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1.1

1.2

1.3

This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012 in respect of the Copdock and Washbrook
Neighbourhood Plan.

The legal basis of this Consultation Statement is provided by Section 15(2) of the 2012
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations, which requires that a consultation statement should:

o contain details of the persons and bodies who were consulted about the proposed
neighbourhood development plan;

o explain how they were consulted;

. summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons consulted; and

o describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where relevant

addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

The policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plan are the culmination of extensive
engagement and consultation with residents of Copdock and Washbrook as well as other
statutory bodies. This has included a household survey and consultation events at
appropriate stages during the preparation of the Plan.



2.1

2.2

During 2018, Copdock and Washbrook Parish Council agreed to prepare a neighbourhood
plan for the parish. A Steering Group was established and in September 2018 an application
was made to Babergh District Council to designate the whole parish as a Neighbourhood
Area.

On 28 September 2018, in accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning Regulations,
Babergh District Council formally designated the whole parish as a Neighbourhood Plan
Area, as illustrated on Map 1. Details of the application, its publication and the designation
can be viewed on the District Council’s website under ‘Neighbourhood Planning in Copdock
and Washbrook. There are no other designated neighbourhood plan areas within the Parish
boundary.

Map 1 - The Neighbourhood Plan Area



3.1

3.2

3.3

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of the
Government's Neighbourhood Planning Regulations and, in particular, has involved
considerable local community engagement to gather evidence for the content of the plan
and later inform the plan’s direction and policies. Originally, a Neighbourhood Plan was
prepared and examined ahead of a Parish Referendum held on 24 March 2022. The
Referendum returned 57.4% voting against then Plan from a turnout of 37.8%.

As a result of the No vote, the Parish Council resolved to review the Plan and prepare an
amended and up-to-date version which deleted a proposed housing allocation.

This Consultation Statement includes details of the background consultation carried out in
preparing the rejected Neighbourhood Plan as well as focusing on the specific community
engagement carried out for the amended Neighbourhood Plan.

On 8 November 2017 we held a village drop-in event to explain the neighbourhood plan
process and gather comments and feedback from residents.

A Residents’ Survey was circulated to all households in the Parish. The survey form remains
on the Neighbourhood Plan website and just over 200 residents aged 16 and over
responded, approximately 22% of the population. The results were collated and published
in the Supporting Documentation section of the Neighbourhood Plan website at

http://www.cwnpsg.onesuffolk.net/ .

As part of the Government’'s Neighbourhood Plan technical support package, a Housing
Needs Assessment was prepared by AECOM Consultants and published. The report is
available to view on the Neighbourhood Plan website.

A community drop-in event was held at the Village Hall, providing feedback of the work
undertaken to date on the preparation of the Plan including a summary of the household
survey results, landscape character, open spaces and important buildings, design guidance
and the potential sites for housing development. Over 80 residents visited, made comments


http://www.cwnpsg.onesuffolk.net/

3.7

3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

and discussed options with members of the Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan
committee.

The Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan Site Options and Assessment was
prepared as part of the Government’'s Neighbourhood Plan technical support package. It
assessed the suitability and deliverability of potential housing and employment sites in the
parish that had been put forward to the District Council as being available. The final report
is available to view on the Neighbourhood Plan website. The amended Neighbourhood
Plan does not allocate a site for housing.

A Landscape Character Appraisal was prepared for the Parish Council by Alison Farmer
Associates. The report was later updated ahead of finalising the amended Plan and is
available to view on the Neighbourhood Plan website.

A final drop-in event ahead of the First Pre-Submission Draft Plan consultation was held in
the Primary School. The aim of the event was to seek views on the potential housing sites
that could be included in the Neighbourhood Plan.

Given the failure of the Plan to pass the referendum, the Parish Council made the decision
to produce an amended Plan which, primarily, would remove the allocated housing
site from the Plan. An informal consultation evening was held at the Village Hall on 20
July 2022 to explain the way forward. A four-page explanatory leaflet, reproduced in
Appendix 1 of this Statement, was produced and distributed to every household. The
display boards from the event are reproduced in Appendix 2.

During the whole neighbourhood plan process, there has been regular publicity, awareness
raising and community engagement.

There have been regular updates at Parish Council meetings and events have been
publicised through the distribution of leaflets and on the Parish Council website.

The Steering Committee has met on a regular basis and notes of all meetings are available
on the Neighbourhood Plan website.



4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

On 7 February 2023 the formal Pre-submission Draft Amended Neighbourhood Plan was
approved for publication by the Parish Council. The statutory consultation commenced on
Saturday 11 March and continued through to Friday 28 April, a period of just under seven
weeks.

In order to ensure that all residents and others operating in the Neighbourhood Area were
aware of the consultation, a leaflet publicising the consultation and a drop-in event to
launch the consultation was distributed to all households and known businesses in the
Parish. A copy of the leaflet is reproduced in Appendix 3 of this Statement. The drop-in
event was held at the Village Hall on Saturday 11 March and the display boards from the
event are reproduced at Appendix 4.

At the start of the consultation, all the statutory Regulation 14 consultees, as advised by
Babergh District Council, were consulted. The full list of bodies consulted is shown in
Appendix 5 and the content of the email sent to them by the Parish Clerk is included at
Appendix 6.

The Plan was made available on the Neighbourhood Plan pages of the Parish Council
website as well as a dedicated website for the neighbourhood plan
(http://cwnpsg.onesuffolk.net/) together with the supporting documents that had been
prepared to inform the content of the Plan. A comments form was also available for
downloading and an online version of the form was provided to enable responses to be
made electronically.

Details of the responses received during the pre-submission consultation period are
detailed later in this Consultation Statement.



A total of 27 people or organisations responded to the Pre-Submission Consultation as
listed below.

The following individuals or organisations submitted comments:

R K Watling
F Green

M Watling
Jill Girling
James Girling
C Hodge

F Blanchette
M Blackwell
F Green

L Butters

C Butters

L Carman

D Carman
J&S Castle

R Livall

M & A Milner-Moore

Suffolk County Council and Red House Trust
Iceni Projects Ltd on behalf of Bellway Homes Ltd

Babergh District Council

Suffolk County Council

Anglian Water

East Suffolk Water Management Board

Historic England

Natural England

Ministry of Defence

Avison Young on behalf of National Grid

Avison Young on behalf of National Gas Transmission

The schedule of comments and the responses of the Parish Council are set out in Appendix
7 of this Statement. As a result, the Submission version of the Neighbourhood Plan has
been appropriately amended as identified in the “changes made to Plan” column of the
Appendix. Further amendments were made to the Plan to bring it up-to-date and Appendix
8 provides a comprehensive list of all the modifications to the Pre-Submission Plan
following consultation.



Appendix 1 - July 2022 Information Event Leaflet
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Appendix 2 - July 2022 Information Event Display
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Appendix 3 - Leaflet used to publicise Pre-Submission Consultation
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Appendix 4 - Pre-Submission Consultation Launch Event Display

~28 ~



~29 ~



~ 30 ~



~31~



~ 32~



~ 33 ~



~34 ~



~ 35 ~



~ 36 ~



~37 ~



~ 38 ~



~ 39 ~



~ 40 ~



~ 41 ~



~ 42 ~



MP for South Suffolk

County ClIr to Samford Division Suffolk County Council
County ClIr to Belstead Brook Division Suffolk County Council
Ward CliIr to Copdock & Washbrook

Ward ClIr to Capel St Mary

Ward Clirs to Sproughton & Pinewood

Sproughton Parish Council

Pinewood Parish Council

Belstead Parish Council

Bentley Parish Council

Capel St Mary Parish Council

Wenham Parva Parish Meeting

Chattisham & Hintlesham Parish Council

Burstall Parish Council

Suffolk County Council

Babergh District Council

Land Use Operations, Natural England

Essex, Norfolk & Suffolk Sustainable Places Team, Environment Agency
East of England Office, Historic England

East of England Office, National Trust

Town Planning Team, Network Rail Infrastructure Limited
Highways England

Marine Management Organisation

Vodafone and O2 and Three mobile phone networks
Ipswich & East Suffolk CCG & West Suffolk CCG
National Grid

UK Power Networks

Anglian Water

Essex & Suffolk Water

Defense Infrastructure Organisation, Ministry of Defence
National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups

Diocese of St Edmundsbury & lpswich

Suffolk Chamber of Commerce

New Anglia LEP

RSPB

Sport England (East)

Suffolk Constabulary

Suffolk Wildlife Trust

Suffolk Preservation Society

Community Action Suffolk

Dedham Vale Society

Suffolk Coast & Heath AONB

Theatres Trust

East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board
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COPDOCK and WASHBROOK NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
(REGULATION 14)

Dear Sir / Madam

As part of the requirements of the Localism Act 2011 and Regulation 14 of the Neighbourhood
Planning (General) Regulations 2015 (as amended), Copdock and Washbrook Parish Council is
undertaking a Pre-Submission Consultation on the Draft Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood
Plan. It follows an unsuccessful parish referendum in March 2022 when the previous
Neighbourhood Plan did not achieve a majority vote in favour of the Plan.

Babergh District Council has provided your details as a body/individual we are required to consult
and your views on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan would be welcomed.

The full plan and supporting documents can be viewed here together with information on how to
send us your comments.

This Pre-Submission Consultation runs until Friday 28 April

We look forward to receiving your comments. If possible, please submit them online at
https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/CandWPIlan/ or, if that is not possible, please send them in a reply
to this email.

Copdock and Washbrook Parish Council
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http://www.cwnpsg.onesuffolk.net/the-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/CandWPlan/

The tables in this appendix set out the comments that were received during the Pre-Submission Consultation Stage and the responses and changes made to the Plan as a
result of the comments. The table is laid out in Plan order with the general comments following the comments on the policies. Where proposed changes to the Plan are
identified, they relate to the Pre-Submission Draft Plan. Due to deletions and additions to the Plan, they may not correlate to the paragraph or policy numbers in the
Submission version of the Plan.

Name | Organisation ‘ Comment ‘ Parish Council Response Proposed Changes
Chapters 1, 2, and 3

F Green Yes to small developments for the need of villagers Noted None

M Watling 1.3 1 do not feel that the referendum in March 2022 was a true reflection Noted None

on the original plan, as a campaign by some in the village sort to confuse
some residents by an an anonymous prepared leaflet asking for to vote
no. Some residents believed this to be from the Parish Council which it

was not.
2.7 Provision should be made to reduce the existing dual carriageway Proposals to address this matter
through the village (i) to reduce the road being attractive to rat run are contained in Chapter 11

drivers avoiding the Copdock Mill roundabout on the A12 (i) to
incorporate a cycle lane in each direction to attract more use of cyclists in
the area to both the countryside and into Ipswich.

2.13 & 3.1 The village has been subject to new residential areas being Noted
developed over the years. | must be accepted that at some time further
developments will be needed to suit the local demand and from others
areas to live in this ideal location which is not a town environment and
ideal for access to the A14 & A12 in all directions.

3.6 The plan needs to be sympathetic to the surroundings of the village. Noted

J&S Castle ltem 1.3. The previous plan did not support the following:- Noted None
-Protecting the landcape.
-Improving wildlife habitat.

ltem 1.4 Would it not be preferable to increase the parish rate of the The Neighbourhood Plan does
council tax for infrastructure improvements rather than build further not make provision for
houses in order to obtain CIL money. significant additional house

building other than those sites
which already have planning
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

Item 1.6. Does Babergh DC have the final say on planning and
development for Copdock and Washbrook in spite of this development
not being required by the Parish Council and NP.

permission and any
developments that are in
accordance with Policy C&W1

Babergh DC are the only
authority that can determine
planning applications and they
can also allocate sites for
housing through the preparation
of the Local Plan.

Suffolk County
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust

As per covering comments, we believe the exclusion of housing
allocations, and specifically of LAO08 or any derivative of it) present a
missed opportunity for the Neighbourhood Plan to have control over
local growth and to provide certainty of infrastructure delivery.

From a planning policy perspective, a draft Neighbourhood Plan or Order
must be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the
development plan in force if it is to meet the basic condition. Although a
draft Neighbourhood Plan or Order is not tested against the policies in an
emerging local plan the reasoning and evidence informing the local plan
process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic conditions
against which a neighbourhood plan is tested. For example, up-to-date
housing need evidence is relevant to the question of whether a housing
supply policy in a Neighbourhood Plan or Order contributes to the
achievement of sustainable development.

Strategic policies should set out a housing requirement figure for
designated neighbourhood areas from their overall housing requirement
(paragraph 65 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework). Where
this is not possible the local planning authority should provide an
indicative figure, if requested to do so by the neighbourhood planning
body, which will need to be tested at the neighbourhood plan
examination. Neighbourhood plans should consider providing indicative
delivery timetables, and allocating reserve sites to ensure that emerging
evidence of housing need is addressed. This can help minimise potential
conflicts and ensure that policies in the neighbourhood plan are not
overridden by a new local plan

There is no requirement to
allocate any sites for housing in
the Neighbourhood Plan.

The adopted Part 1 Joint Local
Plan demonstrates that there is
no local need and that the
housing requirement has been
met by planning consents.

The adopted Part 1 Joint Local
Plan does not contain housing
requirements for neighbourhood
plans. There is nothing in the
neighbourhood planning
regulations to state that they
should “consider providing
indicative delivery timetables,
and allocating reserve sites to
ensure that emerging evidence
of housing need is addressed”.

None

None

None
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

The Part 2 BMSDC Local plan is expected to set out that Babergh should The recent resolution to approve | None
provide for an additional 1,191 dwellings over the Plan period in the Part 2 | a planning application for Phase
Plan. A portion of this growth will likely be allocated to the Ipswich Fringe, | 2 of Wolsey Grange, Sproughton
as this is identified as a key strategic growth area. The main modifications | will deliver this residual
indicate that settlement boundaries will be reviewed, and if necessary, requirement.
revised to meet this shortfall.

Suffolk County | Archaeology

Council SCC welcomes the inclusion of the historic mapping in Chapter 2 and the | Noted None
reference to Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service (SCCAS) in
Chapter 9.
Chapter 2 could be enhanced with the inclusion of information held on This is referenced in paragraph None
the parish's heritage assets included within the County Historic 9.1
Environment Record (HER), which is managed by SCCAS. Publicly
available records can be seen through the Suffolk Heritage Explorer1. SCC
considers that the information from the HER could be reproduced on a
map and included in the Plan which could then highlight archaeologically
sensitive areas.

