships
outside school, it is vital that they are able to access
such groups. Finding extra leaders and, possibly
venues, will not be easy.

The Cavendish Hali and New Green may be over-
stretched, including their provision for parking. There
will be many more demands on these venues with an
increased number of young families.

Sports clubs may need extra outdoor facilities.
Foothallers in the village have already highlighted the
need for another pitch so this would be even more of a
priority. )

There would be a rise in cycling on the primary traific
routes, which will also have an increase i vehicular
movements, around the village for all age groups. A
new larger primary school will increase the number of
children cycling to school, but also those cycling as a
jeisure activity.

Difficulties are as described above with leaders and
venues.

| More shops and other facilities will change the village
tmosphere to one of a small fown. .

This will impact on the social dynamics of Thurston,

| which views itself very much as a village. Residents

il may resent the extra shops and facilities rather than

| welcome them. This will, again, give rise to bad feelings
| towards the new developments.




| .| The pressure on these services is expected to increase
f 1 with additional use being promoted through each
applicant's Travel Plan with the implementation of
measUres designed to promote sustainable travel.
Young families may however fravel by car which wilt
see an increase oh the current road infrastructure.
Unless improvements are made fo the car parking

| faciities at the Railway Station along with additional

7| eycle facilities there will be a detrimental on surrounding
residential areas '

actar's surgery or. Medical Medical provision will be impacted within the health
catchment area. Currently the nearest practice does not
have sufficient capacity for additional growth resulting
from further development. As currently stands NHS
England is only looking for a Developer Contribution to
increase capacity within the GP catchment area. This
increase Is unsustainable if all applications were to be
determined favorably.

“f Thurston takes & pride in its footpaths and natural
f < environment. This is the result of well-known residents
I promoting the paths and looking after its trees and
whdiife. A larger population which suddenly arrivad in”
7 the village would not be fambiar with these values and
2| this could also give rise to il feeling towards ‘
newcomers. Such coneermns Include people not following
the country code while walking in the countryside,
leading to friction with the landowners, Others are that
more dogs may cause probiems hy being off the lead,
| worrylng live-stock, damaging crops and disturbing
- ground nesting birds. There is also the matter of dog-
| mess which is already a cause of irritation If not deait
with correctly.

{| The Suffolk Wildlife reserve at Grove Farm Is situated
| within the Parlsh of Thurston where walkers can see
“I different habitats, flera and fauna. The reseirve can be
part of a pleasant destination for leisurely walis and
cycle rides, With an Increasing populdtion and more
1 visitors, it will be necessary to ensure it is not at risk

As stated proviously whilst the Neighbourhood Plan has not yel reached the stage of allocating sites or proposing
policies, it has followed a period of extensive consultation with the public and land owners and agents on the site
assessments carried out during Summer - Autumn 20186 following the Neighbourhood Plan Team's Call for Sites
of January 20186, under the Parish Housing Land Availability Assessment. Throughout this process of
consuitation, several issues have arisen which the Neighbourhood Plan Team feel are so major and fundamental
as to override any acknowledgment of this site’s “slightly positive” assessment,

Overall‘the Neighbourhood Plan Team recognises that the agents acting on behalf of Hopkins Homes have
considerad some of the issues and comments raised previously vis-a-vis pedestrian crossings; footpaths; phased
development and clustering. However, the team still has the following concerns and would ask the Partsh Gouncil
to conslder its concerns for this application on this site for the following reasons:

»  Whilst the provislon of 2 crossings is welcomed, the concem is that these are encontrolled and will cause
confusion as in the case of such a crossing located to the south of the development ' :

« road safety lssues with emphasis on those accessing the At4 via the pinch point at the railway bridge on
Sandpit Lane — Thedwastre Road and onto Pokeriage Corner

« road safety with emphasis on the junctions of Norton Road and Ixworth Road for those accessing the
Community College at the AM and PM peak times '

« impact of the vehicular movements from a single point of entry




= [oss of character of the village
« development inappropriate to that of land abutting the countryside

» development inappropriate to that of sites abutting the proposad Tand — whilst the new outline plans have
bungalows backing onto bungalows in existing housing areas, there is & concern that the outline plans
show 2.5/3 storey dwellings which are neither in keaping or in conformity with the rest of the village nor
suitable for a site in such a location on the edge of a village .

« village infrastructure particularly education and medical provision

o« fypeand density of housing mix not in accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan findings of the Ipswich
Housing Market Area, Strategic Housing Market Assessment and the 2014 Suffolk Housing Needs
Survey, all of which indicate that there is a high demand for smaller homes across all tenures both for

younger people and for older people.

«  cost of affordable homes for local residents - the application falls fo take into account the District Wide
nheed on the housing register for 1 and 2 bedrooms with a smalier element requiring 3+ bedroom

properties.

In summary, whilst the Neighbourhood Plan Team recognises the need for future development fo take place within
Thurston, it still has concerns with this application and does not suppott the application in its present guise for the

concerns outfined above.

Moreover, given the scale of proposed housing devélopm'ent. the Neighbourhood Plan Team would request that
the Parish Counail requests that the District Council adopts a cohesive approach that looks at the Totality of the
applications submitted and their impact on all of Thurston's infrastructure and social development.

Yours faithfully,

%@-’M @ﬂ @/af//?@d

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




THURSTON PARISH COUNCIL

Parish Council Office
New Green Centre
Thurston

Suffolk

IP31 371G

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

SENT AS AN E-MAIL

Mr. P Isbsll

Corporate Manager — Development Management
mMspbc - :
131 High Street

Needham Market '
IP6 8DL ‘ ' February 14™ 2017

Dear Mr, Isbel,

Proposal: Planning Application 5010-16 ~ Outline Planning Permission (with all
maftters 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 Sandpit Lane {(duplicate to application 2797/16)
@ land to the south of Norton Road ‘ _

Case Officer: Dylan Jones

The Parish Council acknowledges that this application is a duplicate of that submitted under
2797/16 and recognises that certain aspects of the application have been amended. ‘1t
recognises -that pedestrian crossings, footpaths, phased development and clustering now
feature within the new application. However, the Parish GCouncil still has concerns with this
site and as such objects to the application in its current guise, :

The following reasons should be considerad and form the basis for the objection:

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 which would result
in the development of new dwellings that would be visually, physically and funclionally
isolated from the facilities and services offered by Thurston as a Key Service Cenfre. At this
point development of the site would significantly change the character of the village which is
currently rural and would therefore not only be contrary fo GP1 — Design and Layout of
Development but also be confrary to csfr-fc2 provision and distribution of housing and cor?2
development in the countryside and countryside villages.

The Parish Council feels that the application submitted is not sympathetic to the countryside
in which it is situated, that it fails to protect the intrinsic character of the countryside by the
density and mix of properties being proposed and will compromise the impact of the view of
the approaching village when accessed from Norton Road. The Parish Council stili holds the
view that the internal layout is not in keeping with the area which it abuts and 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 fail fo complement the character of the existing area.

It is further felt that the development of 175 dwellings will intrude into an area of currently
open, undeveloped, countryside resulting in an encroachment of built development extending -
significantly 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
FG1.1 of the Core Strategy of the Mid Suffolk Core Sirategy Focus Review (2012) and saved
Policies H13 and H16 of the Mid Suffolk Local Plan.

