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11 This consultation statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the Neighbourhood
Planning Regulations 2012 in respect of the Rushmere St Andrew Neighbourhood Plan.

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

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

o explain how they were consulted;

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

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

in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.

13 The policies contained in the Neighbourhood Plan are the culmination of extensive engagement and
consultation with residents of Rushmere St Andrew as well as other statutory bodies. This has included
a household survey and consultation events at appropriate stages during the preparation of the Plan.
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In November 2019 Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council established a Working Group
to investigate whether a neighbourhood plan for the parish would be feasible and
whether sufficient parishioners would be interested in joining a Working Group.
Subsequently, at the Parish Council meeting on 13 February 2020, it was agreed to
prepare a neighbourhood plan which would cover the whole of Rushmere St Andrew
parish.

On 26 February 2020 East Suffolk Council designated the parish as the
Neighbourhood Plan Area. That area is illustrated on Map 1. Details of the application,
publication and designation can be viewed on East Suffolk Council’s website under
Neighbourhood Planning in Rushmere St Andrew. There are no other designated
neighbourhood plan areas within this boundary and the Parish Council is the
“qualifying body” responsible for the preparation of the neighbourhood plan for this
area.



Map 1 - The Neighbourhood Plan Area
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3.2

3.3
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3.6

The Neighbourhood Plan has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of
the Government’s Neighbourhood Planning Regulations and, in particular, has
involved local community engagement to gather evidence for the content of the plan
and later inform the plan’s direction and policies. The content of the Neighbourhood
Plan has been generated and led by the community and shaped by results of surveys
and drop-in events, to ensure that the Neighbourhood Plan reflects the aspirations of
the community.

Following the decision to prepare the Neighbourhood Plan, surveys of adult and
youth residents were undertaken through the distribution of questionnaires to every
household at the end of 2020. Some 225 responses were received. The results of the
surveys were published on the Neighbourhood Plan pages of the Parish Council
website in January 2021.

In March 2021 an update leaflet was distributed to every household. The leaflet:

1 provided feedback on the Resident’s Survey;

2 gave details of a Landscape Appraisal for the parish;

3 reported on draft building design guidelines that had been prepared by
AECOM as part of the Government Neighbourhood Plan support package;
and

4 sought views on the potential designation of Local Green Spaces and Locally
Important Buildings

A copy of the leaflet is reproduced as Appendix 1 of this Statement.

Residents were provided with an opportunity to provide feedback on the content of

the leaflet and, in particular, the potential designation of locally important buildings,

by either completing a questionnaire online or by sending comments to the Clerk of
the Parish Council. The results of that feedback are reproduced in Appendix 2 of this
Statement.

During the course of the preparation of the Plan, a number of short articles were
placed in the Parish Newsletter and the Rushmere St Andrew and Kesgrave “In Touch
magazine, distributed to every household in the parish.

In addition, regular updates have been made to the Parish Council meetings.

Unfortunately, due to the COVID restrictions, all meetings of the Group were held
online during the preparation of the Plan but this did not limit the continued and
timely production of the Plan.
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4.3

On 12 August 2021 the formal Pre-submission Draft Plan was approved for
publication by the Parish Council. The statutory consultation commenced on 18
September 2021 for six weeks to 1 November 2020 (inclusive).

In order to ensure that all residents and others operating in the Neighbourhood Area
were aware of the consultation, an 8 page summary leaflet was prepared and
distributed to every household and business in the parish. A copy of the leaflet is
reproduced in Appendix 3 of this Statement. In addition, a number of banners were
placed at prominent positions around the parish publicising the consultation and how
to view the Plan.

The relaxation of COVID restrictions also enabled two “Drop-In” events to be held as
part of the consultation, albeit that attendance was limited probably due to ongoing
concerns about social distancinfg. They were held at:

The Village Hall, Humber Doucy Lane on Saturday 18 September 14.30 - 18.30; and
The Tower Hall, Broadlands Way on Tuesday 28 September 14.30 - 18.30
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A copy of the display boards is included in this Statement at Appendix 4.
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4.6

At the start of the consultation, all the statutory Regulation 14 consultees, as advised
by East Suffolk Council, were consulted. The full list of bodies consulted is shown in
Appendix 5 and the email content used to notify them is included at Appendix 6.

Details of the responses received during the pre-submission consultation period are
detailed later in this Consultation Statement.
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A total of 30 people or organisations responded to the Pre-Submission Consultation as listed
below.

The following individuals or organisations submitted comments:

R Silburn

J Pawlowski
S Wignall

B Ainslie

E Welbourn
P Davy

D Gill

T Buckland
M Hancock, Ipswich Rugby Football Club
J Phillpot

J Porter

D Wood

R Stanley

D Francis

F Curwen

East Suffolk Council
Ipswich Borough Council
Suffolk County Council
Historic England
Kesgrave Town Council

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

In this leaflet we're
! providing you with feedback to the Resident's Survey that took place just before Christras
2 giving you details of a Landscape Appraisal for the parish

3 reporting on draft building design guidelines that we've had prepared

4 speking your views on the potential designation of Local Green Spaces and Locally Important Buldings

What is a Neighbourhood Plan?

It is @ new kind of planning document designed to allow kocal people to play an active part in planning
their area, It can guide the development and conservation of the parish. 1t can, Tor example. alsa kdentify
prapasals for

«  |mproving areas;

«  Prowiding new facilities:

«  Suggesting sites for new development; and

+  Protecting sites of environmental or historic quality

(i
When complete, it will form part of the statulory development plan for the area, meaning /
East Sutfolk Council and Govesnment Planning Ingpectors will have to take note of what it = 7
says when considasing development proposals py

When wie've prepared the drafl Plan, It will need 1o follo the following stages 2
[with estimated timetabls] "B
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Survey Feedback

At the end of 2020 we conductad a survey so that you
could provide us your ihoughts and opinions on & range of
topics. We had over 200 responses and 2 comprehensive
report of the résults is available on the Neighbourhood
Plan pages of the Parish Council website. The results will
contribute to the content of the Neighbourhood Plan and
thanks to everyone that took the time to complate the
Questignnasre

Your Key Messages

This leatlet cannot do justice ta all the comments we
received and 50 we've pulled out a few key results

Housi
u’:ngin-we is a strong demand for Retremant Homes /- IREEERGITE ARG R
Shiellered Accommodation and for Starter Homes.  Ikiabi e ELETEIT
« Maost felt that small scale housing of 10 homes o [Ehkbeieb il
less would be acceptable. There was little support
for large scale developments of 35 homes o

more
- » |fnew housing was planneg, most respondents Small seate

E thought that additonal doctors and more school dﬂ:mm:";ﬂ"ld
Lt places would be needed. [nlr.utmu?u

1 * Most people agreed with the statement "All new

housing should be designed to match exsting
house styles in that lpcation”

|
Roads and Transport th:llcu; ﬂﬁﬂlu are
« The main issues that cause concern, in order of reqUireco reagce
miast agreed with, arg mu:%nsmd s
School-run traffic including parking near school .
’I Traffic speed
Parking on pavements
“Rat-run” traffic
Parking on grass verges ftll:hm?dumt i
o a4k et | requently encugh o
e ;ﬂ rrfmmdeﬁ 5 rarely of never use public it i
Parish Amenities and Services
+ 35% of respondents visit Rushmere Heath
dally or several times a week .
« The majority of respondents Mare play equipment
never visit a play asea in the parish ﬂ mi' Farm would

+ There was a strang level of support for
more recreational equipment for older childsen |
youths in existing play areas

+ Mast people are familiar with the lootpath routes
in the parish and regularly walk them

A map of all the
footpaths would
b usedul

Ity Hrushmerestardnew onesulfolk net/ nesghbourhiood- plan/
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Landscape Apprassal

The parish is under continued pressure 1o accept
cevelopment, especially given the continued growth

of [pswich. A site for 150 homes (s already planned off
Humber Doucy Lane near the Rugby Club and we think it's
important that our special areas are protected and that the
remaining gaps between the viliage and greater Ipswich
don't get swallowed up.

We commissioned 2 Landscape Appraisal to “provide

a robust understanding of the character and qualities

of th parish in order to make sound judgements as to
the sensitivity and capacity of [and 1o accommaodate
development” The Appraical also assessed opportunities
for landscape enhancement and green space The final
report has been published on the Nesghbourhood Plan
pages of the Parish Council website,

The Appraisal ientified the following special quatities of
the pareh which whemever possible, should be retained
and enhanced

« Significant areas of open countryside, commaon
and wooded valley within easy access of housing
areas

« Strong distinetion in landscape and built character
to the noeth and south of Woodbridge Road

o Open arable fields form a rusal selting to the
wvillage on three sides

« Softvegetated and ndented urban adges nelp
retaan rural character of adjacent open spaces and
countryside

+ Inddual Farms (including listed buildingsh on
outshirts of village form part of its selting

+ Distinctive sandlings character to the central
portion of the Parish with gorse, bracken, heather,
birch and pine being characleristic

+  Smiall stream valleys create iopographic vaniation
#Cross the common and through built-up areas (o
the east

« [istinctive landmarks include the parish church
and water tower

« Histonc narrow rural lanes radiate out from the
village and are fossilised within the urban fabric
south of Woodbridge Road

+  Meres and waterhodies are a feature of ihe area

« [ncidental areas of open space and former green
corridors along lanes and hedgenows form
important landscape features within the built-up
dneas

Things to avoid:

Creation of abrupt edges to development with
littie vegetation or landscape on the edge ol
settlement

Lirban extension to the village which undermines
its small-scaie rural character andfor causes
coalescence with Ipswich and or Kesgrave

Mew infill housing which appears out of scale

i terms of height and mass and blocks important
gaps between buildings/connactions to the
landscape

Loss of rural lane character as a result of curtilage
reatment, mown verges, loss of hedgerows and
road fumniturefsignacge

Planting of leylandii hedging and urban fencing!
signage associated with sparts pitches

Ad hoc incremental development along rural
lanes

Ad hoc loss of incidental open space and
proliferation of close board fencing where it
Impacts an strest character

Loss of mature trees and lack of succession
planting

Land management guidance includes:

Enhance biodiversily of lane verges throughout
the Parish

Encourage the margins of sports pitches 1o be
managed for wildlife creating mini wildfiower
mezdows for bees

Seel opportunities 1o reduce the visual effects of
overhead wires along lanés undergrounding them
wherevar opportunites ariss,

Seel apportunities far new community woodland
perhaps associated with the community
allotments on Playtord Lane

Seek opportunities to extent heath habitat
including bracken, gorse and pine/birch tree
planting alang Woodbridge Road lane verges.

It ruahmerestandres onesutfolk et neghbourhiood-plas/
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Development guidelines seek to inform new
development and include:

+  New development should strengthen approaches
and gateways ta thevillage

+ Avoidance of 2d hot development along rurl
lanes especially where they extend urbanizing
influences into the wider landscape or cause loss
of native hedgerow and rural lane character,

+ Avoid curtilage treatment that urbanises the
streetscape &g, close board fencing, metal
railings,
concrete kerbs/urban paviours, fencingfgates.

o Avord development within land identified
s providing 2 rural gap between Rushmera
St Andrew and adjacent development in Ipswich
and Kesgrave.

Design Guidance

As part of the Government suppart for neighbourhood
planning. we have received free consultancy suppaort for

the preparation of Design Guidance for new development.

The Guidance document is lengthy and difficult to
surmmarise in a leaflet of this rature, but it is available
1o view on the neighbourhood plan pages of the Parish
Council website.

In summary, the document sets cut guidance for the
following matters:

Site layout

1 The Pattarn and layout of butldings;
2. Enclosure; and

3. Gateways and access features.

Weil-connected roads and footpaths

L Road laycut and connectivity;

2. Improving/ erhancing public nghts of way; and
3. Junctions and pedestrian crossings.

Quality of place
L Housing mix,
2. Household extensions; and
3. Mitigating noise pollution.

Maintaining the local character

1 Building scale and massing.

2. Roofline,

3. Fenestration,

4. Building [me and boundary ireatment;
5. Vehicle parking:

6. Architectural details; and

7. Matenals and builging details.

Sustainability

L Energy efficient housing and energy praduction;
2. Bipgiversity; and

3. Sustainable dramage (SuDS)

15




Important Buildings

The parish is relatively few “Listed” buildings when
compared to othier villeges and there is no Conservation
Araa The current Listed Buildings ane:

+ Bam about 60 metres north east of HEl Farm
house {Hill Farm Bamn)
Hill Farmhouse
Garden Store, Villa Farmhouss
St Andrew’s Church
Rushmere 5t Andrew War Memarial

Preparing the Neighbourhood Plan enables us to ientify
historically important buildings and features in Rushmere
St Andrew that are not "Listed” but are of iocal significance
because of their age or architectural qualities. To date,
we've identified the foliowing potential buildings that fail
into this categoey and we would like 1o know whether you
agree that theyre important

The old shop terrace. Holly Lane

The Old Forge and Blacksmiths House

The cottages opposite The Forge

The two cottages on South of Playford Lane
148 and 150 The Street

The Lodge, The Strest

The Limes Lodge, The Street

Rush Cottage, Maylord Road

Colombia House, Playfiord Road

The Carmetits Nuns House, Off The Street
The Cottage, The Street

The Old Rectary, Thie Street

The Old Church Hall, Humber Doucy Lane
Baptist Church f The Chapel

St Andrew’s Hall

Villa Farm

Water Tower

Bixley Hall

Golf Hotel

@ a E m oE oE o E o E e m om m w w m m

Do you agree that these are historically important?

Other than those buildings identified above. are there
other historically important buildings and features that
we've missed?

Impaortant Open Spacey

Rushmiere St Andrew has the benefit of having access to
#wide and varied range of open spaces. Many are slready
protectad from development, such as the sports andgd
playing fields The gap between the village and Humber
Doucy Lane and The Heath, but the Neighourhood Plan
has the opportunity to protect additional spaces through
somethéng known as 3 Locat Green Space designation

Below are examples of spaces that we could protect
» The local greens sither side of The Street/Playiord
Road roundabout
The greens in Playford Lane and Holly Lane
The green opposite Elm Road
The greens between Holly Road and Elm Road
Chestnut Pond, The Street
The Limes Fond, The Street
Little Heath
Sandlings Local Nature Reserve
The Mill Stream
Green spaces along Broadlands Way

® = ® & = = = ®» ®

Do you agres that these open spaces should be
protected from development?

Have we missed any?

it frushonerestared new onesudfolk net/ nesghiboushiood - plas/



Feedback

We'd like your thoughts and comments on the potential

important buildings and green spaces identified in this leaflet.

We've included in red some questions which you can answer either by
going online at https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/RushmereStAndrew/
or you can email us at sylvia.stannard@rushmere-st-andrew.org.uk

or post comments to Rushmere St Andrew Parish Office, Tower Hall,

5 Broadlands Way, Rushmere St Andrew, IP4 55U

The deadline for your feedback is Friday 16 April

What next?

Over the next few weeks we're going to writing the draft
Neighbourhood Plan. It will include proposals for a range of

topics including:
2 Housing 2 Traffic and Travel
#_ Natural Environment 2 Services and Facilities
1 Historic Environment 2 Development Design

We hope to be able to consult you on the Plan in June and July and,
hopefully, this will include drop-in events at our public halls.

Watch out for extensive publicity on how you will be able to view and
comment on the Plan in the Summer,

17



Appendix 2 — March 2021 Feedback Results

Important Buildings Preparing the Neighbourhood Plan enables us to identify
historically important buildings and features in Rushmere St Andrew that are not
"Listed" but are of local significance because of their age or architectural qualities. To

date, we've identified the following potential buildings that fall into this category and
we would like to know whether you agree that they’re important. Please click on those
buildings that you consider to be historically important.

Response Response
Percent Total
1 'Il_'he old shop terrace, Holly ; 77 14% 27
ane
> The Old Forge and Blacksmiths _ 88.57% 31
House
3 "I:'(l;tragce:ottages opposite The _I 80.00% 28
4 ;?:y 1E\<;\Ir(c)j tlz_(;t;c]aeges on South of _I 65.71% 23
5 148 and 150 The Street _I 65.71% 23
6  The Lodge, The Street _I 65.71% 23
7  The Limes Lodge, The Street ; 60.00% 21
8 Rush Cottage, Playford Road _ 68.57% 24
9 ggf{;nbia House, Playford _I 71.43% o5
10 $E2 gta:‘rergflite Nuns House, Off _I 80.00% o8
11  The Cottage, The Street _ 60.00% 21
12 The OIld Rectory, The Street _ 77.14% 27
13 'Igt;igll(li_;‘l;urch Hall, Humber g 80.00% 28
14  Baptist Church / The Chapel _ 77.14% 27
15 St Andrew’s Hall _I 74.29% 26
16  Villa Farm ; 68.57% 24
17 Water Tower _I 74.29% 26
18  Bixley Hall _ 68.57% 24
19  Golf Hotel _I 74.29% 26

18



Other than those buildings identified above, are there other historically important buildings and features that
we've missed? (11)

10

11

The dwellings from 7-11 The Street, Rushmere.

| would also suggest the Dragons Teeth which are on the edge of Rushmere Heath beside Heath Road.
The Heath has a long history of being used by the military and these are the last remains of that use.

Dont know sulfficiently about the history of these buildings to comment on this. However | think its
important to keep historical buildings intact and unmodernized

Non of the buildings within the area are worthy of being listed other than those already listed. Current
planning laws are sufficient to ensure the continue appropriate development of existing buildings

The village shouldn’t be defined by how many listed buildings there are which appears to be the direction
of thinking

The old school in Humber Doucy Lane

Reedcroft House, but unfortunately it accidentally caught fire - twice!
What about the Nuffield Hospital?
All and any should always be protected and preserved.

The third edition of Pevsner's Suffolk (Suffolk East volume) revised by James Bettley includes Broke Hall
Primary School as well as four other entries already included in your list. The entry reads: ""By Johns,
Slater & Haward (job architect, R F Westlake), 1975-8. Built on a system of reinforced concrete columns
with red brick cladding. Flat roof, with fascia of dark weatherboarding, and weatherboarded water tower"".

Broke Hall School

Brookhill Cottage (now 64 Kelvedon Drive) - pre 1875 cottage located within newer housing development.
The old rifle butts located at the Millstream LNR
The former Falcon Inn

1. The historically important buildings

YES. These are obviously of great interest to those living in Rushmere & value the independence of it as a
SEPARATE village to Ipswich town.

ALL of those buildings are of importance, in my opinion.

Missed from the list to protect is RUSHMERE CHURCH OF ST. ANDREW!!

19



Important Open Spaces Rushmere St Andrew has the benefit of having access to a
wide and varied range of open spaces. Many are already protected from development,
such as the sports and playing fields, the gap between the village and Humber Doucy
Lane and The Heath, but the Neighbourhood Plan has the opportunity to protect

additional spaces through something known as a Local Green Space designation.
Below are examples of spaces that we could protect. Do you agree that these open
spaces should be protected from development? Please click on those that you agree
should be protected.

Response Response

Percent Total

The local greens either side of

1 The Street/Playford Road _ 84.62% 33
roundabout

> The greens in Playford Lane and 79.49% 31
Holly Lane

3 The green opposite EIm Road _I 74.36% 29

4 The greens between Holly Road 82 05% 32
and EIm Road

5  Chestnut Pond, The Street. ; 87.18% 34

6  The Limes Pond, The Street _ 87.18% 34

8 Sandlings Local Nature Reserve _ 92.31% 36

20



Have we missed any? Please list additional spaces below below. (24)

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

What about the terrible roads we currently have to use, if you intend to build houses we definitely will
need a Northern by pass and better Road structure

Agricultural land from Red House farm, Holly Lane, Playford Lane, The Street and Playford Road to be
protected.

Need a safe link across Foxhall Road to the Mill Stream opposite the Nuffield. Someone will be killed
with the speed of traffic and pedestrians cannot see around the corner.

Smaller green spaces between Claverton Way and Foxhall road should also be protected from
development by either directly building on them or by access for new buildings.

Please consider all green spaces on the Brokehall estate as they are increasingly under threat from
house builders wanting access to back garden grabbing. We have already successfully opposed one
in Claverton Way but other houses have been built at the end of cul de sacs. Please don't let anybody
else build a house in their back garden along Foxhall Road. There is also an increasing problem with
cars parked in green spaces especially at school drop off and pick up times. They may only be small
patches of green but they are being ruined by cars.

Church Meadow adj Ditchingham Grove
All existing open green spaces should be protected in their natural habitat.
All the green spaces should be preserved.

Ipswich Golf Club - there is an area of this site within the parish boundary. It would be good to protect
this from future development. If the whole of the site was re-developed in the future it would be nice to
retain this area of green.

| would include the wood on Penzance Road. This is an important open space that's needs protection.
| believe it may be the responsibility of Kesgrave but as it is highlighted in the plan you produced and
put in my door | have included it here. | would say the same for the children's play areas in Yewtree
Grove and Holly Gardens which should be protected and improved. | also feel that Rushmere Heath
also needs some sort of formal protection. The golf club uses quite a bit of this area but should the
time come when the golf club vacates then the heath could be subject to planning and development. |
have lived in the area for over 40 years and the possibility of the golf club leaving and some
development taking place has been spoken about several times so giving it protection now would
secure its long term future as important open space open to all. | would also like to see the area
around Linksfield given protection as it is a unique environment and wildlife corridor. | know attempts
have been made to try and restrict parking by the junction with main road but these are largely ignored
with cars parking between no parking signs and there is obviously no enforcement. The council must
also look to keeping the ITFC training ground as open sporting space, as if the local press is to be
believed part of that area is likely to be sold off for redevelopment as part of the take over of ITFC.

Although it is stated in the pamphlet that 'the heath' is already protected its crucial that the private part
of the golf course also remains undeveloped.
Its important that the remaining green spaces remain intact as corridors for nature to thrive

Penzance Road wood. All current green/wooded areas should be protected.

