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Summary

| have been appointed as the independent examiner of the Copdock and Washbrook
Neighbourhood Development Plan.

The Parish lies just south of Ipswich. It is flanked by the A14 to the northedS®

Copdock Interchange, and the A12 to the southeast. There are two mgg ges;
Copdock which is on an elevated position on the plateau and Washb itioned on
the southern valley sides of Belstead Brook, a rural valley which j io ant feature

The Plan is presented well and contains 20 policies coving a rghge of topics including a
site allocation for around 226 dwellings, reco
growth within the Ipswich Fringe. There is
the Plan including Design Guidelines and a L
add local detail to District level polici ddr
community.

ing that is pressure for significant
sive evidence base accompanying
praisal. The policies seek to
tters of importance to the local

the main these are
practical framework for
ese do not significantly

recise and provi
ional policy guidance.

the Plan does meet the basic

derin®whether the referendum area should be extended beyond the
ourhood Plan area | see no reason to alter or extend this area for the purpose of
referendum.

Ann Skippers MRTPI y
Ann Skippers Planning '
23 September 2021 ‘

Ann Skippers

Planning




1.0 Introduction

This is the report of the independent examiner into the Copdock and Washbrook
Neighbourhood Development Plan (the Plan).

The Localism Act 2011 provides a welcome opportunity for communities t e
future of the places where they live and work and to deliver the sustai
development they need. One way of achieving this is through the p
neighbourhood plan.

| have been appointed by Babergh District Council (BDC) with §e agreefhent of the
Parish Council, to undertake this independent examinai#f®

| am independent of the qualifying body and the local @I have no interest in
any land that may be affected by the Plan. | a charter n planner with over
thirty years experience in planning and hav in the public, private and academic
sectors and am an experienced examiner o ougpood plans. | therefore have the

appropriate qualifications and profesg exp e to carry out this independent
examination.

2.0 The role of the in aminer \

The examiner e er a nej urfQgd ¥8n meets the basic conditions
and other m paragraph 8 C 4B of the Town and Country

S
Planning 19%&(as amended).
Thegpas ditjghs' are:

Having regard to national policies and advice contained in guidance issued by
the Secretary of State, it is appropriate to make the neighbourhood plan

= "The making of the neighbourhood plan contributes to the achievement of
sustainable development

= The making of the neighbourhood plan is in general conformity with the
strategic policies contained in the development plan for the area

= The making of the neighbourhood plan does not breach, and is otherwise
compatible with, retained European Union (EU) obligations®

= Prescribed conditions are met in relation to the neighbourhood plan and
prescribed matters have been complied with in connection with the proposal for
the neighbourhood plan.

!Setout in paragraph 8 (2) of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended)
% Substituted by the Environmental Assessments and Miscellaneous Planning (Amendment) (EU Exit) Regulations
2018/1232 which came into force on 31 December 2020



Regulations 32 and 33 of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012 (as
amended) set out two additional basic conditions to those set out in primary legislation
and referred to in the paragraph above. Only one is applicable to neighbourhood plans
and was brought into effect on 28 December 2018.% It states that:

= The making of the neighbourhood development plan does not breach th
requirements of Chapter 8 of Part 6 of the Conservation of Habitat cies

Regulations 2017.

The examiner is also required to check® whether the neighbourhood p

= Has been prepared and submitted for examination by @ qualifyi

= Has been prepared for an area that has been pro OQsigna
preparation

= Meets the requirements to i) specify the periodgo whicllit has effect; ii) not
include provision about excluded develggment;
one neighbourhood area and that

= |ts policies relate to the developme se gf land for a designated
neighbourhood area.

I must also consider whether th
Convention rights.”

raf@neighb,

The examiner must the

If plan can proceed to a referendum with or without modifications, the examiner
ustQso consider whether the referendum area should be extended beyond the
iggbourhood plan area to which it relates.

f the plan goes forward to referendum and more than 50% of those voting vote in
favour of the plan then it is made by the relevant local authority, in this case BDC. The
plan then becomes part of the ‘development plan’ for the area and a statutory
consideration in guiding future development and in the determination of planning
applications within the plan area.

® Conservation of Habitats and Species and Planning (Various Amendments) (England and Wales) Regulations 2018

* Set out in sections 38A and 38B of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 as amended by the Localism Act
® The combined effect of the Town and Country Planning Act Schedule 4B para 8(6) and para 10 (3)(b) and the Human
Rights Act 1998



3.0 The examination process

| have set out my remit in the previous section. It is useful to bear in mind that the
examiner’s role is limited to testing whether or not the submitted neighbourhoog plan
meets the basic conditions and other matters set out in paragraph 8 of Schedule @B to
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended).®

ions.7 Some

wacre | find
pnsider if

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) confirms that the examiner is not
soundness of a neighbourhood plan or examining other material ¢
representations8 suggest amendments to policies or additiona#p
that policies do meet the basic conditions, it is not necessary f
further amendments or additions are required.

PPG® explains that it is expected that the examination Wil not iglude a public hearing.
Rather the examiner should reach a view by coggidering " representations.
adequate examination of an issue
en a hearing must be held.*

is attgfhed to this@eport as Appendix 2. | am
ided me with @®mprehensive answers to
ave enabled me to

er Referral Service (NPIERS)

ning Indepen
i mongst other matters, the

users and

age should they wif to do sl. There is no obligation for a qualifying
comments; it is ONggiigfley wish to do so. The Parish Council made

for&gompletion of the examination, the Government published a new National
Plagfting Policy Framework (NPPF). Given that the NPPF is a key document issued by
Secretary of State against which the Plan is examined, | suggested that a short
period of consultation specifically on the newly published NPPF be held. This was to
give all interested parties, BDC and the Parish Council an opportunity to consider
whether the new NPPF had any implications for the Plan.

This stage of focused and additional consultation resulted in two representations,
including a late representation from Natural England accepted by BDC. The Parish

®ppG para 055 ref id 41-055-20180222
7 Ibid
8 For example the representation from the Suffolk Wildlife Trust
jOPPG para 056 ref id 41-056-20180222
Ibid



Council was also given an opportunity to comment on any representations received, but
choose not do so. The Parish Council submitted a representation on the new NPPF as
invited to do so.

| am very grateful to everyone for ensuring that the examination has run so smogthly
and in particular Paul Bryant at BDC.

I made an unaccompanied site visit to familiarise myself with the Plan a n 19
2021.

Where modifications are recommended they appear in bold te
suggested specific changes to the wording of the policies or n¢
in bold italics.

ave
> these appear

Given that the Plan refers to the NPPF in places, these @eferenc@ will need to be
updated to refer to the new NPPF.

