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The meeting was opened by Tumi introducing herself and the team. She presented those present with a ‘You Said’ sheet and worked through the points raised. She explained that the new master plan had been accepted by the Council and would now be put forward as the official site proposal.
It was explained that the proposed road improvements are intended to improve traffic flow through Stanton by redirecting traffic away from the front of the school. She also highlighted the new employment opportunities that the development is expected to bring to the area.
Planning and Development 
Mike, Jaynic’s Planning Consultant, explained that the Local Plan sets out the planning principles, while the Master Plan provides the overall vision for the development. The Master Plan has been approved and will act as a guide for the future development of the site.
He explained that the project is now progressing to the detailed planning stage, including work on the proposed highway arrangements and access to the A143.
Mike explained the different elements shown on the plans. The blue areas indicate detailed and strategic landscaping, while the parameter plans set out the areas and principles for where buildings could be introduced.
The proposed development includes three types of land use:
· E – Offices and light industrial uses.
· B2 – General industrial uses.
· B8 – Storage and distribution units.
Mike explained that, if planning permission is granted, only the land uses specified within the permission would be permitted on the site.
The plans use different colours to identify the proposed areas, with brown indicating areas of development and green indicating landscaping. Dark green areas represent biodiversity net gain.
Mike explained that, in order to meet the requirements for biodiversity net gain, the objective is not necessarily to provide a greater quantity of habitat, but to provide habitats of a higher quality. Biodiversity net gain is preferably delivered on-site; however, there are also options to provide the required gain off-site or through the purchase of biodiversity credits.
Movement and Access Plan
Following concerns raised about the initial height proposals, height restrictions have now been introduced for plots A, B and C, with the maximum height reduced to 12 meters. However, there has been an increase in the depth of the buildings. The buildings are anticipated to be used for light industrial purposes. The design code has not yet been agreed, including the materials to be used and the overall appearance and character of the buildings.
It was highlighted that it is important for the buildings to be appropriate to, and fit within, their surrounding environment. It was also noted that once the planning application has been submitted, this will be the appropriate time for Parish Councils to submit their comments regarding the aesthetics and design code of the proposed development.

Concerns were raised that the revised application does not appear significantly different from the previous design. Mike reported that the roadside area is not included in the new proposal and that Co-Part is also not part of the application. It was confirmed that a Co-Part or similar development could not be built on the site, as it does not fall within the relevant parameters. Mike also highlighted that the revised plans contain more detail, particularly in relation to landscaping.
Concerns were raised regarding Plots A, B and C, which are considered to be large and imposing, and may not provide an attractive entrance to the employment park. Questions were also raised as to why the developers had chosen this particular location for the development. No answer was provided to this question. A point was made by Cllr Meadwell regarding the nearby Multipark site, has recently been refurbished and where there remains a significant proportion of unoccupied industrial units.  He therefore questioned the basis on which the developers believe there will be sufficient demand for the proposed units. 
Questions were also raised regarding how Savills had conducted their research and assessed the potential demand for the development. It was highlighted that Stanton is a rural village in a relatively remote location, raising further questions about the level of demand for employment units at the site.
Mike explained that the developers had been given certain parameters for the site and were being encouraged to make the best possible use of the available land. He stated that Jaynic considers the proposed development to represent the best use of the site within those parameters. It was also noted that there are areas of the proposal which remain undecided. The developers are currently working on a coordinated response to address these outstanding matters.
 
Questions were raised about how Jaynic had arrived at the promotional employment figures. It was questioned how these figures could have any validity if the developers do not yet know, or have not decided, what will ultimately be built. It was explained that the figures are generated by looking at comparable sites of a similar size and using those as a basis for estimating employment numbers. 
Cllr Burdett questioned whether a medical centre was being proposed as part of the development. Mike explained that a medical centre had previously been suggested for a different development, but this had been rejected by residents. It was therefore decided that a medical centre would not be included in the plan.
Foul Drainage 
Matt outlined the proposed foul drainage arrangements to those present. He confirmed that Anglian Water would be the provider and that it had been agreed that the system would connect to the existing network at Shepherds Grove West. The southern part of the development would be served by a gravity-fed drainage system, while the northern side would require a pumping system. There would be private manhole covers with green boxes. The pumps would be located near Plots A, B and C. It was acknowledged that the pumps would generate some noise; however, it was stated that this would not be noticeable. 
Surface Water/ Flood Risk
Matt stated that the development would provide three outfalls for surface water, although only two would be required to comply with the relevant regulations.
In the northern part of the development, in the vicinity of Plots A, B and C, swales would be provided alongside approximately half of the road and the roundabout. These were explained as shallow drainage channels located alongside the road. The drainage system would also include filter drains and basins, providing three methods of surface-water management. Matt explained that the proposed drainage arrangements would comply with the SuDS Manual pollution index approach. 
Matt explained that, the proposed drainage system is designed to manage the 1-in-1-year rainfall event at the required discharge rate, while providing sufficient attenuation and storage to manage the 1-in-100-year rainfall event, including an allowance for climate change.  The Culvert had been measured and it was found to be too small. The proposed drainage improvements would increase conveyance and storage capacity, thereby improving the management of surface-water flows and reducing the risk of flooding. The next section of the road would not have basins but would have swales.
The proposed road would be adopted by Suffolk County Council. The surface-water drainage serving the adopted highway would be provided through a piped drainage system, which would adopted and maintained by Anglian Water.
The proposed swales would form part of the highway drainage strategy and would provide surface-water conveyance, attenuation and water-quality treatment. The swales associated with the highway would be managed and maintained by Suffolk County Council as part of the adopted highway drainage infrastructure.
Councillors raised concerns regarding the recent flooding associated with Storm Babet and asked whether this event had been taken into account within the flood risk calculations for the proposed development. Matt reported that Storm Babet had not been included in the calculations, as the assessment had been undertaken using the National Planning Practice Guidance and information relating to flood events up to and including 2022. Matt advised that, based on the modelling and assessment undertaken, the proposed development would not increase or worsen existing flood risk.
A Councillor raised concerns regarding the maintenance of the existing swales and questioned how Highways would be able to maintain the additional swales proposed as part of the development, given concerns that the existing swales are not currently being kept clear. Matt explained that the majority of the existing ditches are privately owned and therefore do not fall under the responsibility of Highways.
A Councillor asked about the proposed maintenance arrangements for the new swales, including how maintenance requirements and potential problem areas (“hot spots”) would be identified and addressed. Clarification was also sought regarding accountability and responsibility for the drainage infrastructure prior to adoption and following adoption.
It was noted that, prior to adoption, responsibility would remain with Jaynic. Following adoption, responsibility would transfer to Highways where applicable, or to the relevant management company for infrastructure that is not adopted by Highways. It was requested that the maintenance schedule and arrangements for identifying and addressing problem areas be clearly set out as part of the development proposals.
 
