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1. Introduction

Purpose

This Development Brief has been produced by JG Ipswich LLP who own the
former British Sugar factory site, Sproughton Road, Ipswich, in order to

investigate its potential use for employment purposes.

It is not the intention to repeat existing national, regional and local planning
policy, but to investigate site specific issues and provide further guidance in
accordance with these policies. This document should be read in conjunction

with the adopted Babergh Local Plan, in particular Policy EMO04.

In 2006, the site owner developed and submitted a proposal for the
residential-led mixed use development of the site to Babergh District Council.
The decision was ‘called in” by the Secretary of State for her own
determination. In October 2007, following a public inquiry, the Secretary of
State dismissed the proposal for the residential-led mixed use development of
the site, instead requiring further investigation of the potential for employment

uses of the site. The Secretary of State sought that:

“...any decisions about the appropriateness of the Lo cal Plan
allocation of the appeal site should be undertaken as part of a
generic and fully informed exercise in which its po tential
contribution to meeting the employment land needs o f the sub-
region and the IPA could be properly determined” (paragraph 16)

While disagreeing with the overall decision, the site owner has progressed
further technical and environmental work in order to address the points made
by the Secretary of State. This development brief is being informed by that
work, and seeks to examine the broad implications of different employment
development scenarios. It is a fundamental element of establishing whether
or not the site has the capability to support particular employment generating

uses.
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Interest has been received in part of the site for container storage and
distribution uses predominantly associated with Felixstowe Port (Use Class
B8) and other related, ancillary general industrial uses that are likely to fall
within Use Class B2. Additionally, there has been preliminary interest for use
of the site for manufacturing processes. However to ensure this Development
Brief is fully comprehensive and given there is no certainty in respect of either
funding or delivery of such uses, the Development Brief also considers a
number of other potential employment and business uses of the site which

have been discussed with Babergh District Council.

The vision and process

Under Babergh Local Plan Policy EMO04, the Local Authority’s present vision

for the site is to create a comprehensive employment development.

Policy EM04

The former ‘British Sugar’ (sugar beet factory) sit e,
Sproughton (Ipswich fringe) is allocated for retent ion in
employment related use(s). Proposals for redevelopm ent or
re-use of the site must be approached on a comprehe  nsive
basis, with full regard to the future of the entire site. A range
of land uses will be required, as appropriate to th e different
parts of the site. Permission will only be granted subject to:

* protection of the biodiversity of the locality an d any
opportunities for enhancement;

* protection of the wider river environment in the locality and
any opportunities for enhancement;

* retention of the natural area known as the island site and
existing landscape tracts, together with

proposals for further measures;

* No adverse impacts on residential amenity;

* provision for outdoor recreation on appropriate p arts of the
site;

* provision for improvement of the River Gipping Ri verside
Path;

* production of a green travel plan; and

* production of a Flood Risk Assessment.
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The supporting text beneath the policy states that:

“A development brief will be produced in co-operati on with
Ipswich Borough Council, the site owners/operators , the
Environment Agency, the Greenways Countryside Proj ect, the
Gipping Valley Countryside Project and any other r  elevant
parties”
Dialogue and meetings with planning and economic development Officers at
Babergh District Council have taken place in recent months with a view to
establishing the most likely employment uses that may be sought on the site
and then examining them in accordance with the Secretary of State’s views.
At present, the District Council has informed us that it does not have the
resources to produce a development brief for the site. Accordingly, the site
owner is progressing consultation on this brief independently of the Council,
while keeping them fully informed of progress, and welcoming their input at all

times.

Objectives

There are a number of planning policy objectives for any development of the

site. These include:

Optimising the site layout and design for port related uses, or allowing
other employment uses to brought forward;

Taking full account of public consultation in respect of the draft
Development Brief;

Ensure that any development proposal takes a comprehensive
approach and maximises and realises the potential of the whole site;
Having regard to the Babergh Local Plan and Regional Spatial
Strategy, and taking account of the Secretary of State’s recent Appeal
decision in respect of the site;

Ensure the development proposals are deliverable and economically
viable;

Ensure that development provides the maximum possible

environmental benefit and improvement; and
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Ensure that proposals can be brought forward within the Plan period.

Any development should accord with the Development Plan policies for the
area, including both the Local Plan and Regional Spatial Strategy. It should
also have regard to Ipswich Borough, as the site forms the administrative
boundary between Babergh District and Ipswich Borough.

Key Issues

There are number of key issues that employment development of the site will

need to take account of. These include, but are not limited to:

Noise;

Light;

Traffic impacts on both trunk and local roads;

Rail link viability and railway line capacity;

Linkages and permeability to and through the site and River Gipping;
Economic viability;

Levels of job creation and job quality; and

Surrounding land uses, including effects upon residential amenity of

nearby homes.
Consultation
Views from local residents, other individuals, businesses, environmental
organisations, local authorities, and all other bodies are strongly welcomed.

Full details of how to respond are set out within the Consultation section

towards the end of this document.
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2. Site Information

Site Boundary

The site comprises two distinct areas:

1. The principal development site which includes the old factory buildings
and historic sugar production operations.

2. The ‘Island Site’ situated in the flood plain of the River Gipping and
forming part of the area of the Gipping Valley and Special Landscape
Area.

A plan of the site boundary and local context is appended to this document

Location and Context

The site is located within Babergh District, and is immediately adjacent to the

boundary with Ipswich Borough.

The area to the north of the site is covered by an extensive area of
employment, the Farthing Road Industrial Estate. To the east of the adjoining
London to Norwich railway line is the Boss Hall commercial complex,
including a Morrisons food superstore and a business park. To the north east
of the site, beyond the railway, and within Ipswich Borough, is the Eastway
Enterprise Centre, parts of which are presently being developed for housing.
To the south of the River Gipping is a residential area accessed via Hadleigh

Road. To the west of the site lies the A14(T) and the village of Sproughton.

The site is located approximately 2.5 kilometres from Ipswich town centre.

Site description and current use

The site comprises land formerly used as a factory for the production of sugar.

The land is bounded to the north by Sproughton Road, beyond which lies an
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industrial estate; to the east lies the London to Norwich main railway line; to
the south lie the River Gipping and the Chantry Cut and to the west lie the
A14(T) trunk road and the River Gipping.

The developable area of the site is made up land above the floodplain with
embankments to the boundaries. The site presently comprises a number of
vacant, derelict buildings, together with areas which have been subject to
extensive works of reclamation and remediation. The remediation of the site

has been an ongoing process which continues to the present day.

The site is accessible from Sproughton Road and is close to the A14(T). The
site is approximately 53 hectares in total, with a gross developable area of
34.4 hectares. The precise quantum of land available for buildings or other
structures will depend upon the type of development, and the different
requirements for noise attenuation and surface water storage amongst other

matters.

The site comprises previously developed land as defined by Annexe B of
PPS3, within the urban area. Redevelopment in accordance with national,
regional and local planning policies is to be encouraged, and the Council

supports this objective.

