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1 Introduction
1.1 Background
1.1.1

AECOM is commissioned to undertake Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging West
Suffolk Local Plan (WSLP). Once in place, the WSLP will establish a strategy for growth, allocate sites to
deliver the strategy and establish the policies against which planning applications will be determined.

1.1.2

SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the effects of an emerging plan, and alternatives,
with a view to minimising adverse effects and maximising the positives. SA is required for Local Plans.1

1.2 SA explained
1.2.1

It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.

1.2.2

In-line with the Regulations, a report (known as the SA Report) must be published for consultation
alongside the draft plan that essentially ‘identifies, describes and evaluates’ the likely significant effects of
implementing ‘the plan, and reasonable alternatives’. The report must then be taken into account,
alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.

1.2.3

More specifically, the SA Report must answer the following three questions:
• What has Plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
─ including around consideration of 'reasonable alternatives’
• What are the SA findings at this stage?
─ i.e. in relation to the draft plan
• What are next steps?

1.3 This Interim SA Report2
1.3.1

At this current stage of the plan-making process, the Council is consulting on an early draft version of the
Local Plan under Regulation 18 of the Local Planning Regulations.

1.3.2

This report is published with the intention of informing the consultation and subsequent preparation of the
final draft (‘proposed submission’) version of the plan.

Structure of this report
1.3.3

Despite the fact that this is an ‘Interim’ SA Report, and does not need to provide the information required
of the SA Report, it is nonetheless helpful to structure this report according to the three questions above.

1.3.4

Before answering the first question, there is a need to further set the scene by setting out:
• the plan’s aims and objectives; and
• the scope of the SA.

Commenting on this report
1.3.5

This report can be referenced as part of comments on the draft plan and/or comments can be made
specifically on any part of this report. Further guidance is provided below, including under ‘next steps’.

1

Since provision was made through the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 it has been understood that local planning
authorities must carry out a process of Sustainability Appraisal alongside plan-making. The centrality of SA to Local Plan-making
is emphasised in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2021). The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
Regulations 2012 require that an SA Report is published for consultation alongside the ‘Proposed Submission’ plan document.
2
See Appendix I for further explanation of the regulatory basis for answering certain questions within the SA Report and, in turn,
this Interim SA Report, as well as a ‘checklist’ explaining more precisely the regulatory basis for presenting certain information.
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2 Plan aims and objectives
2.1 Introduction
2.1.1

The aim here is to briefly introduce: the plan area (drawing text from the plan document, and mindful that
spatial issues and opportunities are discussed in more detail elsewhere in this report); the legislative and
policy context; and the objectives that are in place to guide plan preparation (the ‘plan scope’).

2.2 The plan area
2.2.1

West Suffolk Council was formed in 2019 from the former Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury council
areas. The three figures below present select key characteristics of the plan area and wider sub-region.
Figure 2.1: The plan area

Figure 2.2: The emerging settlement hierarchy
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Figure 2.3: Biodiversity designations – serving to highlight the extent of Breckland SPA/SAC3

2.3 The plan period
2.3.1

West Suffolk Council has ‘inherited’ the adopted Local Plans for the former St Edmundsbury and Forest
Heath council areas, hence these two plans provide a starting point for the WSLP. Both of the adopted
plans run to 2031, and include allocations to deliver growth up to this time.

2.3.2

The plan period for the WSLP Review is 2020 to 2040. For the early years a key task is to allocate new
sites to deliver growth over-and-above that set to come forward at sites with an extant planning permission
or allocation (although there is also the potential to revisit existing allocations). For the latter years there
is currently little committed growth, so the WSLP must allocate sites sufficient to meet requirements.

3

Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and Special Areas of Conservation (SACs) are of international importance, and are typically
associated with agreed buffer zones within which development is restricted or can only come forward under certain conditions.
The Breckland SPA / SAC stretches from the A14 north to Brandon/Thetford and beyond. Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSIs) are of national importance, whilst County Wildlife Sites (CWSs) are of local importance.
Introduction
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Finally, the plan period must be understood in light of NPPF paragraph 68, which highlights that there is
primarily a need to identify “deliverable” sites for the first five years and “developable” sites for years six
to ten, with more flexibility in respect of identifying supply for subsequent years. Also, there is a need to
consider paragraph 22, which states:
“Strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15 year period from adoption, to anticipate and
respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major improvements in
infrastructure. Where larger scale developments… form part of the strategy for the area, policies should
be set within a vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years)...”

2.4 Legislative and policy context
2.4.1

The plan is being prepared under the Town and Country (Local Planning) Regulations 2012, must reflect
current Government policy as set out in the NPPF (2021) and must also be prepared in accordance with
Government’s online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG). In particular, the NPPF requires local authorities
to take a positive approach to development, with an up-to-date local plan that meets objectively assessed
needs, including local housing needs (LHN), as far as is consistent with sustainable development.

2.4.2

The plan is also being prepared taking account of objectives and policies established by various
organisations at the national and more local levels, in accordance with the Duty to Cooperate established
by the Localism Act 2011. For example, context is provided by the strategic policies of Suffolk County
Council, the New Anglia Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) and statutory environmental consultees.

2.4.3

West Suffolk Council must also cooperate with neighbouring areas in respect of ‘larger than local’
considerations, including capitalising on growth opportunities associated with Cambridge and along key
transport corridors (notably the A11 and A14), and also in respect of addressing the impacts of growth,
including relating to transport, energy supply, water resources, health services and education provision.

2.4.4

Finally, it is important to note that the plan is being prepared mindful of ‘made’ (adopted) and emerging
Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs), with made NDPs in place for Great Barton, Hargrave and
Newmarket and several others in preparation. NDPs must be in general conformity with the Local Plan,
which means that made and emerging NDPs may need to be reviewed to bring them into line with the
emerging plan; however, it is equally the case that all NDPs will plan preparation.

2.5 Plan aims and objectives
2.5.1

A series of objectives is in place to guide plan-making. These objectives were developed ahead of the
consultation on ‘issues and options’ in 2020, including in light of the West Suffolk Council Strategic
Framework 2020-2024, and were subject to minor adjustments subsequent to the consultation.
Business and the local economy
• Support the local economy of West Suffolk by ensuring an appropriate supply of land is available to
accommodate a range of businesses and start-ups as well as allowing existing businesses to continue
to operate and grow.
• Ensure adequate infrastructure is provided to support new growth to ensure that communities are both
physically and digitally well connected.
• Support the growth of the visitor economy across West Suffolk recognising the importance of protecting
the heritage, character and beauty of the area.
• Support Newmarket as the international home of horse racing and the significant role the industry plays
in West Suffolk in terms of its economic importance as an employer and economic contributor, as well
as its social and cultural influence on the town and the character of the built and natural environment.
Climate change mitigation and adaptation
• Ensure West Suffolk is equipped to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions and impact on climate change
through providing opportunities for sustainable travel, low-carbon and carbon zero buildings, and
encouraging and utilising renewable and low carbon energy generation, and ensure new development
builds in resilience and adapts to the impacts of climate change.
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• Avoid building in areas of greatest flood risk and manage future flood risk through improving resilience
and by implementing innovative planning and management techniques.
Homes
• Support a range of dwelling types and tenures designed to be inclusive to meet the changing needs of
people of different ages and abilities to reflect communities’ needs.
• Create safe, cohesive, inclusive and accessible places by focusing homes in sustainable locations
where people can readily access jobs and facilities.
• Promote high quality design and the use of sustainable building materials and techniques to create more
distinctive, healthy and sustainable neighbourhoods which integrate with their surroundings.
Rural areas
• Support agriculture, farm diversification, estate management and rural tourism that will sustain the
function and character of the countryside and its communities.
• Sustain and support the rural areas through the safeguarding of local centres and services and by
encouraging rural diversification and the growth of the agricultural sector.
• Meet the housing needs of rural areas appropriate to the requirements of individual settlements.
Environment
• Conserve, enhance and protect the character, quality and appearance of the natural and historic
environment and distinct landscapes.
• Promote the sustainable use of natural resources.
• Seek opportunities to increase the provision and biodiversity of high-quality multi-use green spaces and
corridors by achieving biodiversity net gain.
• Ensure new development maximises the potential to reduce its environmental impact including noise,
air quality, light pollution, recycling, waste reduction and water efficiency and re-use, and to reduce and
phase out use of harmful chemicals.
Communities, wellbeing and culture
• Enable healthy lifestyles and foster healthy, safe and cohesive communities through good access to
existing and planned community infrastructure, including cultural and leisure facilities and green spaces.
• Help tackle and reduce health inequalities and enable the provision of accessible facilities to improve
residents' physical and mental wellbeing.
Connectivity and accessibility
• Reduce the need for travel and make access to jobs, facilities and green space by public transport,
walking and cycling safer and easier.
• Recognising the differences between urban and rural areas, foster and promote an integrated
sustainable transport network across the district, including travel demand management, that work
together to maximise a modal shift in travel.

A strategic plan
2.5.2

It is important to recognise that the Local Plan will be strategic in nature, and hence omit consideration of
some detailed issues in the knowledge that they can be addressed at subsequent stages of the planning
process, principally the planning application stage. For example, it is appropriate to defer certain detailed
matters relating to masterplanning and design of development sites to the planning application stage.

2.5.3

The scope of the Local Plan is reflected in the scope of the SA (discussed in the following section).

Introduction
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3 The SA scope
3.1 Introduction
3.1.1

The scope of the SA refers to the breadth of sustainability issues and objectives that are taken into account
as part of the assessment of reasonable alternatives and the emerging plan. It does not refer to the scope
of the plan (discussed above) or the scope of reasonable alternatives (discussed below, in Part 1).

3.2 Consultation on the scope
3.2.1

The Regulations require that: “When deciding on the scope and level of detail of the information that must
be included in the Environmental Report [i.e. the IIA Report], the responsible authority shall consult the
consultation bodies”. In England, the consultation bodies are the Environment Agency, Historic England
and Natural England.4 As such, these authorities were consulted on the SA scope in 2019; this involved
publication of a Scoping Report, which was then subsequently updated to reflect comments received.5

3.3 The SA framework
3.3.1

Table 3.1 presents the list of topics/objectives that represents the core of the SA framework established
in 2019. Slight adjustments were made to the list of topics subsequent to the Scoping Report / prior to
Issues and Options consultation (I&Os; 2020); however, no changes were made to the objectives that sit
under the topic headings. Comments on the SA scope were sought through the I&Os consultation.

3.3.2

Comments on the SA scope are welcomed at the current time. It is important that the SA scope responds
to the evolving scope of the plan and reasonable alternatives, and the latest evidence-base.

Table 3.1: The SA framework
Topic

Air and environmental
quality

Objective
Seek to build on current air quality improvements by minimising air pollution and
supporting the actions outlined by the Air Quality Action Plan, as well as wider actions
to support sustainable transport and access, and active travel opportunities.
Locate and design development so that current and future residents will not regularly
be exposed to poor air quality or inappropriate noise levels.
Avoid wherever possible, or otherwise minimise impacts to biodiversity, both within
and surrounding the district.

Biodiversity

Climate change
adaptation

Achieve biodiversity net gain including through the long-term enhancement and
creation of well-connected, functional habitats that are resilient to the effects of
climate change.
Adapt to current and future flood risk by directing development away from the areas
at highest risk of flooding and provide sustainable management of current and future
flood risk through sensitive and innovative planning, development layout and
construction.
Support the resilience of the district to the potential effects of climate change,
including water scarcity, flooding and sea level rise, through appropriate water
management and innovative planning, including the extension and enhancement of
green infrastructure as a natural resource to increase resilience.

In-line with Article 6(3) of the SEA Directive, these bodies were selected because ‘by reason of their specific environmental
responsibilities, [they] are likely to be concerned by the environmental effects of implementing plans and programmes.’
5
The Scoping Report is available at: www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/West-Suffolk-SAScoping-Report-Update.pdf
4
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Topic

Objective

Climate change
mitigation

Continue to drive down CO2 emissions from all sources by achieving high standards
of energy efficiency in new development, maximising opportunities to travel by
sustainable transport modes through spatial distribution, and by protecting land
suitable for renewable and low carbon energy generation as well as encouraging the
delivery of renewable and low-carbon energy as part of development, including
community schemes and specifically low carbon heat and decentralised heat and
power schemes.

Communities6

Support good access to existing and planned community infrastructure, including
green infrastructure, for new and existing residents, mindful of the potential for
community needs to change over time.
Communities
overall

Locate development in areas that can support accessibility improvements and reduce
pockets of deprivation and overcrowding in the district.
Deliver high-quality design and public realm improvements that support local
communities, including in reducing fuel poverty and addressing the needs of an
ageing population.

Health and
wellbeing

Improve the physical and mental health and wellbeing of West Suffolk residents and
reduce health inequalities across the district and between local communities.

Housing

Support the timely delivery of an appropriate mix of housing types and tenures, and
ensure delivery of high-quality, affordable and specialist housing that meets the
needs of West Suffolk’s residents.

Economy

Historic environment

Ensure that education and skills provision meet the needs of the district’s existing
and future labour market.
Support a strong, diverse and resilient economy that provides opportunities for all,
enhances the vitality of the district’s town and local centres, and employment areas.
Protect, conserve and enhance heritage assets, including their setting and
significance, and contribute to the maintenance and enhancement of historic
character through the design, layout and setting of new development.
Ensure that, where possible, development contributes to improved public
understanding of assets and their settings.

Landscape

Soils and other natural
resources

6

Protect and enhance the character, quality and diversity of the district’s landscapes
through the retention and protection of existing features and the setting of
settlements, appropriate siting, design and layout of new development, and
enhancement of green infrastructure networks and natural landscape features.
Promote the efficient and sustainable use of natural resources, including supporting
development which avoids the loss of best and most versatile agricultural land and
development which makes effective use of previously developed land.
Support the County objectives for the sustainable management of minerals and
waste.

Transport

Ensure that the provision of infrastructure is managed and delivered to meet local
population needs and demographic change by maximising a modal shift, sustainable
travel and active travel opportunities, subsequently reducing congestion and journey
times.

Water

Promote sustainable forms of development which minimise pressure on water
resources, water consumption and wastewater flows, including the use of innovative
features and techniques where possible, to maintain and enhance water quality
consistent with the aims of the Water Framework Directive.

These three topics (communities, health and housing) are considered in alphabetical order in the appraisal sections, below.

Introduction

7

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

Part 1: What has plan-making / SA
involved up to this stage?

Part 1

8

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

4 Introduction to Part 1
Overview
4.1.1

Plan-making has been underway since 2019, with one consultation having been held prior to this current
consultation, and one Interim SA Report having been published - see Figure 4.1.
Figure 4.1 Overview of the plan-making / SA process

4.1.2

The focus here, within Part 1, is not to relay the entire ‘backstory’ of the plan-making /SA process, or to
provide a comprehensive audit trail of decision-making over time. Rather, the aim is to report work
undertaken to examine reasonable alternatives in 2022. Specifically, the aim is to:
• explain the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with - see Section 5
• present an appraisal of the reasonable alternatives - see Section 6
• explain the Council’s reasons for selecting the preferred option - see Section 7

4.1.3

Presenting this information is in accordance with the regulatory requirement to present an appraisal of
‘reasonable alternatives’ and ‘an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with’ within the
SA Report (N.B. this is not the SA Report, but aims to present the information required of the SA Report).
What about earlier stages of SA?

4.1.4

A considerable amount of work was completed and published for consultation in the 2020 Interim
Sustainability Appraisal (ISA) Report, including work to explore reasonable alternatives. For example,
and notably, the report (Section 9) presented an appraisal of four reasonable alternative approaches to
the broad distribution of growth.

4.1.5

Earlier work provided a key input to the process of establishing reasonable alternatives in 2022 and, as
such, is discussed further below. However, findings of earlier work stages naturally become out-of-date
and superseded, such that there is little to be gained from reporting findings in full at the current time.

Reasonable alternatives in relation to what?
4.1.6

The legal requirement is to examine reasonable alternatives (RAs) taking into account the objectives of
the plan (see Section 2). Following discussion of plan objectives with officers, it was determined
appropriate to focus on the spatial strategy, i.e. providing for a supply of land, including by allocating sites
and potentially broad areas (NPPF paragraph 68), to meet objectively assessed needs and wider plan
objectives. Establishing a spatial strategy is clearly an overarching objective of the Local Plan.7

4.1.7

The decision was made to refer to the spatial strategy alternatives as growth scenarios.

It was also considered appropriate to focus on ‘spatial strategy’ given the potential to define “do something” alternatives that are
meaningfully different, in that they will vary in respect of ‘significant effects’. This approach is in line with the SEA Regulations,
and the PPG is clear that SA “should only focus on what is needed to assess the likely significant effects of the plan”. There is
also nothing to be gained by defining a ‘reasonable alternative’ that equates to the baseline situation.
7
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What about site options?
4.1.8

Whilst individual site options generate a high degree of interest, they are not RAs in the context of most
Local Plans. Were a Local Plan setting out to allocate one site, then site options would be RAs, but that
is rarely the case, and is not the case for the West Suffolk Local Plan. Rather, the objective is to allocate
a package of sites to meet needs and wider objectives, hence RAs must be in the form of alternative
packages of sites, insofar as possible. Nonetheless, consideration is naturally given to the merits of site
options as part of the process of establishing growth scenarios – see Sections 5.3 and 5.4.
Is the focus on housing sites?

4.1.9

Local Plans are tasked with meeting all types of development need, including in respect of employment
land. However, establishing a supply of land to meet housing needs is typically a matter of overriding
importance, such that it can warrant being the focus of work to explore growth scenarios. Employment
land needs and supply options are discussed further below, as part of the process of arriving at growth
scenarios, but the process can be described as ‘housing led’. This also helps to ensure a manageable
process and helps to ensure a suitability accessible and engaging appraisal / report.
What about other aspects of the plan?

4.1.10

As well as establishing a spatial strategy, allocating sites etc., the Local Plan must also establish policy
on thematic district-wide issues as well as site-specific policies to guide decision-making at the planning
application stage. Broadly speaking, these can be described as development management (DM) policies.

4.1.11

It is a challenge to establish DM policy alternatives that are genuinely reasonable and, at the current time,
no reasonable alternatives can be envisaged.8 Also, it is important to note that DM policies in the current
plan document are in an early draft form. Views on potential DM policy reasonable alternatives are
welcome through the current consultation, and will inform further work completed prior to plan finalisation.

Structure of this part of the report
4.1.12

This part of the report is structured as follows:
• Section 5 – explains a stepwise process leading to the definition of growth scenarios,
─ with supplementary analysis in Appendices II, III and IV;
• Section 6 – presents a summary appraisal of the growth scenarios, with detail in Appendix V,
• Section 7 – presents a statement provided by officers setting out a response to the appraisal.

Whose responsibility?
4.1.13

It is important to be clear that: selecting reasonable alternatives is the responsibility of the plan-maker
(WSDC), with AECOM acting in an advisory capacity; appraising the reasonable alternatives is the
responsibility of AECOM; and selecting the preferred option is the responsibility of the plan-maker.

Commenting on this part of the report
4.1.14

Comments are particularly welcomed on:
• the decision to focus primarily on ‘growth scenarios’ (this section);
• the growth scenarios selected, with reference to the selection process (Section 5; Appendices II-IV);
• the appraisal of growth scenarios (Section 6; Appendix V); and
• officers’ reasons for supporting the preferred scenario/option (Section 7).

Recalling that to be ‘reasonable’ alternatives must be meaningfully different, to the extent that it is possible for an appraisal to
differentiate between them in terms of significant effects, where significance is defined in the context of the plan as a whole. Also,
it is important to bear in mind that ‘no policy’ is not a reasonable alternative to ‘a policy’, because ‘no policy’ is the baseline (and
the aim of any appraisal is to predict significant effects on the baseline).
8
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5 Defining growth scenarios
5.1 Introduction
5.1.1

The aim here is to discuss the process that led to the definition of reasonable growth scenarios.
Figure 5.1: Establishing reasonable growth scenarios

Structure of this section
5.1.2

This section of the report is structured as follows:
• Section 5.2 – explores strategic factors with a bearing on growth scenarios;
• Section 5.3 – considers individual site options, as a key input to growth scenarios;
• Section 5.4 – explores growth scenarios for individual settlements within the district; and
• Section 5.5 – draws upon the preceding sections to define reasonable growth scenarios.

A note on limitations
5.1.3

It is important to emphasise that this section does not aim to present an appraisal of reasonable
alternatives. Rather, the aim of this section is to describe the process that led to the definition of
reasonable alternatives for appraisal. Further discussion of limitations is presented below.

5.2 Strategic factors
Introduction
5.2.1

The aim of this section of the report is explore strategic factors with a bearing on the definition of
reasonable growth scenarios. Specifically, this section of the report explores:
• Quantum – how many new homes are needed (regardless of capacity to provide them)?
• Distribution – which broad areas within the district are more suited and less suited to housing growth;
also what development typologies are supported, e.g. strategic versus non-strategic?

