
Response from Company Subject Comment Action LVL updated Reviewed/Reason for No Action
Consultee Exolum Pipeline System Ltd Pipeline location Updated map showing location of apparatus Validation Team Not required
Consultee Internal- Strategic Housing Housing mix Support updates as drafted None Not required
Consultee Suffolk Wildlife Trust Ecology Support updates as drafted None Not required

Agent Acorus Land Contamination With regard to barn conversion and contamination, as any mitigation measures can largely be conditioned, I see no reason why this has to be a validation requirement. None No 
The Environmental Health Team have advised that this has to be established before determination. The 1995 regs, 
apart from the appendix, were revoked in 2014

" Ecology Regarding ecological information, and secondary surveys submitted prior to validation, this approach would not be commensurate with many types of application, burdening the applicant with unreasonable expense. Noted No
Consultee SCC - LLFA Flood Risk & Surface Water Drainage Amendments to wording of Section 19 & 20 Amendments made Yes
Councillor  Agricultural Land Quality Checks required for land quality ValidationTeam/Planning Officers

Agent Stanfords Land Contamination
Contamination – I would remind you of the recent appeal decision (DC/21/04249) The Forge, Groton. This clearly shows that a condition will usually be sufficient. The Council’s requirements would fail to accord with the government advice contained within the NPPG and Circular 1/95. 

None No Has to be established before permission - EH advised that 1995 regs were revoked apart from the appendix in 2014

" Ecology It is not accepted that preliminary nor secondary surveys are necessary to be submitted prior to the validation of an application. This pre-supposes that the building will have ecological value without the planning officer even examining the circumstances of the site. Input from Ecologist No
Consultee Historic England Heritage No comment but would like to be notified of future LVL consultations None Not required

Consultee Ipswich Borough Council Biodiversity Net Gain

There is no requirement for a Biodiversity Net Gain Plan in the draft Babergh and Mid Suffolk Local Validation List, Part 2. It is suggested that the list is amended to include the requirement for a Biodiversity Net Gain Plan, referred to in the Environment Act. It is expected that the mandatory requirement will come 
into place in Winter 2023, however the Suffolk Authorities are working on a Suffolk Wide Interim Approach to Biodiversity Net Gain. Planning applications subject to the Suffolk Wide Interim Approach to Biodiversity Net Gain will be required to submit a Biodiversity Gain Plan for planning authority approval. The 
Biodiversity Gain Plan should be informed by the most up-to-date Defra Biodiversity Metric (currently version 3.1). Officers may wish to consider updating the draft Babergh and Mid Suffolk Local Validation List to reflect this emerging requirement. Next revision of LVL No

" Health Impact Assessment
The requirement for a Health Impact Assessment (HIA) is welcomed. It would be beneficial to consider adopting a standard approach for HIAs across Suffolk. It is noted that the draft Babergh and Mid Suffolk Local Validation List is out of step with the adopted East Suffolk Validation Requirements and emerging 
Ipswich Borough Council Local Validation List 2023. It is also suggested that there should be greater focus on local wellbeing needs and priorities. As such, it would be helpful to point to local public health information such as the Joint Strategic Needs Assessment for Suffolk. Next revision of LVL (Our SPD end of year) Yes

" Ecology (RAMS)

Ipswich Borough Council supports the inclusion of the Habitats Regulation Assessment within the Local Validation List. The Suffolk Coast RAMS Authorities have developed a strategic approach to recreational mitigation through the Suffolk Coast RAMS. The Babergh and Mid Suffolk Local Validation List HRA entry 
identifies the need for development proposals for 50 plus units to delivery additional mitigation. Natural England have also advised that development within close proximity to a designated European site also requires additional mitigation. Officer should consider updating the draft Local Validation List Part 2 to 
reflect Natural England’s advice. Reference to SANGS should be replaced with the wording ‘bespoke mitigation measures’ as per Natural England’s HRA / AA Template. Noted Not required