The site is degraded and in poor condition, comprising derelict buildings and a
former industrial facility, the grounds including storage lagoons and tipped
areas. The factory site closed in 2001, and has remained vacant and derelict
since that time. There are some trees covered by tree preservation orders
along Sproughton Road, with other groups of trees, some protected, along the

river and the railway line.

Planning History

The application site has a substantial planning history relating to the legacy of

uses on the site.
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The site operated as a production facility from the 1920s until 2001 for the
refinement of sugar beet and production of sugar products. All planning
permissions were directly related to the primary function of the site as a sugar
factory.

A proposal for a residential-led mixed use development to provide up to 1,100
new homes, up to 3.44 hectares of new serviced employment land, school,
local neighbourhood shops, health centre, créche, elderly care home,
recreation and sports space, car and cycle parking, and landscaping and
associated works was called-in for determination by the Secretary of State
and subsequently refused. Although the application was refused, the
Secretary of State in particular noted the following points:

development of the site for housing purposes would also be supported
by Structure Plan policy CS3 (paragraph 11);

redevelopment would contribute towards the targets in the Structure
Plan and the emerging RSS for securing development on previously
developed land in a sequentially preferred location (paragraph 11);

employment purposes would be unlikely to attain the sustainability
objectives underlying emerging RSS policies T10 and T11 (paragraph
12);

evidence of need for port-related storage and distribution activity in the
Ipswich area is far from decisive (paragraph 14);

the appeal site is not commercially attractive for B1 development
(paragraph 15);

development in accordance with Local Plan policy EM04 would be
likely to be B2 and/or B8 (paragraph 15);

even if the use of the appeal site for B8 purposes is considered to be
acceptable in terms of land use characteristics and means of
mitigation, there appears to be little prospect of it supporting the key
objective in the emerging RSS of securing sustainable freight
operations (paragraph 15);

decisions about the appropriateness of the Local Plan allocation of the

appeal site should be undertaken as part of a generic and fully
informed exercise (paragraph 16);
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Local Plan policy EM04 requires that the promotion of the appeal site
for employment use is dependent on there being no adverse impacts
on residential amenity (paragraph 17);

the appeal site is generally suitable for housing development and the
mixed use proposal had the potential to secure a major contribution
towards an ‘urban renaissance’ in this part of the Ipswich urban area
(paragraph 19).

As a direct result of the Secretary of State’s comments and considerations,
investigation of the issues continues. The development brief is part of that

process.

Land ownership and other legal matters

JG Ipswich LLP own the whole former sugar beet factory site, including the
island site within the Gipping Valley.

The site is freehold and is free of any covenants restricting its use that may

materially impact upon its future development.

A number of easements cross the site relating to the provision of both private
and statutory services. The principle easement affecting future development
relates to the overhead electricity lines which specifically prohibits
development within 6m of the lines. Additional technical exclusions also limit

development in proximity to the overhead power line.

Private permanent drainage easements also cross the site.
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Site Constraints

Ground conditions

Until closure of the sugar beet factory in 2001, the factory was split into three

main and distinct areas, comprising:

1. the former soil/water process settlement ponds;
2. effluent tanks and ponds and former beet reception area (flat pad); and

3. the principal factory buildings.

These areas largely reflect the ground conditions across the site. The former
soil/water process settlement ponds situated in the western area of the site,
having undergone major earthworks, now comprise of up to 6m depth of
factory soils. The structural integrity of this ground is poor and any
development in this area will require abnormal foundation design. This area is
not considered suitable for container storage as it would almost certainly
require the design and installation of a matrix of piles at say 3m centres within
the ground in order to support the required loading. Utilisation of the site for
stacked container storage needs to reflect this constraint in order to avoid
potentially prohibitive additional costs. Other buildings and structures within

this area may also require piled foundations.

Factory soils also exist across the majority of the remaining site, excluding the
main factory area, in the areas used as effluent tanks, ponds and the beet flat
pad; but generally at thinner thicknesses of say 1 to 1.5m (excluding
embankments). Again careful consideration will need to be given to a site
wide groundwork model or foundation design to overcome the poor structural

properties of this material.

The principle factory buildings were founded on stable sands and gravel’'s and
following demolition and removal of below ground obstructions, provided the
re filling of any deep excavations arising from the below ground demolition is

carried out using engineering fill material and fully compacted then it is
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believed that there should be no abnormal restrictions on the development of

this area.

The significant difference in the types of ground conditions found on site
means that foundation and groundwork design needs to be considered
carefully across the site to ensure the entire site can be comprehensively
developed and to avoid structural issues such as differential settlement. This
may result in additional costs particularly for structures that cross the site for

example, any proposed rail terminal.

The areas of differing ground structure are shown on the constraints drawing
below (and at appendix 1):

Ground works / Topography
The site’s ground topography currently ranges from a level of 6.3m AOD to
9.0m AOD.
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Comprehensive redevelopment of the site for employment uses requires the
creation of a ‘development plateau’. The earthworks strategy would need to

take account of:

The minimum datum established in the Flood Risk Assessment
The site’s ground conditions
The final form of development

The need for balancing ponds, embankments, etc

As flexibility exists as to the level of the development plateau above the flood
plain; the cut and fill strategy is influenced more by the need to establish a
firm engineering base for foundations. It is considered that it is more cost
effective to remove poor ground, down to a depth of up to 1.5m and re-fill with
suitable imported material than to adopt a piled foundation design.

In order to achieve a stable base a significant amount of material will need to
be excavated. The most cost effective solution is to balance the cut and fill
earthworks on site thus avoiding the need to export or import material.
However, this could result in a significant increase in the height of certain
parts of the site which, subject to their use may give rise to other issues such
as visual amenity. However, even allowing for a balanced general cut and fill
approach to the design plateau, for all scenarios the likely hood is that a
certain amount of material will need to be exported off-site and imported

suitable material brought to site.

In the event that a rail terminal is proposed on site then the ground levels are
determined by the level of the existing track running along the eastern
boundary, which equates to an approximate site level of 7.9m AOD. A ground
model has been undertaken which identifies the need to excavate
approximately 328,000m3 of factory soils, to allow for construction
thicknesses and where factory soils overlay more stable sands and gravel’s at
a shallow depth its removal. Subject to its suitability for subsequent planting,

around 120,000m3 of this material could be used to provide acoustic / visual

September 2008 11 DRAFT



screening to the boundary of the site, in particular along the southern
boundary. Whilst this reduces the developable area it mitigates the cost of
exporting the material off-site. The remaining factory soil may require some
form of treatment or remediation prior to leaving the site for disposal.
Following removal of factory soils, a significant amount of engineering fill
material would then need to be imported in order to raise the levels back up to

the optimum 7.9m AOD datum.

The area of poor ground is shown on the constraints drawing (appendix 1).