Furthermore, as it is felt that the development fails t© ensure that it reflects the local character
and identity of the area immediately surrounding the proposed development, it is therefore
inconsistent with paragraph 58 of the NPPF and that the application, if approved will fail to
consider the loss of permanent pastureland, will fail to protect the wildlife habitats at this point
_in the village and will be contrary to policy GL8 — protecting Wildlife Habitats. ‘

The Parish Council considers that the application has stilled not considered adequately the
current road infrastructure and the negative impact that will be had on road safety. It is stil
held that the location of the site will have a detrimental impact on the amenities enjoyed by
the surrounding area vis-a-vis fraffic generation (8B2 Development Appropriate to its Setting
& T10 Highway Considerations in Development). ‘

Whilst it is acknowledged that the application has allowed for the provision of pedestrian
crossings, it is noted that these are to be uncontrolled and as such the Parish Coundil is
concerned that this will cause confusion as fo rights of way as is the case of such a crossing
loéated to the south of the development. Given that there will be a significant number of
children using such crossings to access schools and village facllities the Parish Council
would like fo see controlled pedestrian crossings as a basic provision. There 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 Gollege

and the Library.

Given the one entrance the application also falls 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 demonstrate that it has considered safe and suitable access poinis for
all people it is contrary to paragraph 32 of the NPPF. As the development fails to give priority
fo pedestrian and cycle movements and, regarding 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 FG1.1 of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Focused Review.

The Patish Council notes that the application has allowed for the addition of Bus Shelters .
outside the site frontage however, it still has concerns that the traffic that will be generated
from this site will impact on the existing road network (C86 - services and infrastructure) and
that there will be a reliance on the private motor car to access amenities and services not
only within the village but 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. Generally the Parish Council is
concerried that the expected daily total of 1005 ftraffic movements (JMS Transport
Assessment 12™ May 2018) will place a further burden on the current road network at (but
not corfined to) points such as Fishwick Corner, Pokeriage Corner, the narrow railway bridge




crossings on Barton Road the Priority System on Thedwastre Road and entry and exit points
onto the A4, :

The Parish Council, until theé 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. It is
recognised and understood that, 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 corl (cst
settlement hierarchy) and cor2 (CS2 development in the countryside and couniryside
villages) have been considered in the Council's response to this application. The Parish
Gouncil has not only looked at current policy, but has also taken on board views of the
members of the public who attended the Planning Committee Meeting held to discuss this
application amongst others as well as those of the Neighbourhood Plan Team who are in the
process of undertaking a Neighbourhood Plan for Thurston. The Rarish Councll has received
. correspondence from the Neighbourhood Plan Team on this application and has agreed fhat
- the viewpoints contained within its letter are so relevant to this application that they are to be
included within its submission. It is known that that letier was submitted to the Planning
Department at Mid Suffolk on 3" February and its cohtents should be taken as being fully
endorsed by the Parish Council,

The Parish Council would further wish to . reiterate the concerns of the Thursion
Neighbourhood Plan Team with regards to the speed at which this and other applications
have been 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 fo 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 propoesals 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 assocxated growth will
have on a rural village.

As such, the Parish Council formally requests that there is a change to the process and
approach undertaken by the District Counail in dealing with this and the other significant
planning applications before it and that they are considered in a holistic manner with the
impact from all development being considered once a thorough and engaging review has -
been undertaken with all the service providers to mciude NHS England; Education, H1ghways

and Transportation Providers.

As confirmation, whilst the Parish’ Council recognises that amendments have been made to
this application and that some concerns raised under Planning Application 2797/169 have
been considered, it continues to object to this application in its current form.

Yours sincerely,
'?%%w&iSﬂ%@%w

V. 8. Waples, BA(Hons), Cil.CA
Glerk to the Council
LOCAL COUNCIL

AWARD SCHEME
QUALITY




Consultation Response Pro forma

- Recommendation

{please delete those N/A)

MNote: This section must be
completed before the
response is sent. The
recommendation should be
based on the information

1 | Application Number 5010/16
Norton Road, Thurston

2 | Date of Response 17.2,17 '

3 | Responding Officer Name: Paul Harrison
Job Title: Hetitage and Design Officer
Responding on behalf of Heritage

4 | Summary and 1. The Heritage Team considers that the proposal would

cause
» less than substantial harm to a designated
heritage asset because it would erode the rural
setting of Manor Farmhouse; the level of harm is
considered low. '
2. The Heritage Team recommends that refinement of
the layout and landscaping scheme be pursued; harm
should then be weighed against any public benefits of

submitted with the the scheme.
application.

5 | Discussion The site and proposal appear unchanged from the
Please outline the previous application 2787/16 and there appears no
reasons/rationale behind reason to alter the substance of our comment on that
how you have formed the proposal. Short sections are how added with the intention
recommendation. of clarifying the Heritage team’s view on the level of harm
Please refer to any to the setting of Manor Farmhouse.
guidance, policy or material :
considerations that have Statutory duty

‘informed your | Recent court rulings have confirmed that the statutory
recommendation. duties in the Planning {Listed Buildings and Conservation
' Areas) Act 1990 have the effect of a strong presumption
against harm to listed buildings and their setting. Any
harm is to be given great weight in decision-making.
Similarly the Natienal Planning Policy Framework expects
great weight to be afforded to the conservation of listed
buildings and their selting (conservation bsing defined as
preservation from harm and enhancement where
appropriate).
The following assessment applies the method set out in
Historic England’s advice no’ze GPA3 The. Selting of
Heritage Assets
Heritage assets
The site is a large area of agricultural bordermg the
existing seltlement fo its west and south. It comes close
at its easternmost point to the Church of St Peter, listed
Grade ll, and at its north-east comner to Manor Farm,
. listed Grade II*, and its associated bam complex listed

Ploase note that tis form can be submitted slectronicaliy on the Gouncils website, Comments submiited on the website wil not
be acknowledged but you can check whether they have been recelved by reviewing commenis oh the website under the
application reference number. Please note that the completed form will bo posted on the Gouncils website and avaiiable to view

by the public.




interrupted. The impact would be significant in a mited

significance of Manor Farmhouse is considerad low.

Only from the footpath within the site would there be’
noticeable impact on existing views towards the church
with new development to the south of the path. Views
across the site would become intermittent rather than

arc of views, and harm would be low.

6 | Amendments,

" | Clarification or Additional
Information Required

(if holding objection)

If concerns are raised, can
they be overcome with
changes? Please ensure
any requests are
proportionate

' the distribution of open space within the site be re-

The illustrative plan shows that open space would be
preserved towards the east end of the site, and that
housing development would be limited to the-level part. A
belt of tree planting would run along the north-east edges
of the built development. Heritage would recommend that

considered with a view to keeping built development back
from the north-eastwards slope. The depth and
composition of the north-sastemn planting belts should be
enhanced; the Landscape Officer's advice should be
sought on this point. Amendments along these lines
would serve to minimise harmful impact in line with NPPF

paragraph 129,

7 | Recommended conditions

Ploase note that this form can be submitted eloctyonically on the Councils website. Comments

submilied on the website will not

be acknowledged but you can check whether they have heen recelved by reviewing comments_on the webslte under the

application reference number, Ple
by the public.

ase note that the completed form will be posted on the Councils website and available {o view




Your ref: 5010/16 p
County Council

Qur ref: Thurston — land south of
Norton Road duplicate application
00049275

Date: 18 February 2017

Enquiries to: Peter Freer

Tel: 01473 264801 ‘
Email: peter.freer@suffolk.gov. uk

Mr Dylan Jones,

Pianning Department, )
Mid Suifolk District Council,
Council Offices, _
131 High Street,

Needharn Market,

‘Ipswich, -

IP6 8DL

Dear Dylan,

Thurston: land south of Norton Road dupifcate application~ 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, allotments, and
vehicular access from Sandpit Lane and Norton Road (duplicate to application
2797/16).