This is not considered necessary. | None

Additionally, SCCAS have been reviewing Farmsteads throughout Suffolk,
as part of an ongoing project funded by Historic England. The
Neighbourhood Plan Group may wish to consider whether the
information from the Suffolk Farmsteads Project would add any details or
information to the Plan. Entries from the project can be seen via the
Suffolk Heritage Explorer.
Minerals and Waste Noted None

Suffolk County Council is the Minerals and Waste Planning Authority for
Suffolk. This means that SCC makes planning policies and decisions in
relation to minerals and waste. The relevant policy document is the
Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan9, adopted in July 2020, which
forms part of the Local Development Plan.

Section 3 - Policy Context
In the policy context, there is no mention of the Suffolk Minerals and

The Plan will be amended to
make reference to the Minerals
and Waste Local Plan.

Add new paragraph after 3.7
to provide details of the
Suffolk Minerals and Waste
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

Waste Local Plan 2020. It is suggested to add a brief paragraph regarding
this, after paragraph 3.7.

Safeguarded Sites

For information, there are four safeguarded sites in or nearby the
Neighbourhood Plan Area, as outlined below. These are safeguarded
under the Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2020, Policy MP10:
Safeguarding will therefore apply.

These safeguarded sites include:

- Anglian Water Treatment facility AW201 — Washbrook-Opp Chapel Lane
o (Inside) East of the Plan Area.

- Minerals Extraction site M3 — Bedstead

o (Inside) East of the Plan Area (this a large minerals extraction site, please
be especially aware of its existence).

- An Anglian Water Treatment facility AW93 — Hintlesham-Wilderness HSE
STW

o (Outside) North of the Plan Area.

- A Metal and End of Life Vehicles site MELV12 — SBS Spares

o (Outside) North-East of the Plan Area.

These sites can be found in the Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan
2020 and can also be found on our Interactive Map of Waste Locations of
Interest10.

Figure 3 is covering text on the right-hand side of the image which
denotes paragraph numbers (paragraphs 2.5 and 2.6).

Noted

Noted

The allocation is actually outside
the Neighbourhood Area
Noted

Noted

This will be rectified

Local Plan.

None

Amend alignment of Figure 3
so as to not obscure
paragraph numbers 2.5 and
2.6

Babergh
District Council

The penultimate sentence in para 3.5 will require updating now that the
proposed modifications to the JLP have been published for consultation.

Para 3.6 would have been technically correct when this draft Plan was
prepared but is now also out of date. As modified, JLP Part 1 no longer
identifies a settlement hierarchy, and it carries forward settlement
boundaries from the adopted 2006 Babergh Local Plan (except where an
adopted Neighbourhood Plan identifies a new settlement boundary).

If you wish to retain paragraph 3.6, it needs to be re-written in the
context of the current position. Policy SPO3 now essentially only supports

Paragraph 3.5 will be updated

Paragraph 3.6 will be amended
to reflect the content of Part 1 of
the Joint Loal Plan adopted in
November 2023

Amend paragraphs 3.5 and
3.6
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

development within the settlement boundary, subject to the detail
outlined within the policy.

Vision and Objectives

F Green

Lanes in the village are already over used by large vehicles ignoring
weight restrictions and speed

Noted

None

M Watling

4.2 The plan needs to accommodate all aspects of this section especially
items 14 & 15 including reduction of speed limit on the Old London Road.

Noted

None

M Blackwell

It would be good to include that any new development is built with the
infrastructure to support electrical charging for each property and zero or
nil carbon heating etc

EV charging points are address
in the Plan but neighbourhood
plans are limited in terms of
specifying requirements for zero
carbon heating.

None

J&S Castle

Item 5 Business Employment.
There is no way that increasing business and employment will not have
detrimental impacts - its a given fact.

Noted

None

Anglian Water

Anglian Water supports the Infrastructure and Services Objective 13 to
ensure that development does not result in a detrimental impact on
infrastructure including sewers and surface water and watercourse
flooding. Developers are encouraged to engage in early discussions with
our pre-development team so that connections or any upgrades to our
network are addressed when planning applications are submitted to the
local planning authority. We will always recommend that SuDS are
prioritised to manage surface water on site, to ensure that connections to
a surface water sewer are only considered as a last resort, and any
modelling and necessary upgrades are undertaken at the developer’s
expense.

Noted

None

Suffolk County
Council

SCC notes the concerns raised in Objective 14 and the intention to reduce
through-traffic in the village. SCC would like to highlight that proposals
linked to the Wolsey Grange development are aiming to make the
existing 'rat-running’ in this area less attractive to motorists through
amendments to the ‘Beagle’ roundabout.

In regard to Objective 15, SCC supports any improvements to road safety
via development or otherwise. Particularly by improving Old London
Road for cyclists and pedestrians and reducing vehicle speeds. Objective
16 to protect and enhance Public Rights of Way is welcomed by SCC.

Noted

Noted

None

None
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Name | Organisation

\ Comment

Parish Council Response

| Proposed Changes

Policy C&W!1 - Spatial Strategy

Iceni Projects Policy C&W 1 - Spatial Strategy sets out that the Neighbourhood Plan None
Ltd on behalf area will accommodate development commensurate with Copdock and
of Bellway Washbrook’s designation in the district’'s settlement hierarchy. The focus
Homes Ltd for new development will be within the settlement boundaries, and
proposals outside the settlement boundaries will only be supported
where they are in accordance with national and district policies and would
not have a detrimental impact on heritage and landscape designations,
highway safety, or important gaps between settlements.

e  Our concern with this policy is that it misses the opportunity The adopted Part 1 Joint Local
within the Neighbourhood Plan to influence the location of Plan demonstrates that there is
future growth which is likely to arise through the Part 2 Local no local need and, combined
Plan. Moreover, concentrating development within the existing with a resolution to approve a
settlement boundaries would prevent Copdock & Washbrook planning application at Wolsey
from meeting its housing needs and the substantial benefits of Grange, Sproughton, means
growth. The Part 2 JLP will allocate additional housing in the that the housing requirement
Ipswich Fringe strategic growth area. It is submitted that the has been met by planning
Spatial Strategy in the Neighbourhood Plan should be reviewed, | consents.
which will provide benefits for the existing settlement by
providing for needed housing in appropriate settings, certainty
around infrastructure delivery, and protection from unwanted
development.

Suffolk County | Note comments against Q1. The adopted Part 1 Joint Local None
Council, on In addition, this policy is potentially a missed opportunity to influence the | Plan demonstrates that there is
behalf of location of future growth which is likely to be allocated through the no local need and, combined
Suffolk County | BMSDC Part 2 Local Plan. The Part 2 JLP will allocate additional housing in | with a resolution to approve a
Council and the Ipswich Fringe strategic growth area. The previous well thought out planning application at Wolsey
Red House plans which the Parish Council developed for LAOO8 provided control and | Grange, Sproughton, means
Trust certainty over development and significant infrastructure delivery and we | that the housing requirement

therefore would welcome further discussion to revisit this opportunity. has been met by planning

consents

Suffolk County | Policy C&WT1 - Spatial Strategy
Council SCC welcomes Policy C&W1 with some minor amendments, as follows: The wording in the policy has None
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Name Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

“i. would not have a detrimentat-significant adverse impact on heritage
and landscape designations and highway safety; and

ii. would not undermine the important gaps between settlements as
identified on the Policies Map.”

Settlement Gaps

previously been found to meet
the Basic Conditions as
referenced by the Referendum
version Neighbourhood Plan
dated December 2021.

The illustrations of the important gaps on the Policies Map are not very The annotation was used in the None
clear and could be interpreted that development could be accepted previously examined
within the white parts of the grey and white dashed lines. Therefore, it is Neighbourhood Plan and found
recommended that this is illustrated differently on the Policies Inset Maps. | to be satisfactory by the
It is unclear as to what the primary function of settlement gaps are - to Examiner.
prevent the coalescence of Copdock and Washbrook with neighbouring It is considered to quite clear
settlements, or to maintain visual gaps along the main road within the what the Settlement Gaps are
settlement, and this should be clarified. seeking to achieve given the
annotation on the Policies Map.
SCC supports the position on highway safety, and this would be assessed | Noted None
within any future development proposals.
Chapter 5 — Planning Strategy
J&S Castle The wordage is cinvincing and we hope that this is borne out in future Noted None
decision making!
Policy C&W 2 - Affordable Housing on Rural Exception Sites
F Green Not a simple yes or no affordable homes for local residents would be Noted None
small
F Green Affordable housing for local residents only. Noted None
L Butters Yes, if it enables local people to remain in the vilage. Noted None
J&S Castle Because there is an obvious need for affordable housing. You then go on | Market housing would only be None
to state that market housing may also be required to finance the allowed on such a scheme in
affordable homes. So an immediate spread of properties outside of the exceptional circumstances to
settlement boundaries. make the affordable housing
deliverable.
See 6-10 further on in the questionnaire.
Iceni Projects Policy C&W 2 — Affordable Housing on Rural Exception Sites sets out None

Ltd on behalf
of Bellway
Homes Ltd

requirements for small-scale affordable housing on rural exception sites
outside settlement boundaries.
e While the delivery of affordable housing is wholly supported, the

This is not necessary as the Rural
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

assessed housing need for Copdock & Washbrook includes both
market-rate and affordable housing. Provision for market-rate
housing growth is therefore required, and as detailed above
Policy C&W 1 as it is currently drafted would provide for an
inadequate quantity of market-rate housing.

Exception Site policy enables
100% affordable housing
schemes to be delivered

Policy C&W 3 - Housing Mix

F Green

Yes, for 10 dwellings in the village.

Noted

None

J&S Castle

No numbers are given, but villages of this size can only accommodate
small developments without completely spoiling the character of copdock
and washbrook and overwhelming the schools and medical facilities that
are already over stretched.

Noted

None

Iceni Projects
Ltd on behalf
of Bellway
Homes Ltd

Policy C&W 3 — Housing Mix sets out the preferred mix of dwellings for
developments of 10 dwellings or more.
e This policy reflects the latest Housing Needs Assessment and is
supported.

Noted

None

Suffolk County
Council

Adaptable homes and an ageing population

Data accessible via the Suffolk Observatory* shows a mid-2020 estimate
of the population for Copdock and Washbrook village is 1,192. Of these,
26.8% of residents are aged 65+ which is above the England average of
18.5% and clearly displays an ageing population.

With respect to the population data, it is important to ensure the needs of
residents are catered for, recognising the likely increase of co-morbidities
as people get older. Whilst there is mention in Policy C&W3 of bungalows
being “particularly supported”, it is suggested that there could be
provision for homes that are adaptable to M4(2) standards. This can help
meet the needs of elderly and frail residents, allowing them to maintain
independence for longer, but without restricting the needs of younger
people and families. It is therefore recommended that the following is
added to Policy C&WS3, to show support for homes that are adaptable,
and help to meet Objective 4:

"Within the wider mix of dwellings on housing developments, support will
be given for the provision of homes that are adaptable and accessible

(meaning built to optional M4(2) standards), in order to meet the needs of

Noted

Policy LP26 of Part 1 of the Joint
Local Plan requires 50% of new
homes in a development to meet
the requirements for accessible
and adaptable dwellings under
Part M4(2) of Building
Regulations. It is therefore not
necessary for the
Neighbourhood Plan to set this
requirement, especially in the
light of the Written Ministerial
Statement dated 2015 which
restricts the ability for
neighbOurhood plans to set such

None

None
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Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

the aging population, without excluding the needs of the younger buyers
and families. The incorporation of single storey bungalows would be
particularly supported.”

standards.

Chapter 6 - Housing

F Green The on going building in the village is adequate considering the hundreds | Noted None
of new builds in a small radius near by creating more traffic congestion
times when the village is grid locked
M Watling It will be important to have a housing mix otherwise all new Noted None
developments will become not be affordable by younger families and for
the older aged people wanting to downsize in the village..
L Butters A mix of housing is really important to ensure equity. With increasing Noted None
house prices, smaller cheaper housing remains a necessity.
J&S Castle See number 6 Noted None
Suffolk County | See initial comment Noted None
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust
Suffolk County | It is suggested in the supporting text, the inclusion of the needs of This is not considered necessary | None

Council

residents who are living with dementia in the community, and the
potential for making Copdock and Washbrook Village a “Dementia-
Friendly community”®. The Royal Town Planning Institute has guidance on
Town Planning and Dementia® and for neurodiversity’ to support those
with learning difficulties.

for the Neighbourhood Plan

Babergh
District Council

In para 6.2, we note that reference is made to the now ‘indicative’
housing figure for this Plan area. Whilst we appreciate this is an indicative
figure and has no legal weight, we cannot rule out the possibility that
further allocations would need to be made in Copdock & Washbrook
through the Joint Local Plan (JLP) Part 2.

Noted. The adopted Part 1 of the
Joint Local Plan does not provide
indicative housing requirements
for the Neighbourhood Area and
the paragraph will be amended
accordingly.

Amend paragraph 6.2 to refer
to the fact that Part 1 of the
Joint Local Plan does not
provide indicative housing
figures.

Policy C&W 4 - Employment Sites

J&S Castle but..... see 9 Noted None
Suffolk County | This Policy could refer to the need for sustainable locations (such as This is not considered necessary | None
Council locations with footway access) for non-employment exceptions, in
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accordance with the Suffolk Design: Streets Guide.

Babergh Policy C&W 4 supports the retention and development of existing The Policies Maps will be Amend Policies Maps to

District Council | employment sites. These are shaded blue on the Policies Maps. We have | amended to reflect the correct area covered by
no comment on the policy, but closer scrutiny of Inset Maps shows that employment sites in the March Existing Employment Sites
some previously identified employment sites are not replicated (see 2022 Plan annotation

screenshots below). Qstn: Are these omissions accidental or intentional?

Policy C&W 5 — New Businesses and Employment
L Butters Yes but only within settlement boundaries. Noted None
J&S Castle ...but... every new business will have requirements for employees vehicles, | The policy refers to the need to None
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deliveries by van and heavy commercial vehicles, a certain of noise,
pollution etc and should be kept away from lanes which aer totally
unsuitable for this kind of invasion.

not have an unacceptable impact
on the highways network.