As a result of some modifications consequ
can include changing section headings
paragraphs or pages, ensuring that s
with the final version of the Plangnd

endments may be required. These
ontents page, renumbering
portin ndices and other documents align

on.

| regard these as primarily | presentati o not specifically refer to
such modifications, butd&ve a pectation that a common s&kse approach will be
taken and any such essafy editrg will be car out and the Plan’s presentation
made consistent.

= Updat ces to th PFQhroughout the Plan including its
endic8®gas necessary

ghb¥irhood plan preparation

A sultation Statement has been submitted. It meets the requirements of Regulation
(2) of the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

A Steering Group was established in 2018 to lead preparation on the Plan. A variety of
engagement activity has taken place.

A Residents Survey to all households in the Parish in April/May 2019 was undertaken
resulting in a response rate of around 22%. A community drop-in event was held in
June 2019 attended by 80 people and a further one held in September of that year just
before the pre-submission consultation took place.



Throughout the Plan preparation process, a number of supporting evidence documents
have also been produced. These include a Housing Needs Assessment, Site Options and
Assessment and a Landscape Appraisal.

There has been ongoing publicity and community engagement. There have bee
regular updates at Parish Council meetings, on the website and events have bee
highlighted through leaflet distribution. The Steering Group has met regul

notes of the meetings have been available on the website. Feedback frg
gathered to inform the Plan including the Landscape Appraisal and
Survey has been regularly disseminated.

Pre-submission (Regulation 14) consultation took place betwe Wuary — 13 April
2020. A leaflet publicising the consultation and a drop-i n it was
distributed to all households and businesses in the Parfh. The Was made available
on the Parish Council website.

| consider that the consultation and engage t cgrried out is satisfactory.

Submission (Regulation 16) consultati 5 ie t between 10 May — 25 June
2021.

he Government published
e Parish Council an

e Plan, a further two
ion ended on 13 August

a new NPPF. In order to giv
opportunity to considerg¥heth
week period of consufatiogfias
2021.

5.8 ompliance with matters other than the basic conditions

ow check the various matters set out in section 2.0 of this report.
Qualifying body

Copdock and Washbrook Parish Council is the qualifying body able to lead preparation
of a neighbourhood plan. This requirement is satisfactorily met.

Plan area

The Plan area is coterminous with the administrative boundary for the Parish. BDC
approved the designation of the area on 28 September 2018. The Plan relates to this



area and does not relate to more than one neighbourhood area and therefore complies
with these requirements. The Plan area is shown on page 5 of the Plan.

Plan period

The Plan period is 2018 — 2037. This is clearly stated in the Plan itself. This requilement
is therefore satisfactorily met.

Excluded development
The Plan does not include policies that relate to any of the catggorie

development and therefore meets this requirement. Thisis a
the Basic Conditions Statement.

Development and use of land

Policies in neighbourhood plans must relate
Sometimes neighbourhood plans contain aS§i
community’s priorities for the future i
development and use of land. If I co
category, | will recommend it be glea

he development and use of land.
@nal policies or projects that signal the

included in a neighbourhoo
be clearly identifiable.".

rl m the Plan making process
appear towards the end of the

R d to national policy and advice

The Government revised the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) on 20 July
2021. This revised Framework replaces the previous National Planning Policy
Framework published in March 2012, revised in July 2018 and updated in February
20109.

The NPPF is the main document that sets out the Government’s planning policies for
England and how these are expected to be applied.

" ppG para 004 ref id 41-004-20190509



In particular it explains that the application of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development will mean that neighbourhood plans should support the delivery of
strategic policies in local plans or spatial development strategies and should shape and
direct development outside of these strategic policies.™

Non-strategic policies are more detailed for specific areas, neighbourhoods or ty
development.”® They can include allocating sites, the provision of infrastr

community facilities at a local level, establishing design principles, consegm
enhancing the natural and historic environment as well as set out oth @

development than that set out in strategic policies or un
policies.””

The NPPF states that all policies should be undegpinned

Policies should be clearly written an i so that it is evident how a decision
maker should react to developm serve a clear purpose and
avoid unnecessary duplication of p&jici icular area including those
in the NPPF."

On 6 March 2014, th i ning guidance referred to as
Planning Practice Gali

f information relating to
to PPG in preparing this report.

congxt and the characteristics of the area.®

PG states there is no ‘tick box’ list of evidence required, but proportionate, robust
evidence should support the choices made and the approach taken.”® It continues that

12 NPPF para 13
2 Ibid para 28
14 .
Ibid
15 .
Ibid para 29
% Ibid para 31
7 Ibid para 16
'8 ppG para 041 ref id 41-041-20140306
19 .
Ibid
*% |bid para 040 ref id 41-040-20160211

10



the evidence should be drawn upon to explain succinctly the intention and rationale of
the policies.”

Whilst this has formed part of my own assessment, the Basic Conditions Statement sets
out how the Plan has responded to national policy and guidance. An appraisal® gets
out how the Plan aligns with the (previous) NPPF’s key topic principles.

Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development

A qualifying body must demonstrate how the making of a neighbourh an would
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development.

The NPPF confirms that the purpose of the planning sys ute to the
achievement of sustainable development.”® This mea
three overarching and interdependent objectives whic@should Be pursued in mutually
supportive ways so that opportunities can be taken to s t gains across each of
the different objectives.”* The objectives aregftonomic, social and environmental.?

The NPPF confirms that planning policj n active role in guiding
development towards sustainable sofitions, uld take local circumstances into
account to reflect the character, iti each area.’®

Whilst this has formed part
explains how each Plang®licy
the NPPF.”

nd the Babergh Core Strategy (CS) 2011 —
the Minerals Core Strategy and the Waste

tains an assessment of how each policy generally conforms to relevant LP and CS
olicies.®® Where I have not specifically referred to a strategic policy, | have considered
all strategic policy in my examination of the Plan.

1 PPG para 040 ref id 41-040-2016021
2 Basic Conditions Statement page 9
> NPPF para 7

** Ibid para 8

% Ibid

% Ibid para9

%’ Basic Conditions Statement page 12
%8 |bid page 14

11



Emerging Joint Local Plan

BDC and Mid Suffolk District Council are working together to deliver a new Joint Local
Plan (JLP) which will cover the period up to 2037. Once adopted, it will replace all
other policies across the two Districts. The JLP was formally submitted to the Segretary
of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government on 31 March 2021. At
time of writing, the examination hearings for the JLP are scheduled to com
September 2021.

