
Ipswich Borough Council Local Plan 

 

 

 

Representations made in Response to Consultation at 
Main Modifications Stage in Document and Main 
Modifications Order  
 
October 2021 
  



Please note - Personal data has been redacted from 

this document in accordance with the Data Protection 

Act 2018 and other regulations including the General 

Data Protection Regulation (Regulation (EU) 2016/679). 

However, as part of our public task the full details of 

representations have been shared with the Planning 

Inspectors and Programme Officer for the purposes of 

producing the development plan in accordance with 

the statutory regulations on plan making. 

Representors were advised of the Council’s Privacy 

Policy during the consultation via the Proposed Main 

Modifications webpage, the Proposed Main 

Modifications Consultation Representation Form, the 

Policies Map Changes Consultation Representation 

Form and Guidance Note to Accompany Consultation 

Representation Forms.   

 

https://www.ipswich.gov.uk/mainmodifications


Core Strategy and Polices Development Plan Document
(DPD) Main Modifications















































































Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area
Action Plan) Development Plan Document (DPD) Main
Modifications



MM162 - Page 3, Paragraph 1.2

26738 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ministry of Defence

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

There are two areas of interest for the MOD, these being RAF Wattisham and the East 2 WAM network (a new technical
asset consisting of a network of linked sites, whereby statutory safeguarding zones have been designed to ensure
development which might impact on the operation and capability of both the linked sites, and the links between them, will
result in consultation).

The MOD have no concerns to the Site Allocations and Policies Development Plan Document Main Modifications.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

26740 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Environment Agency

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Main Modification Document related to the Ipswich Local Plan. We
have reviewed the proposed modifications to the plan and are satisfied with the changes that relate to our remit.
Since we previously commented on the Local Plan climate change allowances have been updated, the new national
guidance link can be found at https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessments-climate-change-allowances

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

Record count: 44

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26816 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

In our previous consultation response (dated 24th September 2021, our ref: 361910), we advised that:
‘policies for larger residential developments (50 units +, or equivalent, as a guide) and any smaller residential
developments that are in very close proximity (200m or less) to designated sites, should be amended to reflect that
further mitigation will be required beyond a contribution to the Suffolk Coast [Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and
Mitigation Strategy] RAMS to ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of any European site as a result of recreational
disturbance.’

The council has since provided further information and clarification on how this advice had already been captured by
their core strategy policy DM8 and their active Suffolk Coast RAMS SPD. The council highlighted that the residential
planning policies within the ‘Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area
Action Plan) DPD’ outline site constraints only and compliance with policy DM8 and RAMS SPD are sufficient to provides
the necessary safeguards with
respect to this issue.

On this basis, we agree with the councils reasoning and are now satisfied that the Plan will not result in adverse effects
on the integrity of any of the European sites in question, providing that all mitigation measures are appropriately secured
in any related planning permissions, consistent with the Plan policy. As such this advice supersedes our previous
consultation letter (dated 24th September 2021, our ref: 361910).

We welcome and commend the various new policy statements which seek to ensure biodiversity net gain.

N/A

Yes

Yes

MM168 - Page 17, Policy SP2

26728 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

So the word unviable for the Council to progress means the site won't be developed? Is this what I'm reading.

It was just the note on the website saying the council thinks the knocking down of the old co-op along Prince of Wales
isn't viable or cost effective. It was just to clarify this.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26671 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

I followed the Planning Decisions on the Prince of Wales Drive – Co-op site and proposed future build.
I felt sorry for the residents who had moved into the housing properties alongside the Co-op and also the residents of
Chatsworth Crescent properties that would back onto the proposed building site.
There was no public consultation concerning the proposed new buildings and the outline aim went against the original
proposals for Stoke Park Estate which asked for open views of the surrounding countryside.
A lady at the Council meeting stated that Stoke Park had sufficient shops. We had a delightful range of shops (about 20
in total) a garage and a public house which were all demolished and replaced by a third rate superstore which was in the
middle of the estate.
The Co-op bought the land for a low price. The Council decision to allow the building of ASDA meant the Co-op could not
compete. The two shops adjacent to the Co-op were given notice even though they were both flourishing and were put up
for sale.
There were offers made to the Co-op by other businesses but these were turned down. The Co-op applied for change of
use of land and stand to make a lot of money because of that.
When ASDA was built a big area alongside the supermarket was left and has become derelict and would have made a
good site for the development now scheduled for the empty Co-op property.
This area needs more shops. Maidenhall estate only has two shops for the entire estate.
The proposals are situated at a bottle knock on Prince of Wales Drive opposite a very busy Primary School and an Old
People’s Home. Removing the parking facilities which are used by all will just add to the frustrations already felt by
parents and neighbours alike.
I wish to state that I do not want to be involved in any way with the Ipswich Local Plan Review.
I was brought up in Ipswich when it was a pleasant market town and not the awful dump it has become.

Representation makes no reference plan change, legal compliance, duty to co-operate or soundness.

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM175 - Page 30, Policy SP3

26732 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The plan for IP131 - Milton Street is not consistent with the current HM Land Registry document, title number SK205843.
The land registry shows the parking space behind 49 and 51 Milton Street as part of the title for 51 Milton Street, but the
proposed plan omits this fact, and includes the parking space as part of the development site, which it is not.
Also, I have not received the paper copy of the proposed
development, I am working from the notice attached to the lamppost only.