Quantum
5.2.2

This section sets out the established Local Housing Need (LHN) figure for the district, before exploring
arguments for the Local Plan providing for a quantum of growth either above or below LHN.
Background

5.2.3

Part 1

A central tenet of plan-making process is the need to A) establish housing needs; and then B) develop a
policy response to those needs. The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) explains:
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“Housing need is an unconstrained assessment of the number of homes needed in an area. Assessing
housing need is the first step in the process of deciding how many homes need to be planned for. It should
be undertaken separately from assessing land availability, establishing a housing requirement figure and
preparing policies to address this such as site allocations.”
5.2.4

With regards to (A), the NPPF (paragraph 61) is clear that establishment of LHN should be informed by
an “assessment conducted using the standard method… unless exceptional circumstances justify an
alternative approach which also reflects… demographic trends and market signals” [emphasis added].

5.2.5

With regards to (B), many local authorities will respond to assessed LHN by providing for LHN in full or, in
other words, setting the housing requirement at LHN and identifying a supply through policies sufficient
to deliver this housing requirement (at a suitable rate/trajectory over time, which will invariably necessitate
putting in place a ‘buffer’ to mitigate against the risk of unforeseen delivery issues). However, under
certain circumstances it can be appropriate to set a housing requirement that departs from LHN.
West Suffolk’s LHN

5.2.6

A three-step standard method for calculating LHN was first published by the Government in 2017, and
then a fourth step (the ‘cities and urban centres uplift’; not relevant to West Suffolk) was added in 2020.

5.2.7

There have also been some notable changes to guidance in respect of the data that should be utilised as
an input to the standard method, since the method was first introduced. Specifically, following a
consultation in late 2018, the PPG was updated to require that the household growth projections used as
an input to the method must be the 2014-based projections, rather than more recent projections. The
PPG explains that the change was made in order to:9 “provide stability… ensure that historic underdelivery and declining affordability are reflected, and to be consistent with the Government’s objective of
significantly boosting the supply of homes.” Updates to the PPG in late 2020 confirmed this approach.

5.2.8

A report into Housing Needs of Specific Groups published in 2021 identified that the standard method
derived LHN for West Suffolk as 800 dwellings per annum (dpa),10 and then an addendum to that report
provided an update to that figure, identifying LHN as 796 dpa. LHN changes annually in light of the latest
affordability ratios published by the ONS, and the latest LHN is understood to be 791 dpa.11 For the
purposes of this report, LHN is taken to be in the region of 800 dpa.
Is it reasonable to explore setting the housing requirement at a figure above LHN?

5.2.9

All Local Plans must consider Paragraph 010 of the PPG on Housing and Economic Needs Assessment:
“The government… supports ambitious authorities who want to plan for growth. The standard method for
assessing local housing need provides a minimum starting point in determining the number of homes…
… Circumstances where [higher growth] may be appropriate include, but are not limited to situations where
increases in housing need are likely to exceed past trends because of: growth strategies for the area that
are likely to be deliverable… (e.g. Housing Deals); strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to
drive an increase in [need]; or an authority agreeing to take on unmet need from neighbouring authorities…
There may, occasionally, also be situations where previous levels of housing delivery in an area, or
previous assessments of need… are significantly greater than the outcome from the standard method.”

5.2.10

However, in the West Suffolk context, there are limited arguments for providing for above LHN:
• There is no Housing Deal, Town Deal or any equivalent growth strategy in place, nor are there any
“strategic infrastructure improvements that are likely to drive an increase in the homes needed locally”.
Whilst neighbouring Cambridgeshire is a growth area, with a Spatial Framework for the Oxford to
Cambridge Arc currently in preparation,12 this does not serve as a reason for exploring higher growth in
West Suffolk (plus recent news reports suggest that the Ox Cam initiative is under review).13 This
conclusion is reached mindful that, whilst the Cambridge Autonomous Metro (CAM) proposal, as
understood from the Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Local Transport Plan, would increase links
between West Suffolk and Cambridge, latest understanding is that the CAM scheme is under review.14

9

See paragraph 4 and 5 at: gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
See .cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/CWS-Housing-Needs-of-Specific-Groups-Oct21.pdf. N.B.
this is an ‘uncapped’ figure, meaning that Step 3 of the method (“Capping the level of any increase”) does not apply.
11
See ons.gov.uk/peoplepopulationandcommunity/housing/bulletins/housingaffordabilityinenglandandwales/latest
12
See gov.uk/government/publications/planning-for-sustainable-growth-in-the-oxford-cambridge-arc-spatial-framework
13
For example, see https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-cambridgeshire-60796781
14
See bbc.co.uk/news/uk-england-cambridgeshire-57046871
10

Part 1

12

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

• There is considered to be very low risk of the West Suffolk Local Plan needing to provide for unmet
needs from a neighbouring authority. No neighbouring authorities have contacted West Suffolk Council
regarding the risk of their having unmet needs and, in the view of officers and AECOM, it is unlikely that
any will do so ahead of the plan being finalised in 2023. Cambridge, Norwich and Ipswich are nearby
large, constrained urban areas; however, in each case plans are in place, or in development, to ensure
that unmet housing needs are met by neighbouring districts. Breckland District stands-out as the
neighbouring authority that is subject to greatest constraint (mindful of NPPF footnote 7, which lists
designations that can serve to indicate strategic constraint); however, Breckland District adopted a Local
Plan in 2019 that provides for LHN in full, and it is evidently the case that the northern part of the district
(the Dereham area) is subject to relatively low constraint (i.e. is distant from the Breckland SPA/SAC).
• With regards to “previous levels of housing delivery in an area, or previous assessments of need”, the
adopted local plans of the former authority areas were prepared on an understanding of higher combined
needs, and housing delivery over the past three years has been above 800 dpa (as high as 901 dpa in
2019/20); however, delivery over previous years was significantly lower (as low as 466 dpa in 2011/12).
5.2.11

A final consideration is providing for affordable housing needs, with the PPG stating:15 “An increase in
the total housing figures included in the plan may need to be considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes.” Affordable housing needs in West Suffolk are considered to be
quite acute, with a report prepared in 2021 suggesting that the need locally for social/affordable rented
housing is 409 dpa (i.e. over half of the LHN figure), and there will also be a need for other forms of
affordable housing.16 It is highly unlikely that it will prove viable for all market housing schemes (above a
threshold size) to deliver affordable housing at a level in excess of 50%, hence there is an argument for
planning for higher growth (with a policy requirement for, perhaps, c.30% affordable housing) in order to
meet affordable housing needs locally. This suggestion must be caveated, however, with an
understanding that a higher housing growth strategy, where the primary aim of the strategy is to respond
to a need for affordable housing, may not be deliverable, because of insufficient need for market homes.

5.2.12

In conclusion, there are certain arguments for exploring higher growth options, relating to strong recent
housing delivery and an acute need for affordable housing. However, on the other hand, there is little or
no risk of needing to provide for unmet housing needs from a neighbouring area. On balance, therefore,
there is a need to explore only moderate higher growth options. This matter is discussed further below.
Is it reasonable to explore setting the housing requirement at a figure below LHN?

5.2.13

Paragraph 11 of the NPPF states: “… strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively
assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring
areas, unless: i. the application of policies in this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular
importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development
in the plan area; or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.” [emphasis added]

5.2.14

However, at the current time there is not considered to be a reasonable need to define and appraise lower
growth options, i.e. options involving setting a housing requirement below the LHN figure of 800 dpa. This
is on the basis that, whilst a large part of West Suffolk is heavily constrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC,
there are extensive parts of the district that are less constrained, or not at all constrained, by the Breckland
SPA/SAC, nor any of the other strategic designations listed at footnote 7 of the NPPF. Aligned to this, it
is not reasonable to suggest that West Suffolk is more constrained than neighbouring areas to such an
extent that neighbouring areas should provide for housing needs arising from within West Suffolk.
Conclusion on housing quanta options to examine further

5.2.15

In light of the above discussion, there is currently considered to be a reasonable need to focus attention
on two growth quantum alternatives: 1) set the housing requirement at LHN (rounded up to 800 dpa); and
2) set the requirement at a figure modestly above LHN, e.g. LHN plus 5% (840 dpa).

5.2.16

On this basis, the housing requirement for the plan period (N.B. taking 1st April 2021 as the base date,
such that there is a need to provide for 19 years to 2040) might be set at 15,200 or 15,960.
N.B. total supply must exceed the requirement, i.e. there must be a ‘supply buffer’.

15
16

See paragraph 024 at: gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
See cambridgeshireinsight.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2021/10/CWS-Housing-Needs-of-Specific-Groups-Oct21.pdf
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5.2.17

LHN plus 5% is considered to be a reasonable higher growth option, as it would broadly align with the rate
of housing growth in the most recent monitoring years, such that there is a degree of confidence that this
approach would be deliverable. Higher growth options still (e.g. LHN plus 10%, which equates to 880
dpa), whilst theoretically having the potential to deliver additional affordable housing, would risk not being
delivered.17 Furthermore, there would be a concern regarding jobs growth keeping pace with housing
growth, as without this housing growth could lead to problematic high rates of out-commuting.

5.2.18

Appendix II presents further evidence, specifically an appraisal of the two alternative housing growth
quanta figures introduced above (LHN and LHN plus 5%). This appraisal was completed in summer 2021.

5.2.19

The question of precise quanta figures to reflect across reasonable growth scenarios is returned to within
Section 5.5, subsequent to consideration of broad distribution, site options and sub-area scenarios.18

Broad distribution
5.2.20

This is the second of two sections examining ‘strategic factors’ of relevance to the matter of defining
reasonable growth scenarios for the Local Plan.

5.2.21

An important starting point, in respect of decision-making on the broad distribution options that should
feed into reasonable growth scenarios for the Local Plan, is the settlement hierarchy, which has been the
focus of detailed work over recent years, since the formation of West Suffolk District.

5.2.22

Further key evidence, in respect of broad distribution issues and options, was then generated through
work at the Issues and Options stage (2020), before targeted work was then undertaken in 2021.

5.2.23

As such, this section discusses in turn:
• The settlement hierarchy
• The issues and option stage (2020)
• Targeted work in 2021
• Conclusions on broad distribution
The settlement hierarchy

5.2.24

A Draft Sustainable Settlements Study was published in 2020, categorising settlements as either a town,
key service centre, local service centre, type A village or type B village. The aim of categorisation is to
reflect the scale and capacity of settlements in terms of their provision of services and facilities, as well as
their ability to link to other higher order settlements, particularly by methods of sustainable travel.

5.2.25

Respondents at the issues and options stage indicated a general satisfaction with the tiers used (62%),
and 47% of respondents thought that the positions of the settlements within the hierarchy were correct.
Further analysis of the responses received indicated that a high proportion of respondents commented on
the position of their own village in the hierarchy, and developers either supported the settlement hierarchy
or wished to see the designation of a settlement upgraded.

5.2.26

Subsequent to the consultation the Sustainable Settlements Study was then finalised, taking account of
consultation responses received. Ultimately, five village were moved down one level in the hierarchy. The
final hierarchy is shown in Figure 2.2, above, and further information is presented in Section 5.4.

17

In turn, this could lead to a situation whereby the Council risks failing to be able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites against the target, at some point in the plan period, and hence risks being subject to the presumption in favour of
sustainable development (NPPF paragraph 11).
18
It is important to reiterate that there is invariably a need to provide for a supply buffer over-and-above the housing requirement
to ensure that the requirement is met in practice over the plan period (recognising that unforeseen issues with planned supply
are inevitable), and ensure a robust supply trajectory, i.e. a situation whereby a five year housing land supply (5YHLS), as
measured against the housing requirement, can be maintained throughout the entire plan period. The ideal situation involves a
steady housing trajectory. However, under the Government’s PPG, there is flexibility to set a ‘stepped’ housing
requirement/trajectory, where there is evidence to demonstrate that this is necessary in light of wider sustainable development
objectives. A stepped requirement/trajectory is one whereby the requirement is set at a level below the annualised total plan
period housing requirement in the early years of the plan, and then this is compensated for in the latter years of the plan.
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5.2.27

There is a clear need to take the settlement hierarchy as a primary starting point when seeking to define
reasonable growth scenarios. However, there is also a need to remain open to the possibility of strategic
growth at a settlement over-and-above that which the settlement’s position in the hierarchy indicates as
appropriate, where it is the case that strategic growth would support achievement of strategic objectives,
for example the provision of a significant piece of infrastructure that might not otherwise be forthcoming.

5.2.28

The position of a settlement in the hierarchy is judged to have implications for both the total scale of growth
that is appropriate over the plan period and the nature of individual schemes that are typically appropriate.
The following broad rules of thumb have been developed by officers to indicate the nature of schemes
typically appropriate for any given settlement in accordance with its place in the hierarchy (subject to
detailed planning considerations, e.g. in respect of infrastructure capacity and recent levels of growth):
• Towns: major schemes dependent on infrastructure and environmental capacity.
• Key service centres: indicative maximum scheme size of around 200 dwellings.
• Local service centres: indicative maximum scheme size of around 100 dwellings.
• Type A villages: indicative maximum scheme size of around 20 dwellings.
• Type B villages: indicative maximum scheme size of around five dwellings as infill.
The issues and option stage (2020)

5.2.29

A primary focus of the consultation was four broad spatial approaches to distributing growth across the
district, or ‘broad distribution alternatives’. Within the Interim SA Report published as part of the
consultation, which is available on the Council’s evidence base webpage, Section 6 of the report
introduced and explained the basis for selecting the four options, whilst Section 9 presented the appraisal.
As explained in Section 6, whilst the four options were reasonable and appropriate for what was a very
early stage in the plan-making process, they were high level and not entirely mutually exclusive, which
served to limit the potential to confidently reach conclusions on significant effects / implications.

Table 5.1: The reasonable broad distribution alternatives 2020
Option

Description

Commentary

1

Focus growth on new settlement(s)
which would be of a sufficient scale
to support new community
infrastructure and employment

New settlements are being explored and proposed as options
for growth in many local authority areas, and a new settlement
could be an option for future growth in West Suffolk.
A stand-alone new settlement would need to comprise a
minimum of 3,000 homes and be located on a primary road
or rail network with good accessibility to one of the towns.
Consequently, with this option, comparatively low levels of
growth would need to be planned for elsewhere in the district.

2

Focus development in the towns
and key service centres where
infrastructure and environmental
constraints allow

This option would result in the majority of growth being
directed to the towns and the larger villages.

3

Focus growth on the towns, key
service centres and local service
centres through urban extensions
and infilling where infrastructure and
environmental constraints allow

This option would mean that growth would be concentrated in
the towns, the larger villages and also the medium sized
villages, namely the local service centres.

4

Disperse development around the
district allocating sites across the
towns, service centres and villages
to allow them to grow where
infrastructure and environmental
constraints allow

This option would result in less growth in towns but some of
the lower order villages such as local service centres and
Type A villages will need to take higher levels of growth to
ensure housing need can be met.

5.2.30

Notable comments received through the consultation included the following:
• Suffolk County Council Education – stated strong support for a new settlement, explaining: “Option 1 is
straightforward for education, most development in one location and would require new builds for early
years, primary and possibly secondary provisions. Designing a new settlement presents the opportunity
to place schools in easily accessible and sustainable locations for residents.”
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Conversely, Option 4 was found to be “the most challenging with regards to education. Widespread
growth through smaller sites will be harder to ensure education infrastructure provision. A critical mass
of housing is required to produce enough pupils to justify and fund new or expanded schools, if the
schools can expand. Therefore, small developments throughout the settlements may be unable to fund
expansions if there is a lack of capacity. This would likely mean that more pupils would require funded
transport, adding more traffic, emissions, and a cost to the taxpayer…”
• Suffolk County Council Transport – also stated reasonably strong support for a new settlement, stating:
“Generally speaking, the County Council agrees that larger areas of growth (either as a new settlement
or urban extensions) provide better opportunities to create walkable places, with integrated sustainable
transport networks. Larger developments are also more likely to include new infrastructure and services
built into them, allowing for a greater level of internalisation and reducing travel demand.” They went on
to state, if Option 1 is supported “strong external sustainable links should be secured. Planning the
settlement along the railway would provide an obvious means of doing this, but the settlement could
also be located to establish and sustain bus corridors with regular, frequent services.”
With regards to the other options, Suffolk CC Transport stated: “Options 1, 2 and 3, present more
concentrated spatial distribution options where impacts are more direct and obvious to specific areas.
This can make impacts easier to identify and therefore mitigate... [Under Option 4] impacts may be lower
in the immediate locality of a particular site, but the cumulative impacts on the network as a whole will
be greater. This is exacerbated by the limited ability to provide sustainable transport options to a more
dispersed population, causing car dependency, as is correctly highlighted as a challenge in option 4.”
• Suffolk CC Health – stated more caveated support for a new settlement: “If this option is chosen it
presents the opportunity to create a settlement that is designed with the health and wellbeing of its
residents at the forefront of the planning process. There is a wealth of resources that have been
developed to describe the features of a healthy settlement… However, these examples and good
practice could be applied to other strategic options as well… [C]hallenges that might come with the
establishment of a new settlement could include the difficulty in establishing community cohesion, and
depending on the location of the settlement, a sense of being isolated from existing infrastructure...”
Suffolk CC Health also stated that Option 4 “would be the least preferred from a population health
perspective due to the potential to lead to increased traffic emissions, isolation and widen health
inequalities between rural and urban areas. This option may mean… limited access to existing
infrastructure and the potential for no access to public transport. This would likely mean increasing the
reliance on private transport [leading to] congestion, air pollution and less opportunities for physical
activity… In rural areas, [social isolation] is likely to disproportionately affect older residents...”
• Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group – commented briefly on Option 1, identifying an opportunity to
“support healthy placemaking and improve the wider determinants of health”, an opportunity to enable
“health and wellbeing initiatives to be embedded from early design phases” and an opportunity to support
“the self care agenda and stewardship of community infrastructure”; however, a concern was raised that:
“A new settlement will not have been included as part of the strategic plan for health hubs...”
• Highways England (National Highways): “Based on limited evidence available at this stage, Options 1
and 3 would appear to have the potential for a less negative impact on the SRN [Strategic Road Network]
than Options 2 and 4, however this will be very much dependent upon the exact locations of proposed
developments.... We therefore offer no strong preference for or against any particular options...”
The response also explained: “no highway-related opportunities" have been established for Option 4.”
• Anglian Water – flagged a concern with Option 1: “Dependent upon its location a new settlement could
potentially be physically remote from existing water supply and sewerage infrastructure. This would
have to be considered as part of the viability of any new settlement including potentially the development
of an on-site Water Recycling Centre (WRC) as an alternative to draining to an existing WRC.”
Also, there was a concern with Option 4 as growth at villages “could potentially increase the need to
invest at existing WRCs rather than focus on a more limited number of WRCs.”
• No comments were received (from organisations with a district-wide interest) on the environmental
opportunity that can result from a spatial strategy focused on a new settlement, for example in respect
of responding to the climate and ecological emergencies. Natural England made only a general
statement on the broad distribution alternatives, as did Suffolk County Council, and the Environment
Agency’s consultation response did not touch upon the broad distribution alternatives.
• No comments were received (from organisations with a district-wide interest) on the economic
opportunity potentially associated with a new settlement, for example the local enterprise partnership.
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Targeted work in 2021
5.2.31

In 2021 the decision was taken to refine the four broad distribution alternatives and undertake further
appraisal, taking account of the latest available evidence, including consultation responses received. A
report was prepared and discussed internally with officers and elected councillors.

5.2.32

When refining the alternatives the decision was taken to:
• Rule out a new settlement – see discussion in Box 5.1
• Rule out dispersal – see discussion in Box 5.2; and
• Revisit the ‘focused growth’ options – see discussion in Box 5.3.