There is no legal requirement to examine the Plan against emerging p However,
A PIcess may be
an'is tested.

dim to agree the
n, the emerging Local
d to national policy and

relationship between policies in the emerging neighb
Plan and the adopted development plan with agpropria
guidance.*®

Retained European Union Obligation

A neighbourhood plan must be
obligations. A number of retaine
purposes including those o
Environmental Impact Ag¥ess
matters.

With referenc

d on on whether or not to make the plan.

Strg@egic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment

he provisions of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004 (the ‘SEA Regulations’) concerning the assessment of the effects of certain plans
and programmes on the environment are relevant. The purpose of the SEA Regulations,
which transposed into domestic law Directive 2001/42/EC (‘SEA Directive’), are to
provide a high level of protection of the environment by incorporating environmental
considerations into the process of preparing plans and programmes.

 ppG para 009 ref id 41-009-20190509
30 .

Ibid
*! |bid para 031 ref id 11-031-20150209

12



The provisions of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (the
‘Habitats Regulations’), which transposed into domestic law Directive 92/43/EEC (the
‘Habitats Directive’), are also of relevance to this examination.

Regulation 63 of the Habitats Regulations requires a Habitats Regulations Assessgent
(HRA) to be undertaken to determine whether a plan is likely to have a significan@effect
on a European site, either alone or in combination with other plans or proj
HRA assessment determines whether the Plan is likely to have significang

for that European Site, in view of the Site’s conservation objed be carried

out.

A Screening Determination dated June 2020 has been fgeparediy BDC. This in turn
refers to a SEA Screening Report prepared by Laggd Use nts.

The Screening Report concluded that a SEA uired mainly because one of the two

site allocations proposed at that time

Heaths Area of Outstanding Nat mber of listed buildings. In
addition the site falls within an Im Hintlesham Woods Site of
Special Scientific Interest (S SSI. This flags residential
development of 50 or
Zone of Influence (Z

T creening Determination therefore concluded that the Plan required a SEA.

A Sk Environmental Report (ER) was undertaken by AECOM in December 2020.

he ER confirms that a Scoping Report dated August 2020 was prepared and sent to the
statutory consultees. Responses were received from the EA, HE and NE.

The ER concludes that the Plan “...is likely to lead to a combination of positive, negative
and uncertain effects.”*” It recommended three courses of action. It was published for
consultation alongside the submission version of the Plan.

The ER is a comprehensive document that been professionally prepared and has dealt
with the issues appropriately for the content and level of detail in the Plan. This in line

2R page 33

13



with PPG advice which confirms the SEA does not have to be done in any more detail or
using more resources than is considered to be appropriate for the content and level of
detail in the Plan.*® In my view, it has been prepared in accordance with Regulation 12
of the Regulations.

Therefore EU obligations in respect of SEA have been satisfied.

Turning now to HRA, a HRA Screening Determination and Appropriate Ag

dated June 2020 has been submitted. This in turn refers to a HRA Sc @ eport and
Appropriate Assessment (AA) of May 2020 prepared by Place Services

The documents explain that there are 11 Habitats sites which POkm of the
Plan area. The Plan area falls within the ZOlI for the Sto uaries SPA and

Ramsar. It was therefore concluded that these sites shfpuld be gssessed for any likely
significant effects.

The Screening Report concluded an AA was

Services. It concludes that “...embedded m¥ggat#h measures for projects will need to
be considered in project level HRA/A rts red by way of planning
consent.”?*

onsequently, there will be
s it is not predicted to
ralone orin

Regulation 32 and Schedule 2
egulations 2012 (as amended) was
force by the Conservation of Habitats

e distance, nature and characteristics of the European sites concerned and the
and contents of this Plan, together with the findings of the AA which has been
essionally produced and the consultation response from NE, | consider that the
equisite requirements have been met and that the prescribed basic condition is
complied with.

ive

Conclusion on retained EU obligations

National guidance establishes that the ultimate responsibility for determining whether a
plan meets EU obligations lies with the local planning authority.*® In undertaking work

%3 ppG para 030 ref id 11-030-20150209
*AA page 40

% Letter from NE of 16 June 2020

% PpG para 031 ref id 11-031-20150209

14



on SEA and HRA, BDC has considered the compatibility of the Plan in regard to retained
EU obligations and does not raise any concerns in this regard.

European Convention on Human Rights (ECHR)

The Basic Conditions Statement contains a statement in relation to human right
Having regard to the Basic Conditions Statement, there is nothing in the Pl eads
me to conclude there is any breach or incompatibility with Convention g

7.0 Detailed comments on the Plan and its policies

In this section | consider the Plan and its policies againfit the bagic conditions. As a

reminder, where modifications are recommended the pearh bold text and where |
suggest specific changes to the wording of the glicies or ording these appear in
bold italics.

The Plan is presented to a very high s rda tains 20 policies. The Plan begins

with a helpful contents page.

1. Introduction

This is a succinc that sets out the background

tothe Plan a @

le to the various stages of the Plan
Mis as a matter of final presentation and do

. Coplock and Washbrook Past and Present

This section sets out the interesting history and context of the Parish and highlighting its
many attributes for the residents.

%7 Basic Conditions Statement page 23

15



3. Planning Policy Context

This section usefully explains the planning policy context for the Plan.

There are references to the NPPF which now need updating.

It may be the case that some natural updating to this section will be ne inre n
to the emerging Joint Local Plan. | regard this wording as something be agreed

between the two Councils as the Plan progresses.
= Update the date of the NPPF and insert the revised p@agraphW1 of the new
NPPF in paragraph 3.1 on page 13 of the Plan
= Update paragraph 3.2 on page 13 to reflect pa@agraph BB of the new NPPF

4. Vision and Objectives

The vision for the area is:

“Copdock and Wash intain its dis separate village character
and accommod cation, level of
services and i i f the Igndscape and historic
characterigti

six topic areas in the Plan of
jronment, built environment and design,

5. tial Strategy

Policy C&W 1 - Spatial Strategy

It is useful for me at this juncture to set out the planning context. In the CS, Copdock
and Washbrook are identified as ‘Hinterland Villages’.

In Core and Hinterland Villages, the CS states that 1,050 dwellings should be planned

for. CS Policy CS2, which defines 43 Hinterland Villages, explains that this means some
development to meet the needs within the Hinterland Villages will be accommodated.

16



All proposals are assessed against CS Policy CS11 which indicates development in
Hinterland Villages is acceptable where it can be demonstrated that proposals have a
close functional relationship to the existing settlement as well as meeting a number of
criteria set out in the policy. The cumulative impact of development should also be
taken into account.