Transport and Highways
It was discussed that an active travel footway/cycleway would be provided to connect to the bus stop at Malbour. The existing bus stops will remain in their current locations. Concerns were raised about the safety of the area near the pub, which was considered dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists. On the south side, an upgrade to the footpath along Grove Lane was discussed, including the possibility of compulsory purchase in Stanton to facilitate the improvements. It was also noted that a Section 278 agreement is not included in the current proposal.

The meeting discussed the traffic implications of the proposed development and the methodology used within the Transport Assessment. It was stated that a reduction in traffic was anticipated, with traffic counts being used to estimate the level of traffic that would be diverted as a result of the development.
The Transport Assessment takes into account the scale of the proposed development and uses this information to generate predicted traffic flows. The results are then considered in consultation with the Highways Authority and Suffolk County Council.
Matt stated that Jaynic had used AMP data to predict that approximately 243 vehicles would be diverted from Stanton during peak periods. This was based on the expectation that these vehicles would use the new road connecting to the A143 and the proposed new roundabout. Traffic assessments had been undertaken using peak-period traffic flows.
Matt also confirmed that he could provide the Councils with the expected average daily traffic figures by email.
Councillors requested further information on the anticipated additional traffic movements per day, in order to understand the overall increase associated with the development.
The Transport Assessment was reported as showing the following peak-period traffic figures:
· AM Peak (AMP): 35% 
· PM Peak (PMP): 36% 

It was stated that traffic flows were expected to be between 12,000 and 14,000 vehicles, representing an anticipated 33% increase in traffic.
The 2011 Census was referred to as a source of information regarding where people live and work, and therefore travel patterns associated with employment.
Jaynic is supporting restrictions that would prevent companies on the site from operating on a 24-hour basis. It was stated that the assessment had allowed for the different types of traffic expected to be generated by the development.
The flow-to-capacity ratio was discussed, with a ratio of 0.85 or below being referred to as the level required for the junction to operate satisfactorily. It was noted that this assessment had been undertaken for the roundabout only.
Matt referred to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the use of the term "severe" in relation to highway impacts. It was explained that the NPPF does not provide a specific definition of "severe", and that the assessment of highway impacts can depend on the circumstances and location.
Highway safety was also discussed. Measures such as a reduction in the speed limit and the introduction of a roundabout were referred to as potential measures to reduce vehicle speeds and address highway safety concerns.
Councillors raised concerns regarding the suitability of the surrounding country lanes for HGV traffic. It was noted that the local road network generally operates satisfactorily under normal circumstances, but that significant disruption can occur during extraordinary events such as road closures. Councillors expressed concern that such events appeared to be becoming more frequent and that the proposed development could result in increased traffic using the country lanes, particularly during periods of disruption.
A Councillor from Bardwell reported that, during a previous road closure, more than 400 vehicles had been counted passing through the village within a 40-minute period. It was stated that the village experienced significant difficulties in accommodating the resulting increase in traffic. Concerns were also raised regarding the arrangements that would be in place in the event of road closures and whether there was a sufficient contingency plan for managing diverted traffic.
Councillors emphasised the need for the Highways Authority to consider its responsibility for managing traffic resilience and the potential effects of increased traffic on surrounding villages. Cllr H. Richardson, who is a member of the Traffic Resilience Group, highlighted concerns regarding the potential impact of increased traffic on local villages and the wider resilience of the road network. 
Construction Works
Matt clarified that the concrete road shown in the plans would be used temporarily during the construction phase and would not be used once the new roundabout was operational. It was stated that temporary speed limits and traffic lights would be introduced during the construction works. Matt also confirmed that there were likely to be road closures on the A143 while the new roundabout was being constructed.
The construction period was estimated to be approximately eight months. The potential disruption this could cause to local businesses was discussed, with particular reference made to a neighbouring campsite.
A question was raised regarding whether restrictions would be placed on construction noise. Matt advised that the usual working hours would apply, with construction activities taking place between 7:30am and 6:00pm. 

Pedestrian Facilities and Solar Panels
A question was raised regarding whether the pedestrian island at the junction of George Hill and the A143 in Stanton could be improved, as it was noted that there is currently insufficient space to stand safely on the island with a pushchair. It was noted that this could be considered as part of the October design.
It was also asked whether solar panels could be installed on the roofs of the development buildings. It was advised that this would be subject to procurement.

Meeting concluded at 9.40pm 





	
	
	