Box 5.1: Ruling out a new settlement in 2021
Option 1 was shown to have considerable merit through appraisal in 2020, with the conclusion explaining: “The
appraisal serves to highlight Option 1 as performing well in terms of a number of objectives, but it does not
necessarily follow that this option is ‘best’ or ‘most sustainable’ overall. This is for two reasons. Firstly,
conclusions drawn in respect of Option 1 are highly uncertain as the location of the new settlement, or new
settlements, is not known at the current time. Secondly, other options are found to be preferable in respect of
three objectives, which could potentially prove to be assigned particular weight in the decision-making process.”
This was primarily on the basis that growth at scale can lead to opportunities to plan comprehensively, with the
potential to achieve environmental, infrastructure and wider planning ‘gain’ over-and-above small scale growth,
which can risk being somewhat ‘piecemeal’, with opportunities missed to secure benefits for the environment
and communities (both new and existing). These are amongst the reasons why there is support nationally for
growth at scale, including garden villages. For example, the NPPF supports “larger scale development”
provided: “… size and location will support a sustainable community, with sufficient access to services and
employment opportunities within the development itself… or in larger towns to which there is good access”.
Also, the option of a new settlement was shown to have a degree of support through the consultation, as
discussed above (paragraph 5.2.30, although it should be noted that this does not present a comprehensive
summary, for example certain infrastructure providers raised concerns with the option of a new settlement).
There are certainly theoretical benefits, but equally practical reasons for not supporting a new settlement focused
strategy, which led to a decision in 2021 to rule out such a strategy.
This was primarily on the basis that there is insufficient housing need locally to warrant a new settlement, given
an understanding of the number new homes required (see paragraph 5.2.15) combined with: the number of
homes set to come forward at sites with planning permission; the number of homes likely to come forward at
existing allocations without planning permission (that can typically be ‘rolled forward’ into the new plan, subject
to deliverability considerations); and the need to avoid over-concentration / ensure an element of dispersal, to
avoid a situation whereby villages are ‘starved’ of new housing and the benefits of growth, e.g. investment.
Also, a further consideration is the relative paucity of new settlement options that have been promoted to the
Council, with only two potential new settlement options “included” (i.e. not “deferred”) within the Council’s latest
Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), namely: Hall Farm, Fornham St
Martin (which links closely to Bury St. Edmunds; ref. WS327); and Land West of A134, Ingham (between Bury
St. Edmunds and Thetford; ref. WS1043). Were a new settlement focused strategy to be taken forward for
further consideration, it would likely prove appropriate to undertake an exercise to proactively explore potential
locations across the district in order to arrive at a lengthier list of options from which to choose. This would
necessitate working with land-owners to establish availability, which would take a considerable amount of time.
One final consideration is the revisions that were made to the NPPF in 2021, and specifically new paragraph
22, which states: “Where larger-scale development such as new settlements form part of the strategy for the
area, policies should be set within a vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years), to take into account the
likely timescale for delivery.” This serves to highlight the possibility of allocating a new settlement that would
deliver the bulk or possibly even all of its housing beyond the end of the plan period (2040). However, this
approach is associated with risk, because it necessitates assumptions regarding the housing needs, and wider
issues and opportunities, that will exist beyond the end of the plan period. ‘Locking in’ a new settlement as the
means of meeting long-term needs risks unduly foreclosing other strategy options, e.g. urban extensions.19
This matter was explored closely through the Hart Local Plan, with the Inspector’s Report (2020) removing support for a new
settlement to meet long term housing needs on the basis of insufficient evidence, with paragraph 66 of the report explaining: “…
19
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Box 5.2: Ruling out dispersal in 2021
In comparison to the option of new settlement focused strategy, ruling out the option of a ‘dispersal’ strategy
(i.e. Option 4 in Table 5.1, above) in 2021 was relatively straightforward.
Firstly, Option 4 was found to perform poorly through appraisal (Section 9 of the Interim SA Report), other than
in respect of ‘housing’ objectives, with the appraisal concluding: “Options 3 and 4 are found to perform relatively
poorly in respect of most objectives, although the appraisal notes the importance of supporting the vitality of
rural communities, and also notes that a [dispersal strategy] performs very strongly from housing delivery
perspective. The appraisal notably flags a concern in respect of biodiversity impacts, given that a strategic
approach to avoidance, mitigation and enhancement could prove challenging under a dispersal strategy.”
Secondly, there was limited support for Option 4 through the issues and options consultation, and a number of
significant concerns raised by consultees, as discussed above (paragraph 5.2.30).
It is recognised that the NPPF (paragraph 69), supports smaller sites because they “are often built-out relatively
quickly”, and that smaller schemes have the benefit of being suited to delivery by SME builders. Also, there is
precedent from neighbouring South Norfolk, where a “Village Clusters Housing Allocations Plan” is currently
being prepared with the aim of allocating (roughly) 60 sites across 40 village clusters to deliver 1,200 homes.
However, the overriding conclusion is that a dispersal strategy, in the West Suffolk context, performs poorly in
a range of respects, which are not outweighed by the potential benefits to rural communities and SME builders,
recalling the potential for rural communities to bring forward housing through a Neighbourhood Plan.
Box 5.3: Revisiting the ‘focused growth’ options in 2021
Having ruled-out two of the four broad distribution alternatives previously appraised and consulted-on, namely
Option 1 (New settlement) and Option 4 (Dispersal), the next step was to revisit and reconsider the
reasonableness of the two focused growth options, namely: Option 2 (Focus growth at the towns and key service
centres); and Option 3 (Focus growth at the towns, key service centres and local service centres).
The conclusion reached was that:
•

Option 2 from 2020 (Focus growth in the towns and key service centres) is a reasonable option that requires
further detailed consideration. This is on the basis that it was found to perform well through the appraisal
completed in 2020 and was supported – at least to an extent - by several consultees, including Suffolk
County Council from an education, health and transport perspective. The benefits partly relate to the
understanding that there would be good potential to deliver one or more strategic growth locations that deliver
more than housing, for example delivering new transport, community and/or green infrastructure.

•

Option 3 from 2020 (Focus growth on the towns, key service centres and local service centres) is also
‘reasonable’, as there are strong reasons to suggest that certain of the local service centres could be suited
to a degree of growth, recognising that they all provide important services, including a primary school, both
to the benefit of the immediate community and (typically) a surrounding rural hinterland.
However, there is a need for a modest adjustment to this option, specifically to add the flexibility for a limited
degree of growth at select ‘Type A’ villages. This is in the knowledge that there is considerable variability
within this category of the settlement hierarchy, for example some Type A villages have a primary school,
whilst others do not, and the extent to which they serve a rural hinterland varies considerably.

5.2.33

In conclusion, in 2021 the decision was made to focus attention on Option 2 from 2020 and an adjusted
version of Option 3, which can be considered something of a hybrid between Options 3 and 4. These two
reasonable broad distribution alternatives were renumbered as Options 1 and 2, as follows:
• Option 1 - Focus growth at the towns and key service centres.
• Option 2 - Focus growth at the towns, key service centres, local service centres and Type A villages.

5.2.34

These alternatives were appraised in summer 2021 - see Appendix II.

the Plan is establishing the principle of a new settlement as being the most appropriate strategy in the long-term, over other
growth options… Consequently, I am of the view that there needs to be sufficient evidence now to support the proposed new
settlement… to allow a robust comparison to be undertaken with reasonable alternative long-term growth strategies and to allow
me to take a view that there is a real likelihood that a site could come forward… that would not have unacceptable impacts.”
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Conclusion on broad distribution
5.2.35

In light of the appraisal of broad distribution alternatives, as well as wider evidence gathering, a decision
was made in late 2021 / early 2022 regarding a preferred broad spatial strategy, with a view to focusing
further detailed work to define reasonable growth scenarios.

5.2.36

Specifically, the decision was made to follow a broad strategy whereby growth is distributed in line with
the settlement hierarchy (i.e. without a new settlement) to include Type A villages.

5.2.37

This approach amounts to Option 2 from 2021, which the appraisal presented in Appendix II shows to
perform well in certain respects, although not without its drawbacks. Notably, the appraisal serves to
highlight that an alternative approach involving concentrating growth to a greater extent at higher order
settlements is a preferable strategy in terms of climate change mitigation, economy-related and transport
objectives, as well as (on balance) accessibility and community infrastructure related objectives.

5.2.38

This appraisal conclusion reflects an assumption that, under Option 2, growth would be dispersed, overand-above Option 1, and, in turn, there would be reduced potential to concentrate growth, whether in the
form of strategic sites or clusters of smaller sites, in such a way that growth supports targeted investment
aimed at achieving strategic priorities beyond housing delivery, e.g. strategic infrastructure upgrades.

5.2.39

However, in practice, concentrated growth is by no means precluded under Option 2. Also, it is recognised
that there are few ‘headline’ strategic issues/opportunities in the district that require strategic growth in
order to be realised or addressed. Road infrastructure at Mildenhall is a strategic issue, but there is not
thought to be any potential for the situation to be improved by directing further housing growth to the town.

5.2.40

This preferred broad strategy provided an important input to the process of defining reasonable growth
scenarios in 2022. However, it is only part of the equation; within each tier of the settlement hierarchy it
is clearly the case that settlements vary considerably in respect of their suitability for growth, in light of
broad strategic, settlement and site-specific considerations.

5.2.41

For example, there are broad distinctions between settlements in former Forest Heath versus former St.
Edmundsbury, reflecting not only inherent differences in respect of such matters as environmental
constraint and geography more widely (e.g. accounting for the Brecks and the Fens in the northwest of
the district, versus chalk downland around Newmarket, versus fertile clay influenced low rolling hills and
valleys, including that of the River Stour, in the south / east), but also the varying nature of the two local
plan processes completed in 2014 (St. Edmundsbury) and 2019 (Forest Heath).

5.2.42

These matters are discussed further in Section 5.4, which explores settlement specific growth scenarios.
Figure 5.2: Landscape as an example of a factor with broad strategic spatial variation
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5.3 Site options
5.3.1

The key starting point, when considering site Figure 5.3: Overview of the SHELAA methodology
options in isolation, is the Strategic Housing and
Economic
Land
Availability
Assessment
(SHELAA) led by WSDC officers.

5.3.2

The SHELAA was first published in 2020, before
further information was presented in 2021, taking
into account site-specific submissions received at
the issues and options stage.

5.3.3

The SHELAA sets out a step-wise process (Figure
5.3) of identifying and assessing site options,
resulting in all identified site options being placed
into one of three categories:
• Excluded – 92 housing sites are excluded
because they are now built-out or because the
site has been superseded by an overlapping site.
• Deferred - 425 housing sites were deferred in
total, for a variety of reasons:
─ 311 sites (2,403 ha) were deferred on account
of being subject to policy constraint;20
─ 93 sites (1,054 ha) were deferred on account
of being unavailable;
─ 21 sites (201 ha) were deferred after having
been judged to be unsuitable on balance, in light of the identified housing need (see Stage 4 in the
flow diagram below).
• Included - 264 housing sites (2,213 ha) were ‘included’, which means that they are realistic contenders
for allocation that warrant further consideration. The total theoretical capacity of these sites is many
times more homes than is required locally under any reasonably foreseeable scenario (see para 5.2.15).

5.3.4

With regards to sites proposed for employment uses only, the SHELAA assesses 34 sites (781 ha). No
sites are excluded, but 17 sites are deferred. The remaining 17 included sites amount to 375 ha.

5.3.5

Further detail on the SHELAA method, including the method for identifying the site options that fed-into
the SHELAA, is available at: www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/shlaa.cfm.

5.3.6

As a means of supplementing the SHELAA, AECOM has also undertaken an exercise of site options GIS
analysis. This analysis was first presented in Section 7 of the 2020 Interim SA Report, and updated
analysis is presented in Appendix III. The analysis involves examining the spatial relationship between
all site options and a range of constraint/push (e.g. biodiversity designations) and opportunity/pull (e.g.
schools) features for which data is available in digitally mapped form for the district as a whole. The limited
nature of the analysis is such that it does not enable overall conclusions to be reached on the merits of
each site (unlike the SHELAA); however, it is nonetheless a useful input to Section 5.4 below.

5.3.7

Subsequent to the SHELAA (2020 and 2021 update), and also mindful of the site options GIS analysis
(first published in 2020), officers undertook further work over the period late 2021 to early 2022 to examine
the included SHELAA sites (including targeted site visits), with a view to identifying those that are
more/less suitable for allocation, and ultimately those that should feature in reasonable growth scenarios.
This was not simply a process of examining sites in isolation, but rather a process that involved examining
sites in isolation mindful of strategic considerations, including district-wide (discussed above) and
settlement-specific (below).
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Location (sites in the open countryside not adjacent to a sustainable settlement); Sites where over 50% of the land is within a
functional flood plain; Sites in SSSI locations or national nature reserves; Sites in SAC and SPA locations and associated buffer
zones; Sites where scheduled ancient monuments would be affected; Sites in ancient woodlands locations; Residential sites
that are currently allocated for another use; Size (no less than 0.25 hectares).
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5.4 Settlement scenarios
Introduction
5.4.1

Discussion has so far focused on A) ‘top down’ considerations of housing quantum and broad distribution
issues and options; and B) ‘bottom-up’ consideration of site options. The next step is to consider each of
the district’s settlements in turn, exploring how sites might be allocated in combination.

5.4.2

This section presents a summary of detailed analysis presented in Appendix IV.
Structure of this section

5.4.3

The aim of this section is to consider each of the 24 settlements within the top three tiers of the settlement
hierarchy, as well as presenting a single discussion covering the fourth tier settlements.

5.4.4

For each settlement, the aim is to consider reasonable alternative approaches that might be taken to
allocation (‘growth scenarios’) – mindful of site specific, settlement specific and district-wide strategic
considerations – before identifying one or more scenarios that reasonably need to be progressed to
Section 5.5, where settlement-specific scenarios are combined in order to arrive at district-wide scenarios.

5.4.5

The focus of this section is primarily non-committed included SHELAA sites, i.e. the assumption is that
committed sites can, for the most part, be safely ‘rolled-forward’ into the plan, and deferred sites can be
discounted (given the total theoretical capacity of included sites, as discussed at paragraph 5.3.3, above).
A note on methodology

5.4.6

The aim here is not to present a formal appraisal of reasonable alternatives.

5.4.7

The discussions are systematic only to an extent, with discretion and planning judgment applied. The aim
is not to discuss all included site options to the same level of detail. There is naturally more detailed
consideration given to site options at higher order settlements and, at any given settlement, where one
site option is discussed in more detailed than another, this is because it is judged to be a more marginal
site option, i.e. decision-making in respect of allocation is judged to be relatively finely balanced.

5.4.8

This approach is taken mindful of the fundamental legal requirement, which is to explain reasons for
arriving at reasonable alternatives (which we define as growth scenarios; see Section 4) in “outline” terms.
Evidenced views on potential settlement-specific alternatives for formal appraisal are welcomed.
N.B. those sites ‘progressed’ to Section 5.5 are then explored in more detail.

Conclusions on settlement scenarios
5.4.9

Set out below are the settlement-specific conclusions reached in Appendix IV.
Tier 1 settlements: Towns

5.4.10

Conclusions on reasonable growth scenarios (non-committed, or ‘new’ sites focus) to progress:
• Brandon - only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed to Section 5.5, namely a
scenario involving allocation of WS033 with no housing capacity assigned at this stage, ahead of further
detailed work, likely in the form of a development brief. This approach reflects the extensive Breckland
SPA constraint affecting the town, and discussions are ongoing with Natural England on this matter.
• Bury St. Edmunds - the strategic importance of BSE serves as a reason for exploring growth scenarios
and, having explored the more marginal included SHELAA sites in turn, it is clear that reasonable growth
scenarios do exist. The following two scenarios are progressed to Section 5.5:
1) ~1,120 homes across a strategic site to the east (Rougham Airfield, WS277), a strategic site to the
southeast (an extension of the committed SE BSE strategic site, WS039) and a non-strategic site to the
east (WS044), plus at least 20ha of employment land (at WS277); and
2) a varied approach to growth across the two strategic sites that feature in (1), to include consideration
of additional homes, with a view to making best use of land and realising infrastructure and placemaking
opportunities (i.e. a more ‘comprehensive’ approach to growth), mindful of the nearby recent and
committed new communities. Further detail on this scenario is provided below, in Section 5.5.
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• Haverhill - only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed, involving allocation of two
modest new sites within the urban area (WS217 and HV16), with a current assumed capacity of just 18
homes. There is scope to consider additional growth, but there is no case for a further strategic urban
extension, given the two strategic sites currently building-out, and there is only one further non-strategic
included SHELAA site, which does not warrant being taken forward. With a longer term perspective,
there could be a need to revisit the option of a further strategic urban extension in the next local plan,
hence early consideration might be given to potential strategic options.
• Mildenhall - only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed, involving allocation of one
new site - WS141 for 100 homes and 2.5 ha of employment. This does not amount to a low growth
strategy for Mildenhall, given its size and offer (e.g. lack of rail connectivity), and given a committed
strategic urban extension (for 1,300 homes (WS138). Furthermore, there is currently very limited
potential for further significant growth at the town, in light of transport and environmental constraints.
Attention focuses on one included SHELAA site as a possible means of delivering additional growth
(WS420), but this site would further extend the committed strategic urban extension. There are
sequentially preferable sites at Mildenhall (WS141) and at Beck Row (discussed below), and there is no
potential to allocate all three sites, given very limited available capacity on the A1101.
• Newmarket - in addition to a scenario involving allocation of one new site - Hatchfield Farm additional
land (WS145a) for 400 homes and 5 ha of employment - there is also a need to explore the option of
not allocating this site, given issues and sensitivities, primarily relating to the horse racing industry. Nil
new allocations at Newmarket would amount to low growth strategy for a settlement of Newmarket’s
size, plus there is a need to consider the town’s strong transport connectivity (stronger than Mildenhall
and Haverhill) and strategic location from an employment / economic growth perspective. As well as
leading to a housing under-supply at the scale of Newmarket, not allocating WS145a might also call into
question the district’s employment land supply position. However, at the current time, no other sites can
be identified that could be allocated in order to deliver significant housing or employment growth at
Newmarket, in place of WS145a. In summary, therefore, two scenarios are progressed to Section 5.5:
1) 400 homes plus 5 ha employment land at Hatchfield Farm additional land; and
2) nil new (i.e. non-committed) allocations at Newmarket.
Moving forward, there will be a need to explore further housing land supply options at Newmarket, e.g.
with a view to potentially identifying an alternative / comparator to Hatchfield Farm additional land.
Tier 2 settlements: Key service centres
5.4.11

Conclusions on reasonable growth scenarios (non-committed, or ‘new’ sites focus) to progress:
• Barrow - there is one small site that is strongly supported (WS008) as a new allocation, and also a
second strongly performing larger site (WS011). Work to date suggests 150 homes capacity at WS011,
leading to 170 homes in total (there are no committed sites, but there has been recent growth), but there
could be merit to exploring a higher growth option – see further discussion below, in Section 5.5.
• Clare - there is clear preferable site (WS071) that, if allocated in isolation, would lead to a total quantum
of growth at the village over the plan period that could be deemed appropriate (98 homes), noting that
Clare is subject to high constraint. There are two further sites (WS073 and WS074) that are considered
sequentially less preferable, but which could feasibly be considered further alongside, or as alternatives
to, WS071. On balance just one growth scenario is progressed, but this could be revisited in the future.
• Ixworth - there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation (WS121),
which is judged to perform strongly when viewed in isolation. Delivery of this site in combination with a
committed site would lead to relatively high growth over the plan period (over 200 homes, to be
confirmed), but there has been low growth over recent years. It is not clear that there is a reasonable
need to explore the option of a lower growth strategy, i.e. a scenario involving non-allocation of WS121.
• Kedington - of the two non-committed included SHELAA sites in contention for allocation one is judged
to be preferable (WS125; 50 homes), and its allocation would lead to a broadly appropriate scale of
growth at Kedington over the plan period (90 homes). This site is associated with some notable issues
(e.g. the River Stour is adjacent), such that it warrants further close consideration, but it is not clear that
there is a reasonable need to progress scenarios involving non-allocation of this site. Nor is there a
need to explore a higher growth scenario involving allocation of both included SHELAA sites (although
this matter could feasibly be revisited should there be a need to reduce the capacity at WS125).
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• Lakenheath - there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation
(WS604; 100 homes), and this site is judged to perform strongly, including due to a blue infrastructure
opportunity, and given proximity to the committed northern growth area. Allocation of WS604 in
combination with committed sites would lead to high growth over the plan period (up to 776 homes), but
there is nonetheless not considered to be a reasonable need to progress a lower growth scenario.
• Red Lodge - there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation
(WS154), which is subject to a range of issues and constraints and, in any case, is a small site of limited
significance, such that it does not warrant being progressed to Section 5.5. Nil new allocations at Red
Lodge would still lead to a situation whereby there are 572 homes in the plan period at committed sites
(barring unforeseen delivery issues), plus Red Lodge has seen high growth over recent decades.
Moving forward, there could well be a need to give further consideration to strategic growth, as this part
of the district is relatively well-connected by road (although lacking an A11/A14 all-movement junction)
and unconstrained in certain respects (e.g. heritage); however, this is not an option at the current time.
• Stanton - there is a strong argument for allocating one site (WS168) for 200 homes, although the
possibility of an alternative smaller allocation (WS171), could be considered. Allocating both sites in
combination would likely amount to over-allocation. However, on the other hand, there could be merit
to strategically planning for western expansion of the village, involving both sites, as far as rising land
and SSSI woodlands. The possibility of strategic expansion to the east could also be considered, as an
alternative to expansion to the west, potentially in order to consolidate the disparate built form between
Stanton and Shepherds Grove, deliver community infrastructure and realise aspirations for Shepherds
Grove. However, it is recognised that there are clear constraints to growth, including High Wood (an
ancient woodland CWS that may link functionally with a nearby cluster of SSSI woodlands), Stanton
Upthorpe Windmill (which is both a grade 2* listed building and a scheduled monument), a WwTW and
the hamlet of Upthorpe. In summary, one growth scenario is progressed on balance.
Tier 3 settlements: Local service centres
5.4.12