In the countryside outside Hinterland Villages, CS Policy CS2 states that de nt
will only be permitted in exceptional circumstances subject to a proven i

The Plan explains that the Parish has a number of services and is locat
Ipswich. As a result there is concern that the growth of Ipswicl®
coalescence of the village with Ipswich.
Settlement boundaries have been drawn up for the mg@n built-yp dteas. These are
shown on the Policies Maps.

The settlement boundaries take their lead frg#fh the LP 1998, but have been reviewed
and updated to reflect changes since then ccommmodate sites put forward in the
Plan.

From my observations, | considegthafthe boulidaries shov#h in the Plan have been
drawn up logically. However, the ttlement bouldaries differ to that
proposed in the emerging J

One particular differ
LAOQ9, from the sg

thi%gespect | am informed that nine units have been granted permission to the rear
of te Ipswich Hotel in December 2019. This leaves a shortfall of three based on the
ulations from BDC.

The differences in how the settlement boundaries have been drawn up would allow for
some additional windfall development.

Planning permission on the LAOO9 site was refused for seven units on 6 January 2020
(planning application reference DC/19/03387). Despite this, BDC remain of the view
that this site should be allocated.

*8 ppG para 040 ref id 41-040-20160211

17



Given the refusal of planning permission on LA0OY, the level of the shortfall identified,
the changes to the settlement boundaries, a reasonable allowance for windfalls, |
consider its exclusion from the settlement boundary, also bearing in mind the lack of
community support for the site, is, on balance, acceptable. The Plan can provide for
sustainable development commensurate with the village’s designation in the setilement
hierarchy and the latest available housing figures.

The Plan also identifies one of the important views (viewpoint 8) across
boundary of the site. The view is one of eight identified in the Landsg @ braisal and
London Road”* and a view into the wider landscape. It is not
specifically across the site of LAO09. The policy, which | discus
not preclude development per se. | consider that the vi i
supported through independently prepared work and
would not preclude development should that be the c
process.

In addition, the Plan identifies an importan
starts at the southern most boundary

740

to London Road...””" and im

aration between the different clusters of
visual separation and in creating a sense of

It was Qlf eyilent ff8m my visit t
d op t aggfmportant in ter
ce

ec end a modification to the wording of the policy on important gaps to make it
moggpflexible as the current wording would preclude any further ribbon development.

am mindful that PPG states that should there be a conflict between a policy in a
neighbourhood plan and a policy in a local plan, the conflict must be resolved in favour
of the policy which is in the last document to become part of the development plan.*?
Therefore it may be the case that if the JLP is adopted after this Plan, the examination
into the JLP may find the settlement boundaries and proposed site allocations in the JLP
to be the ones to go forward. This then is something for BDC to reconcile.

3 Landscape Appraisal page 23

“© Ibid page 24

* Ibid page 40

* Ibid page 41

*3 PPG para 044 ref id 41-044-20190509

18



Outside the settlement boundaries, the policy only permits development where it is
essential for the operation of existing businesses, agriculture, horticulture, forestry,
outdoor recreation or other exceptional uses subject to four criteria.

The NPPF is very clear that development can take place in the countryside. For
example, it encourages policies to enable the sustainable growth and expansmn
types of businesses in rural areas and supports sustainable ruraI tourism a
development that respects the character of the countryside.** | theref
policy approach as too restrictive in relation to the NPPF.

The policy continues that in addition to the essential uses it se oposals
must also demonstrate a local need and that it cannot be loca the settlement
boundary. Although BDC has not raised any objection tQgdgaés a the
requirement to set out a local need and to ensure it caffnot be lpcdted with the

settlement boundary is not reflected in the NPPF.

Whilst it is possible to move away from nati
find no justified reason to restrict develop
a number of modifications to the poli

to the NPPF.

icy, this requires justification. | can
is way in this Plan area. Therefore
Is respect to ensure it has regard

The policy wording is clear, but it r emerging JLR given the stage this has
reached | consider it would void refere in case it changes.

With these modificat{
significantly boosti

to the NPPF’s objective of
ith the village’s status in the
e Th general conformity with the CS

in the first sentence of the policy and replace with “...in the District’s
ettlement hierarchy”

= Change the third element to read: “Proposals for development located outside
the Settlement Boundary will only be permitted where they are in accordance
with national and District level policies and where they meet the following
criteria:” [retain criteria iii) and iv)]

= Delete the words “...result in ribbon development along Old London Road or”
from criterion iv)

** NPPF para 84

19



6. Housing

Policy C&W 2 - Housing Development

| have set out the planning policy context in my discussion of the previous

2037, of which 866 (or about 9%) are expected to come forwa
In addition, Copdock and Washbrook are Hinterland Villages
where some 21% of housing is proposed to be accommag,

pswich Fringe

As set out in the emerging JLP, BDC has confirmed thagghe min#hum housing
requirement for this Plan area remains 274 dwedlings. accepts this level of
growth. As at April 2018, 36 houses had pergffSsiopn and a further nine were granted
permission in December 2019. However, a i#ant pumber of homes still need to be
provided for.

e enofgh opportugities within the settlement

fore seeks tofineet the requirement
lopment and other sites
e settlement boundary
tion. The policy then permits the
ential use.

The Plan recognises that there wigln
boundaries in the adopted Local P
through existing commitme i

where the dwelling i
conversion of red

With regard t icy Jadhi rural conversions, the NPPF
ings where the immediate setting

m ica i de to widen out

ourhood plans can be developed before or at the same time as a Local Plan is
oduced.*® | am also mindful that neighbourhood plans do not need to have

s addressing all types of development. However, where they do contain policies

vant to housing supply, then account should be taken of the latest and up to date

vidence. | consider Policy C&W 2 does this.

With this modification, Policy C&W 2 will have regard to the NPPF, reflects the current
information and evidence available at District level and will help to achieve sustainable
development.

= Add the words “...or other rural buildings” after “...agricultural barns” in the
first sentence of the second element of the policy

*> NPPF para 80
*® PPG para 009 ref id 41-009-20190509
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Policy C&W 3 - Land South-east of Back Lane

As part of the work on the Plan, AECOM were commissioned to assess sites for
development. The Site Options and Assessment document prepared by AECOM gefers
to the District Council’s Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assess
(SHELAA) of August 2017. It explains that 15 sites came forward as part of cess
with an additional three put forward as part of the work on the emergi
were considered suitable, available and achievable.