Suffolk County | SCC supports the position on highway impact, and this is a matter that Noted None
Council would be assessed with any large-scale proposal.
Policy C&W 6 — Farm Diversification
F Green It only makes lanes very dangerous for locals if the old a12 is turned into Noted None
single lane all other roads are only lanes singe track
L Butters An effective use of redundant buildings. Noted None
J&S Castle but see number 9 Noted None
Chapter 7 - Business and Employment
M Watling 7.5 | strongly agree to this section in respect of not being detrimental to Noted None
the impact on the character of the village
F Green The village have no roads for business development or farm redundant Noted None
buildings to heavy traffic on one track lanes are already overloaded and
are not reinforced.
J&S Castle See question 2 The policies refer to the need to | None
not have an unacceptable impact
Also... further business development should be located on main road on the highways network
areas as local lanes are not at all suitable for heavy business traffic,
causing the break-up of road surfaces, damage to verges, traffic
congestion and pollution.
Policy C&W 7 — Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity
L Butters It is vital to protect existing landscape. Noted None
Iceni Projects Policy C&W 8 — Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity sets out that Noted None
Ltd on behalf development proposals in the Special Landscape Area will be permitted
of Bellway only where they protect and enhance the special landscape qualities of
Homes Ltd the area, are designed and sited to harmonise with the landscape setting
of the site and provide suitable landscape impact mitigation measures.
e This policy reflects local landscape designations and is supported.
Suffolk County | Yes, but noting this does not preclude development. Noted None

Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and

It is noted that application DC/21/02073 included a Landscape Visual
Impact assessment, which concluded the effect on the landscape
condition within the LAQO8 site was offset by the increased vegetation
proposed. As such the magnitude of change was assessed to be medium,
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Red House resulting in an effect of moderate neutral significance. The effect on the
Trust landscape condition within the Study Area was assessed to be low,
resulting in an effect of minor adverse significance.
Suffolk County | Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity (ALLS)
Council SCC welcomes Policy C&W?7 and its accompanying Map (3) identifying Noted

the Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity (ALLS).

SCC notes that there is an inconsistency in paragraph 8.10 of the Plan and
paragraph 4.7.4 of the Landscape Appraisal supporting document. The
Plan states that the SLA landscape (designated in the adopted Babergh
Local Plan) has been slightly extended in carrying it forward as an ALLS in
the Neighbourhood Plan; however, the Landscape Appraisal supporting
document states that the proposed extent of the ALLS is “the same as the
former SLA". SCC requests that this inconsistency is rectified.

The inconsistency will be
amended in the Plan

Amend paragraph 8.10

Policy C&W 8 — Local Green Spaces

Anglian Water

We note that the policy identifies Local Green Spaces (LGS) within the
neighbourhood plan area — however, there is no specific policy test in
relation to development or land use proposals. Whilst the text identifies
that the NPPF (para. 103) states that LGS policies for managing
development within a Local Green Space should be consistent with those
for the Green Belt, this should be reiterated in the policy to provide
certainty regarding how any proposals for development will be
considered - e.g. "Development in the Local Green Spaces will be
consistent with national policy for Green Belts".

We have network assets that intersect with the Play area off Mill Lane
(LGST) - however we do not consider that the policy should prevent any
operational development that may be needed to manage, maintain or
repair our assets. The supporting text could helpfully reference that
operational development by infrastructure providers will not be impeded
by the designation.

The policy will be amended

Add “Development in the
Local Green Spaces will be
consistent with national policy
for Green Belts"” to the end of
the policy

Suffolk County
Council

SCC welcomes the two proposed Local Green Spaces listed in Policy
C&WS - and shown on the Policies Maps - as this supports the ongoing
work to make Suffolk the Greenest County.

Whilst in theory, the designations of the two proposed sites as Local
Green Spaces would be suitable, SCC has not seen any form of
justification or appraisal for the two proposed sites. It is therefore unclear

An additional appendix will be
added to the Plan to
demonstrate how the Local
Green Spaces meet the NPPF
criteria

Add Local Green Space
Appendix
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how the proposed sites meet the criteria of paragraph 102 of the NPPF
2021, including outlining how each site is demonstrably special, such as
providing amenity and recreation, tranquillity, beauty, or historic or
ecological significance, as well as being not an extensive tract of land, and
should be in close proximity to the community that it serves. Therefore,
the supporting documents displayed on the parish council webpages
should include the justification for the designation of the local green
spaces and should include the above information. Without an appropriate
evidence base and justification of the local green spaces, it is unclear how
the sites meet the criteria of the NPPF 2021. The justification document
should also include any other sites reviewed, and why they were
discounted for designation.

Policy C&W 9 - Biodiversity

M Blackwell | would like to see wildlife corridors included as a requirement to ensure Noted None
the abundant wildlife can continue to transit through the village
regardless of any new development.

R Livall Policy C&W9 of the Pre-Submission Plan has been written without It is considered that the Plan None
supporting evidence. The Plan therefore does not accord with the meets the Basic Conditions
relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework [namely
Paras 8, 28, 31,174, 175 and 179].

Iceni Projects Policy C&W 9 — Biodiversity sets out that developments should provide a | Noted None

Ltd on behalf

net gain in biodiversity.

of Bellway e This policy reflects forthcoming changes to national policy and is

Homes Ltd supported.

Suffolk County | Green Infrastructure and Wildlife Corridors Policy C&W9 will be amended as | Amend Policy C&W 9 as
Council SCC notes that Green Infrastructure is mentioned only in the Glossary and | suggested suggested by Suffolk CC

not within the main text of the Plan or Policies. SCC welcomes reference
to Wildlife Corridors in paragraph 8.13 but would further welcome its
inclusion into Policy C&W9, as well as Green Infrastructure.

SCC welcomes Policy C&W9 with the following proposed minor
amendments:

“Development should avoid the loss of, or substantiat-significant harm to,
important trees, hedgerows and other natural features such as ponds.
Where such losses or harm are unavoidable, adequate mitigation [...]
Otherwise, acceptable development proposals will only be supported
where they provide a measurable increase in ret-gain-in biodiversity net
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gain, in accordance with the Environment Act 2021, through, for example:
i. the creation of new natural habitats including ponds;

ii. the planting of additional trees and hedgerows (reflecting the character
of iii. the areas traditional hedgerows), and;

iii. iv. restoring and repairing fragmented biodiversity networks”

These amendments strengthen the policy and seek to remedy a
formatting error, whereby Part iii of the Policy should be a continuation of
Part ii.

SCC highlights that any new highway access (or increased use of an
existing access) requires adequate visibility splays in accordance with
Appendix F of the Suffolk Design: Streets Guide and this may involve the
loss of existing hedgerows and trees. Any replacement planting should
not interfere with those splays or create a significant maintenance burden
for the Highway Authority.

Therefore, the following minor addition is proposed for policy C&W9
Biodiversity:

“Where new access is created, or an existing access is widened through
an existing hedgerow, a new hedgerow of native species shall be planted
on the splay returns into the site to maintain the appearance and
continuity of hedgerows in the vicinity. Any planting shall not negatively
impact visibility splays or cause a significant maintenance burden for the
Highway Authority.”

Policy C&W 10 - Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation

Iceni Projects Policy C&W 10 — Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation sets | Noted None
Ltd on behalf out that developments within the zones of influence of European sites
of Bellway require a financial contribution towards mitigation measures, and
Homes Ltd developments of 50 units or more must provide Suitable Alternative

Natural Greenspace.

e This policy reflects Natural England guidance and is supported.

Suffolk County | SCC welcomes paragraphs 8.16 and 8.17. Regarding Policy C&W10, we It is not necessary to amend the | None
Council advise that Strategy the acronym RAMS be included in the Policy title, title as the policy concerns

reading “Policy C&W10 - Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and
Mitigation Strategy (RAMS)".

mitigation and disturbance
rather than the strategy.
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Furthermore, SCC believes the term “in-combination” located in the first
paragraph of Policy C&W10 should be replaced and moved before
"adverse” to read "to avoid cumulative adverse in-combination
recreational disturbance effects”.

The third paragraph of the policy should be amended as follows, in order
to strengthen the policy wording:

"All development should not have an adverse impact on the integrity of
the Stour and Orwell Estuaries SPA and Ramsar site from-the

The wording is consistent with
other “made” neighbourhood
plans.

The amendment is not
considered necessary

Policy C&W 11 - Protection of Important Views and Landscape Character

F Green If its carried out correctly Noted None
M Blackwell It is not clear where the important views have come from. If | recall The views are identified in the None
correctly there was a survey in the village circa 2016 which produced a Neighbourhood Plan Landscape
map with these important views without further discussion or challenge. | | Appraisal prepared by a
have submitted a number of additional views that should be considered professional landscape
important but the ones contained in the plan appear to have been consultant
accepted without any real consideration. | would submit that the view
from back lane (from elm lane direction) looking north east is an
important view of the village and allotments. The view from the houses
at the northern end of the lane between back lane and the allotments
have an important view looking south over that lane. Both are similar to
viewpoint 2 in nature. It would be good to have a proper discussion
about these viewpoints.
F Green Views and landscape should be all and not some. Noted None
J&S Castle We would suggest that in addition to those 'viewpoints' already listed, the | Views must be from publicly None
view from the top of ElIm Lane, across the valley where the village sits and | accessible locations. The public
reaching as far as the Mendlesham mast on the A140 is an exceptional view from Elm Lane at this point
vista and should be added to the plan. Come to 1 Elm LAne to view for is obscured by a hedgerow.
yourself! And this was the area that was previously planned to be
swamped with 276 houses!
Iceni Projects Policy C&W 11 — Protection of Important Views and Landscape Character | Noted None

Ltd on behalf
of Bellway
Homes Ltd

sets out that proposals outside the settlement boundary should be

accompanied by a Landscape Visual Impact Appraisal to demonstrate
that the proposal can be accommodated without having a significant
detrimental impact on the countryside and conserve and enhance the
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unique landscape and scenic beauty within the parish.
e This policy reflects the findings of the Landscape Appraisal and is
supported.

Suffolk County | Comments from Minerals and Waste
Council Further, there is a chance that these safeguarded facilities could be Noted. It would be expected that
impacted by the protected views proposed. Proposed protected views will | any proposals at safeguarded
not impact or prejudice existing safeguarded sites. facilities should take account of
the policy in the same way as
other development proposals.
SCC notes that it would be helpful if there was a map immediately This is not necessary given that
following Policy C&W11, which displayed the viewpoints, and with each Appendix 2 includes details of
view clearly numbered. This would provide clarity to the Plan and provide | the views.
exact context to the reader for each of the viewpoints and their
justification. Whilst the policies maps do display the views, they are not
numbered, and it is difficult to get the context of the views.
Appendix 2 lists eight views (including photos and brief descriptions), but | The Policies Map will be Amend the Policies Map to
only six views are shown on the Policies Maps. Therefore, the Policies Map | amended accordingly ensure all important views are
must be updated to include all of the protected views. illustrated.
SCC notes that there should be an ‘and’ inserted between ‘Landscape’ The policy will be amended Amend the policy to insert
and "Visual'. accordingly "and” between Landscape and
Visual
Babergh Para 8.18 and Policy C&W11 refer to Important Views. Para 8.18 directs Noted

District Council

readers to Appendix 2. The latter is a repeat of Appendix 1 from the
previous referendum version Plan. In total, eight views are described.

Only six of the Important View location points are shown on the Policies
Map / Inset Maps. View 3 [View from London Road looking North] and
View 4 [View from Wenham Road looking East] are not shown.
Presumably, a drafting error rather than a case of these views are no
longer considered important.

The Policies Map will be
amended accordingly

Amend the Policies Map to
ensure all important views are
illustrated.
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Chapter 8 - Natural Environment

M Watling 8.8 Developments could be permitted in these areas, providing they Policy S&W1 addresses the None
complement the landscape sensitivity. Some parts of the sensitive areas suitable location of new
are in areas of the village where the extension of the residential areas is development
sensible so that the is a scattering of small developments all around the
village.

J&S Castle | | .. only that having done so much damage to the natural environment in | Noted None
these last 50-60 years we must do all in our power to rebuild - not only
for ourselves but for future generations.

R Livall | have recently had the pleasure of viewing the new Copdock & Noted None
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Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan Pre-Submission Plan 2023 - 2037
[March 2023] which in general terms | consider to be a very well written
and concise Plan. A fundamental flaw is that it does not provide up-to-
date biodiversity information in accordance with the National Planning
Policy Framework. A supporting Biodiversity Evaluation Report has not
been provided and in this respect the Copdock & Washbrook
Neighbourhood Plan compares most unfavourably with the recent Hoxne
Neighbourhood Plan Reg 16 Submission consultation (15 Feb to 31 Mar
2023) which contains a 45-page Evaluation Report:
https://www.midsuffolk.gov.uk/assets/Neighbourhood-Planning/Hoxne-
NP-SD8-Landscape-Biodiversity-Evaluation.pdf

The omission of a supporting Biodiversity Evaluation Report / Ecological
Assessment / Parish Biodiversity Action Plan with the Pre-Submission Plan
is most disappointing and fails to recognise the national concerns
expressed by Sir David Attenborough and others highlighting that "nature
is in crisis" and the desire for local action. | have become increasingly
concerned that some Parish Councils may choose [perhaps on the
grounds of financial expediency, insufficient time or lack of ecological
expertise] not to use or give any weight to the relevant biodiversity
guidance and tools at their disposal. Biodiversity regretfully appears to
still remain a soft option that may give rise to negative responses both
from Parish Councils and their professional advisors.

| make a number of objections to the Reg 14 Pre-Submission Plan
[http://www.cwnpsg.onesuffolk.net/assets/Project-Documentation-
/WashbrookCopdockNP-3.pdf], all of which relate to biodiversity.

The Pre-Submission Plan fails to recognise or relate to national concerns
that "nature is in crisis". Refer: United Nations Environment Programme
[https://www.unep.org/facts-about-nature-crisis] and UK's People's Plan
for Nature [https://www.weforum.org/agenda/2023/04/attenborough-
people-s-plan-nature-uk/].

The Parish Council has not provided up-to-date biodiversity information
with their Pre-Submission Plan, including ecological / wildlife corridor
network maps and data on priority species etc. The Plan therefore does
not accord with the relevant sections of the National Planning Policy

This is not considered necessary

Noted

Noted

This is not considered necessary
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Framework [namely Paras 8, 28, 31, 174, 175 and 179].

The Parish Council has not provided evidence that it is accurately
assessing and promoting "the conservation, restoration and enhancement
of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery
of priority species." The Pre-Submission Plan therefore does not accord
with the relevant sections of the National Planning Policy Framework
[namely Paras 8, 28, 31, 174, 175 and 179].

The Pre-Submission Plan does not address the challenge of climate
change and its implications for biodiversity. The Plan therefore does not
accord with the National Planning Policy Framework [namely Paras 8, 11,
98, 131 and Section 14 "Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding
and coastal change"].

Footnote: A key theme emerging currently in Neighbourhood Plans is
“climate change" and the "climate emergency". The only reference to
“climate change" in the Pre-Submission Plan is a single mention in Para.
3.1relating to a quote from the NPPF.

