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Concept Statement

St Edmundsbury

BOROUGH COUNCIL

Summary

Land at Vinefields Farm, Bury St Edmunds is allocated in Policy BSE2 of the Replacement
Local Plan for housing and recreational open space. Policy DS4 of the Plan requires that a
Masterplan for the site is agreed and adopted by the Borough Council before a planning
application for the site can be approved. In most instances Masterplans are to be
informed by a Concept Statement produced by the Borough Council.

A draft Concept Statement for the development at Vinefields Farm was approved for
consultation by the Panel on 6 March 2007. The consultation has now been completed
and a summary of comments received together with officers responses is attached.

The draft Concept Statement has been amended in the light of comments received and
your officers request that the Panel recommends it is adopted as planning guidance for
the preparation of a Masterplan for the site.

1. Purpose of Report

1.1  The purpose of this report is to consider the outcome of consultation on
the draft Vinefields Concept Statement and to recommend that the
amended Concept Statement be adopted as guidance for the preparation
of a Masterplan for the site.

2. Background

2.1 A draft Concept Statement for the development at Vinefields Farm, off Eastgate
Street, Bury St Edmunds was approved for consultation by the Panel on 6 March
2007 (Paper X51 refers). Consultation took place for four weeks between 26 April
2007 and 25 May 2007 and all those individuals and organisations that would be
consulted on a planning application for the site were consulted. In addition, two
meetings with local residents were attended by the Planning Policy & Specialist
Services Manager and by the Head of Planning and Engineering.



3.1

3.1

4.1

4.2

51

Summary of Consultation

A total of 20 comment forms and 12 letters (including a petition of 86 signatures)
were received in response to the consultation. In addition, and as noted at the
meeting on 6 March 2007, consultants acting on behalf of the landowner
submitted comments when the draft was considered by the Panel. A summary of
the comments received and your officers suggested response to these comments
is attached as Appendix A.

The comments received can be broken down into 5 main themes:-
0] The principles of developing the site;

(iH Traffic — access, parking and congestion;

(iii) Pollution;

(iv) Security; and

v) Ecological importance of the site.

Revised Concept Statement

As a consequence of the comments received during the consultation on the draft
Concept Statement, your officers are proposing that some amendments be made.
It must be recognised that these amendments will not necessarily respond
positively to all the comments received, but your officers believe that they will
address the issues raised that it is reasonable to accommodate in this document.
The response to comments notes where changes are felt to be an appropriate
response to the comments received. A copy of the revised Concept Statement is
attached as Appendix B for approval as planning guidance. Proposed deleted test
is shown thus: deleted—text and additional text thus: additional text.

Once approved, the Concept Statement will provide the basis for the preparation
of a more detailed Masterplan for the allocated site that will be prepared by the
landowners or Developers at a later date. The draft Masterplan will also have to
be the subject of consultation by the landowners/Developers and will ultimately
have to be approved by the Borough Council prior to the approval of any
subsequent planning applications for the development of this site. It is anticipated
that the Masterplan will address many of the more detailed matters raised during
the consultation on the Concept Statement. In this respect, the attention of the
landowners/Developers will be drawn to the recent comments received.

Recommendation
The Sustainable Development Panel are requested to RECOMMEND that the

Concept Statement for Vinefields Farm, East Close, Bury St Edmunds, attached as
Appendix B to Report Y139 be adopted as planning guidance.

For further information, please contact:-
lan Poole, Planning Policy & Specialist Services Manager, Planning & Engineering Services.
Telephone: (01284) 757350 or email: ian.poole@stedsbc.gov.uk

W:\Democratic WP Services\Committee\Reports\Sustainable Development Panel\2007\07.07.24\Vinefields Farm Concept
Statement Policy BSE2.doc



APPENDIX A

Summary of comments received by comments form and officers response

Section 4: The Site

Name Organisation Comments Officer Response Proposed change
M White The closeness of the Abbey fields and | In allocating the site for development, | None
views across town would make this close attention was given to the
whole area ideal as a nature/open location of the housing in order that it
area. would not have a detrimental impact
on the setting of the town in relation
to the Abbey and historic core. The
proposed open space at the southern
end of the site will ensure the setting
is maintained.
Mr & Mrs B Not an appropriate use of the land. The principle of developing the site None
Threlfall Not good for our environment to keep | has already been confirmed in the

building houses and taking away all
green open spaces of our
countryside. Where will all the water,
gas and electricity come from for all
these new houses? Who would want
to live so close to the Al4 - and the
fact that a noise barrier is required
says it all — it is not a suitable site.
Elderly people live around the site -
50 houses will not provide them with
the peace and views they deserve,
also backing onto the site is the
SCOPE hospice, this is where families
come for a break and respite - how
will they be able to enjoy 'time out'
being surrounded and over looked by
50 houses and not to mention the
traffic? Suffer from vandalism in the
evenings from people walking back
from town we worry that this will

Local Plan.

The utility companies have not raised
any concerns about the supply of
services to the development.

The Council will ensure that the
development meets the necessary
requirements regarding noise
exposure in line with government
guidance.

Views are not a material
consideration in the planning process.

It is considered that development on
this site will not adversely affect the
security of the local residents.