Contamination

Like many production processes that for sugar production gives rise to a
series of potential contaminants. Some arise out of the process itself (for
example the production of methane and ammonia) and others from the
historic nature of the buildings and operational practices used since
production started in the 1920’s. Upon the factory’s closure in 2001 a series of
remediation issues existed and works have been ongoing since the closure of
the factory including the removal of stored water, sludge’s, asbestos from the
buildings and ammonia within the ground. Many of the vacant areas have
been remediated but potential remains for contaminants to exist below the
areas of existing factory premises. It is likely some remediation will still be
required during and following the main demolition and only then can a process
of validation be agreed with the Environment Agency to confirm full

remediation.

This process should be detailed within any planning application and controlled
by condition attached to any planning permission to ensure remediation
occurs to the satisfaction of the Council and Environment Agency.

Ground Water Contamination

Groundwater sampling has been undertaken since the factory closed in 2001.
Areas of high ammonia concentrations exist in the ground water. The
constraints drawing (appendix 1) shows the areas where higher ammonia

concentrations exist.
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A series of remediation options have been considered to achieve a betterment
of the existing situation. The most likely solution is in-situ remediation of the
contaminated ground water using recirculation wells. This will require a staged

approach over a period of up to 3 ¥z years.

Site clearance and demolition

The site comprises a derelict sugar factory premises which has had much of
the operational machinery removed. Given the bespoke nature of their historic
use, the structures do not have any economic alternative use and will need to

be demolished in order to facilitate re-development of the site.

Consideration has been given to leaving existing slabs and foundations in-situ
and covering them with fill to remove any ‘hard spots’. This would reduce the
flexibility of development options. Moreover, it is not considered to be cost
effective given the need to try to balance the cut and fill on site with the import
costs of fill and the localised removal of ground obstructions to facilitate future

drainage.

While ground works may be taken forward on a phased basis as development
progresses, the remaining demolition works should be undertaken prior to
development of the site. Initial discussions with contractors have indicated

that the works would take approximately 6 months to complete.

Flood Risk

The site is shown on the Environment Agency’s flood maps as lying within
Flood Zone 3. However, the flood risk assessment (FRA) report that was
prepared for the previous Application, and was agreed with the Environment
Agency, shows that the developable area of the site is above the floodplain of
the River Gipping. This assessment includes an additional 20% allowance on
river flows in accordance with the recommendations for climate change as
stated in PPS25. The FRA recommends that ground floor levels of buildings
should be set above 7.2m AODN (which corresponds to the 1 in 100 year plus

climate change flood level) and that flood resilience measures should be
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incorporated for buildings with a ground floor level of less than 8.0m AODN

(which is the assessed 1 in 200 year flood level plus climate change).

Any planning application should demonstrate it fulfils the requirements of PPS

25 for the specific development proposed.

Surface Water Drainage

The Environment Agency will require a Sustainable Drainage Solution (SUDSs)
for the site in accordance with national policy guidelines. This means that
wherever possible drainage from built areas should be dealt with by infiltration
and where this is not possible, it will need to be attenuated before draining
into the River Gipping.

A variety of solutions could be used to achieve this objective including
soakaways, storage cells, pervious paving and balancing ponds however
protection would need to be provided to avoid contamination of the aquifer

and river from spillages of noxious substances.

Soakaway design is dependant upon the local ground conditions and
therefore may not be suitable across the whole of the site reducing flexibility
of future development. Use of soakaways tends to result in larger building
plots and a consequent reduction in plot density. Storage cells and pervious
paving are costly and can also be restrictive in terms of their load carrying
abilities.

If the site were developed for a mix of uses, including housing, gardens would
act to naturally reduce surface water run off rates, and allow for steadier,
extended infiltration. All employment scenarios include much greater areas
of building coverage and hardstanding, so have far higher surface run off
rates. Accordingly, for all scenarios considered within this brief, the creation
of a balancing pond is considered to be the optimum solution in order to
provide the necessary attenuation. This can be sized to accommodate site
wide requirements and contain safeguards to protect the ground water and

river from spillages. Once sized appropriately, this provides flexibility in terms
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of future development options of the remaining site thereby ensuring the
comprehensive redevelopment of the site. A balancing pond should also

provide additional natural habitats and assist the promotion of biodiversity.

Based on the Flood Risk Assessment agreed with the Environment Agency as
part of the mixed use application, a preliminary assessment has been done of
the amount of surface water storage required assuming the development of
employment uses on the site. Location of any balancing pond needs to be
along the southern boundary to take advantage of the natural falls of the site
prior to discharge into the River Gipping. If ponds are located over areas of
sands and gravels, then a reduction in the pond sizes should be achievable,
as infiltration can be taken into account in design of the ponds.

A proposed balancing pond to take account of these factors is shown on the

technical proposals drawing (below, and at appendix 2):

The location indicated on the constraints drawing is considered to be the most

cost effective and technically appropriate location. It is recognised that the
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size of this pond may be capable of reduction dependant upon the final form
of development if this is known at the start of the development process.
However, in order to ensure a comprehensive redevelopment of the site on a
phased basis the pond will need to be sized as shown on the drawing to

provide flexibility of future use.

Archaeology

The sugar beet factory was constructed on former agricultural land. From an
assessment and report undertaken by the Suffolk County Council
Archaeological Service, there is very limited earlier material for the further
study of this area. Accordingly, there are unlikely to be any archaeological

constraints on development.

Designations (AONB, Listed Buildings, Conservation Areas etc.)

The site is not within a Conservation Area, Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty, nor does it contain any listed buildings. The site is adjacent to a
Special Landscape Area, and to the Gipping Valley Greenway and long
distance footpath and cycleway.

Utilities

Since the factory closure, much of the network capacity for the utilities that
supplied the historic operation have been utilised elsewhere and network
improvements are required for the site to be comprehensively developed. The

provision of services is commented upon below:

Gas — A mains supply is available in Sproughton Rd and National Grid have
confirmed that the supply is large enough to accommodate comprehensive
development of the site without significant requirements for off-site

infrastructure.

Electricity — Mains electricity exists in Sproughton Rd but available capacity is

not sufficient to support the comprehensive redevelopment of the site. EDF
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Energy have confirmed that development would need to be supported by off
site improvements to the transformers and switchboard in West End Road
and the installation of two new cables from this facility back to the site. A new
primary substation will need to be provided on-site in order to serve the whole
site with power and, subject to the final form of development, a network of
secondary substations are likely to be required at strategic locations around

the site.

Water — Anglian Water Company have confirmed that following off-site
reinforcement works the site can be served with a suitable water supply from
a new underground pipe from the site to a connection point at Springvale

Farm.

Telecommunications — BT have confirmed that with the completion of some
off site reinforcement the whole site can be served from the
telecommunications services and distribution network in Sproughton Road.

Foul Drainage — Anglia Water have confirmed that the site does not benefit
from a connection to mains foul water drainage. In order to accommodate foul
water drainage from the site, reinforcement works will be required at the
existing sewage treatment works at Chantry. A pumping station will need to
be located on-site and a new 7.5km buried pipeline provided to the improved

treatment works at Chantry.

The provision of a private on-site sewage treatment works discharging treated
water into the river Gipping has also been investigated. In order to achieve the
quality thresholds stipulated by the Environment Agency this facility would be
more costly than an off-site connection to the mains.