"Neighbourhood Planning Toolkits & Guidance - How to write a
neighbourhood plan in a climate emergency" [February 2020] provides a
very useful guide to policy writing and community engagement for low-
carbon neighbourhood plans. Reference:
https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/how-to-write-
a-neighbourhood-plan-in-a-climate-emergency/

If the Parish Council is able to address the objections that | have raised it
will establish a stronger policy framework for emerging development
proposals that may impact upon the biodiversity resource of the Parish, in
particular wildlife corridor / hedgerow connectivity. | am aware that to
date Copdock & Washbrook has been the subject to pressure for large
housing schemes.

This is not considered necessary

The neighbourhood planning
regulations do not specify the
minimum requirements for what
a neighbourhood plan should
contain

The neighbourhood planning
regulations do not specify the
minimum requirements for what
a neighbourhood plan should
contain

Noted

It is not considered necessary to
address these objections as
noted above

Suffolk County
Council

The supporting text surrounding Policy C&WS8 could be expanded to
mention the health and wellbeing benefits of green spaces. SCC would
suggest adding the following wording:

This is not considered necessary

None
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"Local Green Spaces can play an important role in improving the physical
and mental health of the population, and can carry environmental benefits.
Green space gives opportunities for social interaction, space for recreation,
physical activity, and a habitat for wildlife."

SCC welcomes paragraph 8.13 with the following minor amendment to
the final sentence:

"tr-sueh-cireumstances; A mitigation scheme will be required as part of
the proposal that provides the equivalent or better features on site.”

SCC notes that paragraphs 8.14 and 8.15 appear to be outdated,
especially in their references to Environment Act 2021. SCC requests that
these are updated to reflect the now current minimum requirements, i.e.,
developers will be required to justify that their proposals achieve a
minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain from November 2023.

Paragraph 8.1 states "as illustrated in the graph”, however, there are no
graphs in the Plan.

There is no Figure 5 or 6, but there is a Figure 7.

This is not considered necessary

Paragraph 8.15 will be amended

The error will be addressed

The error will be addressed

None

Amend para 8.15 to refer to
the implementation date of
the Environment Act 2021

Amend para 8.1 to delete
reference to the graph

Amend the Plan to ensure
Figure numbers are
consecutive

Policy C&W 12 — Heritage Assets

J&S Castle The exiting heritage assets must be protected at all costs, but in spite of Noted None
the fine wordage expressed in 'build characteristics', section 9.2 and 9.4, is
it not the case that so many developments in the Babergh area do not
match the lofty ideals expressed - and once built are as they are for
generations to come.
Iceni Projects Policy C&W 12 — Heritage Assets sets out that proposals must preserve or | Noted None
Ltd on behalf enhance the significant
of Bellway and setting of heritage assets.
Homes Ltd e This policy reflects Historic England guidance and is supported.
Policy C&W 13 — Design Considerations
J&S Castle see 18 above Noted None
Iceni Projects Policy C&W 13 — Design Considerations sets out design considerations for | Noted None

Ltd on behalf

new development.
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of Bellway e This policy would require new development to reflect local
Homes Ltd characteristics and create and contribute to a high quality, safe
and sustainable environment and is supported.
Suffolk County | Yes. In addition, while the Neighbourhood Plan may no longer wish to None
Council, on allocate specific sites, it can seek to control development through a
behalf of criteria-based policy approach which could be adopted in determining
Suffolk County | development proposals.
Council and It is suggested that the Plan includes the following criteria for residential
Red House development.
Trust Residential development should:

l. Be located adjacent to the settlement boundary and within walking | None of these suggestions are
distance of essential services and facilities, including public considered necessary
transport;

ll.  Demonstrate that there is capacity within the existing infrastructure
to accommodate increase demand, or adequate additional
infrastructure is provided in time to meet needs;

lIl.  Not adversely affect neighbouring amenity or have a significant
adverse impact on existing developments by way of noise, smell,
increased carbon emissions and reduced air quality or other
environmental factors;

IV.  Respect heritage assets and the special characteristics of the
surrounding landscape;

V.  Provide 35% affordable housing;

VI.  Proposals to be in harmony with the character of the Special
Landscape Area;

VII.  Provide a mix of house sizes in accordance with Policy C&W 3 -

Housing Mix;

VIII. Provide amenity open space and children's play facilities;

IX.  Provide an integrated approach to water management, including
the use of SuDS;

X.  Provide improved pedestrian and cycle links to key facilities; and

Xl. Provide highways improvements, including safety measures and
provision for emergency access.

Anglian Water | We support the policy requirement to address surface water run-off Noted None

through above ground sustainable drainage systems (SuDS). This aligns
with the Government's intention to implement Schedule Three of The
Flood and Water Management Act 2010 to make SuDS mandatory in all
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new developments in England in 2024. However, we welcome this policy
to ensure SuDS are incorporated in new developments, until the Schedule
is formally implemented, and the necessary measures are in place.

We are supportive of the Copdock & Washbrook Design Guidelines -
however the checklist in Appendix 4 does not reference sustainability or
eco-design (3.10) that could include opportunities to implement more
ambitious water efficiency standards for example or including schemes to
minimise potable water use such as rainwater/storm water harvesting
(3.11) and greywater recycling.

We would encourage the Parish Council to set more ambitious water
efficiency measures in the neighbourhood plan through a ‘fixtures and
fittings' based approach to achieve 100 litres per person per day (I/p/d).
This would align with the Government's Environment Improvement Plan
which sets ten actions in the Roadmap to Water Efficiency in new
developments - including a new standard for new homes in England of
105 litres per person per day (I/p/d) and 100 I/p/d where there is a clear
local need, such as in areas of serious water stress.

Noted

Neighbourhood Plans are
restricted by the content of
Written Ministerial Statement
HCWS488 (March 2015) in terms
of introducing new local
technical standards.

Suffolk County
Council

Flooding

SCC, as the Lead Local Flood Authority, has the responsibility for
managing flood risk arising from surface water, groundwater, and
ordinary watercourses. The Environment Agency has the responsibility for
managing flood risk from main rivers and the coast.

SCC suggests an amendment to Policy C&W13 Design Considerations,
with the following proposed wording:

"j. are not situated in areas of risk of any form of flooding, and should not
result in water run-off that would add-to or create surface water flooding,
through the incorporation, as appropriate to the development, of above
ground open Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that are
multifunctional and provide amenity and biodiversity, in accordance with
the Suffolk Flood Risk SuDS Local Design Guide 2023%".

These amendments will strengthen the intent of the Policy and ensure
clarity.

SCC notes that Part a. refers to landscape character, however, it should be

Noted

The policy will be amended

The policy will be amended

Amend Policy C&W 13 as
suggested by Suffolk CC

Amend criterion a. of the
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clarified if the requirement is for a landscape character appraisal (which
already exists) or a Landscape and Visual Appraisal (LVA). If it is the latter,
please edit the Policy as appropriate, as suggested below:

"a. [...] prepare a landscape character and visual appraisal (LVA) to
demonstrate this; [...]"

Concerning Part c., SCC believes that this policy could be strengthened in
order to recognise that the loss of the listed features would also be
detrimental to biodiversity. Therefore, the following amendment is
suggested:

“c. do not involve the loss of gardens, open, green or landscaped areas,
which make a positive contribution to the character and appearance of
that part of the village as well as aiding and enhancing biodiversity; |...]"

Part e should be amended as follows, to ensure clarity and strengthen its
protections:

“e. taking mitigation measures into account, do not affect-adversely result
in significant adverse effects on: [...]"

SCC notes that, as they are mentioned in Part d, tree lined streets and
tree requirements are included within the Suffolk Design: Streets Guide.

Regarding Part h, any adoptable new road layouts should be in
accordance with the Suffolk Design: Streets Guide. All parking should
accord with Suffolk Guidance for Parking (2019).

Regarding Part k, all cycle storage should accord with the Suffolk
Guidance for Parking (2019). All bin storage and presentation should be
clear of the highway.

Regarding Part m, all EV charging should accord with the Suffolk
Guidance for Parking (2019) and Part S of the Building Regulations.

Hence, the following amendments to the Policy are suggested:
"d. include tree-lined streets unless in specific cases there are clear,

This is not considered necessary

This is not considered necessary

Noted

Noted

Noted

Noted but the Suffolk Guidance
is guidance and the policy
increases these requirements to
reflect the phasing out of petrol
and diesel in new vehicles

These amendments are not
considered necessary

policy as suggested.

None

None

None

None

None

None

None
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justifiable and compelling reasons why this would be inappropriate and
include trees elsewhere within developments where the opportunity
arises, in accordance with Suffolk Design: Streets Guide. [...]
These amendments are not
h. produce designs, in accordance with Suffolk Design. Streets Guide and | considered necessary None
Suffolk Guidance for Parking 2019 standards, that maintain or enhance the
safety of the highway network ensuring with necessary vehicle parking is
provided within the plot and complemented by well designed, located
and integrated on-street parking to avoid any obstruction to highway
users or impediment to visibility and seek always to ensure permeability
through new housing areas, connecting any new development into the
heart of the existing settlement; [...]
These amendments are not
k. where appropriate, make adequate provision for the covered storage of | considered necessary None
all wheelie bins and for cycle storage, including cycle charging points, in
accordance with adepted-eycleparking-standards the Suffolk Guidance for
Parking (2019) or any successor documents; |...]
These amendments are not
m. provide one electric vehicle charging point per new off-street parking | considered necessary None
place created; these should accord with the Suffolk Guidance for Parking
(2019) and Part S of the Building Regulations.”
Policy C&W 14 — Sustainable Construction Practices
Suffolk County | Yes, strongly endorse Noted None
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust
Anglian Water | We agree with the policy approach for non-residential buildings to Noted Noted

encourage sustainable construction and designs. We consider that the
policy could be strengthened to encourage water efficient practices in
addition to minimising surface water runoff. We suggest the following
amendments to provide clarity in terms of water efficiency and flood
prevention:
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Proposed Amendments:

Policy C&W 14 - Sustainable Construction Practices

This policy only applies to non-residential development.

Proposals that incorporate current best practice in energy conservation
will be supported where such measures are designed to be integral to the
building design and minimise any detrimental impact on the building or
its surroundings.

Development proposals should demonstrate how they:

i. maximise the benefits of solar gain in site layouts and orientation of
buildings;

ii. incorporate best practice in energy and water conservation and be
designed to achieve maximum achievable energy and water efficiency;
iii. avoid installing new fossil fuel-based heating systems;

iv. incorporate sustainable design and construction measures and
renewable/low carbon energy efficiency measures including, where
feasible, ground/air source heat pumps, solar panels; and

v. incorporate measures to capture-and-attenuaterainwater manage
surface water run-off, and manage water resources sustainably in a
manner that will deliver net-positive benefits to the wider area. These
could include sustainable drainage systems where easily accessible
maintenance can be achieved such as wetland and other water features
which can help reduce flood risk whilst offering other benefits including
water quality, amenity/ recreational areas, and biodiversity benefits; and
rainwater/ and stormwater harvesting and greywater recycling to reduce
potable water use. and-ethernatural-drainagesystems-where-easiy

aceessible maintenancecanbeachieved-ncdudingratpwaterand
stormwater-harvesting

The suggested amendments will
be made

Amend Policy C&W 14 as
suggested

Suffolk County
Council

SCC welcomes Policy C&W14, noting its promotion of renewable energy
and sustainable development for non-residential development.

However, SCC highlights that considering the Climate Emergency, (as
declared by Suffolk County Council in March 2019') all development
should be sustainable, including residential development. Therefore, the
first line of the policy regarding applying to non-residential development
should be deleted.

Neighbourhood Plans are
restricted by the content of
Written Ministerial Statement
HCWS488 (March 2015) in terms
of introducing new local
technical standards. The original
neighbourhood plan was
amended by the Examiner to
add this clause to meet the Basic
Conditions.

None
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Chapter 9 - Built Environment and Design

M Watling

Policy 13 is important to ensure new developments are in keeping with a
village environment and not modern day industrial cladding systems.
House designs not to be repetitive but having different looking
elevations.

Noted

None

Suffolk County
Council

Concerning paragraph 9.7 of the plan, SCC notes that this is inaccurate
and contradicts with the paragraph above. Main rivers are categorised
and mapped? by the Environment Agency. This map shows that a main
river flows through the village. Therefore, paragraph 9.7 of the plan
should be amended, and should also include that, in addition to a
number of ordinary watercourses, are all at various risks of flooding.

Paragraph 9.7 will be amended

Amend para 9.7 as suggested

Policy C&W 15 - Protecting Ex

isting Services and Facilities

F Green Giving consideration of what the village have but lose a important and Noted None
well used hotel public transport is very poor cycling and walking very
dangerous with in the village
L Butters The village has an impressive array of facilities. Noted None
Suffolk County | SCC would recommend Policy C&W15 be expanded to detail the existing | This is not considered necessary
Council Services and Facilities, as listed in paragraph 2.22. this would help to
strengthen the policy and provide protection to the facilities.
The reference to sustainable travel infrastructure is noted and supported
In Policy C&W?15, SCC notes that there is a formatting error, where the The policy will be corrected Delete first line of Policy C&W
text repeats the Policy title in the first line. 15
Babergh Please note that C&W 15 requires an editorial fix to remove repetition of | The policy will be corrected Delete first line of Policy C&W

District Council

the policy title.

15

Policy C&W 16 — Open Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities

F Green Provision of sports and open space is good Noted None

C Butters Protecting existing facilities is vital. Noted None
Suffolk County | SCC welcomes Policy C&W16 that supports the provision, enhancement Noted None
Council and/or expansion of amenity, sport and recreation open space or

facilities, as physical activity can help to improve mental and physical
health.

SCC welcomes Policy C&W?16 - Open Space, Sport and Recreation
Facilities.
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It is considered that a list of open spaces, sports and recreation facilities in
the Policy would have been a helpful addition, alongside cross-references
to the Policies Maps. This would provide clarity s to what specifically the
protected sport and recreation facilities are.

Furthermore, one of these areas (play area at the Village Hall) could
qualify as a Local Green Space and it is suggested that t this could be
considered as the protection granted may be stronger.

SCC suggests an addition to Policy C&W16 that states “all parking and
cycle storage should accord with Suffolk Guidance for Parking (2019) at
open spaces, sport and recreation facilities”.