Conclusions on reasonable growth scenarios (non-committed, or ‘new’ sites focus) to progress:
• Barningham - there is limited strategic argument for growth at Barningham, other than to ensure some
growth over the plan period, noting that the village was allocated just 20 homes through the Rural Vision
(2014). Attention focuses on land to the east, and there is a clear preferred site (50 homes), although
consideration might be given to the option of higher growth in order to ensure a strategic approach to
expansion, with a long term perspective and potentially also with a view to maximising planning gain.
There are also two further sites that might feasibly be considered as alternative ways of delivering
modest village expansion. The availability of a number of sites with a degree of merit suggests the
possibility of final site selection through the neighbourhood plan, plus the neighbourhood plan will have
the potential to explore other land parcels besides included SHELAA sites, e.g. land adjacent to the west
of the village centre (albeit there are clear constraints, notably heritage and flood risk). On balance it is
considered reasonable to explore the possibility of higher growth at Barningham – see Section 5.5.
• Beck Row - there is limited strategic argument for growth at Beck Row, given recent and committed
growth, and given the issue of capacity on the A1101, which also serves Mildenhall. However, there is
one strongly performing non-committed site, with the potential to deliver 100 homes (WS023), which is
judged preferable not only to other sites at Beck Row, but also site WS420 at nearby Mildenhall. There
are arguments for a strategic approach to growth at Beck Row to deliver community infrastructure and
to deliver on place-making objectives (e.g. noting a somewhat transient population linked to the airbase),
but this is not an option due to the A1101 issue and a strongly supported site at Mildenhall (WS141).
• Cavendish - there is limited strategic argument for growth at Cavendish, other than to ensure housing
growth over the plan period, noting that the village received only one allocation for 10 homes through
the Rural Vision (2014), and this site has not come forward. The current proposal is to roll-forward the
existing allocation, and there is not considered to be any reasonable higher growth scenario, given just
one other included SHELAA site, which is a much larger site with problematic access. Cavendish is
highly constrained from a historic environment and landscape perspective, similar to nearby Clare.
• Exning - a committed site is set to deliver 205 homes, such that there is limited argument for further
growth, albeit recognising that Exning is very well connected to Newmarket (where there are significant
constraints to growth) and Cambridge. Sites exist within a sector of land to the southwest of the village
that is well-contained between the village edge and the A14, but there are clear constraints to growth
here. As such, just one reasonable growth scenario is progressed to Section 5.5.
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• Great Barton - a committed site is set to deliver around 150 homes over the plan period, such that there
is limited argument for further growth, also noting the proximity of the NE BSE strategic urban extension.
Land between Great Barton and BSE naturally comes into consideration as a possible location for
strategic growth, and there has been past discussion (Rural Vision, 2014) of a bypass to the east of the
village (which would presumably require enabling strategic growth); however, these are not considered
reasonable options to explore at the current time. Traffic and air pollution along the A134 are significant
constraints to growth, mindful of committed growth not only at BSE but also at Thurston to the east.
• Great and Little Whelnetham - there has been some recent growth, but there are no committed sites
set to deliver over the remainder of the plan period, nor are there any included SHELAA sites that might
be allocated. The villages are quite well-connected to BSE, but there is widespread landscape and
historic environment constraint, such that there are insufficient arguments in favour of growth to warrant
proactively exploring potential growth locations (e.g. deferred SHELAA sites) at the current time.
• Hopton - a committed site will deliver 37 homes over the plan period. There is limited argument for
further growth, given Hopton’s size and rurality and, in any case, there are no other included sites.
• Hundon – one option is ‘nil allocations’ at Hundon, despite very limited recent housing growth (no sites
were allocated in the Rural Vision, 2014). In addition, there is the option of growth through allocation of
one or more of the four included SHELAA sites (in particular WS117, which is a small site), although all
are associated with issues relating to landscape constraint or loss of greenspace within the settlement
boundary. The possibility of expansion to the east might also be explored, to ensure a nucleated built
form, although there are clear historic environment sensitivities, and this is a less preferable direction of
grow from a transport perspective. Hundon is discussed further in Section 5.5.
• Moulton – one option is to allocate one of the three included SHELAA sites for 30 homes (WS143). The
possibility of further growth could be explored, given little or no recent housing growth and strong links
to Newmarket and Kennett Station. One option for additional growth is potentially extending WS143
(albeit availability is uncertain), with a view to making use of existing field boundaries and maximising
planning gain. This scenario is explored further in Section 5.5.
• Rougham – the clear preferred option is to allocate one small brownfield site for 11 homes (WS1062),
plus there is a committed site for 13 homes. There are no other included SHELAA sites, nor is there a
strategic argument for proactively exploring growth opportunities outside of included SHELAA sites.
• West Row - there is no potential for growth, over-and-above the committed scheme for 152 homes,
given the issue of capacity on the A1101. Specifically, the assumption is that remaining capacity on the
A1101, after having accounted for traffic generated by committed growth, will be taken up by new
allocations at Mildenhall and Beck Row (discussed above), in preference to West Row. This approach
is broadly supported, given strategic and site-specific considerations. However, it is recognised that
understanding of the A1101 constraint could potentially change in light of further technical work.
• Wickhambrook – one option is to allocate WS195a for 40 homes, although there could be the potential
for an expanded scheme, potentially to include a mix of uses. There are other included SHELAA sites
that could potentially be considered as alternatives to WS195a, but these sites are all more sensitive in
landscape terms. There is also the option of larger scale expansion to the north, but no clear strategic
argument for exploring this option in detail at the current time. There is a need to caution against higher
growth scenarios noting rurality and also the fact that there has been some recent housing growth. The
matter of WS195a versus an expanded scheme is discussed below.
Tier 4: Type A villages
5.4.13

The preferred broad strategy for type A villages is to allocate one or more small sites to deliver only very
modest growth or, if no suitable sites for allocation can be identified, not to allocate any sites at all. On
this basis, detailed consideration has not been given to exploring reasonable growth scenarios in a similar
fashion to the consideration that is given to the 24 higher tier settlements discussed above. Rather, at the
current time, it is considered reasonable and appropriate to progress just one scenario to Section 5.5,
which is the emerging preferred approach as set out in Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document.

5.4.14

Box 5.4 gives further brief consideration to issues and options for the type A villages.
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Box 5.4: Issues and options for the type A villages
The emerging preferred option is to allocate nine housing sites at seven of the 16 type A villages. Specifically:
•

at five villages (Bardwell, Barton Mills, Fornham St Martin, Freckenham and Horringer) the proposal is to
allocate one site, and

•

at two villages (Chedburgh and Honington / Sapiston) the proposal is to allocate two sites.

All of the proposed allocations are for between 10 and 15 homes, and all bar one are sites under 1 ha in size
(which is the threshold size for a small site discussed at paragraph 69 of the NPPF).
With regards to the nine villages without a housing allocation, the following points are immediately apparent:
•

Barnham, Risby, Tuddenham – are all heavily constrained by the Breckland SPA stone curlew buffer zone.

•

Fornham All Saints – requires some consideration as a potential location for growth, along with neighbouring
Fornham St. Martin (where there is one proposed housing allocation), given strong links to BSE. However,
all of the included SHELAA sites are large sites, such that any allocation would amount to strategic growth
for a type A village. Strategic growth would need to be very carefully considered, as there are a range of
sensitivities along the River Lark corridor, which is also a transport corridor. Amongst other things, there
would be a clear need to ensure that traffic is directed to one of the two A-roads, rather than the B1106,
which passes through the historic core of Fornham St. Martin. Ultimately, the option of strategic growth north
of BSE is judged unreasonable at the current time, given preferable growth locations (discussed above).

•

Great and Little Thurlow – have no included SHELAA sites bar one that has planning permission.

•

Ingham – is also located to the north of Fornham St. Genevieve. BSE town centre is over 6km distant, but
well connected by the A134, and this broad area is subject to relatively limited environmental constraint,
noting that, whilst the Breckland SPA is within ~2km, this is not a part of the SPA that is associated with stone
curlew nesting. As per the Fornhams, the included SHELAA sites are all large sites that would deliver
strategic growth, and the option of strategic growth here, or at any type A village, is not supported.

•

Kentford – has seen considerable recent growth (at sites not allocated in a plan) and another site had
permission for 21 homes prior to the permission recently expiring.

•

Pakenham – is subject to limited constraint, and there appear to be two or three sites that might reasonably
be in contention for allocation when viewed in isolation. There is no school at Pakenham, however, the
village does link well to nearby Thurston, Ixworth and Great Barton / BSE. Capacity on the A134 could be
one issue, noting proximity to the large committed site at the eastern edge of Great Barton.

•

Stoke by Clare – is a sensitive/constrained village on the River Stour / A1092 corridor, as per Clare and
Cavendish, although the village does benefit from being located closer to Haverhill than either of these two
villages. As per Fornham St. Genevieve and Ingham, discussed above, the included SHELAA sites would
deliver strategic growth (bar one located in the conservation area), which is not supported. It is recognised
that there is an argument for supporting smaller sites in proximity to Haverhill, where the great majority of
supply over the plan period will be via the committed strategic urban extensions, but Kedington and Hundon
are higher order villages that link to Haverhill as well as, or better than, Stoke by Clare.

A final matter for consideration is the broad nature of the nine emerging preferred allocations. In particular, one
immediately apparent consideration is the extent to which the sites will make use of existing boundary features,
which typically means field boundaries. In this respect, it is noted that five of the nine sites would involve
allocation of part of an agricultural field, with the development bounded by a newly created field boundaries.
An obvious issue is that this can then open the door for further piecemeal growth. This is not necessarily an
issue, but does serve to raise the question of whether a larger, more comprehensive scheme might be supported
now (potentially with development phased over time) with a view to supporting development viability and, in turn,
increased affordable housing or wider ‘planning gain’, e.g. green space / green infrastructure, transport
infrastructure (e.g. an enhanced footpath) or other community infrastructure (e.g. a children’s play space).
The current proposal is for all allocations to deliver 10 or more homes, and so the assumption is that all of the
allocations will deliver affordable housing (see NPFF paragraph 64). However, there can be a tendency for
viability issues to constrain affordable housing delivery at small sites of 10-15 homes.
The possibility of slightly larger sites could be explored prior to plan finalisation. However, it is not immediately
apparent that any of the five proposed sites that currently comprise part of an agricultural field could be expanded
to encompass the entire field without the scheme becoming overly large.
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5.5 Reasonable growth scenarios
Introduction
5.5.1

Having gone through a process (see Figure 5.1) involving consideration of strategic factors (Section 5.2),
site options (Section 5.3) and settlement scenarios (Section 5.4), the final task is to draw together the
understanding generated in order to arrive at a single set of reasonable growth scenarios.

5.5.2

In practice, this involves considering ways of combining settlement scenarios .

Combining settlement scenarios
5.5.3

The table below presents an initial summary of the discussion in Section 5.4, specifically confirming those
settlements where there is judged to be only one reasonable scenario (i.e. the approach to growth can
reasonably be held ‘constant’ across the district-wide scenarios) versus those where there is judged to be
a choice between two scenarios (i.e. the approach to growth reasonably needs to be a ‘variable’).

Table 5.2: Summary of the settlement scenarios
Tier

Towns

Key
service
centres

Local
service
centres

Settlement

Multiple settlement scenarios?

Brandon

No

Bury St. Edmunds

Yes (two scenarios)

Haverhill

No

Mildenhall

No

Newmarket

Yes (two scenarios)

Barrow

Yes (discussed further below)

Clare

No on balance

Ixworth

No

Kedington

No on balance

Lakenheath

No

Red Lodge

No on balance

Stanton

No on balance

Barningham

Yes (discussed further below)

Beck Row

No

Cavendish

No

Exning

No

Great Barton

No

Great & Little Whelnetham

No on balance

Hopton

No

Hundon

Yes (discussed further below)

Moulton

Yes (discussed further below)

Rougham

No

West Row

No

Wickhambrook

Yes (discussed further below)

Type A villages
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The table above identifies that there are multiple reasonable settlement scenarios at:
• Bury St. Edmunds – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) commitments plus 1,120
homes from new allocations; and B) an additional 500 homes (discussed below), leading to a total of
1,620 homes from new / non-committed allocations. Employment land implications are discussed below.
• Newmarket – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) commitments only; or B)
commitments plus one 400 home allocation. Employment land implications are discussed below.
• Barrow – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) 170 homes from two allocations, with
a focus of growth to the east of the village; and B) an additional 50 homes through more comprehensive
growth to the east of the village, leading to 220 homes in total.
• Barningham – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) 50 homes from one allocation to
the east of the village; and B) an additional 50 homes through more comprehensive growth to the east
of the village, leading to 100 homes in total.
• Hundon – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) nil homes (bar any windfall or
neighbourhood plan allocations); and B) one modest allocation, assumed to be WS117 for ~10 homes.
• Moulton – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) 30 homes from one allocation to the
north of the village; and B) an additional 30 homes through more comprehensive growth to the north of
the village, leading to 60 homes in total.
• Wickhambrook – there are two reasonable scenarios, involving either: A) 40 homes from one allocation
to the west of the village; and B) an additional 30 homes through more comprehensive growth to the
west of the village, leading to 70 homes in total.

5.5.5

The table below summarises the above discussion.

Table 5.3: Summary of the settlements with multiple (two) reasonable growth scenarios
Total homes in the plan period from non-committed allocations
Variable settlement

Lower growth scenario

Higher growth scenario

Bury St. Edmunds

1,120

1,620

Newmarket

0

400

Barrow

170

220

Barningham

50

100

Hundon

0

10

Moulton

30

60

Wickhambrook

40

70

Total homes

1,410

2,480

5.5.6

The final task is to consider reasonable combinations of the scenarios in Table 5.3, also mindful of:
• 13,046 homes from ‘commitments’ specifically 8,600 homes from sites with planning permission (as of
31st March 2021) and 4,446 homes from existing allocations that can be rolled forward into the plan; and
• 857 homes from non-committed sites at settlements where the approach to growth can reasonably be
held constant across the district-wide reasonable growth scenarios.

5.5.7

The first port of call is a scenario involving low growth across all seven of the variable settlements.
However, this scenario is unreasonable, as it would lead to a total supply of 15,311 homes, such that the
‘supply buffer’ over-and-above LHN (15,200 homes; see Section 5.2) would be just 211 homes.

5.5.8

Next is a scenario involving high growth at Newmarket combined with low growth at the other six
settlements. Specifically, the assumption is that ‘Hatchfield Farm additional land’ (WS145a) would be
allocated at Newmarket, delivering a mixed use scheme. This would lead to a total housing supply districtwide of 15,711 homes (827 dpa), which would enable the housing requirement to be set at LHN, with a
supply buffer of 3%. This is a reasonable scenario from a housing and employment land perspective.
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5.5.9

Next is a scenario involving high growth at BSE combined with low growth at the other six settlements, as
above. Specifically, the assumption is that both of the new strategic allocations at BSE would see
additional development, likely in the form of: additional employment development at Rougham Airfield
(WS277); and additional housing at SE BSE additional land (WS039). This would lead to a total housing
supply district-wide of 15,811, which would enable the housing requirement to be set at LHN, with a supply
buffer of 4%. This is a reasonable scenario from a housing and employment land perspective.

5.5.10

Further explanation of employment land supply options is presented in Box 5.5.

5.5.11

Next is a scenario involving high growth at the five villages combined with low growth at the two towns.
This would lead to a total housing supply of 15,481, such that the supply buffer over LHN would be only
2%. This is considered to be an insufficient supply buffer and, furthermore, there would also be a risk of
an employment land under-supply. Hence this scenario is considered unreasonable.

5.5.12

Finally, there is a need to consider combinations of the high growth scenarios discussed above. There
are four such scenarios, all of which are reasonable, and might enable a higher housing requirement
and/or a larger supply buffer, in comparison to the two reasonable scenarios discussed above.

5.5.13

The above discussion leads to six reasonable growth scenarios, which are presented in Table 5.4.
These are considered to be the ‘reasonable’ growth scenarios, for appraisal and consultation, at the
current time. This is on the basis of the process set out across this section of the report as a whole.

5.5.14

Final points to note are as follows:
• Table 5.4 does not break down supply from commitments, but this can be understood from Appendix IV.
• There is invariably a need to make simplifying assumptions in order to arrive at a manageable number
of scenarios for appraisal, and in the case of Local Plan growth scenarios (defined to a level of detail in
line with plan objectives) it is fair to say that there is a need for simplifying assumptions. It should be
noted that “the phrase all reasonable alternatives does not equate to all conceivable alternatives.”21
• It is important to recall the relatively early stage in the plan-making process. There is an expectation
that additional supply will be identified prior to plan finalisation (indeed several sites are currently
identified as suitable for allocation but not assigned a supply figure, pending further work). Furthermore,
the intention is to identify add a windfall assumption, plus neighbourhood plans are progressing.

Box 5.5: Employment land supply options
The forecast demand is for 63 hectares of employment land over the plan period, according to the Employment
Land Review (ELR, 2021). After taking account of existing available supply and remaining local plan allocations
not yet come forward, the residual target, to be met through new allocations, is 24.6 hectares.
Five new sites have been identified as suitable for delivering new employment land on the basis of the site
selection process presented in Part 3 of the current consultation document (see discussion of omission sites in
Appendix B). One of these is an employment only site (Fornham Genevieve; 4.4 ha), whilst the other four would
involve employment as part of a mix of uses at: Rougham Airfield, BSE (20 ha); Hatchfield Farm additional land,
Newmarket (5 ha); West of Folly Road, Mildenhall (2.5 ha); and Fornham All Saints (up to 1.7ha). The combined
capacity of these sites is 33.6 ha, such that there might be a supply buffer of 33.6 – 24.6 = 9 ha.
The stand-out contentious site amongst these is Hatchfield Farm additional land. Under scenarios whereby this
site is not allocated the supply buffer would reduce to 4 ha. A supply buffer of this scale (6% of the overall
demand) would not normally give rise to any concerns. However, in this specific case, as discussed in Part 3
of the current consultation document, there are three existing committed sites where delivery is uncertain,
located at Barrow and Shepherds Grove, with a total capacity of 33 ha (of which 31 ha is at Shepherds Grove).
As such, under scenarios without allocation of Hatchfield Farm additional land the assumption is that the loss of
employment land supply would need to be made up for elsewhere. Whilst there are options involving omission
sites that could be explored, at the current time the assumption is that there would be 5 ha of additional
employment land at Rougham Airfield. This would likely decrease the housing capacity at the site.

21

See https://www.aylesburyvaledc.gov.uk/sites/default/files/VALP/VALP%20Report.pdf#page=43
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Table 5.4: The reasonable growth scenarios (with constants greyed-out and high growth indicated with blue text)

Supply component

Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario Scenario
1
2
3
4
5
6

Planning permissions

8,600

8,600

8,600

8,600

8,600

8,600

Existing allocations

4,446

4,446

4,446

4,446

4,446

4,446

0

0

0

0

0

0

1,120

1,620

1,120

1,620

1,620

1,620

Haverhill

18

18

18

18

18

18

Mildenhall

100

100

100

100

100

100

Newmarket

400

0

400

0

400

400

Barrow

170

170

220

220

170

220

Clare

45

45

45

45

45

45

Ixworth

145

145

145

145

145

145

Kedington

50

50

50

50

50

50

Lakenheath

100

100

100

100

100

100

Red Lodge

0

0

0

0

0

0

Stanton

200

200

200

200

200

200

Barningham

50

50

100

100

50

100

Beck Row

100

100

100

100

100

100

Cavendish

0

0

0

0

0

0

Exning

0

0

0

0

0

0

Great Barton

0

0

0

0

0

0

Great & Little Whelnetham

0

0

0

0

0

0

Hopton

0

0

0

0

0

0

Hundon

0

0

10

10

0

10

Moulton

30

30

60

60

30

60

Rougham

11

11

11

11

11

11

West Row

0

0

0

0

0

0

Wickhambrook

40

40

70

70

40

70

86

86

86

86

86

86

15,711

15,811

15,881

15,981

16,211

16,381

827

832

836

841

853

862

3

4

5

5

7

8

Brandon

Key service centres
Local service centres

Non-committed allocations

Towns

Bury St. Edmunds

Type A villages
Total homes (2021-2040)
Homes per annum
% over LHN (800 dpa)
Likely housing requirement
Employment land
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6 Growth scenarios appraisal
6.1 Introduction
6.1.1

The aim of this section is to present a summary appraisal of the reasonable growth scenarios introduced
above and further introduced in Table 6.1. Detailed appraisal findings are presented in Appendix V.

Table 6.1: The reasonable growth scenarios – summary
Scenario
Higher growth at…

Total homes
(2021-2040)

Homes per
annum

% over LHN
(800 dpa)

1 Newmarket

15,711

827

3%

2 BSE

15,811

832

4%

Housing
requirement

Employment land

LHN

3

Newmarket &
select villages

15,881

836

5%

Up to 72 ha under all
scenarios

4

BSE & select
villages

15,981

841

5%

Scenarios 2 and 4
see 5 ha move from
Newmarket to BSE

5 BSE & Newmarket
6

Above LHN?
16,211

853

7%

BSE, Newmarket &
16,381
select villages

862

8%

6.2 Summary appraisal findings
6.2.1

Summary appraisal findings are presented within Table 6.2. Within each row (i.e. for each of the topics
that comprise the SA framework – see Section 3) the columns to the right hand side seek to both rank the
scenarios in order of performance (where a rank of one indicates best performing) and categorise the
performance of each scenario in terms of ‘significant effects’ using red / amber / light green / green.22

6.2.2

Further points to note on methodology are as follows:
• Constant sites – when ranking the scenarios in order of performance the focus is on the sites that are a
‘variable’ across the scenarios, although sites that are a ‘constant’ are taken into account when reaching
conclusions on significant effects. Constant sites are a focus of appraisal in Section 9 of this report.
• Assumptions – there is a need to make a range of assumptions, e.g. around the nature of schemes that
would come forward, infrastructure delivery, planning gain etc. The appraisal presented here, and in
more detail in Appendix V, aims to strike a balance between exploring and explaining assumptions on
the one hand whilst, on the other hand, ensuring conciseness and readability in support of engagement.
• Site specific materials – very limited account has been taken of site specific materials (e.g. submitted by
site promoters) at this stage, but there will be the potential to take account of such materials at the next
stage (Regulation 19). There is a need for caution as developer proposals are subject to change.