Environmental

The key objectives are to:

Create an environment that stimulates;
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Protect the environmental assets of the locality, in
particular the River Gipping;

Make the optimum use of environmental resources.

This will encompass a wide range of areas that any development will need to
consider, including, but not restricted to air quality, noise, light and visual

impacts, as well as wider environmental factors such as traffic generation.

Landscape and Visual Impact

The site lies within the Gipping Valley and a Special Landscape Area, both of
which will need to be appropriately protected. Policy EM04 seeks to prevent

visual harm to residential amenity.

Whilst the site is large, it is mostly well enclosed from nearby locations.
However, there are a number of key viewpoints where the site is visible,
particularly to the South of the site, along the Al4, and within the Gipping
Valley itself.

The visual impacts upon the Gipping Valley and the Special Landscape Area
are a key consideration of any proposed developed. Council policy seeks to
protect and enhance the wider river environment as part of any development

proposals.

Whilst future built forms are unlikely to be as high as the existing silos the
proposed development is likely to have a coarser urban grain and larger scale
of development and building massing than that generally found in the
surrounding area. Mitigation is therefore required and it is suggested that this
could be in the form of screening in the form of planted mounds and other
landscape works along key boundaries.
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Lighting

PPS23 Planning and Pollution Control provides guidance based upon the
Institution of Lighting Engineers Guidance Notes for the Reduction of
Obtrusive Light.

The site is located within category E2, a low district brightness area, where
sky glow should be less than 2.5 per cent, light into windows under 1 lux,
source intensity less than 0.5Kcd and maximum building luminance of 10

cd/sgm.

Any planning application will need to demonstrate that there is no material
impact upon the nature and quality of the River Gipping and Gipping Valley

Corridor, nor residents of the homes to the south or north east of the site.

There will be light generation from employment operations during the hours of
darkness. Mitigation will be necessary, which may range from controls over
the hours of operation to control over types of light fittings and screening
measures. The latter will only be acceptable where it can be demonstrated

that they can appropriately mitigate potential nuisance

Noise

The existing noise sources are the dual carriageway (Al4) to the western
boundary (primary) and railway to the eastern boundary (secondary).

At present, a large proportion of the site falls within Noise Exposure Category
B (as defined within PPG24) and approximately ten per cent is within NEC C
as determined using the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise methodology.

Although normally used for residential developments, Noise Exposure
Categories (NECs), ranging from A-D, help local planning authorities in their
consideration of applications for noise sensitive development near transport-
related noise sources. Category A represents the circumstances in which
noise is unlikely to be a determining factor, while Category D relates to the

situation in which development should normally be refused. Categories B and
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C deal with situations where noise mitigation measures may make

development acceptable.

Whilst some mitigation measures may be required, it is unlikely that the
impact of existing noise levels would significantly affect development of the
site for employment uses. However, noise generation by the proposed uses
on site have the potential to be a major impact upon residential amenity and
therefore will need to be investigated in detail to ensure this does not occur.

Ecology

An ecological survey was undertaken of the site in 2005. The most valuable
habitats are the river corridor, both the River Gipping and Chantry Cut, and
particularly the ‘Island Site’. The development plateau is clear of any
protective species that would restrict development of the site. Any proposed
development needs to have due regard to these sensitive features and ensure

the appropriate protection and management of the ‘Island Site’

Any proposed development needs to have due regard to the protection of the
River Gipping ‘County Wildlife Site’ immediately downstream of the site. Any
appropriate and necessary mitigation measures will need to form part of any

planning application.

Tree Preservation

Trees along Sproughton Road are covered by Tree Preservation Orders
(TPOs) and any site access will need to ensure that the root protection areas
and drainage patterns remain unharmed, or an equivalent semi mature tree
provided if this is not possible. This will require consultation with the local

authority.

Other TPOs around the edges of the site will need to be considered to ensure
their continued protection and healthy growth. In the event that TPO trees

need to be removed, an equivalent or greater area of tree planting will be
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provided for appropriate mitigation.
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3. Policy Context

National Planning Policy

A comprehensive approach to the sustainable reuse and redevelopment of
the site is required. Reference should be made to the following national
Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning Policy Guidance (PPG):

PPS1 — Sustainable Development

PPG4 / Draft PPS4 — Industrial, Commercial Development and Small
Firms

PPS9 - Biodiversity and Geological Conservation

PPS11 — Regional Spatial Strategies

PPS12 / Draft PPS12 — Local Development Frameworks

PPG13 — Transport

PPS23 — Planning and Pollution Control

PPS24 — Planning and Noise

PPS25 — Development and Flood Risk

Regional Policy

The East of England Development Agency produced a Regional Economic
Strategy in 2004. The Strategy seeks to build upon the economic activities
within the region, including the Haven Gateway policy area within which the
site is located. The key elements of the Strategy are carried forward into the
RSS.

The Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) was recently adopted in May 2008.
The RSS policies relevant to the site include: T1-T4, T6, T8-11, T13-T15,
WM1, WM2, WM4-8, WAT1, WAT2, ENG1, ENG2, ENV1-3, ENV5-7, SS1-3,

SS5, SS8, HG1-4, E1-3, IMP1, IMP2. An analysis of all relevant policies

should form part of any planning application.
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Policies T10 and T11 are particularly relevant and the Council consider that in
order for the site to achieve the objectives of these policies, any uses,
including container storage, resulting in a significant number of movements to
and from the site, should maximise the use of rail given the historic existence
of a rail link into the site. This will need to be assessed as part of any

proposal.

Local Planning Policy

The site is identified within the Local Plan Alteration No.2 at Policy EM04, as
set out at the start of this document. Other policies of the Babergh Local Plan
relevant to the site include those relating to the environment, employment,

recreation and transport.

The following planning policies and background information should be

taken into account when providing the comprehensive approach

required. The headings reflect those in the adopted Babergh Local

Plan Alteration No.2 (2006). The policies listed are not exhaustive, but

are likely to represent the principal Local Plan policy considerations of the

Council.

Environment

Relevant Policies include:
ENO1, ENO3-ENO08, EN11, EN13-19, EN21, EN22, EN24 and EN25.

The site lies adjacent to the Gipping Valley and Special Landscape Area, an
any site proposals must be respectful of this sensitive location. The relevant
policies of the Local Plan require developments, amongst other things, to be
sustainable, protective of the environmental and biodiversity

qualities of the site and not to result in any material adverse impact

upon amenity.
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The conservation/preservation of key environment resources are core

objectives for redevelopment of the site. Any development would need to
address the landscape and visual impact on these designations together with
the wider environmental impacts detailed above. Benefits will be sought

wherever possible.

The Industrial Area is located alongside the River Gipping. The entire site is
located within an area theoretically indicated to be at risk of flooding.

Accordingly, a full Flood Risk Assessment would be required.

Due to the industrial nature of the site, contamination could be a potential

constraint. Detailed analysis and testing has been and will be undertaken in
order to determine the level of remediation required as appropriate to different
parts of the site. Extensive testing and dialogue with the Council’'s

Environmental Health team has already taken place to date.