" Air Quality Assessment

The draft Local Validation List does not refer to the need for an air quality assessment. The Ipswich Strategic Planning Area (ISPA) transport modelling report published in January 2019 identified significant adverse cumulative air quality impacts affecting local and strategic transport networks in and around Ipswich. 
27% of all journeys in Ipswich begin and end in Babergh and Mid Suffolk. The NPPF requires Local Plans to includeappropriate opportunities for mitigating adverse effects and to maximise sustainable transport solutions.Planning decisions should ensure that any new development in Air Quality Management Areas 
and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the local air quality action plan. Ipswich has four designated air quality monitoring areas (AQMAs). To ensure development within Babergh and Mid Suffolk does not cause harm to air quality, an Air Quality Assessments should be required where development proposals are 
likely to expose people to unacceptable levels of air pollution. Noted No limited requirements in our Districts. Requested during application process

Consultee Public Health Suffolk Health Impact Assessment

In terms of health check list:
You have included Suffolk Health and Wellbeing checklist in the list of documents for the consultees reference.  Suffolk Health and Wellbeing checklist/rapid HIA is adopted from Wakefield Council and it is supposed to be piloted for pre-application process in Babergh Midsuffolk District Council from 1st April 2022. 
The main purpose was to test it out in BMDC and share the results with other district planning colleagues to agree whether Suffolk develop own HIA tool and process. As this has not been tested locally, this might be bit premature to include it in the BMDC validation list. 
We are aware that BMDC planning colleagues are developing a SPD which mentions HIA but no details are provided or agreed so far.
Therefore, we would like to recommend to include the tested tools such as  Healthy Urban Planning checklist and Health Impact Assessment (Rapid Health Impact Assessment) developed by NHS London Healthy Urban Development Unit in the validation list for the time being. Although these are very much London 
focused (London related polices are provided) they are relevant to most of the developments. 
These tools have been widely tested and used in the UK. In the region  “A healthy planning checklist for Norfolk and East Suffolk”  has taken from/based on it, which you can find it in “Norfolk Planning in Health Protocol” which was revised in March 2022. 
In terms of threshold for 50 and over dwellings, our current agreement with BMDC pre-application review is for 50 and over dwellings so the threshold felt to be suitable. Engagement in pre-application discussions will, in many cases, be the most important stage of involvement in the planning application process as 
it enables Health and Social care partners and Public Health to influence the design principles    of development at its earliest stage. 
 -There are some talks going on among LPAs colleagues about having an agreed HIA tool and process in Suffolk and are encouraged to consider broader use of HIAs or similar tools to understand broader health, wellbeing and prevenƟon opportuniƟes afforded by development and to minimise unforeseen 

circumstances. Whether this would be developing one for Suffolk or adopt/use already tested approaches can be discussed and agreed at Public Health led joint workshop planned sometime in March/April 2023. This will help to support existing plan making and development requirements to build wider 
determinants of health into the planning process.

As you are well aware, Public health jointly with BMDC & SCC planning colleagues has developed a comprehensive information on wellbeing and Planning (previously called Public Health Guidance for Planning) to support developers, planners and decision makers to build a sustainable healthy place. This has been 
widely consulted with other LPAs colleagues and it is due to be finalised and published in our webpage by end of January 2023. We recommend to include the link in your validation list as a must read reference.

Public Health is seeking to promote a ‘health in all policies’ approach to the formation of planning policy across Suffolk.  Essentially, this means putting people and their health at the heart of placemaking.  Alongside providing data to enable planners and developers to understand local health challenges, Public 
Health can be consulted during the planning process as per our protocol.  At the pre-application stage of major developments, we recommend the use of a Healthy Urban Planning checklist or Health Impact Assessment as we suggested above.  This will identify the key health issues and impacts specific to an area or 
development and help developers and decision makers to maximise the health benefits of a development at an early stage. 

We believe developments can support the health of new residents and existing communities in 7 key areas: promoting and providing opportunities for active travel, improving air quality, provision of high quality and well-designed homes, supporting access to healthy food, provision of quality open spaces for play 
and recreation, supporting access to education and employment and supporting access to services and community spaces.  These key considerations will form the basis of our engagement with both policy making and development management as we seek to promote health through planning.  Each of these key 
areas are considered in detail. It provides a detailed information to assist developers and their agents when preparing development proposals as well as LPAs in policy making and in the application process. It also provides a framework for public health teams when considering health and wellbeing impacts of 
development plans and planning applications. Noted Yes