Plan should not include the parking space behind 51 and 49 Milton Street.
Plan should be changed to agree with the current HM Land Registry in this respect.
Notification of affected residents was not complete.
I would also like to see evidence that drainage impact has also been considered by the plan.

No

No

26748 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Attachments:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Owner of a freehold property part of which appears to be included in the allocated area (IP131).

The concreted area beyond the garden is my parking area with vehicular access from Milton Street. Plans to apply to
construct a double garage here. Surprised to find it included in a plan for possible alternative development.

The commercial area begins beyond the second (security) fence, not the wooden garden fence at the 
end of my property (as shown on the plan). No objection to the re-development of the commercial land for domestic
dwellings.

Object to inclusion of part of my property for possible re- development, especially as it would deprive me of a valuable
parking facility. I expect that if informed the owner of the neighbouring property will also object.

Assume that an oversight has occurred in the drawing up of the plan. Please ensure it is corrected to exclude the
domestic property described.

Have not had time to consult widely upon this matter.

Amend drawing to remove residential freehold property.

Not specified

Not specified

None

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM196 - Page N/A, New Policy

26802 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

SCC supports this policy, but suggests there could be some improvements. Reference to adopted cycling and walking
infrastructure strategies of both the councils could be mentioned in the policy, not just the explanatory text, and projects
contributing to the Transport Mitigation Strategy for ISPA. The second paragraph could also make reference to improving
the quality of PRoW themselves, as well as linkages to them (see suggested change).

Amend the second paragraph of this policy to read as follows: "The Council will seek opportunities to deliver specific
sustainable travel infrastructure improvements outside the IP-One Area through safeguarding sites/routes where
necessary, new developments and/or seeking funding opportunities. In particular opportunities will be sought to deliver
routes that implement the Ipswich Cycling Strategy, Suffolk County Council Walking and Cycling Infrastructure Plan and
The Transport Mitigation Strategy for the Ipswich Strategic Planning Area.
Throughout the Borough, development should improve linkages to and quality of the public rights of way network,
including cross boundary links, where opportunities exist to do so."

Not specified

Not specified

MM199 - Page N/A, New Policy

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26722 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Concerns raised regarding amount and significance of re-drafting at Main Modifications stage. In effect a new Local
Plan has been prepared. The amount of change for the Ravenswood sites is confusing. The suggested necessary
changes required to the Local Plan to make it “sound” are so significant that the plan requires proper re-assessment
through the formal Local Plan process. The consultation web page seeks to influence consultees through introductory
remarks. Concerns regarding consultation process at earlier stages in terms of multiple site notices. This new policy has
not been subject to proper SA or HRA. Fails to establish an access regime. Type and tenure of housing needs to be
balanced. The type and tenure of housing is also a key concern here given that the Borough Council is committed to
proposing a development consisting solely of Social Housing at sites UVW to the north in breach of a previously
dismissed appeal. It is vital that any new residential development reflects the existing mix within Ravenswood to ensure
that a balanced community is created to integrate within the locality. The S106 list at paragraph xv needs to be open. Our
primary concerns remain. This is not a collection of small sites; it is a large mixed use allocation which will have serious
environmental and social impacts. Further hearing sessions are necessary as per the March 2021 procedure guide for
local plan examinations. The new plan is so different to the submission plan that it can't be considered a "modification"
and is therefore not sound or legally compliant.

At sub paragraph iii the New Policy should be clear that the mix of housing should be balanced with market housing and
that a 15% quota (or other specified %) should be applied to the proportion of Affordable Housing proposed. Additionally,
the affordable housing should include First Homes. At sub paragraph xv the S106 list is closed and needs to be open to
mitigating the impact of the development. The list should be an open list stating that S106 Planning Obligations will be
required to help to mitigate the environmental and infrastructure impacts of development. Financial contributions should
include funding for a Recreation Avoidance Mitigation Strategy in the event that the New Plan is found sound. This would
assist with mitigating the impact of industrial development and population growth upon the Orwell Estuary SPA, SSSI,
RAMSAR site, Bridge Wood Local Wildlife Site and County Wildlife Site.

No

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26784 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

SCC supports this policy, but suggests a change for clarity. The policy explains that parts of the Ravenswood allocations
are in the Minerals Consultation Area, however does not explain the significance of this. The purpose of safeguarding
mineral resources (in this instance sand and gravel) is to prevent them from becoming permanently unusable. Therefore,
developments sites over a certain size (5ha) where there may be usable mineral resources should assess the quality and
quantity of the mineral to determine whether some of that mineral can be used in the construction of the development.
Suggest amendment.

The following amendment is proposed to clarify the policy.
"xiv. Sites IP150b and IP152 are over 5ha and fall within the Minerals Consultation Area and applications should be
accompanied with an assessment of the quality and quantity of sand and gravel resources on site to determine if some
of this mineral can be used in the construction of the development;"
It would also be helpful if relevant policies in the Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan were identified in explanatory
text to the policy: Policy MP10 Minerals Consultation and Safeguarding Areas.