A second stage assessment has then been carried out by AECO}
and least constrained and applying a tiered ranking with tier
constrained. Two sites, already with planning permissio

Land south-east of Back Lane scored tier 2 alongside ojffiers.

As a result of this work and community feedback, this si een included in the Plan

Elm Lane and Back Lane. It is identified on

In the SHELAA of October 2020, the e was
residential development, but thaghi

h the Parish Council and BDC that each respective policy could cross-reference
r, but given that the site allocation might not survive the JLP examination, |
congpeder this is an unsatisfactory way forward.

t seems to me that more detailed work has, at present, been carried out through the
Design and Masterplanning Guidance prepared for the site by AECOM and the
Landscape Appraisal prepared by Alison Farmer Associates.

In order to ensure that if one policy survives and the other does not, | recommend
modifications to the policy so it stands on its own two feet, incorporating elements
from the draft JLP policy. It will be a matter for BDC to reconcile any differences
through the JLP process should it pursue the matter through this route.

| also make recommendations to ensure that the recommendations in the SEA ER are
taken on board in relation to flood risk mitigation.
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In light of the new NPPF, a modification is also made in relation to trees.*’

Corrections are also made to the cross reference to Policy C&W 6 which should now be
C&W 5 and to the SAC which should be Ramsar.

With these modifications, the policy will meet the basic conditions in that it will ave
regard to the NPPF, be in general conformity with the CS and its standards
account of the latest available evidence and help to achieve sustainabl lopm

= Change the policy to read:

“A site of approximately 13 hectares south-east of Bz identified on

Map 3 and the Policies Map, is allocated for app

Proposals for the development should take plqge in acgbrdance with provisions
of paragraph 6.17, the lllustrative Mastgrplan ( and provide:

i) 35% affordable housing;

i) a mix of house sizes ifaccordaac
Policy C&W 5;

ith the identified requirement in

iii) the retentio ents on th t site;

d new,and improved pedestrian
ipg8iry School, the Village Hall

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

vii) provide landscaping that reflects the sensitivity of the surrounding
landscape including taking account of its form and ensure that streets are tree-
lined (unless demonstrably inappropriate) and retain existing and incorporate
new trees elsewhere in the development;

viii) 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

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

*” NPPF para 131
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Where a new access is created 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 frontage.

Development should also deliver measures for the reduction of traffic sgeeds
on London Road and improved pedestrian and cycle crossing points on
Road towards Church Lane and the Village Hall. The improvemen
London Road bus stops adjacent to the site will also be require
include real-time passenger information systems.

Proposals should have regard to the presence of ListedyB
of the site, as identified on the lllustrative Masterpla
provision of appropriate screening, that any im dividual setting
is minimised. Consideration should also be giy¢n to any non-designated
heritage assets such as West Hill House and efgance thRir settings.

re through the

archaeological remains are provid
known double ring ditch, and

n

Proposals should includ
of recreational disturbanc
(SPA) and Ramsar a

The develop o

ontributions towards education, healthcare provision and additional
household waste recycling provision will be sought.”

Change the reference to “...Special Area of Conservation (SAC)...” in paragraph
6.19 on page 26 of the Plan to “Ramsar”
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Policy C&W 4 — Affordable Housing on Rural Exception Sites

The NPPF supports the provision of rural exception sites to enable local needs to be
provided for.** PPG explains that rural exception sites should seek to address th
affordable housing needs of local communities.*’

The Plan explains that the average house price in Babergh is over 11 ti
wage. An AECOM Housing Needs Assessment was carried out as par,

collected for the emerging JLP.

g with an
¢ affordable
ine with the stance of

This policy supports affordable housing schemes on rura
emphasis on a proven local need and local connection
housing. Some market housing can be included on su
national policy®® and guidance.””

The policy refers to entry-level homes and Mragg¥ph 71, now paragraph 72, of the
NPPF. Therefore a modification is ma ups@te reference.

reference should be

The supporting text refers to parggraf 77 of #he NPPF; thi

updated to reflect the new NPPF.

homes in relation to
and its support fg

which takes a flexible approach to
roposals that are adjacent or well

policy to “paragraph 72”

Change the reference to paragraph 77 of the NPPF in paragraph 6.23 on page
30 of the Plan to “paragraph 78"

*® NPPF para 78
* PpG para 012 ref id 67-012-20210524
*° NPPF para 78
*1 PPG para 013 ref id 67-013-20210524
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Policy C&W 5 — Housing Mix

The NPPF states that the needs of groups with specific housing requirements should be
addressed to support the Government’s objective of significantly boosting housi

supply.>?

The Plan explains that work carried out during the preparation of the Pz
the Parish is dominated by family sized dwellings (2-4 bedrooms) and @
size tends to be larger than that of the wider District.

The AECOM Housing Needs Assessment supports the provisio
properties as the most needed to correct misalignments

This policy requires the housing mix in all housing devé@@pmentBof ten or more homes,
to be in accordance with the Housing Needs Asggssmentt ver, the policy is flexible
recognising that these needs may change ovgftime or that the particular tenure of

homes provided indicates otherwise.

It also supports bungalows as some slpport fgg t
for this type of housing was showga tiugh th¥ surveys un
also supported by the Housing Ne

type of property and high demand
rtaken. The provision is

development and is i
CS18. It thereforggme

Policy C 6 —Nggasures for Ne

e Ggfern t introduced national technical standards for housing in 2015. A
en Ministerial Statement (WMS)? explains that neighbourhood plans should not
t oBgany additional local technical standards or requirements relating to the
congpruction, internal layout or performance of new dwellings.

his policy seeks compliance with the national technical standards and so whilst it does
not set any new standards, | note the WMS states that neighbourhood plans should not
be used to apply the national technical standard. This is echoed in PPG.>*

PPG also states that where a local planning authority or qualifying body wishes to
require an internal space standard, they should do so by reference in their Local Plan to
the nationally described space standard.>® There is therefore, arguably, some ambiguity

2 NPPF para 60

>3 Written Ministerial Statement 25 March 2015
** PPG para 001 ref id 56-001-20150327

** |bid para 018 ref id 56-018-20150327
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as to whether neighbourhood plans can include such standards. However, where a
need has been identified, there needs to be justification.56 No such justification has
been put forward in this case.

This element of the policy therefore does not meet the basic conditions as it doeg not
have regard to national policy and guidance.

The policy also refers to storage facilities for cycles and bins and cycle pz
also covered in a policy which appears later in the Plan, Policy C&W
unnecessary to repeat that element of the policy here.

For the above reasons, | recommend Policy C&W 6 and its sup t be deleted.