Consultee Internal - Strategic Planning Housing Mix
The Strategic Policy Team acknowledges and support the detailed housing mix information as in point 27. An example of a submitted site plan that displays key information in a clear and concise format , that the Policy team would welcome, can be found within planning application here; 

 hƩps://planning.baberghmidsuffolk.gov.uk/online applicaƟons/files/B0B7723465D8A17C2D408A0054EF7C91/pdf/DC_19_01708-SUPERSEDED_- _PROPOSED_SITE_PLAN-7194290.pdf Noted No

" Information required for monitoring

To support the new Monitoring Framework, as per the emerging Part 1 Joint Local Plan the following validation requirements would be advantageous in order to monitor the effectiveness of the policies: ❑ Request applicants use formal use classes on application forms. ❑ Site areas to be consistent with red line 
plan– i.e. the total area not the area of the physical building. ❑ Specify if the site is Greenfield or Brownfield ❑ Confirm if the dwelling is National Space Standards Compliant? – (bedroom sizes specified in Sqm2 would be advantageous). ❑ Specify if the applicant(s) are including SUDs (sustainable drainage system)? 
❑ Permissions should be correctly categorised in the Uniform system. (Previous issues have arisen with misplaced information being produced in Crystal reports). ❑ A tick box to confirm if water efficiency is being met. ❑ Improved descriptions. Description should reflect what is being proposed accurately and 
succinctly. ❑ Consistent site names. (Issues with change of site description have arisen, for example a site will be described as named ‘land north of X’ but then also described as ‘land south of Y’) Validation Team No manage via Validation Team

Staff Validation Team Health Impact Assessment Query regarding HIA's for large scale commercial development Amendments made For review
Consultee Internal - Tree Officer Arboricultural Impact Assessment Section 21 should refer to all trees affected by development not just TPO's and trees in Conservation Areas. Add requirement for H/H applications that a tree survey may be required (as for Ecology) Amendments made Amended

Consultee Natural England Ecology (RAMS)

Suffolk Coast Recreational Disturbance Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy (‘RAMS’) Please refer to Natural England’s standard advice relating to the Suffolk Coast RAMS, provided in Annex I. It is considered that for larger residential developments (50 units +, or equivalent, as a guide) within the 13 km Suffolk Coast 
RAMS zone of influence, or some smaller residential developments that are in very close proximity (200 m or less) to designated sites are not able to fully mitigate the adverse impacts on European designated sites with a RAMS payment alone. Natural England recommends therefore that these developments include 
the provision of well-designed open space / green infrastructure (GI), that is proportionate to its scale to minimise any predicted increase in recreational pressure to designated sites, by containing the majority of recreation within and around the development site boundary and / or bespoke mitigation measures. 
Please refer to Annex I which details the minimum provisions required, guidance on creating high quality open space / GI, and provides information explaining the importance of retaining recreation on-site.Notwithstanding this, Natural England’s advice is that any new residential development, and the application of 
these measures to avoid or reduce the likely harmful effects from it, will need to be formally checked and confirmed by your Authority, as the competent authority, via an appropriate assessment in view of the European Site’s conservation objectives and in accordance with the Conservation of Habitats & Species 
Regulations 2017 (as amended). Natural England recommends that the Suffolk Coast RAMS is considered at the validation stage – this would include whether the applicant is willing to pay the sum and, if the development is for 50 units or more, whether the applicant has considered our Green Infrastructure (GI) 
guidance (further information provided below and in Annex I). We advise that this would reduce the number of consultations sent to Natural England as a statutory consultee and the length of time between an 
application being validated and then decided. We recognise that in some instances, it is not possible for developments >50 units to provide dogs off-lead areas, as stated in our minimum GI provisions (Annex I). However, we do consider all other 
minimum GI provisions to be applicable to all developments >50 units. Noted No application specific/negotiation

" SSSI impact Risk Zones
Sites of Special Scientific Interest Impact Risk Zones The Town and Country Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 2015 requires local planning authorities to consult Natural England on “Development in or likely to affect a Site of Special Scientific Interest” (Schedule 4, w). Our SSSI Impact 
Risk Zones are a GIS dataset designed to be used during the planning application validation process to help local planning authorities decide when to consult Natural England on developments likely to affect a SSSI. The dataset and user guidance can be accessed from the data.gov.uk website. Validation Team No