To aid simplicity, as Mid Suffolk’s CIL covers lipraries and waste infrastructure,
these have been removed from this letter but the County Council infends 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
‘sducation 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 ‘live’ planning applications should be secured by way
of a Section 106 planning obligation. Alongside the Cli. Charging Schedule the
District Council has published a Regulation 123 Infrastructure List. Under
Regulation 123(4) ‘relevant infrastructure’ means where a charging authority has
published on its 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 Council they are not
“relevant infrastructure’ in terms of the Regulation 123 List published by the District
Council. However, it is for the District Council to defermine this approach when
considering the interaction with their published 123 Infrastructure List.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX 1
www. suffollc.gov.uk




| 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 consuitationresponse
considers the cumulative impacts on education arising from existing planning
applications which, when including the 175 dweliings from this proposed
development, amount to a total of 827 dwellings.

The County Council recognises that the District currently do not have a 5 year
housing land supply in place, which means that paragraph 49 of the NPPF is
engaged which in tum relies 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 Framewo'r.k (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, ) :
¢)  Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

The County and District Cotingils have a shared approach to calculating
infrastructure needs, which Is-set out in the adopted ‘Section 106 Developers Guide

to Infrastructure Confributions in Suffolic.

Mid Suffolk District Council adopted their Core Strategy in Sepfember 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 Policy CS6: Services and

Infrastructure. _
« Policy FC1 and FC1.1 apply the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in Mid Sufickk.

Community Infrastructure Levy

Mid Suffolk District Gouncll adopted a CIL Charging Schedule on 21 January 2016
and started charging CIL on planning permissions granted from 11 April 20186. Mid
Suffolk are required by Regulation 123 to publish a fist of infrastructure 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 Cli. rather than through planning obligations:

+  Provision of passenger transport

+ Provision of library facilities
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX 2
- www.suffolk.gov.uk




«  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 08 April 2015, the 123 Regulations restrict the use of pooled contributions
towards items that may be funded through the levy.

The requirerents being sought here would be requested through S106A
contributions as they fali 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 great
importance o ensuring that a sufficient choice of schoal 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 widen 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
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 properties.’

‘i‘hugslon CE Academy j 2&.‘;
Ixworlh Free School (11 - 16} : ey [Ty _ 0 211 300, 342 350 344
Fhurston Gonsnumity Gollege (11-16) 1500|1425 0| 1A2s| 4561  1598] i8BG| iad7| 1647
11-16 fotal places 2087 1902 482l q,832]  A.508  1,927 58870 4B
'i"hursiun Cammunily Gollege (with Sixth Form} 1940 1,543 ol 1843 1ax] 1845 1,862 1972 1968
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 28X 3
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Primary school : : _
age range, 5- 43 - 43 16,429
117 ‘ :
High school .
age range, 11- a1 0 18,355
16: '
Sixth school
age range, 16+

5 _ 0 19,807

[ Total education contributions: - £706,447.00 |

The local catchment schools are Thurston Church of England Primary
Academy, baworth Free School and Thurston Gommunity Gollege.

Primary School

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 fromn this proposed development. The Primary School site is landiocked
and cannot be permanently expanded.

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

For a number of compelling reasons including improving education aftainment,
community cohesion and sustainability the highly preferred outcome is for those
primary age pupils arising from existing and new homes within the community to
be able to access a primary school place in Thurston. Where pupil bulges are
‘anficipated the County Council will consider the provision of temporary
classrooms but stich an approach is only viewed as an interim measure if the
longer term pupil forecasts indicate the need for permanent provision (by way of
school expansion or a new school). Only as a last resort will the County Council
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, sustaina bility and costs.
It is for the District Council to 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 P71 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 time whether
the most sustainable approach for primary-school provision is to: -

a. Retain a single primary school for the village by relocating and delivering a
new larger school; or,

b. Retam the current pnmary school and deliver a second (new) primary schoo!
for the village.

¢. Whichever 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 bu;!d (excluding land

costs). _

d. In the short term the head teacher has agreed to the siting of a temporary
- double mobile classroom for 60 puplls. However this is sirictly on the
understanding that such mitigation is only of a limited and temporary nature
ahead of determining either a. or b. above.

e. Section 106 developer funds will be sought to pay for the above, This is on
the hasis that the Mid Suffolk Reguiation 123 List does not include funding for
new primary schoals.

The County Counclf 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 plarning 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 consiruction cost (exc]udmg land) for a 420 place (2 forms of entry)
new primary school

£6.9m/420places = £16,429 per pupll place

From 175 dwellings it is forecast that 43 primary age pupils will arise -
Therefore 43 pupils x £16,429 per place = £706,447 (201617 costs)

Assuming the cost of the site for the new primary school, based oh a
maximum cost of £100,000 per acre (£247,100 per hectare), is £543,620 for a
2.2 hectare site and equates to £1,294 per pupil place. For the proposed
development, this equates to a proportionate land contribution of 43 places x
£1,294 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 Council. 1t is therefore
suggested that consideration be given to imposing an appropriate planning
condition restricting occupation of any dwellings once the capacity of the
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
wiww. suffolk.qov.uk




existing primary school with additional temporary classroom are full. This
condition can be discharged once construction of the new primary school has
commenced. This recognises the importance that the Government attaches to
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 putin place to accommodate the additional
puplls arising from new homes. :

The DIE publishes Area Guidelines (Buflding 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 (including playing fields)
should be 11,220 sq m. It has a site area of 11,169 sq m including a proportion
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
monay will be spent on any permanent accommodation. However schools can
* take on extra pupils arising as a “bulge” by providing temporary classrooms.
This might happen if there is a sudden spike in the local population, or as in
this case, due to new housing developments providing it is only temporary until
permanent places are pravided elsewhere like a new school,

The Primary School does not have its own grass playing field. it is allowed to
use the adjacent playing field owned and managed by the Trust. The school
agrees only too use half of it. Installinig a double mobile (providing 60 places)
may mean it is located on an area of hard play which would 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 i.e. more pupils at the
school sharing less outdoor play area. It is therefore preferable to 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 axisting
school gite has space to accommodate this temporary expansion and it has
confirmed it is possible.

‘As an Academy the Gounty Coungil has limited control over their decision
whether or not to accept a temporary building on thelr site — the Academy
could refuse to take the extra (femporary) 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
the Head teacher and 3 Governors on Thursday 269 January 2017 to explain
the situation. Although there were reservations from the school the overall

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, lpswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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response was to accept in principle the installation of the temporarir classroom
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 now 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 construction
commencing on the new school early on. The costs between renting and
buying are comparative. Should developers prefer fo rent and pay for
installation and removal costs this is acceptable to SCC, and an ongoing rental
chargefobligation can be included in the Section 106 agreement. At this stage
SCC doesn't know how many additional houses the District Council or Parish
Counclil anticipates for the village or when they will be occupied, but 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 number In the current undetermined applications for planning
parmission. The District Council will need to consider whether a planning
condition to restrict eccupation until permanent primary education provision is
available locally that is an acceptable solution to support further devetopment
once the temporary provision places are used up by additional development.