The field opposite St Andrew's Church.
The Vicarage Meadow between St Andrew's Church Close and "'St Andrew's Hall"".
Both, | believe, belong to the Diocesan Board of Finance.

Ipswich Wanderers playing fields

Again all and any open spaces should be protected and preserved as these play an important part in
the well being of those in the community. More and more houses is not of any benefit to anyone and
only adds more pressure to already under pressure amenities, schools etc.

Church meadow, wild flower meadow behind Brent Drive

Although just outside the parish boundary the open space east of Brookhill (west of the Nuffield
Hospital), south of Foxhall Rd are a vital open space for those of us who live in the southern part of
Rushmere - vital these are protected.
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19

20

21

22

23

Woodland with Brookhill Park

Unfortunately | missed the deadline for the previous survey.

On the whole | agree with the majority of the survey feedback/key messages.

Especially the section Roads/Transport parking on pavements and parking on grass verges which
brings me onto my point today; | live on Woodbridge Road, Rushmere St Andrew. The Main A1214,
close to the junction with Beech Rd traffic lights. On the main road, heading towards Ipswich there is a
cycle and pedestrian path, which runs out at the junction of Linksfield. There are numerous cars
frequently parked on this stretch of path, some of which are up for sale.

Is it possible please to stop this? | am unsure if this is a breach of any by-law or other law? | thought
there were restrictions on car dealers selling from home ? ( this has still been going on throughout
Covid) There are a few people who use this path who are in disabled scooters and when vehicles are
parked on the path the scooter rider is unable to get past and has to exit the path onto the main road
and then rejoin the path past the obstruction. Frequently there are also people with special needs, in
wheelchairs, with their carers, who live in Beech Road that often walk along here. They have the same
problem as the scooter riders.

| believe the path is not being used for the purpose which it was designed for?

| wonder if you have any answers or influence on anyone to stop this please?

My second point is; when exiting Bent Lane to turn right into Ipswich it is often difficult to get across the
two lanes, especially at peak times. | wonder if it would be possible to get Highways to slightly widen
the corner, enabling those who are turning left towards Kesgrave to get through and make progress
thus reducing the line of any cars waiting.

With more housing in the village in the pipeline | can only foresee this junction getting busier.

I am not sure if the above two points would specifically be included in the feedback you are looking for,
if not please could the Parish still give them their consideration.

As to the red questions within the Neighbourhood Plan | agree with both questions.
| do not believe you have missed any.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to give our views.

We read with interest the recent plan and wanted to give you our input.

We think it is important to protect from development the open spaces mentioned.

The buildings mentioned are historically important and should have some protection but we do not
have any others to add to the list.

I am quite happy with the suggestions put forward and feel it is a good starting point.

One of my concerns is under the heading Housing. As stated, more new houses would necessitate
more school places, more Doctors,but nowhere in the plan is there any mention of retail facilities. I'm
not thinking of a supermarket, but a village shop selling the bare essentials as there are many elderly
people in the village who do not drive and have no means of transport. Might a regular mobile shop be
the answer?

The other thing is local transport. This is touched on briefly saying 44% of respondents rarely or never
use public transport. Maybe this is because it barely exists and we now have no timetable so have no
idea what time or even when to expect a bus. All too often we were able to get into town and had a
lengthy wait before there was a bus back. | think this is one of the reasons why so many have given
up.

Overall | think the plan is good as it tackles the environment and consciously takes into account to
maintain the best of the village features, of which there are many.
| shall ""'watch this space with interest""

I would also like to see some kind of playground/basketball/skateboard area for the age group 6-18 as
| feel there isnt anything for our children In the area. We live on Woodbridge road, rushmere and even
though we have the Heath, now the golfers are coming back | feel we are missed out when it comes to
providing for our youth.

2. YES, | do agree that all of the quotewd open spaces should be protected from development.

Yes, you have missed a vital green space, visited by so many residents and non-residets of
Rushmere, which is the WHOLE of Rushmere Heath, not just the Little Heath, which is listed in your
brochure, but Rushmere Heath is not listed as a whole.

3. i wish to state that more trees should be permitted to have protection orders put upon them, in order
to preserve them.

| have a beautiful Monkey Puzzle tree in my front garden which the Council state is no longer possible
to protect, as TPOs are no longer being served at all.

This lovely ornamental tree may be cut down by successive owners to my property after | exist no
longer and my propoerty is sold. | really fear for it.
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Also the lovely big trees growing in Rushmere, some centuries old.

And the Memoril trees, paid for and planted in memory of deceased residents, bu their relatives and
now being removed to make way for even more housing being pushed into Rushmere,
unfortunately,diagonally opposite St. Andrew's Church.

Hi, my comments.if they are appropriate, are as follows. 1. Re significant buildings, is the Nuffield
Hospital of any significance? I've never seen it , but it has been there a long time. 2. Lack of seating. |
am in the older age group and would appreciate many more opportunities just to sit and rest, look and
listen. 3. Footpaths. In wet weather some are almost impassable, particularly the one from the Tower
towards the Stadium. 4 Recreational areas. How about purchasing the overgrown land at the dip on
Bixley Drive and converting it into a public wildlife area? It is patently unsuited for building purposes
due to access. Hope these are useful.
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Background to the Neighbourhood Plan

Cnier the past year a Working Group formed by the Farish Council, with the assistance of a local Planning
Consultancy, has been preparing a Neighbourhood Plan for the parish of Rushmere 5t Andrew During thas time
we've conducted household surveys, commissioned specalist studies and provided feedback in the formof a

leaflet in March this year

We've now reached a magor milestong and are commencing consultation on the Draft Plan: Consultation
commences on 18 September and will 125t until Monday 1 November, a pericd of 6 weeks

It's your chance to say whether or not you suppost the content of the Flan or would like to see some changes
The final page of this [eaflet explains how you can commant

It is important that you use this opportunity to have your say, even if you're fully supportive of the Plan,

= ik - e i

~ MAP OF PARISH

The Plan itselt is a lange document and
necessanly quite comples in places & it will be
used to decide whether planning applications
should be approved

Based on the ssues identified during the initial
stages of prepanng the Neighbourhood Plan,
the following themes have been wentified but
would urge you to view the Plan as a whale

. Landscape and Natural Environment

. Historic Environment

. Development Design
. Services and Facilities
. Highways and Travel

This leaflet briefly explaans what each topsc
382 Covers

Ittp fruahmerestand res onequtfolk. et meg hbourhiood-plan/
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OUR VISION

In 2036, Rushmere St Andrew will be a great place where

+  Young people can setile and raise thelr own families because there is an abundance of facilities for
them [play areas for younger and older children, sports facilines, schools. access to nature,
community centres, etcl

«  Parents can be confident to let their childrén walk or cycle to school knowing that they are safely
separated from motorised tratfic

¢ Professionals are happy to locate their busingsses in the parizh becase of the outstanding
imfrgstructure, facilities and access to transport networks

+  Oider people can be confident that ihe parish has appropeiate housing. services and facilities for ther
needs

«  All resigents can have continued and mproved access to enjoy the natural landscape in and around
the parich

+  The parish's heritage, environment ared natural surroundings are rigorousdy protected from
development and encroachment from the main ipswich and Kesgrave conurbations

«  Environmentally triendiy infrastructure and iransport options for residents is developed

PLAN CONTENT
What follows is a summary of the key messages in the Plan,

The Plan covers the whole of the parish of Rushmere St Andrew and provides  framework for how proposals for new
development will be considered between now and 2036, or until superseded by a new Plan, It cannot contain planning
proposals for anywhere outside the parish, As well a5 setting out town planning propesals end polices, the Plan also
proposes a range of “community aspirations” - local initatives to address non-planning matters and concerns raised in
the Household Survey.

Planning Strategy and Housing

The Planming Strateqy provides #n averarching guide a3 to where new developrment can and can't take place. A new Local
Plan for the former Suffolk Coastal area wis approved by East Suffolk Council in 2020, The Neighbourhood Plan has to
contorm with the Local Plan,

For Rushmere 5t Andrew, the Local Plan defines "Settiement Boundaries” around the main built-up areas of the parish,
autzide of which proposals for new development will only be permitted in exceptional and specified circumstances,
The Local Plan also protects the open area adjoining much of Humber Dioucy Lane and including the sports pitches as
important open spaces.

The Neighbourhiood Plan does not identity any further sites lor new housing over and above those already with
planning permission and yet to be built. but the development of suitable “infill” plots within the Settlement Boundaries
Is supported in principte.

Ity Hrushmerestardnew onesulfolk net/ nesghbourhiood- plan/

26



Land at Humber Doucy Lane

The main implication of the Local Plan for the parish is the proposal for housing north of Humber Doucy Lane and
straddling the boundary with [pswich Borough. In all, it s anticipated that asound 650 homes will be built on the site and
the Neighbourhood Plan cannct overturn this proposal.

The Neighbourbood Plan requires:
« the prowaon for a significant reinfarcement of exsting planting and addstional trée plasting along the northerm
boundary of the site adjaining Tuddenham Lang and i the vicinity of exsting homes off Tuddenham Lang

« the planting scheme should be designed to maintain the separation of the enlarged urban anea of lpswach wath
the rural and tranguil natuse of this part of Rushmere SLARGrEw

»  Naonew vehicular access onto Tuddenham Lane and Seven Coltages Lane

Landscape and Matural Environment

The Residents” Survey indicated that there is strong support for the natural environment and a recogrition of its role in
reinforcing sense of place and providing a quality enviranment in wiich ta live, Cur update in March provided
information about the content of a Landscape Appraisal that was commissioned as part of preparing the Plan

The oulcorme of that work has provided the basis for measures 1o protect the special charactenstics of the parish
including important views, especially north of the village across the Fynn Vailey.

The Neighbourhood Plan requires:
v the conservation and enhancement of the landscape character of the parish, and
v that development does not have a detrimental impact on identified important vews

Across the parish the influence of trees and hedgerows play a significant role in determining the chasacter of the area and
their retention ard enhancement will be supported,

The Neighbourhood Plan requires:

«  that the loss of, or substantigl harm bo, important trees, hedgerows and other natural features such as ponds and
walercowrses 35 a result of cevelopment is avoided

«  Where |oss 5 necessary measunes o replace and mitigate the loss should be provided, including as part of an
ACTELS 10 3 sie

Iviip: ¥ ruhmerestandrew onesutfolk et meig hboushipad- plan)
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Araund the Fouhall Road area of the parsh, including around Broke Hall Primary School and Arunde! Way, there 1s no
distinct separation of the parish and greater |pswich. This is distingtly different around Rushmere Street where a gap
remains between the village and the development on Humber Doucy Lane The Plan identifies this gap as something to
protect s0 that the rémainder af the parish does nat lose its identity as a distinct settiement

The Neighbourhood Plan
+  Reinforces the open space designation in the Local Flan by identihying an “important gap” between Rushmere

St Andrew village and Humber Doucy Lane

Local Green Spaces

Thie [2afiet sent to all households in March identified a
number of open spaces acrass the Parish that qualify

for the Government’s “Local Green Space” designation
These tend 1o be smaller spaces such as play area, amenity
spacesin housing areas as well as the Sandlings Local
Mature reserve and the Mill Stream. Rushmere Heath i5 too
large to qualify for this designation, but it s protected as
s registered Commeon Land.

ne heighbourhood Plan cesignates a nomber of Local
Green Spaceswhere cevelopment will nat normally be
pETmten Except in SiEp oral Circumstanoes

Community Aspirations
For our Landscape and Natural Environment, a range of aspirations are proposed including
»  Wildlife management on The Heath,
¢ Developang wildlife projects including “re-wilding” areas
v Igentilying and protecling ancient and veteran rees,
«  Plugging gaps in hedgerows and tree belts, and

»  Planting 2,500 trees over a five-year pericd

Historic Environment

There are just five Listed Buildings in the parish and no designated conservation area, but the built heritage is very
impartant to the identity of our parish. Qur March [eaflet identified a number of properties that have special qualities or
historic association and make a "positive contribution” to the character of the parish

The Neighbourhood Plan identifies the following "Non-designated Heritage Assels” where their character, history and
surrourdirigs will be taken into account by East Suffolk Council when considering planning applicatons

148 and 150 The Street

The Lodge, The Street

The Limes Lodge, The Streel

Rush Cottage. Mlayiord Road

L The oid shap terrace, Holly Lane

2 The Old Forge and Blacksmiths House, The Street
5 The cottages oppasite The Forge, The Streat

4 The two cottages on South of Playford Lane

2 o~ oo

Ity Hrushmerestardnew onesulfolk net/ nesghbourhiood- plan/
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9. Colombia House, Flayford Road 16. Villa Farm, Tuddenham Lane
10,  The Carmelile Nuns House, 23 Birchwood Drive 17 The Water Tower, Bixley Drive

1 The Cottage, The Strest 18 Biley Hall, Bixley Drive
12 The Old Rectory, The Street 19. The Golf Hotel, Foxhall Road
15 The Otd Church Hall, Humber Doucy Lane 20, The former Falcon PH and adjoining cottages,
14 Baptist Church { The Chapel, The Sreet Playlord Road
15 The Oid School iCommunity Hubl,
Hurmber Dowcy Lane
Rushmere Village Special Character Area

Although there is no designated Conservalion Area in the Neighbourhood Area, properties along The Street and the
environment in which they it dg, in combination, have distinct qualities that are of high enviranmenial valye.

The Neighbourhood Plan designates thee area on the norhern side of The Street as a Special Character Area

Development propotats thal do not lake account of the built and natural qualities of thes sres cowld have & significant
wider impact on its characler and will not be supported

. AR e ... . SPECIAL CHARACTER AREA
Development Design
As part of the govemment-funded Neighbowhood Planning Technical Support package, Design Guidelines and Codes
have been prepared for the pansh
Development proposals will be expected 1o have regard 1o the loc#l chasacter as well as the overall Design Guidelines for
the parish. expressed in design principles addressing;

N,

. Site Layout C Maintaining the local character
. Weall-connected roads and foatpaths . Gualty of place
+  Sustainability

Few, il any, homes in the parish are located within fipod zones and therefore the risk of fiooding from watercourses is
minimal. Hawever, many roads, in particular, sutfer from surface water liooding after heavy rain. New development will
nead to manage water sun-off from hard or impermeable surfaces (o reduce the risk of flooding,

The Nexghbourhood Plan sesks to ensure that new development maets deagn criteria that include

«  Minimising impact on existing residents
»  Providing adequate car parking on-site and including vehicle charging points

it ruahmerestandrew onesutfolk et neghbourhiood-plan/
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»  Providing sultable ducting for superfast broadband

«  Minimising water run-off and flooding

»  Maintaning and improving highway salety

«  Not allowing new homes to be built in the rear gardens of existing homes

Services and Facilities

Residents of the parish are well placed to access services and facilities due to its location on the edge of Ipswich, butitis
impartant that there remalns an appropriate level of services at a local level to meet day to day needs of residents

During the liletime of the Plan there may be circumstances that force the closure of a shop or community facility and
where there is no demancd, or it is not viable for it to remain in its current or alternative community use. In such
circumstances it might be better for the premises bo revert to an alternative use but only if certain circumstances can be
proven

The provision of sport and recreation facilities can play & significant rale in supporting the health and wetfare of residents
of &ll ages. The loss of any sport and recreation facility will have a significant impact on the provision of opportunities

t0 participats in fitness and sport and it is essential that these facilites are maintained and improved to support healthy
fifestyles in future years,

The Neightiourhood Man
»  |dentifies exssting services and facilities where proposals for thew enhancement will generally be supported and
where any loss o other uses will néed 10 demonstrate thal there i no fonger a demand

o Protects masting playing figlds and sports facilities from being lost unless it can be demonstrated that thereis a
surplus of fackity to meet locat needs or that replacement facilities will be prowided in an equally accessible
Incaton

«  Erables the expansion of playing fiedds and sports facilities 25 long &s adequate car parking can be provided on site

Community Aspirations

For services and facilities, a range of aspirations are proposed including:
v Older children “kick-about” facility and teenagers play facilities
»  Enhanced provision of Utter and dog waste bins

Highways and Travel

Neighbourhood Plans have litile power to introduce highway improvements as most schemes will not require planning
permission. Improvements are therelare reliant on the County Council's Highways Department for investment in projects
or improvements required as part of the mitigation of the impact of development proposals.

Community Aspirations
The Nesghbourhood Plan promotes safer and sustainable travel through 3 number of aspérations, including
+  Prumating and developing public transpart imtiatives
«  Traffic calming and a 20mph zone on Rushmere Sireet
o Initistives to address spesding vehicles

v Makng the use of footways sater as wedl a5 addibional sate-cycling routes and additional safe crossing points on
Woodbridge Road

¢ Apublic rights of way review, mcluding assessing thelr accessibility to all users
ot A riahmerestardrew onesulfolk nel neightoushood- plaa/l
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Feedback

The full version of the Plan is available to download at
http:/frushmerestandrew.onesuffolk.net/

If you do not have access to the internet, paper copies will be available to view at the
Parish Council Office and Kesgrave Library.

Parish Council Office: Monday - Thursday 10.00 - 1400
Piease phone the Parish Office before travelling to make sure stalf are available Telephone: 01473 711509

Hesgrave Library:  Monday 0900 - 1200 Tuesday 0900 - 1200, 1430 - 1700
Wednesday 1430 - 1800 Thursday 1430 - 2000
Friday 0500 - 1200, 1430 - 1700 Saturday 1000 - 1700
Sunday 1000 - 1500

Drop-in Events

We'll be at:

Village Hall, Humber Doucy Lane on Saturday 18 September between 14.30 and 18.30
Tower Hall, Broadlands Way on Tuesday 28 September between 14.30 and 18.30
where you'll be able to find out more about the Plan and talk to members of the
Working Group.

How to comment
During the consultation period the Neighbourhood Plan website will have an online survey
form which you can complete.

The above venues and contacts will also have printed response forms which you can
complete and leave in the post boxes provided or post back to the Parish Council.

We want your comments, even if you support everything in the Plan.
COMMENTS MUST BE RECEIVED BY MONDAY 1 NOVEMBER -
WE CANNOT ACCEPT COMMENTS AFTER THIS TIME,

http://rushmerestandrew.onesuffolk.net/neighbourhood-plan/
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Appendix 4 — Regulation 14 Consultation Drop-In Event
Display Boards

I B AR R R RARRRREENRU SR RERERRERERRERERERERERENEEERRRESRNRERERNE SN NERRNNRERERERENDENN]

The story so far

Owver the past vear 2 Weorking Group formed by the 2arish Coundil, with the assistance of a lacal
Planning Cansultancy, has been preparirg a Me'ghbourhood Plan for the parish of Rushmers St Andres.

Dwring this time we've conducted household surveys, commissianed specialist studies and provided
feedback in <he form of a leaflet in March this year.

Wa've now reached a maor milestane and are commencing corsuliatior an the Draft Plan,
{Consultation lasts until Menday 1 Movenber, a period of & weeks.

EEEBFBEESFFEES NN A A

LE AR R A S SN RN REERES S PRERESENEREERENREESAEREEIERNERHRSNERSELEERSEEERESEENRRENEZSSS RS

What is a Neighbourhood | |How it is prepared?

Pl an? Fbere ane o pamber o stages L buve Lo be completed, o llostrated.
! B : - Sorpe of these stages are govermed by the ey labions for propacing
It is a new kind ot 2'anning documert desionad neighbzurhood plans and so there = ra short cut.

to allow local people to play 2n act va part ir

planring their area. It car quids the

cevelagment and cansarvation o tha village. It

can, far example, alne identity ooopasals for

= Irnjarondng areas:

+ Friwvining neww facilities;

= Sites far new <levelapin 2rt:

* Frolecling =iles of covitznrwenlal o bislonc
vuality.

When cormplete, it will Sorm part of the
szrtutory developmert pla~ for the a-ea,
mearirg Ezst Sufalk Zouncil and Flarnirg
Inzpactors will have to take note of what t zavs
wher consider ng deve cpment proposals.

Cammurity invalvemeant s a major part of the
process o cevelapirg a Meighbourkcad Plan

ard trust be approverd in = ozl referencdim
I3efmre it car ne used

Over the next & weeks you have
an opportunity to read the Plan
and submit your comments.

The boards that follow provide PARISH
information about the Flan. REFERENDLUM

WE NEED YOUR VIEWS
BY 1 NOVEMEER

32



Plan Contents

awhaole,

B Historic Environment
B Development Design
B Services and Facilities
B Highways and Travel

The Plan itself is a large document and necessarily quite complex in places as it will be
used to decide whether planning applications should be approved,

Based on the issues identified during the initial stages of preparing the Neighbourhood
Plan, the following themes have been identified but would urge you to view the Plan as

B Landscape and Natural Environment

The Plan contains:

Planning Policies

These will be used to supplement the Lacal
Plan when decisions an planning
applications are made.

Policies Maps
These lllustrate areas of land or buildings
where palicies in the Plan apply.

Community Aspirations

Local initiatives to address non-planning
matters and concerns raised in the
Household Survey.

Neighbourhood Plans cannot contradict
the main government planning policies or
the strategic policies in the Local Plan for
the area. For example, they cannct propose
less development than is planned for in the
adopted Local Plan.