" Biodiversity Net Gain

Biodiversity Net Gain As stated in policy LP18 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity of the emerging local plan, Development should: • Identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains, equivalent of a minimum 10% increase for biodiversity. We therefore advise that a BNG report is required as part of 
any planning application, in order to demonstrate that the BNG metric has been applied and the provision has been met. As stated in the BNG principles below, the minimum requirement for BNG is 10% (Environment Act 2021) from November 2023 (date to be confirmed). We advise that it is imperative that any 
proposal avoids, mitigates and/or compensates for impacts on habitats and species of high biodiversity value including designated sites, protected species and ancient woodland. As a first principle, the project should therefore represent no ‘biodiversity net loss’ in these regards. As you are aware, the BNG approach 
has been developed to not only help halt declines in wildlife by conserving what habitats and species are left but begin the task of restoring some of what has been lost. In simple terms, BNG calculations should (ideally using the recently released Defra Biodiversity Metric 3.1) compare the current biodiversity value 
of the habitats within the project red line boundary to be lost (excluding designated sites and ancient woodland) with the biodiversity value of the habitats forecast to be created following development, with the intention being to demonstrate an overall increase in biodiversity (minimum 10 %). We consider that 
such an approach could, following completion of the project, provide significant benefits through: • Enabling wildlife to adapt to the challenges of the future including habitat fragmentation, climate change etc.; • Providing a wealth of natural capital benefits such as flood prevention, improved air quality, improved 
soils, clean water etc.; • Providing inspiration and enjoyment for people through regular access to a high-quality natural environment, improving community health and wellbeing (both mental and physical). This should include enhancement of public access where practical (i.e. where it would not compromise the 
biodiversity interest, for example) and could also involve local stewardship of any new habitat creation; We advise that this such an approach would be in line with the following: • Under the Environment Act 2021, all planning permissions granted in England (with a few exemptions) will have to deliver at least 10% 
biodiversity net gain from an as yet unconfirmed date, expected to be in November 2023. BNG will be measured using Defra’s biodiversity metric and habitats will need to be secured for at least 30 years. This sits alongside: Page 3 of 8 o a strengthened legal duty for public bodies to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity, o new biodiversity reporting requirements for local authorities, and o mandatory spatial strategies for nature: Local Nature Recovery Strategies or ‘LNRS’. • The Government's 25 Year Environment Plan sets out the aspiration to mainstream BNG in the planning system and move towards approaches that 
integrate natural capital benefits. • The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF): The NPPF identifies that one of the three overarching objectives to achieving sustainable development through the planning system is an environmental objective “to protect and enhance our natural…environment; Page 4 of 
9 including making effective use of land, improving biodiversity…”. The revised NPPF was published on 20 July 2021 and updated Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) has also been issued by the Ministry of Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG) to support various aspects of the revisions. Which 
includes policies to protect and enhance the natural environment, importantly including policies on biodiversity and wider environmental net gain; specifically, planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by providing net gains for biodiversity and are to 
identify and pursue opportunities for biodiversity net gain (paras 174,179 and 180) and wider environmental gain (paras 100, 120, 180). Delivering net gain is also referred to in the National design guide. Next revision of LVL No

Consultee Suffolk County Council Health Impact Assessment

The validation list currently states that a Health Impact assessment is required for 50 dwellings or more, but at this point they are only being asked to complete the checklist. 

This is misleading as currently developers are not required to submit a full HIA. However we exploring the development of a Suffolk Wide HIA tool which could be included as a validation requirement in the future. We would welcome further engagement on the preparation of this document.

We appreciate that HIA is considered for major and minor developments. Here are our comments:

In terms of health check list:

 -In terms of threshold for 50 and over dwellings, our current agreement with BMDC pre-applicaƟon review is for 50 and over dwellings so the threshold felt to be suitable. Engagement in pre-applicaƟon discussions will, in many cases, be the most important stage of involvement in the planning applicaƟon process 
as it enables Health and Social care partners and Public Health to influence the design principles    of development at its earliest stage. 
 -There are some talks going on among LPAs colleagues about having an agreed HIA tool and process in Suffolk and are encouraged to consider broader use of HIAs or similar tools to understand broader health, wellbeing and prevenƟon opportuniƟes afforded by development and to minimise unforeseen 

circumstances. Whether this would be developing one for Suffolk or adopt/use already tested approaches can be discussed and agreed at Public Health led joint workshop planned sometime in March/April 2023. This will help to support existing plan making and development requirements to build wider 
determinants of health into the planning process.