This is not considered necessary

This is not considered necessary

This is not considered necessary

Chapter 10 - Infrastructure and Services
M Watling 10.1,10.2 & 10.5 it is important to retain and possibly provide additional Noted None
support for these areas to maintain a local community neighborhood for
all ages..
F Green Copdock and washbrook are well provided with services and facilities the | Noted None
big problem being congested roads getting in and out of the village and
more buildings will only make this worse.
Suffolk County | Education Noted None
Council SCC, as the Education Authority, has the responsibility for ensuring there

is sufficient provision of school places for children to be educated in the
area local to them. This is achieved by accounting for existing demand
and new developments. SCC, therefore, produces and annually updates a
five-year forecast on school capacity. The forecast aims to reserve 5%
capacity for additional demand thus the forecasting below may refer to
95% capacity.

Early Years Provision

We note paragraph 10.3 which highlights that additional capacity will be
required for the pre-school. The strategy for mitigating growth will be
met through the expansion of the existing Copdock and Washbrook Pre-
school and new provisions delivered as part of the Wolsey Grange
development.

Primary Education

Copdock Primary School is currently forecast to exceed 95% capacity
during the forecast period. The number of pupils arising from applications
pending decision is also expected to put pressure on the existing places
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at the school should these applications be approved (DC/22/01410/0UT
and DC/22/01605/0UT).

The net capacity of the school is 70 places with a PAN of 10 pupils per
year group. However, the school does have some year groups larger than
10 pupils. As stated in the Plan, Wolsey Grange primary school can be
used to ease the pressure on places.

We note, however, that paragraph 10.2 states the capacity of the school is
90 pupils.

Secondary Education

East Bergholt High School is forecast to exceed 95% capacity during the
forecast period. The proposed strategy for mitigating this growth is via
future expansion of existing provisions.

The Plan could show support for inclusive and accessible facilities in
public spaces, by the addition of benches, including “Chatty Benches"®.
This could help to make an elderly population feel more included as part
of the community and reduce social isolation of vulnerable groups, as
well as to provide rest places for frail residents of the community. This
could be included after paragraph 10.7.

Paragraph 10.7, denoting the importance of services and facilities in
helping maintain healthy lifestyles, is welcomed.

This is not considered necessary
given such initiatives do not
require planning consent

Noted

Policy C&W 17 — Public Rights of Way

F Green

The changes are needed out side the village to stop over loading villages
that have no means or space or inferstucture to cope with more growth

Noted

None

F Green

The only road with access into the village is the A12. The next are lanes
with weight restrictions which dont work now.

Noted

None

L Butters

Yes because the village has some great public footpaths that need
protecting, but limited bridleways. With a high number of dog walkers in
the village it is important they are maintained or increased.

Noted

None

C Butters

Important not to lose existing footpaths.

Noted

None

J&S Castle

Old London Road requires a 30mph restriction at the Church Lane - EIm
Lane junction. Fatal accidents have already happened there.

The unsuitable for HGVs sign at the top of Elm Lane is ignored
completely.

Noted

None

Suffolk County

SCC has some landscape concerns regarding Policy C&W17.

Policy C&W17 is that which was

None
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Council

Markedly, not all Public Rights of Way (PRoW) have significant or,
sometimes, notable value as biodiversity corridors. Further, their primary
functions are for a recreational benefit to the local community and
connecting settlements.

Despite this, SCC supports the aspirations of the Plan that efforts should
be made to enhance biodiversity, for example by creating a wildflower
meadow or by planting a hedge, a row of trees, or even a woodland
along the PRoW, where there is an existing lack of these and where it is
possible. However, it could be the case that after improving the PRoW
(cutting back vegetation, and providing an improved surface to walk on),
the footfall increases, which would be the desired outcome but could
affect biodiversity negatively.

Therefore, SCC suggests the following amendments to the Policy:
“Measures to improve and extend the existing network of public rights of
way will be supported. Where possible, proposals should seek to recognise
and protect the value as biodiversity and wildlife corridors, and efforts

SCC notes that a dedicated map detailing the Public Rights of Way
network, as well as inclusion in the Policies Map, would prove a significant
enhancement of the Plan.

contained in the Referendum
version of the Neighbourhood
Plan (December 2021). It has
therefore been found to satisfy
the Basic Conditions.

Noted

Given that the policy has already
been assessed to meet the Basic
Conditions, this amendment is
not considered necessary

This is not considered necessary

None

None

None

Community Action 1

Suffolk County
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust

Yes. Importantly, it should be noted the Parish Council already has a
lever to secure the implementation of the long desired Highways
improvements. As promoter of land LA0O8, we have previously funded
the detailed design of a scheme to alleviate the highways issues and
committed to delivering the C&W aspects of this as part of development
of LA008. This scheme was submitted as part of DC/21/02073. The Parish
Council have previously endorsed this scheme.

Policy LAOO8 is to be deleted
from the Joint Local Plan

None

Community Action 2

M Blackwell |

The London road is important but it should not be a sole focus. What

‘ Noted

None
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about increasing road safety across the village, eg a virtual pavement in
back lane or a low speed limit village wide between elm lane and swan
hill?

Suffolk County | Yes, but it should be noted this approach has much less certainty than the | Policy LA0O8 is to be deleted None
Council, on proposed delivery plan associated with LA0O08 / DC/21/02073. from the Joint Local Plan
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust
Community Action 3
J&S Castle Whilst the premise is fine we fear that the vast expense involved would Noted None
not be used by enough cyclists to make it viable.
Suffolk County | Yes, support wider cycle links and noting comment to Q26. Noted None
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust
Chapter 11 - Highways and Movement
F Green In the draft plan indicates how dangerous the old a12 has become cycling | Noted None
is also dangerous to dangerous for horse rider's elm lane has become
over used with traffic now with all the new builds and businesses
M Watling These three Community Actions will have a welcoming impact on village Noted None
life to reduce the attraction of using the carriageway as thoroughfare for
commuters and passing lpswich traffic.
J&S Castle ... but also see number 25 Noted None
Suffolk County | Active Travel
Council SCC supports Policy C&W17 with paragraph 11.4 seeking to improve Noted None

active travel opportunities through pedestrian links, designating cycle
routes, and creating a stronger sense of place. Active and sustainable
forms of travel can help to reduce vehicles on the road and help to
improve air quality which can lead to a reduction of respiratory health
issues, as well as reducing obesity and overall improving physical health.
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SCC, as the Local Highway Authority, has a duty to ensure that roads are
maintained and safe as well as providing and managing flood risk for
highway drainage and roadside ditches.

Paragraphs 11.3 to 11.6

The proposed Capel St Mary to Ipswich cycle route on Old London Road
is supported by SCC. We are actively involved in procuring this
improvement which would significantly improve sustainable access and
encourage active travel in this area, whilst improving road safety and
making the route less attractive to motorists, according with many of the
aspirations in these paragraphs. The route has received approximately
£100k in Active Travel Funding to develop a detailed design and carry out
a public engagement exercise. This ensures that SCC can bid for
construction funding in a future year. However, it is worth noting that the
SCC residential planning application that proposed to provide part of this
route has recently been withdrawn.

SCC notes that there seems to be an unintended repetition of several
points (5-8) between paragraphs 11.3 and 11.4.

We note that the red area in Figure 7 is labelled as "Housing Site Policy
C&W4", Policy C&W4 is now the employment site Policy.

Noted

Noted

These matters will be corrected

Figure 7 will be amended

None

None

Delete points 5-8 in para 11.4

Amend Figure 7 to delete the
housing site reference

Babergh
District Council

We are pleased to see the inclusion of the Capel St Mary to lpswich cycle
route ambitions as part of the Plan. At least part of this scheme has
recently received funding.

We would encourage you to include a reference to the Councils’ Local
Cycling & Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) within this section which,
along with the Capel / Ipswich cycle route, also supports and evidences
the need to deliver this scheme, as well as a crossing just north of the
London Road junction near Church Lane, which would allow cyclists to
turn into Church Lane without crossing in front of turning traffic.

Whilst we support these aspirations, it is also important to highlight that
by potentially restricting development in Copdock & Washbrook, such as
through the enlarged Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity (Policy C&W 7

Noted

Reference will be made to the
Local Cycling & Walking
Infrastructure Plan as appropriate

Noted

Amend para 11.5 to include
reference to the Local Cycling
& Walking Infrastructure Plan

Noted
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refers), the amount of developer contributions (including Community
Infrastructure Levy) that could be obtained to support projects such as
these may be severely limited.

Following Councillor discussion that took place while considering a recent | A policy will be added Add new Policy C&W18 - Old
planning application, the Parish Council may also want to think about London Road Highways
including a new policy that provides further guidance on highway related Improvements

improvements along Old London Road.

What follows is a rough draft only and will require further discussion:
C&W x — Highways Improvements on Old London Road Where new
proposals come forward, they will be required to contribute towards
highways improvements on Old London Road and encourage the greater
use of sustainable transport modes and active travel. Highway schemes
which will encourage the greater use of Old London Road for sustainable
transport modes and active travel will be supported.

M Watling In North map include natural extension of settlement boundary of the This would have the effect of None
village to include area between Back Lane, ElIm Lane & London Road permitting the principle of
housing development on this
large area of land

M Blackwell As stated before, | don't think the important views have been properly The assessment of views was None
considered but are based on an old and limited survey carried out some | undertaken by a professional
years ago. | would be keen to add important views to the list. landscape consultant in 2019 and

in accordance with recognised
guidelines. It is unlikely that
views have changed in the

interim.
J&S Castle The view across the field, valley and further upward slope from the top of | The assessment of views was None
Elm LAne needs to be added to the plan - see number 16. undertaken by a professional

landscape consultant in 2019 and
in accordance with recognised

guidelines
Suffolk County | Yes, subject to the other comments as raised in this response. Noted None
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
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Council and
Red House
Trust

M Watling | do not agree with the development of DC/21/02510 on road safety This development has planning None
access / egress and potential future residential applications within the permission which cannot be
site. rescinded by the Neighbourhood

Plan.

M Blackwell As stated before, | don't think the important views have been properly The assessment of views was None
considered but are based on an old and limited survey carried out some | undertaken by a professional
years ago. | would be keen to add important views to the list. landscape consultant in 2019 and

in accordance with recognised
guidelines. It is unlikely that
views have changed in the
interim.

J&S Castle Appendix 1 DC/18/001765 - 9 houses to be situated on the site of an This development has planning None
engineering works seems an odd way to fulfil the desired aims and permission which cannot be
requirements of new buildings and is yet another ribbon development rescinded by the Neighbourhood
that presumably will ultimately fill Old London Road with propertties. Plan.

And a further 9 at the rear of a noisy hotel too!
Appendix 2 - The view across the field, valley and further upward slope The assessment of views was
from the top of ElIm LAne needs to be added to the plan - see number 16. | undertaken by a professional
landscape consultant in 2019 and
in accordance with recognised
guidelines
Appendix 3 - agree Noted
Appendix 4 - fine proposals but in the final reckoning will they all be Noted
followed....?
Suffolk County | Appendix 4 - Development Design Checklist This is not considered necessary | None
Council SCC considers that it would be appropriate to refer to the Suffolk Design:
Streets Guide in this section.
K Watling The plan has been very well constructed and informative and easy to Noted None
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understand. Complements to the team who organised this.

M Watling

Accepting that the village will expand in some form and in time as it has
done historically, the people in the village should not be negative in their
views by not wanting any developments to take place. However
developments that do take place should be complimentary to the village
scene and not town repetitive estate design.

Noted

None

M Blackwell

Well done and thank you. It would be great to have a proper discussion
about important views.

Noted

The assessment of views was
undertaken by a professional
landscape consultant in 2019 and
in accordance with recognised
guidelines

None

J&S Castle

This will probably sound a selfish comment as it probably is! But the best
thing to have happened to Copdock and Washbrook in the 32 years that
we have lived here is the cancellation of the planning envisaged for
housing on the Back LAne across to Old London Road/Elm Lane. We like
to think that democracy ruled, but fear that our belief may be tinged by
many other factors. It would have completely ruined our rural way of
living, which is the reason we deciced to live here inthe first place.

Please continue to fight these plans for excessive over-development.
Small only required!!!

And, whilst all has gone quiet at the moment, what of that other rather
large elephant in the room, the development of that gravel extraction site
on the very edge of Copdock and Washbrook - the far reaching effects of
which will greatly impact us all?

Noted

None

M&A
Milner-
Moore

| am writing with reference to the Copdock neighbourhood plan revised.
We are in favour of the single lane old London road this will be a huge
benefit and safety help for the village and the new plan looks much better
for the village.

We are happy with small bundles of houses but not the 270 proposed in
an estate like fashion.

Small infill around the village with little streets added here and there will
be the best option.

We have a lot of space along the road frontage of the old London road
that would be perfect to extend the village without a huge building
project.

Noted

The development of 270 homes
is no longer proposed in the
Neighbourhood Plan

None
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We are in favour very much of keeping the land adjacent to the allotment
as green space - we are aware lots of wildlife resides here including deer.

Iceni Projects
Ltd on behalf
of Bellway
Homes Ltd

Iceni Projects Ltd ('Iceni’) has been instructed by Bellway Homes Ltd
(‘Bellway’) to prepare representations to Copdock & Washbrook Parish
Council’s (‘the Parish Council’) Neighbourhood Plan Consultation.

Bellway welcome the opportunity to work with the Parish Council in the
preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan and would like to meet with the
Parish Council to discuss the Plan preparation.

Bellway are also in ongoing positive discussions with the adjoining
landowners and support a collaborative approach to growth, with all
three landowners agreed to work towards a single masterplan.

These representations will discuss the suitability of the land at Back Lane,
Washbrook for residential development and options for Neighbourhood
Plan-led housing growth in Copdock & Washbrook.

Site Context

Bellway owns the freehold on land at Back Lane, Washbrook (‘the Site’)
comprising approximately 2.4 hectares. The Site is part of a wider site at
Back Lane that was allocated for approximately 226 dwellings in the draft
Joint Local Plan and Neighbourhood Plan.

The Site is located adjacent to the settlement boundary of Washbrook
and is screened by mature hedgerows and trees. It is situated within a
larger Special Landscape Area that covers much of the Parish. There are
two Grade |l listed buildings to the north of the Site: Cherry Cottage and
Chelmesis.

Noted

A meeting is not considered
necessary in relation to the
neighbourhood plan

There is no requirement to
allocate a site for housing in the
neighbourhood plan

Noted

Noted

None

None

None

None

None
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Given the Site is immediately adjacent to Washbrook, it is within walking
distance of services and facilities in Washbrook, including Copdock
Primary School to the east, Copdock Hall and St Peters

Church to the south, The Brook Inn to the north, allotments to the
southeast, and play space to the southwest. There are additional services
in lpswich including a Tesco Extra located within a 20-minute walk or 7-
minute cycle from the Site. There is also a bus stop at the Brook Inn, a
five-minute walk from the Site, which offers a short bus service to Ipswich
Railway Station.