WE ESPECIALLY WANT YOUR COMMENTS ON THE PLANNING POLICIES

PLEASE COMMENT, EVEN IF YOU SUPPORT THE PLAN
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A Vision for Rushmere St Andrew
e

In 2036, Rushmere St Andrew will be a great place where:

+ Young people can settle and raise their own families because there is an abundance
of facilities for them (play areas for younger and older children, sports facilities,
schoaols, access to nature, community centres, etc)

Parents can be confident to let their children walk or cycle to schoo! knowing that
they are safely separated from motorised traffic

Professionals are happy to locate their businesses in the parish because of the
outstanding infrastructure, facilities and access to transport networks

» Older people can be confident that the parish has appropriate housing, services and
facilities for their needs

« All residents can have continded and improved access to enjoy the natural landscape
in and around the parish

» The parish’s heritage, environment and natural surroundings are rigorously protected
from development and encroachment from the main Ipswich and Kesgrave
conurbations

«  Environmentally friendly infrastructure and transport options for residents is
developed

The Vision translates into planning policies and community
aspirations in the remainder of the Plan

Landscape and
Matural Envirenment

Higtoric Emviranmeant E'I'."JE"-E-".'}“'I&T'IT Giesign Sepiced anad Faclimles Higlvweays aned Travel

';-'f

The planning policies will be used by East Suffolk Council when considering
planning applications

The community aspirations consist of projects that we will seel to deliver locally

DO YOU SUPPORT THE VISION?
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= The Flanning Strategy provides an overarching
guide as ta where new develapment can and
can’t take place. A new Local Plan far the former
Suffolk Coastal area was approved by East
Suffelk Council in 2020. The Neighbourhood
Plan has to conform with the Local Plan,

s For Rushmers 5t Andrew, the Local Plan defines
“Settlement Bouhdaries” around the main built-
up areas of the parish, cutside of which
proposals for new development will only be
permitted in exceptional and specified
circurmstances.

= The Local Plan alsa protects the open area
adjoining much of Humber Doucy Lane and
including the sports pitches as impoartant open
spaces.

Housing

= The Meighbourhood Plan does not identify any
further sites for new housing over and above
those already with planning permission and yet
o be built, but the development of suitable
“infill* plots within the Settlement Boundaries is
supparted in principle,

Settlernent Boundaries

POLICY RSAT — PLANNING STRATEGY

The Weighbaurhaad Plan area will accommodare development commensurate with Rushmers St Andrew’s desigration in the
‘adapted Lacal Plan ) ! !

The fecus far new development will be wathin the Settlement Boundary, as defired on the Folicies Mz

Prapasals far development located outside the Settlement Bourdary will only be permitted where they zre in accordarce
~with naticnal and District leval policies.

DO YOU SUPPORT THIS POLICY?

—— [ i
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Development between Humber Doucy Lane and Tuddenham Lane

The main implication of the Lacal Plan for the parish is the
prapasal for housing narth of Humber Doucy Lane and
straddling the boundary with [pswich Borough. Inall, itis
anticipated that around 650 homas will be built on the site
and the Neighbourhood Plan cannot overturn this proposal.

The Neighbourhood Plan requires;

+  tHe provision for a significant reinforcement of
existing planting and additional tree planting alohg
the narthem bouncary of the site sdjoining
Tuddedenhatm Lane andd in thevicinity of existing homes
off Tuddenham Lane.

+  the planting scheme should be designed to maintain
the separation of the enlarged urhan area of [pswich
with the rural and tranguil nature of this part of
Rushmere S0 Andraw,

+ Mo new vehicular access onta Tuddenham Lane and
Seven Coftages Lane

POLICY R5AZ - LAND AT HUMBER
DOUCY LANE

in addition to the provisiors for the develepment
a* land for housing at Humber Doucy Lane set out
in Palicy SCLP12.24 of the Sutinlk Coastal Local
Plan and a5 identified on the Policies Map,
develapment shall make provizion for a significant
reinfarcement of eisting plarting and additioral
tree planting aleng the northern boundary of the
siter adjrining Tuddenbam Lane and in the vicinty
of existing residential propeities off Tuddenham
Lane. In particular. the planting scheme should be
designed on the premize of mairtaining the
separatian of the enlarged urban area of Ipswich
with the rural and tranguil nature of this part o’
the Meigh bourhood Area.

The corstruction of 5 new vehicular access anta
Tudderham Lane and Seven Cottages Lane will
not be supparted.

a1k
.\

Ipswich Boraol

h

- iy
; !
Rushmere 5t Andrew Parish
l'.l':'
/ A
i
[

DO YOU SUPPORT THIS POLICY?
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Landscape Character

The Residents’ Survey indicated that there is strong support
for the natural enviranment and a recognition of its rale in
reinfarcing sense of place and providing a guality
environment inwhich ta live. Our update in March provided
information about the content of a Landscape Appraisal that
was commissianed as part of preparing the Plan,

The outcome of that work has provided the basis far
measures to protect the special characteristics of the parish
including important views, especially north of the village
across the Fynn Yalley.

The Neighbourhood Plan requires:
+  theconservation and enhancerment of the landscape
character af the parish, and
«  that development does nat have a detrimental
irmpact an identified important views.
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POLICY RSA3 - PROTECTION OF
LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND
IMPORTANT VIEWS

T canserve the essentizl landscape, hertace
and rural character o the Metghibourhaodd Flan
Area, development propaosals shall, as
apprapriate to the development. demonstrate
hawe thiy:

i.  have regard to, and conserve, or enhance,
the landzcape character ard the setting of
the patish, as referenced in the Bushmers
Lamdscape Agpraisal, and

il will ersure that there is no detiimental
impact on the key features of the impartant
views identified or the Policies Map.




Landscape and Natural Environment

Trees and Hedgerows

Acrass the parish the influence of trees and
hedgerows play a significant rcle in determining the
character of the area and their retention and
enhancement will be supported.

The Neighbourhood Plan requires:
that the loss of or substantial harm o,
mpartdnt treas, hedgerows-and other natural

teatures such as ponds and watergourses a5 2

resuit of development 15 avoided
. whakg [agg 1o necessary measures 1o renlace anid

mitigate the loss should be provided, Including

ds-part ofan access iod sie

POLICY RSA4 — PROTECTION OF TREES, HEDGEROWS AND OTHER NATURAL FEATURES

Develapment groposals shouk] avoid the loss of or substartial harm to, impartant trees, hedgeross and other natural
features such as ponds and watercourses. Where such losses o harm are unavoidalle:

.. the benefits of the dovelopment proposal must be demaonstrated to clearly outweigh any impacts: and

ii. suitalle mitigation measures, that may inclode equivalent or better replacement of the lost features will be reguired.

1115 expected that the mitigation measures will form an integral part ot the design concept and layaut of ary development
scheme, and that the desigr of development will be landscape-ted and agproprate in relation to its setting, context and have
regard to ongaing maragement,

Wihere new access bs created, or an existing access is widened, through an exdsting hedgenow, a new hedgerow of native
species shall be planted or the splay refurns into the site to maintain the appearance and continuity of hedgeraws in the
wvicinby.

@ Tl
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Settlement Gaps

Around the Foxhall Road area of the parish, including
araund Broke Hall Prirmary Schoal and Arundel Way,
there is no distinet separation of the parish and greater
Ipswich. This iz distinctly diffarent around Rushmere
Street where a gap remains between the village and the
development on Humber Doucy Lane, The Blan
identifies this gap as something to protect so that the
remaindar of the parish does not lase its identity az a
distinct settlement. '

The Neighbourhood Plan:

+  Reinforces the apen space designation in the Local
Plan by identifying an “important gap” betwean
Rushmere 5t Andrew village and Humber Doucy
Lame.

POLICY RSAS - SETTLEMENT GAPS

The generally open and undeveloped nature af the Settlemant Gaps. as identified or the Policies Map, will be protected from

development to help prevent coslescence and retain the separate identity of Bushmars St Andrew:

Development which is otherwise in contomity of
Policy K5A 1 will only be penmitted within-a
Settlement Gap where:

iy itwould not undermine the physical andfor visual separation of the settlements; and

i) it would not compromise the integrity of the Settlement Gap, sither individually or cumulstively with cther existing or

proposed development..

DO YOU SUPPORT THIS POLICY?
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Open Spaces

Across the parish number of open spaces across the Parish
gualify for the Government's "Local Green Space” designation,

These tend to be smaller spaces such as play area, amenity
spaces in housing areas as well as the Sandlings Local Maturs
reserve and the Mill Strearm.

Rushmere Heath is too large to qualify for this designation, but
it is protected as it's registerad Commen Land,

The Neighbourhood Plan:
» designates a number ot Local Green Spaces where
developrrent will not normally be parmitted except in
exceEptinnal circumstances.

POLICY RSAG - LOCAL GREEN SPACES

The fellawing Local Green Spaces are desigrated in this Plar and idertified
an the Folicies Map: '

The local greens either side of the Strest and Playfond Road Roundzbeoot
The greens i Playford | 2ne and Haolly | zre

The gre_eﬁ nppnéite Elm Road

The greens betweer Holly Boad ard Clry Bood

Chestnut Pond, The Strest

The Limes Pond. The Street

Little Heath

Sardlings Local Mature Reserve

Thi will Stizam

190 Broadlands Way Open Space

11 Brockhill Way Open Space

12 Salehurst Road Flay Area

13 Chastnut Close Play Area

14 EIaJEru Wy J Gweerdeline Close Open Space

B S
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Historic Environment

Historic Buildings

There are just five Listed Buildings in the parish and no designated conservation area, but the built
heritage is vary important to the identity of our parish.

The Plan identifies a nurnber of properties that have spedial qualities or historic association and make a

“positive contribution” to the character of the parish,

The MNeighbourhood Plan:
» identifies "Mon-designated Heritage Assels” where their character, histary and surroundings will be
taken into account by East Suffalk Coundl when cansidering planning applications.

POLICY RSAT — NON-DESIGNATED HERITAGE ASSETS
Tha retention and pratection of the folicwing Mon-Desiqnated Heritage Aszets as idenfitied on the Policies Map, will be
secured,

1. Iheald shop terrace, Helly Lare 11. The Cottage, The Strect

2. The Qld Forge ard Blacksmiths House: The Street 12, The Qld Rectory, The Street

3. The cottages opposite The Forge, The Street 13 The Old Church Hall. Hurmber Doucy Lare

4. The two cattzges or South of Playtard Lane 14, Baptist Church f The Chapel The Street

5. 128 anc 150 The Strest 15, The Qld School iCommunity Hulyl, Humber Doucy Lare

& The Lodge, The Street 16, Willa Farrm, Tuddenbam Lare

7. Thelimes Lodge: The Strect 17, The Water Tower, Bixley Drive

& Rush Cattage, Playtord Road 18. EBixley Hall, Bixley Drive

% Colombia House, Playford Road 1% The Galt Fotel, Foxhall Read

10, The Carmelite Muns Howse, 23 Birchwaoad Drive 20 The tarmer Falcon PH and adjqining cottages, Playtond
Road

Propasals for amy werks 1o a Mon Dosignated Heritage Asset will be assessed in accardance with Palicy SCLE11.6 of the
adopted Local Plan.
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Special Character Area

There is no designated Conservation Area in the Neighbourhood Area
Properties along The Street and the environment in which they sit do, in combination, have distinct
qualities that are of high environmental value,

The Neighbourhood Plan designates the area on the northemn side of The Street as a Special Character
Area.

Development proposals that do not take account of the built and natural qualities of this area could have
a significant wider impact on its character and will not be supported.

POLICY RSAB - RUSHMERE ST N . ﬁ.
ANDREW VILLAGE SPECIAL L
CHARACTER AREA BT comat Do s

®  Lo=dbaiseyg .

A Special Character Area i identified on the
Policies Map. Within this area. as well as having @ Loty Sorfican uldng —=
regard to the need 1o presenve or enhance the
significance of the haritage assets in or adjoining
the area, consideration should be given as o
how a proposal enhances the distinct
characteristics of the identified area.

A proposal will not be supported where the
harm causzed as a result of the impact of 3
proposed scheme is not justified by the public
benefits that would be provided.

DO YOU SUPPORT THIS POLICY?

] ==
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Development Design

As part of the government-funded Meighbourhood Planning Technical Support package, Design
Guidelines and Codes have been prepared far the Parish.

Development propasals will be expacted to have regard to the local charactar as well as the overall
Design Guidelines for the parish, expressed in design principles addressing:

+ Site Layout » Quality of place
« Well-cannected roads and footpaths v Sustainability

+ Maintaining the local character

Few, if any, homes in the Parish are located within flood zones and therefore the risk of flooding from
watercourses is minimal. Howewver, many roads, in particular, suffer from surface water flooding after
heavy rain. Mew development will reed 1o manage water run-off from hard ar impermeable surfaces 1o
reduce the risk of flooding.

The Neighbourhood Plan seeks to ensure that new development meets design criteria that
include:

= Minimising impact on existing residents
= Providing adecuate car parking or-site and including vehicle chamging points
» Broviding suitable ducting far superfast broadband

 Minimesing water run-aff and flooding

« Maintalning and improving highway safety

« Mot-allowing new homes o be buift inthe rear gardens of existing hames.
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Development Design

POLICY RSAS - DESIGN COMNSIDERATIONS

Prapasals for new development must reflect the local characteristics and circumstances in the Meighbourhood Plan Area and
create and contnbute toa high quality, safe and sustainable crvirenment

In addition to having regard to the Matioral Mode!l Design Code, all planrirg applications should demonstrate how they
satisty the requirements of the Development Desigr Principles in Appendz 1 af the Meighbourhood Flan, as apprapriate to
the proposal.

Ir zddition, proposats will be supparted where:
a. the key features, characteristics. landscapeAuilding character, local distinctiveness and special gqualities of the area are
miaintained and erhanced;

b. thereis no loss of important open, greer or landscaped areas, including importart Open Areas as identified ar the
Palicies Map, which make a significart cantribution to the character and appearance of that part of the Neighbourhood
Plan Area;

¢, faking mitigation measures inte accaunt. important lardscape characteristics including trees ard ancient hedgerows and
other praminent topegraphical features identificd in the Neighbourhood Flan Landscape Appraisal are not adwersely
affected;

d.  designs, in accordance with standards maictain or enhance the safety of the highway network enzaring that all vehicle
parkimg i5 provided within the plot and s=ek always to ensure permeability through new housing areas. cannecting any
nev development inta the heart of the existing settlement;

& any water run-o would not add-to or create surface water flooding:

f awappropnate, they make sdeguate provisien for the covened storoge of all wheelie bins and cypde storage in accordane:
with adopted cycle parking standards:

suitable cuctirg capahie of accepting tibre to enable superfast broadhand is incduded:
h. one electric vehicle charging point per pew off-street parking place created is provided,

L. the design and materials have regard to the Bushmere 5t ardrew Pesign Guidelines and Codes ard does not adwersely
change the character of the site or its settikg,

. theyame located so as users and nearby residents would not be significantly and adversely affected by roize, smell,
vibratior, overlooking, light or other forms of poliution unless adeguate mitigatior can be incorporated as part o® the
proposal, and

i rhey weid nat result new hiouses oF Dungalaws Being constructed in rear gardens of existing cwellings.,
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Services and Facilities

Residents of the parish are well placed to access services and facilities due to its location on the edge of
[pswich, but it is important that there remains an apprapriate level of services at a local level to meet day
ta day needs of residents,

During the lifetime of the Plan there may be circumstances that force the clasure of a shop or
community facility and where there is ne demand, ar it is not viable Tor it ta remain in its current ar
altarnative community use. In such circumstances it might be better for the premises to revert to an
alternative use but only if certain circumstances can be proven.

The provision of spart and recreation facilities can play a significant role in supparting the health ard
walfare of residents of all ages. The loss of any sport and recreation facility will have a significant impact
an the provision of opportunities to participate in fitness and sport and 1t is essertial that these facilities
are maintained and improved to suppart healthy lifestyles in future years,

The MNeighbourhood Plan:

» ldentifies existing services and facilities where proposals far their enhancement will generally be
supported and where any loss to other uses will need to demanstrate that there is no longer a
demand

»  Pratects existing playing fields and sports facilities from being last unless it can ke demanstrated
Lhat there is a surplus of facility to meet local needs or that replacement facilities will be provided in
an equally accessible lacation

+  Enables the expansion of playing fields and sports facilities as long as adequate car parking can be
pravided on site.
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Services and Facilities

POLICY RSATC - PARISH SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Propasals that would result in the |oss of the fallawing =ervices and fcilitiez. as identified ar the Folicies Map, will be
determined in accordance with Policy SCLPE. of the Eoczl Plan,

= TheVillage Fall

+  Broke Hall Primary Schocl

¢ Aflotments

+ Tower Hall

= 5t Andrew’s Walk Local Centre

- Reech Road Local Centre

= St Andrew's Churich

= Rushmere Baptist Church

+  Arles Business Park, Woodbridge Road

+  The Golf Hotel PH

« The Ozk Tree Community Farm

Irdividuat retsil premises ot identified on the Policies Map are also caverad by the provision of the palicy,

Prapasals far the erhancement o the existirg services and “acilities will generatly be supperted subject to there being no
significant adverse impact on the natural and historc envirorment, infrastracture and the amenity of residents.

POLICY RSA11 - OPEN SPACE, SPORT AND RECREATION FACILITIES

Proposals for the pravision, enbarcement and/ern expansion of amenity, Sport of recreation open space or facilities will be
permitied subject to compliance witk ather Palicies in the Development Flan ar<d a demonstration that the Facility can pravide
sufficient car parking ore-site (o meet dernands and wall not resalt in car parking aneearby oads,

Crevelopment which will result in the loss of existing amenity, sport or recreation open space or facilities will not be allowed
unless:

a it can he demanstrated that the space or facility is surplus to requirement against the local planning authorins stardards
for that lecation, and the proposed Ioss will not resultin a likely shastfall during the plan period; ar

b replacement for the space o facilities lost is made svailable, o at least equivalent quantity and guality, and in a suitable
[ocation to meet the needs of users of the existing space or facility.

Any replacement provision should tzke account of the needs of the settlement where the development is taking place and the
current standards of oper space and sports tacility provision adopted by the local planning authority.

Where necessary to the acceptability of the development, the laczl planning autharity will reguire developers of new Fausing,
office. retail ard ather commercial and mixed development to provide open space including play areas, farmal
spartiecraation aras, amenity areas ard whore appropriate indeor sports fadlites or to provide land and a financial
contribution towards the cast and mainterance of existing or new facilities, 2: appropriate. These facilibies will be secured
through the use o conditicns andsor planning obligations.

Clukhauses, pavilions, car parking and ancillary facilities must be of a high standard of design and internal lavout.

The location of such facilities must be well relaten and sensitive 1o the topography, character and uses o the surrourdirg
area, particulary when located in or clase to residential areas. Propesals whick give rise 1o intrusive feadiighting will rat be
penmitted,
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Highways and Travel

MNeighbourhood plans have little power to introduce highway improvements as most schemes will not
require planning permission. Improvements are therafore refiant on the Caunty Council's Highways
Department for investment in projects or impravements required as part of the mitigation of the impact
af development proposals,

The Neighbourhood Plan:
» includes a palicy 1o improve and extend the existing network of public rights of way

»  sets aut 2 number of aspirations to imprave oppartunities for sustainable travel

» confirms the intention to designate a number of *Guiet Lanes” in the north of the parish

POLICY RSA 12 - FUBLIC
RIGHTS OF WAY

Measures to improve and
cxterd the custing notwork
af public rights of way will
be supported if their value
as bindiversity corridors is
recognised and protected
and efferts are made to
enhance biodiversity as part
of the propesal.

Quiet Lanes

Quiet Lanes are minor rural roads, typically © or unclassified routes,
which have been designated by local highway authaorities to pay special
attention 1o the needs of walkers, avclists, harse riders ahd othet
vulnerable road users, and ta offer protection from speeding traffic.

Cars are not banned from Quist Lanes but these lanes are signposted to
help drivers 1o 'Expect and Respect’ other non- motorised road users who
may ke sharing the road.
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baard,

Although not part of the formal Neighbourhood Plan, a number of Community Aspirations are included
to address issues that have been raised during the preparation of the Plan. They are all set aut on this

We would welcome your comments on them as part of the consultation,

Community Aspiration 1 - Wildiife
Managemeant

There will be contiruec liaisor with the
Trastees of Rushmere Comron anc: Sast
Suffolc Counsil toidentify and
irmplement wildlifs ranagement armas
thar Corvmer ane acjpiem ol natllire
FaRars,

Commmunlty Asplration 2 - Wild East
Project

The Parish Council will continrue to
davelop wildlife projects 85 8 member of
the Rewilding Farumn within the
Carnmunity Parnership "eam ot Zast
Surtalle Coursgil, In tarm, parishes ame
enrcagracgsd o leak o suppart the Wil
Eass profect. hitpsfwewowildepst coouk

Community Aspiration 3 - Re-wilding

The Parish Councif will continue o
cevelop wildlifz projects as & member of
the Rewsilding Faram witkin the
Community Partnorship Team of East
Sutfeke Councl e tum, parishes g
ancourayed 0ok o suppor the Wil
Zast praject, PTtps fenanildeast.oe Lk

Community Aspiration 4 - Veteran and
Arncient Trees

A plqir:l;! 15 2 b e Labdinhesd Qo ndn:nl,if_q
and map the speces fype and location
o Weteran and Ancient |reed across the
parish along with mapping significant
tracts of other trees and hedges This
project will complernent pravious tres
surveys and it is antic patad that the
initial survey will ke ap to teo vears
using e zkill and expertize of trained
arboriculturists and it is anticipatec itwill
be firarced by Locality Fund Bucgets.

Community Aspimation 5 - Fugging
the gaps

Ezsential to the identfization of
signifecanst hedaerove ancd bee belis will
b dex icdentify “gaps’. The Perish Crwnil
wall geek bk vith residents,
developers and landowners 1o look o
“plug the gaps” wherever poscible.
*Bligqing the gaps® is a further project
emerging fram the Rewikling Faum
rrentioned shove, which = to identify
and map "Wildlifs Comicaors” througho ot
the pansh arnd beyond.

Comimunity Aspirsiion 6 - Planting
Initiative

The Pensh Ceancl s |;;l|an|1ir|_r| W p|1—|r|1
approximataly 2,500 tress over a five-
vaar pericd (to represert the
approdimata number of househalds in
he parishy It is anticipated that the first
|zlarting will take place i early Spring
2022,

Commurity Aspiration 7 - Older
Children “Hick-about™ Fachlity

The Paiish Council will wark with loczl
lardowners and sports dubs toiclentify
a zuitalle space in the north of the
parish ‘or @ “kick-akout” facility for older
children

Community Aspiration § - Oider
Teenagers Play Facilities

The Farish Councll wall seek to provide
dirrhlireyplay faclitles foe clder
TEENAYRTS

Community Aspirmtion 2 - Litter
Throgz b cendinmeed dialegune wiik
parishicrers the Farish Council wll kack
toidentily “urlther locetiors which fay
bie enhanced lyy the provision of Litter
Bins and / or Dog Waste Bins,

Cammunity Aspiration 10+ Publie
Transport Initisthves

winrk wiTh relevent agencies to support,
pramaote and develop use of pullic
trensport anc sccesability for J=ars,
including tha use of lea’lets, newslettsr
artickes 21 to give de@ils of bus
routesftirretabiosftrovel apps eto o
proricts Non car journsys.