22

Red indicates a significant negative effect; amber a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance; light green a positive
effect of limited or uncertain significance; and green a significant positive effect. No colour indicates a neutral effect.
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Table 6.2: The reasonable growth scenarios – summary appraisal findings
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Topic

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE &
villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

Rank of preference and categorisation of effects

Air and env
quality

3

2

5

6

2

2

=

=

Biodiversity

2

Climate
change
adaptation

=

Climate
change
mitigation

2

Communities

4

2

3

2

Economy

4

2

3

4

3

Health and
wellbeing

=

=

=

=

=

=

2

2

3

2

3

4

2

2

2

Landscape

2

2

3

2

2

Soils /
resources

2

2

3

2

2

Transport

3

4

5

2

5

=

=

=

=

=

Historic
environment

Housing

Water

3

=

2

4

=

=

=

3

2

2

The appraisal finds that Scenario 1 is preferable in respect of more topics than any of the other scenarios, and is
also associated with the greatest number of predicted positive effects. However, it does not necessarily follow
that Scenario 1 is best performing overall, or ‘most sustainable’. This is because the appraisal is undertaken
without any assumptions regarding the degree of importance, or ‘weight’ in the decision-making process, that
should be assigned to each topic. The appraisal finds one or more scenarios to outperform Scenario 1 under five
topics, and the Council – as decision-makers – might choose to assign particular weight to one or more of these.
Having made these introductory remarks, the following bullet points consider key topics in turn.
•

Air and wider env quality -Scenario 6 is potentially problematic, as there is a degree of concern with several
locations that would see higher growth, in particular SE BSE additional land, Bury St. Edmunds. This is a
suitable location for growth in the sense that it is fairly well-connected to BSE town centre, and higher growth
could support additional community and transport infrastructure; however, the site is not as well connected to
the road network as other strategic sites, and there is an air quality management area (AQMA) nearby.
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•

Biodiversity - despite the context of a highly constrained district, it is not possible to suggest that the higher
growth scenarios give rise to biodiversity concerns over-and-above the lower growth scenarios, given the
specific settlements and sites that, it is assumed, would deliver higher growth. On balance, it is considered
appropriate to highlight scenarios involving higher growth at Newmarket as less preferable, given the proximity
of Hatchfield Farm additional land to designated sites; however, this is potentially somewhat marginal.

•

Climate change mitigation - there is clear support for higher growth at BSE, followed by higher growth at
Newmarket, and then finally the villages, reflecting a key assumption that strategic schemes give rise to an
opportunity to minimise per capita built environment emissions (the focus here). However, opportunities can
fail to be realised in practice, i.e. it can transpire that there is a need to direct limited funding elsewhere. With
regards to significant effects, on balance, it is considered appropriate to flag ‘a negative effect of limited or
uncertain significance’ under all scenarios, i.e. a risk of the plan not reflecting a level of decarbonisation
ambition in line with the climate emergency imperative and the required trajectory to net zero.

•

Communities - there are limited ‘communities’ arguments for higher growth at Newmarket relative to BSE
and the villages. Focusing on BSE and the villages only, it is difficult to differentiate, i.e. suggest which higher
growth scenario represents the greater opportunity. A key consideration is potentially that the ‘communities’
benefits of more comprehensive urban extensions to BSE are quite clear cut, whilst the benefits of higher
growth at all of the villages in question are highly uncertain (bar benefits such as increased local patronage
of village services and retail). Also, there is a need to consider the ‘communities’ arguments for focusing
growth (i.e. new communities) at higher order settlements insofar as possible, in order to ensure good access
to higher order services and facilities. With regards to significant effects, on the one hand it is recognised that
the matter of supporting a growth strategy conducive to delivering new and upgraded community infrastructure
was a key issue highlighted through the Issues and Options consultation. However, on the other hand, it is
difficult to pinpoint opportunities that might be realised through higher growth (e.g. new school capacity).

•

Economy - a primary question is whether Newmarket or BSE is better suited to delivering the final 5 ha of
employment land that is needed in order to ensure supply sufficient to meet forecast demand, after having
accounted for supply from sites that are more firmly supported (e.g. 20 ha at Rougham Airfield). There is little
to choose between these two locations in many respects. However, it is fair to give weight to the risk – or
perceived risk – of impacts to the horse racing industry at Newmarket and, having done so, it is fair to identify
BSE as preferable. A secondary consideration is added support for rural employment land / workspaces.

•

Historic environment – it is difficult to differentiate between the growth scenarios with confidence; however,
on balance, it is appropriate to highlight support for higher growth at Newmarket, from a historic environment
perspective, over-and-above higher growth at BSE or the villages. There is uncertainty though, given the
heritage and cultural value of the horse racing industry at Newmarket.

•

Housing - it is appropriate to place the growth scenarios in an order of preference broadly in-line with total
growth quantum, but to adjust the order of preference to reflect support for higher growth at Newmarket and
the villages over BSE, given specific identified housing needs at these locations. With regards to significant
effects, uncertain positive effects are predicted at this stage, ahead of further detailed work to understand
delivery risks and, in turn, the size of supply buffer that is needed over-and-above the housing requirement.

•

Landscape - Hatchfield Farm additional land performs well, from a landscape perspective, whilst there are
clear landscape concerns associated with higher growth at certain of the villages, most notably Moulton
(particularly if higher growth is achieved via an extended scheme). With regards to BSE, it is not clear that
higher growth (even via an extended scheme) at either site gives rise to a significant concern.

•

Soils - there is quite strong support for higher growth Newmarket, from a perspective of wishing to minimise
loss of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land. Higher growth at SE BSE additional land, Barrow,
Moulton and Wickhambrook could lead to additional loss of BMV agricultural land. With regards to significant
effects, having taken account of sites that are a ‘constant’ across all of the scenarios, the local plan will lead
to significant loss of BMV land, although this would be minimised under Scenario 1.

•

Transport - there are clear arguments for focused growth, from a transport perspective, in order to minimise
the need to travel, support modal shift away from the private car, minimise the need to travel longer distances
and support switchover to EVs. Dispersal of growth to villages can support local services and facilities, which
could help to avoid trips by car to some extent. However, the overriding consideration is that residents of
villages will typically be dependent on the private car to access higher order services, facilities and
employment, leading to greenhouse gas emissions as well as potentially increased traffic in known hotspots.

•

Water - a key consideration is judged to be the need to direct growth to locations that drain to a Water
Recycling Centre (WRC) with capacity, or with known potential to deliver a timely upgrade to capacity. Several
WRCs locally have limited capacity, but none would see higher flows under the higher growth scenarios.
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7 The preferred growth scenario
7.1 Introduction
7.1.1

As discussed, it is not the role of the appraisal to arrive at a conclusion on which of the growth scenarios
is best, or ‘most sustainable’ overall. Rather, it is the role of the plan-making authority to arrive at that
conclusion, informed by the appraisal. This section presents the response of WSDC to the appraisal.

7.2 Selecting the preferred scenario
7.2.1

The following statement explains WSBC officers’ reasons for supporting Growth Scenario 1. It is
important to be clear that the statement below is not an appraisal.

Statement provided by officers
7.2.2

The appraisal shows Scenario 1 to perform well in a number of respects, ranking highest in terms of air
quality, historic environment, landscape, soils and transport, all of which are important topics. It is
recognised that the transport arguments in support of Scenario 1 are complicated by the sensitivities at
Newmarket in respect of safe movement of racehorses through the town, however the appraisal picks up
on this issue primarily under the ‘economy’ heading. It is also recognised that Hatchfield Farm additional
land is not as well connected to the town centre by walking / cycling as is the case for the adjacent site
with planning permission, however, the site is nonetheless considered suitably well connected.

7.2.3

The following are the topics in terms of which the appraisal highlights drawbacks to Scenario 1, in an
absolute sense and/or relative to alternatives:
• Biodiversity – the appraisal highlights some concerns with Hatchfield Farm additional land, but these
are of limited significance. There is confidence in the ability to avoid and suitability mitigate effects
through the development process, with none of the work completed ahead of permission being granted
for the adjacent Hatchfield Farm scheme serving to suggest a risk of problematic in-combination
impacts, e.g. to the wetland / fenland designated sites to the north, in East Cambridgeshire.
• Climate change mitigation – the appraisal suggests that there might be a greater low carbon / net zero
opportunity (focusing on built environment emissions only) at strategic urban extensions to Bury St.
Edmunds than is the case for the smaller Hatchfield Farm additional land scheme. However, there will
be potential to work with the Hatchfield Farm additional land developer to ensure that opportunities are
realised, e.g. ensuring that available funds are directed to low carbon / net zero focused infrastructure
and masterplanning / design features, in addition to other priority matters, e.g. transport infrastructure.
• Communities – the appraisal finds that there is relatively limited potential for Hatchfield Farm additional
land to deliver benefits to the existing community of Newmarket, beyond new housing (including
affordable housing) and employment land. However, there will be potential to work with the local
community, through a masterplanning process, to understand and reflect local priorities, including as
identified through the Newmarket Neighbourhood Plan and there is an opportunity to deliver something
of a community hub centred on the adjacent forthcoming school.
• Economy – the appraisal predicts positive effects for Scenario 1, but suggests that a preferable scenario
may be one whereby 5 ha of employment land is directed to Bury St. Edmunds rather than Newmarket.
The appraisal reaches this conclusion ‘on balance’ after having given weight to the risk, or perceived
risk, of Hatchfield Farm additional land impacting the horse racing industry. Avoiding and sufficiently
mitigating impacts to the horse racing industry is a priority issue for the Council, and an issue that will
be given further detailed consideration as the plan progresses. As part of this, the Council is engaging
closely with representatives of the industry, through a memorandum of co-operation, including to explore
the detail of mitigation options.
• Housing – the appraisal naturally supports a higher growth strategy, from a ‘housing’ perspective, and
the Council recognises that there will be a need for further detailed work subsequent to the current
consultation to ensure that the housing supply position is robust, with a healthy supply buffer over-andabove the housing requirement. Addition of a windfall assumption may assist in this respect. With
regards to the housing requirement itself, the current view is that this should be set at the level of local
housing needs (LHN), which is the approach taken by most local plans.
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• Soils – significant loss of best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land is regrettable but unavoidable
in the context of a district with extensive areas of such land. Hatchfield Farm additional land is an
opportunity to deliver a strategic scheme at a ‘non-BMV’ location (to be confirmed), and such
opportunities are few and far between (Rougham Airfield is potentially another).
• Water – a detailed water cycle study has recently been completed, identifying limited concerns.
However, it is recognised that the matter of ensuring that housing growth does not lead to breaches of
capacity at water recycling centres (WRCs), or breaches of the capacity of water courses to receive
treated water, is a priority issue nationally.
7.2.4

With regards to alternative scenarios involving higher growth at one or both of the proposed new urban
extensions to Bury St. Edmunds, the Council recognises that there are often arguments for reaching
certain threshold scales of growth in order to ‘unlock’ planning gain, e.g. land for a new primary school.
However, these arguments for higher growth are not considered to be strong at the two sites in question.
For example, at SE BSE a new primary school is set to be delivered as part of the adjacent committed
strategic scheme, and there is a need to limit the eastwards extent of the site in order to minimise
landscape impacts and ensure good connectivity, given a primary access from the west.

7.2.5

With regards to alternative scenarios involving higher growth at the villages, there are a range of
settlement and site-specific considerations, but also some inherent concerns around relatively poor
transport connectivity and landscape impacts. The Council anticipates a need to revisit the matter of small
and modest sized allocations at the villages prior to plan finalisation, informed by a ‘Call for sites less than
1ha’ (mindful of NPPF paragraph 69), and taking close account of consultation responses received,
including from parish councils. The appraisal serves to highlight the importance of leveraging planning
gain from village allocations as far as possible.

7.2.6

In summary, Scenario 1 is considered to represent sustainable development on balance and, in turn, is
considered to be justified and to represent an appropriate strategy (NPPF paragraph 35). Alternative
scenarios have merit in some respects, but also clear drawbacks, such that they are judged to perform
worse than Scenario 1 overall.

7.2.7

The Council is, of course, open to reconsidering the alternatives discussed above prior to plan finalisation,
taking account of consultation responses received, and consultees are welcome to suggest alternative
scenarios other than those discussed above.

Figure 7.1: The Council has sought to use best practice and innovative methods of consultation and engagement
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Part 2: What are the appraisal
findings at this stage?
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8 Introduction to Part 2
8.1.1

The aim of this part of the report is to present an appraisal the ‘preferred options’ version of the local plan
that is currently published for consultation. The consultation document is structured in three parts:
• Part 1 – Strategic policies
• Part 2 – Non-strategic policies
• Part 3 – Site allocations

8.1.2

In practice, the appraisal builds upon the appraisal of Growth Scenario 1 presented in Section 6.
Specifically, the appraisal revisits the appraisal of Growth Scenario 1 with added consideration given to:
• draft strategic ‘policy parameters’ set out in Part 1 of the consultation document;
• draft non-strategic ‘policy parameters’ set out in Part 2;
• site allocations in Part 3 that are a ‘constant’ across the growth scenarios appraised in Section 6; and
• draft site-specific policies (‘policy and capacity considerations’) set out in Part 3.

Appraisal methodology
8.1.3

Appraisal findings are presented across 13 sections below, with each section dealing with a specific
sustainability topic. For each of the sustainability topics in turn, the aim is to discuss the merits of the
‘preferred options’ local plan, as a whole, before reaching an overall conclusion on significant effects.
Specifically, the regulatory requirement is to “identify, describe and evaluate” significant effects.

8.1.4

Conclusions on significant effects are reached on the basis of available evidence and understanding of
key issues and opportunities, mindful of the guidance presented within the Schedules 1 and 2 of the SEA
Regulations as well as the Government’s Planning Practice Guidance. Every effort is made to predict
effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given the high level nature of the local plan. The
ability to predict effects accurately is also limited by knowledge gaps in respect of the baseline (both now
and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario). In light of this, there is a need to make considerable
assumptions regarding how the plan will be implemented ‘on the ground’ and the effect on particular
receptors. Assumptions are discussed in the appraisal text where necessary.

8.1.5

Finally, it is important to note that the appraisal aims to strike a balance between, on the one hand, a need
to be systematic with, on the other hand, a need for conciseness and accessibility. As part of this, it is
important to note that, under each of the 13 topic headings, the aim is not to systematically discuss each
and every site allocation and policy, nor each and every one of the issues/objectives identified at the SA
scoping stage. Rather, each topic-specific section is structured as follows:

Table 8.1: Structure of each topic-specific appraisal
Heading

Information provided under each heading

Commentary
on the spatial
strategy

The aim here is to discuss the proposed allocations, both in isolation and in combination, also
mindful of site-specific ‘policy and capacity considerations’. The focus is on non-committed
sites, i.e. sites without planning permission or an existing allocation (see Table 8.2), although
consideration is also given to committed sites. Consideration is also given to decisions not to
allocate, for example at Red Lodge, where the proposal is to allocate only the committed sites.

Commentary
on thematic
policies

Consideration is given to both strategic policies (Part 1) and non-strategic policies (Part 2).
The discussions are relatively brief, because the policies are in early draft form, and because
thematic policies tend not give rise to significant effects/ tensions with sustainability objectives.

Conclusion on
the preferred
options

The aim is to formally conclude on significant effects. In practice, the aim is to conclude on
the effects of the spatial strategy mindful of the extent to which issues/tensions will be
addressed, and opportunities realised, through site-specific and district-wide thematic policy.

Part 2

36

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

Table 8.2: Introducing the proposed allocations, with non-committed sites highlighted
Settlement

Site

Status

Brandon

Warren Close

Not committed (N.B. no capacity assumed)23

NE Bury St Edmunds

Existing allocation

SE Bury St Edmunds

Planning permission

Moreton Hall, Bury St Edmunds

Planning permission

NW Bury St Edmunds (Marham Park)

Planning permission

West Bury St Edmunds

Existing allocation

North of Mount Road

Not committed

SE Bury St Edmunds additional land

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Rougham Airfield

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

NE Haverhill

Planning permission

NW Haverhill

Planning permission

Wisdom Toothbrush Factory

Existing allocation (N.B. no capacity assumed)23

Chauntry Mill, High Street

Existing allocation (N.B. no capacity assumed)23

Castle Manor Academy

Existing allocation (N.B. no capacity assumed)23

Land at Atterton and Ellis

Not committed

West of Mildenhall, south of West Row Rd

Existing allocation

District Council Offices, College Heath Rd

Existing allocation

West of Folly Road (Folly Farm)

Not committed

Hatchfield farm, Fordham Road

Part permitted (residential)

Land at Black Bear Lane and Rowley Drive

Existing allocation

Former St Felix Middle School site

Existing allocation

Hatchfield Farm additional land

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Land off Denham Lane

Not committed

Land off Bury Road

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Lamble Close (or adj. to 1 St Johns Street)

Planning permission

Rookery Drove

Not committed

North of Cavendish Road

Existing allocation

South of Cavendish Road

Not committed

Land off crown lane / west of the A143…

Existing allocation (N.B. no capacity assumed)23

Bardwell Road

Not committed

Land at junction of Hall Road and Mill Road

Planning permission

Land at Haverhill Road

Not committed

Land north of Station Road

Planning permission

Land west of Eriswell Road

Planning permission

Bury St.
Edmunds

Haverhill

Mildenhall

Newmarket

Barrow

Beck Row

Clare

Ixworth

Kedington

Lakenheath

23

Capacity / assumed housing delivery is to be determined through a development brief or site masterplan.
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Site

Status

Rabbithill Covert, Station Road

Planning permission

Land off Briscoe Way

Planning permission

Matthews Nursery

Planning permission (new application submitted)

North of Burrow Drive and Briscoe Way

Not committed

Land off Turnpike Road and Coopers Yard

Existing allocation

Land north of Acorn Way

Existing allocation

Land east of Warren Road

Existing allocation

Stanton

East of Bury Road

Not committed

Barningham

South of Hopton Road

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Cavendish

Land at the end of Nether Road

Existing allocation

Exning

South of Burwell Rd / west of Queen View

Planning permission

Great Barton

Land at School Road

Existing allocation

Hopton

Land off Bury Road

Existing allocation

Moulton

East of School Road

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Opposite Kingshall Farmhouse, Kingshall St

Planning permission

West Kingshall Street

Not committed

West Row

East of Beeches Road

Existing allocation (part permitted)

Wickh’brook

West of Bunters Road

Not committed (N.B. variable in Section 6)

Bardwell

Land at School Lane

Not committed

Barton Mills

East of Church Lane

Not committed

Queens Lane

Existing allocation

West of Queens Lane

Not committed

Fornham SM

Land fronting The Street

Not committed

Freckenham

Land at Fordham Road

Not committed

Honington
and Sapiston

North of Troston Road, Honington

Not committed

South of Bardwell Road, Sapiston

Not committed

Horringer

Lane b/n Glebe Close and Chevington Rd

Not committed

Red Lodge

Rougham

Chedburgh

8.1.6

Final points to make, by way of introduction to the appraisal:
• To reiterate, the appraisal focuses on non-committed allocations, but a degree of consideration is
given to committed allocations, including from a perspective of predicting in-combination effects.
• All of the settlements and proposed allocations are considered in turn within Appendices III and IV of
this report (again, with a particular focus on non-committed sites).
• There is limited introductory and background discussion, with a view to conciseness. All of the
equivalent discussions in Appendix V (which presents an appraisal of the reasonable growth scenarios,
including the preferred scenario, which is Scenario 1) include text introducing key issues/opportunities.
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9 Appraisal of the preferred options
9.1.1

This section presents an appraisal of the proposals presented across the current ‘preferred options’
consultation document as a whole. The appraisal is presented as a series of narratives under the SA
framework (see Section 3), with each narrative presented under three sub-headings, as introduced above.

9.2 Air and wider environmental quality
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.2.1

The appraisal of reasonable growth scenarios presented Section 6 / Appendix V introduces the issues,
and highlights that a key issue is increased car traffic through an AQMA and, in this light, South East
Bury St Edmunds (SE BSE; ~500 homes) stands-out as being a large site in close proximity to an AQMA.

9.2.2

The AQMA is located on the A134, which links BSE to Sudbury, hence it is presumably the case that only
a small proportion of trips generated would pass through the AQMA; and it is understood that the
committed SE BSE strategic scheme will deliver a relief road that directs traffic away from the AQMA;
however, there is nonetheless a degree of concern. Furthermore, SE BSE additional land is located
adjacent to the A14, and is somewhat linear in shape such that a high proportion of new homes might be
in relative proximity to the road, which is a source of noise pollution.

9.2.3

In comparison, the other stand-out large non-committed allocation - Rougham Airfield, BSE (~500 homes
and 20 ha employment land) - is well-connected in transport terms, given recent road upgrades.

9.2.4

However, there is a need to consider the in-combination impact of growth east of BSE (i.e. committed
sites, plus the two sites discussed above, plus North of Mount Road for 120 homes) on the problematic
A143 corridor, also mindful of growth (both committed and newly proposed) at villages east / northeast
of BSE. Specifically, from an air quality perspective, the issue is an AQMA at Great Barton.