Planning History — Adjoining Land

In April 2021, Suffolk County Council and Red House Trust applied for
outline planning permission for up to 170 dwellings and public open
space with vehicular access off Old London Road on the site to the south
of the Site. The application was withdrawn in November 2022.

The submitted application covered the southern portion of the 13 hectare
parcel of land allocated for approximately 226 dwellings in the draft

Noted

Noted

Noted

None

None

None

None
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Babergh and Mid Suffolk Joint Local Plan and March 2021 version of the
Copdock & Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan. The Site covers the 2.4-
hectare northern portion.

The proposals went through a detailed design and planning process
closely aligned to the Neighbourhood Plan, which included a
commitment to securing needed highways improvements.

Policy Context

Copdock & Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan

The Site was allocated in the March 2021 version of the Copdock &
Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan as part of the wider parcel of land
discussed above. The land was noted to be within a Special Landscape
Area, which does not preclude development but requires proposals to be
in harmony with the special character of the river-valley landscape around
Belstead Brook.

Policy C&W 3 — Land south-east of Back Lane allocated this 13-hectare
parcel for approximately 226 dwellings. The policy stipulated that
proposals for development should take place in accordance with the
principles of the prepared lllustrative Masterplan with respect to design,
layout and landscaping sympathetic to the close setting of heritage assets
and surrounding landscape, as well as provide:

i. 35% affordable housing;

ii. a mix of house sizes in accordance with the identified requirement in
Policy C&W 6;

iii. the retention of the allotments on their current site;

iv. new and improved pedestrian and cycle links through the site towards
the Primary School, the Village Hall and Recreation Fields and Back Lane;
v. an integrated approach to water management including the use of
SuDs together with on-site rainwater and storm water harvesting and
grey water recycling;

vi. amenity open space and children’s play facilities;

vii. a single vehicular access from Old London Road with commensurate
speed restriction measures and the provision for right-turn movements
into and out of the site; and

viii. the provision for emergency access, controlled by suitable means,
from Back Lane and/or EIm Lane.

Additionally, Policy C&W 2 — Housing Development provided for about

The March 2021 Neighbourhood
Plan has no status as it failed at
referendum
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274 new dwellings to be developed in the Neighbourhood Plan area
between 2018 and 2037, including the Land south-east of Back Lane site
allocation, which aligned with the submitted Joint Babergh and Mid
Suffolk Local Plan, submitted in November 2020. The Plan noted that
"given the scale of housing need across Babergh and the level of services
and facilities in Copdock and Washbrook, this scale of growth is
considered realistic”.

The Plan also recognised that by “allocating sites and meeting the
housing requirement set out in the emerging Joint Local Plan, the
Neighbourhood Plan fully accords with the requirements of Paragraph 14
of the NPPF in meeting the identified housing requirement in full and
therefore providing some certainty in determining proposals for new
housing should Babergh District Council not be able to demonstrate a
five-years supply of housing sites in the near future”.

In March 2022, the Parish voted against adopting the March 2021 version
of the Neighbourhood Plan. It was redrafted in March 2023, removing
Policies C&W 2 and C&W 3. The revised Neighbourhood Plan was
published following the March 2023 Main Modifications to the JLP, which
are discussed below.

Emerging Babergh Mid Suffolk Joint Local Plan

The submitted JLP defined Copdock & Washbrook in the settlement
hierarchy as a Hinterland Village within the Ipswich Fringe, which has
historically been a strategic growth area, reflecting the influence of
lpswich as a regional service centre. The Plan notes that development in
the Ipswich Fringe is crucial to meeting the housing targets set out in the
Plan, which reflect high levels of housing need, persistently insufficient
housing delivery, and worsening affordability in Babergh.

The Ipswich Fringe was allocated 21% of the submitted Plan’s total
housing target of 9,611 over the Plan period (2018-2037). The Plan
allocated 274 homes across Copdock & Washbrook, including the 226
homes allocated for the Back Lane site.

The Land south east of Back Lane allocation (LA008) sets out the
following guidelines for development:

The Settlement Hierarchy in the
2020 Draft Joint Local Plan now
has no status and is to be
addressed in Part 2 of the Joint
Local Plan, which is not
anticipated to be adopted until
Autumn 2026.

These allocations were struck out
of the Joint Local Plan Part 1 as a
result of the examination. A Part
2 of the Joint Local Plan,
addressing settlement hierarchy
and site allocations will prepared
at a later date.

None

None
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The relevant policies set out in the Plan;

|. Development is designed to conserve and where appropriate enhance
the settings of Belldown (Grade Il) and West Hill House (non-designated
asset). This is to include providing an open space buffer or gardens
backing onto the assets, and strengthen the eastern tree line
boundary of West Hill House;

ll. Landscaping reflects the sensitivity of the surrounding landscape;

lIl. Development must retain important valley landform, increase wooded
screening along Back Lane and maintain all mature trees;

IV. An archaeological assessment and measures for managing impacts on
archaeological remains are provided;

V. An ecological survey, and any relevant mitigation measures, are
provided;

VI. Retain important hedgerows, particularly the historic parish boundary
between Copdock and Washbrook;

VII. Site layout should be designed to take into account existing water
mains in Anglian Water’s ownership within the boundary of the site;

VIII. Allotments should be retained in their current location;

IX. Nearby Rights of Way should be protected and enhanced to enable
access to the countryside and enable active transport;

X. Developer should test the potential resources on site to identify if use
of the mineral on site is appropriate;

XI. Provision of a transport assessment to determine existing and
projected capacity and any mitigation required;

XII. Access onto Old London Road may require traffic signals or a
roundabout;

XIll. Footway improvements/widening along London Road with crossing
points across the central reserve;

XIV. Contributions towards the pedestrian and cycle link between Capel St
Mary, Copdock and Wolsey Grange, Ipswich;

XV. Contributions, to the satisfaction of the LPA, towards a new primary
school and existing preschool secondary school provision;

XVI. Contributions, to the satisfaction of the LPA, towards healthcare
provision; and

XVII. Contributions, to the satisfaction of the LPA, towards additional
Household Waste Recycling provision.

None

None
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In March 2023, the Planning Inspector made Main Modifications to the
draft JLP that would delete all housing allocations and the settlement
hierarchy. The Main Modifications also recommend setting aside housing
allocations for Neighbourhood Plan areas in the Part 1 Plan and reviewing
them in the forthcoming Part 2 Plan. Consultation on the Main
Modifications is currently ongoing.

The Part 2 Plan will review the identified housing supply against the
relevant housing requirement and will make allocations if necessary to
sufficiently provide for the housing requirements of the whole Plan
period. The Part 2 Plan will also address the settlement hierarchy, spatial
distribution for housing allocations, housing requirement figures for
Neighbourhood Plan areas, and settlement boundaries.

The Main Modifications identify that Babergh should provide for an
additional 1,191 dwellings over the Plan period in the Part 2 Plan. A
portion of this growth will likely be allocated to the Ipswich Fringe, as this
is identified as a key strategic growth area. The Main Modifications
indicate that settlement boundaries will be reviewed, and if necessary,
revised to meet this shortfall.

The Main Modifications note that over the Plan period, new housing
development will come forward through extant planning permissions,
allocations in made Neighbourhood Plans, windfall development in
accordance with Plan policies and any allocations made in the Part 2 Plan.

As noted in the March 2021 version of the Copdock & Washbrook
Neighbourhood Plan, Paragraph 14 of the 2021 National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) states that Neighbourhood Plans are given weight in
determining development proposals if they contain policies and
allocations to meet the Neighbourhood Plan area’s identified housing
requirement. This is maintained in the draft NPPF, and it extends the
period Neighbourhood Plans are given weight from two to four years.

Conformity with National and District Policy

The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) requires Neighbourhood
Plans to be in general conformity with the strategic policies contained in
the district’'s Development Plan. The Part 2 Plan is required to make

As above

As above

Babergh DC has since resolved
to grant planning consents for
new housing, primarily at Wolsey
Grange Phase 2, that will deliver
this shortfall.

As stated above, the March 2021
Neighbourhood Plan has no
status

Noted

None

None

None

None
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housing allocations in Babergh, with a significant portion directed
towards the Ipswich Fringe. The Copdock & Washbrook Neighbourhood
Plan should therefore identify suitable locations and guidelines for
modest housing growth.

While the Neighbourhood Plan may no longer wish to allocate specific
sites, it can seek to control development through a criteria-based policy
approach which could be adopted in determining development
proposals.

If the Copdock & Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan does not include
housing allocations, it would be advisable to include policies to guide
where development is acceptable and which criteria it should adhere to.
This may enable the Neighbourhood Plan to comply with the emerging
and forthcoming JLP and effectively discourage unwanted development
in accordance with Paragraph 14 of the NPPF.

It is suggested that the Plan includes the following criteria for residential
development.

Residential development should:

|. Be located adjacent to the settlement boundary and within walking
distance of essential services and facilities, including public transport;

ll. Demonstrate that there is capacity within the existing infrastructure to
accommodate increase demand, or adequate additional infrastructure is
provided in time to meet needs;

lll. Not adversely affect neighbouring amenity or have a significant
adverse impact on existing developments by way of noise, smell,
increased carbon emissions and reduced air quality or other
environmental factors;

IV. Respect heritage assets and the special characteristics of the
surrounding landscape;

V. Provide 35% affordable housing;

VI. Proposals to be in harmony with the character of the Special
Landscape Area;

VII. Provide a mix of house sizes in accordance with Policy C&W 3 —
Housing Mix;

VIII. Provide amenity open space and children's play facilities;

IX. Provide an integrated approach to water management, including the

This is not necessary in order to
meet the Basic Conditions

This is not necessary in order to
meet the Basic Conditions

None

None
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use of SuDS;
X. Provide improved pedestrian and cycle links to key facilities; and None
XlI. Provide highways improvements, including safety measures and
provision for emergency access.
Conclusion
The proactive approach of Copdock & Washbrook Parish Council to This is not necessary in order to
prepare a Neighbourhood Plan is supported. However, it is essential that | meet the Basic Conditions
the Neighbourhood Plan ensures adequate provision of housing in order None
to comply with the JLP and function as a robust component of the
Development Plan in accordance with the NPPF.
It is suggested that the Parish Council revise the Neighbourhood Plan to | This is not necessary in order to
facilitate needed housing growth adjacent to the settlement boundary meet the Basic Conditions
and local services. Given that the village is located within the Ipswich
Fringe, a critical strategic growth area, it is considered that this revision is
necessary to align with forthcoming housing requirements in the Part 2
Local Plan.
We request the opportunity to discuss the contents of these This is not considered necessary
representations with the Parish Council. It is also requested that we are given that the Parish Council
kept informed of any progress in relation to the Copdock & Washbrook neither has a strategic policy
Neighbourhood Plan. requirement or intention to
allocate a site for housing. Such
an approach would potentially
risk the Plan failing at
referendum for a second time.
Anglian Water | 1. Anglian Water Noted None

1.1. Anglian Water is the water and water recycling provider for over 6
million customers in the east of England. Our operational area spans
between the Humber and Thames estuaries and includes around a fifth of
the English coastline. The region is the driest in the UK and the lowest
lying, with a quarter of our area below sea level. This makes it particularly
vulnerable to the impacts of climate change including heightened risks of
both drought and flooding, including inundation by the sea.

1.2. Anglian Water has amended its Articles of Association to legally
enshrine public interest within the constitutional make up of our business

~ 86 ~




Name

Organisation

Comment

Parish Council Response

Proposed Changes

— this is our pledge to deliver wider benefits to society, above and beyond
the provision of clean, fresh drinking water and effective treatment of
used water. Our Purpose is to bring environmental and social prosperity
to the region we serve through our commitment to Love Every Drop.

2. Anglian Water and Neighbourhood Development Plans

2.1. Anglian Water is the statutory water and sewerage undertaker for the
Copdock & Washbrook neighbourhood plan area and is identified as a
consultation body under the Neighbourhood Planning (General)
Regulations 2012. Anglian Water wants to proactively engage with the
neighbourhood plan process to ensure the plan delivers benefits for
residents and visitors to the area, and in doing so protect the
environment and water resources.

3. Commentary on the Copdock & Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan

3.1. Anglian Water welcomes the opportunity to comment on the
neighbourhood plan. The following comments are made in relation to
ensuring the preparation of the neighbourhood plan contributes to
sustainable development and has regard to assets owned and managed
by Anglian Water.

Conclusion

Anglian Water is generally supportive of the policies outlined in the pre-
submission draft neighbourhood plan for Copdock and Washbrook,
subject to the clarifications outlined in our representation. We would
encourage the Parish Council to take the opportunity to include more
ambitious policies with regard to water efficiency and the need to
sustainably manage water resources in areas of serious water stress.

Noted

Noted

Noted

None

None

None

Suffolk County
Council, on
behalf of
Suffolk County
Council and
Red House
Trust

Comments submitted by: Suffolk County Council, on behalf of Suffolk
County Council and Red House Trust, as land owners and promoter of
land to the south east of Back Lane.

Please note a separate response is being submitted related to County
Council's statutory services such as transport, education and public
health.

Overall comments

- We welcome the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan and

Noted

Noted

None

None
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recognise the work that has gone into this and the previous iteration.

- SCC and Red House Trust have previously prepared plans for JLP site
LAOO8 adjacent to London Road and Back Lane. These were
submitted in 2022 as planning application DC/21/02073.

- The site plans for LAOO8 have gone through a full design and

planning process closely aligned to the previous and revised

Neighbourhood, including in particular:

A housing mix, which reflects that as set in Policy C&W3

Provision of new open and play spaces, as per Policy C&W8

Local character and design, reflecting C&W13

Retention and improvement of bio-diversity in line with wider County

Council commitments, as per C&W9

Protection of heritage buildings, as per C&W12

Enhanced local walking and cycling provision, as per C&W17

o Sustainable construction proposals ahead of current building
regulations, in line with C&W14

O O O Oo

o O

- Copdock & Washbrook, as being part of the “Ipswich Fringe' is a
key location for growth, given the spatial position relative to Ipswich, the
Al14 and A12 corridors, and the sustainable transport opportunities. The
BMSDC JLP defined Copdock & Washbrook in the settlement hierarchy as
a Hinterland Village within the Ipswich Fringe, which has historically been
a strategic growth area, reflecting the influence of Ipswich as a regional
service centre. Whilst site allocations have not yet been prepared as part
of the BMSDC Part 2 plan, there is believed to be a high probability of this
location being identified, based on it's spatial characteristics (retain key
gap to lpswich) and delivery certainty.