As you are well aware, Public health jointly with BMDC & SCC planning colleagues has developed a comprehensive information on wellbeing and Planning (previously called Public Health Guidance for Planning) to support developers, planners and decision makers to build a sustainable healthy place. This has been 
widely consulted with other LPAs colleagues and it is due to be finalised and published in our webpage by end of January 2023. We recommend to include the link in your validation list as a must read reference. Public Health and Planning - Healthy Suffolk

Public Health is seeking to promote a ‘health in all policies’ approach to the formation of planning policy across Suffolk.  Essentially, this means putting people and their health at the heart of placemaking.  Alongside providing data to enable planners and developers to understand local health challenges, Public 
Health can be consulted during the planning process as per our protocol.  At the pre-application stage of major developments, we recommend the use of a Healthy Urban Planning checklist or Health Impact Assessment as we suggested above.  This will identify the key health issues and impacts specific to an area or 
development and help developers and decision makers to maximise the health benefits of a development at an early stage. 

We believe developments can support the health of new residents and existing communities in 7 key areas: promoting and providing opportunities for active travel, improving air quality, provision of high quality and well-designed homes, supporting access to healthy food, provision of quality open spaces for play 
and recreation, supporting access to education and employment and supporting access to services and community spaces.  These key considerations will form the basis of our engagement with both policy making and development management as we seek to promote health through planning.  Each of these key 
areas are considered in detail. It provides a detailed information to assist developers and their agents when preparing development proposals as well as LPAs in policy making and in the application process. It also provides a framework for public health teams when considering health and wellbeing impacts of 
development plans and planning applications.

Amendments made Yes

" Air Quality Assessment

We note that there is not requirement currently for Air quality assessment to be submitted with any applications. Have the council considered requiring an Air Quality assessment especially for developments which may have an impact on designated AQMA’s. 

The NPPF requires Local Plans to include appropriate opportunities for mitigating adverse air quality effects and to maximise sustainable transport solutions to mitigate. 

We would support the inclusion of an Air quality assessment for any development which may have an impact on Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones. Noted No limited requirements in our Districts. Requested during application process

" Flood Risk Assessment

Existing/Proposed Topographical (Levels) Plans

Text currently reads: 

“ These plans are required if there are any changes in the existing ground levels (normally more than 500mm). Changes to levels can be shown on the elevations and/or spot levels can also be shown on the Block Plan, including roof heights.

Suggested change: 
Changes smaller than this can have an impact on surface water flows. 
Bullet point says 'if there are any changes', this is contradicted by wording in brackets which suggests only those less than 500mm already updated from LLFA as above Yes

" Surface Water Drainage

Surface Water Drainage (second pullet point)
Text Currently reads:
Details of the Surface Water Drainage Strategy must include as a minimum for validation:
o Evidence that a viable discharge point or points exists, following the drainage hierarchy: 
▪ into the ground (infiltration), with Infiltration test results to BRE Digest 365
▪ to a surface water body and that you have the right of have acquired the right to discharge in perpetuity 
▪ to a surface water sewer, highway drain, or another drainage system including permission “in principle” to connect
▪ to a combined sewer, including permission “in principle” to connect
Suggested change
Do we need to list this as it's now included in the PPG and our Appendix A hierarchy differs to/builds on this slightly? already updated from LLFA as above Yes

" Archaeology

SCCAS wish to make the following comments in relation to the Heritage Statement sections of the LVL documents:

Householder validation requirements
 •Including contact details for SCCAS/the County HER so people know who to contact for more informaƟon would be useful

Major and minor development validation requirements
 •Again, including contact details for SCCAS/the County HER so people know who to contact for more informaƟon would be useful
 •We would advise that a Heritage Statement should also be required to be submiƩed as part of any applicaƟon involving works to, conversion of or demoliƟon of a historic farm building (defined as one which is visible on the 1st ediƟon county OS map)
 •We would suggest adding in that where an applicaƟon site includes new building or ground disturbance on or adjoining a heritage asset of archaeological interest, or where a site has the potenƟal to include heritage assets with archaeological interest, that a desk-based archaeological assessment (and where 

necessary an appropriate level of field evaluation) should be compiled in accordance with the NPPF (and that SCCAS can provide advice on requirements on a case by case basis). Noted No Dealt with site specific/by officer