9.2.5

The next largest non-committed allocation is Hatchfield Farm additional land, Newmarket (400 homes),
which is well-connected to the A14 and where there is access to a railway station, but where a potential
issue is location adjacent to the A14 and railway line, such that there could be a degree of noise pollution.
However, the proposal is for a relatively low density scheme (in comparison to the adjacent committed
Hatchfield Farm site), which reduces any concerns, i.e. because there will be the potential to design-in
suitable buffers / landscaping. There are also concerns locally regarding traffic along Fordham Road and
through the town centre (discussed below), but it is not possible to predict that development would lead
to designation/redesignation of an AQMA (an AQMA in Newmarket town centre was recently dedesignated), or the creation of any new problematic air pollution hotspot.

9.2.6

Another larger non-committed allocation is East of Bury Road, Stanton (200 homes), which is of note
here on account of Stanton’s location on the problematic A143 corridor, discussed above. Walking
connectivity to the village centre is also not as good as might ideally be the case.

9.2.7

Maintaining a focus on the A143 corridor, the other larger non-committed allocation of note is at Ixworth
(Bardwell Road, 145 homes) plus a smaller non-committed allocation at Barningham.

9.2.8

Another highly problematic road corridor, from a traffic perspective, is the A1101 through Mildenhall, and
whilst there is no designated AQMA it is fair to assume that there are wider environmental quality concerns,
e.g. from HGVs passing through the town centre. The spatial strategy seeks to respond to this issue by
allocating just two new sites – i.e. sites over-and-above commitments – at the three main settlements that
feed into the problematic section of the A1101, namely Mildenhall, Beck Row and West Row. The two
allocations are for a total of 160 homes plus 2.5 ha of employment, and it will be important for further work
to be completed to confirm that there is road capacity to support this level of growth.

9.2.9

Maintaining a focus on air quality, there is also a need to note the broad spatial strategy, which is one
whereby there is support for a good degree of growth at villages, including limited growth at type A
villages. However, certain of the villages are quite well connected in transport terms and/or do not give
rise to any significant concerns regarding increased traffic through an AQMA, for example Moulton, where
there is no committed growth but one non-committed allocation (East of School Road, 30 homes). Moulton
is a local service centre with a limited offer, but there is good road connectivity, including to Newmarket,
and also the possibility of cycling to Kennett Station.
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9.2.10

Barrow is another village that is quite well connected by road to higher order centres, and the largest of
the two allocations, both of which are non-committed, is notably located at the north-east edge of the
village, thereby limiting concerns regarding housing growth leading to traffic through the village centre,
which is understood to be an issue at the current time, following recent housing growth to the south of the
village. Land at Haverhill Road, Kennington is another non-committed village allocation that is notably
well-connected by road, in that there is good road access to nearby Haverhill via the B1061.

9.2.11

Furthermore, in respect of the villages, there is a need to note the decision not to allocate – over-andabove committed sites – or follow a low growth strategy at several of the villages. For example, there are
no non-committed allocations at Exning, with all or most omission sites giving rise to concerns in respect
of traffic through the historic village centre (although the village does benefit from good proximity to
Cambridge and Newmarket, and there is good potential to cycle to Newmarket).

9.2.12

Finally, in respect of the matter of growth at villages, land south of Cavendish Road, Clare (45 homes) is
of note, because the proposal is for growth to deliver / facilitate delivery of a village car park, which should
reduce the issue of problematic parking (including tourists / visitors) affecting environmental quality. An
important consideration for this site, in combination with the committed site, is securing good pedestrian
access to the village centre.

9.2.13

Finally, in respect of air quality, there is a need to note the proposed low growth strategy for Brandon,
which is a higher order settlement (specifically, a town) that also benefits from good connectivity by rail.
However, this is an unavoidable situation due to the Breckland SPA constraint affecting the town.

9.2.14

Aside from air quality, a further key consideration is noise pollution from military aircraft. In this respect,
attention focuses on the non-committed proposed allocation at Lakenheath (100 homes) and Beck Row
(100 homes). There is further discussion of this issue within Appendix IV.

9.2.15

One final proposed allocation of note is West of Folly Road (Folly Farm) at Mildenhall, which is proposed
for 100 homes plus 2.5 ha of employment. There will be a need to give careful consideration to access
and layout, so as to ensure safe access and a buffer between employment and housing (the West of
Mildenhall masterplan serves to suggest that access to employment land from Folly Rd).
Commentary on thematic policies

9.2.16

Air quality is referenced in NSP19 (Protecting and enhancing natural resources, minimising pollution and
safeguarding from hazards), which states: “Any proposal which is likely to result in unacceptable impacts
on the natural environment, air quality, odour, health and safety of public, water quality, land conditions
and quality will not be permitted.” It could be appropriate to bolster the policy framework, through districtwide and/or site specific (e.g. policy for SE BSE additional land).

9.2.17

With regards to noise pollution, this is a focus of SP6 (Existing special operational uses), but this policy is
focused on protecting operational uses, as opposed to communities, health etc. There is a then a strong
focus on noise mitigation within the proposed suite of site-specific policy parameters. It is recommended
that noise pollution is given further consideration through policy SP2 Health and wellbeing.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.2.18

There is a degree of concern with one of the two largest non-committed allocations, namely South East
Bury St. Edmunds additional land (~500 homes). This is a suitable location for growth in the sense that it
is fairly well-connected to BSE town centre; however, the site is not as well connected to the strategic road
network as is the case for the other stand-out large non-committed allocations (Rougham Airfield and
Hatchfield Farm additional land), and there is an AQMA located in close proximity. The adjacent committed
SE BSE strategic scheme is set to deliver a new relief road, but a degree of concern remains nonetheless.
Another important consideration is traffic along the A143 corridor east of BSE, mindful of the designated
AQMA at Great Barton. With regards to development management policies, there could be the potential
to bolster the policy framework in respect to both air and noise pollution.

9.2.19

In conclusion, neutral effects are predicted on balance. There will be a need to revisit this conclusion
subsequent to further work, e.g. in respect of access and wider transport proposals at SE BSE additional
land, also work to understand the in-combination impact of growth on A143 traffic.
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9.3 Biodiversity
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.3.1

Biodiversity is a key issue locally, and has fed-in strongly to the spatial strategy / site selection process.

9.3.2

A primary example of this is Brandon, where there is a need to support a very low growth strategy on
account of the Breckland SPA /SAC constraint affecting the town. The one proposed allocation (Warren
Close) is within the urban area (just outside the town centre) and is previously developed. No supply is
assumed at the current time, with site-specific policy parameters setting out:
“The layout and capacity of this site will be determined through the preparation of a development brief…
The site is within the 1500m constraint buffer around Breckland Special Protection Area (SPA). Effects
on Stone Curlew from residential development must be considered including in-combination effects.”

9.3.3

Furthermore, the policy parameters set out that: “The protected trees and woodland located on the site
shall be retained with appropriate buffers.”

9.3.4

With regards to the other towns where there is support for a low or relatively modest growth strategy:
• Mildenhall - is also heavily constrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC (also the corridor at the southern
edge of the town), and this is reflected in the proposed approach to growth, with its focus on the urban
area and land to the west of the town.
• Newmarket - is not significantly constrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC, but is constrained in a number
of other respects. The proposed non-committed allocation (Hatchfield Farm additional land, 400 homes)
is discussed in detail in Appendix V, and on balance is considered to give rise to limited concerns.
• Haverhill – is subject to relatively limited biodiversity constraint (although there are sensitivities, including
associated with the river corridor and a raised wooded landscape to the south of the town).

9.3.5

With regards to Bury St. Edmunds, both Rougham Airfield and SE BSE additional land fall outside of the
7.5 km Breckland SPA buffer zone, and Rougham Airfield is thought to be subject to relatively low
constraint overall, although it will be important to avoid risk of BSE extending any further to the east. With
regards to SE BSE additional land, the site is strongly associated with the valley of the River Lark, but is
largely separated from the river itself by the committed SE BSE site (which has planning permission). The
primary consideration is potentially the notable density of priority habitat woodland patches in this area
(particularly Broom Plantation), but none are locally designated, nor are they recorded as ancient
woodlands (Broom Plantation is shown on the pre-1914 OS map). As a strategic site, there could be a
degree of green/blue infrastructure opportunities, e.g. targeted woodland or wetland habitat creation.

9.3.6

Other non-committed proposed allocations of note are located at:
• Stanton – the one allocation is a relatively large site for 200 homes. There is a SSSI woodland to the
south within 450m and linked by a bridleway (although seemingly not accessible); however, Natural
England made no comment to the current planning application. The woodland is uphill of the site, but
there could nonetheless be some risk of development creep towards the SSSI over time.
• Kedington – the one non-committed allocation is adjacent to the River Stour corridor, which gives rise
to biodiversity and wider sensitivities. The possibility of green / blue infrastructure through the east of
the site, linking existing areas of accessible greenspace to the north and to the south, might be explored.
• Barrow – the larger of the two allocations is subject to very limited constraint itself, but there is a need
to avoid the risk of the village expanding further to the southeast (downhill, and noting there is no existing
field boundary to contain the proposed site), where there is a large ancient woodland that is locally
designated as a county wildlife site. The other allocation is much smaller, and benefits from being wellcontained within the landscape by a strong historic hedgerow, although this also serves to highlight a
possible tension between delivering the anticipated density whilst ensuring a buffer to the hedgerow.
• Moulton – the one allocation is adjacent to the River Kennet floodplain, with a large area of floodplain
grazing marsh located a short distance to the north. However, it is difficult to envisage any significant
risk of growth-related impacts, and the possibility for targeted enhancements could potentially be
explored, e.g. the possibility of footpath access along the river corridor to Kentford and Kennett (noting
that there are virtually no public rights of way across a wide arc of land to north of Moulton).
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• Lakenheath – the one non-committed allocation is adjacent to the Cut-off Channel, hence a clear priority
is to set policy so as to realise any strategic green / blue infrastructure opportunities.
• Barton Mills – whilst the wider SHELAA site intersects the SPA buffer, the proposed allocation (land
east of Church Road; 12 homes) is marginally outside.
9.3.7

Finally, aside from Brandon, constrained settlements associated with a lower growth strategy include:
• Hopton - is associated with raised land above river valleys to the west and east, both associated with
components of the Waveney and Little Ouse Valleys Fens SAC. There is also a notably high density of
PROWs in the area, including the Angles Way. There is just one allocation at Hopton, which has planning
permission for 37 homes plus significant community facilities.
• Barnham; Risby and Tuddenham – are type A villages heavily constrained by the Breckland SPA stone
curlew buffer zone, such that they are not suited to a local plan allocation.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.3.8

Key policies are SP11 (Breckland Special Protection Area and Special Area of Conservation) and SP12
(Recreational effects of development). These policies very clearly set out the restrictions and
avoidance/mitigation measures that are required within each of the SPA / SAC buffer zones.

9.3.9

Two further key policies are SP13 (Green infrastructure) and SP14 (Biodiversity net gain). These policies
must be considered together, from a biodiversity perspective, as it is important to ensure that a strategic
approach is taken to biodiversity net gain. In particular, it will be important to ensure that compensatory
habitat creation/enhancements (after having been minimised) are strategically targeted, including by
targeting enhancements at locations where there is greatest opportunity to support the achievement of
strategic biodiversity objectives, which primarily means the ‘priority areas’ identified under Policy SP14.

9.3.10

The need to avoid a situation whereby planning for biodiversity net gain leads to a net reduced emphasis
on strategic, landscape scale interventions, due to an increased focus on small-scale / piecemeal
interventions within development sites, was a point recently highlighted by a research study completed by
ze Ermgassen et al. (2021). Whilst the Government had previously anticipated 25% of biodiversity units
being achieved offsite, the research found the figure in practice to be much lower, and the study authors
are concerned about an over reliance on onsite measures as this could lead to opportunities missed in
respect of “strategic investments in the local nature recovery networks” and “investments in regional
biodiversity priorities that can help restore biodiversity at a landscape scale”. The authors recognise that
there are strong ‘access to greenspace’ arguments in favour of generating biodiversity units onsite, and
that an onsite focus has “broad support from across stakeholders”, but suggest “this priority risks
overwhelming the biodiversity goals of the policy… potential trade-offs should be explicitly discussed.”

9.3.11

Finally, it is noted that the proposal is to require a minimum of 10% biodiversity net gain, in line with the
national requirement set to be implemented under the Environment Act. A number of local authorities
nationally are developing local plans that will require 20% biodiversity net gain.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.3.12

Biodiversity has clearly been a key consideration influencing spatial strategy and site selection, with none
of the new / non-committed allocations giving rise to significant concerns (modest concerns are highlighted
primarily in respect of Hatchfield Farm additional land, SE BSE additional land and smaller non-committed
allocations at Stanton, Kedington and Barton Mills). However, there is potentially a need for further work
to ensure that strategic biodiversity opportunities are realised alongside growth as far as possible. It is
important to take a proactive approach to biodiversity net gain through spatial strategy and site selection.

9.3.13

In conclusion, neutral effects are predicted. At the next stage it will be possible to draw upon the findings
of the recently completed green infrastructure strategy and, in turn, it may be possible to predict the
likelihood of the local plan leading to positive effects on the biodiversity baseline.

Part 2

42

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

9.4 Climate change adaptation
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.4.1

As discussed in Appendix V, a primary consideration flood risk, with a particular focus on fluvial flood risk,
but also mindful of surface water flood risk.

9.4.2

None of the proposed allocations intersect the flood risk zone to the extent that it is likely to prove a
hinderance to effective masterplanning (i.e. it should be possible to avoid sensitive uses within the fluvial
flood zone at all proposed allocations), but sites of particular note are located at:
• Bury St. Edmunds – the southern boundary of SE BSE additional land is defined by a narrow flood risk
zone that extends a short distance into the site. Given the scale of the site, and also noting the precedent
set by the committed SE BSE site, which is very strongly associated with the River Lark flood plain, there
is every confidence that the flood risk zone can be integrated as part of the green and blue infrastructure.
There is also a need to consider the risk of increased downstream flood risk in BSE; however, in practice,
there appears to be very little built form within the flood risk zone and, in any case, it is fair to assume
the potential to deliver high quality Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS).
• Beck Row – the one non-committed allocation is notably affected by surface water flood risk (reflecting
the fen-edge location of Beck Row), but only a very small proportion of the site is affected by risk shown
to be ‘high’, according to the Environment Agency dataset here.
• Lakenheath – the one non-committed allocation is located adjacent to the Cut-off Channel and, in turn,
at the very edge of the fens. However, the current flood risk zone scarcely intersects the site.
• Moulton – the one proposed allocation abuts the River Kennet floodplain, but the current flood risk zone
abuts the site only to a very limited extent. It is worth noting that the geology here is very different to
Lakenheath, and most other settlements, in that it the area is heavily chalk-influenced.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.4.3

A wide range of the proposed thematic policies have positive implications for climate change adaptation,
but a policy of primary importance is NSP20 (Flood risk and sustainable drainage). As well as taking a
sequential approach to avoiding sites at risk of flooding, there is a focus on not increasing offsite /
downstream flood risk, and the policy also summarises best practice principles in respect of SuDS.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.4.4

The local plan is judged to perform well, in the context of local plans nationally, with it being the case that
there is often pressure to allocate sites that significant intersect a flood risk zone. Ahead of plan finalisation
the council might confirm that there are no strategic opportunities to address existing flood risk through
strategic flood water attenuation measures delivered, funded or facilitated by new development.

9.4.5

In conclusion, neutral effects are predicted. It is noted that the Environment Agency’s response to the
Issues and Options consultation did not touch upon the question of growth strategy.

9.5 Climate change mitigation
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.5.1

As discussed in Appendix V, it is appropriate to focus here on the matter of greenhouse gas emissions
from the built environment, given the potential to consider transport emissions below, under ‘transport’.

9.5.2

The appraisal presented in Appendix V goes on to explain that:
“With regards to the growth scenarios, the key point to note is that strategic growth locations can give rise
to an opportunity to minimise regulated operational built environment emissions, in particular by supporting
heat networks and high standards of building design, e.g. well orientated, well insulated and well ventilated
buildings suited to heating by heat pump. Also, the potential to deliver rooftop solar PV can be maximised
at strategic growth locations, and there can be the potential to explore strategic battery storage solutions
(‘smart energy systems’), in support of solar PV, heat pumps and EV charging. Strategic growth locations
can also potentially give rise to an opportunity to explore use of hydrogen for heating, and can potentially
also support largescale renewable power generation, e.g. hydropower.”
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9.5.3

With this in mind, there is potentially a degree of ‘built environment low carbon’ opportunity at the largest
allocations, namely Rougham Airfield and SE BSE additional land Bury St. Edmunds. In neither case is
there potential to deliver growth in-combination with adjacent committed schemes, so as to achieve
additional economies of scale, but there could be a degree of opportunity nonetheless. For example (and
notably), at both sites there will likely be the potential to support areas of higher density housing and also
a fine grained mix of uses – e.g. housing, employment, retail, community uses – which can support heat
network delivery on account of smoothing-out demand for heating (and cooling) across the day. Rougham
Airfield also has the clear benefit of close integration with a major employment area, and the desire to
deliver large scale open space (given the current use of the site) could lead to an opportunity to deliver a
ground source heat array.24 With regards to SE BSE additional land, the possibility of drawing ambient
heat from the adjacent and nearby water bodies could be explored.

9.5.4

The other larger non-committed allocation is Hatchfield Farm additional land. However, given that
adjacent Hatchfield Farm has planning permission, there is relatively limited reason to suggest economies
of scale that give rise to significant opportunity to minimise per capita built environment emissions. Having
said this, the close integration of housing and employment uses could lead to a heat network opportunity.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.5.5

The key policy is SP1 (The climate emergency and sustainable development), including as it sets out a
summary of the key aims of the more detailed policies presented in Part 2.

9.5.6

The policy begins by a summary of the key opportunities to be realised through spatial strategy, namely
reducing the need to travel and avoiding / addressing flood risk. Both of these are considerations of the
upmost importance; however, there are wider opportunities to be realised through spatial strategy.
• Firstly, spatial strategy plays an important role in respect of realising opportunities to minimise built
environment emissions. For example, a spatial strategy option might be seen to perform well where it
directs growth to: larger schemes with economies of scale; areas with strong development viability (and
therefore less concerns over the delivery of climate mitigation along with affordable housing for
example); sites with land-owners willing to accept land value capture for public benefit; sites controlled
by developers with a proactive approach to decarbonisation; sites and broad areas (e.g. town centres)
associated with inherent opportunities around sharing waste heat (e.g. from offices, industry, a leisure
centre, a water treatment works) or capturing ambient heat (e.g. a watercourse); sites with inherent
opportunities around renewable power (solar, wind, hydro; albeit recognising that major schemes
typically feed into the national grid); and/or schemes where the masterplanning/design concept is
supportive of decarbonisation, e.g. with high densities and a use mix supportive of heat networks.
• Secondly, the opportunity in respect of transport emissions goes beyond reducing the need to travel; in
particular, strategic concentrations of growth can assist with delivering strategic transport infrastructure
(and services) upgrades.
• Finally, in respect of climate change adaption, there are two points to make. Firstly, whilst it is agreed
that the key matter is avoiding flood risk, there is also a need to be mindful of wider spatial strategyrelated climate change adaptation considerations. Secondly, in respect of flood risk, there is a need to
consider the possibility of proactive growth-related interventions to address existing flood risk, albeit
such opportunities are relatively rare, and none are known to exist in the context of the current local
plan. In the light of these comments, it is recommended that the policy is reviewed and bolstered, and
it is recommended that steps are taken to ensure that climate change mitigation / decarbonisation and
climate change adaptation / resilience are dealt with separately.

9.5.7

24

With regards to the summary of detailed policy aims presented as part of Policy SP1, it is suggested that
there is a need for a clearer focus on built environment emissions, including a breakdown of how emissions
can most effectively be addressed through local plans. For example, national policy is clear that
addressing heating (and cooling) is a priority, and there are wide ranging local plan-related opportunities,
including heat networks. Also, it is increasingly recognised as important to consider the distinction
between operational (or ‘in use’) and non-operational (e.g. embodied) built environment emissions.

e.g. see www.wearepossible.org/latest-news/powering-parks and www.greenspacescotland.org.uk/pages/category/energy
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With regards to the proposed suite of non-strategic policies, further points to note are:
• NSP03 (Masterplans) – references “electrical capacity, electric vehicle charging and heat pumps” and
“sustainability measures to reduce energy demand”. These are important considerations, but
masterplanning-related decarbonisation opportunities potentially warrant a fuller discussion. For
example, whilst opportunities to deliver heat networks may be limited in practice, there is a need to
maintain a focus on exploring potential opportunities nonetheless. Also, masterplanning is a key stage
in respect of planning for rooftop solar PV, e.g. in respect of building orientation.
• NSP06 (Meeting the challenge of climate change) – includes a range of important requirements, and is
overall considered to be clear and ambitious. However, it is recommended that the policy could be split
up in order to aid understanding, perhaps most notably so as not to unduly conflate mitigation and
adaptation. The policy requirements in respect of net zero development and whole life cycle carbon
assessment are strongly supported, and it will be important to ensure that these ambitions feed into
spatial strategy and site selection, as opposed to leaving matters to be address at the development
management stage, when it can transpire that options are foreclosed, e.g. due to viability considerations.
• NSP07 (Renewable and low carbon energy) – it is recommended that this policy is revisited in order to
ensure clarity on the distinction between A) large scale renewable electricity generation schemes; and
B) smaller scale heat or electricity generation as part of new development.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.5.9

Focusing on greenhouse gas emissions from the built-environment, there may be a degree of opportunity
at the two largest non-committed allocations, but this is uncertain, given recent experiences. Ambitious
development management policies are proposed, including in respect of net zero development, but there
is a risk of policies not being fully implemented in practice, e.g. due to viability considerations (i.e. limited
funding combined with competing funding priorities). In this light, it is important to ensure that
decarbonisation opportunities are realised through spatial strategy and site selection as far as possible.