The proportionate temporary accommodation contribution is calculated as
follows: '

Cost of a temporary accommodation £250,000

Cost per place = £250,000/60 = £4,167

Primary age pupils arlsing from-this site is 43 :
Proportionate contribution towards temporary classroom is 43 pupils x
£4,167 per place = £179,181 '

* & & &

The temporary classroom cost of £250k will be apportioned across all
developments that secure planning permission, based on dwelling
occupations/pupils arising from each scheme up to the maximum of £250k/60
pupils. The planning obligation will need to be worded in such a way for each
scheme that the maximum they will pay will be based on fotal pupiis 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 xworth Free School and Thurston
Community College. Thurston Community Gollege has the largest secondary
school catchment area in Suffolk. At present there is forecast to be sufiicient
surplus places available for pupils forecast to arise from the proposed

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, [pswich, Suffolkk 1P1 2BX
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development, with any expansion projects currently falling under CIL.

However against the anticipated level 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 schoo! will be
neaded. 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 SCC to ensure that there is sufficient local

provision under the Childcare Act 2006. The Childcare Actin Section 7 sets outa
duty to secure free early years provision for pre-school children of a prescribed
age. The current requirement is to ensure 16 hours per week of free provision
over 38 weeks of the year for all 3 and 4 year-olds. The Education Act 2011 .
amended Section 7, infroducing the statutory requirement for 15 hours free early
years education for all disadvantaged 2 year olds.

Through the Childeare Act 2018, 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 pupils 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
setting on the site of the new primary school which would be 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 cutdoor play and parking}.

The Mid Suffolk Regulation 123 List indicates that new eatly years seltings 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 setling, could
be calculated as follows (revised costs from a similar scheme in Suffolk):

¢ £500,000 construct:on cost (including land as collocated with the new pnmary
school) for a new 60 place setting

e £500,000/60 early years pupils = £28,333 per p.lace

e From 175 dwellings there is the need for 8 additional places

e Therefore 8 pupils x £8,333 per place = £66,664 (2016117 costs)

3. Play space provision. Consideration will need fo be 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 whete children and

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, lpswich, Suffolk 1P1 2BX
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young people can play. Some important issues to consider include:

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

b. Play spaces are atfractive, welcoming, engaging and accessible for all
local children and young people, including 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 transport. A
comprehensive assessment of highways and fransport issues is required as part
of any planning application. This will Include travel plan, pedestrian and cycle
provision, public transport, Hghts 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 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 authorities to develop county-wide technical guidance ot parking
in light of new national policy and local research, This was adopted by the
County Council in November 2014 and replaces the Suﬂ’o!k 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 nheed of care,
including the eldetly and people with learning disabilities, 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 mesting
this requirement, with a proportion of dwellings being built to ‘Category M4(3)’
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. Care Home and/or
specialised housing needs, based on further discussion with the Mid Suffolk
housing team to identify local housing needs,

6. 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 only be considered
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding if priority has been given to the use of
sustamable drainage systems.

On 18 December 2014 the secrotary of State for Communities and Local
Government (Mr Eric Pickles) made a Ministerial Written Statement (MW3S)
‘'setting out the Government’s policy on sustainable drainage systems. In
accordance with the MWS, when considering a major development (of 10
Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk iP1 ZBX g
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dwe[!ihgs or more), sustainable drainage systems should be provided unless
demonstrated to be inappropriate. The MWS also provides that in .
considering:

Yocal planning authorities should consult the relevant lead focal flood
authority on the management of surface water; salisfy 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 sustainable drainage system should bo
designed to ensure that the maintenance and operation requirements are
economically proportionats.”

The changes set out in the WMS took effect from 06 April 2015.

7. Fire Service, The Suffolk Fire and 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 need to be covered by
appropriate planning conditions. :

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service (SFRS) seek higher standards of fires safety in
dwelling houses and promote the installation of sprinkler systemns and can
provided suppott and advice on their instaliation.

Provision of water (fire hydrants) will need to be covered by appropriate planning
conditions at the reserved matters stage, in agreement with the Suffolk Fire and
Rescue Service. The County Council would encourage a risk-based approach fo
the installation of automatic fire sprinklers.

8. Superfast broadband. SCC would recommend that all development is equipped
with high speed broadband (fibre optic). This facilitates home working which has
associated bencfits for the transport network and also contributes to social
inclusion; it also impacts educational attainment and social wellbelng, as well as
impacting propetty 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, ADSL2+ or
exchange only connections. The sfrong recommendation from SCC is that a fuli
fibre provision should be made, bringing fibre cables to each premise within the
devslopment (FTTP/FTTH). This will provide a network infrastructure which ts fit
for the future and will enable faster broadband. -

9, Legal costs. SCC will require an undertaking from the applicant for the
reimbursernent of ts reasonable legal costs associated with work on a S108A for
site specific mitigation, whether or not the mafter 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 [P1 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 Regulations.

| would be grateful if the above information can be presented to 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 that itis understood what the impact of
this development is. The decision-taker must be fully aware of the financial

consequences.

Yours sincerely,

P J Freon

Peter Freer MSc MRTFI
Senior Planning and Infrastructure Officer
Strategic Devslopment — Resource Management

g Neit McManus, SCC
lain Maxwell, SCC
Peter Robinson, Chairman - Thurston Parish Council
Christine Thurlow, MSDC
Steve Merry, SCC.

Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk [P1 2BX -
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Place Seryices

Essex County Coundil
Cowity Hall, Chelmsford
Essex, CM1 10H

T 0333013 6840
viww.placeservices.co.uk

28 February 2017

Dylan lonas .

Mid suffolk District Council

Council Offices

131 High Street ' - L
Needham Market '

Ipswich

IP6 8DL

By emall only

Hi Dylan
Application: 5010/16
Location: Land to.the south of Norton Road, Thurston (P33 30H

Proposal: Application for Outline Planning Permisston {with all matiers 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
{duplicate to application 2797/16) )

Thank you for cons.qlti’ng Place Services on the abhove appliéation.
No chjection subject to conditions,

Based on the ecological reports provided by the applicant and a site visit carried out on 2 February
2017, | offer the following comments: :

Likely Ecological Impacts

Both ecological reports were undertaken by suitably qualified ecologists with the necessary skills and
experience to conduct this type of assessments and precautionary measures recommended to
maintain biodiversity, protected and priority across the development site.

The Extended Phase 1 habitat survey report (Southern Ecological Solutions, lune 2016) identified
that except for @ hedgerow survey, no additional surveys were considered necessary to assess the
likely impacts of the proposed development on bjodiversity. This is Hespite the report noting (para
5.19) that the hedgerow habitats were likely to be of potential value to bats for foraging and /or
commuting. ',

A Hedgerow Survey report {Southern Ecological Solutions, June 2016) has been submitted and
confirmed losses of this Priority habitat with recommended mitigation and 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 commeon bat species.