The development is not expected to
result in a level of traffic that would
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Name

Organisation

Comments

Officer Response

Proposed change

increase The level of noise and traffic
WILL increase People already drive
illegally up the foot and cycle path of
Shakers Lane - it says on the plan it
will be used as emergency access
only - but we feel that this in time will
be abused and a 'quick’ access
developed.

be detrimental to the amenities of
existing residents. The proposal will
have to be subject to a Transport
Assessment as part of preparing the
masterplan and planning application.

Shakers Lane is totally unsuitable for
use as a regular vehicular access to
the site.

Mrs V Cracknell A sheltered unit or individual homes This would result in an over- None
for over 60's would be a better option | concentration of homes for the elderly
in this part of the town.
Miss Ann Brown I accept the site is not viable for Noted. None
agriculture
SCOPE East Anglia Family The description of the site is clear. Noted. None
Help Unit For your further information SCOPE,
the largest national charity providing
services for those with cerebral palsy
and related disabilities, operates the
East Anglia Family Help Unit on the
eastern side of the proposed
development.
Mr R Mackenzie Priory School We understand part of the site is The Local Plan for the area was None
designated green belt adopted in 2006 and identifies the
site for housing and open space. The
Plan was subject to extensive public
consultation before it was confirmed
by a government planning inspector.
M Johnson The access is not suitable it would The detail of the junction is a matter | None
require either a mini roundabout or that will be dealt with at the
traffic lights, this would be unsuitable | masterplanning stage. However, it is
for listed housing. The second unlikely that a mini-roundabout or
objection is that the development traffic lights would be necessary.
would be too close to SCOPE and the | The residential amenity of
elderly residents who live near by. neighbouring properties will be
considered throughout the planning
process.
D J Heath Havebury Housing This site has excellent access to the It is a development principle of the None
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Name

Organisation

Comments

Officer Response

Proposed change

Partnership

town centre and is therefore
especially important in the provision
of affordable housing

draft concept statement for
development to meet the 40%
affordable housing target in
accordance with policy H3 of the
Local Plan.

A D Sheppard 2 years ago this land was designated | The Local Plan for the area was None
green with various conservation and | | adopted in 2006 and identifies the
believe it should remain the same. site for housing and open space. The
Plan was subject to extensive public
consultation before it was confirmed
by a government planning inspector.
Baker Bad use of a good field. Pleasure area | The principle of developing the site None
more useful has already been confirmed in the
Local Plan.
Mr J Chapman This site is not suitable for this The Council will ensure that the None
purpose due to noise from the Al4. development meets the necessary
Increase in traffic levels up and down | requirements regarding noise
Eastgate Street. A study should be exposure in line with government
done to measure poisonous gases guidance.
from cars and heavy vehicles during
busy rush hour 08.30 - 09.30 school | The development is not expected to
time result in a level of traffic that would
be detrimental to the amenities of
existing residents. The proposal will
have to be subject to a Transport
Assessment as part of preparing the
masterplan and planning application.
Engineering St Edmundsbury Route of NCR 51 is unconfirmed and Noted. None
section Borough Council could move, part of site is formerly

allotment gardens




Section 5: Constraints. Do you have any comments on this section of the Draft Concept Statement?

Name: Organisation: Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change
M White See comments, section 4 See Officer Response to previous None
comments.
Mr & Mrs B Impact on the local wildlife The draft Concept Statement seeks None
Threlfall to ensure development is not
detrimental to wildlife as well as
enhancing the amenity value to
existing landscape.
Matthew Ginn Natural England Natural England confirms that there Noted. None
are two SSSls in the vicinity of the
site which will need to be fully
considered in any proposals. For
example, although the barberry
carpet moth appears to be absent
from Shakers Lane SSSI, there are
plant species on the site that may be
of local importance and should be
considered when designing the open
space. The Glen Chalk Caves SSSI is
notified for the bat species it
supports, therefore the potential
impacts of the development on this
population, such as increased lighting,
will need to be considered
Mrs V Cracknell Provision should be made for an Shakers Lane is totally unsuitable for | None
entry/exit to the site from Shakers use as a regular vehicular access to
Lane to ease the overload on East the site.
Close
Miss Ann Brown The constraints on the development Housing density will be in line with None
of the site seem adequate but it will requirements set out in Policy H4 of
depend on the density of the housing | the Local Plan.
proposed.
SCOPE East Anglia Family Our single storey building is presently | Comments noted. The residential None

Help Unit

not overlooked from either side and
the majority of windows are in single
occupancy bedrooms. Having no

amenity of neighbouring properties
will be considered throughout the
planning process.




Name:

Organisation:

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change

neighbours to the west, north and
south of our site also means that few
people have the need to be close to
our boundary fences. Their only
access is via Shakers Lane which is to
be considered an emergency access
route for the new development.
Request that no diminishment of
access occurs at any time.

Regard will be had to existing access
requirements in developing this
proposal.

Mr R Mackenzie Priory School Shakers Lane is a designated site of The advice that the Barberry Carpet None
special interest. The supposed Moth is not present has been made in
absence of the Barberry Carpet Moth | writing by English Nature.
since 1995 needs independent and Access would be for emergency
proper analysis. The additional access only and the design should
access has the potential to undermine | reflect this requirement. This is
the integrity of the lane’s current unlikely to have a detrimental impact
nature. on the character of Shakers Lane.