Not specified

Not specified

26832 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Allocation IP150b is directly adjacent to the Brazier's Wood, Pond Alder Carr and Meadows County Wildlife Site (CWS)
which could be affected by urbanisation and recreational disturbance as a result of the new Ravenswood policy sites.
The CWS supports many breeding skylark territories. Breeding skylarks are susceptible to recreational disturbance,
primarily from dogs-off-leads. You should consider the impacts of the proposed development on any local wildlife or
geodiversity sites, in line with paragraphs 174, 175, 179 and 180 of the NPPF and any relevant development plan policy.
There may also be opportunities to enhance local sites and improve their connectivity. Natural England does not hold
locally specific information on local sites and recommends further information is obtained from appropriate bodies such
as the local records centre, wildlife trust, geoconservation groups or recording societies.

We welcome and commend the various new policy statements which seek to ensure biodiversity net gain.

-

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM200 - Page N/A, New Paragraphs

26723 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Concerns raised regarding amount and significance of re-drafting at Main Modifications stage. In effect a new Local
Plan has been prepared. The amount of change for the Ravenswood sites is confusing. The suggested necessary
changes required to the Local Plan to make it “sound” are so significant that the plan requires proper re-assessment
through the formal Local Plan process. The consultation web page seeks to influence consultees through introductory
remarks. Concerns regarding consultation process at earlier stages in terms of multiple site notices. This new policy has
not been subject to proper SA or HRA. Fails to establish an access regime. Type and tenure of housing needs to be
balanced. The type and tenure of housing is also a key concern here given that the Borough Council is committed to
proposing a development consisting solely of Social Housing at sites UVW to the north in breach of a previously
dismissed appeal. It is vital that any new residential development reflects the existing mix within Ravenswood to ensure
that a balanced community is created to integrate within the locality. The S106 list at paragraph xv needs to be open. Our
primary concerns remain. This is not a collection of small sites; it is a large mixed use allocation which will have serious
environmental and social impacts. Further hearing sessions are necessary as per the March 2021 procedure guide for
local plan examinations. The new plan is so different to the submission plan that it can't be considered a "modification"
and is therefore not sound or legally compliant.

At sub paragraph iii the New Policy should be clear that the mix of housing should be balanced with market housing and
that a 15% quota (or other specified %) should be applied to the proportion of Affordable Housing proposed. Additionally,
the affordable housing should include First Homes. At sub paragraph xv the S106 list is closed and needs to be open to
mitigating the impact of the development. The list should be an open list stating that S106 Planning Obligations will be
required to help to mitigate the environmental and infrastructure impacts of development. Financial contributions should
include funding for a Recreation Avoidance Mitigation Strategy in the event that the New Plan is found sound. This would
assist with mitigating the impact of industrial development and population growth upon the Orwell Estuary SPA, SSSI,
RAMSAR site, Bridge Wood Local Wildlife Site and County Wildlife Site.

No

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26833 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Allocation IP150b is directly adjacent to the Brazier's Wood, Pond Alder Carr and Meadows County Wildlife Site (CWS)
which could be affected by urbanisation and recreational disturbance as a result of the new Ravenswood policy sites.
The CWS supports many breeding skylark territories. Breeding skylarks are susceptible to recreational disturbance,
primarily from dogs-off-leads. You should consider the impacts of the proposed development on any local wildlife or
geodiversity sites, in line with paragraphs 174, 175, 179 and 180 of the NPPF and any relevant development plan policy.
There may also be opportunities to enhance local sites and improve their connectivity. Natural England does not hold
locally specific information on local sites and recommends further information is obtained from appropriate bodies such
as the local records centre, wildlife trust, geoconservation groups or recording societies.

-

Not specified

Not specified

MM201 - Page N/A, New Policy

26805 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: East of England Co-Operative Society
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The East of England Co-operative Society objects to MM201, MM202 and PMC3 in connection with New Policy -
Felixstowe Road, IP010 as follows:
- Object to treatment of the site as a single allocation;
- Object to implied reduced residential coverage for western site;
- Object to increased school site requirement;
- Object to inclusion of detail previously within site sheet as detailed criteria;
- Object to lack of explicit reference to viability considerations; and
- Object to bridge requirement.
New Policy - Felixstowe Road (IP010) as proposed through the Main Modifications is now a criteria based policy which,
as a consequence of merging requirements for both sites as set out in the allocations tables under Policy SP2 (and SP7)
from the Submission document (such as percentage residential on mixed use sites; indicative capacity, density and
delivery timescales) in a more generalized manner. It is felt that this results in a loss of clarity, amongst other practical
considerations.

In the event that the single policy approach remains, for the avoidance of doubt, it is considered essential that any
combined policy should explicitly refer to potential for each site to be delivered as a separate phase accordingly.
Requested that the site area required to be safeguarded for education be returned to the previously stated 0.5ha.

Yes

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26741 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Attachments:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

The development should include a new pedestrian route from Hines Road to Derby Road near Rose Hill School for the
benefit of people from the Felixstowe Road area walking to the school or to Derby Road Station. 
The provision of the new pedestrian route would make it a pleasanter journey and there would be less chance of an
accident. Derby Road is often busy and the pavement is narrow. The new route would also reduce exposure to traffic
pollution, and encourage more people to walk to school and to use Derby Road Station rather than travel by car.

Require development to include a new pedestrian route from Hines Road to Derby Road.