Plaze $ewlceslsalradecl comlce of Essex County Coupclh




f am concerned therefore that the likely impact of the development on bats {(European Protected

Specles) may have been underastimated, However, given that the hedgerows to be severed are

isolated from the network in the wider countryside and bat sensitive lighting 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 farmiand birds such as skylark. Having visited the site, | consider
that the availability of nesting habitat for this specles s limited as the boundary trees and hedges
mean that the field size is too small for them to attempt hesting, but | would have expacted to read
a Justification such as this to adequately consider this Priority species. The report Includes
conslderation of hedgehogs and brown hare and recommends enhancements including fencing
including cut-outs which should be Implemented throughout the development.

Recommendations

Subject to the condittons below (based on BS42020 model conditions) in respect of planting and
landscaping and a condition 1o control the design & ecological impact of external lighting, 1 am
satisfied that significant impacts on bats (Furopean Protected Specles} can be adequately controlled;

1. CONCURRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: EXTERNAL LIGHTING
No external lighting shall be provided within a development area or phase unless details thereof
have first bean submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority, Prior to
commencement a detalled lighting scheme for areas fo 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 include lux levels of the lighting to be provided), s6 that it can be;

a) Clearly demonstrated that areas to be it 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 welf as that to be

planted, will not be lit in such a way as to disturb or prevent bats using their tertitory 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.

All external lighting shall be installed in accordance with the specifications and locations set out in
the approved scheme, and shall he maintained thereafter in accordance with the scheme. Under no
clreumstances should any other external Iighting be installed without prior consent from the Local

'Plgnnlng Authority,

2 CONCURREN’F WITH RESERVED MATTERS: SOFT LANDSCAPING
No development shall commence within a development area or 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 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
vatiation, ' '

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 to protect nesting bird interest on site. Any such written confirmation should be

submitted to the Local Planning Authority.

4, CONCLIJRRENT WITH RESERVED MATTERS: RECOMMENDATIONS AS SET QUTIN
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)

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

Please contact me with any queries.

* Best wishes

Sue Hooton CEny MICIEEM BSc (Hons)
Principal Ecological Consultant

Place Services at Essex County Council
sue.hooton@essex.gov.uk

07809 314447

Place Services provide ecological advice on behalf of Babergh and Mid Suffolk District Councils

Please note: This letter is advisory and should only be considered as the opinion formed by specialist
staff In relation to this particular matter,




= Suffolk

~ County Council

Your ref: 5010/16

Our ref; Thurston — fand south of Norton Road
duplicate application 00049275

Date: 05 March 2017 '

Enquiries to: Neil McManus

Tel: 01473 264121 or 07973 640625

Email: neil.memanus@suffolic.gov.uk

Mr Dylan Jones,

Planning Department,

Mid Suffolk District Council,
Council Offices,

131 High Street,

Needharn Market,

Ipswich,

P& 8DL

.Dear Dylan,
Thurston: land south of Norton Road duplicate application

| 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, allotments, and vehicular access from Sandpit
Lane and Norton Road (duplicate to application 2797/16).

The County Council responded by way of letter dated 18 February 2017 which is still
relevant. However this letter provides an update on two issues, namely:

1. Temporary classroom. Whilst these mitigation requirements may still arise in this
respect, the District Councif's published 123 List contains ‘provision of primary
school places at existing schools’. So whilst the cost of the temporary classroom will
therefore fall to CIL the District will need to report this to committee as a direct cost -
conseqguence arising if planning permission is granted and the scheme is built out.
On this basis SCC will make a future CIL funding bid to Mid Suffolk District Council.

2. Suggested planning cendition restricting dwelling occupations linked with surplus
places available at the catchment village primary school. This is a matter for the
District to take a view on when considering the application of the 6 fests set out in
the National Pianning Policy Framework.

Yours sincerely,

Neil McManus BSc (Hons) MRIGS
Development Contributions Manager
Strategic Development — Resource Management

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




From: Thurston Parish Coundl [malito:info@thurstonparishcoundil.gov.uk]
Sent: 17 March 2017 10:10 ‘

To: Planning Adrin; Philip Isbell; Trevor Saunders

Subject: FW: Saved search resuits and Tracked Applications have been updated

For the attention of: Dylan Jones

Dear Dylan,

As the case officer tasked with dealing with the Planning Applications listed below may | please
confirm that the responses from both Thurston Parish Council and Thurston Neighbourhood Plan

. Team should be read as one overall response and shouid form part of the Parish Council’s Statutory |
Consultee response.

Ref: 4386/16 Erection of 138 dwellings. Construction of new vehicular access and provlsidn of
cycle/pedestrian link to Barton Road. Provision of road and drainage infrastructure, landscaping
and open space - Land on the west side of Barton Road, Thurston [P31 BNT

Ref: 4963/16 Outline Planning Application sought for up to 250 new dwellings, open space and
assoclated infrastructure, up to 2,4Ha of land for Thurstoh Community College, 2Ha of land for the
provision of a new Primary School, including details of access on land west of lxworth Road. - Land
west of Ixworth Road, Thurston P31 3PB

Ref: 5070/16 Outline Planning Permission sought for the erection of up to 200 homes {including 9
self build plots), primary school site together with associated access, infrastructure, landscaping
and amenity space (all matters reserved except for access} - Land at Notton Road, Thurston

Ref 4942/16 Residential development consisting of 64 dwellings and associated highway, car
parking and public open space - Land at Meadow Lane, Thurston P31 306

Ref 5010/16 Application for Outline Planning Permission {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 Sandpit Lane
{duplicate to application 2797/16 - Land to the south of Norton Road, Thurston [P31 3QH

Should you have any querles on this matter perhaps you would be kind enough to contact me,

Kind regards
Vacky

Mrs V Waples ' .

Clerk & Proper Officer to Thurston Parish Councl
Parish Council Office

New Green Centre

New Green Avenue

Thurston

P31 3TG

Tel: 01359 232854
Website: Thurston.suffolk.cloud

LOCAL COUNCIL :
AWARD SCHEME -
l QUALITY |
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Piarmi_ng‘ Applications — Suggested Informative
Statements and Conditions Report

AW Reference: 0002054}6

Local Planning Authority: Mid Suffolk District
Site: . Land to the South of Norton Road, Th_urston
Proposa']: | . Application for Outline Planning -Permission

(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 frem Sandpit
Lane (duplicate to application 2797/16)

Planning Application: - 5010/16

Prepared by: Sandra olim
Date: 31 March 2017

If you would like to discuss any of the points in this document please
contact me on 0345 0265 458 or emall
planningliaison@angllanwater.co.uk




ASSETS
Seaction 1 — Assets Affected

1.1 Our records show that there are no assets owned by Anglian Water or those
subject to an adoption agreement within the development site boundary.

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

3.1 The sewerage system at present has available capacity for these flows, via
a pumped connection to the public foul sewar 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 conhection.

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 lLocal Flood Authority of the Internal
Prainage Board. The Environment Agency should be consulted if the
drainage system directly or 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.

Section 5 ~ Trade Effiuent

5.1 Not applicable




Sent: 25 April 2017 16:26
To: Dylan Jones
Subject: RE: Plannirig appEications‘ for 872 houses in Thurston

Dear Dylan, thank you for your enquiry, Of the 6 ap phcatlons we ohly responded to 5070/ 16, the remaining
applications had no environmentat constramts in our remit.