A D Sheppard Would be very concerned at the The Council will ensure that None
proximity of the development to the development meets the necessary
noisy Al14 main road requirements to protect residents

from the noise of the Al4 as set out
in PPG24

Baker Loss of hedgerow for wild animals The draft Concept Statement seeks None

to enhance wildlife as well as amenity
value to existing landscape.

Mr J Chapman A week before this letter, surveyors Noted. The Council would not be None
were working in Eastgate Street - responsible for developing the land.
Shakers Lane. | was informed they
were not from the Council and that
no building was being considered.

Engineering St Edmundsbury Parking is attracting significant Car parking standards are set out in None

section Borough Council attention in Eastgate Street. This the Local Plan and the Draft Concept

development should seek to satisfy
residents parking needs within this
development, but it is noted that it
may open up opportunity for parking
in rear gardens of properties in
Eastgate Street

Statement proposes that these be
viewed as a maximum given the sites
close proximity to the historic core.




Section 6: Development Principles. Do you have any comments on this section of the Draft Concept Statement?

Name: Organisation: | Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change
M White We would prefer the field not to be The Local Plan for the area was None
developed adopted in 2006 and identifies the
site for housing and open space. The
Plan was subject to extensive public
consultation before it was confirmed
by a government planning inspector.
Mr & Mrs B People do already drive illegally up Shakers Lane is totally unsuitable for | None
Threlfall the foot and cycle path of Shaker use as a regular vehicular access to
Lane - it says on the plan it will be the site. However, developers will be
used as emergency access only - but | asked to consider whether it would
we feel that this in time will be be suitable for use by some
abused and a 'quick’ access developed | construction traffic.
Donna Wagers Strategic Housing, The strategic housing team are fully Noted. None
St Edmundsbury BC | supportive of this proposal as it will
be delivering the required 40%
affordable housing as defined in Policy
H3.
Mrs V Cracknell Concern regarding amount of traffic The development is not expected to None
on small road, pollution and noise. result in a level of traffic that would
Sleep disturbance. Low speed limit be detrimental to the amenities of
required from Eastgate Street into site | existing residents. The proposal will
to prevent speed round bends and have to be subject to a Transport
corners. Notice at Eastgate junction Assessment as part of preparing the
indicating 'No through road'. masterplan and planning application.
Cycle/path needed to take off some of
the pedestrian pressure on East Close. | It is beyond the remit of the Draft
Parking problems already exist in the | Concept Statement to specify the
area with people not associated with speed limit however the design speed
us. Request construction works enter | of the road will take into
by Shakers Lane NOT East Close. consideration the residential
character of the area. Signage will be
determined by the Highways
Authority.
Miss Ann Brown The access via East Close does not The access is suitable for this scale of | None




Name: Organisation: | Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change
seem adequate for any development. | development. Conversely, Shaker's
Would it not be possible to have the Lane is not adequate and the regular
main access from Shakers Lane access could not be gained to the
development without significant
detrimental environmental impact.
The proposal will have to be subject
to a Transport Assessment as part of
preparing the masterplan and
planning application.
SCOPE East Anglia Family Pleased that the main access would Noted. There is no threat to the None
Help Unit not be considered via Shakers Lane. existing accesses on Shaker’s Lane
Note the consultation intended from this development.
regarding Shakers Lane emergency
access but would object to any
proposal which did other than secure
or improve their access. Ask that
consideration be given in the Any link between the EAFHU site and
development to facilitating access the development site will be a matter
arrangements through southern for negotiation between the unit and
boundary to recreational areas for the | the landowners / developers.
benefit of the children staying at
EAFHU. Further ask that consideration | The design of properties for disabled
be given to identifying a number of people will be a matter for the
the properties in due course as developers and the need to satisfy
specifically designated for disabled the building regulations.
people, fully compliant with latest
legislation.
Assume that only residential housing There are no plans for retail / leisure
is proposed and not any retail/leisure | outlets as part of the development.
outlets which would present additional
concerns regarding noise and access
for both traffic and people.
May need to extend the capacity at Noted. This is a separate planning
EAFHU to provide for more children matter and cannot be considered as
and/or further new services. part of this development proposal.
Mr R Mackenzie Priory School Major concern is the emergency The proposal is for an emergency None

access to Shakers Lane. Shakers Lane
is the main access point for the

access only in the event of the
emergency services being unable to




Name:

Organisation:

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change

emergency services in the event of a
critical incident at Priory School. It is
very narrow, in poor condition and
would not be suitable for increased
road use.

Increased pedestrian access will result
in the integrity of the school site
(which caters residually for vulnerable
children with complex difficulties)
being undermined. Inevitably
pedestrians will attempt to use the
school site as a short cut to Moreton
Hall. When the Moreton Hall footpath
was constructed it was deliberately
situated away from the school to
avoid potential problems from
intruders. The proposed recreational
open space is also a potential source
of increased pedestrian movement
from Eastgate Street to Moreton Hall.

access the development site from the
normal access at East Close.

Noted. Shaker’s Lane is suitable for
pedestrian and cycle use and as it is
a public highway, the Council cannot
restrict the numbers walking along it
at present.

John Smithson

St Edmundsbury BC

Informal Recreational Open Space -
strategically the site would meet the
needs for allotments / community
gardens Opportunity to enhance
biodiversity would also be a priority.

Noted. Developers will be asked to
consider this as part of the
masterplan process.