- Neighbour Plan Policy C&W17 and associated Community
Actions sets out the proposed Highways Aspirations, and recognises the
significant challenges of funding and delivering these. The previous
proposals for LAOO8 included the delivery of the London Road traffic
calming and cycle scheme, providing certainty to the local community.
We believe this provides the only realistic delivery of the Highways
Aspiration over the next decade, and we confirm we continue to remain
committed to this proposal as part of the overall LAOO8 delivery plan.

Noted

Noted

There is no Settlement Hierarchy
in the adopted Part 1Joint Local
Plan. It is to be addressed in Part
2 which will not be adopted until
2026.

Babergh DC has since resolved
to grant planning consents for
new housing, primarily at Wolsey
Grange Phase 2, that will deliver
any housing requirement and it
is considered unlikely that there
would be a need to allocate the
site referred to in the Part 2 Joint
Local Plan.

None

None

None

None
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- The LA0O8 scheme also delivers other important local
improvements, including new parking facilities at the allotments, and new
foot and cycle connections to the primary school.

- Previous concerns about piecemeal development at LAO08 have
now been mitigated, with all three land owners being agreed to work
together to a single masterplan.

- In summary, it is suggested that the Parish Council revise the
Neighbourhood Plan to facilitate needed housing growth adjacent to the
settlement boundary and local services and provide certainty over
infrastructure delivery (especially in relation to London Road). Given that
the village is located within the Ipswich Fringe, a critical strategic growth
area, it is considered that this revision is necessary to align with
forthcoming housing requirements in the Part 2 BMSDC Local Plan. The
proposals for LAOO8 continue to set out a strong offering for the village,
offering low carbon housing aligned to local needs and committed
delivery of critical local infrastructure, and protection from the uncertainty
of unplanned development.

- SCC and RHT would welcome the opportunity to work with the
Parish Council, and other relevant land owners, as regards the
Neighbourhood plan and potential allocations.

This is not considered necessary
to meet the Basic Conditions.

This is not considered necessary

None

None

East Suffolk
Water
Management
Board

Thank you for consulting the East Suffolk Water Management Board on
the draft Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan.

Copdock and Washbrook falls partially within the Internal Drainage
District (IDD) of the East Suffolk Water Management Board (WMB) and
therefore the Board's Byelaws apply to any development within the
Board's area.

The principal function of the WMB is to provide flood protection within
the Board's area. Certain watercourses within the IDD receive
maintenance by the Board. The maintenance of a watercourse by the
WMB is an acknowledgement by the Board that the watercourse is of
arterial importance to the IDD. Main Rivers within the IDD are regulated

Noted

Noted

None

None
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by the Environment Agency. Therefore, | recommend that an applicant
proposing a discharge or any other works affecting a main river to
contact the Environment Agency.

The area outside the Boards' IDD falls within the Boards' watershed
catchments (meaning water from the site will eventually enter the IDD).
The Board will comment on planning for all major developments (10 or
more properties) within the IDD watershed that are likely to discharge
surface water into a watercourse within the IDD. Under certain
circumstances, some major developments outside the IDD boundary may
also be regulated by the Board's byelaws. We request that the Board is
consulted as any planning application comes forward relating to any of
the identified allocation sites. For any development site, we recommend
that a drainage strategy is supplied which has been considered in line
with the Planning Practice Guidance SuDS discharge location hierarchy.
Whilst the Board'’s regulatory process (as set out under the Land Drainage
Act 1991 and the Board's Byelaws) is separate from planning, the ability to
implement a planning permission may be dependent on the granting of
any required Land Drainage Consents.

In order to avoid conflict between the planning process and the Board's
regulatory regimes and consenting processes where developments are
proposed within or partially within a Board's IDD, please be aware of the
following:

Byelaw 3- Discharge of Surface Water into the Board's District

« If a development proposes to dispose of surface water via infiltration,
we would recommend that the proposed strategy is supported by ground
investigation to determine the infiltration potential of the site and the
depth to groundwater. If on-site material were to be considered
favourable then we would advise infiltration testing in line with BRE Digest
365 (or equivalent) to be undertaken to determine its efficiency.

« If (following testing) a strategy wholly reliant on infiltration is not viable
and/or a development proposes to discharge surface water to a
watercourse, the proposed development will require consent in line with
the Board's byelaws (specifically byelaw 3). Any consent granted will likely
be conditional, pending the payment of a Surface Water Development
Contribution fee, calculated in line with the Board's charging policy

Noted

Noted

Noted

None

None

None
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(available at
https://www.wlma.org.uk/uploads/WMA_Table_of_Charges_and_Fees.pdf
).

« If a development proposes to discharge surface water to a sewer, |
recommend that you satisfy yourselves that this proposal is in line with
the drainage hierarchy (as per best practice) and is viable in this location.

Byelaw 3- Discharge of Treated Foul Water into the Board's District

« If a development proposes to discharge treated foul water to a
watercourse, this proposal will require land drainage consent in line with
the Board's byelaws (specifically byelaw 3).

Byelaw 10- Work’s within 9m of Board Maintained Watercourse/s

+ Should any development include works within 9 metres of a Board
maintained watercourse, consent would be required to relax Byelaw 10
(no obstructions within 9 metres of the edge of drainage or flood risk
management infrastructure).

Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act (1991) and Byelaw 4 - Alterations
Proposed to a Watercourse

+ Should any development include works to alter a Board maintained
watercourse, consent will be required under the Land Drainage Act 1991
(and byelaw 4).

+ Should and works be proposed to alter a riparian watercourse, consent
would be required under Section 23 of the Land Drainage Act 1991 (and
byelaw 4).

Whilst the consenting process as set out under the Land Drainage Act
1991 and the aforementioned Byelaws are separate from planning, the
ability to implement a planning permission may be dependent on the
granting of these consents. As such | strongly recommend that the
required consent is sought prior to determination of the planning
application.

For developments outside a Board's IDD but within its watershed
catchment, where surface water discharges have the potential to
indirectly affect the Board's IDD, we would offer the following advice:

« If it is proposed that a site disposes of surface water via infiltration, we
recommend that the viability of this proposal is evidenced. As such we

Noted

Noted

None

None
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would recommend that the proposed strategy is supported by ground
investigation to determine the infiltration potential of the site and the
depth to groundwater. If on-site material were to be considered
favourable then we would advise infiltration testing in line with BRE Digest
365 (or equivalent) to be undertaken to determine its efficiency.

« If it is proposed to discharge surface water to a watercourse within the
watershed catchment of the Board's IDD, we request that this discharge is
facilitated in line with the Non-Statutory technical standards for
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS), specifically S2 and S4. Resultantly
we recommend that the discharge from this site is attenuated to the
Greenfield Runoff Rates wherever possible.

The reason for our recommendation is to promote sustainable
development within the Board's Watershed Catchment therefore ensuring
that flood risk is not increased within the Internal Drainage District
(required as per paragraph 163 of the National Planning Policy
Framework). For further information regarding the Board's involvement in
the planning process please see our Planning and Byelaw Strategy,
available online.

| recommend that the Neighbourhood Plan includes reference to the
relevant regulators for drainage and flood risk (such as the Internal
Drainage/Water Management Boards, the Environment Agency and the
Lead Local Flood Authority). These agencies are in place to support the
provision of sustainable development and reducing flood risk. As outlined
above, works to watercourses (such as surface water discharges and/or
any alterations of said watercourses) will require consent from the
relevant regulatory body, therefore it would be beneficial for the
regulators to be included in the plan.

If you require any further information or would like to discuss the Board's
regulation in more detail, please do not hesitate to contact us.

Noted

Paragraph 9.6 will be amended
to refer to the regulators.

None

At the end of Paragraph 9.6
insert:

Any works to alter a
watercourse will require
consent from the relevant
regulatory body, which for
Wherstead are the East
Suffolk Internal Drainage
Board, the Environment
Agency and the Lead Local
Flood Authority.

Historic
England

Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment on the above
consultation. We welcome the production of this neighbourhood plan in
principle, but do not currently have capacity to provide detailed
comments.

Noted

None
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For general advice we refer you to our detailed document on successfully
incorporating historic environment considerations into your plan,
alongside advice on planning policy writing and some useful case studies,
which can be found here:
<https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan-making/improve-
your-neighbourhood/>.

For further advice regarding the historic environment and how to
integrate it into your neighbourhood plan, we recommend that you
consult your local planning authority conservation officer, and if
appropriate your local Historic Environment Record
<https://www.heritagegateway.org.uk/Gateway/CHR/>.

There is also helpful guidance on a number of topics related to the
production of neighbourhood plans and their evidence base available on
Locality's website: <https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/>, which you
may find useful.

To avoid any doubt, this letter does not reflect our obligation to provide
further advice on or, potentially, object to specific proposals which may
subsequently arise as a result of the proposed plan, where we consider
these would have an adverse effect on the historic environment.

Please do contact us, either via email or the number above, if you have
any specific queries relating to the historic environment in your plan area
or a particular issue, and we will endeavour to respond as soon as we can
to assist.

Natural
England

Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 12 March 2023.

Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory
purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved,
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.

Natural England is a statutory consultee in neighbourhood planning and
must be consulted on draft neighbourhood development plans by the
Parish/Town Councils or Neighbourhood Forums where they consider our
interests would be affected by the proposals made.

Noted

None
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Natural England does not have any specific comments on the Copdock
and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan.

However, we refer you to the attached annex [available from Parish
Council on request] which covers the issues and opportunities that should
be considered when preparing a Neighbourhood Plan.

For any further consultations on your plan, please contact:
consultations@naturalengland.org.uk.

Ministry of
Defence

It is understood that Copdock and Washbrook Parish Council are
undertaking a pre-submission consultation regarding their
Neighbourhood Plan draft under Regulation 14. This document will guide
the future development of the parish.

The Defence Infrastructure Organisation (DIO) Safeguarding Team
represents the Ministry of Defence (MOD) as a statutory consultee in the
UK planning system to ensure designated zones around key operational
defence sites such as aerodromes, explosives storage sites, air weapon
ranges, and technical sites are not adversely affected by development
outside the MOD estate. For clarity, this response relates to MOD
Safeguarding concerns only and should be read in conjunction with any
other submissions that might be provided by other MOD sites or
departments.

The MOD may be involved in the planning system both as a statutory and
non-statutory consultee with statutory involvement stemming from
consultation occurring as a result of the provisions of the Town and
Country Planning (Safeguarded aerodromes, technical sites and military
explosives storage areas) Direction 2002 (DfT/ODPM Circular 01/2003)
and the location data and criteria set out on safeguarding maps issued by
Department for Levelling Up Housing and Communities (DLUHC) in
accordance with the provisions of that Direction.

Copies of these plans, in both GIS shapefile and .pdf format, can be
provided on request through the email address above.

The MOD have an interest within the area covered by any Copdock and
Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan, as it contains areas that are washed

Noted

None
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over by safeguarding zones that are designated to preserve the operation
and capability of defence assets and sites. Wattisham Station, located to
the North-West, benefits from safeguarding zones drawn to preserve the
airspace above and surrounding the aerodrome to ensure that
development does not form a physical obstruction to the safe operation
of aircraft using that aerodrome. New development may have detrimental
impacts depending on site location relative to safeguarded sites and
assets. Additionally, Wattisham Station is washed over by a statutory
birdstrike safeguarding zone, designed for birdstrike risk to be identified
and mitigated.

Within the statutory consultation areas associated with aerodromes are
zones that are designed to allow birdstrike risk to be identified and
mitigated. The creation of environments attractive to those large and
flocking bird species that pose a hazard to aviation safety can have a
significant effect. This can include landscaping schemes associated with
large developments, such as green and/or brown roofs/roof gardens on
flat roof buildings, as well as the creation of new waterbodies. Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SUDS) additionally provide an opportunity for habitats
within and around a development. The incorporation of open water, both
permanent and temporary, and associated ponds and wetlands provide a
range of habitats for wildlife, including potentially increasing the creation
of attractant environments for large and flocking bird species hazardous
to aviation.

The MOD should be consulted within the Copdock and Washbrook
Neighbourhood Development Plan of any potential development within
the statutory technical safeguarding zones that surround Wattisham
Station which consists of structures or buildings exceeding statutory
safeguarding height criteria, or any development in the statutory
birdstrike safeguarding zone surrounding Wattisham Station which
includes schemes that might result in the creation of attractant
environments for large and flocking bird species hazardous to aviation in
order that appropriate assessments can be carried out and, where
necessary, requests for required conditions or objections be
communicated.

| trust this clearly explains our position on this update. Please do not
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hesitate to contact me should you wish to consider these points further.

Avison Young
on behalf of
National Gas
Transmission

National Gas Transmission has appointed Avison Young to review and
respond to Neighbourhood Plan consultations on its behalf. We are
instructed by our client to submit the following representation with
regard to the current consultation on the above document.

About National Gas Transmission

National Gas Transmission owns and operates the high-pressure gas
transmission system across the UK. In the UK, gas leaves the transmission
system and enters the UK’s four gas distribution networks where pressure
is reduced for public use.

Proposed sites crossed or in close proximity to National Gas Transmission
assets

An assessment has been carried out with respect to National Gas
Transmission’s assets which include high-pressure gas pipelines and other
infrastructure.

National Gas Transmission has identified that it has no record of such
assets within the Neighbourhood Plan area.

National Gas Transmission provides information in relation to its assets at
the website below.

* https://www.nationalgas.com/land-and-assets/network-route-maps

Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development
close to National Gas Transmission infrastructure.

Distribution Networks

Information regarding the gas distribution network is available by
contacting:

plantprotection@cadentgas.com

Further Advice

Please remember to consult National Gas Transmission on any
Neighbourhood Plan Documents or site-specific proposals that could
affect our assets. We would be grateful if you could add our details
shown below to your consultation database, if not already included:

Noted

None

Avison Young

National Grid Electricity Transmission has appointed Avison Young to

Noted

None
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on behalf of
National Grid

review and respond to local planning authority Development Plan
Document consultations on its behalf. We are instructed by our client to
submit the following representation with regard to the current
consultation on the above document.

About National Grid Electricity Transmission

National Grid Electricity Transmission plc (NGET) owns and maintains the
electricity transmission system in England and Wales. The energy is then
distributed to the electricity distribution network operators, so it can
reach homes and businesses.

National Grid no longer owns or operates the high-pressure gas
transmission system across the UK. This is the responsibility of National
Gas Transmission, which is a separate entity and must be consulted
independently.