New development will retain existing trees and planting wherever possible,
based upon a full landscape survey identifying existing vegetation. This
survey will be undertaken to BS 1SO 5837. A tree preservation order is in
place on the site, although it is accepted that not all trees covered by the

order are significant.

Parts of the site, principally the ‘Island Site’ and areas related to the Gipping
Valley are of ecological value and an ecological survey will be required as part

of any planning application for the development of the site.

Any changes to the site should be carried out sympathetically and have
consideration for the existing residents nearby and locally. Particular
attention should be given to the existing high quality level of amenity enjoyed
by residents to the south, facing the Gipping.. Any additional noise generating
developments should be avoided. Any material increase in night-time noise
or visual impact will not be acceptable.
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The design of existing security lighting and fencing will be an important
consideration, and care will need to be given to its relationship with and

objectives of retaining and enhancing natural features within the area.

Economy and Employment

Relevant Policies include:
EMO1, EM0O2, EM04, EM08, EM10, EM20, EM22 and EM24

The Council consider that the former British Sugar site is an important
strategic employment location within the District. The Council emphasises the
importance of maximising the employment and economic use of the

site as much as possible.

This site has been allocated within the Local Plan as a location where the
future employment uses is to be prioritised, together with the redevelopment

of obsolete buildings and regeneration of land.

The Babergh Local Plan generally endorses the retention of employment sites
unless it can be demonstrated that the site or premises is inherently

unsuitable or not viable for all forms of employment use.

The site has been considered by Babergh District Council as most appropriate
for accommodating container storage and distribution uses related to
expansion of the Haven Gateway ports, in particular, Felixstowe. Within the
written evidence presented at the Public Inquiry into the owner’'s mixed use
proposal for the site, the Council's expert withess considered the expectation
was that:

“the predominant use for the site will be for B8 us es with an
element of B2 use... focused on distribution with any B2 or Bl
uses ancillary to or in support of the principal di stribution uses.”
(Hood, paragraph 6.10)
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Additionally, the Council noted that:

“storage and distribution (B8) is the most appropri ate due to its
proximity to the international port and Al14, adjace nt rail line, size
of The Site and the in combination intermodal trans port
opportunities...” and “...would compliment and provide a clear
opportunity to address the overflow and future land use
pressures at the International port of Felixstowe”.

(Royal Haskoning, paragraph 3.1.7)

A rail-linked site could assist in delivering the rail-led freight objectives within
Policies T10 and T11 of the Regional Spatial Strategy, but at the earlier
Inquiry, the Secretary of State (paragraph 15) and Inspector (paragraphs 318-
320) both noted that there is little prospect of the site being capable of
supporting sustainable freight operations.

As the Council and Secretary of State both note there is no prospect of B1
(generally office-led) development taking place on the site, and that port-
related uses were the most likely uses for the site, there has been detailed
consideration of what a container storage and distribution use upon the site

would entail, as well as other uses.

The Built Environment and Conservation

Relevant Policies include:
CNO1, CN0O2, CN04 and CN17

Any new development will be required to be of a high standard of design, so
that it is visually attractive, locally distinctive, and improve the character of the
area. High quality design should include the layout of the development as well
as the built form, in order to improve and enhance the locality, particularly the
relationship to existing homes to the South, and the Gipping Valley and

Special Landscape Area.
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There will be a strong landscape and planting structure provided to create a
setting for the development and also to provide visual enclosure to any

visually intrusive elements.

Transport

Relevant Policies include:
TPO1, TPO2, TPO3, TP15, TP16 and TP17

The site is currently served by an access to the Sproughton Road roundabout.

It may be necessary to improve upon the existing access.

Ipswich railway station is approximately 2.5 kilometres from the site providing
rail services to London Liverpool Street and East Anglia. The site is also

served by a number of regular and frequent bus services.

To encourage the use of public transport, in accordance with PPG13, any
development should support initiatives to promote non-car modes of transport.

Consideration should be given to the provision of a footpath network and
cycleway links in order to integrate the site with Ipswich town centre and
Sproughton village.

The use of the site for container storage uses related to the ports will generate
a significant number of container movements. The movement of containers to
and from the site by rail should be maximised through the incorporation of a
rail link and sidings suitable for the transfer of containers. It is likely that any
major container storage proposal associated with the ports that relies upon
road haulage would not meet environmental and transport objectives,
particularly the objectives of RSS Policies T10 and T11 which seek to

enhance and increase the movement of freight by rail.

Both a comprehensive Transport Assessment and a Travel Plan will be
required.
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Supplementary Planning Guidance and Documents

Any planning application should have regard to current supplementary
planning guidance and supplementary planning document. In summary,

those that are relevant to the site presently comprise:

Planning Obligations (February 2000);

Suffolk Advisory Car Parking Standards (2002);
Development, Flood Risk and Drainage (2003);
Gipping Valley Strategy (1999);

Greenways Strategy (2001);

Safeguarding Employment Land (2008).

Note: The stated policies are not intended to constitute an exhaustive list. All
relevant National and Regional planning policies and guidance will also be
applicable to any proposal.
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4. Development Concepts

Employment mix options

Planning policy requires investigation of all possible employment uses upon
the site. Much debate and evidence was provided at the recent planning
inquiry regarding the suitability of the site for employment uses. The Secretary
of State confirmed that the site was not a suitable office (B1 use) location and
therefore, this Development Brief has sought to concentrate on the provision
of warehousing (B8 use) and industrial development (B2 use), as detailed

within section 3.

There are four potential scenarios that have been reviewed as part of the
work to create this Development Brief. The four scenarios are agreed to be
the appropriate employment-only options in terms of delivering full and
comprehensive employment uses on the site, although each would require

individual consideration in terms of viability.
The four scenarios can be summarised as:
Container storage and handling facility (with direct rail connection);

Container storage and handling facility (without rail connection);

Major manufacturing facility (Use Class B2);

P 0N

Mixed industrial estate (Use Classes B2 and B8: general industry
and storage or distribution).
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1 - Container storage and handling facility (with d irect rail connection)

Background

The basis of this proposal is based upon possible interest from an operator
who seeks storage of 6,000 containers and this has been adjusted on a pro-
rata basis. This scenario would provide: storage for approximately 7,000
containers; parking for some 305 cars and 230 lorries; 10,000 sq m of storage
(B8); 1,100 sq m of office and administration space (Bl); and a HGV
maintenance facility. Provision will need to be made within the layout for this
scenario for significant space for SUDs drainage (e.g. surface water balancing

ponds.)

The site would operate twenty-four hours per day. The scenario assumes that
the site would be run by one single operator as the siting of the rail siding and
other technical constraints means splitting the site for container storage is
unlikely. It is possible that utilisation of the site is not required for the
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container storage operation on some small areas of the site and these could

be developed for B2 and / or B8 uses.

Whilst containers can be stacked up to 8 high, the site layout and capacities
guoted assumes a container stack of up to 4 units high in order to provide a
sensible level to test mitigation of visual impact and noise issues. It is likely
that conditions would be imposed on any planning permission restricting the

maximum stack height for container storage.