" Ecology

Ecological Survey & Impact Assessment: there is no reference to the requirement that ecology surveys should be carried out by suitably qualified (and licenced, if necessary) ecologists. There is also no reference to the (now mandatory) requirement for developments to result in a net gain for biodiversity. This 
assessment should be made using the up to date BNG metric from DEFRA (current version is 3.1) and should demonstrate a minimum of a 10% net gain at the site.

Habitat Regulations Assessment: we support the inclusion of the requirement for an HRA in the Local Validation List. However, there should be reference made to the requirement for an HRA when the development site falls within the ZOI of SPA/SAC/RAMSAR sites.

Arboricultural Impact Assessment: the validation list should state the necessity for an AIA when the proposal impacts on any mature/established tree, not just trees subject to TPO or in a conservation area.

Lighting Assessment: a lighting assessment/Lux plan should be a requirement when the proposal potentially affects bats, either bat roosts directly, or areas where bats commute and forage (hedgerows, lines of trees, etc).

SCC supports the detail of the Suffolk Biodiversity Validation Requirements, including the timings of the respective species surveys and listing the Priority Habitats for Suffolk.

Input from Ecologist Yes

Agent Pigeon Land Contamination

Section 16A: Barn Conversions
 
Section 16a outlines that ‘Barn conversions will also need to be accompanied by a Full Phase I Site Walkover and Risk Assessment’. 
 
This requirement should be limited to desk-based assessment and should not include intrusive investigations. The Council should make this clear in their validation list guidance. Input from Environmental Health No

" Health Impact Assessment

Section 26: HIA

Section 26 requires a Health Impact Assessment for 50 dwellings or more. 

 1)Whilst we generally support the Councils’ design aspiraƟon to encourage design that encourages acƟve and healthy lifestyles, we request that clarificaƟon is provided on the requirement to provide a Health Impact Assessment for schemes of more than 50 dwellings. It is unclear why the Councils have chosen 50 
dwellings as the threshold for when an HIA is required. The updated validation list should provide justification for why a scheme of 50 dwellings is required to provide an HIA, but a scheme of 45 dwellings, for example, is not. If 50 dwellings, as the threshold, cannot be justified but an alternative number can then 50 
should be replaced by the justifiable number and this should be explained in the Councils' updated validation list.

Section 26 also outlines that whilst the above is to be developed in the form of a Supplementary Planning Document, ‘for the time-being, applicants should complete the “Suffolk Health and well-being Checklist” to assess what impact the proposal may have with regard to each of the themes listed within that 
document.’  

 1)The current format of the table allows only a posiƟve (+) or negaƟve (-) impact on each theme. There should be an addiƟonal column added to the table for ‘no impact’, as there may be circumstances where a scheme will have a neutral impact. 

 2)Guidance should also be provided on how the informaƟon on the checklist will be used by the Councils to judge planning applicaƟons. The checklist should also include details of what informaƟon will be required to saƟsfy each of the criteria. Amendments made For review

" Housing mix

Section 27 outlines that ‘each application for housing of more than one unit should include a schedule of accommodation, stating what the mix of and tenure of market and affordable housing will be.’

 1)A disƟncƟon is necessary in the requirements between Full and Outline applicaƟons, with the laƩer having the informaƟon required above confirmed at the Reserved MaƩers stage of the process. Furthermore, the Affordable Housing Mix for an Outline Planning Permission will usually be addressed as part of the 
S106 Agreement accompanying the consent. 

 2)Secondly, we would welcome further guidance on the meaning of ‘tenure of market and affordable housing’. It is not currently clear as to whether this refers to disƟnguishing housing as leasehold or freehold; or whether it simply refers to different tenures of affordable housing such as intermediate ownership, 
affordable rent, and so forth. Noted No

Agricultural Land Assessment for Solar/PV

Section 28 outlines the following:

‘For solar PV applications, if your application involves land which is classified as agricultural (whether in current use or not) you will need to declare:

i) What the agricultural classification is (i.e. Grade 1, 2, 3a, 3b etc.). 
ii) What the yield has been for each of the last five years.’