Commumity Aspiration 11 - Rushmerg
Stroet Traffic Calming

This Pizrish Coreeil will wurle with
televant agencies to achsve traffi
calming end a 20 mph 2oee through
Puss hirere Strest.

Community Aspiration 13 -
Encauraging Walking and Cyeling
The Parisk Councl will work with all
relevant agencias to achiawa traffic
czlming ard a 2C mph zane through
Rushmere Strest

Community Asplration 12 - Speeding

Thes Farish Cesanril will waork wWith all
relesant ageroles 1o address the s of
spaading vehicles,

tis proposed to develop @ nurkber of
lacaticns as suitable sites to deploy S1Ds
and AMPR devices.

Community Spsedwatch will b=
supported. and the use of Malice
resourzes will be requested as
appropristo.

DO YOU SUPPORT THE COMMU
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See Policies Map North
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DO YOU SUPPORT THE POLICIES MAP?
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Conzultation on the Naighbourhood Plan ends on
Menday 1 Movember

At the end of the consultatior the Parish Couneil il
review all your submitted comments, a5 well a5 those
fram arganisaticns such az the District Council, Natural
Ermgland. Histeric England and the Environment Agency,
before deciding it any amendments to the Flan ae
reguired.

At the same time a “Consultation Statemert” ard a
document known as the "Basic Conditions Statement”
will be prepared. The Final Draft Plan — known as the
"Sukmission Plan” and the above documents will be pue
to the Parsk Coundl for approval “or submissien te East
Suiffalk Coeunil,

Retersndum

It the Examiner recommends that 3 Parish Referancum
on the Plan shauld take place, this will ke crganised and
[aaicl for by East Suffolk Councl i the same way as 2
lacal electicn.

Matice will be given of the Referendum and all those
living in tte parish that are entitied 0 vote will be asked
whether the Neighbourhood Flan should be appraoved.
Mo miatter how many turn cut to vote, iF mone votes say
“¥es" then the Meighbourhoad Plan will be adopted.

Further Consuttation
East Suffole will carry out & forther  sis-wesk

‘consultation on the Meighbourhood Plan before it is

submitted 19 an Independert Framiner,

Examination

The Independent Examiner will review the Man and

consider any  objections to it The Examirer must

consider:

« whether having regard to naticnal policies and advice
cortained in guidance by the Scoretary of State, it is
appropnate to approve the neighbourhood plar

¢ the approval af the reighbourhood plan contributes
to the achievement of sustainable dﬁrelupmmr.

+ the approval of the neighbourtond plan s in general
corformity with the strtegic policies centained i the
Eaxt Suffelk Local Plan;

* the approval o the neighbuu rhond develapmeant
plan dess rot brezch, and is otherwise compatible
with, FUl abliganions {despite Brewit),

The Examiner's Report will recommend whether the

Flar, possibly with amendments, should procesd to a

referendurr in the parish,

Thank you for visiting the Neighbourhood Plan consultation event today
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East Suffolk Council
Neighbouring Parish Councils:
Brightwell, Foxhall & Purdis Farm Group Parish Council
Kesgrave Town Council
Tuddenham St Martin Parish Council
Playford Parish Council
Ipswich Borough Council
Suffolk County Council;
Natural England:
Environment Agency:
Historic England:
NHS:
Ipswich and East Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group:
Suffolk Preservation Society:
Homes England
Network Rail
Highways Agency
Anglian Water
UK Power Networks
Suffolk Wildlife Trust
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Dear Sir / Madam

RUSHMERE ST ANDREW NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN - PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
(REGULATION 14)

As part of the requirements of the Localism Act 2011 and Regulation 14 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2015 (as amended), Rushmere St Andrew
Parish Council is undertaking a Pre-Submission Consultation on the Draft Neighbourhood
Plan for the Parish. East Suffolk Council has provided your details as a body/individual we are
required to consult and your views on the Draft Neighbourhood Plan would be welcomed.

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

This Pre-Submission Consultation runs until Monday 1 November 2021.
We look forward to receiving your comments. If possible, please submit them online at
https://www.smartsurvey.co.uk/s/RushmereNP/ or, if that is not possible, please send them in

a reply to this email.

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

Sections 1, 2 and 3 comments

D Gill - 2.1: Neolithic rather than 'Stone Age'? Or are there Noted. This is the None
Mesolithic finds? information that was
1000 years: Anglo-Saxon settlement would suggest provided to us.

over 1000 years.

2.6. and 2.7. Details are in Pevsner (Suffolk): worth

checking.
M HANCOCK | IPSWICH RUGBY Broadly speaking the plan seems good with the The Plan does not say None
FOOTBALL CLUB notable exception of 3.7 whereby you state that land | this. The Plan seeks to
currently in use under license as rugby protect existing sports
pitches/training areas will be used for housing. pitches from being lost.

This may be inevitable and we have absolutely no
issue with the landowner in this respect but wish to
know where the provision for replacement (and
enhancement) may fall within your planning.

Please see comments under the relevant section.

D Wood n/a Pleased to see and fully support Para 3.6, viz Noted None
'protection of sports pitches and other open areas
between the village and the parish boundary as
recreation and open space, to retain settlement
separation.'

Para 3.8 Agree sufficient housing development
sites/numbers already identified and that
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Neighbourhood Plan does NOT need to identify any
more

R Stanley

Great document. Please include the green verges up
the side of Playford Lane, just as you have on Holly
Lane. The lane needs to stay single lane to retain the
rural village appeal the plan promotes. Don't loose
the established hedgerows and trees within these
verges for a access to executive homes at the top of
the lane. Any new homes could be adjacent to the
Eaton Place entrance, across that field, but not close
to the roundabout, to retain that gateway appeal.
Thanks.

It is not considered that
these verges, which are
much smaller than this in
Holly Lane, meet the
Local Green Space
definition set out by the
Government.

None

Ipswich Borough Council

As per our comments regarding Policy RSA 1,
Paragraph 3.7 needs to be updated to reflect the
intended change in site capacity at Humber Doucy
Lane from 496 dwellings to 449 dwellings. Therefore,
reference to “around 650 homes” should be
amended to “around 600 homes” accordingly.

The Plan will be updated
accordingly.

Amend Para 3.7 to make
reference to 600 homes
rather than 650.

Suffolk County Council

Archaeology

Chapter 2

This section is very well researched and highlights
the archaeological history of the parish going back to
the Palaeolithic. It is suggested that this chapter state
that more information on the archaeological sites in
Rushmere St Andrew can be found through the
Suffolk Heritage Explorer:
https://heritage.suffolk.gov.uk/.

This is not considered
necessary in this section
of the Plan.

None

East Suffolk Council

Section 1 - Introduction

Page 4 Introduction, paragraph 1.1

The word ‘general’ before ‘planning policies’ is not
considered necessary — it implies the policies couldn’t
be site specific or cover a topic area in detail.

The Plan will be amended

Amend Para 1.1 to delete
“general”
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Page 5 Map 1
A key should be included to reference the blue line
on the map.

Page 6 Introduction, paragraph 1.5

It would be beneficial to include the full title of the
Local Plan i.e. Suffolk Coastal Local Plan (September
2020).

Page 6 Introduction, paragraph 1.6
Suggest remove ‘the’ before ‘East Suffolk Council’ in
the final line.

Page 6 Timetable diagram

It is suggested that the future timescales are shown
as indicative/anticipated, as timings may change as
the preparation of the Plan moves forward and may
become dated.

It is considered to be
obvious what the
Neighbourhood Plan area
is and no amendment is
necessary.

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

The fact that they are
shown as seasons is
considered vague
enough.

None

Amend Para 1.5 as
follows:

Given the relationship of
neighbourhood plans and
local plans, and the fact
that East Suffolk Council
adopted the local plan for
the former Suffolk Coastal
Local Plan area in
September 2020, the
Rushmere St Andrew Plan
focuses on planning
matters of local interest
by adding value to the
content of the local plan
rather than repeating it.

Amend Para 1.6 to delete

“the” before East Suffolk
Council.

None
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Page 7 Introduction, paragraph 1.11

It would be beneficial to also explain what sort of
response was received to the exercise seeking
residents’ opinions on Local Green Space and Non-
Designated Heritage Assets and/or provide a
summary if it is to be covered in detail in the relevant
sections. It is expected this would also be covered in
the evidence base documents for these two areas of
the Plan, noting these are yet to be published.

Page 7 Introduction, paragraph 1.12

Reference to ‘East Suffolk’s approval’ is considered to
be misleading as the Council has certain parameters
in which it makes its decision to proceed to
referendum, as per Regulation 18 of the 2012
Neighbourhood Plan Regulations (as amended).
Perhaps this could be better phrased along the lines
of “...and subject to a decision by East Suffolk Council
that the plan can proceed,...".

Section 2 — About Rushmere St Andrew

Page 8 About Rushmere St Andrew, paragraph 2.2
This paragraph draws together several different
events - to provide clarity, it is recommended that
events that happened in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries are grouped into separate
sentences.

Page 9 About Rushmere St Andrew, paragraphs 2.11
and 2.12

It would be helpful to provide more information,
and/or a map, describing the geography of the
parish, as reference is made to the village and to

Noted. The response is
published on the Parish
Council website.

This is not considered
necessary. The Plan as
written uses plain English
to explain the process.

This is not considered
necessary.

The Plan will be amended

None

None

None

Amend first sentence of
Para 2.11 as follows:

58




Bixley Farm but there isn’t an explanation as to where
Bixley Farm is and how it relates to Ipswich to the
west. There are remaining parts of Bixley Farm still
being completed and therefore it could be described
as ‘...from the 1990s..." rather than ‘...in the 1990s...

Page 9 About Rushmere St Andrew, paragraph 2.17
It isn’t clear whether the sentence is saying that all of
the organisations mentioned use the sports pitches —
it might be clearer to say ‘and’ rather than ‘or’.

Section 3 — Planning Policy Context

Page 10 Planning Policy Context, paragraph 3.1

It isn’t clear what is meant by ‘relevant Local Plan
documents’. Does this mean the Suffolk Coastal Local
Plan and evidence base? This should be clarified.

The requirement to be in ‘general conformity’ relates
specifically to the strategic policies of the Local Plan.
The basic condition of ‘having regard to the national
policies and advice contained in guidance issued by
the Secretary of State’ relates to the NPPF (and other
national policies or guidance), and this paragraph
could therefore be clarified.

Page 10 Planning Policy Context, paragraph 3.5
Paragraph 3.5 doesn't fully reflect the Local Plan
strategy which also allocates land at Humber Doucy
Lane for the development of approximately 150

This is not considered
necessary.

They are set out in the
paragraphs that follow.

Para 3.1 will be amended

This is addressed in
paragraph 3.7.

With the building of the
large housing estate on
Bixley Farm (north of
Foxhall Road) in the

1990s, a community hall
was built along with a
playground, nursery and
shops.

None

None

Amend second sentence
of Para 3.1 as follows:
The Plan must be-in

| : . .
have regard to the
content of the NPPF and
be in general conformity
with the strategic policies
of the adopted Local Plan.

None
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dwellings under Policy SCLP12.24. This should be
reflected in this paragraph.

Page 10 Planning Policy Context, paragraph 3.6
The third paragraph of Policy SCLP12.18 also
provides an overview of the strategy for residential
development in the communities surrounding
[pswich which Rushmere St Andrew is a part of, and
for completeness it would be beneficial to refer to
this.

Suggest including the title of Policy SCLP12.22
(Recreation and Open Space in Rushmere) as this will
help to explain what the policy covers. It would also
be helpful to explain that it is the retention of open
space between Ipswich and the village that is being
referred at the end of the paragraph.

Page 11 Planning Policy Context, paragraph 3.7
Sentence 2 states that the neighbourhood plan
cannot rescind the allocation north of Humber Doucy
Lane. It may also be worth adding that the
neighbourhood plan cannot seek to deliver less than
the allocated number and in this respect the
paragraph could also explain that the part of the
allocation in East Suffolk is for approximately 150
dwellings. The Ipswich Local Plan is currently going
through its Examination and therefore the part of the
allocation in Ipswich Borough is not ‘allocated’ at the
moment but could be described as an emerging and
well-advanced allocation at this stage. The
consultation on Main Modifications for the Ipswich
Local Plan Review ended on 23rd September, and the
Inspectors are therefore yet to issue a final report on
that Local Plan.

Paragraph 3.6 repeats
content of the quoted
Local Plan policy.

This is not considered
necessary.

This is not considered
necessary.

None

None

None
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Page 11 Paragraph 3.8

For clarity, this paragraph should be expanded to
include an explanation of the Parish Council’s
position in relation to the promotion of any further
housing growth through the Plan and how the
statement that it is not considered necessary to
allocate further sites for housing growth has been
arrived at, including through the request for, and
provision of, an indicative housing requirement from
East Suffolk Council. For transparency, reference
could be made to the indicative housing requirement
figure and the figures on net commitments that were
provided and that are understood to have informed
this position. The Planning Practice Guidance sets out
that whilst neighbourhood planning bodies are
encouraged to plan to meet their housing
requirements and where possible exceed it, they are
not required to plan for housing. Without further
explanation, the Examiner may be left unsure as to
the Parish Council’s position on this, and unsure of
the basis for the statement that it is not considered
necessary to allocate land for further housing
development.

The Plan will be amended

Amend final sentence of
Para 3.8 as follows:

East Suffolk Council has
prepared and adopted a
methodology for
calculating housing
requirements for new
neighbourhood areas but,
given the number of
planning permissions in
the parish and the
allocation in Humber
Doucy Lane, the
Neighbourhood Pan
considers that the
adopted Suffolk Coastal
Local Plan adequately
addresses how the future
housing needs of the
parish will be met and
that it is not considered
necessary to allocate
further sites for housing
in this Neighbourhood
Plan.

Vision
R Silburn Local History Recorder Infrastructure needs to be carefully monitored with Noted None
for Rushmere St Andrew | regard to access to transport networks.
At present poor bus service in the village and no
parking at the nearest railway station at Westerfield.
D Gill - Consider the needs of disabled people: you mention | Noted None

young families and older people.
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T Buckland - Re: Parents can be confident ..children walk/cycle to The Neighbourhood Plan | None
school... separated from motorised traffic. will become part of the
Recently East Suffolk Council passed planning East Suffolk Development
permission for 3 new homes with an access point Plan against which
directly on a busy toucan crossing planning applications will
at Woodbridge Rd/Beech Rd junction that many be determined.
children ( and others) use daily.
I don’t know how you are “safely going to separate
children” from motorised traffic if the council
continues to give permission to planning applications
in similar circumstances?
The Parish can only vote to reject such applications,
the final decision is that of East Suffolk,
so how can you state in 2036 this WILL happen?

M HANCOCK | IPSWICH RUGBY By reducing the number of playing pitches you are The Plan does not None

FOOTBALL CLUB reducing "the abundance of sports facilities" propose the loss of sports
pitches.

D Wood n/a Bullet point 1 - Yes want to encourage and enable Noted. Neighbourhood None
young people and families to reside here but that Plan does not address
requires affordable family home to be provide and housing need as this is
this is not referenced in the Vision. adequately addressed in

the Local Plan.
Ipswich Borough Council | Ipswich Borough Council support the majority of the | The Plan is looking ahead | None

overall vision set out in this chapter of the
Neighbourhood Plan. However, bullet point six of the
vision appears to cause some conflict with the
allocation of land at Humber Doucy Lane (Policy RSA
2). Specifically, the wording “...rigorously protected
from development and encroachment from the main
Ipswich and Kesgrave conurbations.” As Humber
Doucy Lane is on the edge of Ipswich there is a risk
that this strand of the vision could be narrowly
interpreted as being opposed to this development,
which would be contrary to the established Suffolk
Coastal Local Plan policy (SCLP12.24) and the

and acknowledges that
existing allocations
cannot be overruled by
the Neighbourhood Plan.
This amendment is not
considered necessary.
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emerging Ipswich Local Plan Review equivalent policy
(ISPA4).

In light of the above, it is suggested that this wording
is revisited to make clear that the Humber Doucy
Lane is excluded from this statement. Furthermore it
is noted that the development is planned to come at
the end of the IBC/SCDC Local Plan period, towards
2036 following substantial development of the
Ipswich Garden Suburb.

East Suffolk Council

Section 4 — Vision and Objectives

Page 13 Vision and Objectives, Vision These suggestions are None
Given that landscape and open space are prominent | considered to be too
themes in the policies, they do not appear detailed for a high level
particularly prominent in the vision. The vision could | vision statement.
also mention the protection of trees and hedgerows,
as well as green space and open space, if these are
key/integral to what the Plan’s policies are seeking to
achieve overall.
The penultimate bullet point appears inconsistent The Plan is looking ahead | None
with draft policy RSA2 and the allocation of the land | and acknowledges that
at Humber Doucy Lane in the Local Plan under Policy | existing allocations
SCLP12.24, in particular through inclusion of the cannot be overruled by
word ‘rigorously’ which implies that growth on the the Neighbourhood Plan.
western side of the Parish will not be supported.
The final bullet point also does not read clearly - ‘is’ | This is not considered None
could be replaced with ‘are’. necessary
Policy RSA 1 — Planning Strategy
T Buckland - Something needs to be done about the rat run Noted None

Humber Doucy Lane.
Double yellow lines?
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Traffic calming?
Speed cameras?

M HANCOCK

IPSWICH RUGBY
FOOTBALL CLUB

Because it may be detrimental to Ipswich RFC unless
alternative provision is agreed.

The Plan does not
propose the loss of sports
pitches.

None

Ipswich Borough Council

Ipswich Borough Council wish to suggest a factual
correction to paragraph 5.5 of the Draft Rushmere St
Andrew Neighbourhood Plan. Through the Ipswich
Local Plan Examination process the Ipswich Borough
Council has reduced the site capacity of Land North
of Humber Doucy Lane from 496 dwellings to 449
dwellings.

In conjunction with land identified in the Ipswich
Local Plan, East Suffolk Council has allocated Land at
Humber Doucy Lane for approximately 150
dwellings. These two-allocation combined will deliver
approximately 600 dwellings.

Paragraph 5.5 of the Draft Rushmere St Andrew
Neighbourhood Plan states that in total, it is
anticipated that some 650 dwellings will be
constructed on the site (Humber Doucy Lane). In
light of the Main Modifications to the emerging
Ipswich Local Plan, the Parish Council may wish to
update the combined housing delivery figure from
650 dwellings to approximately 600 dwellings.

Policy RSA 1 of the Draft Rushmere St Andrew
Neighbour Plan states that “The focus for new
development will be within the Settlement Boundary,
as defined on the Policies Map. Proposals for
development located outside the Settlement
Boundary will only be permitted where they are in
accordance with national and District level policies.”
Ipswich Borough Council suggest that the term

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

Amend Para 5.5

Amend Para 5.5

Amend Policy RSA 1
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‘District level policies’ is replaced with ‘local plan
policies’ to reflect NPPF terminology and the
allocation of land for development at the northern
end of Humber Doucy Lane through the Ipswich
Local Plan.

East Suffolk Council

The final sentence refers to District level policies. It
would be accurate to refer to Suffolk Coastal Local
Plan policies to avoid confusion. The district of East
Suffolk is covered by three Local Plans — the Suffolk
Coastal Local Plan, the Waveney Local Plan and the
Broads Local Plan for the part of the District in the
Broads. Only the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan applies to
Rushmere St Andrew.

The amendment as
suggested would restrict
compliance to only the
Local Plan whereas that
might be superseded by
more up-to-date policies
at some stage that would
render the NP policy out-
of-date. The Plan will be
amended to clarify the
relevance of district level
policies

Amend Policy RSA 1

Policy RSA 2 — Land at Humber Doucy Lane

R Silburn Local History Recorder Do not allow vehicular access on to Humber Docy This is already agreed in None
for Rushmere St Andrew | Lane. There is already heavy traffic in north Ipswich the Ipswich Local Plan
and this proposal indicates too much development which the
close to a rural area. Neighbourhood Plan
cannot change.
J Pawlowski - No agricultural land should be destroyed for Noted None
housing.
See further comments in section 38.
T Buckland - Same as above, all this extra housing will result in Noted None

more vehicles using Humber Doucy Lane, which is
already a rat run of numerous speeding vehicles.
Double yellow lines

Traffic calming

Speed cameras
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M HANCOCK

IPSWICH RUGBY
FOOTBALL CLUB

Planting seems to be a good policy to support.

Noted

None

J Porter

There needs to be huge empathise on the fact that
all new properties need to be separated from the
tranquil area of Tuddenham Lane. There needs to be
a buffer zone. Tall trees planted now to ensure they
can grow in time that the existing properties are not
overlooked. The current wooded area needs to be
protected now!

Also protection of the non-designated heritage asset
namely the old water tower which has recently been
given planning permission to extend.

Also the plan shows the proposed development of
land which is incorrect - it travels through private
land where it dips in. If this development goes ahead
then services such as mains water and sewage and
drainage should be written into the neighbourhood
plan as a condition of build.

The policy allows for
additional planting to
reinforce the buffer.

This will be added to the
list of non-designated
heritage assets

The Plan is a reflection of
the designations made in
the Ipswich Local Plan
and Suffolk Coastal Local
Plan.