Rail

RSS Policies T10 and T11 seek significant modal shift to maximise the use of
rail for the movement of freight. Accordingly, the Council will seek to ensure
that container storage uses incorporate a rail link into the site in order to avoid
the negative environmental impacts associated with increased use of road
haulage related to port storage uses. This will need to be assessed as part of
any proposal.

Container storage that is reliant upon a significant level of vehicle movements
and not therefore does not make the best use of rail is likely to be considered
unacceptable and contrary to policies that seek to ensure modal shift to

sustainable modes of transport.

Consequently, this scenario also proposes the incorporation of a 550m
railway siding in order to comply with RSS policies of increasing the amount of
freight distributed by rail. Investigations have been made into the operation of
such a rail facility. Access would only be available onto the southbound line so
trains travelling north of the site would have to be returned at the Ipswich
Goods Yard. At 550m it is below the optimum size for freight trains of 750m
and this would require the splitting of trains at the Ipswich Goods Yard. Up to
4 trains could be loaded / unloaded on the siding per day however, capacity
issues mean that access onto the network can only occur during off-peak
hours, which is likely to see the majority of movements to and from the

mainline between 7pm and 6am.
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No confirmation can be given that Network Rail would support the provision of
a rail siding on this site and the comments above are made on the assumption
that this proposal would be acceptable to them and the utilisation of spare

capacity would not undermine alternative network proposals elsewhere.

The creation of a rail siding would be in breach of a private drainage
easement that runs along the eastern boundary. This would require resolution
by use of Compulsory Purchase powers if the matter could not be resolved by

negotiation.

Traffic

The site would operate twenty-four hours per day and it is anticipated that the
scenario would give rise to between 1,200 and 1,600 HGV movements per
day. The majority of these movements would be during off-peak hours to
avoid congestion on the A12/A14. In total, there is likely to be a maximum of
approximately 3,500 daily vehicle movements associated with this

development option.

Peak hour traffic movements are considered to assess the amount being
generated when the road network is busiest. In the AM peak hour (08:00-
09:00) there will be approximately 180 car movements and 130 HGV
movements. In the PM peak hour (17:00-18:00) there will be approximately
180 car movements and 130 HGV movements.

Design and Access

The appearance of the proposed development and its relationship to its
surroundings are relevant to the consideration of a planning application. All
planning applications on sites of this size require the production of a Design
and Access Statement to demonstrate that this can be achieved and a robust
design approach has been adopted. Design and Access Statements cover
matters such as: character and sense of place; access and permeability;
public realm; recreation; scale and massing; heights; density and
sustainability as well as the description of the design development process. In

the absence of any specific proposal or planning application, it is not the
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purpose of this Development Brief to fully investigate all such factors but to
identify the main issues that may arise for each of the scenarios to ensure a

credible plan for the whole site.

In relation to the ‘Container Storage with Rail’ scenario, how such a proposal
could appear and integrate sensitively with the surrounding area is difficult to
envisage. The provision of the rail siding and the large areas required for
container storage prevent any form of permeability into the site. The
imposition of such a large scale functional operation, with its attendant
requirements for high levels of security means that the site will be
inaccessible, with no public realm. In such a scenario “sense of place” will be
negative with the only potential redeeming features being planted edge.
Rather than seek to use the advantages of the site’'s context in order to
integrate it into the surrounding area, the design response must be to attempt
to hide and screen it from the surrounding area as much as possible. The
potential positive qualities of the site will therefore be hidden by a variety of

different means.

Development Impacts
The development impacts that would require mitigation arising from this

development scenario are:

Noise — An initial assessment has been undertaken in relation to the
noise generation and its impact upon residential amenity. The noise will
be generated from the loading and unloading of containers (especially
empty containers); the movement of trucks and trains around the site
24 hours a day. Noise generation from container storage is more
erratic than a constant background noise and high levels of intermittent
noise are more likely to cause a nuisance and have a detrimental
impact upon residential amenity. Given the close proximity to
residential properties to the south and north east of the site this noise
will need to be mitigated if detrimental impact upon residential amenity
is to be avoided. The layouts proposed make provision for a bund /

acoustic fence to try and address this issue.
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Visual Amenity — the proposed use is out of context with the
surrounding area and at odds with the local urban grain, including that
of the industrial estate to the north. As containers are stored and
removed constantly the scale and massing on site is in a process of
constant flux. Containers are not uniform in quality or colour and
therefore their storage on site will mean a constant changing in the
visual appearance of the stacks. In order to attempt to mitigate these
issues the layouts proposed seek to screen the facility with the use of
embankments and fencing. Care will need to be taken with gantry
cranes and flood lighting, as these would rise above the height of the
container stacks. Careful consideration will be needed to the design of
the planted embankment, to avoid it appearing as a visual barrier, out
of keeping with the Special Landscape Area and Gipping Valley.
Moreover some of the local viewpoints are from an elevated position
and therefore it may be difficult to overcome the adverse visual impact
caused by the ‘roofscape’ of the container yard, especially when

illuminated at night.

Lighting — The facility will operate 24 hours a day therefore lighting is
essential. Flood lighting will be required from the top of the container
stacks in order to ensure safe operation. The embankments shown on
the proposed layouts intend to mitigate the impact of this issue. Whilst
some light is likely to ‘bleed’ over the top of these embankments it is
considered that suitable control by condition should enable a lighting

solution that does not have an adverse effect upon residential amenity.

Transportation — The proposed development is a container storage
facility and will therefore generate a significant amount of HGV traffic
although the rail connection will reduce the overall number of HGVs.
Car trips will be relatively low, mostly associated with the HGV drivers
and the small office element.
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The key traffic impacts are likely to be on the Sproughton Road/Al4
junctions and Copdock Interchange. A lesser traffic impact is also
likely to occur from site employees travelling to and from Ipswich
direction and through Sproughton Village. Detailed traffic analysis will

be required to consider the operation of these junctions.
The large number of HGV movements will also create a 24 hour noise

impact. This impact will mostly occur within the site, around the site

access and the on the Al14.
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2 - Container storage and handling facility (withou t rail connection)

Background

This second scenario is based on a possible operator interest for a 6,000
container yard facility adjusted on a pro-rata basis to cover the balance of the
site. This operator has confirmed that their interest is not dependant upon the
provision of a rail connection. Without a rail connection, a significant cost
saving would be achieved and a greater flexibility afforded in terms of the
layout of the scheme enabling more than one operator to use the site (the
layout shown suggests two operators: that with the known interest of 6000
containers and a second operation capable of housing approximately 3000
containers). Again these capacities are based on a maximum stack of four
containers in height which seems a reasonable basis when considering

screening the impact of visual amenity.
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In addition to 9000 containers, this scenario would also provide approximately
15,000 sq m of B8 storage and warehousing, 1,650 sq m of B1 office and
administration space, at least 300 lorry spaces and 413 car parking spaces.

The site would operate twenty-four hours per day. Provision will need to be
made within the layout for this scenario for significant space for SUDs

drainage (e.g. surface water balancing ponds.)