 1)As per our comments in respect of the requirement for an HIA, this requirement should be accompanied by further informaƟon on how the agricultural land classificaƟon and yield will be used by the Councils to judge planning applicaƟons. In parƟcular, guidance on how yield will be assessed is required. 
Currently it is unclear what will be considered to be a high, and what will be considered to be a low yield, and how this will affect the Councils’ consideration of a planning application. This information is required to assist applicants in assessing potential land to be brought forward for solar PV schemes.  Noted For review

Agent Persimmon Homes Land Contamination Reports This sentence is already in the adopted LVL. Unsure what’s changed here. Although we note that the paragraph in bold has become more concise. Noted No

" Ecology

The application process often sifts out whether these additional surveys are required. If these further surveys are required, they can be undertaken during the 
application process which allows for time between developer and consultees to revise the application (if required).
Requiring these surveys at validation point could slow down the process from land acquisition to the commencement of building and so slow the bringing 
forward of development. This is especially apparent if a site is being held up at validation due to having to wait for a particular survey season to roll back 
around. The council and consultees could be assessing a development, pending the updated survey, and so working more efficiently with an applicant to 
ensure development comes forward promptly. 
If in the event that the further survey does not identify issues to be addressed, then unnecessary delay would have been caused in progressing the application 
therefore identifying during the course of the application, or by imposing a planning condition, may be a better option
Lastly, will the ecology consultees be required to deem if something is suitable for validation? Who will be reading the ecology reports and ensuring they 
comply for validation; not all applications that state in their initial surveys that “further surveys may be required” will need further survey works. Input from Ecologist No No validation requirement to check quality but this will potentially be a holding objection once consulted.

" Health Impact Assessment

A further round of consultation will be required when this SPD is produced.
The Checklist appears to be a summary sheet for information that should already be forming part of an application such as; 
 Transport assessments 
 Sustainability assessments 
 Construction method statements 
 Drainage Strategies 
 Landscape details 
 Design and Access Statement 
 Building regulations adherence 
The risk of this checklist is that it could require further information that goes beyond what is really needed to assess the proposed development or there won’t 
be consistency between applications. This could happen as this checklist is too loose and doesn’t state clearly the requirements or expectations. Discussion to be arranged - DC/JH/KH For review

" Housing mix Persimmon Homes welcomes this addition to ensure clarity and continuity in all applications None Not required

Agent Roberts Molloy Ecology

There aren’t enough Ecologists to do all surveys within a reasonable timeframe within the seasons, and you could have to have all that work carried out a year before submission.  If there is then a delay such as in Norfolk with Nutrient Neutrality, and applications cannot progress, they could then find their surveys 
are out of date and need re-doing during the course of the submission.  

Asking people to have all ecology done on speculative works which could come to thousands for any permission to be refused does not seem a sensible approach, and therefore leads on to if you wish to implement this aspect, will you then seek to give definitive answers at pre-application and not backtrack later 
under a full submission, after someone has received positive response, undertaken all the associated work and then have the LA refuse permission?  After all, even if Newts or Bats are on site, it is highly unlikely to prevent development, it just requires additional mitigation or applications for licenses etc.  Input from Ecologist No Details to be provided with application to avoid requirement for requests for extensions of time (EOT's)

" Barn Conversions
Why can this information not come once an initial assessment has been made; again like above, you are asking people to pay out many thousands on consultants for speculative development, especially when you will not commit to honouring the comments and likely determination identified in pre-application 
submissions.  as above No

Consultee Place Services-Ecology Ecology Amendments to wording of Section 15 H/H LVL & Section 17 and 18  Minor/Major LVL Amendments made Yes
Consultee Essex & Suffolk Water Water Supply General Guidance on requirements Amendments to be made Yes
Staff Internal-Validation Materials requirement for H/H Amendments to be made Yes

Environmental Health
Change of use of any land to garden/domestic land will require an Envirocheck and EH Questionaire. Moving to a 
more sensitive use. Noted Yes

"
Barn conversions have been added due to higher risks of contamination eg diesel, maintenance of vehicles and 
equipment Noted Yes

Consultee Sport England Playing Fields/Sports facilities Next revision of LVL No late response
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