There is a requirement of the
development to enhance wildlife
provision.

Amend concept statement to
seek consideration of suitability
for allotments as part of open
space provision.

Name not supplied There will be many more vehicles This is a matter that will be None
using East Close as a result of the addressed as part of the more
development. Eastgate Street is detailed masterplan and planning
already severely congested during application process.
rush hours. A proposal to deal with
the extra traffic access has not been
described in the draft statement.
D J Heath Havebury Housing Consider improving access via Shaker’s Lane is totally unsuitable for | None

Partnership

Shakers Lane to allow vehicular
access to the site - particularly the
open space without having to travel
through the new development.

regular vehicular access to any part
of the site. Any uses on the
recreational open space will need to
carefully consider the potential for




Name:

Organisation:

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change

Parking provision for persons using
the open-space to be considered.
Confirm pedestrian/cycle access from
Eastgate Street/East Close.

additional car journeys resulting from
it.

Rachel Stevens Suffolk County SCC Highways is not sure that there is | Noted. The Borough Council is of the | None
Council a need here for an emergency access. | opinion that such an access would be
A cycle/footpath link only to Shakers required but this should be
Lane would be OK, and/or link to the | investigated further as the details of
cycleway to the south through the the scheme are worked up.
Open Space.
A D Sheppard Eastgate Street is already extremely The proposal will have to be subject None
congested with traffic - to grant to a Transport Assessment as part of
access to this development off East preparing the masterplan and
Close will further exacerbate an planning application.
already intolerable queue at peak The design of the access will need to
times. The access will be between satisfy a safety audit.
homes looking after elderly, frail,
infirm people which will have its own
risks to their safety.
Baker Only East Close as sole access is Noted None
sufficient, double yellow line to
impose no parking is a good idea
Engineering St Edmundsbury If the cycle link to Eastgate Street is Noted None
section Borough Council established this should enable a
strong cycle/pedestrian link to be
made through the site to Shakers
Lane
lain Maxwell Suffolk County A development of houses would Noted. None
Council generate sufficient children to impact
on local schools, in particular St
James Middle and King Edwards VI
Upper schools. At some stage SCC
would be seeking a contribution
towards the provision of the
additional pupil places
Eric Cooper Highways Agency The Highways Agency would request | Noted. None

at an appropriate stage a Transport
Statement setting out the likely




Name:

Organisation:

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change

impacts on the trunk road. This would
enable a review to be undertaken of
the need for a transport assessment

Mrs A V Stollery

Main concern is the effect the
additional road traffic will create.

Noted.

None

Section 7: Design Guidance: Do you have any comments on this section of the Draft Concept Statement?

Name: Organisation: | Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Changes
Mr & Mrs B An open recreational space sounds Noted. None
Threlfall lovely - but for how long - until the

litter, dog waste and undesirables
start to ruin it and as there are so
many financial restraints on our local
government, will it be kept in order
and maintained regularly

Mrs V Cracknell If the provision of rear parking for The proposal will have to be subject None
Eastgate Street is allowed this will to a Transport Assessment as part of
again mean more traffic in East Close. | preparing the masterplan and
This is already a busy road. Health planning application.
and security problems: Many There is no evidence that this
residents can not get out so rely on proposal will result in a decrease in
windows to be open - not very safe security.
for those especially facing the road
and downstairs.
Miss Ann Brown This again all depends on the density | Housing density will be in line with None
of the housing proposed on the site. requirements set out in Policy H4 of
the Local Plan.
SCOPE East Anglia Family Ask that maximum separation of new | The residential amenity of None

Help Unit

buildings from our boundaries be
achieved to minimise as far as
possible the overlooking of our
facility. At the boundaries themselves
care should be taken to build
permanent boundary walls with
perhaps trees strategically placed to
reduce overlooking in both directions

neighbouring properties will be
considered throughout the planning
process.

Any link between the EAFHU site and
the development site will be a matter
for negotiation between the unit and
the landowners / developers.
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to a minimum. Wish consideration of
the outlook from their southern
boundary towards the recreational
spaces and access to them for their
children in keeping with your design
principles.

John Smithson St Edmundsbury BC | If Allotment / Community gardens can | Noted. This will be for the None
be employed as part of the POS developers to consider as part of the
Design should consider:- i) 5 Rod masterplan.
plots or less only ii) water provision
via borehole to groundwater iii)
community coppice
Name not supplied Our right of way off the back of our Legal issues are a matter between None
gardens needs to be defined and we the developers and those having the
should all be compensated for any rights of way. Any loss of values of
land taken which is ours or was our property resulting from development
right of way. Not to mention the is not a planning consideration.
devaluation of our properties being
over looked by 50 houses!
D J Heath Havebury Housing Access to existing rear gardens off Provision is made in the concept None
Partnership Eastgate Street could be provided statement for the potential for
from East Close. providing rear access from the
development.
A D Sheppard The design could and should be Provision is made in the concept None
changed to bring the access road to statement for the potential for
the development to the rear of the providing rear access from the
existing Eastgate Street properties to | development.
allow local residents the opportunity
for rear access and off street parking.
It would also help form a buffer zone
between existing houses and any new
development.
Baker Bad design Noted None
Engineering St Edmundsbury The site offers the opportunity to Noted. This is a matter that should Amend Concept Statement to
section Borough Council explore some of the suggestions be addressed in the masterplan. include reference to Manual for

made in the recently published
Manual for Streets. As with all high
density developments particular
attention will need to be given to

Section 7 of the concept statement
will be amended to reflect the recent
publication of Manual for Streets.