9.5.10

With regards to significant effects, on one hand climate change mitigation is a global issue, such that it is
inherently difficult to suggest that local actions will have a ‘significant’ effect; however, on the other hand,
climate change mitigation is a national and local priority issue. On balance, it is considered appropriate
to flag ‘a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance’, i.e. a risk of the local plan not supporting
a level of decarbonisation ambition in line with required net zero trajectories. The aim of reaching this
conclusion is to prompt further detailed consideration of the issues/opportunities prior to finalisation.

9.6 Communities
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.6.1

Firstly, it is appropriate to consider each of the towns in turn:
• Brandon - there are well-understood growth opportunities around locally arising housing needs and
regeneration, hence it is unfortunate – from a ‘communities’ perspective – that the Breckland SPA/SAC
constraint rules out the potential for significant growth.
• Bury St. Edmunds – there is seemingly the potential for SE BSE additional land to compliment the
committed SE BSE site, supporting the development of a new community that would relate well to the
town centre (accessible by walking/cycling along the river valley) and also community infrastructure
(secondary school, leisure centre) that has come forward as part of BSE’s eastwards expansion over
recent years. Also, the possibility of a secondary school could feasibly be explored. In contrast, whilst
there are new and committed communities adjacent to Rougham Airfield, at the current eastern extent
of BSE, it is less clear what ‘communities’ benefits would result from an additional 500 homes. Also,
there is a need to consider the ‘communities’ value of the existing uses of the land.
• Haverhill – has significant committed growth, in the form of two strategic urban extensions to the north
of the town, and has also seen significant growth over recent years and decades. In this light there is
potentially support for very limited ‘new’ growth – i.e. growth through non-committed allocations. The
three non-committed sites that are allocated are all small brownfield sites in the urban area, where there
is an adopted town centre masterplan (2015).
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• Mildenhall – the one non-committed allocation is adjacent to the committed West of Mildenhall strategic
urban extension, and has not been factored-in to masterplanning work completed to date; however, it
seems likely that the two schemes will be suitably complimentary, including as the new allocation will
deliver employment land. A key consideration may be around access to the new employment area.
• Newmarket – Hatchfield Farm additional land will deliver a mix of housing and employment uses, plus
the land-owner may make a good amount of land available for greenspace in perpetuity (on the basis of
the current boundary the density within the non-employment part of the site would be ~12 dph). It is not
clear that the scheme would deliver new strategic community infrastructure, but it may be that
development can lead to funding being made available that assists with the community actions set out
in the made Newmarket Neighbourhood Plan. The primary ‘communities’ consideration may primarily
relate to objectives around housing, including affordable housing, to meet local needs, but this matter is
a focus of discussion below, under ‘housing’. A further consideration is direct walking access to the town
centre and other community facilities.
9.6.2

Secondly, the following bullet points consider each of the key service centres in turn:
• Barrow – the proposal is for a relatively high growth strategy, plus there has been significant recent
growth. Nonetheless, there could be an argument for exploring higher growth so as to ensure
comprehensive growth that maximises planning gain, as opposed to risking piecemeal growth over time.
• Beck Row – there are growth related opportunities, e.g. around delivering new green / recreational /
sports space, but little or no potential to realise these given the A1101 capacity constraint.
• Clare – the proposal at the non-committed allocation is for growth to deliver / facilitate delivery of a
village car park. A further important consideration for this site, in combination with the nearby committed
site, is securing good pedestrian access to the village centre.
• Ixworth – the committed allocation is a long standing allocation that has proved challenging to deliver.
The aim is for the site to deliver not only land for a new primary school, but also other ‘planning gain’
including a new footbridge over the A143. With regards to the non-committed allocation, the site is
proposed for 145 homes and approximately 1.5 hectares for community and employment uses. It is
noted that the proposal is provide PROW “where possible or contributions to improving access to the
countryside and PRoW (which may include a footbridge…).” This is considered to be an important
aspiration, noting that there is seemingly very poor access to the countryside across an arc of land from
northwest to east of Ixworth (including a sizeable SSSI woodland and the valley of the Black Bourne).
• Kedington - is in very close proximity to Haverhill; indeed, the northern expansion of Haverhill will bring
the town to within 1km of the village. The village was assigned relatively modest growth through the
Rural Vision (2014), and one of the two allocated sites is yet to be delivered, such that the village has
seen relatively low growth over recent years. There are two allocations, for a total of 90 homes, one of
which has planning permission for 40 homes. The non-committed site is located to the west of the
village, and would involve a break from the nucleated built-form of the village. However, the site is
seemingly well contained in landscape terms, and well connected by road. The adjacent river is a clear
sensitivity, but the possibility of green / blue infrastructure through the east of the site, linking existing
areas of accessible greenspace to the north and to the south, might be explored.
• Lakenheath – is one of two KSCs located in former Forest Heath, the other being Red Lodge. Both
former Forest Heath KSCs are considerably larger than the five KSCs in former St. Edmundsbury, and
both have relatively very high levels of committed growth, following the Forest Heath Site Allocations
Plan (2019). In turn, there could be an argument for low growth; however, the one non-committed
allocation is considered to perform quite well from a ‘communities’ perspective, including as it is located
adjacent to the committed northern expansion area, which is set to deliver a new primary school. There
is also a strategic green / blue infrastructure opportunity (discussed above).
• Red Lodge – as discussed, has seen significant recent growth and is set to see further significant growth
through committed sites, including a strategic urban extension that is set to deliver 300 dwellings, 8ha
of employment land and land for a primary school. In this light, the proposed approach of nil growth
through ‘new’ (i.e. uncommitted) allocations is supported from a ‘communities’ perspective.
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• Stanton - is located in the northeast of the district, in a rural area – near equidistant from BSE, Thetford
and Diss, and is unique in several other notable respects, as discussed in Appendix V. The Rural Vision
(2014) allocated one site for 90 homes, which has been delivered, and the proposal is now to allocate
one non-committed site for 200 homes. The site is separated from the village core by a large area of
playing fields, and the proposal is to expand this community resource into the site, which is a ‘positive’
in some respects, but will lead to further separation between the site and the village core.
9.6.3

The local service centres are not discussed here, for brevity, but are discussed in turn within Appendix IV.
The outcome of the discussions in Appendix IV (as summarised in Section 5) is then identification of four
local service centres where there could be the opportunity for higher growth with a view to comprehensive
schemes that realise ‘planning gain’ opportunities, as opposed to piecemeal growth over time, which can
see opportunities missed. It is difficult to pinpoint opportunities at this stage, but ideas might be highlighted
through the current consultation. Great Barton is one local service centre where growth is set to bring
with it wider planning gain; specifically, the committed allocation is set to deliver ~150 homes and
community facilities, including land for a primary school extension. Kentford is notable as a type A village
that has seen considerable recent housing growth that might be described as piecemeal.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.6.4

A wide range of proposals have positive implications for communities objectives, as discussed under other
topic headings. No policies can be identified that give rise to significant or otherwise notable tensions.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.6.5

The spatial strategy broadly performs well on account of balancing a desire to direct growth to locations
where there is good access to community infrastructure (with capacity) with a desire to ensure that all
villages see a degree of housing growth over the plan period, to support viability and vitality. However, a
number of settlements are set to see low growth, and there could also be merit in further work to ensure
that growth related / ‘planning gain’ opportunities will be realised as far as possible.

9.6.6

In conclusion, neutral effects are predicted. Subsequent to the current consultation it should be possible
to demonstrate that the spatial strategy / package of proposed allocations is set to realise identified growth
related ‘planning gain’ opportunities as far as possible, taking account of consultation responses received
from key organisations such as the County Council and parish councils.

9.7 Economy
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.7.1

The key matter for consideration here is meeting quantitative employment land demand, as understood
from the Employment Land Review (ELR, 2021). Beyond total quantitative needs there are a wide range
of qualitative considerations, which also set out in the ELR.

9.7.2

The forecast total demand is for 63 ha over the plan period and, after taking account of existing available
supply and remaining local plan allocations not yet come forward, the residual target, to be met through
new allocations, is 24.6 hectares. Five allocations are proposed in order to meet this residual target: one
employment only site (Fornham Genevieve; 4.4 ha); and four mixed use sites: Rougham Airfield, BSE (20
ha); Hatchfield Farm additional land, Newmarket (5 ha); West of Folly Road, Mildenhall (2.5 ha); and
Fornham All Saints (up to 1.7ha; N.B. the other use here is a cemetery extension). The combined capacity
of these sites is 33.6 ha, such that there might be a supply buffer of 33.6 – 24.6 = 9 ha.

9.7.3

The most challenging site amongst these is potentially Hatchfield Farm additional land. Under scenarios
whereby this site is not allocated the supply buffer would reduce to 4 ha (6% of the overall demand), which
would not typically be sufficient. However, in this specific case, as discussed in Part 3 of the current
consultation document, there are three existing committed sites where delivery is uncertain, located at
Barrow and Shepherds Grove, with a total capacity of 33 ha (of which 31 ha is at Shepherds Grove).

9.7.4

Should there prove to be any issue with meeting the ELR target figure, then there would be the potential
to explore delivering additional employment land at Rougham Airfield, which would likely decrease the
housing capacity at the site which, in turn, could be compensated for through additional housing growth
at SE BSE (or one or more alternative sites). This scenario is explored in Section 6 / Appendix V.
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Further considerations are as follows:
• Newmarket – performs strongly as a potential location for new strategic employment land in some
respects, in particular relating to strong links to both the A14 and A11 corridors and, in turn, Cambridge,
Norwich and Ipswich. Hatchfield Farm additional land would deliver 5 ha of employment land,
complimenting the 5 ha within the existing committed site. The potential for employment within the
extension to run along the northern part of the site, adjacent and well-linked to the A14, can be
envisaged; however, it seems likely that this would necessitate impacts to the tree belt that is currently
central within the site. However, there is also a need to consider the need to avoid impacts to the horse
racing industry (HRI), the representatives of which have consistently raised concerns regarding housing
and traditional employment growth at Hatchfield Farm leading to increased traffic along certain routes
and, in turn, impacting on racehorse movements within the town, specifically the daily movement of
racehorses between stables and gallops. This matter was explored in detail within the Forest Heath
Local Plan Inspector’s Report, and the current view is that there is potential to accept increased homes,
employment land and traffic movements without unduly impacting on the HRI, on the assumption that
mitigation measures (e.g. well-designed horse crossings) can be delivered. However, officers recognise
that matters will need to be explored further in detail with specialists, including representatives of the
HRI through a Memorandum of Cooperation. The economic importance of the Newmarket HRI is wellestablished, and is of great significance at the district and wider-scales. As discussed, the recent ELR
Addendum identifies that further work is required to explore issues and opportunities at Newmarket, with
a view to striking a balance between objectives around meeting needs / demand for traditional
employment land and supporting the HRI.
• Bury St. Edmunds – Rougham Airfield appears to be a suitable location for a strategic employment
land scheme in a number of respects, specifically: Suffolk Business Park is adjacent; there is very good
connectivity to the A14; and employment land at the eastern extent of BSE could serve to effectively
bound the town’s expansion.
• Haverhill – there are no non-committed allocations at Haverhill, and a call for sites will be undertaken,
with a view to giving consideration to the option of one or more allocations prior to plan finalisation.
• The Fornhams – the two allocations will expand existing successful rural employment areas, in line with
a recommendation of the ELR (2021). Both sites are located adjacent to an A-road, and the larger of
the two sites benefits from access onto the A134, although the smaller site is within a conservation area.
• The villages – there is an argument for directing housing growth to those villages with notable rural
employment opportunities, including Lakenheath, Red Lodge and Stanton (where housing growth could
potentially support the successful expansion of Shepherds Grove).
Commentary on thematic policies

9.7.6

The key policy is SP9 (Strategic employment). As well as summarising the spatial strategy in respect of
protecting existing sites and allocating new sites, the following is considered to be a key statement:
“Further details will be provided at the submission stage of the local plan indicating the intended
employment uses for each site by employment type and will set out how the need for strategic distribution
uses will be addressed at a sub-regional level.”

9.7.7

The policy also makes the following key statement in respect of the horse racing industry:
“Newmarket is recognised as the international home of horse racing and the industry plays a significant
role in the area in terms of its economic importance (it is one of the largest employers and economic
contributor in West Suffolk), and social and cultural influence and the character of the built and natural
environment. There are specific policies protecting and enhancing the industry set out in part two...”

9.7.8

A suite of detailed non-strategic policies then deal with the horse racing industry. This includes a policy
dedicated to horse walks (NSP58), the supporting text to which signposts to a number of recent studies.

9.7.9

The other key policy is SP10 (Retail and main town centre uses), which draws upon the Retail and Main
Town Centre Uses Study (2022), which assessed existing retail and main town centre use provision and
future quantitative and qualitative need for new retail and commercial leisure floorspace in the district. A
headline finding is very limited need for new retail floorspace, but there is a need for a focus on leisure
and wider commercial uses, particularly with a view to diversifying the offer of town centres.

Part 2

48

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

9.7.10

Interim SA Report

One other policy of note is NSP02 (Development in the countryside). It will be important to ensure that
the policy is suitably detailed and not overly restrictive, in order to ensure that it is supportive of rural
employment objectives, including in respect of farm diversification.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.7.11

The proposed suite of new allocations are all broadly supported, because they are located on strategic
road corridors and/or associated with existing employment areas. However, the overall employment land
supply position, as measured against demand, is potentially ‘tight’, because certain committed allocations
are associated with delivery risk. As such, it will be important to revisit the strategy subsequent to the
current consultation, taking account of consultation responses received and any further evidencegathering. A further key consideration is the suitability of Hatchfield Farm additional land, Newmarket.

9.7.12

In conclusion, ‘positive effects of limited or uncertain significance’ are predicted at this stage, given
uncertainties around certain committed elements of the employment land supply portfolio.

9.8 Health and wellbeing
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.8.1

There is a focus nationally on achieving high standards of masterplanning and design, and delivering
high quality community and green infrastructure, in support of objectives around: health and wellbeing;
‘levelling-up’; and resilience to climate change and any risk of a future pandemic or similar crisis.

9.8.2

There are well established opportunities associated with new garden communities, including around
delivering new health infrastructure, supporting walking/cycling, and ensuring good access to gardens,
sports facilities, greenspace and countryside. It is not anticipated that either of the two largest noncommitted allocations - Rougham Airfield or SE BSE additional land - would be of a scale to warrant being
brought forward as a garden community (in particular Rougham Airfield, which is likely to come forward
as an ‘employment-led’ scheme); however, as strategic sites, there will be a degree of opportunity. Also,
there are inherent locational opportunities, notably: SE BSE additional land benefits from relatively good
walking/cycling links, in particular along the river valley (although there is limited accessibility along the
valley to the south) as well as good proximity to Nowton Park and the potential to deliver well-targeted
green/blue infrastructure along the stream/river valley; whilst Rougham Airfield benefits from an adjacent
leisure centre and is relatively flat, which can be supportive of multifunctional greenspace.

9.8.3

With regards to Newmarket, the primary consideration here is potentially the health and safety risks
associated with racehorses coming into conflict with motorists. However, as has been discussed above,
under the ‘economy’ heading, at the current time the view is that there is the potential to bring forward
additional housing growth at Newmarket, with resulting increases in traffic, in a way that addresses these
concerns, specifically by bringing forward mitigation measures such as well-designed horse crossings.

9.8.4

With regards to the villages, the general strategy of supporting significant growth is supported, as growth
is often needed in support of village services and facilities and, in turn, avoid worsening problems around
rural isolation. Three of the four local service centres in question (all bar Wickhambrook) do not have a
GP surgery, although all benefit from relatively good proximity to a GP surgery at a higher village or town.

9.8.5

A further important consideration, which has been discussed above, is access to the countryside via
public rights of way (also accessible woodlands), noting that this access does vary significantly across the
district. Ixworth is a notable example of growth supporting increased access to the countryside.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.8.6

Part 2

The key policy is SP2 (Health and wellbeing). This policy covers a broad range of issues / opportunities,
and overall is strongly supported, from a health and wellbeing perspective. One key issue is considered
to be realising growth-related opportunities for improving access to the countryside, including valued
woodlands and river valleys. There are parts of the district with poor access to the countryside. Another
key growth related consideration, which could potentially be given added emphasis through the policy, is
access to health facilities; however, it is recognised that planning for health infrastructure must primarily
be ‘driven’ by the West Suffolk Clinical Commissioning Group.
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The other key policy is SP3 (Design). This policy is strongly supported, from a health and wellbeing
perspective, although certain of the policy criteria are somewhat high-level (albeit they are draft
‘parameters’ at this stage), for example: “Support healthier and more active lifestyles by designing health
and wellbeing into place.” The policy criteria around ‘anchoring’ new developments within their immediate
and local contexts and “[reinforcing] local character and distinctiveness, having regard to the relationship
of built form to landscape” are considered particularly important, in that these aims must be achieved
primarily through spatial strategy and site selection, as opposed to subsequent development
management. There is also an important time dimension, as there is a need to look beyond the current
spatial strategy to consider how settlements should be continue to evolve in the longer term, e.g. avoiding
piecemeal growth / sprawl, with consequent negative implications for sense of place etc.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.8.8

With regards to the spatial strategy, considerations here are broadly similar to those discussed under
‘communities’. However, the proposed strategic and development management policies framework in
respect of ‘health and wellbeing’ is considered to be particularly strong. As such, ‘positive effects of
limited or uncertain significance’ are predicted

9.9 Historic environment
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.9.1

Once again, see Appendix V for an introduction to the key growth-related issues and opportunities in the
West Suffolk context.

9.9.2

Beginning with Bury St. Edmunds, both non-committed allocations are considered to be subject to limited
constraint, with the pre-1914 OS map showing both sites to be associated with a rural landscape with
limited built form (just Highfield Farm, which still exists at the northern edge of Rougham Airfield). The
primary consideration is the historic environment value of Rougham Airfield as a WWII airbase (it was built
in 1941-42); however, there is an expectation that the control tower and radar station, both of which are
grade 2 listed, would be suitably preserved and the current museum could potentially thrive. With regards
to SE BSE additional land, there is a need to consider the possibility of traffic impacting on the nearby
historic core of BSE, and another consideration is the historic field boundaries within the site. At both sites
there are historic environment constraints associated with nearby countryside, such that there is a need
to avoid risk of future ‘sprawl’, but this is a matter discussed below, under the ‘landscape’ heading.

9.9.3

With regards to Newmarket, Hatchfield Farm additional land itself is considered to be subject to low
constraint, from a historic environment perspective. There are no listed buildings in proximity, and the
pre-1914 OS map shows no built form in the vicinity other than Hatchfield Farm itself. Snailwell
Conservation Area is located a short distance to the north, but via the Snailwell Road, which is not thought
likely to see significantly increased levels of traffic as a result of the development scheme. There are six
scheduled monuments across an arc of land to the north of the site, all within 2 – 4 km, hence archaeology
could potentially be a constraint to growth; however, there is typically the potential to address archaeology
at the development management stage, i.e. via excavation, recording, preservation etc. However, there
is a broader consideration relates to the heritage and cultural value of the horse racing industry at
Newmarket. This is understood to be a matter of considerable local and ‘larger-than-local’ significance.
However, on balance, it is not possible to draw a clear link between Hatchfield Farm additional land and
the heritage / cultural significance of the horse racing industry at Newmarket at the current time. These
matters can of course be explored further, through and subsequent to the current consultation.