Not specified

Not specified

None

MM202 - Page N/A, New Paragraphs

26806 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: East of England Co-Operative Society
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The East of England Co-operative Society objects to MM201, MM202 and PMC3 in connection with New Policy -
Felixstowe Road, IP010 as follows:
- Object to treatment of the site as a single allocation;
- Object to implied reduced residential coverage for western site;
- Object to increased school site requirement;
- Object to inclusion of detail previously within site sheet as detailed criteria;
- Object to lack of explicit reference to viability considerations; and
- Object to bridge requirement.
New Policy - Felixstowe Road (IP010) as proposed through the Main Modifications is now a criteria based policy which,
as a consequence of merging requirements for both sites as set out in the allocations tables under Policy SP2 (and SP7)
from the Submission document (such as percentage residential on mixed use sites; indicative capacity, density and
delivery timescales) in a more generalized manner. It is felt that this results in a loss of clarity, amongst other practical
considerations.

In the event that the single policy approach remains, for the avoidance of doubt, it is considered essential that any
combined policy should explicitly refer to potential for each site to be delivered as a separate phase accordingly.
Requested that the site area required to be safeguarded for education be returned to the previously stated 0.5ha.

Yes

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM225 - Page, New Heading and New Paragraphs

26785 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Policies which detail how development should approach the opportunity areas are supported with some amendments
proposed. In particular the opportunity areas should also include the possibility for the development of community
facilities to meet the needs of residential development. Specifically, SCC is mindful of the deficit of early years education
places in the town centre and waterfront areas, recognised in the Statement of Common Ground between the County and
Borough Councils.

-

Not specified

Not specified

26717 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Historic England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Welcome the inclusion of the changes agreed through our SoCG (I30.1). We particularly welcome the various revised
policy wording and supporting text set out in Chapter 5 (Site Allocations and Policies) in relation to the historic
environment within the IP-One Action Area. These modifications stipulate the approach to be followed with reference to
both designated and non-designated heritage assets, making explicit where archaeological investigations and/or
Heritage Impact Assessments will be required as part of the supporting evidence at the masterplanning/planning
application stage. They also determine that the types and extent of archaeological remains will be a significant factor in
informing the design, layout and construction methods of proposals. Historic England is satisfied that this additional
work required can be undertaken prior to the determination of any planning application for these sites and will provide
further feedback at the masterplanning and planning application stages of the development process. Also pleased to see
the various references throughout the documents to the Council’s substantial historic environment evidence-base, and
SPDs. Overall Historic England is content that the modifications will ensure that adequate protection is given to the
historic environment in and around the IP-One Area and are consistent with national policy.

N/A

Not specified

Yes

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM230 - Page N/A, New Policy

26780 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Associated British Ports

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Note that within Policy IP037 the site is allocated for 15% Public Open Space provision. This is based on the delivery of a
421-unit scheme (46 units per acre), defined as ‘High Density’ (35 units per acre and above). ABP however considers a
lower density proposal of approximately 200 units (22 units per acre) is likely to be more viable on the site, which is
defined in Policy DM29 as ‘Medium’ Density thus requiring 10% Public Open Space. Note that proposed level of density
on the Island will be difficult to achieve in viability terms and alternative density (22 units per acre) should be used. Would
welcome a flexible approach to access requirements as 200 dwellings on this site not significant enough to require a
bridge and should not be a minimum requirement. Until the completion of the master plan exercise and the necessary
technical assessments accompanying it (including transport assessment as referenced on Site Sheet 037), it is not
appropriate for the DPD to be so prescriptive about the need for a new road bridge. Support for access improvements
subject to no adverse operational impacts on the port.

Amend the capacity to a lower density proposal of approximately 200 units (22 units per acre). Remove requirement for
bridge access at a minimum.

Not specified

Not specified

26786 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The first section of the policy should include community facilities as part of the acceptable mix of uses to meet the
needs of the residential population. This would make the policy consistent with the allocation for site IP037, which
includes a requirement for early years facilities, as well as help to address the deficit in early years provision in the area.
Due to the close proximity of the area to sites safeguarded in the minerals and waste local plan, the second section of the
plan should include the requirement “Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in Suffolk minerals and waste planning
policy.”

Include community facilities an an acceptable use. Include the requirement “Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in
Suffolk minerals and waste planning policy.”

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM234 - Page N/A, New Policy

26787 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Similar to opportunity area A, it would be helpful to include community uses to meet the needs of residents, such as early
years facilities.

Include community facilities as an acceptable use.

Not specified

Not specified

MM238 - Page N/A, New Policy

26788 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Part f of this policy should be amended to “school and early years education” to help meet the deficit of early years
places in the area.

Amend Part f of this policy to “school and early years education”.

Not specified

Not specified

MM246 - Page N/A, New Policy

26789 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Similar to opportunity area A, it would be helpful to include community uses to meet the needs of residents, such as early
years facilities.

Include community facilities as an acceptable use.

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM250 - Page N/A, New Policy

26790 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Part d of this policy should be amended to: Residential and community uses where appropriate within mixed use
developments adjacent to the river.

Amend part d of this policy to "Residential and community uses where appropriate within mixed use developments
adjacent to the river."