Flood risk

None of the sites are In areas at risk of fluvial flooding, The assessment of risk of flooding from surface water fs
a matter for the lead local flood authority; Suffolk County Counclk

Foul water disposal

According to our records there should be sufficient headroom within the Thurston Water Recycling Centre
permitted Dry 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 sufficlent
hydraulic capacity.

The developers of each Individual slte should already have approached AWS with a Pre-development Enquiry,
However, depending on the timing of those enquiries they may not have considered the cumulative impacts.

Water supply

Thurston lies in an area of water siress, Our standard water resources comments for this situatien are below:

DEVELOPMENT SHOULD NOT BE COMMITTED AHEAD OF SECURE WATER SUPPLIES

The development Hes within the area traditionally supplied by Anglian Water Services Ltd. It is assumed that
water will be supplied using existing sources and under existing abstraction (lcance permissions, You should
seek advice from the water company to find out i this is the case, or @ new source needs to be developed or a
new abstraction licence is sought. We may not be able to recommend a new or increased abstragtion licence
where water resources are fully committed to existing abstraction and the environment,

THE LOCATION OF DEVELOPMENT SHOULD TAKE INTO CONSIDERATION THE RELATIVE AVAILABILITY OF
EXISTING DEVELOPED WATER RESQURCES
The timing and cost of infrastructure improvements will be a cansideration. This Issue should be discussed

with the water company.

EVERY OPPORTUNITY SHOULD BE TAKEN TC BUILD WATER EFFICIENCY INTO NEW DEVELOPMENTS, AND
INNOVATIVE APPROACHES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED.

We supports all Inltlatives almed 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 will be taken into
consideration, It is assumed that new houses will ba constructed with water meters fitted, Other water saving
measures that we wish to sea incorporated include low flush toilets, low flow showerheads, water butts for
gardens etc, We support greywater recycling as it has the potential to reduce water consumption in the
average household by up to 35% if achieved in a safe and hygienic mannar.

it 1s the responsibility of the applicant to ensure that no Jocal water features {including streams, ponds, lakes,
ditches or drains) are detrimentally affected, this includes both licensed and uniicensed abstractions.

if the propesal requires an abstraction licence, It is recommended that the applicant contact our permitiing
centre. Depending on water resources availability a licence may not be able to be granted.

[ trust this information is usef.

Graham Steel
Sustainable Places Planning Advisor
East Anglia area East




Internal 58389

External 02 03 02 58389

Mobile 07845 875238

graham.steel@environment-agency.qov. uk

https:/fwww.gov.uk/government/organisations/environment-agency

https:/fwww.gov.ul/flood-risk-assessment-for-planning-applications
bttps://www.gov.uk/flood-risk-assessment-local-planning-authaorities

lceni House, Cobham Road, lpswich, IP3 8JD




- Your Ref: MS/5010/16

QOur Ref: 570\CON\S0TV G

Date: 8™ June 2017 :
Highways Enquiries to: steven.merry@suifolk.gov.uk

= County Council

r

All planning enquiries should be sent to the Local Planning Authority.
Emall: planningadmin@baberghmidsuffolic.gov.uk

The Planning Officer

Mid Suffolk District Counail
Coungii Cffices .
131 High Street

Ipswich '

Suffolk

IP6 8DL

For the Attention of: Dylan Jones

" Dear Dylan,
" TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 41990 - CONSULTATION RETURN MSI5010/16

PROPOSAL: Outline Planning Application (with all matters other than means of access
reserved) for residential development of up to 175 dweIii_ngs with
associated 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, IP31 3QH

ROAD CLASS: U

introduction

Planning applications have been submitted to develop five sites around the village of Thurston. It
was recognised at an early stage by the Planning Authority and Highways Authority that
collaboration between all parties could provide a more effective package of infrastructure
improvements supporting these developments than couid be obtained by freating'each as an
individual application. The proposed Highway Conditions and Obligations in this lefter are a resuit
of the collaboration hetween Developers, their Agents, the Local Planning Authority and the

- Highways Authority over a number of months. It is 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.

If one or more of the five sites are not granted approval by the Local Planning Authority it is
strongly recommended that the conditions and obligafions contained in this response are -
reconsidered so that they provide robust mitigation for the impact of those sites granted planning

. permission.

This application is a duplicate of MS/2797/16. A separate response has been be provided for that
application ' . .

Proposed Highway Conditions

Notice is hareby given that the Counfy Council as Highway Authority doas not ohject to the
proposal subject to the imposition of the conditions shown below oh any permission to be granted
and the completion of a $106 planning obligation to its satisfaction: .

" Endeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk P14 2BX
www.sLiffolk.gov.uk




Condition: Before the development is commenced, detalls of the estate roads and foofpaths,
(including layout, levels, gradients, surfaging and means of surface water drainage), shall be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To ensure that roadsffootways are consfructed to an acceptable standard.

Condition: Prior to the commencement of any part of the development, details of the propesed
tree planting and landscaping including root management measures shall be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority 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'ensure new trees are not planted toe close to.

carriageways to be lawfully replaced if they become highways and to prevent damage to the
roads, : .

Condition: Before the develapment hereby permitted is commenced a Construction
Management Plan shall have been submitted to and approved in writing 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

d) storage of plant and materials '

&) programme of works (including measures for traffic management and operating
hours) :

1) provision of boundary hoarding and lighting
&-protection-ofimpertant-frees;

' ath j ter guantity-and qualiy

i) 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) haul routes for construction traffic on the highway network and

)} monitoring and review mechanisms. _

No-works-inrespect of the-censtruction-of the-development hereby-permitted-and-o
Outside-the-hours-of-0800--1800-on Mondayste-Fridays-{inclusive} '
On-Sundays-and-en-public helidays

Reason' In the interests of highway safely residential-amenity-and-to ensure
compliance with the Local Plan. '

Note: the struck through elements of the above condition aren't considered necessaty
or in deed acceptable by the highway authority but may be relevant for other reasons.

- Condition: Before the development is commenced details of the areas to be provided
for the manoeuvring and parking of vehicles including secure cycle storage and electric
vehicle charging infrastructure shall be submifted to and approved in writing 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 and used

for no other purpose.

Reason: To ensure the provision and long term maintenance of adequate on-site
space for the parking and manoeuvting of vehicles, where on-street parking and
manoeuvring would be detrimental to highway safety and further to National Planning
Policy Framework paragraph 35.

Fndeavour House, 8 Russell Road, Ipswich, Suffolk IP1 2BX
: www.suffollkc.gov. ulk




Condition: Before the development is commenced details of the areas to be provided
for the storage and preséntation for collection 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 stored on the highway causing
obstruction and dangers for other users. This is necessary to avoid inadequate space
being provided. :

Condition:-Before the development of each dwelling plot 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 plot and its
access onto the estate roads. The approved scheme(s) shall be carried out in their
entirety before the dwelling(s) are first occupied and shall be retained thereafter in its
approved form. :

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.

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 waler from the development onto the highway. This shall include
how the surface water will be disposed of, The approved scheme shall be carried out
in ils entirety before the access s first used and shall be retained thereafter in its

approved form. : :

Reason: To prevent hazards caused by flowing water or ice on-the highway. This is
necessary because details have not been submitted to demonstrate how this will be
achieved at the proposed access.