National Grid Ventures (NGV) develop, operate and invest in energy
projects, technologies, and partnerships to help accelerate the
development of a clean energy future for consumers across the UK,
Europe and the United States. NGV is separate from National Grid's core

regulated businesses. Please also consult with NGV separately from NGET.
Proposed development sites crossed or in close proximity to NGET assets:

An assessment has been carried out with respect to NGET's assets which
include high voltage electricity assets and other electricity infrastructure.
NGET has identified that it has no record of such assets within the
Neighbourhood Plan area.

NGET provides information in relation to its assets at the website below.
» www?2.nationalgrid.com/uk/services/land-and-development/planning-
authority/shape-files/

Please also see attached information outlining guidance on development
close to NGET infrastructure.

Distribution Networks

Information regarding the electricity distribution network is available at
the website below:

www.energynetworks.org.uk

Further Advice

Please remember to consult NGET on any Neighbourhood Plan
Documents or site-specific proposals that could affect our assets.
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NGET is able to provide advice and guidance to the Council concerning
their networks and encourages high quality and well-planned
development in the vicinity of its assets.

Developers of sites crossed or in close proximity to NGET assets should
be aware that it is NGET policy to retain existing overhead lines in-situ,
though it recognises that there may be exceptional circumstances that
would justify the request where, for example, the proposal is of regional
or national importance.

NGET's ‘Guidelines for Development near pylons and high voltage
overhead power lines’ promote the successful development of sites
crossed by existing overhead lines and the creation of well-designed
places. The guidelines demonstrate that a creative design approach can
minimise the impact of overhead lines whilst promoting a quality
environment. The guidelines can be downloaded here:
https://www.nationalgridet.com/document/130626/download

The statutory safety clearances between overhead lines, the ground, and
built structures must not be infringed. Where changes are proposed to
ground levels beneath an existing line then it is important that changes in
ground levels do not result in safety clearances being infringed. National
Grid can, on request, provide to developers detailed line profile drawings
that detail the height of conductors, above ordnance datum, at a specific
site.

NGET's statutory safety clearances are detailed in their ‘Guidelines when
working near National Grid Electricity Transmission assets’, which can be
downloaded here: www.nationalgridet.com/network-and-assets/working-
near-our-assets

How to contact NGET

If you require any further information in relation to the above and/or if
you would like to check if NGET's transmission networks may be affected
by a proposed development, please visit the website: https://Isbud.co.uk/
For local planning policy queries, please contact:
nationalgrid.uk@avisonyoung.com

Suffolk County
Council

Thank you for consulting Suffolk County Council (SCC) on the Pre-

Submission version of the Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan.

SCC is not a plan making authority, except for minerals and waste.
However, it is a fundamental part of the planning system being
responsible for matters including:

Noted

None
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- Archaeology

- Education

- Fire and Rescue

- Flooding

- Health and Wellbeing
- Libraries

- Minerals and Waste

- Natural Environment
- Public Rights of Way
- Transport

This response provides a combined position focusing on these services
and the associated priorities of this authority. A separate response is
being submitted as an interested landowner as both responses have been
prepared separately.

Suffolk County Council is supportive of the vision for the Parish. In this
letter, we aim to highlight potential issues and opportunities in the plan
and are happy to discuss anything that is raised.

Where amendments to the plan are suggested, added text will be in
underline and italics and deleted text will be in strikethrough.

Design Guidelines

SCC notes that the Design Guidelines supporting document refers to the
Ministry of Housing, Communities, and Local Government which is now a
defunct Government Ministry. The referenced Neighbourhood Planning
Programme led by Locality is now hosted by the Department for Levelling
Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC), and this should be updated
accordingly in the Design Guidelines document. AECOM and Locality
have indicated that they will be willing to make suitable amendments to
Design documents where required, and this is also the opportunity for the
references to site allocations to also be removed.

| hope that these comments are helpful. SCC is always willing to discuss
issues or queries you may have. Some of these issues may be addressed
by the SCC's Neighbourhood Planning Guidance, which contains
information relating to County Council service areas and links to other
potentially helpful resources.

The guidance can be accessed here: Suffolk County Council

Noted

The Design Guidelines were
prepared in 2020 and was
correct at the time. However, a
statement will be inserted in the
front of the Design Guidance to
identify that it was prepared at a
time when the draft Local Plan
allocated the site at Back Lane
for housing but that this is no
longer relevant.

None

Insert statement in Design
Guide to update its status.
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Neighbourhood Planning Guidance.

If there is anything that | have raised that you would like to discuss, please
use my contact information at the top of this letter.

Babergh This response is made for and on behalf of Robert Hobbs (Corporate Noted None
District Council | Manager for Strategic Planning - Babergh & Mid Suffolk District Councils).

Thank you for consulting us on this latest version of the Copdock &
Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan (the ‘Plan’). We note from the
Introduction (paragraph 1.5) that it is essentially a repeat of the March
2022 referendum version plan but now omits the Housing Development
and Land south-east of Back Lane site allocation policies.

We have no comment to make on policies C&W 1to C&W 3, C&W 5,
C&W 6, C&W 8 to C&W 10, and C&W 12 to C&W 16. As stated, all are the
product of a plan that has been examined before and it is therefore
reasonable to presume that they still meet the basic conditions.
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Changes subsequent to the deletion of paragraphs or policies are not identified in this schedule.

Deletions are struck through eg deletion  Additions are underlined eg addition

Page

Paragraph or
policy number

Proposed modification

Reason

Cover

Amend as follows:
Pro-Subrmission.C RV
Submission Draft Plan

FUNE2021 DECEMBER 2023

To bring the Plan up-to-date

Para 3.3

Amend paragraph as follows:

" "o

At a more local level, the Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared in the context of the current
status of the Babergh Local Plan which comprises Part 1 of the Joint Babergh and Mid Suffolk
Local Plan which was adopted in November 2023 and certain “saved policies” of the 2006
Babergh Local Plan and 2014 Babergh Core Strategy. However, none of the saved policies are
relevant to the neighbourhood plan area. Part 1 of the Joint Local Plan sets out a planning
framework to quide development and facilitate growth in Babergh and Mid Suffolk Districts
over the period to 2037. It provides a set of strateqgic and local development management
policies, which will be used to inform decisions on planning applications and appeals. Part 1
does not set out a “settlement hierarchy” for the Districts, identify the distribution of future
housing growth or allocate sites for housing. Furthermore, the Built-up Area Boundaries
designated in the 2006 Babergh Local Plan are retained. These matters will be dealt with in Part
2 of the Joint Local Plan which is not anticipated to be adopted until Autumn 2026.

To bring the Plan up to date

Paras 3.4 & 3.5

Delete paragraphs

To bring the Plan up to date
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Page

Paragraph or
policy number

Proposed modification

Reason

Para 3.6

Amend as follows:

The November 2020 version of the emerging Joint Local Plan document identifies identified a
hierarchy of settlements according to their level of services and facilities. However, as a result of
the Local Plan Examination, there is now no settlement hierarchy in the Part 1 Joint Local Plan.
The consequence of this is addressed in further detail in chapter 5 below. withinthe-distriet.

To bring the Plan up to date




Page

Paragraph or
policy number

Reason

Proposed modification

After Para 3.7

Insert the following:
3.8 In July 2020, Suffolk County Council adopted the Minerals and Waste Local Plan. There are

no sites within the Neighbourhood Area that are allocated for minerals extraction, but Policy
MS3: Belstead allocates a site to the east of the A12 for sand and gravel extraction and a 250
metres safeguarding zone which does extend into the Neighbourhood Area. In addition, much
of the parish is in a minerals consultation area, meaning that the District Council should consult
the County Council on planning applications in the area in accordance with paragraph 210 of
the 2021 NPPF.

In response to comments

12

Para 5.1

Amend paragraph as follows:

As noted in paragraph 3.3, ey
#em—that—wﬁeh—s—set—e&—w%berg#@e%eét&ategyé&@%mte new Jomt Local Plan for the
Babergh and Mid Suffolk districts is being developed. Part 1 of the Joint Local Plan, adopted in
November 2023, sets out a planning framework to guide development and facilitate growth
over the period to 2037. It provides a set of strategic and local development management
policies but does not set out a “settlement hierarchy” for the districts. It also reverts back to the
now out of date settlement boundaries defined in the 2006 Babergh Local Plan.

To reflect the changes at the Local
Plan level.

12

Para 5.5

Amend first sentence as follows:

The boundaries are based on those contained in the 3998 2006 Local Plan but have been

reviewed to reflect changes during-that 20-yearperiod since that time and more accurately

reflects local circumstances and is therefore one that the Joint Local Plan should also contain.

To correct an error

14

Para 6.2

Amend as follows:

There are no housing site allocations in the adopted Part 1 Joint Local Plan and these will be

To bring the Plan up-to-date
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Paragraph or

Page policy number Proposed modification Reason
addressed in the proposed Part 2.

20 8.1 Amend second sentence as follows: In response to comments
The Residents’ Survey identified an overwhelming support for the protection of wildlife and
landscape featuresas-iHustrated-in-the-graph.

22 Para 8.10 Amend third sentence as follows: In response to comments
It is therefore carried forward {and-has-been-extended) as an Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity
in the Neighbourhood Plan, as illustrated on Map 3, albeit that the boundary excludes land within
the Settlement Boundary.

22 Map 3 Amend map to delete land within the Settlement Boundary to ensure consistency with Policies In response to comments
Map

24 Policy C&W 8 Amend policy by adding the following to the end: In response to comments
Development in the Local Green Spaces will be consistent with national policy for Green Belts

24 Para 8.15 Amend final sentence as follows: In response to comments

but The Act is

being introduced in phases with development on sites except where exemptions apply falling
liable to provide biodiversity net gain in 2024. Within-the-Neighbourhoed-Plan-Area In the
interim, residents and developers are encouraged to deliver a measurable net gain in biodiversity
as part of planning proposals.

24 Policy C&W 9 Amend first sentence of policy as follows: In response to comments

Development should avoid the loss of, or substantial-significant harm to, important trees,
hedgerows and other natural features such as ponds.

Amend second paragraph as follows:

Where new access is created, or an existing access is widened through an existing hedgerow, a
new hedgerow of native species shall be planted on the splay returns into the site to maintain the
appearance and continuity of hedgerows in the vicinity. Any planting shall not negatively impact
visibility splays or cause a significant maintenance burden for the Highway Authority.
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Paragraph or

Page policy number Proposed modification Reason
Amend final paragraph of policy as follows:
Otherwise, acceptable development proposals will only be supported where they provide a
measurable net gain in biodiversity, in accordance with the Environment Act 2021, through, for
example:
i. the creation of new natural habitats including ponds;
ii. the planting of additional trees and hedgerows (reflecting the character of iii—the areas
traditional hedgerows), and;
iii.-i—restoring and repairing fragmented biodiversity networks.
28 Policy C&W 13 Amend part a. as follows: In response to comments
a. recognise and address the key features, characteristics, landscape/building character, local
distinctiveness and special qualities of the area and/or building and, where necessary, prepare a
landscape character and visual appraisal (LCVA) to demonstrate this;
Amend part j as follows:
“j. are not situated in areas of risk of any form of flooding, and should not result in water run-off
that would add-to or create surface water flooding, through the incorporation, as appropriate to
the development, of above ground open Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that are
multifunctional and provide amenity and biodiversity, in accordance with the Suffolk Flood Risk
SuDS Local Design Guide 2023;
30 Para 9.6 At the end of Paragraph 9.6 insert: In response to comments
Any works to alter a watercourse will require consent from the relevant regulatory body, which
for Wherstead are the East Suffolk Internal Drainage Board, the Environment Agency and the
Lead Local Flood Authority.
30 Para 9.7 Amend first sentence as follows: In response to comments
v A Flood risk mapping shows
floodmg from an%ﬂawcy a watercourse located south of Folly Lane which are is in flood zone 2
and 3.
30 Policy C&W 14 Amend parts ii onwards as follows: In response to comments
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Paragraph or

Page policy number Proposed modification Reason
ii.  incorporate best practice in energy and water conservation and be designed to achieve
maximum achievable energy and water efficiency;
ii.  avoid installing new fossil fuel-based heating systems;
iv. incorporate sustainable design and construction measures and renewable/low carbon
energy efficiency measures including, where feasible, ground/air source heat pumps, solar
panels; and
v.  incorporate measures to capture-and-attenuate-rainwater manage surface water run-off, and
manage water resources sustainably in a manner that will deliver net-positive benefits to the
wider area. These could include sustainable drainage systems where easily accessible
maintenance can be achieved such as wetland and other water features which can help
reduce flood risk whilst offering other benefits including water quality, amenity/ recreational
areas, and biodiversity benefits; and rainwater/ and stormwater harvesting and greywater
recycllng to reduce potable water use. and—e%he#na%&rakd-mmage—sys%ems—wher&eaw
33 Policy C&W 15 Delete first Ilne of body of pollcy To correct error
Policy CQW. 1S P . - . Eocilit
35 Para 11.4 Delete the following: To correct error
5. The existing dual carriageway deters movement on foot and by bicycle.
6.  The existing carriageway deters the use of buses due to having to cross the dual
carriageway.
7. Despite multiple equestrian businesses and private establishments being along the
carriageway the road is no longer used for horse-riding due to the size and speed of
vehicles.
8. The current speed limit along the dual carriageway (50mph) makes it impossible for the
Parish Council to maintain the verges without road closures and/or traffic management with
significant associated costs.
36 Figure 7 Amend label to Figure 5. To correct error
Delete area identified as a “"Housing Site”
36 Para 11.5 Amend second sentence as follows: In response to comments

The Community Infrastructure Levy may be one opportunity for securing financial contributions
but it is important that all opportunities are seized to deliver the improvements. ireluding
ensuring-that Babergh District Council recognise some of the projects through their inclusion in
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the "Vision for Sustainable Travel” and “Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan” and every

36 Para 11.6 Amend second sentence as follows: To correct error

Parts of the route are already identified as a cycle route but there are gaps along London Road
that the proposals identified in Figure 7 5 would complete.

36 After Para 11.6 Insert new policy C&W 18 In response to comments

C&W 18 — Highways Improvements on Old London Road

Where new proposals come forward, they will be required to contribute towards highways
improvements on Old London Road and encourage the greater use of sustainable transport
modes and active travel. Highway schemes which will encourage the greater use of Old London
Road for sustainable transport modes and active travel will be supported.

Policies Map Amend the Policies Map to ensure all important views are illustrated. In response to comments

Amend policies map to reinstate employment sites identified in previous neighbourhood plan.
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