Not specified

Not specified

MM254 - Page N/A, New Policy

26791 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Part a of this policy should be amended to: Residential and community uses where appropriate within mixed use
developments adjacent to the river. Due to the close proximity of the area to sites safeguarded in the minerals and waste
local plan, the second section of the plan should include the requirement “Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in
Suffolk minerals and waste planning policy.”

Amend Part a of this policy to "Residential and community uses where appropriate within mixed use developments
adjacent to the river." Amend the second section to incude the requirement "Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in
Suffolk minerals and waste planning policy.”

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM258 - Page N/A, New Policy

26792 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Due to the close proximity of the area to sites safeguarded in the minerals and waste local plan, the second section of the
plan should include the requirement “Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in Suffolk minerals and waste planning
policy.”

Amend the second section to include the requirement “Have regard to nearby uses safeguarded in Suffolk minerals and
waste planning policy.”

Not specified

Not specified

MM261 - Page 58, Policy SP15

26811 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Seven Group
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

It is noted that reference is made within this proposed modification to the support that will be given to improving the
pedestrian environment on key walking routes from the Waterfront to the Central Shopping Area, including along Turret
Lane. We have no objection to this strengthening of the north-south axis in this manner and consider that developments
that will increase activity levels in the area whilst improving the visual appearance of the streetscene and safeguarding
the existing alignment of routes through Turret Lane should support this objective.

-

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM262 - Page 61, Policy SP16

26800 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Modifications to this policy are supported.

-

Not specified

Not specified

MM263 - Page 63, Policy SP17

26801 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Modifications to this policy are in line with what is agreed in statements of common ground between the Borough and
County Councils and is and is supported.

-

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM268 - Page N/A, New Policy

26797 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP080: The policy acknowledges there is a relationship with a safeguarded minerals site. However, while this does
highlight the relationship it does not explain the significance of being near a safeguarded site, or what may be expected
of developers and decision makers because of it. For consistency and clarity it is recommended that the wording in other
policies near to safeguarded minerals and waste sites is used for IP080 (see suggested change).

IP120b & IP279: These site allocation policies do not recognise two safeguarded minerals and waste sites within 250
meters. These policies should contain the new text accordingly (see suggested change). While the safeguarded sites
near to these allocated sites are part of IP003, and will require relocation when IP003 is redeveloped, safeguarding will
still be a material consideration in planning decisions while the waste and concrete batching site are operational.

IP080: Amend existing policy wording regarding SMWLP to state: “The site allocation is within 250m of a safeguarded
railhead and wharves in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the development of the site allocation does not
prevent the mineral and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that the users of the proposed development are
not adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby waste facilities."

IP120b & IP279: Insert the following text into each policy: "The site allocation is within 250m of a safeguarded waste use
site and concrete batching plant in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the development of the site allocation
does not prevent the minerals and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that the users of the proposed
development are not adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby facilities."

Not specified

Not specified

26803 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP309: Concerns are; Access should not be via Seymour Road. It is already difficult and not safe to get in and out of the
road as you cannot see traffic coming from the left of Rectory Road. With all the extra vehicles this will be made worse.
These roads are only just able to cope with current traffic volume and are not wide enough to cope with any more. Refer
to comments made to the planning application on this site in 2019. Police also sent a letter of objection to this planning
application in 2019 due to high crime rate from Austin Street. Difficult to park in road some evenings and this would be
worsened. Construction/ plant vehicles could damage vehicles. A notice should have been placed on Rectory Road.

IP309: Alternative access should be used rather than Seymour Road.

No

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26804 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP309: Clarity is needed on what is being planned as new access from Seymour Road affects the road and property/
property prices. Parking on Seymour Road is already difficult due to Council painting double yellow lines to allow for safer
access to bin lorries and permitting HMOs on this road reducing available parking for residents by 6 spaces. Nuisance
parking makes it difficult for pedestrians. Noise and fumes from cars from 15 dwellings as proposed is a concern.
Junction with Rectory Road already a safety concern. The boundary plan for the Old Close Boundary is incorrect. Refer to
2019 application and objections from SCC Highways.

IP309: Alternative access should be used rather than Seymour Road. The boundary for IP309 is incorrect.

Not specified

Not specified

MM270 - Page N/A, New Policy

26799 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP279: This site allocation policy does not recognise two safeguarded minerals and waste sites within 250 meters. The
policies should contain additional text (see suggested change). While the safeguarded sites near to this allocated site are
part of IP003, and will require relocation when IP003 is redeveloped, safeguarding will still be a material consideration in
planning decisions while the waste and concrete batching site are operational.

IP279: include the following additional text: "The site allocation is within 250m of a safeguarded waste use site and
concrete batching plant in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the development of the site allocation does not
prevent the minerals and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that the users of the proposed development are
not adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby facilities."

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26763 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Attachments:

Respondent: Her Majesty's Courts and Tribunals Service (HMCTS)

Legally
compliant:

IP245: The initial key observations / concerns are:
- As with any development/construction activity it will be produce noise, dust, vibration and other disturbances. This will
have a vital impact on the courts as there can be no disruptions whist hearings are ongoing.
- Construction deliveries, including plant etc, should not disrupt the court or access to it. 
- During the construction phase there will need to be a pre-agreed time frames for noisy works to avoid disruption to court
sittings.
- Please can you confirm if you intend to install windows on the side which overlooks the courts? If so, concerns it will
overlook there hearing rooms.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

None

MM279 - Page N/A, New Policy

26795 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP003: In part ‘b’ of this policy, it is recommended that the word “retention” is replaced with the word “safeguarding”. This
would make the language of the policy more in line with chapter 17 of the NPPF and the Suffolk Minerals and Waste
Local Plan.