Streets
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parking provision

Eric Cooper

Highways Agency

The agency would welcome at the
appropriate stage discussions of the
feasibility of erecting screening along

the western boundary.

Noted. This is a matter for the
developers to take on board.

None

Section 8: Concept Layout. Do you have any comments on this section of the Draft Concept Statement, including

the plan?
Name: Organisation: | Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Changes
M White We suggest the plan be altered to keep | Provision is made for appropriate None
houses away from the Al4 screening between the housing and

the A14. The Council will ensure

that development meets the

necessary requirements to protect

residents from the noise of the A14

as set out in PPG24
Mr & Mrs B Site too small site for 50 houses. Noted. The site area accords with None
Threlfall Completely disagree with the plans, it the council’s planning policy for

is a complete waste of land and a new
drain on our ever running out water
supply - are there not enough new
‘affordable’ houses at Moreton Hall
being constantly built?

housing density. The Council has to

provide sufficient new homes for the

increasing population of the

borough, including affordable homes
for those that cannot afford to buy at
open market prices.

Mrs V Cracknell

As the whole site will be at the East
Close end would like to see some
plantation between houses and road to
give us some privacy and create a
better outlook for all. On the left hand
side of the proposed entrance is a
large Rowan tree which | would object
to being moved. On the right hand
side is a preserved Holly tree and other
trees alongside which give us
protection from the A14 noise and are
again home for birds. The same applies
to trees protecting Shakers

Noted. The residential amenity of
neighbouring properties will be
considered throughout the planning
process.

The concept statement will be
amended to seek the protection of
the Rowan tree unless it is absolutely
necessary for its removal and to
ensure that there is a presumption in
favour of keeping other existing
trees and hedgerows on the site

wherever possible.

Amend Concept Statement to
seek the protection of the
Rowan tree unless it is
absolutely necessary for its
removal and to ensure that
there is a presumption in
favour of keeping other existing
trees and hedgerows on the
site wherever possible.
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Name:

Organisation:

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Changes

Lane/Davers Court.

Miss Ann Brown I am very concerned at the amount of | Noted. The proposal will have to be | None
traffic converging on to Eastgate subject to a Transport Assessment
Street. It is very difficult now, at times, | as part of preparing the masterplan
to get out of Unicorn Place to join the and planning application.
traffic.
SCOPE East Anglia Family The main avenue is proposed to be This is a matter that can be None
Help Unit towards the east of the site, that is, addressed through the preparation
closer to both EAFHU and Davers Court | of the more detailed masterplan and
western boundary. Whilst the reasons planning application.
put forward seem valid for the
development the detailing of a
proposal would show us to what extent
noise and lighting may present a
problem.
John Smithson St Edmundsbury BC | Agree with making appropriate Noted None
connections to existing footpath/cycle
path networks
Name not Loss of nice field view from my garden. | Views are not a material None
supplied Are we going to be compensated in consideration in the planning
some way? Rear vehicle access via the | process. There is no legal provision
gardens at rear would be nice and for compensating such a loss.
would leave Eastgate Street clearer of | Provision is made in the concept
parked cars. statement for the potential for
providing rear access from the
development.
D J Heath Havebury Housing If main access feeder road could run Noted. The Council will ensure that | None
Partnership adjacent to Al14 buffer/acoustic development meets the necessary
protection, especially is accessed from | requirements to protect residents
Shakers Lane, dwellings could be from the noise of the Al14 as set out
arranged in a series of cul-de-sacs in PPG24
running east from the feeder road. This
would maximise distances from the
Al4 (noise and pollution) and
encourage orientation of dwellings to
the maximum advantage of solar
heating/photovoltics opportunities.
A D Sheppard More distance is required between This is a matter of detail to be None
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Name: Organisation: | Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Changes
existing Eastgate Street properties and | addressed in the preparation of the
the development. An access road down | masterplan. The development of
the back of the existing properties, a housing on the area identified for
tree line buffer and even changing the | open space would have a significant
housing/recreation space around would | detrimental impact on the
achieve this. Is there an alternative environment and would result in a
route for access in and out of the housing area poorly related to other
development rather than East Close. housing and local amenities.
Baker Shakers Lane is not ideal for emerging | Shaker’s Lane would only be used in | None
access emergency and is therefore
appropriate.
Engineering St Edmundsbury The opportunity to provide parking Provision is made in the concept None
section Borough Council opportunities within their own property | statement for the potential for

for Eastgate Street residents should be
enabled

providing rear access from the
development.
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Summary of comments received by letter and officers response

Name: Organisation Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change:
Mrs V Detrimental to conservation areas There is no right to a view in the None
Cracknell and wildlife. Landscape views will be | consideration of planning proposals.

hidden from residents. Recreational
open space could result in misuse as
is the case in other areas.

Access should be from Shaker’'s Lane
as should provision for construction
workers.

Increase in traffic will result in noise,
pollution and sleep disturbance,
especially important as many of the
local residents are elderly and may be
in poor health.

There should be a low speed limit
from Eastgate Street junction into the
site and notice signifying a ‘No
through road'.

Cycle / pedestrian path required to
ease the pressure on East Close.