= Delete Policy C&W 6 and its supporting text

7. Business and Employment

Policy C&W 7 — Employment Sites

The Plan explains there are ment sites a esses within the Parish.

Thegecond element of the policy safeguards employment sites from non-employment
s unless various criteria are met. The criteria are exclusive and all are sensibly
lexible in permitting the loss of uses regarded as inappropriate for the site insofar as
adverse environmental issues are caused by the uses, supporting employment related
facilities such as creches or where an alternative use or mix of uses provides benefits
that outweigh the loss of the site.

The policy supports employment uses appropriately, takes account of CS Policy CS3
which supports employment uses that contribute to the local economy and increases

*® PPG para 020 ref id 56-020-20150327
" NPPF para 81

*% Ibid para 84

*? |bid Section 6
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the sustainability of Core and Hinterland Villages where scale, character and nature is
appropriate to the locality and CS Policy CS15 which seeks to create jobs to strengthen
or diversify the local economy. It contributes towards the economic role of achieving
sustainable development. It meets the basic conditions and it is not therefore
necessary to recommend any modifications to it.

Policy C&W 8 — New Businesses and Employment

sQitlement
ere the site is

Policy C&W 8 supports new business development within the ig
boundaries. Outside those boundaries, the policy supports p
designated for business use in the development plan or
leisure or tourism uses or other uses of a scale and na
location. It also requires a need to be demonstrated t
boundary.

posals

e outs@le the settlement

The third element of the policy prefers suc be,in existing buildings or on
previously developed land.

The NPPF is clear that policies sh Ip crefite the condilions in which businesses can

sustainable growth and exp
conversions and new by#.%
rural areas to be sengive

for development in
icy is mqre restrictive than national

For that reas ion i policy meets the basic conditions
i nerally conforms to CS Policies CS3,

can be satisfactorily demonstrated” from criterion b) of the policy
icy C&W 9 — Farm Diversification

The NPPF®® supports a prosperous rural economy through the sustainable growth of all
types of business in rural areas. All types of business and enterprise are supported
including farm and other land-based rural businesses. This policy supports farm
diversification preferring economic development uses.

0 NPPF para 81
* Ibid para 84
®2 Ibid para 85
® Ibid para 84
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The policy meets the basic conditions. It adds a local layer of detail to the NPPF,
generally conforms to the CS and Policy CS17 in particular and will help to achieve
sustainable development. No modifications are therefore recommended.

8. Natural Environment

There are a couple of minor typographical errors to correct on page @ Plan.

=  Correct the two words “mediaeval” to “medieval” on pfE e Plan

Policy C&W 10 — Area of Local Landscape Sensitivity

ibute and enhance the natural and local
landscapes.®

The NPPF requires the planning system to c
environment including protecting and enh

The Plan explains that land in the nofihern p e Parish lies within the Belstead
Brook Valley Special Landscape A), a gi¥signation ofdginally identified in the
1980s and rolled forward ever sinc r, it is a desigfation which is not currently
proposed to be taken forwa

with a pew designation of “area of
n page 43 of the Plan. The
ted to take account of the existing

Turggng now to the wording of the policy, it is clearly and flexibly worded. It does not
vent development per se, but seeks to ensure any development within this area is
ppropriate given the qualities of this landscape.

The policy has regard to the NPPF’s stance on contributing to and enhancing the natural
and local environment and recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside.®® It is in general conformity with the CS and in particular Policy CS15
which, amongst other things, sets out how development should respect the local
context and character of different parts of the District and helps to achieve sustainable
development. It therefore meets the basic conditions.

% NPPF para 174
® Ibid
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Policy C&W 11 - Local Green Spaces
Two areas of Local Green Space (LGS) are proposed. Both are shown on the Policies
Map.

The NPPF explains that LGSs are green areas of particular importance to lo
communities.®®

The designation of LGSs should be consistent with the local planning o ainable
development and complement investment in sufficient homes > & er essential

t the green space
es, be demonstrably

The NPPF sets out three criteria for green spaces.® T
should be in reasonably close proximity to the
special to the local community and hold a p
character and not be an extensive tract of
PPG.

rther guidance about LGSs is given in

| saw each of the proposed spaceg.at site \@kit.

1. Play area off Mill Lane i m an unma It contains some
i and is a pleasant and seclu®ed area for amenity
area servin e Nigfntial area, this is a grassed

eMyin the NPPF satisfactorily. Both are
nity, all are capable of enduring beyond the

policy therefore meets the basic conditions and no modifications to it are
ecommended. However the supporting text to the Plan on page 43 will need to be
updated with references to the new NPPF.

= Update the references to paragraph 100 of the NPPF in paragraph 8.11 on page
43 of the Plan to “paragraph 102”

 ppG para 101
* Ibid
® Ibid
69 .
Ibid para 102
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Policy C&W 12 - Biodiversity

The NPPF’%is clear that planning policies should contribute to and enhance the natural
and local environment including through minimising impacts on biodiversity and
providing net gains. It continues’* that “if significant harm to biodiversity resulti
a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site v
harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensat
planning permission should be refused”.

from

, the

Policy C&W 12 starts with an “exceptional circumstances” refegfhce ot see how
this takes account of the NPPF and no explanation has been g vy departure
from the NPPF or any such circumstances defined. A maogifisa efore made in

this respect.

The policy then seeks to ensure development pgoposals i y loss or harm to trees,
hedgerows and other features such as pond refers to “important trees”; there is no
reference in any supporting document to t se or any explanation about what
might constitute an important tree an he possibility of this phrase
being open to interpretation. To addliess thisgor®ern, a modification is made on the

basis of the Landscape Appraisal
i indicates th loss or harm to such
its of the development mus®utweigh any impacts.

ites of Scientific Interest.””> There is
appropriate for these other

It recognises the need for

red. There is no explanation as to why this particular approach is the only one
proWgiate for this Parish. A modification is therefore made to address this.
lly, the last part of the policy supports development providing a net gain in
iodiversity. This in itself is acceptable, but the wording may inadvertently open the
floodgates for all types of development. A modification is therefore made to ensure
that development is in itself acceptable.

With these modifications, the policy will have regard to national policy and guidance,
add a local layer to, and be in general conformity with, the relevant strategic policies, in
particular CS Policy CS15 which, amongst other things, seeks to protect and enhance
biodiversity, and help to achieve sustainable development.

’® NPPF para 174
" |bid at para 180
72 1bid
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The supporting text will also require some consequential amendments.