Replace "retention" with "safeguarding" in part b.

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM281 - Page N/A, New Policy

26796 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP004: While the current wording does highlight the relationship it does not explain the significance of being near a
safeguarded site, or what may be expected of developers and decision makers because of it. For consistency and clarity
it is recommended that the wording in other policies near to safeguarded minerals and waste sites is used (see
suggested change). While the safeguarded sites near to IP004 are part of IP003, and will require relocation when IP003 is
redeveloped, safeguarding will still be a material consideration in planning decisions while the waste and concrete
batching site are operational.

For consistency and clarity it is recommended that part i of this policy is replaced by: “The site allocation is within 250m
of a safeguarded waste use site and concrete batching plant in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the
development of the site allocation does not prevent the minerals and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that
the users of the proposed development are not adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby facilities."

Not specified

Not specified

MM285 - Page N/A, New Policy

26742 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Attachments:

Respondent:

Legally
compliant:

IP035: Objection to the proposed local plan site allocation. Here are my reasons in brief:

- This area is the only community green space in the area.
- Air pollution is already high in the area, more people = more cars = more pollution.
- The roads in the area are frequently congested already.
- A multi-storey development would block light to various dwellings in the area.
- There is no shortage of housing in this area already due to existing waterfront developments.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

None

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26812 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Attachments:

Respondent: Random Camel Housing Co-Operative
Agent:

Legally
compliant:

IP035: The area already suffers from heavy air pollution (as Stoke Bridge suffers from heavy air pollution due to being
one of few transits over the River Orwell) and is some of the highest in Europe. Building 86 dwellings and commercial
properties here would only increase traffic congestion and air pollution compounded by the existing bus depot to the
north-east of the site. Also concern regarding the impact of construction.

This is the only green space on the entirety of that map. No other multiflora green space in the vicinity of this area before
Alexandra, Christchurch or Gippeswick Park. Existing buddleia bushes are a haven for insect life, flora should be
intensified and diversified. 

There have been a number of developments nearby in the vicinity of the Waterfront and asks if it is at capacity for
housing. There is not a housing shortage in Ipswich, much less a collection of properties owned by portfolio enterprises.

The open space allows sunlight down Foundation Street and Lower Brook St and other adjoining streets. Development
would cause overshadowing.

We hope this plan site allocation should not go through.

Not specified

Not specified

None

MM297 - Page N/A, New Policy

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26809 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Seven Group
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP054b: Object to the intended residential element being referred to as the primary use. Given the bulk and scale of some
of the existing buildings present on the allocation site as a whole, it is felt that achievement of the indicative target
capacity of 40 dwellings could be secured on a relatively small portion of the site, meaning that this would not
necessarily represent the primary use. Also object to inclusion of detail previously within site sheet as detailed criteria at
this late stage in the Local Plan process. It is of concern, as a matter of principle, that information previously contained
as guidance or information within the Site Sheets is now proposed to be included as “Policy” through this Main
Modifications process. This is on the basis that this would now have increased status in the decision making process
relative to its previous presentation within an Appendix. An example of this is the requirement under criteria a. for flood
risk assessment for any development proposals, or under criteria d. for archaeological assessment. A preferred approach
would be to note that in all instances a degree of discretion will be applied, in accordance with the acknowledgement
under criteria c. for instance, that Heritage Impact Assessment will be required on a proportionate basis.
In respect of criteria n. it should be clarified that S106 contributions will apply to residential development proposals, as
distinct from uses within the other commercial use class allowed for, unless this is considered to be adequately covered
by reference to the term “as appropriate.”
The apparent change from a residential-led allocation to a more balanced mixed use approach is supported by Seven
Group. A mixed use approach is more appropriate.

IP054b: Request that reference to 60% residential coverage and to residential being the primary use be deleted. Clarify in
criteria n that S106 contributions only apply to residential development.

Yes

No

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM298 - Page N/A, New Paragraphs

26810 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Seven Group
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Noted that much of the text included in the proposed supporting text to this new policy has been drawn from the relevant
Site Sheet previously contained within Appendix 3 of the Submission Plan. On this basis we have no objection to this, and
consider that this provides generally provides helpful commentary. Within the fourth new paragraph of supporting text it
is noted that reference is made to the need for introduction of a landmark building at the corner of Star Lane and Turret
Lane, highlighting the adjacent cylindrical building at the junction of Star Lane and St Peter’s Street as an example of best
practice in this regard. As this forms part of Seven Group’s existing premises they are naturally pleased that it has been
referred to in this context, and hopefully provides comfort and reassurance of their track record and willingness to work
with IBC.

-

Not specified

Not specified

MM299 - Page N/A, New Policy

26798 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP119: This site allocation policy does not recognise two safeguarded minerals and waste sites within 250 metres. It
should contain new text (see suggested change). While the safeguarded sites near to the allocated site are part of IP003,
and will require relocation when IP003 is redeveloped, safeguarding will still be a material consideration in planning
decisions while the waste and concrete batching site are operational.