None

Amend Policy RSA 7

None

Ipswich Borough Council

Ipswich Borough Council supports Policy RSA 2
which requires the development of land for housing
at Humber Doucy Lane to make provision for
significant reinforcement of existing planting and
additional tree planting along the north boundary of
the site adjoining Tuddenham Lane and in the
vicinity of existing residential properties off
Tuddenham Lane. The policy could be enhanced
through reference for the need for additional tree
planting to be native species of local provenance. It is
particularly important to consider planting native
trees because they are co-evolved to support the
surrounding ecological systems. Native species of
tree will also enhance the landscape features of the
parish and help to reinforce sense of place and local

The Plan will be amended

Amend Policy RSA 2
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distinctiveness. The Borough Council also wishes to
suggest that any planting proposals should be
accompanied by appropriate management plans.
This will help to ensure the successful establishment
of the new planting and its continued growth
through to maturity, by setting out clear
maintenance and management regimes.

Policy RSA 2 also states that “The construction of a
new vehicular access onto Tuddenham Lane and
Seven Cottages Lane will not be supported.” For the
avoidance of doubt it is suggested that Rushmere St
Andrew Parish Council may wish to clarify that this
requirement would apply to motorised vehicles only.
This would ensure that Policy RSA 2 does not conflict
with ‘Community Aspiration 13 — Encouraging
Walking and Cycling’ or the Parish Council’s work
with the County Council on ‘Quiet Lanes’.

MAP 2

Map 2 [appended to end of this table of comments]
shows the ‘Site at Humber Doucy Lane allocated for
housing in Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and Ipswich
Local Plan’, however two parcels of land allocated
through the emerging Ipswich Local Plan have been
omitted from the map. The missing parcels of land lie
to the west of Westfield House and comprises a
narrow roadside field and a smaller area of land at
the Tuddenham Road junction. The map below
shows the extent of the Ipswich Borough Council
allocation at Main Modifications stage. Map 2 should
be updated to accurately reflect the extent of the
Ipswich Borough Council allocation at Humber Doucy
Lane.

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

Amend Policy RSA 2

Amend Map 2 to show
full extent of Ipswich
Local Plan allocation
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Suffolk County Council

Policy RSA2 explains the housing site allocation at
Humber Doucy Lane.

We note that Policy RSA2 states that vehicular access
is required from Humber Doucy Lane and not from
the north-eastern side of the site. As the
neighbourhood plan indicates later that Tuddenham
Lane and Seven Cottages Lane are designated as
Quiet lanes, it is recommended that Policy RSA2 is
amended as follows:

“The construction of a new vehicular access onto
Tuddenham Lane and Seven Cottages Lane will not
be supported as these roads are designated as Quiet
Lanes.”

Archaeology

This site allocation lies in an area of archaeological
potential recorded on the County Historic
Environment Record (HER). Close to cropmarks of
linear ditches and large extraction pits (HER ref no.
IPS 736) and the cropmarks of former field
boundaries of unknown date (RMA 036).
Additionally, the site allocation is near finds spots of
artefacts dating from the Palaeolithic (RMA 022), Late
Iron Age (IPS 235) and medieval periods (TDM 022,
RMA 022 and IPS 235). The site has not been subject
to systematic archaeological investigation and
previously unidentified remains may exist within the
site which could be damaged or destroyed by
development. As a result, the site should be subject
to archaeological assessment at an appropriate pre-
application stage in the design of a new
development to allow for the preservation in situ of
any sites of importance to be defined and to allow
archaeological strategies to be designed. Policy

The Plan will be amended

Noted

Amend Policy RSA 2

None
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SCLP12.24 sets requirements for archaeological
assessments on the site.

East Suffolk Council

It would be helpful to link the policy to the relevant
parts of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and the
evidence base (such as paragraph 12.217 which
explains the conclusions of the Settlement
Sensitivity Assessment). In particular as only part of
the site which adjoins the countryside to the north-
east is in Rushmere St Andrew, consideration should
be given to how this policy would interact with the

The Plan cannot set out
measures for areas
outside the
Neighbourhood Area.

The Policy will be
amended to refer to the
north-eastern / eastern

Amend accordingly

policy that would apply to the parts of the site boundary of the site.
outside of Rushmere St Andrew. Would this result in
a different approach to landscaping on different
parts of the north / eastern edge and how can the
policy address this? For clarity, the policy should
refer to the north-eastern / eastern boundary of the
site (rather than north) to be clear on the part of the
site in Rushmere St Andrew being referred to.
Section 5 General Comments
J Pawlowski - All agricultural land should be protected. Noted None
M HANCOCK | IPSWICH RUGBY Ipswich RFC have not been consulted which seems at | The allocation of this site | None
FOOTBALL CLUB odds with a planning "process". is made in the 2020
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan
Furthermore the land in Ipswich RFC ownership and the emerging Ipswich
fronting Humber Doucy Lane has not been included Local Plan. It was not the
whilst land either side has. This seems odd indeed. decision of the NP to
identify the extent of the
allocation.
J Porter - We need to keep the village side as much as a village | Noted Noted
as possible without over development.
D Wood n/a Strategy is weak on identifying and considering the The impact of the None

impact of housing developments on the probable

Humber Doucy Lane site
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increased traffic through the village on existing
narrow roads. This adverse impact should be a key
consideration during the detailed planning activity

allocation would be
expected to be addressed
at the planning
application stage by the
District/Borough Council.

East Suffolk Council

Section 5 — Planning Strategy

Page 14 Planning Strategy, paragraph 5.2

It would be worth adding text about the Recreation
Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy to the
neighbourhood plan for example similar to the
following suggested wording. ‘East Suffolk Council
has worked in partnership with Ipswich Borough
Council and Babergh Mid Suffolk Council to develop
the Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy
(RAMS) to mitigate recreational disturbance impacts
on habitats sites. The approach set out in the RAMs
document will apply across the neighbourhood plan
area.” More information about the Recreation
Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy can be found via
the following link:
https://www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/developer-
contributions/rams/

Page 14 Planning Strategy, paragraph 5.3
The word ‘which’ doesn’t seem to be needed.

Page 14 Planning Strategy, paragraph 5.4

It would be beneficial to explain what Policy SCLP3.3
is and the policy it sets in terms defining mapped
Settlement Boundaries to differentiate between areas
where development is supported in principle and
areas of Countryside where development is more
restricted. For clarity it would also be beneficial to
clearly state that the Neighbourhood Plan does not

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

Discrepancies will be
amended and the Plan
will be amended to state
that the Settlement
Boundary is the same as
in the adopted Local Plan.

Amend Para 5.2 as
suggested

Amend Para 5.3 as
suggested

Amend Policies Map
discrepancies to reflect
Settlement Boundary of
Local Plan
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alter the Settlement Boundary. It is understood
through correspondence that discrepancies between
the Settlement Boundary shown on the Policies Maps
contained in the draft Neighbourhood Plan and that
shown on the Local Plan Policies Map is an error, and
this should be corrected.

Page 14 Planning Strategy, paragraph 5.5

Sentence one refers to the Ipswich Borough Local
Plan. It should be clear that the Ipswich Local Plan is
still emerging (or to its position at the point the
Submission Neighbourhood Plan is published). The
Ipswich Local Plan Review is currently going through
Examination with consultation on Main Modifications
having finished on 23rd September 2020. The
number of dwellings should be added to the final
sentence, but be clear that this relates to the
approximately 150 in policy SCLP12.24 the Suffolk
Coastal Local Plan and be clear on the status of the
number in the Ipswich Local Plan (noting that
through the Main Modifications consultation it is
proposed to allocate 449 dwellings on the part in
[pswich Borough).

Page 15 Planning Strategy, Map 2

The annotation on Map 2 should make it clear that
that the land has been allocated for development
under Local Plan policy SCLP12.24, and should
clearly differentiate between the land allocated in
the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan which falls within
Rushmere St Andrew and other parts of the
allocation.

Noted

The Map will be amended

None

Amend Map 2 to identify
differences between
Ipswich Local Plan
allocation and Suffolk
Coastal LP allocation.
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Policy RSA 3 — Protection of Landscape Character and Important Views

R Silburn Local History Recorder The Fynn Valley is an important well being and Noted. The consultant None
for Rushmere St Andrew | leisure asset not to be destroyed. The views walking that prepared the
from the woodland area down the hill towards Holly | Landscape Appraisal did
Lane should be added to the plan of views. identify this as an
The Sandlings are already under threat and are an important view.
important asset to Suffolk.
D Gill - Consider wildlife audit of Millstream LNR: e.g. Noted None
Butterfly Conservation has recorded over 20 species
in this area.
J Porter - This needs to also include the old water tower which | Noted None
is a non designated heritage asset.
Ipswich Borough Council | The Neighbourhood Plan draws on Suffolk Coastal The Landscape Appraisal | None

Landscape Character Assessment as evidence but not
the Settlement Sensitivity Assessment Volume 1:
Landscape Fringes of Ipswich July 2018. The
Settlement Sensitivity Assessment is available via
Ipswich Borough Council’s Core Document Library,
reference D22. The Settlement Sensitivity Assessment
was commissioned by the former Suffolk Coast
District Council in partnership with Ipswich, Mid
Suffolk and Babergh Districts. The Settlement
Sensitivity Assessment provides a robust analysis of
the sensitivity of settlements fringes to development
in order to inform the preparation of policy. The
Parish Council may wish to review the information
contained within Chapter 6.2 - Rushmere St Andrew
and use the information to further inform the
development of policy on landscape character and
important views.

prepared by Alison
Farmer Associates in
support of the
Neighbourhood Plan has
taken this Sensitivity
Assessment into account.

Suffolk County Council

17 views are illustrated on Map 3, however only 15
views are depicted on the Policies Maps. The two lost
views appear to be missing from the northern part of
the parish.

The Plan will be amended

Amend Policies Maps to
correct viewpoints
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The 17 identified views appear to be one of the
results of the Landscape Character Appraisal and its
analysis.

Neither the neighbourhood plan, nor any supporting
documents, provide any photos or descriptions of
the views, therefore it is recommended that this be
included in the next iteration of the plan.

A separate supporting
document will be
prepared

Policy RSA 4 -

Protection of Trees, Hedgerows and Other Natural Features

R Silburn

Local History Recorder
for Rushmere St Andrew

Essential to protect the natural environment.

Noted

None

D Gill

We have been conducting a wildlife audit of our
garden through Suffolk WT and it is clear that our
local trees and hedgerows are a major asset for
wildlife including birds and insects.

Noted

None

Suffolk County Council

SCC welcomes this policy, however it could be
strengthened to encompass the wider aims of
Biodiversity and Environmental Protection and
Enhancement, Green Infrastructure and Green
Corridors.

The more specific aims for the protection of trees,
hedgerows and other natural features could be
embedded in this. The following amendments are
suggested:

ii. suitable mitigation measures, that may-include
equivalent-or-provide better replacement of the lost
features will be required to achieve biodiversity net
gain.

Noted

The policy will be
amended

Amend Policy RSA 4 part
ii.

East Suffolk Council

Clarity on what is meant by ‘important trees’ should
be provided in order that a decision maker will know
how to identify whether a tree is or isn't important.
For example, should reference be made to the
Landscape Character Appraisal and trees (in a
general sense) that make a positive to the landscapes

It is noted that adopted
Local Plan Policy
SCLP10.4: Landscape
Character refers to
“distinctive landscape
elements”. The policy will

Amend first sentence of
Policy RSA 4
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described therein? Paragraph 6.14 touches on this
but the term is otherwise open to debate.

be amended to reflect
this term.

Community Aspiration 1 - Wildlife Management

No comments received

Community Aspiration 2 - Wild East Project

No comments received

Community Aspiration 3 - Re-wilding

No comments received

Community Aspiration 4 - Veteran and Ancient Trees

R Silburn Local History Recorder Some ancient trees have already been lost in The Making TPQO’s is not None
for Rushmere St Andrew | Street, and the existing ones need preservation something that can be
orders. covered by a
neighbourhood plan

D Gill - Note that these trees feature in the RSA Heritage Noted None
Index (2020).

J Porter - The wooded area along Tuddenham Lane needs to Noted None
be taken into consideration

Community Aspiration 5 - Plugging the gaps

D Gill - Wildlife corridors for hedgehogs and voles are key Noted None
and need to be encouraged.

Community Aspiration 6 — Planting Initiative

R Silburn Local History Recorder Where will the planting go ? The wildlife area where This has yet to be None

for Rushmere St Andrew | trees had been planted opposite the church has now
been approved for development.

determined.

Policy RSA 5 — Settlement Gaps
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Ipswich Borough Council | As the supporting paragraphs to this policy make Disagree. It is clear None
references to several different documents, it may be | throughout the policies of
helpful for the avoidance of doubt for the policy to the Neighbourhood Plan
state “The generally open and undeveloped nature of | that the Policies Map is
the Settlement Gaps, as identified on the that which is included in
Neighbourhood Plan Policies Map...”. the Plan.
East Suffolk Council Policy RSA5 seeks to protect gaps between The Policy relates only to | None
settlements so as to protect the distinct character of | the Rushmere St Andrew
Rushmere. It would be helpful to explain how this Neighbourhood Plan
relates to policies in adjoining areas, such as policy Area and is believed to
KE3 in the Kesgrave Neighbourhood Plan. reflect the intent of the
Kesgrave Plan but it
cannot apply to that area
and vice-versa.
The policies map appears to show the Settlement None

Gaps designation as overlapping with the area of
recreation and open space defined under Local Plan
policy SCLP12.22 (shaded green). Policy SCLP12.22
provides for the development of sports ground uses
and associated uses which contribute to the
provision for outdoor sports and recreation and
which maintain the separation of Rushmere village
and Ipswich. As Policy SCLP12.22 is defined as a
strategic policy the Neighbourhood Plan should be in
general conformity with it and in this regard should
explain how the two policies will be expected to
interact where they overlap.

The policy on Settlement Gaps should not undermine
the approach in SCLP12.22 to support in principle
development related to sports grounds and
associated uses where these can be undertaken in a
way which maintains the separation between
Rushmere village and Ipswich.

Policy RSA 5 does not
preclude development on
areas of recreation and
open space as defined in
the Local Plan.

Policy RSA6 - Local Green Spaces
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R Silburn

Local History Recorder
for Rushmere St Andrew

Local green spaces need to be protected. The green
space where the 3rd village sign had been erected is
now being developed.

Noted

None

J Porter

There needs to be more for older children in the
village. There is very little to do with young children
too. There is Chestnut park but | can say as a parent |
have never been there but have heard it isn't great.

Noted

None

R Stanley

Keep playford lane verges

Noted

None

Suffolk County Council

SCC welcomes neighbourhood plans that undertake
designation of Local Green Spaces, as this supports
the ongoing work to make Suffolk the Greenest
County?.

However, it is recommended that the plan includes a
greater evidence base to support the designation of
the green spaces, to ensure that there is clear
justification; such as photographs, why the green
spaces are important to the parish, size and location
of these spaces. It would also be helpful to have
these spaces displayed on a map as part of the
supporting text around place RSA6.

Although reference to NPPF paragraphs 101-103 is
made and the criteria for the designation of Local
Green Spaces are contained in the neighbourhood
plan, the evidence provided in Appendix C of the
Landscape Appraisal is not a clear assessment; there
are only blurry masterplan view illustrations offered,
which do not show the actual boundary lines of the
proposed spaces; there are no street/ground level
illustrations. The proposed Local Green Spaces are
not clearly named and numbered, which makes it
more difficult to refer to specific sites, and names
differ from the Policy RSA6 and the supporting
evidence.

A separate assessment
will be published with the
Submission Plan

None
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In order to provide clarity to the reader, Appendix C
will need to set out the following information for
each proposed designation of a Local Green Space
site:

- The number of the site in correlation to the Policy
RSA6

- The name of the site

- The size of the site, ideally in hectares

- Aerial photograph or a map polygon overlay,
showing clear boundaries of the site

- Description as to what makes the site
“demonstrably special” (by detailing that the site has
at least one of the following qualities)

0 Beauty

o Historic significance

o Recreational value

o Tranquillity

o Richness of wildlife

- Ground-level photograph(s) of the site

- Does the proposed site meet the criteria of the
NPPF to be designated as a suitable local green
space: yes/no. If no, why is the site not suitable?
Other parishes have used a table similar to the one
below as a suggested guide:

name / location

Description of site

Is the site publicly accessible?

1. Site is local in character, and not an extensive tract
of land (size in hectares)

2. Site is in reasonably close proximity (distance from
the village centre / community hub etc)

3. Site is demonstrably special: (how it meets at least
one of the following criteria)

a) Beauty
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b) Historic significance

c) Recreational value

d) Tranquillity

e) Richness of wildlife

Map showing location and/or photographs of site
Site meets NPPF (2021) para 102, and can be
designated as LGS:

From the description in Appendix C of the Landscape
Appraisal SCC has concerns over the proposed Local
Green Space ‘Holly Lane and parking areas’, as
“mown grass adjacent to carparking /garage areas”
implies that it could be part of private household
gardens, in which case may not be suitable for
designation as Local Green Spaces.

There are some inconsistencies between the sites in
the Landscape Character Assessment and those
designated in policy. There are 14 sites designated in
Policy RSAG, but there are only 12 sites explained in
Appendix C, with 4 of these sites labelled as ‘Not
suitable for Local Green Space’ or ‘Possible Local
Green Space in the future’.

Paragraph 4.4.1 lists the identified sites that are
suitable for Local Green Space designation, of which
there are only 8, in comparison to the 14 indicated in
Policy RSA6

Confusion also arises as there is Holly Lane and Holly
Road are both mentioned in policy. Sites 3 and 4
from EIm Road are in policy, but there is no mention
of EIm Road in Appendix C.

These are public amenity
areas

The Neighbourhood Plan
takes precedence in this
instance.

The Landscape Appraisal
is not an assessment of
Local Green Spaces.

There is no Appendix C.
LGS designations are
made at or in the vicinity
of both Holly Lane and
Holly Road.

None

None

None
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In paragraph 6.21, reference should be made to
Policy RSA6 rather than RSA3.

It is also recommended that either a Local Green
Space map is created, to show the location of each of
the designated sites in relation of the rest of the
parish, or, have each of the designated Local Green
Spaces be clearly numbered on the Polices Maps.
This would provide clarity and context to the reader.

This will be amended

The Policies Maps will be
numbered

Amend Para 6.21

Amend the Policies Maps
to identify the LGS
numbers

Section 6 Gene

ral Comments

Ipswich Borough Council

Chapter 6 of the Neighbourhood Plan sets out the
Parish Council’s aims and ambitions for the
landscape and natural environment of Rushmere St
Andrew. Page 18 of the Neighbourhood Plan
includes paragraphs 6.6 and 6.7, supported by grey
and orange text boxes. It is unclear whether the
information in the text boxes should be read as
policy. The Parish Council may wish to reformat this
page to clarify the status of the text.

This will be reviewed

Amend colour of boxes
on Page 18

Suffolk County Council

Green Spaces and Facilities

The provision of the designated Local Green Spaces
in the Neighbourhood Plan is welcomed. There are
proven links1 between access to green outdoor
spaces and the improvements to both physical and
mental health and wellbeing for the population as a
whole, including increasing the quality of life for the
elderly, working age adults, and for children.

It is suggested that paragraph 6.23 could include
reference to the physical and mental health and
wellbeing benefits that can be gained from access to
pleasant outdoor areas.

Noted

This is not considered
necessary

None

None
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We particularly welcome the mention of park
benches in the parish in paragraph 9.5, as this helps
to make green spaces and facilities accessible to
residents with limited mobility, and help to make an
elderly population feel more included as part of the
community and reduce isolation of vulnerable
groups.

SCC welcomes the community aspirations to
encourage more facilities for older children, and
should help to reduce any potential unwanted
antisocial behaviours.

Community Aspirations

Community Aspirations 1-6 are welcomed by SCC.
These initiatives are ambitious and long-term; they
set out clear, deliverable, and measurable goals, and
are an excellent way to increase biodiversity.
However, we note that the parish are planning on
spring planting, which should be avoided. The
springtime weather tends to be dry, so any trees
planted then will likely have slim chances of survival
and will need at the very least a lot of watering. SCC
suggests that it would be better to plant them early
in the planting season, ideally in November.

Noted

Noted. The advice
concerning planting times
is welcomed.

None

None

East Suffolk Council

Page 18 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraph 6.7

Second bullet — this implies that the coalescence of
the village with Ipswich and Kesgrave has taken
place, however there are gaps between these
settlements. Is this perceived as a ‘threat’ rather than
something that has happened?

Coalescence has already
taken place and there is
no distinct gap between
the settlements in places.

This is not considered
necessary

None

None
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This paragraph could also helpfully explain that
where considered appropriate these themes / issues
have been carried forward into policies.

Page 19 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraph 6.8

The first sentence should state which questionnaire
for clarity.

Page 19 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraph 6.10

It would be helpful to explain briefly what the
Greenways Project Team is.

Page 19 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraphs 6.12 and 6.13

The text from paragraphs 6.12 and 6.13 does not link
back to paragraph 6.7. It may be that these three
paragraphs should follow directly from each other or
that 6.12 should cross refer back to earlier
paragraphs. At the moment they are separated by
the section about Wildlife Management and the
Environment.

Page 23 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraph 6.19

The areas in the Ipswich Local Plan are outside of
Rushmere St Andrew parish and this should be clear.

Page 24 Landscape and Natural Environment,
paragraph 6.21
Should reference to RSA3 be RSA6?

It is noted that the Local Green Space Appraisal has
not been published as part of the consultation. The

This will be amended

This will be amended

It is not considered
necessary that they
should link back to Para
6.7 as this is a separate
section.

This will be amended

This will be amended

A separate assessment
will be submitted with the
Plan.

Amend Para 6.8

Amend Para 6.10

None

Amend Para 6.19

Amend Para 6.21

None

81




Council is able to provide further comments in
relation to the evidence base in view of a robust
evidence base being submitted for Examination. It
will need to be demonstrated that the identified
spaces meet the criteria set out in Paragraph 102 of
the NPPF.