Condition: No other part of the development shall be commenced until the new access
has been laid out and completed in all respects for a minimum 20m from the nearside
channel line of Sandpit Lane in accordance with Drawing No. JMS (Fast Anglia) Ltd
drawing no. IP15_127_11_SK002 Rev. C including uncontrolled pedestrian crossing
points each side fo the access and been made available for use.

Thereafter the access shall be retained in the specified form.

Reason: To ensure that the access is designed and constructed fo an appropriéte
specification and is brought into use before any other part of the development is
commenced in the interests of highway safety.

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 ensure that satisfactory access is provided for the safety of residents and
the public:
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www.suffolk gov.uk :




10.  Condition: Before the access is first used visibility splays shall be provided as shown
on Drawing No. JMS (East Anglia) I-td drawing no. IP15_127_11_8SK002 Rev. C with
an X dimension of 2.4m and a Y dimension of 80m and thereafter retained in the
specified form. Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 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 modification) no obstruction over 0.6 metres
high shall be erected, constructed, planted or permitted to grow within the areas of the
visibility splays. ’ a

Reason: To.ensure vehicles entering the highway have sufficient visihility to enter the
public highway safely and vehicles on the public highway would have sufficlent warning
of a vehicle emerging in order to take avoiding action if necessatry.

11.  Condition: No dwelling shall be occupied until the highway improvements shown on
Drawing no. [P15_127_11_SK002 Rev. G are completed. These improvements are a
scheme of highway improvements including local carriageway widening, bus stops and
footways along Sandpit Lane. The indicative details are acceptable in principal
although detailed design will need to be agreed during the 8278 agreement process.

Reason; To provide improve the public highway in the interests of public safety and
_provide a sustainable highway infrastructure.

12.  Condition: No dwelling shall be occupied until the highway improvements shown on
Drawing no IP15/127/11/8K04 are completed. Drawing [P15/127/1 1/SK04 shows this
footway and appears to be feasible. It is recommended that a footway with street
lighting be provided along Church Road to link to the footpath leading to the existing
primaty school and wider gommunity to the south and the open space.

Reason: To provide a safe link for pedestrians between the site and infrastructure,
specifically the primary school, within the village.

Note: The existing street lighting system may be affected by this proposal. The .
applicant must contact the Street Lighting Engineer of Suffolk County Councl,
telephone 01284 758859, in order to agree any hecessary alterations/additions to be
carried out at the expense of the developer. The design of street lighting and any tree
planting interrelate.

Note: It is an OFFENCE to carry out works within the public highway, which
includes a Public Right of Way, without'the permission of the Highway Authority.

The works within the public highway wili be required to be designed and constructed in
accordance with the County Council's specification.

The applicant will also be required to enter into a legal agreement under the provisions
of Section 278 of the Highways Act 1980 relating to the construction and subsequent
adoption of the highway improvements. Amongst other things the Agreement will

. cover the specification of the highway works, safety audit procedures, construction and
supetvision and inspection of the works, banding arrangements, indemnity of the
County Council regarding noise insulation and land compensation claims, commuted
sums, and changes to the existing street lighting and signing.

S106 Contributions
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All contributions must be appropriately index linked. Any of the above contributions unspent or
hot committed 5 years following occupation of the final dwelling to be repaid.

1.

Highway Improvement Gontribution: Improvements fo Thurston Footpath 1 between
Meadow Lane and Ixworth Road to facilitate better pedestrian access between the site

and baworth Road. ‘

Highway Improvement Contribution; ]mprove Thurston Footpath 7 north of Meadow Lane
to provide improved access to the wider Public Rights of Way network and mitigate

increased use by pedesfrians

Highway Improvement Contribution: Coniribution towards a Traffic Regulation Order
(TRO) and associated works to extend the existing 30mph of speed limit on Norton Road
eastwards beyond Church Road to improve road safety. . :

Highway Improvement Contribution: 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 pedestrian and vehicle use.

Highway Improvement Contribution: Gontribution towards improvements at the A143 Bury
Read / G691 Thurston Road/ C649 Brand Road, junction at Great Barton to mitigate ~
congestion at peak petiods.

Highway Improvement Contribution towards safely improvements at the (3693 Thurston
Road / G692 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.

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 in full; the following

Section 106 contributions are required:

Travel Plan Travel Plan Evaluation and Support Contribufion - £1,000 per annym from
occupation of the 100th dwelling for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation
of the final dwelling, whichever is longest, 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, 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 resuit in the failure of the

. Travel Plan to mitigate the Highway impact of thig development.

Travel Plan Implementation Bond, or cash depos?f ~£11 8,525 (£593 per dwelling — based
on the estimated cost calculated by Suffolk County Council 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. Thercfore the following elements of the Travel Plan should be
secured by Section 106 obligations:

Implementation of the Interim Travel Plan {when approved)

Provision of an approved welcome pack to each dwelling on first occupation
Approval and full implementation of the Full Travel Plan :

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

» & © 8
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» Securing and implementing remedial Travel Plan measures if the vehicular
reduction targets are not achieved, or if the 1rip rate in the Transport Assessment is
exceeded when the site is occupied

Comments:

1.

The reasons for refusal given in my letter dated 27th October 2016 relating to access
from Norton Road have been addressed through the revised details including drawing
no. Thur/o1 Rev C — Development Framework Plan. If considered in Isolation from the
four subsequent major development applications in Thurston, notably application
reference MS/5070/16 on jand on the north side (opposite) of Norton Road, there is no
reason remaining to refuse the proposal on transport grounds.

Improvements to the surfacing of the footpath (Thurston Public Footpath 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 3 to 8 and the costs attributed to 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 site is determined as a stand-alone application
these conditions and contributions would be re-assessed. if this development proceeds
in isolation and none of the others are granted permission it is considered that Highway -
Contributions 1, 2, 5, and 8 should be funded.in their entirety by this development and

a proportional contribution made to Highway Contributions 3,4 and 7.

Whereas with no development on the north side of Norton Road there would be little
reason for pedestrians from the development to use the footpath between Norton Road |
and Church Road to access Norton Road.” The potential refocation of the primary’

schoo!l 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. .

We made advisory comments only regarding internal road layout in my letter dated 27"
October 2016. One such comment referred fo emergency access and it is noted that
the main access road to the east half of the site includes a 3.7m wide footway/cycle
track to reduce to a minimum the likelihood of complete obstruction of the sole access
route. In addition, the advice regarding preferable tree locations appears {o have been
heeded.

NPPF para. 36 says, ‘A key tool fo facilitate this fthe objectives of para. 35] will be a
Trvel Plan. All developments which generate significant amounts of movement should
be required to provide a Travel Plan. The Interim Residential Travel Plan (dated 22nd
December 2016) that was submitted to support the planning application for 200
dwellings in Thurston has identified some suitable measures and targets to mitigate the
impact on the existing highway infrastructure. However, there will need to be some -
amendments made to the Travel Pian, which are as follows:

The nos. 384 and 385 bus services that serve within the vicinity of the proposed
.deelopment would only be suitable for commuting fo Buiry St =dmunds for a typical
gam to 5pm shift. The times and frequencies would not be suitable for commuting to
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Stowmarket, which is also a major employment destination for residents of Thurston
. identified by the 2014 Census. There will need to be further reference in the Travel
Plan on how this issue could be overcome.