Parking is already an issue in East

The concept statement proposes that
housing should overlook the recreational
open space which is a technique that is
demonstrated to be effective in the
“self-policing” of an area.

Shakers Lane is totally unsuitable for
use as a regular vehicular access to the
site. However, developers will be asked
to consider whether it would be suitable
for use by some construction traffic.

The proposal will have to be subject to a
Transport Assessment as part of
preparing the masterplan and planning
application, but the development is not
expected to result in a level of traffic
that would be detrimental to the
amenities of existing residents.

The design speed of the road will take
into consideration the residential
character of the area. Signage will be
determined by the Highways Authority.

The draft concept statement seeks to
provide a separate pedestrian and cycle
link to the site.

There is no right to a view in the

Amend Concept Statement to
seek investigation of use of
Shaker’s Lane for regulated use
by some construction vehicles.

None

None

None

-15 -




Name: Organisation Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change:

Close and will reduce outlook from consideration of planning proposals. Car | None

ground floor accommodation, parking standards are set out in the

particular issue for the elderly and Local Plan. The Draft Concept

infirm who may have restricted Statement proposes that these be

mobility. viewed as a maximum given the sites
close proximity to the historic core.

Increase in car fumes will also have a | The proposal will have to be subject to a

detrimental effect on those with Transport Assessment as part of None

breathing problems residing in the preparing the masterplan and planning

area. application, but the development is not
expected to result in a level of traffic

Already a busy road required for that would be detrimental to the

access by a number of local amenities of existing residents. None

amenities.

Security issues as the area is very It is considered that development in the | None

secluded. Extra people would area will not adversely affect the

preclude having ground floor security of the local residents.

windows open at Josselyn Close.

Strongly object to the removal of any | The concept statement will be amended | Amend Concept Statement to

trees in the area, including the to seek the protection of the Rowan tree | seek the protection of the Rowan

Rowan at the entrance to the site unless it is absolutely necessary for its tree unless it is absolutely

from East Close. removal and to ensure that there is a necessary for its removal and to
presumption in favour of keeping other | ensure that there is a
existing trees and hedgerows on the site | presumption in favour of keeping
wherever possible. other existing trees and

hedgerows on the site wherever
possible.

A sheltered scheme or individual This would result in an over-

homes for the over 60’s would be concentration of homes for the elderly

more in keeping with the area in this part of then town and would not
create a mixed community.

M A Sharpe, Josselyn’s Court Summarises the concerns that

Estate Manger

residents of Josselyn’s Court
have asked to be forwarded
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Name:

Organisation

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change:

Development will restrict the outlook
for local residents, some of whom
may be housebound.

Traffic increase will cause pollution,
noise and sleep deprivation.

Congestion and increase in traffic
fumes may have negative health
impacts, especially as some of the
local residents suffer from COPD.

Already a lot of traffic using a very
small road, require an ambulance bay
as well as access for Doctor’s, district
nurses, WRVS Kitchen vehicles etc

Concerns about security especially for
residents on ground floors.

Proposed path / cycle way required
to ease the flow of pedestrians along
East Close.

Eastgate Street residents already
suffer from noise and anti social
behaviour problems.

Concerns over the provision
necessary for construction traffic to
the site, although access from
Shakers Lane would be preferable
how would this affect Daver’s Court?

There is no right to a view in the
consideration of planning proposals.

The proposal will have to be subject to a
Transport Assessment as part of
preparing the masterplan and planning
application, but the development is not
expected to result in a level of traffic
that would be detrimental to the
amenities of existing residents.

As above

It is considered that development in the
area will not adversely affect the
security of the local residents.

It is a development proposal of the draft
concept statement to provide a
pedestrian and cycle link on the site.

The residential amenity of neighbouring
properties will be considered throughout
the planning process.

Developers will be asked to consider
whether Shakers Lane would be suitable
for use by some construction traffic and
this will include consideration of the
impacts on Davers Court.

None

None

None

None

None

None

None

Amend Concept Statement to
seek investigation of use of
Shaker’s Lane for regulated use
by some construction vehicles.
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Name:

Organisation

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change:

Possibility of misuse of the
recreational open space.

The concept statement proposes that
housing should overlook the recreational
open space which is a technique that is
demonstrated to be effective in the
“self-policing” of an area.

None

Robert Carr,
Archaeological
Officer,

Suffolk County Council

No archaeological objection.

Strongly support the concept of

Comments noted. The Council will
ensure that appropriate archaeological
assessments are made as required by

Amend Concept Statement to
note requirement for appropriate
archaeological assessments.

Conservation informal green space to preserve the archaeological unit.
Team aspects of the setting of the medieval
town.
Moderate archaeological potential
however adequate mitigation can be
provided by provision of an
archaeological record (secured by
PPG16, para 30 condition)
Mrs M Recreational open space should be at | The development of housing on the None
Shepherd the top of the site near SCOPE and area identified for open space would
Davers Court with housing beginning | have a significant detrimental impact on
at the bottom end. the environment and would result in a
housing area poorly related to other
housing and local amenities
The access road should also be at the | It is not a viable option for the access None
bottom of the development where it road to link the development from the
can join the road to the direction of south due to it's proximity to the A14
Sainsbury’s roundabout. and the requirement to protect
important views from the town centre to
Moreton Hall.
Maintain as much of Shakers Lane as | Shaker’s Lane is designated as a Site of | None

possible.