Only the differences relating to the absence of a rail connection (as provided

for within scenario 1) are highlighted.

Traffic

The site would operate twenty-four hours per day, and HGV movements
would number between 1,800 and 2,400 per day, the majority of which could
be expected during night time and other off-peak hours. In total, there is likely
to be a maximum of approximately 5,250 daily vehicle movements associated

with this development option.

Peak hour traffic movements are considered to assess the amount being
generated when the road network is busiest. In the AM peak hour (08:00-
09:00) there will be approximately 270 car movements and 200 HGV
movements. In the PM peak hour (17:00-18:00) there will be approximately

270 car movements and 200 HGV movements.
Design and Access

The design and access will be very similar to the rail option but without the

major constraint of having only one viable location to place the rail siding.
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3 - Major manufacturing facility (Use Class B2)

Background

This proposed scenario is intended to test the suitability of the site for a
single major manufacturing plant. Such investments happen infrequently on
both a regional and national basis and by their nature their development form
is operationally driven. It is therefore difficult to make any firm assumptions as
to the basis of the scenario. It is assumed that the proposal would comprise a
large single premises based upon a development density of 42% across the
gross developable area of the development plateau (34.4ha). On this basis
the site could potentially accommodate a manufacturing plant (use class B2)
of some 144,000 sq m., although the requirement for balancing ponds,

landscape buffers etc., may limit the ability to reach this level.
It is considered that this would be a large-scale operation housed within a

single functional building approximately 12m in height. Higher elements may

be present in the form of chimneys, flues and other large operational features.
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Servicing, parking, storage and expansion requirements for external areas
would depend upon the operational requirements of the specific process. It is
generally assumed on such a development that some five percent of
floorspace space will also be required for offices.

Although no operator requirement has been identified, it is assumed that an
investment of this size would require a twenty-four hour manufacturing

operation to operate at capacity.

Traffic

The total number of vehicle movements associated with this scenario will
depend upon the specific operator. Based on other similar industrial units it
has been estimated that there is likely to be approximately 450 daily HGV
movements and 4,000 daily vehicle movements associated with this

development option.

Peak hour traffic movements are considered to assess the amount being
generated when the road network is busiest. In the AM peak hour (08:00-
09:00) there will be approximately 375 car movements and 45 HGV
movements. In the PM peak hour (17:00-18:00) there will be approximately

315 car movements and 20 HGV movements.

Design and Access

Comments on the design suitability of this scenario are made on the
assumptions set out above but inevitably would have to be a bespoke solution
to suit operator and site. Whilst the development is assumed to comprise a
single large structure it is extremely unlikely that permeability will be permitted
through the site for security and operational reasons. However, there may be
a greater number of employees on site, working in shifts over the 24 hour
period, a number of whom would most likely live locally. The need to link the
site to the surrounding area with good pedestrian and cycle paths will be
important. Once on-site, these individuals are more likely to require a design
that provides space for rest and relaxation, on site catering, good access with

space for parking, recreational facilities, landscaping, etc. to secure their
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future well being. Therefore greater on-site provision of landscaping and
green spaces is anticipated. Whilst this scenario provides a greater
opportunity to link the site with the surrounding areas this will be difficult to
achieve given the size and scale of what would be proposed. Given the likely
design scenario, it is difficult to envisage anything more attractive than a large
box with blank facades and large areas of car parking. As with the container
storage options the design response should therefore seek to screen it from
the surrounding area as much as possible.

Development Impacts
The development impacts that would require mitigation arising from this

development scenario are:

Noise — This will be fully dependant upon the type and form of the
actual operation. However, as it is assumed that the manufacturing
process will occur indoors then it is anticipated that adequate
measures of control could be conditioned upon any planning
permission to ensure that this does not cause a nuisance or impact

adversely upon residential amenity.

Visual Amenity — The proposal is for a massive structure of a scale
which is completely out of context with the surrounding area and is at
odds with the local urban grain including that of the industrial estate to
the north. The height of the building is assumed to be 12m to eaves
and therefore in elevation is modest compared to its plan footprint.
Nevertheless, the roofscape will need to be mitigated from elevated
views on the south side of the Gipping valley and the raised section of
the Al14. In order to seek mitigation the layouts proposed will seek to
provide strong structural planting and mounding , to establish a ‘buffer’
around the southern boundary of the site, the final design of which will
be influenced by the actual form of development. Further mitigation will
be provided in the colour and form of the building, especially with the

provision of colour banding and shadow line to the facades.
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Lighting — The facility will operate 24 hours a day therefore lighting is
essential and flood lighting is likely to be required to ensure safe
operation. It is considered that suitable control by condition should
enable a lighting solution that does not impact adversely on residential

amenity.

Transportation — The proposed development is a very large single
occupier facility. The eventual operator is currently unknown and the
traffic impact has been considered on the basis of similar sites. The
site is likely to generate fewer HGV movements than the container

storage option but more car movements.

The key traffic impacts are likely to be on the Sproughton Road/Al4
junctions and Copdock Interchange. A lesser traffic impact is also
likely to occur from site employees travelling to and from Ipswich
direction and through Sproughton Village. Detailed traffic analysis will

be required to consider the operation of these junctions.

Given the size of the development it is likely that HGV movements will
create a 24 hour noise impact in the site, access and the Al14.
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4 - Mixed industrial estate (Use Classes B2 and B8:  general industry and

storage or distribution)

This scenario reflects numerous industrial estates to be found across the
country. Again, it is based upon a development density of 42 percent (based
on the site area of 34.4ha), as with the third scenario, suggesting the site
could accommodate around 144,000 sq m of floorspace. Local agency
advice, suggests the scheme would need to be as flexible as possible in order
to respond to occupier demand. Consequently, a primary infrastructure of
roads would be provided so a phased development of individual sheds could
be delivered. It is likely that buildings on site will generally range from 500m2
to 4000m2 however the indicative layout shows how much larger facilities

could be provided if occupier demand exists.
It is assume that the provision of units would be split between approximately

twenty percent of space for B2 (general industrial) uses, and eighty percent

B8 (storage and distribution) uses.
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Traffic

The total number of vehicle movements associated with this site will depend
on the eventual occupiers. Based on other similar industrial estates it has
been estimated that there is likely to be approximately 1,600 daily HGV
movements and 8,500 daily vehicle movements associated with this

development option.

Peak hour traffic movements are considered to assess the amount being
generated when the road network is busiest. In the AM peak hour (08:00-
09:00) there will be approximately 500 car movements and 110 HGV
movements. In the PM peak hour (17:00-18:00) there will be approximately
500 car movements and 100 HGV movements.

Design and Access

As this scenario provides for a greater number of operations and building
sizes it requires a network of roads and footpaths to serve the estate. This
may enable a greater amount of permeability into the site and increased
opportunities to generate areas of public realm, although this will depend on
the management of the estate and the degree of security proposed. The
layout shows the estate in a fully built-out state with the required space for
parking. This might take many years to be achieved as units will come forward
responding to market demand. The layout would also have to be flexible to
respond to the changing market. On site recreation, catering and other
facilities may be provided and the estate will require landscaping.