Page 24 Landscape and Natural Environment,

paragraph 6.23 This is not considered None
It should be clear that Local Green Space is not necessary.
Green Belt, but it is that the same policy approach is
applied through the NPPF. It may be necessary to Wording of this nature in
add to policy RSA6 that development on an a Somerset
identified Local Green Space will only be supported neighbourhood plan was
in very special circumstances or that proposals will be | successfully challenged in
determined in line with policy on Local Green Spaces | the High Court as it was
set out in the NPPF. The policy could recognise that deemed to go against the
introducing and enhancing cycling and walking NPPF Green Belt policies.
infrastructure in such areas could be consistent with
policy for Local Green Spaces as set out under
paragraph 145 of the NPPF.

Policy RSA7 — Non-designated Heritage Assets

R Silburn Local History Recorder Please add Villa Farm buildings which are being sold | These are already listed None

for Rushmere St Andrew | separate to the House.

D Gill - The issue here is about 'place-making' and local Noted None
character.

J Porter - The old water tower on Tuddenham Lane is classed The Plan will be amended

as a non designated heritage site and needs to be
added to this list.

Ipswich Borough Council

In summer 2020 Ipswich Borough Council
commissioned a Heritage Impact Assessment (HIA)
of the site north of Humber Doucy Lane. The HIA
identified a number of listed buildings (designated

The Plan will be amended
to include these assets

Amend Policy RSA7
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heritage assets) and non-designated heritage assets
in the vicinity of Humber Doucy Lane. It is
recommended that Policy RSA 7 is updated to
include those non-designated heritage assets
identified through the HIA commissioned by Ipswich
Borough Council, including Seven Cottages on Seven
Cottages Lane and the Water Tower situated to the
west side of Tuddenham Lane between Lacey’s Farm
and Villa Farm.

There are also a number of designated and non-
designated heritage assets which sit outside the
parish boundary, which are not listed in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan or shown on the policies map.
Due to the proximity of these sites to the parish
boundary it is not unreasonable to consider that the
setting of these buildings could be impacted by
development taking place within the Rushmere St
Andrew. These designated and non-designated
heritage assets should be recorded for completeness.
A copy of the Ipswich Borough Council HIA is
available via the Council’s Core Document Library
reference 130.3. The Policy should also include
reference to the setting of heritage assets, in order to
ensure the significance of heritage assets within and
adjacent to the Rushmere St Andrew parish
boundary are not compromised.

The Neighbourhood Plan
does not and cannot
address matters outside
the Plan Area.

None

East Suffolk Council

The final sentence could be clearer by stating
‘Development affecting...’ rather the ‘Proposals for
any works to...".

It would be worth including an explanation as to why
the non-designated heritage assets listed in the
policy have been selected, with reference to

This is not considered
necessary

A separate assessment
will be published with the
Submission Plan

None

None
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accompanying evidence (not published with this
consultation). The Council’s criteria are set out in
Appendix F of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and
should be referred to in demonstrating how each of
the assets individually meet the criteria. The Council
is able to provide further comments in relation to the
evidence base in view of a robust evidence base
being submitted for Examination.

Policy RSA8 — Rushmere St Andrew Village Special Character Area

R Silburn Local History Recorder However already breached consideration of the Noted None

for Rushmere St Andrew | south side.
J Pawlowski - | support the village special character area, but There are few features of | None
Rushmere Street up to the Bent Lane/Playford Road heritage significance this
junction, should be included in this area, because it far along the road.
contains eight of the buildings included in the
historical environment.
East Suffolk Council Has The Street Special Character Area been informed | The supporting text None
by the Design Code work or other evidence? The explains why it is special,
evidence underpinning its identification should be but a separate appraisal
explained in the supporting text. will be included as an
appendix to provide more
detailed support.

The ‘distinct characteristics of the identified area’ As above

which are referred to in the policy should be

explained in order that a decision maker is clear on

what the Plan is seeking to enhance. None

In the second paragraph, justification of public
benefits is considered to be a high bar which in the
NPPF is applied in such circumstances as harm to a
designated heritage asset, and is also considered to
go further than policy applied to Conservation Areas.

Disagree. Policies using

this wording have, when
examined, already been
found to meet the basic
conditions.
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It is considered more appropriate for this paragraph
to be removed and for reference to protecting the
‘distinct characteristics’ to be included in paragraph 1
of the policy.

Section 7 General Comments

D Gill - The Pevsner guide highlights key elements. Noted None
Suffolk County Council Chapter 7 paragraph 7.1
SCC would suggest that archaeology is discussed This is not considered None

separate from listed building. The chapter would
benefit from a section for archaeology where SCCAS
and the HER can be discussed. This section could
also then describe some of the archaeological sites
and finds as described in chapter 2.

The plan should also note that the HER is maintained
by SCC Archaeological Service, and publicly
accessible records can be viewed on the Suffolk
Heritage Explorer. This could then be used to discuss
some of the archaeological heritage assets currently
known in Rushmere St Andrew, and would link well
with the history of the parish in Chapter 2.

necessary

East Suffolk Council

Page 25 Historic Environment, paragraph 7.1

This paragraph refers to a glossary but there is no
glossary included in the draft Plan. It would also be
worth putting the grade of listing next to each
statutorily Listed building shown in this paragraph.

Page 25 Historic Environment, paragraph 7.3
Sentence 1 should be amended as follows: ‘Some 20
individual or groups of properties have been
identified as meeting the criteria for designation
using this criteria...’

A Glossary will be added
to the Submission Plan

The Plan will be amended

Insert Glossary at end of
Plan

Amend Para 7.3
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Page 26 Historic Environment, paragraph 7.5
Sentence 2 should be amended as follows: ‘The
designation does not have a statutory status but
development proposals that do not take account of
the built and natural qualities of this area could have
a significant wider impact on its character and will
harm its character and consequently will not be
supported.’

Page 26 Map 4

This refers to ‘Locally Significant Buildings’ — are
these also Non-Designated Heritage Assets? If so
they should be referred to as such for consistency
and if not there should be an explanation about
them within the supporting text to Policy RSA8 and
the policy should set out how proposals should be
considered in light of these.

The Plan will be amended
to reflect comment

The Plan will be amended
to provide clarity

Amend Para 7.5

Amend key of Map 4 to
Non-Designated Heritage
Assets

Policy RSA9 - Design Considerations

D Wood

n/a

Parad-"..... seek always to ensure permeability
through new housing areas, connecting any new
development into the heart of the existing
settlement’ should explicitly include pedestrian
access/footpaths enabling residents to easily reach
areas of parish and local public transport routes
using safe and quiet paths removed from public
highways

Criterion d will be
amended

Amend Policy RSA 9 d.

Ipswich Borough Council

The design guidelines/ codes for the four character
areas provide a helpful context analysis of each area.
However, it is recommended that the guidelines/
codes are expanded to provide practical advice for
users in terms of the detailed design concepts that
are encouraged in each area. The Appendix 1
Development Design Checklist is an appropriate tool

This is not considered
necessary

None
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for focussing users attention on the key design
considerations. Again though, it would be beneficial
if more specific advice for the four different character
areas could be provided.

In terms of the specific design criteria in the policy,
the majority of these are supported. It is noted that
criteria h requires one electric vehicle charging point
per new off-street parking space. Ipswich Borough
Council supports efforts to encourage electric vehicle
charging points in new developments to help
address air quality concerns in the Borough. It is
recommended though that Rushmere St Andrew
Parish Council engage with Suffolk County Council to
ensure that this requirement is justified and feasible.
This is because the requirement is beyond the
standards set out in the Suffolk Guidance for Parking
(2019) and it needs to be demonstrated that this can
be achieved in new developments.

Regarding criteria k, Ipswich Borough Council
understands Rushmere St Andrew Parish Council’s
position that they wish to resist backland housing
development in rear gardens. However, the criteria is,
in Ipswich Borough Council’s’ view, not worded
positively and does not provide circumstances where
this type of development may be acceptable. The
wording of Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Policy SCLP5.7
provides criteria whereby backland development is
acceptable and it is recommended that similar sub-
criteria are included into the Neighbourhood Plan to
set out when it may be acceptable. For example, it is
noted in paragraph 8.4 that the justification for this
position is on the basis of residential amenity and
character potentially being affected and so these

This requirement has
already been supported
in other neighbourhood
plans

The policy will be
amended to clarify where
such a proposal would
not be acceptable.

None

Amend Policy RSA 9 k.
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could be introduced into the policy as criteria.
Ipswich Borough Council raises this because windfall
development plays an important role in ensuring that
all local planning authorities can deliver a sufficient
supply of housing.

Suffolk County Council

Flooding

Policy RSA9 Design Considerations

With regards to drainage and water management,
part e references water run-off in the context of
effect on flooding. This policy would benefit from
referencing SuDS as being part of the solution to
managing water and flood risk, and would link with
the text in 8.5 and 8.6.

As such, the following wording is proposed to Policy
RSA9 Design Considerations:

“e. any water run-off would not add-to or create
surface water flooding; and shall include the use of
above ground open Sustainable Drainage Systems
(SuDS) where possible, which could include wetland
and other water features, which can help reduce flood
risk whilst offering other benefits including water
quality, amenity/recreational areas and biodiversity
benefits”

We welcome the mention of cycle parking in Policy
RSA9 Design Considerations, however we request the
word “secure” is added to part f of this policy.

The policy will be
amended to provide
clearer requirements

The policy will be
amended

Amend Policy RSA 9 e.

Amend Policy RSA 9 f.

East Suffolk Council

This policy covers a number of design considerations,
and more prominence/reference could be given to
the Design Guidelines and Code and how this will be
expected to be used in decision making, given that
this is a key piece of evidence underpinning the Plan.
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Criterion a) should in particular make reference to
the Design Guidelines and Codes document.

Criterion b) refers to Important Open Areas but these
are not explained in the supporting text or shown on
the policies maps. It should be clear how these have
been evidenced and how they are different to Local
Green Space.

Criterion d) appears to rule out any communal
parking provision — there may be instances where
communal parking is appropriate. It is not considered
appropriate, feasible or desirable for all new
development in Rushmere St Andrew to connect to
the heart of the existing settlement, if this means the
village, given the geography of the parish.

Criterion k) and paragraph 8.4. This approach is not
considered to be in general conformity with Local
Plan strategic policies on the principle of new
housing development including SCLP3.3 Settlement
Boundaries, SCLP5.2 Housing Development in Small
Villages and SCLP12.18 Strategy for Communities
Surrounding Ipswich, as well as SCLP5.7 Infill and
Garden Development which accepts the principle of
development in gardens. By precluding housing
development from coming forward in back gardens,
the policy reduces the opportunities for windfall

Do not agree that
criterion a) is an
appropriate place to
reference these
documents. The first
sentence of the
paragraph will be
amended.

Criterion b) will be
amended

The criterion will be
amended to clarify the
requirement for access

Criterion k and paragraph
8.4 will be amended to
provide greater clarity as
to what development
would not be acceptable.

Amend first sentence of
Policy

Amend Policy RSA 9 b.

Amend Policy RSA 9 d.

Amend Para 8.4 and
Policy RSA 9 k.
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housing development and would therefore be
construed as promoting less growth than the Local
Plan. This is contrary to paragraph 29 of the NPPF
which states that Neighbourhood Plans should not
promote less development than set out in the
strategic policies for the area. It may be that the
evidence has identified particular issues to be
addressed such as the design, amenity issues or
particular parts of the parish where such
development may have a certain impact, however
this should be clearly set out and evidenced and the
policy should seek to address any specific matters
rather than setting a blanket restriction. East Suffolk
Council raised similar concerns in relation to the
Kesgrave Neighbourhood Plan and this part of the
policy was subsequently removed following the
recommendation of the Examiner (see Kesgrave-
Neighbourhood-Plan-examiners-report-June-
2020.pdf (eastsuffolk.gov.uk) pages 12-14). In its
current form, the Council’s position is that criterion k)
of Policy RSA9 is not considered to be in general
conformity with the strategic policies of the Local
Plan for the reasons set out above, and should this
part of the Neighbourhood Plan remain unaltered
the Council will continue to raise this during later
parts of the Neighbourhood Plan preparation
process.

Section 8 Gene

ral Comments

East Suffolk Council

Page 30 Development Design, paragraph 8.3

The preparation of Design Guidelines and Codes is
very much supported, and reflects the recent
revisions to the NPPF which place a greater emphasis
on high quality design and the role of design codes.

Noted

None

90




Page 30 Development Design, paragraph 8.4

The final sentence appears to be a policy statement
and it is not clear what is meant by ‘tandem
development’, however see also our comments
below on RSA9 in this respect.

The paragraph will be
amended to provide
greater clarity.

Amend Para 8.4

Policy RSA10 - Parish Services and Facilities
R Silburn Local History Recorder Better consideration of services provided, ie limit the | Noted None
for Rushmere St Andrew | number of takeaways and hairdressers.
J Porter - Although there needs to be more for children to do. | Noted None
D Wood n/a Para 9.2: typo - should refer to Policy RSA 10 not 6. The Plan will be amended | Amend Para 9.2

Ipswich Borough Council

Ipswich Borough Council supports the overall aim
and intention of this policy. Notwithstanding this, the
sentence which states “Individual retail premises not
identified on the Policies Map are also covered by
the provision of the policy” may not be consistent
with the Use Classes Order changes that came into
force in September 2020. To apply Policy SCLP8.1 of
the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan to all retail premises in
the Rushmere Neighbourhood Plan Area may not be
practicable as retail premises are now classified
under Use Class E (commercial, business and service)
whereby a variety of different uses can change to
other uses within this broadened Use Class E. In
addition, the changes to the General Permitted
Development Order to allow Use Class E buildings to
change to residential (Use Class C3) would also
override this policy.

It would also help to clarify the specific functions of
the parish services and facilities safeguarded through
this policy, for the benefit of people who are
unfamiliar with the Neighbourhood Plan area.

The second sentence will
be amended to have
regard to situations
where planning consent
may be required that
would result in the loss of
a retail premise.

Amend second sentence
of Policy RSA 10
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East Suffolk Council Policy RSA10 seeks to protect the services and The uses on this site, None
facilities listed. A business park however is not although called a
considered to be a community facility, and would be | “business park” are in fact
more appropriately protected under the employment | retail and services and
policies of the Local Plan (i.e. Policy SCLP4.4). therefore do not fall
within employment uses
covered by the Local Plan
policy referred to.
How have important services and facilities been These are services and None
identified? This should be explained in the facilities that are either
supporting text. It also is not clear whether the policy | shops or community
is stating that these are the only community facilities, | venues
or that the Plan has identified these as key facilities in
applying Policy SCLP8.1.
The title refers to ‘village’ services and facilities yet The title refers to “Parish” | None
not all of those listed are in the village.
It is presumed that it is the three lettered criteria in It is the policy itself that is | None
SCLP8.1 that are being referred to - this should be being referred to
clear.
Policy RSA11 - Open Space, Sport and Recreation Facilities
M HANCOCK | IPSWICH RUGBY Reference Section 9 of publication DRAFT Rushmere | This development is None

FOOTBALL CLUB

St Andrew Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2036
Specifically Page 34
94

POLICY RSA 11 - OPEN SPACE, SPORT AND
RECREATION FACILITIES

As the plan currently stands development may be
approved which will reduce the playing and training

identified in the Ipswich
Local Plan which is
nearing adoption and the
Neighbourhood Plan is
merely reflecting this
allocation.

The licensed use of the
land is a matter to be
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capacity at Ipswich RFC by approximately 30%.

Ipswich RFC (founded in 1870) offers an important
leisure and social opportunity to Rushmere, East
Suffolk & Ipswich Borough residents with several
hundred members ranging from 5 year olds to 90
year olds.

The club is bucking a national trend by increasing its
playing membership not least due to the recent
addition of youth squads for girls and a newly
restarted women's squad. It has also attracted
national endorsement from a premier league club,
Northampton Saints, to base two operations from
[pswich RFC that will support the local community
from September 2021. One is the promotion of the
game of rugby union in local schools and the other,
endorsed by The Suffolk Crime Commissioner, is to
assist schools with students who are facing particular
challenges in their young lives through The
Northampton Saints Foundation. On both counts,
this is the first time these projects have been based
outside of Northamptonshire. Ipswich RFC has been
chosen to be the base for both projects of which we
are very proud.

Ipswich RFC requires more land, not less. This is for
an additional pitch, additional parking and security of
tenure to attract grants and loans so that
improvements to an old clubhouse can be made to
safely and comfortably meet the needs of its
membership particularly in relation to female
changing and visiting youth/senior teams.

An area of land fronting Humber Doucy Lane marked

taken up with your
landowner.
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in red on your plans is currently occupied by training
areas as well as 2 full size rugby pitches. The
landowner has generously licensed the land to
Ipswich RFC since 1997.

Paragraph 9.4 is quite clear that Ipswich RFC should
not suffer loss. In our opinion we are seeking better
provision and quality.

We believe you should be fully aware of our
requirements in this respect which would be site
occupying approximately 20 - 24 acre site that would
be fit for purpose for the next 50 years .

D Wood n/a Needs to be explicit reference to both protection of These separate matters None
existing and encouragement for new are dealt with in the Plan
developments/changes for new provision of
footpaths that enable access both to local services
and neighbouring countryside

Ipswich Borough Council | Ipswich Borough Council supports this policy. There This has been addressed None

appears to be an error in the supporting text below
the sub-chapter ‘Community Aspiration 7 - Older
Children “Kick-about” Facility’ whereby the
supporting text references tree planting and not the
detail of Community Aspiration 7.

Suffolk County Council

It is suggested that the following wording is added
to Policy RSA 11 Open Space, Sport and Recreation
facilities, to help to further encourage sustainable
travel:

Support will be given where facilities include
provisions that encourage travel by sustainable
modes of transport, such as secure cycle parking.”

The Plan will be amended

Amend Policy RSA 11

East Suffolk Council

It isn’'t clear whether the policy relates to the ‘Open
Space, Sport and Recreation Facility’ shown on the
policies map or to all such facilities. If the former, it

The policy does relate to
those spaces identified on
the Policies Map and will

Amend Policy RSA 11
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should be explained how this policy interacts with
Local Plan Policy SCLP12.22 which sets out policy for
the protection and future development of such uses
within this area.

It is also noted that the western part of the land
covered by SCLP12.22 does not fall within the area
identified as ‘Open Space, Sport and Recreation
Facility’ on the Policies Map.

Given that the Local Plan would support in principle
the development of sports ground uses and
associated uses on this land it is considered that
Policy RSA11 should also relate to this area. For
example, it would seem logical that policy for parking
and sustainable transport (see paragraph below)
would apply to proposals on any part of the land
covered under SCLP12.22.

First paragraph — if the aim is to avoid/mitigate
issues of car parking, the policy could also refer to
provision of access by sustainable means (i.e.
walking, cycling and public transport) and the
provision of for example cycle parking. It would be
difficult to ascertain that a development ‘will not
result in car parking on nearby roads’ as ultimately
this would be down to users of the facility, and

be amended accordingly.
It s not considered that
the policy conflicts with
the identified Local Plan
policy but is, in fact, more
appropriate given that it
only identifies the sports
facilities, including
Ipswich Rugby Club
pitches which are not
currently designated in
the adopted Local Plan.

The Neighbourhood Plan
policy seeks to protect
existing facilities from
being lost. It is not
considered appropriate
that the western part of
the Local Plan designated
area, fronting Humber
Doucy Lane and The
Street, given the potential
landscape impacts that
this could have.

It is considered that these
issues are adequately
dealt with in the Local
Plan and elsewhere in the
Neighbourhood Plan.

None

None
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therefore provision to meet demands is more
practical to consider.

Third paragraph — a facility may meet the needs Itis.

wider than one particular settlement — is the None

sentence intended to say ‘...should also take account

of...".

Last paragraph — this could be more positively It is considered that the

worded to ensure any floodlighting would not have wording is satisfactory None

an unacceptable adverse effect on amenity. and has been successfully

tested at examination.
Community Aspiration 7 - Older Children “Kick-about” Facility
J Porter - Absolutely! Noted None
D Francis - Will be hard to control/ supervise Noted None
Community Aspiration 8 - Older Teenagers Play Facilities
J Porter - Most definitely! Well done! Noted None
D Francis - Will be hard to control/ supervise Noted None
Community Aspiration 9 - Litter
J Porter - | think there should be a Rushmere Village Wombles | Noted None
Section 9 General Comments
Suffolk County Council Education
Early Years
There is currently a deficit of places in the Rushmere | Noted None

St Andrew ward. The additional housing in the East
Suffolk and Ipswich Local Plans would require
provision of 0.1ha of land for an early years setting if
needed at the time of the planning application.
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Primary

There are three primary school catchment areas that
cross Rushmere St Andrew Parish: Broke Hall
Community Primary School, Heath Primary School,
and Rushmere Hall Primary School. The site the
neighbourhood plan allocates (SCLP12.24) is within
the catchment area for Rushmere Hall Primary
School. We envisage that this development will be
mitigated by the construction of a new primary
school within the Ipswich Garden Suburb Red House
neighbourhood due to its proximity to this
development site.

Secondary

There are three secondary school catchment areas
that cross Rushmere St Andrew Parish: Copleston
High School, Kesgrave High School and Northgate
High School. The site the neighbourhood plan
allocations (SCLP12.24) is within the catchment area
for Northgate High School. We envisage that this
development will be mitigated by the construction of
a new secondary school within the Ipswich Garden
Suburb due to its proximity to this development site.

Noted

Noted

None

None

East Suffolk Council

Page 33 Services and Facilities, paragraph 9.2
Should this refer to Policy RSA10, not RSA6?

The Plan will be amended

Amend Para 9.2

Community Aspiration 10 - Public Transp

ort Initiatives

T Buckland -

In places ( for example east of Foxwood towards Kiln
Farm Shop) the footway next to the main
Woodbridge Road is not fit for purpose.

The vegetation is overgrown. It's been like it for years
(pre covid)

If the authorities can’t already keep existing footways

Noted

None
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clear then | don’t know how you are going to make
“footways safer” ?