Special Scientific Interest and therefore
disruption to the area will be kept to a
minimum.

Adam Ireland,

Environment Agency

Planning Policy Guidance Note 25:

Comments noted. The Council will

Amend Concept Statement to
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Name: Organisation Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change:
Planning Development & Flood Risk ensure that a Flood Risk Assessment of | include requirement for Flood
Liaison (paragraph 60, appendix F) states the site is carried out by the developer Risk Assessment.

Officer, that the applicant should carry out an | and submitted with the application and

assessment of flood risk and the run-
off implications of their proposals that
is appropriate to the scale and nature
of the development and the risk
involved. The Flood Risk Assessment
should be submitted with the
application.

The site overlies Groundwater Source
Protection Zones 1 & 2. The Source
Protection Zones are for a public
water supply abstraction point. An
appropriate surface water drainage
scheme will be required for the site
to ensure that the quality of the
groundwater does not suffer any
detrimental impact.

Where soakaways are proposed for
the disposal of uncontaminated
surface water, percolation tests
should be undertaken, and
soakaways designed and constructed
in accordance with BRE Digest 365
(or CIRIA Report 156), and to the
satisfaction of the Local Authority.
The maximum acceptable depth for
soakaways is 2 metres below existing
ground level. Soakaways must not be
located in contaminated areas. If,
after tests, it is found that soakways
do not work satisfactorily, alternative
proposals must be submitted.

All surface water from roofs shall be

that appropriate sustainable drainage

systems are provided in accordance with

the principles given in CIRIA C522 and
C523.
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Name:

Organisation

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change:

piped direct to an approved surface
water system using sealed
downpipes. Open gullies should not
be used.

The implementation of sustainable
drainage systems (SuDs) should be
carefully considered, and this
approach is encouraged in PPS25
(Development and Flood Risk). These
techniques can be used to minimise
pollution impacts and provide a
method for attenuating run-off that
could otherwise lead to flooding.
Such sustainable systems should be
designed in accordance with the
principles given in CIRIA C522 and
C523. Guidance may be found within
CIRIA Report 156 “Infiltration
Drainage — Manual of Good Practice”.

Any culverting or works affecting the
flow of a watercourse requires the
prior written consent of the
Environment Agency under the terms
of the Land Drainage Act 1991/Water
Resources Act 1991. Seek to avoid
culverting, and its consent for such
works will not normally be granted
except as a means of access.

M Johnson

Who will be responsible for making
adequate provision against noise
from the A14?

The Council will ensure that
development meets the necessary
requirements to protect residents from

the noise of the A14 as set out in PPG24

None

Simone
Bullion,

Suffolk Wildlife Trust

Sensitive location due to presence of
SSSI hedge and the verge along
Shakers Lane.

Comments noted. The draft Concept

Statement seeks to ensure development

that enhances the wildlife as well as

None
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Name:

Organisation

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change:

Apart from Shakers Lane the site is of
low wildlife value as former arable
farmland.

Vehicular access to Shakers Lane
should be carefully controlled,
although it would be acceptable to
keep this as an emergency route
only. The County Wildlife Site should
be safeguarded.

There are opportunities for wildlife
enhancement in the informal
recreational open space.

amenity value to existing landscape
along both Shakers Lane and the A14
corridors.

Petition of 86
signatures

Although written into the Suffolk
Plan, there is a precedent showing
that such proposals can be removed
from the plan (eg Westley)

a) The land is designated ‘green belt’
b) Part of the land is designated as
being of ‘scientific interest’

¢) Increased traffic loads would
create hazards when attempting
access and departure from an already
congested street

d) Properties in Eastgate Street which
would be adversely affected are in a
‘conservation area’ some of which are
Grade 2 listed

The site is allocated for residential
development and recreational open
space in the Local Plan 2016 and was
approved by the planning inspector in
June 2006. The Westley site was
removed from the Plan prior to
adoption.

The land is not designated as ‘green
belt' and it has been judged that
development would not adversely
impact the SSSI sites located near the
area.

The proposal will have to be subject to a
Transport Assessment as part of
preparing the masterplan and planning
application, but the development is not
expected to result in a level of traffic
that would be detrimental to the
amenities of existing residents.

None

None

None
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Name: Organisation Comments: Officer Response: Proposed Change:
e) The peace and security of many The residential amenity of neighbouring | None
frail and elderly would be properties will be considered throughout
compromised the planning process.

Mrs Carol Increase problems of access onto The proposal will have to be subject to a | None

Bryant East Close, Eastgate Street and Transport Assessment as part of
Stephens Close. preparing the masterplan and planning

application, but the development is not
Already congested traffic at peak expected to result in a level of traffic
periods and likely to increase with that would be detrimental to the
traffic accessing the caravan site amenities of existing residents.
opposite.
Increase noise and pollution The residential amenity of neighbouring | None
properties will be considered throughout
the planning process.
Safety issues for pedestrians in the The highways scheme will be subject of | None
area, including children walking to a safety audit
school.
Loss of outlook for residents at There is no right to a view in the None
Davers Court and SCOPE which could | consideration of planning proposals.
also impact on their health.
Query who owns the waste ground at | Noted. This is a matter between None
the site of no. 103 next to the A14 residents and the developers
and would like to see gate access to
the area reinstated.
Karen Cattle, St Edmundsbury Will be a requirement to protect the Comments noted. The council will None

District
Environmental
Health Officer,

Borough Council

western boundary of the site from
the A14 bypass by incorporating
acoustic fencing, earth bunds,
planting and changes to building
orientation.