8. The Travel Plan monitoring makes no reference fo surveying the residents, only the
staff that will work at the proposed Primary School. This will need to be amended to
monitor the residential element of the Travel Plan from oscupation of the 100th
dwelling instead of one year after opening. The monitoting must be undertaken
annually for a minimum of five years, or one year after occupation of the final (200th)
dwelling, whichever is longest. The Travel Plan must be primarily be monitored by the
use of traffic counts, as the resident response rates of Travel Plan surveys on
residential developments tend to be very low, even with the use of an incentive. Also
the use of traffic counts allows an instant comparison with the expected trip rates
provided in the Transport Assessment, as the Travel Plan was mentioned as one of the

highway mitigation measures.

9. There is no reference to producing a Full Travel Plan after the baseline monitoring has
been completed. The Full Travel Plan must contain the site-specific baseline data and
some revised measures should be submitted for approval on occupation of the 100th

dwelling.

10. The provision of the monthly rail ticket to Bury St Edmunds, of bus or cycle voucher of -
equivalent value is a good measure and welcomed by SCC. However, the rail voucher
should also cover the cost of travel to Stowmarket as well, due 1o the existing bus
services linking Thurston to Stowmarket being limited for commuting. Also each
dwelling should be able to redeem up to two vouchers, as more than one working adult

may reside In the dwelling.

41. A revised Travel Plan that takes info account the comments raised above, should be
‘submitted for approval prior to the determination on the application. These revisions
need to comply with National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 32. Other relevant
paragraphs include 34, 35, 36 and 37 as well as the “Travel Plans, Transport
Assessments and Statements in Decision-taking” section of the 2014 Planning Practice

Guidance.

12.In addition, é good travel plan will also support Core Strategy Objectives SO3 and SO6
of the Mid Suffolk Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2008) and Gore
Strategy Focused Review (2012). ,

3. There is potential for increased benefits through combining Travel Plan investment
between nearby developments that should be investigated, if or when such other

developments are delivered.

Yours sincerely,

Steve Merry
Transport Policy and Development Manager
Strategic Development — Resource Management
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From: Khan Wasil [mailto:Wasil.Khan@networkrail.co.uk] On Behalf Of Town Planning SE

Sent: 03 May 2017 11:56

To: Planning Admin

Cc: Town Planning SE

Subject: Consultation on Planning Application 5070/16 - Land at Norton Road, Thurston / (anglia)

Dear Sir/Madam,

Thank you very much for consulting with Networlk Rail in regards fo application 5070/16 and offering

us the opportunity to comment.
We have reviewed the application above and assessed the further combined developments which

include the below planning applications.

2797/16 { Highfield, Norton Road, Thurston, Bury St Edmunds, P31 3QH - 175 dwellings
4963/16 / Land west of Txworth Road, Thursten [P31 3PB — 250 dwellings

4942/16 / Land at Meadow Lane, Thurston [P31 3QG — 64 dwellings

4386/16 / Land on the west side of Barton Road, Thurston IP31 3NT -- 138 dwellings
5070/16 - Land at Norton Road, Thurston — 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 to close level crossings wherever possible as this
removes any interface where a person or vehicle could be struck by a train. Therefore the major
concern for Network Rail in relation 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 further usage unless mitigation and measures are introduced; therefore the preferred option
in this location would be to close the level crossing,

The safety justification for closure of the crossing is set out below:




“Thurston station level crossing is a footpath crossing with miniature warning 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 38 1m, of
which there is currently insufficient sighting but this is mitigated by the miniature warning lights.

Trains 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.

Particular factors 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 risk at a level crossing based on a variety of factors, including misuse, train
information, number of users, the environment , available sighting etc. Based on the information
entered, ALCRM calculates the risk score which generates an individual risk to a user (A to M) and a
collective risk (1 to 13) with A and 1 being the highest calculated risk.

Within these risk bands, ALCRM also calculates a Fatality & Weighted Injuries (FWI) score. When
the last ALCRM assessment was undertaken in July 2015, Thurston level crossing’s risk score was
calculated as 0.001924552 (ID4), which is outside of ALCRM’s high tisk categoties.

" The proposed residential development will see the usage at this crossing increase to a greater level
and therefore mitigation options to decrease the risk will need to be explored in order for Network

Rail o support the planning application.
Without definitive numbers, the increase in pedestrian footfall has been modelled in ALCRM as

follows:

s 75 Pedestrians per day: D4 with a FWI of 0.001924552 (Last census)
o 120 Pedestrians per day D4 with a FWI of 0.003079283
s 150 Pedestrians per day D4 with a FWI of 0.003849104
s 200 Pedestrians per day D3 with a FWI of 0.005132138

As you can see the FWI rises, with 200 pedestrians a day this would move the crossing into a High
risk category. Currently a new risk assessment is being carried 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 (currently 75 users per day). In all of the aforementioned pedestrian scenarios, there
would be a marked increase in the risk profile at this level crossing which would therefore 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 contributions are provided in
order to fund the closure of the crossing. The measures required to close the crossing are ouilined in
the attached feasibility report. In lght of the 5 applications coming forward, we believe the only fair
and reasonable solution would be for the applicants to shate the cost of the crossing closure. The cost
of the closure is estimated to be £imillion, 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 Rail 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 permitted, to enable the closure of the level crossing,

Reason: To ensure safe and suitable access can be provided in accordance with Paragraph32 of the
NPPF.




Kind Regards,

Wasil Khan
Town Planning Technician, Property

Network Rail

5™ Floor

I Eversholt Street

London NW1 2DN

Tel: 07734 648485
E:Wasil.khan@networkrail.co.uk
www.networkrail.co.uk/property

NetworkRail
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From: planningadmin@midsuffoik.gov.uk [mailto:planmingadmin@midsuffolk.gov.uk]

Sent: 06 April 2017 15:10

To: Town Planning SE

Subject: Consultation on Planning Application 5070/16 - Land at Norton Road, Thurston / response
deadline 20/04/2017 / (anglia)

Correspondence from MSDC Plamiing Services.

Location: Land at Norton Road, Thurston

Proposal: QOutline Planning Permission sought for the erection of up to 200 homes (including 9
self build plots), primary school site together with associated access, infrastructure, landscaping and
amenity space (all matters reserved except for access)

We have received an application on which we would like you to comment. A consultation letter is
attached. To view details of the planning application online please click bere

We request your comments 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, NPPT, SC4, Cor4, RT12, CL8,
C01/03, which can '

be found in detail in the Mid Suffolk Loca] Plan.

We look forward to receiving your comments.

Emails sent to and from this organisation will be monitored in accordance

with the law to ensure compliance with policies and to minimize any security tisks.

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 Mid Suffolk District Council shall be

understood as neither given nor endorsed by Mid Suffolk District Council.
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$***************************************%**************************%*******
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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, nor may it
be copied or disclosed to anyone who is not an original intended recipient.

If you have received this email by mistake please notify us by emailing the sender, and then
delete the email and any copies from your systenn.

Liability cannot be accepted for statements made which are clearly the sendet's own and not
made on behalf of Network Rail.

Network Rail Infrastructure Limited registered in England and Wales No. 2904587,
registered office Network Rail, 2nd Floor, One Eversholt Street, London, NW1 2DN
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