= Amend the first paragraph of the policy to read: “Development should avoid
the loss of, or substantial harm to, mature or veteran trees, hedgerows and
other natural features such as ponds.”

= Change the second paragraph of the policy to read: “Where such |
harm are unavoidable, adequate mitigation measures or, as a esort,
compensation measures will be sought. If suitable mitigati pensation
measures cannot be provided, then planning permission sho refused.”

= Delete the third paragraph of the policy which begin ected that the

mitigation proposals will form...” to end
= Add the words “Otherwise acceptable” at the @art of tBe last paragraph of the
policy which begins “Development proggsals w ported...”

= Delete the sentence beginning “An{{os landscape features...” to end in
paragraph 8.13 on page 45 of a

oidance and Wlitigation

ithi km of the Stour and Orwell

. e nal disturbance Avoidance
y a number of Suffolk local

maggement scheme and green infrastructure on housing sites to encourage people to
ay | thereby reducing the pressure on the European site.

cy C&W 13 refers to the RAMS; it is clearly worded. It meets the basic conditions in
hat it seeks to address any impact from new housing, is in generally conformity with
the District level strategy and CS Policy CS15 in particular and will help to achieve
sustainable development.

The supporting text refers to a Special Area of Conservation, but the site is not a SAC;
this should be corrected in the supporting text, the section heading and Map 6.

= Delete “...Special Area of Conservation (SAC)” from paragraph 8.15 on page 46

of the Plan, the subheading on the same page and Map 6 and replace with
“Ramsar”
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Policy C&W 14 - Protection of Important Views and Landscape Character

The Plan explains that the Landscape Appraisal identified a number of important views
into and out of the built-up areas of the village. These views are important to defini
and reinforcing the sense of place and local distinctiveness.

The wording of the policy does not prevent any development fler se, b rather seeks to
features of any

proposals for new buildings outside the settlement bodary tglbe accompanied by a
proportionate Landscape Visual Impact Appraisgl or sim ow how the proposal

The policy has regard to national polic y recognising the intrinsic
character and beauty of the country ting and ensuring any development
is sympathetic to local character § ' s,”> will be in general

context and character
It therefore meets t

port the information, description and photographs in Section 4.3 of the
Landscape Appraisal into the Plan as supporting text or a separate appendix
with a cross-reference in the policy to the imported evidence

3 NPPF paras 130, 174

32



9. Built Environment and Design
Policy C&W 15 - Heritage Assets

This policy seeks to ensure that development proposals preserve or enhan
significance of heritage assets through an understanding of the asset’s sigmgfi

weight should be given to the assets’ conservation whe
development on the significance of the asset.

ated h ssets and non-
pproaches. The policy should be clear

However, the NPPF distinguishes between desi
designated heritage assets outlining differe
that it only relates to designated heritage d

t

¢ conditions having regard to
with rategic pol@lies and particularly CS Policy
y CS15 which@nhdicates that development

ion or enhan as appropriate are given

P C 16 gDesign ConsiderQ

e F states that good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, creates

betigr places in which to live and work and helps make development acceptable to
munities.’”® It continues that neighbourhood plans can play an important role in

dentifying the special qualities of an area and explaining how this should be reflected in
development.”’ It refers to design guides and codes to help provide a framework for
creating beautiful and distinctive places with a consistent and high quality standard of
design.78 It continues that planning policies should ensure developments function well
and add to the overall quality of the area, are visually attractive, are sympathetic to

national policy, be in general congor
CS11 which refers to heritage asse
proposals must ensure ade

With this modification, the policy willimeet t
n

* NPPF para 189
”® |bid para 199
7% |bid para 126
7 Ibid para 127
’8 |bid para 128

33



local character and history whilst not preventing change or innovation, establish or
maintain a strong sense of place and optimise site potential.”®

Policy C&W 16 is a long policy with numerous and varied criteria covering a wide range
of issues. In essence, the policy seeks to deliver locally distinctive development gf a
high quality that protects, reflects and enhances local character leading on from
Policies CS11 and CS15 in particular.

It refers to Appendix 2 which contains a Development Design Checklig
Design Guidelines produced by AECOM.

Four modifications are recommended. The first is to delete t
circumstances” in the first sentence of the policy as this j

The second is to remove the word “important” before@Qoen, grdn or landscaped areas
in criterion c. as these areas have not been defiged. Th&ggitg#fon also refers to
gardens. | note that the NPPF allows for poli
would cause harm to the prevailing charac
character of the area and that the poli
consider this to be acceptable.

s to a “positive contribution”, |

The third is to add a criterion abouNge ave regard toflhe new NPPF which makes
it clear that it is the Govern i ionthatalln ts include trees unless this
would be inappropriat

n g) regarding the addition of
h Council comments that a major

ith ' Wese modifications, the policy will meet the basic conditions in that it has regard
to NPPF, is in general conformity with the CS and especially those policies referred
bove and will help achieve sustainable development.

The supporting text to the Plan on page 49 will need to be updated with reference to
the new NPPF.

= Delete the words “and circumstances” from the first sentence of the policy

= Delete the word “important” from criterion c.

 NPPF para 130

% |bid paras 71, 124

® |bid para 131

8 Design Guidelines page 42
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= Add a new criterion that reads: “include tree-lined streets unless in specific
cases there are clear, justifiable and compelling reasons why this would be
inappropriate and include trees elsewhere within developments where the
opportunity arises.”

= Change criterion g) to read: “produce designs, in accordance with stand§ds,
that maintain or enhance the safety of the highway network ensui t
necessary vehicle parking is provided within the plot and comp/gmye
well designed, located and integrated on-street parking to q @
obstruction to highway users or impediment to visibility and sQglfe
ensure permeability through new housing areas, con
development into the heart of the existing settlemen

= Update the references to paragraph 124 of thgfNPPF in raph 9.3 on page
49 of the Plan to “paragraph 126"

Policy C&W 17 — Sustainable Construction s

aljechnicg¥standards f@r housing in 2015 as | have
neighbourho@d plans should not set out
ing to the construction,

lopment not West . In order for this policy to
ould be at’the policy only relates to non-
| d in the supporting text if desired; | see

andards, but rather promotes best practice.

The Government introduced nati

A ER recommended a revision to this policy. In response to my query on this, the
risMgouncil have put forward some amended wording which | consider will reflect
thegrcommendation and help to achieve sustainable development.

ith these modifications, the policy will meet the basic conditions. It will be a local
expression of the NPPF’s drive to meet the challenge of climate change and can be
viewed as a positive strategy.®* It will generally conform to the CS and CS Policies €511,
CS13 and CS15 in particular adding detail at the local level and will help to achieve
sustainable development.