Consideration should be given to
BS8233:1999 which gives acceptable
internal noise levels LA.qr 35dB for

ensure that development meets the
requirements in accordance with PPG24
and in line with standards set out in
BS8233:1999
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Name:

Organisation

Comments:

Officer Response:

Proposed Change:

bedrooms and LA 40dB for living
rooms.

When assessing a site for residential
development near a traffic noise
source, Planning Policy Guidance
PPG24 states that a determination
should be made into which Noise
Exposure Category (NEC) the site
falls. Itis likely that the area of the
site adjacent to the A14 will fall into
Noise Exposure Category C or D and
the effectiveness of any earth bunds
and concentrated planting will need
to be carefully considered.

Mark Turner, Eastgate Ward Further development cannot be The proposal will have to be subject to a | None
Community Association | justified due to the increase in traffic | Transport Assessment as part of
in an area already reduced to near preparing the masterplan and planning
gridlock at peak periods. application, but the development is not
expected to result in a level of traffic
that would be detrimental to the
amenities of existing residents
There are better suited areas / sites The site was allocated in the Local Plan | None
within the town other than building in | which was approved by the planning
an already densely populated area. inspector and adopted in June 2006.
Nick Sibbett, Woodland Ways Local wildlife group, Woodland Ways | Woodlands Ways will be included on all | None

would like the opportunity to be
involved in the community
consultation, design and/or
implementation and management of
the open space.

future consultation regarding the site.
The Council recommends that
developers take into account views and
suggestions from the local community.
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Comments received from Savill’s on behalf of landowner prior to public consultation

Comment Officer Response Proposed Change
Page 2:
e Constraints, Al4 Local Wildlife Site — we are presently | Noted None
reviewing this information and will comment in detail if
appropriate during the formal consultation.
e Constraints, English Nature's letter - we are presently | Noted — no further comments were received
reviewing the letter and will comment in detail if None
appropriate during the formal consultation.
e Constraints, Holly Tree Location - we are presently | Noted — no further comments were received
reviewing the position of the holly tree and will comment in
detail if appropriate during the formal consultation. None
e Glen Chalk Caves — we do not believe that designation of | Natural England have highlighted the presence of this
the Caves places any restrictions on the nature of | SSSiin the vicinity of the site in their consultation
development at the site given the built land use between | response
the two areas. Please confirm the situation and the reason None
for you now raising this point.
Page 3:
o Development Principles, Vehicular Access — the first bullet | Disagree. The Borough Council does not believe that | None

point listed should read ‘an access should be gained from
East Close’. This will provide flexibility should it prove
possible to form an alternative access to the site.

e Development Principles, Transfer of Open Space — the
words ‘and transferred to the Borough Council upon
completiorr should be deleted. It will not be necessary to
transfer ownership of the recreational open space as its
provision can be obtained via the 106 legal agreement.
Therefore, our client will not be prepared to hand over

a suitable vehicular access can be achieved to the site
from any other location, other than from Shaker’s lane
in an emergency.

Noted. The Borough Council is of the opinion that the
transfer of this land to the Council is the most
satisfactory way of achieving community benefit for
the wider area. However, the Concept Statement will
be amended to require the developers to satisfactorily
demonstrate to the Council at the masterplanning

Amend Concept Statement to
make provision for developers to
satisfactorily demonstrate to the
Council at the masterplanning
stage why the recreational open
space should not be transferred.
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freehold ownership and the concept statement will only be
acceptable to our client if this item is amended.

e Design Guidance, second paragraph — we consider that an
‘urban space’ should be referred to rather than an ‘urban
square’. It may be that an appropriate urban space is not
a square and consequently the text should provide for
flexibility.

stage why the recreational open space should not be
transferred.

Agreed. The Concept Statement will be amended

Amend references in Concept
Statement from “Urban Square”
to “Urban Space”

¢ Design Guidance, second paragraph — an ‘as’ is missing in | This was changed in the consultation version None
the fifth line between ‘well’ and ‘providing’.

e Design Guidance, third paragraph — the text refers to a
‘landscaped, but informal open space’. 7he word | Disagree. The area will require some landscaping to None
‘landscaped’ should be deleted as it gives an urbanised | create the recreational open space, even if it is an
rather than informal impression to what is expected on the | informal area.
site.

Page 4:

o The last seven words ‘and should be placed away from | Disagree. However it will be for the masterplan to None

awellings should be deleted. We consider that there is no
reason why development cannot be positioned up against
the bunding. Please be advised that we intend to seek
further advice as to what exactly will be necessary in terms
of mitigating noise from the A14 and this will be reflected
in the masterplan for the site.

e Concept Plan — the words ‘East Close’ appear to be
mirrored, also the annotation ‘square’ should read ‘Urban
Space’.

demonstrate that development meets the necessary
requirements to protect residents from the noise of
the Al14 as set out in PPG24.

The “’mirroring’ was amended before consultation and
agree that “urban square” should be amended to
“urban space”

Amend references in Concept
Statement from “Urban Square”
to “Urban Space”
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