Insert new text into policy IP119: “The site allocation is within 250m of a safeguarded waste use site and concrete
batching plant in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the development of the site allocation does not prevent the
minerals and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that the users of the proposed development are not
adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby facilities.”

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



MM305 - Page N/A, New Policy

26768 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Associated British Ports

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP037: Associated British Ports support the principle of the allocation. Note that within Policy IP037 the site is allocated
for 15% Public Open Space provision. As well as maintaining it's operational activities, ABPorts is concerned to ensure
that it retains the right and ability to fully use its land and infrastructure for port purposes in the performance of its
statutory duties and responsibilities as a harbour undertaking. ABP reserve the right to continue the Island Site as
operational port area and to restrict access in the interests of public safety and port security until a satisfactory scheme
is agreed with IBC. The allocation is is based on the delivery of a 421-unit scheme (46 units per acre), defined as ‘High
Density’ (35 units per acre and above). ABP however considers a lower density proposal of approximately 200 units (22
units per acre) is likely to be more viable on the site, which is defined in Policy DM29 as ‘Medium’ Density thus requiring
10% Public Open Space. Note that proposed level of density on the Island will be difficult to achieve in viability terms and
alternative density (22 units per acre) should be used. Would welcome a flexible approach to access requirements as 200
dwellings on this site not significant enough to require a bridge and should not be a minimum requirement. Until the
completion of the master plan exercise and the necessary technical assessments accompanying it (including transport
assessment as referenced on Site Sheet 037), it is not appropriate for the DPD to be so prescriptive about the need for a
new road bridge. Support for access improvements subject to no adverse operational impacts on the port.

Amend the capacity to a lower density proposal of approximately 200 units (22 units per acre). Remove requirement for
bridge access at a minimum.

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)



26793 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP037: The inclusion of the early years setting in policy IP037 is welcome, however in order to be clear about the
requirements of the site it is recommended that the policy specify the land area for the early years requirement. Table 80
identifies that 90 places should be provided on this site. SCC would request, 1292.7m2 or 0.13ha (rounded up).

The policy acknowledges there is a relationship with safeguarded waste sites. However, while this does highlight the
relationship it does not explain the significance of being near a safeguarded site, or what may be expected of developers
and decision makers because of it. For consistency and clarity it is recommended that the wording in other policies near
to safeguarded minerals and waste sites is used (see suggested change).

Specify that 0.13ha is required for early years on the site. Amend the policy to state: "The site allocation is within 250m
of a safeguarded waste use site, a railhead and wharves in the SMWLP. It should be demonstrated that the development
of the site allocation does not prevent the mineral and waste facilities from operating as normal, and that the users of
the proposed development are not adversely impacted by the presence of the nearby waste facilities.”

Not specified

Not specified

MM307 - Page N/A, New Policy

26794 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Suffolk County Council

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP048a-d:The New Policy for the Mint Quarter includes does not include the early years setting associated with the
primary school, which is recognised in Table 8a, is not included in the policy. For completeness the policy should be
amended to state: “Mint Quarter/Cox Lane East Regeneration Area facing Carr Street (IP048d): 0.43ha for a primary
school and early years provision”.

Amend the policy to state: “Mint Quarter/Cox Lane East Regeneration Area facing Carr Street (IP048d): 0.43ha for a
primary school and early years provision."

Not specified

Not specified

Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan) (DPD) (Doc Order)
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Supporting Documents, Policies Map and IP-One Area Inset Map - Schedule of Proposed
Changes (July 2021)

26716 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Historic England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

We're particularly pleased to see the amendment to the Tall Building Arc (reference PCM39) to pull back the arc boundary
in the immediate vicinity of the Grade I listed Willis Building and the churchyards of St Peter’s Church, St Mary at the
Quay, and St Nicholas Churches.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

26807 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: East of England Co-Operative Society
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The East of England Co-operative Society objects to MM201, MM202 and PMC3 in connection with New Policy -
Felixstowe Road, IP010 as follows:
- Object to treatment of the site as a single allocation;
- Object to implied reduced residential coverage for western site;
- Object to increased school site requirement;
- Object to inclusion of detail previously within site sheet as detailed criteria;
- Object to lack of explicit reference to viability considerations; and
- Object to bridge requirement.

-

Yes

No

Record count: 11

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)



26808 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Seven Group
Agent: Mr Matt Clarke

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

IP054b: PMC29: Consistent with the comments set out in our representations we support the more balanced mixed use
approach to the site allocation contained within this modification to the proposals map, including reference to
employment uses.

-

Not specified

Not specified

Supporting Documents, Sustainability Appraisal of Main Modifications (July 2021)

26724 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The New Policy for “Sites off Nacton Road, South Ravenswood” has not been subject to proper Sustainability
Assessment or Habitats Regulations Assessment because the updated versions of those documents add nothing to the
previous assessments which failed to look at cumulative impacts of a 22.7 Hectare site.

N/A

No

No

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)



26834 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

We are satisfied that the methodology and baseline information used to inform the report appears to meet the
requirements of the SEA Directive [2001/42/EC] and associated guidance. Furthermore the SA of the main modifications
contains a robust assessment of the environmental effects of plan policies and allocations on statutorily (and non-
statutorily) designated sites and landscapes including the Orwell Estuary SPA, SSSIs and the Suffolk Coast and Heaths
AONB and has taken into account both our advice and the findings of the HRA.
We also wish to state that we support the recommendation for a coherent GI network, which would improve have
multiple beneficial effects including improving access to nature, mitigation for recreational impacts on designates sites
and improvements to local biodiversity.