Most cyclists ignore red traffic lights, they simply
bump up on the path and whizz past, | think it would
be a waste of money creating additional crossing
points 1. For cyclists and 2. for any pedestrian using a
crossing to get wiped out by a cyclist.

| believe it would be safer to continue with use of
existing island and bollards in middle of the road.

F Curwen - See 35 Noted None
Community Aspiration 11 - Rushmere Street Traffic Calming
R Silburn Local History Recorder Consideration about the height of speed bumps as Noted None
for Rushmere St Andrew | they do damage car springs.
J Pawlowski - | agree with the traffic calming, but if this consists of | Noted None
speed cushions, as on Playford Road, this is not a
deterrent as motorists just drive between the
cushions.
There should be regular speed checking along
Rushmere Street.
P Davy - As part of this the footpath needs widening Noted None
D Gill - Speed bumps are not good for people with bad Noted None
backs (even if taken very gently). | think that cameras
and occasional checks on speed would be better.
J Porter - | think this will have little impact and people will still Noted None
travel at 30mph! Although | do think that there
should be some narrowing so that school children
can bike to school safely.
D Wood n/a Very strong support for this aspiration Noted None
F Curwen - See 35 Noted None

Community Aspiration 12 - Speeding
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P Davy - 20mph zones would be sensible Noted None
J Porter - | do not think ANPR is suitable in a village location. Noted None

Community speedwatch is a good idea.
D Wood n/a Very strong support for this aspiration Noted None
F Curwen - See 35 Noted None
Community Aspiration 13 - Encouraging Walking and Cycling
R Silburn Local History Recorder Encourage both but no cycling on footpaths, only on | Noted None

for Rushmere St Andrew | bridle ways.

T Buckland - The majority of people are unable to do without their | Noted None

vehicles ( age, disability, lengthy public transport

journeys, reliability of public transport, comfort ( in

bad weather you get wet if you cycle to work etc etc)

Building a new house with a cycle rack is NOT going

to equate to one less person using a car.

The only cycling and walking you could encourage

would be an indoor cycle track.

We have beautiful surrounding countryside with

more than enough safe walk ways and areas for

cycling.
J Porter - Yes Noted None
D Wood n/a Very strong support for this aspiration Noted None
F Curwen - See 35 Noted None

Suffolk County Council

‘Community Aspiration 13 Encouraging Walking and
Cycling’ refers to safer footways but should also refer
to public rights of way.

The Plan will be amended

Amend Community
aspiration 13

East Suffolk Council

East Suffolk Council is publishing for consultation a
draft Cycling and Walking Strategy for the district
(the consultation will take place from 1st November
2021 until 10th January 2022). Included within the
draft Strategy are cycling and walking infrastructure
recommendations relevant to Rushmere St Andrew.

This will be dealt with
separately by the Parish
Council

None
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The Council would welcome comments as part of the
Cycling and Walking Strategy consultation from the
Neighbourhood Plan group and the Parish Council
on the recommendations. The Council would also
support and encourage the Neighbourhood Plan
group to consider using the draft Strategy as an
evidence base and to consider including relevant
cycling and walking infrastructure recommendations
within the Neighbourhood Plan.

Whilst the primary purpose of the Cycling and
Walking Strategy is to identify cycling and walking
infrastructure opportunities, it also provides a useful
function as an evidence base. For example, the
Strategy could be used by the Neighbourhood
Planning group to seek cycling and walking
infrastructure improvements through policies within
the Neighbourhood Plan, thereby providing greater
weight to such improvements in planning terms. The
council would therefore support reference being
made to the Cycling and Walking Strategy in the
Neighbourhood Plan. The cycling and Walking
Strategy could be used in support of Community
Aspiration 13, which seeks to improve the safety of
footways and provide additional cycle lanes across
the parish.

The consultation documents can be viewed at
www.eastsuffolk.gov.uk/planning-policy-
consultations (from 1st November 2021).

In relation to draft Policy RSA2 — Land at Humber
Doucy Lane, the recommendations below relate to
the Local Plan allocation SCLP12.24 and are included
within the draft Cycling and Walking Strategy. These

Paragraph 5.6 will be
amended but it should be
noted that some of the
proposals listed cannot

Amend Para 5.6

100




could be referred to within the Neighbourhood Plan
where they relate to the Neighbourhood Plan area;

1 - Introduce a cycling and walking track from the
Tuddenham Road railway bridge to Humber Doucy
Lane, through the open space and sports facilities
between the two roads.

2 - Introduce a segregated cycling and walking track
along Humber Doucy Lane, segregated from the
road by existing vegetation. This segregated track
should run all the way along Humber Doucy Lane
and across the area of land between Playford Road
and Woodbridge Road, becoming an on road cycle
lane in the form of a cycle street between the
Humber Doucy Sports Centre vehicle access and
Playford Road. Introduce cycling and walking
crossing points at appropriate intervals along
Humber Doucy Lane.

3 - Introduce a cycling and walking crossing point on
Woodbridge Road, where Footpath 57 meets
Woodbridge Road.

4 - Introduce a shared cycle/footway along Sidegate
Lane.

5 - Introduce a cycling and walking connection onto
Tuddenham Lane and Bridleway 1.

6 - Widen and resurface Bridleways 1, 15, and 2 to
accommodate cyclists and pedestrians.

be delivered due to land
ownership constraints
and common land laws.

Policy RSA12 — Public Rights of Way

R Silburn

Local History Recorder
for Rushmere St Andrew

All footpaths in the parish are well used and many
have historic names such as the Maplelands and
Popes.Maplelands alongside the Rugby ground could
be swallowed up in a large housing development.

Noted

None
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Ipswich Borough Council

Ipswich Borough Council supports Policy RS 12 which
aims to improve and extend the existing network of
public rights of way and support their value as
biodiversity corridors.

The Borough Council is seeking to establish and
extend its own publicly accessible green trail around
the edge of the Borough as illustrated on Plan 6 of
the emerging Ipswich Local Plan, in order to address
the need within the Borough for access to Natural
and Semi Natural Greenspace.

The green trail will provide an ecological corridor and
a recreational resource for people to use.
Development at the edge of the built-up area will be
required to provide links within the green trail as part
of on-site open space provision.

Ipswich Borough Council is keen to work with
neighbouring local authorities and parish councils to
address cross boundary green infrastructure
provision and identify sites or routes later in the plan
period. The Borough Council would welcome the
opportunity to discuss linking the green trail with
routes being promoted as quiet lanes, greenways
and corridors within Rushmere St Andrew. Policy RS
12 also supports Ipswich Borough Council’s efforts to
encourage modal shift to help address air quality
concerns in the Borough.

Noted

None

Suffolk County Council

The section ‘Public Rights of Way’ and ‘Community
Aspiration 14 — Public Rights of way Review’ and
‘Community Aspiration 15 — Public Rights of Way
Accessibility’ are all very welcome.

Noted

None
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However, 10.19 and ‘Policy RSA12 - Public Rights of
Way’ caveats any improvement to the public rights of
way network.

Not all public rights of way sit within biodiversity
corridors, especially in more urban and peri-urban
locations. Public rights of way offer the potential to
provide safe, off-road and strategic links for walking,
accessibility and cycling. There is no suggestion that
any development of the public rights of way network
would be at the detriment of biodiversity, but to
caveat development of the network with enhancing
biodiversity should be re-considered. The focus here
should be on how the rights of way network within
the parish, and how it interrelates with the network
outside the parish, meets the objectives captured in
those statements listed above to provide safe, off-
road, and desirable strategic green access and
sustainable travel links.

Therefore, the following amendments are proposed
to Policy RSA12;

“Measures to improve and extend the existing
network of public rights of way will be supported to
encourage active and sustainable travel and access to
the countryside. if their value as biodiversity corridors
is recognised and protected, and Where
opportunities are available, efforts are made to
enhance biodiversity as part of the proposal.
Development which would adversely affect the
character or result in the loss of existing or proposed
rights of way, will not be permitted unless alternative
provision or diversions can be arranged which are at
least as attractive, safe and convenient for public

use”

Policy RSA 12 will be
amended

Amend Policy RSA 12
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East Suffolk Council

This policy seeks to protect local rights of way.
However, it isn’t clear how the policy would be
applied in the consideration of planning applications,
and it should be re-phrased to relate to development
proposals. The absence of any specific Public Rights
of Way improvements or more generally cycling and
walking improvements within the parish is potentially
a missed opportunity and could be included as
infrastructure priorities (see comments on
infrastructure below).

The policy will be
amended

Amend Policy RSA 12

Community As

piration 14 - Public Rights

of Way Review

R Silburn Local History Recorder Our public footpaths need to be registered. They are on the statutory | None
for Rushmere St Andrew register of public rights of
way

J Porter - | think it would be a lovely idea if there is a nature Noted None
trail.

D Wood n/a Need to build in action to implement any Noted None
recommendations produced by the review

Community Aspiration 15 - Public Rights of Way Accessibility

D Gill - Emphasise the need for disabled people to cross key | Noted None
roads, e.g. Foxhall Road, safely.

T Buckland - Had to report an inaccessible footpath in the Noted None

summer. Due to overgrown nettles, weeds,
hedgerow. Had been like it for weeks.

Apparently it was on their “to do” list, in the
meantime that that didn’t help, was still inaccessible.
Reality is | dont think the authorities are going to
make RSA a priority over any other parish.. they can
only put us on a list like everybody else.?

Section 10 General Comments
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J Porter

I'm not entirely convinced by quiet lanes - there is no
enforcement. Cycles and runners will be in greater
danger, they had headphones on mostly and can't
hear traffic behind them at the best of times. Having
a quiet lane will give misperceptions.

Noted

None

F Curwen

Foxhall Road dip - at entrance to Nuffield Hospital -
where footpath crosses road 20mph for safety and
30mph to beyond Bell Lane then 40mph (not
50mph). Arundel Way plus Ashdown Way -20mph
(so many vehicles in road and bus route).

Noted

None

Suffolk County Council

Active Travel

Active travel, such as walking and cycling, is
important in order to improve physical health and
reduce obesity levels, as well as can help to minimise
levels of air pollution from motorised vehicles.

SCC welcomes the desire for safe walking and cycling
routes highlighted and particularly in the Vision, and
through the work undertaken to designate Quiet
Lanes. Safe routes for walking and cycling are
important to ensure the safety of residents of all
ages, especially those that are very young or very old,
and have mobility issues or are frail.

Public Rights of Way

The following points in the Rushmere St Andrew
Neighbourhood Plan support the development of
improved off-road and safer walking, accessible and
cycling routes:

« 10.2 states: ‘The essence of this section is to
promote safer travel for all with particular emphasis
on the non-car user.’

 10.8 states: ‘It is therefore, all the more important
that measures are put in place to make Rushmere St
Andrew as safe as possible for non-car users.’

Noted

Noted

None

None
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 10.10 states: ‘The parish is well positioned to, in
theory, provide safe cycle routes to link in with the
wider network of Kesgrave and Ipswich. However,
this is not the case and there are few dedicated cycle
lanes in the parish. In order to further encourage
non-car use there are emerging plans to expand
safe-cycling routes in the parish and beyond. Both
Suffolk County Council and East Suffolk Council
continue to work on initiatives to promote safe-
cycling”’

¢ And, 10.12 states: ‘Development should take all
reasonable opportunities to promote the use of
public and green transport, such as improving the
cycle lane network.’

» We particularly welcome the reference to the
Suffolk Green Access Strategy in paragraph 10.16,
however it is suggested that this reference should
also include a link to the Strategy?.

Transport

Sustainable Modes of Travel

SCC welcomes the second point of the vision, and
the mentions of the desire to have safe walking and
cycling routes in the parish.

SCC have previously proposed to the trustees of the
common land to agree to allow SCC Transport and
Highways to upgrade the footway across the golf
course to bridleway status, which would enable
cyclists as well as pedestrians, however trustees are
not in favour of this.

This could be an excellent extension to an existing
off-road, traffic-free route from Kesgrave, which is all
bridleway status apart from this piece. Given the

Noted

Noted

None

None
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emphasis on walking and cycling in this plan, there
could be commitment to further discussion with the
County Council and the trustees of the common to
consider this option.

SCC is supportive of the parish working to designate
Quiet Lanes* in the parish. Quiet Lanes are a useful
way to encourage active and sustainable travel, and
can help a community feel safer to walk, cycle and
ride on these roads.

It is recommended that the parish set out in
paragraph 10.17 that these roads are already
designated as Quiet Lanes.

Parking

The Design Code states that there is already the issue
of inconsiderate and dangerous pavement parking.
We are supportive of the methods of
discouragement mentioned on page 38 of the
Design Code, in order to help minimise unsafe
pavement parking.

However it is recommended that there is provision
for a proportion of on-street parking considered
within new developments. On-street parking will
always be inevitable, from visitors, deliveries, services
or maintenance. Having well designed and integrated
on-street parking can help to reduce inconsiderate
parking, which can restrict access for emergency
services and refuse collections, and parking on
pavements that hinder pedestrian access and safety,
as well as visibility as highlighted in the Design Code.
Please see pages 25-28 of Suffolk Guidance for
Parking 20195 for further guidance.

Noted

The Plan will be amended

Inconsiderate on-street
parking results in
additional dangers for
road users and can delay
buses and emergency
vehicles. This is not
supported by the Parish
Council and it is not
considered necessary to
amend the policy as
suggested.

None

Amend Paras 10.13 to
10.17 to bring them up-
to-date

None
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Therefore, part d of Policy RSA9 Design
Considerations should be amended as follows:

d. designs, in accordance with standards, maintain or
enhance the safety of the highway network ensuring
that all appropriate vehicle parking is provided within
the plot development, and with a proportion of
parking provided on street within a new
development, but that is well designed, located and
integrated into the scheme to avoid obstruction to all
highway users or impede visibility, and seek always
to ensure permeability through new housing areas,
connecting any new development into the heart of
the existing settlement, whilst prioritising the
movement of pedestrians and cyclists;”

Policies Maps Comments

R Silburn

Local History Recorder
for Rushmere St Andrew

Re The Street Inset Map.

Does the settlement boundary line on the south side
of the Street indicate a gap for potential
development ?

The Settlement Boundary
is as identified in the
adopted Local Plan

None

Ipswich Borough Council

IBC consider that it would be helpful if the resolution
of the Policies Map could be sharper/ clearer to allow
for sites to be examined in greater detail. Perhaps a
separate document could be used instead to help
with this.

Additionally, including designated heritage assets on
the map would be helpful to users of the document.
It is also recommended that the Ipswich Green Trall is
included on the Policy Map (see the Ipswich Local
Plan Review Policies Map).

There is some inconsistency with the three maps in
terms of the colour used for ‘Important Views’ and
the inclusion of the policy references adjacent to
each key entry.

This will be addressed

This is not considered
necessary

This will be addressed

Improve quality of
Policies Maps

None

Correct errors on Policies
Map
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Policies Map North

The key for this part of the Policies Map needs to be
amended to show the public rights of way and quiet
lane entries to have the correct symbol next to each
entry.

The map for the north also needs to be amended to
include the western side of Humber Doucy Lane to
show that the land here is also allocated as part of
the Humber Doucy Lane allocation.

This will be addressed

This site is outside the
Plan Area and is not
necessary to be shown

Amend Policies Map key

None

East Suffolk Council

Policies Maps

The policies maps should include the relevant policy
numbers in the key when referring to Local Plan
policies and Neighbourhood Plan policies.

Furthermore, there appears to be some confusion
arising from the way in which Local Plan policies are
referred to. Policy Map North and The Street Inset
Map both refer to Local Plan Important Open Space,
which isn’t a policy of the Local Plan itself. In both
the Policy Map North and The Street Inset Map Local
Plan Important Open Space is shaded in a dull green.
However, this same shade of green is also used in the
key Policy Map South to refer to Open Space, Sport
and Recreation Facility, however there is no
corresponding shaded area shown on the map.

Policies Map South also shows a dark green border
around the edge of the golf course but this isn’t
shown in the key.

Policies Maps North and South should show non-
designated heritage assets as building footprints
rather than as points to provide clarity over the

This will be addressed

This will be addressed

This will be addressed

To do so would make
them almost impossible
to identify on the maps. It
is considered that this is

Amend Policies Map key

Amend reference to Local
Plan designations

Amend Policies Map and
key

None
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area/extent of asset covered, as per The Street — Inset
Map.

On Policies Map South the Settlement Boundary in
the southeast area of the map appears inconsistent
with that in the Local Plan. It is unclear from the
mapping whether this is an error, a presentational
issue or intentional. The Council has sought clarity on
this as part of undertaking the SEA and HRA
screening from the Neighbourhood Plan group’s
consultant who has confirmed this is an error. This
will need to be corrected and the Council can
provide the relevant GIS files in order that the
Settlement Boundaries shown are entirely consistent
with the Local Plan.

There is an inconsistency in colour used between the
important views shown on Policy Map South and the
key used in the policies maps.

an appropriate
methodology to identify
them.

This will be addressed

This will be addressed

Amend Policies Map

Amend Policies Map

Appendices Comments

D Wood n/a Grid/Layout - support connectivity approach instead | Noted None
of cul-de-sac
Surface treatment - need explicit requirement for
porous surfaces and provision of good local drainage
into local ground and thence, water table
General Comments
J Pawlowski - All agricultural land must be protected to feed a Noted None

growing, and future population.

There is sufficient new housing being built around
East Suffolk and Ipswich area.

5000+ North Ipswich/Henley/ Westerfield area.
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2000+ Martlesham.

2000+ Felixstowe.

2000+ Copdock area.

Plus developments in the small towns in East Suffolk.
The parish council and East Suffolk must protect the
Fynn Valley with its open countryside, footpaths and
bridleways, or turn it into a country park.

M HANCOCK

IPSWICH RUGBY
FOOTBALL CLUB

We believe that the interests of a major and
important sporting club in Ipswich RFC have not yet
been given due consideration. We would welcome
this.

The chairman attended the drop in event at Tower
Hall, Broadlands Way on Tuesday 28th September.
He was advised that a working party member who
had more detailed knowledge of the plan (James
Wright) would contact him on his return from
holiday. This has not happened.

Noted

None

P Jay

In response to your request for feedback relating to
the neighborhood plan.

1) Could you please confirm that Foxhall Stadium
falls outside the Rushmere St Andrew boundary? |
note that this unique historic sports asset (which
helps provide a unique & positive contribution to the
surrounding area (and further afield) is not
identified/listed within the neighborhood plan. It
was also my understanding that the surrounding land
(which may well fall within the boundary) was subject
to a 'sports use' condition. Assuming the stadium is
beyond the boundary, could the plan at least
recognise its presence and state its continued
support.

2) My family have a long connection to the Foxhall
Road/ Bixley Farm area and surrounding over five

Yes, it is in Kesgrave
Parish

Noted with interest

None
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generations. The water tower service road is
identified on current online maps as 'Linksfield Track'.
This unmade road has always been known to our
family and neighbors as 'The Sheep Walk'. | recall
delivering papers to two/three addresses along there
prior to the Chater development in the mid eighties.

3) I am surprised that the Sanding Walk is not
listed/documented as an asset. Having recently
completed the route, | am glad to see that the
vegetation has since been cut back around the
signposting located at Heath Road. I still think much
more could be done to promote this route, | believe
the bird sculpture located at the 'Y section' within the
wooded area of the common would benift from
being raised on a plinth and appropriate signage
installed identifying the splitting of the route towards
the hospital and woodbridge road east finish points.

4) Rushmere Golf Course. With Heath & Safety in
mind | continue to wonder how the club are able to
safely operate without providing adequate signage
to make clear which way a pedestrian is required to
look to proactively protect themselves from being
struck by a golf ball. The neighborhood plan relates
to 'environmentally friendly' - Can the golf club
clarify how they manage to keep acres of grass
virtually weed-free and perhaps demonstrate their
methods to the local gardener.

5) May | please ask why 'the neighborhood plan
cannot overturn' the proposed humber doucy lane
develop?

Noted. The Sandling Walk
is a public right of way
and therefore protected.

Noted. This is not a
matter for the
Neighbourhood Plan

The government
regulations do not permit
this.
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6) It is my understanding that there is talk of
developing mini roundabouts at Foxhall/Bell
Lane/Monument Farm, Foxhall/Dobbs Lane and and
Foxhall/Landfill entrance. Have the parish
considered/suppoted extending this logic to the
busy Foxhall Road/Bupa entrance,
Foxhall/Broadlands, Foxhall/Bixley Drive and
Foxhall/Arundal Way junctions? It seems to have
worked well at Playford/Bent Lane/The Street
interchange (which in my mind was less busy and
harder to justify).

This is not a matter for
the neighbourhood plan
as it is a matter for
County Highways to
address.

F Curwen

Well done and presented. Thank you.

Noted and thanks

None

Kesgrave Town Council

Thank you for sending us the below, PRE-
SUBMISSION CONSULTATION (REGULATION 14),
which has been reviewed in our recent Planning &
Development Committee Meetings.

Firstly on behalf of Kesgrave Town Council we would
like to congratulate Rushmere St Andrew on
commencing their Draft Neighbourhood Plan and as
a neighbouring Town Council we fully support your
aim in obtaining a ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan for
Rushmere St Andrew Parish.

Our Planning & Development Committee did
however wish to, not in an official capacity, comment
on the following statement in your Draft NP.

bullet point 6 — “The parish’s heritage, environment
and natural surroundings are rigorously protected
from development and encroachment from the main
Ipswich and Kesgrave conurbations."”

Whilst we fully acknowledge the sentiments of the
statement, we would like to see more ‘friendly’
phrasing used. We feel this would better reflect the

Noted and thanks

Noted. This is not a
reflection on Kesgrave PC
but of the ongoing threat
of development that we
both face.

None
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positive Council and Community relationship
between Kesgrave and Rushmere St Andrew.

Historic England

Thank you for inviting Historic England to comment
on the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Draft of the
Rushmere St Andrews Neighbourhood Plan.