= Add a new sentence at the start of the policy that reads: “This policy only
applies to non-residential development.”

8 Written Ministerial Statement 25 March 2015
8 NPPF paras 152, 153, 154, 155
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= Change criterion e) to read: “incorporate measures to capture and attenuate
rainwater in a manner that will deliver net-positive benefits to the wider area.
These could include 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 a
stormwater harvesting and recycling; and other natural drainage syste
where easily accessible maintenance can be achieved including, g r
recycling / rainwater and stormwater harvesting.”

10. Infrastructure and Services

Policy C&W 18 — Protecting Existing Services and Facilies

To support a prosperous rural economy, the
the retention and development of accessib
also states that policies should guard t
and services as part of its drive to pr@mote h

PF expects planning policies to enable
services and community facilities.®® It

[tMPand safe communities.®®

Policy C&W 18 seeks to protect ex es and facilitis. The clearly worded

policy takes account of nati WL is in genera ity with strategic policies
particularly CS Policies seeks to safeguard the nee® of local communities
and CS15 which see nhancement of local services and
facilities. It will h stainable de s a result it meets the basic

odification to it.

Policy @&W, n Space, Spd gereation Facilities

PPF cites open space and sports venues as part of the local services and
m ity facilities which planning policies should retain and enable.?” In addition, the
NPP@recognises that planning policies should help to achieve healthy, inclusive and safe
ces which enable and support healthy lifestyles.®® It also encourages policies to
rovide recreational facilities and to guard against their unnecessary loss.?’

This policy supports the provision and improvement of amenity, sport or recreation
open space or facilities. The loss of such spaces and facilities is prevented unless they
are surplus to requirements or they will be replaced by equivalent or better provision in
a suitable location. New development is required to provide such areas as appropriate.

& NPPF para 84
% Ibid para 93
¥ Ibid

® Ibid para 92
® Ibid para 93
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This policy has regard to national policy and guidance, is in general conformity with
strategic policies CS Policy CS15 in particular and will help to achieve sustainable
development, particularly the social objective referred to in the NPPF which specifically
mentions open space. It meets the basic conditions and no modifications are put
forward except to future proof the policy.

= Add the words “current and future” before “...needs...” to the par n the
policy under criterion b.

11. Highways and Movement

Policy C&W 20 Public Rights of Way

This policy seeks to ensure that the public rigefs of way network is protected and

of the policy is too restrictive in orts meas@es to improve the network
if their value as biodiversity corridOWgi ere is little doubt that
such networks can be impo i i also provide access to the

rights of way and ac i i i kties to provide better facilities for
users.” Such nety '

Add the word “particularly” after “...supported...” in the policy
munity Actions
Three Community Actions are included in this section.
Policies Maps

The maps are clearly presented.

% NPPF para 100
*1 |bid paras 105, 106
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Glossary

The Plan includes a helpful glossary.

Appendices
There are three appendices. Appendix 1 contains details of listed bui and a
helpful statement giving the date and details of where to acce 3 from

Historic England.
Appendix 2 is the Development Design Checklist referrffd to in P, &W 16.

Appendix 3 lists supporting documents.

8.0 Conclusions and recommen ns
| am satisfied that the Copdqgk an s ok Neighbourtfod Development Plan,
subject to the modificatiggs mended, meets asic conditions and the

area%or the purpose of holding a referendum and no representations have
be ade that would lead me to reach a different conclusion.

| thgfefore consider that the Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Development

n should proceed to a referendum based on the Copdock and Washbrook
Neighbourhood Plan area as approved by Babergh District Council on 28 September
2018.

Aun Skippens MRTP
Ann Skippers Planning
23 September 2021

38



Appendix 1 List of key documents specific to this examination

Copdock and Washbrook Neighbourhood Plan 2018 — 2037 Submission Draft March
2021

Basic Conditions Statement March 2021

Consultation Statement March 2021

Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Determination

Strategic Environmental Assessment Screening Opinion R
Use Consultants)

Erch 2020 (Land

Strategic Environmental Assessment Environ tal Repo cember 2020 (AECOM)
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening minggion and Appropriate Assessment
June 2020

Habitats Regulations AssessmentQgreqging ort and Apfropriate Assessment May
2020 (Place Services)

Consultation Questiongffire Res June 2019
Design Guidelin I orjgfanuary 2020 (A w
Housing Nggd t Draft fQg ; May 2019 (AECOM)

Final Report

2019 (Alison Farmer Associates)

d Assessment 8 July 2019 (AECOM)

opd and Washbrook Preliminary Highways Scheme First Draft 19 December 2019
(Rag#on TPC Ltd)

Babergh Local Plan 2011 — 2031 Core Strategy & Policies February 2014
Babergh Local Plan Alteration No. 2 adopted June 2006

Rural Development & Core Strategy Policy CS11 Supplementary Planning Document
adopted August 2014

Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document adopted February 2014

Babergh and Mid Suffolk Joint Local Plan Pre-Submission (Reg 19) Document November
2020
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Appendix 2 Questions of clarification from the examiner

Copdock Neighbourhood Plan Examination
Questions of clarification from the Examiner to the Parish Council and BDC

Having completed my initial review of the Neighbourhood Plan (the Plan), | wou
both Councils (as appropriate) could kindly assist me as appropriate in answer;
questions which either relate to matters of fact or are areas in which | seek clarif
further information. Please do not send or direct me to evidence that j
available.

1. Please could BDC confirm the latest position in relation to usl required for
the Plan area?

2. Please could BDC confirm the latest position in relation to affo@lble housing and
housing mix requirements?

3. Policy C&W 3 Land south-east of Back Lane¥
emerging Joint Local Plan.

a. How should the two draft
revised policy wording?
b. In addressing this que
recommendation in the

for a reference i
policy?

Land gguth-west of London Road
thdfollowing two issues:
undary?
included in Policy C&W 14?

ion Practices, please could you suggest
of the Strategic Environmental Assessment

could you confirm the date of adoption for the Recreational avoidance Disturbance
Mitigation Strategy (RAMS) and email me a copy of it.

It may be the case that on receipt of your anticipated assistance on these matters that | may
need to ask for further clarification or that further queries will occur as the examination
progresses. These queries are raised without prejudice to the outcome of the examination.

Please note that this list of clarification questions is a public document and that your answers
will also be in the public domain. Both my questions and your responses should be placed on
the Councils’ websites as appropriate.

With many thanks,

Ann Skippers MRTPI
Independent Examiner
19 July 2021
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