-

Yes

Not specified

Supporting Documents, Habitats Regulations Assessment - Ipswich Borough Local Plan
Core Strategy and Policies DPD Review (Addendum relating to the Proposed Main
Modifications) (July 2021)

26835 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

Natural England notes that your authority, as competent authority, has undertaken an appropriate assessment of the
proposal in accordance with regulation 63 of the Conservation of Species and Habitats Regulations 2017 (as amended).
Natural England is a statutory consultee on the appropriate assessment stage of the Habitats Regulations Assessment
process.
Your appropriate assessment concludes that your authority is able to ascertain that the proposal will not result in
adverse effects on the integrity of any of the sites in question. Having considered the assessment, and the measures
proposed to mitigate for all identified adverse effects that could potentially occur as a result of the proposal, Natural
England advises that we concur with the assessment conclusions, providing that all mitigation measures are
appropriately secured in any related planning permissions given.

-

Yes

Not specified

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)



Supporting Documents, Habitats Regulations Assessment - Ipswich Borough Local Plan
Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area Action Plan DPD Review
(Addendum relating to the Proposed Main Modifications) (July 2021)

26725 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The New Policy for “Sites off Nacton Road, South Ravenswood” has not been subject to proper Sustainability
Assessment or Habitats Regulations Assessment because the updated versions of those documents add nothing to the
previous assessments which failed to look at cumulative impacts of a 22.7 Hectare site.

N/A

No

No

26836 Support

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Natural England

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

In our previous consultation response on the above (dated 24th September 2021, our ref: 361910), we advised that:
• ‘having considered the assessment, and the measures proposed to mitigate for any adverse effects, it is the advice of
Natural England that it is not possible to ascertain that the plan will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of the
sites in question.’
• ‘the assessment does not currently provide enough information and/or certainty to justify the assessment conclusion
and that your authority should not adopt the plan at this stage.’

The council has since provided further information and clarification on how this advice had already been captured by
their core strategy policy DM8 and their active Suffolk Coast RAMS SPD. The council highlighted that the residential
planning policies within the ‘Site Allocations and Policies (Incorporating IP-One Area
Action Plan) DPD’ outline site constraints only and compliance with the core strategy policy DM8 and RAMS SPD are
sufficient to provides the necessary safeguards with respect to this issue.

On this basis, we agree with the councils reasoning and are now satisfied that the Plan will not result in adverse effects
on the integrity of any of the European sites in question, providing that all mitigation measures are appropriately secured
in any related planning permissions, consistent with the Plan policy. As such this advice supersedes our previous
consultation letter (dated 24th September 2021, our ref: 361910).

-

Not specified

Yes

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)



Additional evidence submitted during and after the Hearing, K11 - Ravenswood Capacity
Management Options Dec 2020

26727 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The New Policy fails to establish an access regime for the site when it is clear that this was a primary concern of the now
defunct appendix 3 alongside the Submission Local Plan. The Borough Council had previously “floated” the idea that it
would be relocating the Ravenswood bus-gate at Core Document K11. That suggestion served to emphasise that no new
primary all vehicle access would be proposed for the development yet the Transport Assessment work and Local Plan
drafting to date is vague. The ideas of K11 are absent from the New Policy.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

Additional evidence submitted during and after the Hearing, K12 - IBC Note on compliance
with SCI in response to SOCS and REG comments Dec 2020

26726 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Ravenswood Environmental Group

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The Local Plan Main Modifications has been advertised with site notices which now show each of the IP150 sites on the
same plan. This consultation therefore exposes the Borough Council’s previous protestations in core document K12 that
a plan-based site notice which doesn’t show adjacent sites is not misleading. In the 15th January 2020 Consultation,
residents were looking at a site notice in front of a 1.8 hectare site but on 23rd July 2021 residents were being presented
with a site notice, on the same lamppost, alerting them to a 22.7 Hectare site proposed in various individual but related
parts.

N/A

Not specified

Not specified

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)



Additional evidence submitted during and after the Hearing, K22 - IBC Ipswich Garden
Suburb Responses Jan 2021

26703 Object

Summary:

Change suggested by respondent:

Sound:

Respondent: Mersea Homes Limited

Legally
compliant:

Attachments:

The Council and/or Aspinal Verdi are unable to explain why the infrastructure costs assumed by Aspinal Verdi for the
Ipswich Garden Suburb (£79,000 per acre) bore no relationship whatsoever to the actual infrastructure costs that were
agreed as part of the two site specific viability appraisals for Henley Gate and Fonnereau (£420,000 per acre). Where
there are detailed appraisals that have been prepared for the actual development site in question, that have been through
a due process of peer review and testing, and which are agreed between the developers and the Council, these have to be
afforded greater weight than a generic Whole Plan assessment that has not. It is obvious that the four items of
infrastructure listed in the Whole Plan Viability Assessment are just generic items applicable to essentially any
development, and do not take in to account the full infrastructure costs.

N/A

Not specified

No

Supporting Documents for Download (Doc Order)