We welcome the production of this neighbourhood
plan, but do not consider it necessary for Historic
England to be involved in the detailed development
of your plan at this time. We would refer you to our
advice on successfully incorporating historic
environment considerations into your
neighbourhood plan, which can be found here:
<https://historicengland.org.uk/advice/planning/plan
-making/improve-your-neighbourhood/>.

For further specific advice regarding the historic
environment and how to integrate it into your
neighbourhood plan, we recommend that you
consult your local planning authority conservation
officer, and if appropriate the Historic Environment
Record at Suffolk County Council.

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

Noted

None

Suffolk County Council

Thank you for consulting Suffolk County Council
(SCC) on the Pre-Submission version of the
Rushmere St Andrew Neighbourhood Plan.

Noted

None
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SCC is not a plan making authority, except for
minerals and waste. However, it is a fundamental part
of the planning system being responsible for matters
including:

- Archaeology

- Education

- Fire and Rescue

- Flooding

- Health and Wellbeing

- Libraries

- Minerals and Waste

- Natural Environment

- Public Rights of Way

- Transport

This response, as with all those comments which SCC
makes on emerging planning policies and
allocations, will focus on matters relating to those
services.

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

Where amendments to the plan are suggested added
text will be in italics and deleted text will be in

strikethrough.

Health and Wellbeing

Adaptable homes and an ageing population

The neighbourhood plan states in paragraph 2.14
that approximately 28% of the residents are aged 65
or older. The Vision states that “Older people can be
confident that the parish has appropriate housing,
services and facilities for their needs”, and yet the

These matters are
addressed in the adopted
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan
and it is not appropriate
to repeat this policy in
the Neighbourhood Plan

None
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plan does not appear to make any provisions for the
needs of an ageing population.

The Suffolk Coastal and Ipswich local plans both have
existing policies regarding requirements for housing
for older people that is adaptable and accessible.

Minerals and Waste

Suffolk County Council is the Minerals and Waste
Planning Authority for Suffolk. This means the
County Council makes planning policy and decisions
in relation to minerals and waste. The relevant policy
document is the Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local
Plan, adopted in July 2020.

The County Council has assessed the neighbourhood
plan regarding the safeguarding of potential
minerals resources and operating minerals and waste
facilities and has no concerns with the proposals in
the plan.

General

Inconsistency/typo: paragraph 10.17 lists “Severn”
Cottages Lane, whereas as the rest of the plan
indicates it as “Seven “

Policies Maps

The following issues are raised with the Polices Maps:
 Very low resolution and difficult to read. The image
cannot be ‘zoomed in’ to see details.

 The key for Policies Map North is mis-aligned —
PROW is blank

» Two of the Important Views are missing, compared
to the 17 displayed on Map 3.

Noted

Noted

The Plan will be amended

These matters will be
addressed in the
Submission Plan

None

None

Amend Para 10.17

Amend Policies Map
quality
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 The Street Inset Map key does not define the
purple shape encased in dotted line, assumed to be
the special character area indicated on Map 4.

 The keys vary for RSA11 open
space/sport/recreation, where sometimes filled green
and sometimes just a green outline, and is confusing
with the green for Local Plan Open Space.
Consistency is recommended across all maps.

Policy Numbering

Paragraph 6.21 refers to Policy RSA3, however likely
should be Policy RSA6 (Local Green Spaces).
Paragraph 7.4 refers to Policy RSA6, however likely
should be RSA7 (Non-Designated Heritage Assets).
Paragraph 9.2 refers to Policy RSA6, however likely
should be RSA10 (Parish Services and Facilities).

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

The guidance can be accessed here: Suffolk County
Council Neighbourhood Planning Guidance.

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

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

The Plan will be amended

Noted

Amend Para 6.21

Amend Para 7.4

Amend Para 9.2

None

East Suffolk Council

East Suffolk Council welcomes the opportunity to
comment on the pre submission (Regulation 14)
Rushmere St Andrew Neighbourhood Plan and notes
that there is a lot of valuable content within the draft
Neighbourhood Plan. East Suffolk Council wishes to

Noted

None
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make the following comments about the Rushmere
St Andrew Neighbourhood Plan and we trust that
you will find the comments below helpful in
progressing the Plan. The Council has a role in
providing support for neighbourhood plan groups
throughout the plan making process. This includes
providing comments in response to consultations
and we would very much welcome further discussion
on our comments and other aspects of the
preparation of the Plan as the Plan progresses.

Largely, the overall approach and strategy of the
draft Neighbourhood Plan is considered to be
appropriate in the context of the Suffolk Coastal
Local Plan and the Plan is considered to be well
presented and structured. However, a number of
comments are set out below, including on some
policy elements. Many of these are matters of clarity
and detail, however there are matters raised of
principle including in relation to the part of Policy
RSA9 which seeks to resist residential development
in back gardens.

Photographs

It would be worth labelling any photos that are being
used to demonstrate a point being made in the text
or the policy. For example, the photos on page 27
could be showing attributes that are important to the
Special Character Area however this is not clear.

Infrastructure

It would be beneficial for the Plan to include a
section on Infrastructure. The Planning Practice
Guidance on Neighbourhood Plans (Neighbourhood
planning - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)) explains, in

Noted, these are
addressed at the
appropriate location in
this table

This is not considered
necessary

This is not considered
necessary

None

None

None
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paragraphs 045 and 046, the ways in which
Neighbourhood Plans may consider infrastructure.
Whilst the Neighbourhood Plan is not intending to
plan for additional growth on top of that identified in
the Local Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan provides an
opportunity to set out the infrastructure priorities for
the parish alongside those identified in the Local Plan
(set out in Appendix B of the Local Plan). To assist
Parish Councils identifying and evidencing
infrastructure needs and priorities the Council has
produced a template Parish Infrastructure Investment
Plan (PIIP) (available at CIL parish support » East
Suffolk Council). The PIIP will help in evidencing
locally important infrastructure as well as potential
funding sources. Whilst infrastructure priorities may
change over time, it is possible to produce a PIIP now
and review it at a later date, and the Neighbourhood
Plan could make reference to this. The Infrastructure
Delivery Framework contained in Appendix B of the
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan identifies infrastructure
requirements relevant to Rushmere St Andrew,
however by producing a PIIP there may be other
local infrastructure projects that are also identified.
The projects could include cycling and walking
infrastructure, as referred to in our comments above.

HRA and SEA Screening

As requested, the Council is currently progressing the
screening for Strategic Environmental Assessment
and Habitats Regulations Assessment.

| hope that the above comments are helpful in taking
the Neighbourhood Plan forward but please contact
me if you have any questions. As set out above, we
would welcome the opportunity to discuss the

Noted

Noted

None

None
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\ Organisation Comment Parish Council Response | Proposed Changes
comments we have set out as the Neighbourhood
Plan progresses.
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Map showing designated and non-designated heritage assets identified through the Ipswich Borough Council HIA
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The table below sets out the changes made to the Neighbourhood Plan following the Regulation 14 Pre-Submission Consultation and the
reasons for the modifications. Changes subsequent to the deletion of paragraphs or policies are not identified in this schedule.

Deletions are struck through eg deletion Additions are underlined eg addition

Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

Front Cover

Amend title to SUBMISSION DRAFT
Amend date to month of submission

To bring the Plan up-to-date

Contents page

Amend to reflect changes elsewhere in the Plan and ensure character spaces
between RSA and number in policy titles

To bring the Plan up-to-date

Given the relationship of neighbourhood plans and local plans, and the fact that

East Suffolk Council adopted the local-plan-fortheformer Suffolk Coastal Local Plan
area in September 2020, the Rushmere St Andrew Plan focuses on planning matters

of local interest by adding value to the content of the local plan rather than
repeating it.

4 Para 1.1 Amend as follows: In response to comments
The Localism Act 2011 introduced new rights and powers to allow local
communities to prepare Neighbourhood Plans, which establish gereral planning
policies for the development and use of land in the neighbourhood. These Plans,
when properly “made” become part of the legal planning framework for the
designated area.
6 Themes Diagram | Amend as follows:
LANDSCAPE &AND NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
HIGHWAYS & AND TRAVEL
6 Flow chart Amend flow chart to highlight that this is the Submission stage. All dates remain To bring the Plan up-to-date
appropriate.
6 Para 1.5 Amend as follows: In response to comments

123




Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

6

Para 1.6

Amend as follows:

The Plan is structured to provide information about the Neighbourhood Plan
process; the parish’s distinct character, history and geography; sets out a Vision and
related Objectives; and contains planning policies that, when the Plan is complete,
will be used by the East Suffolk Council when considering planning applications.

In response to comments

17

Amend paragraph as follows:

The Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Government’s Neighbourhood
Planning Regulations, following a number of distinct stages that can be simply
illustrated in the diagram belew on the right and, in particular, has involved the
local community at key stages of the process.

To correct error

19

Amend final sentence as follows:

Relevant sections of the Plan illustrates some of the results and a full report of the
results is available to view on the Neighbourhood Plan pages of the Parish Council
website.

To correct error

Para 1.12

Amend as follows:

This is the first-submission draft efthe Neighbourhood Plan, that has been
submitted by the Parish Council to East Suffolk Council, and knewn-as-the“Pre-
submission-Plan™ which is being consulted on for six weeks. The draft
Neighbourhood Plan was subject to extensive “pre-submission” consultation in
September and October 2021. At the end of the consultation, comments wilkbe
were reviewed and any necessary amendments to the Plan made ahead of
submission to East Suffolk Council. After this round of ferfurther consultation and
then-serutiny the Plan will be examined by an Independent Neighbourhood Plan
Examiner. Following the examination, and subject to the Examiner’s response and
East Suffolk’s approval, a referendum of residents on the Electoral Roll will be held
to vote on whether the Plan should be used by East Suffolk Council when deciding
planning applications.

To bring the Plan up-to-date

7&8

27&28

Move “Church built in 1859 and nearby is Chestnut Pond.” Which is at the top of
page 9 to the end of para 2.8 on page 8.

To correct error
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

9

29

Amend third sentence as follows:
On the opposite side of the road stood Rushmere Hall built in the 1600s but
reduced to a farmhouse by 1846.

Grammatical correction

211 & 212

Amend first sentence of Para 2.11 as follows:

With the building of the large housing estate on Bixley Farm (north of Foxhall Road)
in the 1990s, a community hall was built along with a playground, nursery and
shops. A second village sign depicting the water tower and the Common was-alse

erected-along-Bladen-Drive:

212 Theparish-signinTower\Ward; erected on 11 May 2002, is adjacent to the
junction of Gwendoline Close and Bladen Drive. Each-side-of the sigh-showsa
chiferentseencwath-the Rushmere Water Toweras-the cepiranioce:

In response to comments

213

Amend first sentence as follows:
Today, the built-up area of the southern part of the parish is hardly discernible from
greater Ipswich, especially along Foxhall Road.

Factual correction

217

Amend first sentence as follows:

Sports pitches dominate the older part of the parish in the area north of the A1214
Woodbridge Road village, with around 30 hectares of land used by either Ipswich
Town FC, Ipswich School, Ipswich YM Rugby Club or Ipswich Wanderers FC.

Factual correction

10

31

Amend second sentence as follows:

The Plan must be-in-general-conformity-with have regard to the content of the
NPPF and be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the adopted Local
Plan.

In response to comments

11

3.7

The main implication of the Local Plan is the allocation of a site for housing north of
Humber Doucy Lane and straddling the boundary with Ipswich Borough (Policy
SCLP12.24). In all, it is anticipated that around 656 600 homes will be built on the
site (see Chapter 5) and the Neighbourhood Plan cannot rescind this allocation.

In response to comments

11

3.8

Amend Para 3.8 as follows:
Local plans have a role of identifying the housing growth requirements for
neighbourhood areas. The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan identifies the requirement

In response to comments
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

for those neighbourhood areas designated when the Plan was prepared and, other
than in these areas, identifies the specific sites that will deliver the Local Plan
minimum housing requirement. As the Rushmere St Andrew Neighbourhood Area
was not designated until after the Local Plan had been examined, a minimum
housing requirement has not been specified. East Suffolk Council has prepared
and adopted a methodology for calculating housing requirements for new
neighbourhood areas but, given the number of planning permissions in the parish
and the allocation in Humber Doucy Lane, the Neighbourhood Pan considers that
the adopted Suffolk Coastal Local Plan adequately addresses how the future
housing needs of the parish will be met and that it is not considered necessary to
allocate further sites for housing in this Neighbourhood Plan.

14

52

Amend Para 5.2 by adding the following to the end of the paragraph:
East Suffolk Council has worked in partnership with Ipswich Borough Council and
Babergh Mid Suffolk Council to develop the Recreational Avoidance and Mitigation

Strategy (RAMS) to mitigate recreational disturbance impacts on habitats sites. The
approach set out in the RAMs document published by East Suffolk Council will

apply across the neighbourhood plan area.

14

53

In response to comments

Amend Para 5.3 as follows:

Settlement Boundaries are identified on the Neighbourhood Plan Policies Map and
which provide a mechanism to manage the location of future development and to
protect the countryside from inappropriate development.

In response to comments

14

54

Amend the first sentence of Para 5.4 as follows:

In accordance with Policy SCLP3.3 of the Local Plan, new development will be
focused within the Settlement Boundary defined in the adopted Suffolk Coastal
Local Plan, and will only be allowed outside that area where particular
circumstances set out in the NPPF or the Local Plan are met.

In response to comments

14

55

Amend last sentence of para as follows:;
In total, it is anticipated that some 600 656-dwellings will be constructed on the
site.

In response to comments

14

56

Amend third sentence as follows:

Typographic and grammatical
correction
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

The Lanes lanes are proposed Quiet Lanes (see Chapter 10) and it is essential that
no new vehicular access is made onto i them.

14

56

Add additional sentence to end of paragraph as follows:
Proposals for the site will also be expected to have regard to the content of the East
Suffolk Cycling and Walking Strategy and the proposals contained therein.

In response to comments

14

Policy RSA1

Amend final sentence of Policy as follows:

Proposals for development located outside the Settlement Boundary will only be
permitted where they are in accordance with national and District level policies as
they relate to the Neighbourhood Area.

In response to comments

15

Policy RSA2

Amend Policy RSA2 as follows:;

In addition to the provisions for the development of land for housing at Humber
Doucy Lane set out in Policy SCLP12.24 of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and as
identified on the Policies Map, development shall make provision for a significant
reinforcement of existing planting and additional native tree planting of local
provenance along the nerthern north-eastern / eastern boundary of the site,
adjoining Tuddenham Lane, and in the vicinity of existing residential properties off
Tuddenham Lane. In particular, the planting scheme should be designed on the
premise of maintaining the separation of the enlarged urban area of Ipswich with
the rural and tranquil nature of this part of the Neighbourhood Area and proposals
should be accompanied by a management plan which will ensure the successful
establishment of the new planting and its continued growth through to maturity.

o3 HeWW~eA tHa

Cottagestane-will-net-be-supperted. Any access onto Tuddenham Lane and Seven

Cottages Lane shall only be for pedestrian and/or cycle access.

In response to comments

15

Map 2

Amend Map 2 to differentiate between the site that is allocated in the Suffolk
Coastal Local Plan and that which is allocated in the Ipswich Local Plan.

In response to comments
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

In addition, extend green playing field area from Rugby Club to Humber Doucy
Lane.

18 6.6 & 6.7 Amend colouring of shaded boxes to be distinctly different to policy colours In response to comments
19 6.8 Amend first sentence of Para 6.8 as follows: In response to comments
Responses to the guestionnaire Residents’ Survey revealed the critical importance
placed on the relationship between the well-being of residents and the natural
environment in and around Rushmere St Andrew.
19 6.10 Amend last sentence as follows: In response to comments
Much of the maintenance is carried out by the East Suffolk Council supported
Greenways Project Team of volunteers.
19 6.11 Amend second sentence as follows:
Adjacent to Chestnut Pond are the village Allotments which are bounded by
significant hedges and trees.
20 Map 3 Amend Map 3 to correct locations of views identified in Landscape Appraisal and In response to comments
on Lamberts Lane
21 Policy RSA4 Amend criterion ii as follows: In response to comments
ii. suitable mitigation measures, that may-inelude-egquivalent-or provide better
replacement of the lost features will be required to achieve measurable biodiversity
net gain.
23 6.19 Amend second sentence of Para 6.19 as follows: In response to comments
T Although not in the Neighbourhood Plan Area, the Draft Ipswich Local Plan
identifies remaining frontages onto Humber Doucy Lane as “Countryside” where
development proposals will not be supported.
24 Para 6.21 Amend second sentence of Para 6.21 as follows: To correct error

The spaces that meet the criteria are identified in Policy RSA3 RSA6 and are
illustrated on the Policies Map.
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

25 Policy RSA7 Amend Policy RSA7 by adding the following to the end of the list: In response to comments
Seven Cottages, Seven Cottages Lane
Old Water Tower, SW of Tuddenham Lane

25 7.3 Amend first sentence as follows: In response to comments
Some . individual or groups of properties have been identified as meeting the
East Suffolk Council criteria for designation, the details of which are set out in a
separate Appraisal of Non-Designated Heritage Assets.

26 74 Add the following to the end of the paragraph: In response to comments
Appendix 1 provides further information about the special qualities of this area..

26 75 Amend second sentence as follows: In response to comments
The designation does not have a statutory status but development proposals that
do not take account of the built and natural qualities of this area could have a
significant wider impact and cause harm to e# its character and will not be
supported.

26 Map 4 Amend map annotation to refer to Non-Designated Heritage Assets instead of In response to comments
Local Significant Buildings

30 8.4 Amend final sentence as follows: In response to comments
Proposals for tandem development in large rear gardens will not be supported
where it would result in a detrimental impact on the character and densities of the
area within which the site is located, particularly through the loss of large gardens
and where the residential amenity of residents living in neighbouring dwellings
would be compromised.

30 8.5 Amend third sentence of Para 8.5 as follows: To improve clarity

This is especially a problem in the older part of the parish in the area north of the
A1214 Woodbridge Road, where old surface water soakaways have now failed and

The Street, between St Andrew’s Church and Chestnut Pond, is especially
susceptible to large puddles due to poor drainage.
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

30

8.5

Amend final sentence as follows:

The Neighbourhood Plan itself can’'t do anything to rectify existing surface water
flooding issues as this is the responsibility of Suffolk County Council, but it can put
in place measures to ensure new development does not add to the problem.

To improve clarity

31

Policy RSA9

Amend first sentence of policy as follows:

Proposals for new development must reflect the local characteristics and
circumstances in the Neighbourhood Plan Area, as identified in the Rushmere St
Andrew Landscape Appraisal and the Rushmere St Andrew Design Guidelines and
Codes and create and contribute to a high quality, safe and sustainable
environment.

In response to comments

31

Policy RSA9

Amend criterion b as follows:

b. there is no loss of impertant-open, green or landscaped areas, including
mpertant OpenAreasas-identitedonthe Polictes Map, which make a sightficant

positive contribution to the character and appearance of that part of the
Neighbourhood Plan Area,;

In response to comments

31

Policy RSA9

Amend criterion d as follows:

d. designs, in accordance with standards, maintain or enhance the safety of
the highway network ensuring that all vehicle parking is provided within the plot
and seek always to ensure permeability through new housing areas, ensuring safe
and convenient pedestrian and cycle routes are available or can be made available

to local services and facilities eennecting-any-new-developmentinto-the-heartof
the-existing-settlement;

In response to comments

31

Policy RSA9

Amend criterion e as follows:

e. any-wa U NOU ate-surface wa ing; not
result in water run-off that would add-to or create surface water flooding, through the
incorporation, as appropriate to the development, of above ground open Sustainable
Drainage Systems (SuDS), which could incorporate wetland and other water features;

In response to comments

31

Policy RSA9

Amend criterion f as follows:

In response to comments
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Page in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Para No / Policy
in Pre-
Submission
Consultation
Plan

Modification

Reason

f. as appropriate, they make adequate provision for the covered storage of all
wheelie bins and secure cycle storage in accordance with adopted cycle parking
standards;

31 Policy RSA9 Amend criterion k as follows: In response to comments
k. they would not result in new houses-er-bungalows dwellings being
constructed in rear gardens of existing dwellings that would have a detrimental
impact on the character and densities of the area within which the site is located.
33 9.2 Amend final sentences as follows: Correct an error
Policy RSA6 RSA10 provides criterion which, together with the policies in the
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan, will be used to determine any such proposals.
33 Policy RSA10 Amend the second sentence of the policy as follows: In response to comments
Individual retail premises not identified on the Policies Map are also covered by the
provision of the policy, in circumstances where planning consent would be required
that would result in the loss of the facility.
34 94 Amend b) and c) as follows: Correct an error
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by
equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location;
or
or-C) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the
benefits of which clearly outweigh the loss of the current or former use.”
34 Policy RSA 11 Amend first sentence by adding the following to the end: In response to comments
Support will be given where facilities include provisions that encourage travel by
sustainable modes of transport, such as secure cycle parking.
37 10.6 Amend second sentence as follows: Correct an error
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It is recognised that certain roads, such as Rushimere The Street and Playford Road
in the north of the parish and Arundel Way in the south are often used as “rat-
runs”.

37 Community Amend as follows: Correct an error
Aspiration 11 The Parish Council will work with all relevant agencies to achieve traffic calming and
a 20 mph zone through Rushmere- The Street.
37 Community Amend first sentence as follows: In response to comments
Aspiration 13 Measures will be taken to make it safer for non-car users to use footways and
public rights of way in the parish.
38 10.13-10.17 Amend paragraphs to bring up to date and correct spelling of Severn to Seven To bring the Plan up-to-date
39 Policy RSA 12 Amend Policy RSA 12 as follows: In response to comments
Measures to improve and extend the existing network of public rights of way as
part of a development proposal will be supported i where, as appropriate, their
value as a biodiversity corridors is recognised and protected and, where possible,
efforts are made to enhance biodiversity as part of the proposal.
Policies Map Amend to bring up to date in accordance with changes agreed above and to

ensure consistency of notations including colours as raised by East Suffolk Council
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