Many employees are likely to come from the surrounding area so connectivity
to adjoining neighbourhoods and back into the town centre will be required.
Despite the more fragmented nature of the building form some landscaping
and screening will need to be provided to address the visual impact from the

surrounding areas especially from the Gipping Valley.
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Development Impacts
The development impacts that would require mitigation arising from this

development scenario are:

Noise — This will be fully dependant upon the type and form of the
actual operation. However, it is assumed that adequate measures of
control could be conditioned upon any planning permission to ensure
that this does not cause a nuisance or impact adversely upon

residential amenity.

Visual Amenity — The proposal is for a range of buildings differing in
size and scale similar in context with the industrial estate to the north.
The height of the buildings are assumed to between 6 and 12m to the
eaves and the massing could be varied to ensure that it is sensitive to
the context of the site. A landscape buffer will be provided around the
southern boundary, and where possible through internal parts of the
site, although the size and width of this planting would need to be

determined in greater detail.

Lighting — It is anticipated that most operations would wish to trade 24
hours a day therefore lighting is essential. It is considered that suitable
control by condition should enable a lighting solution that does not

impact adversely on residential amenity.

Transportation — The proposed development is a number of smaller
occupiers. The eventual occupiers are currently unknown and the
traffic impact has been considered on the basis of similar sites. The
site is likely to generate a significant number of HGV movements and

car movements.
The key traffic impacts are likely to be on the Sproughton Road/Al4

junctions and Copdock Interchange. A lesser traffic impact is also

likely to occur from site employees travelling to and from Ipswich
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direction and through Sproughton Village. Detailed traffic analysis will

be required to consider the operation of these junctions.

Given the size of the individual operators is relatively small it is likely
that the 24 HGV noise impact will be less than the other options.
However there is likely to be some HGV movements which will create a

24 hour noise impact within the site, access and the Al4.

Planning conditions and obligations

Should any of the development scenarios be considered to be in accordance
with planning policy and if they were to be granted planning permission, then
it is likely that the following planning obligations and conditions would need to

be imposed:

Obligations:
1. Provision of off-site highways improvements at the Copdock
Interchange;
Provision of a new roundabout entrance into the site;
Contributions to bus service;
Creation and contributions towards a green travel plan;

Provision of Sproughton village traffic calming measures;

S o\

Provision of improvements to the Gipping Valley path and cycleway,
and contribution to ongoing maintenance;

7. Upgrade of existing traffic signalled junctions on Bramford Road to
increase capacity by providing ‘MOVA' traffic controller systems; and

8. Improvements to and management of the Island Site.

Conditions
1. Control of noise (hours of operation, acoustic mitigation measures);
2. Control of visual amenity (buildings, landscape work, mounds,
outdoor storage etc);
3. Control of lighting;

4. Provision of SUDs drainage;
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Control of environmental remediation;
Provision for outdoor recreation;

Improvements to and management of the Island Site; and

© N o O

Landscape management.
In addition, the rail-connected container storage and distribution scenario
would most likely require an obligation that the rail connection be built prior to

commencement of any use on the site.

This is not intended to be an exhaustive list and other obligations are likely to

be necessary depending on the precise nature of any proposal or application.
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5. Implementation and Next Steps

Phasing of Development

A comprehensive approach to the development of the site is necessary and
required by Babergh’'s Local Plan Policy EMO4. It will not be acceptable to
adopt a ‘piecemeal’ approach to development — a comprehensive package
must be delivered. If a comprehensive package cannot be achieved, the

redevelopment of the site will not be able to be supported by the Council.

The phasing of development will be a key concern of the Council and any
planning application should demonstrate the timescales and realism of
development within phases. The Council are likely to seek to secure an
appropriate phasing arrangement through the use of conditions attached to

any planning permission and by way of a legal agreement with the landowner.

Viability Assessment

Identifying the most appropriate approach to developing the former British
Sugar site must have regard to the ability to deliver a demonstrably viable

scheme.

Each of the four scenarios identified in Section 4 will give rise to different
development costs, potential receipts and varied timescales for delivery
depending upon the extent of demand and the specific requirements of the
likely end users. Such factors, amongst others, will themselves affect the
likely phasing for the development and the ability to match the costs required
to create the scheme with the revenues arising. Therefore, to ensure
implementation, regard must be had to the extent to which each or any of the
proposed solutions represents a viable proposal with an identifiable prospect

of making a commercial return.
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Funding and Delivery

Where the results of the viability review identify weaknesses in the ability to
deliver a comprehensive solution, opportunities for public sector assistance or
grant funding should be explored. Discussions should be held with Regional
Development Agencies, and other potential sources of public funding, to
consider the extent to which public funding may be available to fund specific
items of expenditure or up-front costs including essential infrastructure works,

amongst other matters.

Planning Application Requirements

It is likely that Babergh District Council would expect to see the following
items included as part of any planning application submitted for the

comprehensive redevelopment of the site:

Design and Access Statement
Comprehensive Masterplan
Transport Assessment

Green Travel Plan

Flood Risk Assessment
Landscape Analysis
Ecological Assessment
Contamination Assessment
Planning Statement

Draft Heads of Terms for S.106/mitigation

It is also very likely that development of the site will necessitate the
submission of an Environmental Statement. An Application for a Screening or
Scoping Opinion under the Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations
(1999) should be submitted at the earliest opportunity in order for the Council
to identify those aspects that will require particular consideration within an

Environmental Statement.
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6. Relevant Contacts and Consultees

JG Ipswich LLP will undertake consultation with Babergh District Council,
Ipswich Borough Council and other relevant parties, including key local
stakeholders and residents and businesses near to the site, both within
Babergh District and Ipswich Borough.

Comments on any aspect of this Draft Brief should be addressed to:

Former Sugar Beet Site Development Brief Consultation
M&N Communications

Queen St Courtyard

Queen Street

Godalming

GU7 1BA

Or by email: rbiddle@mncommunications.co.uk

There is a website at www.broadmeadow.co.uk where this document will also

be made available.

We would appreciate your comments by 6" October 2008, although we

welcome your comments at any time.
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7. Appendices

Appendix 1 — Constraints drawing

Appendix 2 — Technical Proposals drawing

Appendix 3 — Container storage and handling facility (with direct rail connection)
drawing

Appendix 4 — Container storage and handling facility (without rail connection)
drawing

Appendix 5 — Major manufacturing facility (Use Class B2) drawing

Appendix 6 — Mixed industrial estate (Use Classes B2 and B8: general industry and

storage or distribution) drawing
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Appendix 1 — Constraints drawing
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Appendix 2 — Technical Proposals drawing
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Appendix 3 — Container storage and handling facilit  y (with direct rail connection)
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Appendix 4 — Container storage and handling facilit y (without rail connection)
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Appendix 5 — Major manufacturing facility (Use Clas s B2)
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Appendix 6 — Mixed industrial estate (Use Classes B 2 and B8: general industry and storage or distribut ion)
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