9.9.4

The following bullet points consider each of the key service centre and local service centre villages:
• Barrow – both allocations are separated from the conservation area by more modern development, but
two grade 2 listed buildings are located adjacent to the larger allocation, hence there will be a need to
carefully consider the location of site access, as well as site layout and screening. With regards to the
smaller allocation, one consideration is a historic field boundary that forms part of the parish boundary.
Barrow is of note as a hilltop settlement, such that effective containment of expansion could prove
challenging. On this basis there is a landscape argument for a comprehensive scheme to the east of
the village that utilises existing field boundaries, thereby reducing the risk of piecemeal growth over time.
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• Beck Row - there is limited historic environment sensitivity, with just a small number of grade 2 listed
buildings dispersed along the A1101, although the pre-1914 OS map also shows numerous other
buildings dispersed along the road. The one non-committed allocation is well-contained in built form
and landscape terms, and does not appear to be subject to significant historic environment constraint.
• Clare - stands-out as highly constrained in historic environment terms not only in the context of the
district, but also more widely, with a large conservation area that contains an extremely high density of
listed buildings, including four grade 1 listed and seven grade 2*, as well as the prehistoric Clare Camp
and medieval castle, both of which are designated as are scheduled monuments. The historic strategic
importance of Clare relates to its location on the River Stour, and the Stour Valley Path passes through
the village. The village has expanded along all three of its radial routes, and in each instance the new
community is notably separated from the historic core of the village, reflecting the constrained nature of
the village core. Clare was assigned modest growth through the Rural Vision (2014), and one of the
two allocated sites has now been delivered. The current proposal is for two allocations at Clare, for a
total of 98 homes. One of these is an existing allocation, and a planning application is pending for 53
homes (2.6 ha). The non-committed site is located to the east of the village, adjacent to the committed
site, but on the opposite side of the A1092 Cavendish Rd. It is proposed for 45 homes, which equates
to a low density (8.3 ha), and reflects an ambition to deliver a car park within the site to serve the village,
which is a popular visitor destination, but currently lacks sufficient parking. There is also a need to buffer
the former railway line at the southern edge of the site, which is a designated CWS and is a PROW.
The site is otherwise subject to relatively low environmental constraint, and appears to be well contained
in built form / landscape terms, with limited risk of further eastwards sprawl along the A1092.
• Ixworth - also has a strong historic character, with an extensive conservation area, which includes a
grade 1 listed church and a grade 1 listed priory. The village is closely associated with the Black Bourne,
as was the early Roman Settlement, as reflected in two scheduled monuments at the southern edge of
the village. The village was allocated significant growth through the Rural Vision (2014), along with
Barrow, although the quantum of recent/committed growth is still low growth compared to Red Lodge
and Lakenheath in former Forest Heath. The current proposal is for two allocations, of which one is
committed (but no capacity figure is being assigned to the site at the current time, ahead of a
masterplan). The non-committed site is located to the north of the village, and benefits from very strong
containment in the landscape, being located between the village and the A1088. The site is proposed
for 145 homes and ~1.5 hectares for community and employment uses (such that residential may be at
~17.5 dpa). The site appears to be subject to limited or low historic environment constraint.
• Kedington - is closely associated with the River Stour, with the Stour Valley Path passing through the
village centre. There is no conservation area, but a grade 1 listed church and extensive village centre
open space that is likely to be sensitive from a landscape and historic environment perspective. The
proposal is for two allocations, for a total of 90 homes. One of these is an existing allocation, and has
planning permission for 40 homes (1.8 ha). The non-committed site is located to the west of the village,
and would involve a break from the nucleated built-form of the village, centred on the village centre
greenspace, school and church. However, the site is seemingly well contained in landscape terms,
located between: the village edge to the south; the B1061 to the west; an area of designated open /
greenspace to the north; and the River Stour to the east. The adjacent river is a clear sensitivity from a
biodiversity, landscape and historic environment perspective, but sensitivities (priority habitat, a
scheduled monument and the Stour Valley Path) are focused to the east of the river. It will be important
to consider the future role of the greenspace to the north. Also, the possibility of green / blue
infrastructure through the east of the site, linking existing areas of accessible greenspace to the north
and to the south, might be explored.
• Lakenheath - is the first of two KSCs located in former Forest Heath, the other being Red Lodge. Both
former Forest Heath KSCs are considerably larger than the five KSCs in former St. Edmundsbury, and
both have relatively very high levels of committed growth, following the Forest Heath Site Allocations
Local Plan (2019). The village has expanded well beyond its fen-edge conservation area. There are
six allocations, of which one is non-committed. This site is located to the north of the village, and would
complete the expansion of the village in this direction, as far as the Cut-off Channel, which demarcates
the start of the fens. The site was considered closely through the Forest Heath Local Plan process, and
was a proposed allocation until being removed during the examination in public, as part of an exercise
focused on rebalancing the distribution of growth away from KSCs / more towards the towns. The site
is considered subject to limited constraint, including from a historic environment perspective.
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• Red Lodge - as per Lakenheath, Red Lodge is located in former Forest Heath, is a relatively larger KSC,
has been the focus of considerable recent growth, and is the focus for considerable committed growth.
Red Lodge is to some extent a new settlement, with no settlement shown on the pre-1914 OS map,
hence there is limited historic environment constraint and a distinct character. The current proposal is
for three allocations, however all three are committed, in that they benefit from planning permission or
an extant allocation that can be rolled-forward, as the site is considered to remain suitable and
deliverable (albeit certain of the sites are associated with delivery challenges).
• Stanton - is located in the northeast of the district, in a rural area. There is a somewhat unusual
configuration of built form, in that the village relates closely to Shepherds Grove, to the east, which is an
established industrial area on a former airfield, and where there is adopted masterplan for growth.
Stanton has a strong historic core designated as a conservation area, associated with the upper reaches
of the Black Bourne, with rising land across the arc of land to the south of the village, which is itself
associated with a very significant cluster of ancient woodlands, including several patches designated as
SSSI. Also, land between Stanton and Shepherds Grove was covered extensively by temporary
buildings during WWII, with the sites of the temporary buildings now supporting a diverse mix of uses,
including a park homes community (on the site of a former woodland), which relates closely to the small
hamlet of Upthorpe, which is adjacent to the south. The one allocation is non-committed and proposed
for 200 homes, mindful of a current planning application for 220 homes (ref. DC/19/2481/OUT). The
site does not relate well to the current settlement edge, with the majority of the site separated from the
village by a large area of playing fields. The southern part of the site also comprises the start of rising
land, although, on the other hand, this rising land could help to ensure containment, reducing concerns
regarding further expansion in this direction, breaking with the nucleated built form. Furthermore, access
would be onto the A143 at the western edge of the site (because Bury Lane, which links the site to the
village, is a historic lane now a track / cycle path), such the scheme might to some extent ‘face away’
from the village). There is also a SSSI woodland to the south of the site, within ~450 m and linked by a
bridleway (although seemingly not accessible). However, there appears to be limited historic
environment constraint, given separation from the conservation area, and given few concerns regarding
traffic through the village.
• Barningham – does not have a conservation area, but does have quite a tight historic core, centred on
a grade 1 listed church. The one allocation, which is non-committed, is well-removed from the historic
core; however, land to the south of the village is associated with a very open and expansive landscape,
with limited field boundaries or other screening vegetation, and extensive views on the approach to the
village along Hepworth Road. In this light, a more comprehensive scheme might be explored.
• Cavendish - in a similar fashion to Clare, the village is very heavily constrained in historic environment
and landscape terms, and the village has expanded relatively little beyond its conservation area. The
one allocation is a committed site for ten homes. It is the sole allocation from the Rural Vision (2014).
• Exning - is strategically important due to very strong links to Newmarket and Cambridge (also Burwell
and other fen-edge villages in East Cambs), but is highly constrained in terms of the historic environment
(also linked biodiversity) and, in turn, traffic. Exning is a relatively large LSC, and has seen recent
expansion to the west, following a Forest Heath Local Plan allocation. The current proposal is for one
allocation, which is the remaining part of the Forest Heath Local Plan allocation. This is a large proposed
scheme for a LSC, with planning consent for 205 homes across 14.8 ha (14 dpa). A key issue is
considered to be the risk of further / long term ‘sprawl’ towards Burwell.
• Great Barton - is closely linked to BSE, and is a unique settlement in built form and landscape / historic
environment terms, comprising raised land historically associated with two small villages that coalesced
in the late 20th Century, via development of intervening wooded parkland. A further key consideration
is proximity to the NE BSE strategic allocation. The Rural Vision (2014) allocated a 12.4 ha site, before
the Great Barton Neighbourhood Plan (2021) set out that the site should deliver around 150 homes and
community facilities, including land for a primary school extension. This site is the sole allocation.
• Great and Little Whelnetham, together with Sicklemere - form a village grouping strongly associated with
the valley of the River Lark, and the associated A134 (also formerly a railway line) linking BSE to
Sudbury. There is historic environment sensitivity, specifically in the form of the Sicklesmere
Conservation Area along the valley together with two grade 1 listed churches on raised ground to the
southwest and southeast. In this light, the low growth strategy, with no committed sites and no new
allocations (albeit there has been some recent housing growth) is supported.
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• Hopton - is located at the northeast extent of the district, and is a notably small and rural LSC. There is
also clear biodiversity, landscape and historic environment constraint, with the village having expanded
little beyond its conservation area, which is associated with raised land above river valleys to the west
and east, both associated with components of the Waveney and Little Ouse Valleys Fens SAC. There
is also a notably high density of PROWs in the area, including the Angles Way. The one allocation is an
existing allocation that now has planning permission for 37 homes plus significant community facilities.
• Hundon – is a notably rural village, located on minor roads approximately 9km from Haverhill. The
village has a designated conservation area and is strongly associated with the valley of the Chilton
Stream (a tributary of the Stour). This is understood to be an attractive and sensitive landscape, albeit
there is a low density of PROW in this area. Hundon is set to see low growth, with no committed sites
or new allocations. This approach is potentially supported from a historic environment perspective.
• Moulton – has a distinct and valued historic character, including on account of Packhorse Bridge over
the River Kennet, which is a scheduled monument. However, the one allocation is seemingly subject to
limited or low constraint, the primary consideration potentially being visibility in the landscape on the
approach to the Moulton Conservation Area from the north (there is also an adjacent row of historic flint
cottages). However, this site comprises just the southern part of a larger arable field, such that there
might be a risk of future ‘creep’ of the site northwards, along the valley of the River Kennet.
• Rougham – is located on minor roads in quite close proximity to BSE. This broad area is associated
with a notably loose and dispersed built form, with the church and school located in an isolated location
to the north of the village. There is not a designated conservation area, but nonetheless quite
widespread historic environment constraint, including several scheduled monuments, plus there is a
notably high density of small woodland patches in this broad area. There are two proposed allocations,
one of which is an existing allocation now with planning permission for 13 homes. With regards to the
non-committed allocation, this is a small previously developed site, such that it inherently gives rise to
limited concerns. However, there is something of a concern regarding piecemeal creep of built form to
the south and to the west. The possibility of taking a strategic approach to expansion, with a long term
perspective and with a view to securing planning gain (e.g. a new school), might be explored.
• West Row - like Beck Row, is closely associated with Mildenhall Airbase and Mildenhall itself. Also, as
with Beck Row, a key consideration is that growth at West Row must be considered in combination with
growth at Mildenhall, as much A11-bound traffic from West Row feeds into the heavily constrained
A1101. However, West Row is considerably smaller than Beck Row, and is also distinct in that it is
associated with a notably dispersed settlement pattern, with listed buildings dispersed widely throughout.
The built form of West Row has changed relatively little from that which is shown on the pre-1914 OS
map, although this is set to change through a Forest Heath Local Plan allocation for 152 homes, which
will consolidate the built form in the north of the village. This is the sole allocation at the current time.
• Wickhambrook – is associated with attractive raised land at the headwaters of the River Stour, and whilst
there is not a designated conservation area (at Wickhambrook itself) there is quite widespread historic
environment constraint. The village was historically associated with quite a disparate built form,
seemingly a series of closely linked hamlets and farmsteads, and this is reflected in quite widespread
grade 2 listed buildings within and around the current main settlement area. The one allocation, which
is non-committed, is associated with a part of the village shown as ‘Thorns’ on historic OS maps. The
current proposal is for 40 homes (14 dpa), but further work will be undertaken to refine the site and
scheme, mindful that the site currently comprises part of a larger field, and with a view to potentially
securing community and/or employment uses. The site has the benefit of direct access onto the B1063,
and also the benefit of comprising relatively low lying land, plus there is existing built form to the west
that could provide a degree of containment (namely Claydon’s agricultural business site). However,
development would represent a considerable change to the built form of the village, plus there are two
nearby grade 2 listed buildings. The site in question appears to be quite well screened by a mature field
boundary, although there is a glimpsed longer distance view across the site from the B1063 to the north.
9.9.5

Part 2

Historic environment sensitivity is also an important consideration at type A villages, where there are a
total of nine proposed allocations (and an expectation that further sites will be considered subsequent to
the current consultation). Stoke-by-Clare is a notable example of a constrained type A village, reflecting
its location on the River Stour, as per nearby Clare and Cavendish. The current proposal is for no
allocations at the village, but this could be reconsidered, given good transport connectivity.
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Finally, with regards to employment land allocations, there is a need to consider the 1.7 ha site located
within Fornham All Saints Conservation Area. There appears to be modern development between the site
and listed buildings, there are no adjacent PROW and the site benefits from good containment in the
landscape, comprising the remaining undeveloped part of a field with historic field boundaries (as shown
on the pre-1914 OS map). However, there will be a need for further work to review historic environment
sensitivities, e.g. historic associations with the field in question (there is no conservation area appraisal).
The proposed ‘policy parameters’ for the site include: “Site is suited to low density employment use which
can assimilate with existing Moseley Farm site, in well-designed new buildings of an appropriate scale,
height and type of use. This should reflect the rural location and single storey dwellings adjacent...”
Commentary on thematic policies

9.9.7

A suite of non-strategic policies is proposed to ensure that approach to conservation and enhancement
of the historic environment in-line with national policy. Also, the historic environment is a focus of SP3
(Design), as discussed above under ‘health and wellbeing’. One suggestion is that consideration is given
to integrating historic environment and green infrastructure objectives, under SP13, e.g. increasing access
to and appreciation of historic landscapes, such as river valleys. The opportunity to set out the historic
environment associations of each of the proposed Locally Valued Landscapes might also be taken within
the supporting text to SP15.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.9.8

A range of the proposed allocations give rise to a degree of tension with historic environment objectives,
but this is largely unavoidable in the context of local plans, and there will be much potential to avoid and
mitigate impacts through development management. The non-committed allocation at Kedington
potentially stands out as the most sensitive, from a historic environment perspective, given a nearby
scheduled monument associated with the River Stour. Growth at Clare also warrants close scrutiny, as
the village is highly sensitive from a historic environment perspective, but the proposed allocation is
removed from the conservation area and will deliver a car park for the village.

9.9.9

In conclusion, on the basis of current evidence, there is no potential to predict the likelihood of significant
negative effects, i.e. broadly neutral effects are predicted. Moving forward, it will be important to take
onboard the views of Historic England, including regarding any issues around archaeological constraints.

9.10 Housing
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.10.1

The current proposal is to set the housing requirement at local housing needs (LHN). However, as
discussed in Part 1 of this report, there are arguments for higher growth, from a ‘housing’ perspective. In
particular, there is an argument for setting the housing requirement above LHN, in order to meet affordable
housing needs more fully (subject to delivery considerations). Affordable housing needs in West Suffolk
are considered to be quite acute, with a report prepared in 2021 suggesting that the need locally for
social/affordable rented housing is 409 dpa (i.e. over half of the LHN figure), and there will also be a need
for other forms of affordable housing. See further discussion at paragraph 5.2.11 above.

9.10.2

Along with the matter of setting a housing requirement, there is also a need to consider the size of the
supply buffer, i.e. the difference between the housing requirement and the total potential supply identified
through the plan. There is a need for a robust supply buffer in order to ensure that the housing requirement
is met in practice over the course of the plan period, i.e. to ensure a robust supply ‘trajectory’ and thereby
avoid the risk of falling under the presumption in favour of sustainable development (NPPF para 11).25 At
the current time, as set out in Table 5.4 (see Scenario 1), the assumption is that the supply buffer would
be 3%. On the one hand, recent housing delivery in the district has been strong, suggesting a need for a
modest supply buffer; however, on the other hand, there are a number of larger or otherwise complex sites
within the supply portfolio that could be at risk of delay.

For example, Policy 1 of the Proposed Submission Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP, 2021) explains: “to meet the need for
around 40,550 new homes, provision is made for a minimum of 49,492 new homes.” This amounts to a supply buffer of 22%.
25
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9.10.3

The matter of the supply buffer will be considered subsequent to the current consultation, at which time it
is anticipated that there will be: further certainty regarding deliverability at a number of the proposed
allocations (five allocations are not assigned any supply figure at the current time, as set out in Table 8.2,
which reflects a precautionary approach); additional supply identified from small sites at type A villages;
and a windfall assumption. It could also feasibly be the case that the potential to ‘delegate’ an element of
housing supply to one or more neighbourhood plans emerges as a means of further boosting the local
plan’s housing land supply position, although it is not anticipated that this will be the case.

9.10.4

Aside from the matter of total housing growth quantum, further considerations include:
• Geographical spread – there is a need to distribute growth in line with the settlement hierarchy, as
existing settlements will tend to be associated with a level of housing need more-or-less in line with the
size of the existing population. On this basis, there are arguments for higher growth at certain
settlements, for example Hundon, where the current proposal could lead to no housing growth over the
plan period (bar windfall and any allocations that could come forward through neighbourhood planning).
A related consideration is the need to consider possible housing needs arising from Cambridge,
including in respect of affordable and lower cost market housing, e.g. for nurses working in
Addenbrookes Hospital. This is a consideration in the Haverhill area, from where there are high levels
of commuting to Cambridge. None of the settlements in this area (Haverhill, Clare, Kedington, Hundon,
the Thurlows) are proposed to see what could be described as a higher growth strategy.
• Strategic schemes - can have the benefit of delivering a good mix of housing, potentially to include selfbuild plots and an element of specialist accommodation, although it is reasonable to assume that any
local plan allocation for ten or more homes would deliver the full quota of affordable housing (albeit there
can be viability challenges, and so an element of risk around affordable housing, at very small sites, e.g.
the proposed allocations at type A villages). There is the potential to explore an increased focus on
strategic schemes – see the appraisal of reasonable alternative growth scenarios in Section 6.
• Smaller sites – the NPPF supports smaller sites because they “are often built-out relatively quickly”, and
smaller schemes have the benefit of being suited to delivery by SME builders. Also, there is precedent
from neighbouring South Norfolk, where a “Village Clusters Housing Allocations Plan” is currently being
prepared with the aim of allocating (roughly) 60 sites across 40 village clusters to deliver 1,200 homes.
In this light, the proposed broad strategy is supported, although there remains room for improvement.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.10.5

A key policy is SP7 (Housing needs). In respect of affordable housing, the proposed policy approach is
understood to be driven by viability, i.e. affordable housing needs is seen as funding priority, such that the
amount of affordable housing delivered is largely limited by the total amount of funding that is available as
a result of new development (as opposed to other policy objectives, which are not the funding priority).
Having said this, it is recognised that there is potentially a policy choice in respect of the split between
different affordable housing tenures that is supported. This matter warrants further investigation.

9.10.6

In respect of meeting specialist needs, perhaps the primary consideration is meeting the accommodation
needs of the Gypsy and Traveller community / communities. There currently little certainty regarding
precisely how these needs will be met, and it is noted that one option is to rely on new supply of pitches
as part of strategic development sites, which can lead to delivery risks and wider challenges.
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.10.7

The proposed spatial strategy performs well as the proposal is to set the housing requirement at LHN,
although the matter of an appropriate supply buffer – to ensure that LHN is provided for in practice over
the course of the plan period – will need to be revisited subsequent to the current consultation. The
geographical spread of sites is also broadly supported, as is the balance between strategic and nonstrategic / small sites. However, there is potentially room for improvement, e.g. identifying further supply
from small sites at those villages where there is currently set to be little or no growth over the plan period.
Further key considerations are in respect of affordable housing delivery (this appears to be a funding
priority, but the matter of tenure split warrants further investigation) and Gypsy and Traveller
accommodation needs (this matter will need to be revisited subsequent to the current consultation).

9.10.8

In conclusion, ‘positive effects of limited or uncertain significance’ are predicted at this stage, ahead
of further detailed work, notably to understand delivery trajectories / risks and, in turn, the size of supply
buffer that is needed over-and-above the housing requirement.
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9.11 Landscape
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.11.1

Beginning with Bury St. Edmunds:
• Rougham Airfield, this is a fairly typical airfield location, on a raised plateau, and the site is along a ~1km
stretch of adjacent Mount Road, which is a historic route to/from BSE and on the national cycle network,
although there is a strong hedgerow that provides screening, and there are no public rights of way in the
vicinity. Overall, landscape sensitivity is likely to be limited when the site is viewed in isolation. However,
there is also a need to consider the risk of further long term expansion of BSE to the east and, in turn,
the risk of BSE breaking entirely out of the confines of the Lark Valley. There is no reason to assume
any significant risk, particularly given the potential to effectively contain the scheme by delivering
employment land and greenspace at its eastern extent. However, it is important to note that beyond
Rougham Airfield the land begins to descend to the valley of the Black Bourne.
• SE BSE additional land – benefits from comprising land between the A14 to the north, a committed site
to the west and a stream corridor to the south. However, there are two adjacent public rights of way,
including one that is potentially quite an important route linking BSE to valued landscapes / high quality
countryside to the southeast, and there is also a need to consider views from the rural land linking BSE
to Blackthorpe. There would be a need to guard against the risk of long term sprawl south along the
river valley and east towards Blackthorpe, but risk is considered low, given small woodlands and other
landscape features that might serve as defensible boundaries.
• North of Mount Road – is a smaller site, located to the east of a recently delivered new community, and
adjacent to Rougham Airfield. The site would be very well contained in landscape terms should
Rougham Airfield come forward, given the adjacent railway to the north (also a mature historic hedgerow
to the east, which would help to ensure containment). There is open countryside to the north of the
railway, but there are no public rights of way or lanes that would serve as likely viewpoints into the site.

9.11.2

With regards to Newmarket, Hatchfield Farm additional land is considered to be subject to notably low
constraint, from a landscape environment perspective, reflecting the flat topography, limited sensitive
views into / across the site and the position of the site between the committed Hatchfield Farm scheme,
the A14 and the railway line / Snailswell Road. There is certainly no risk of further expansion / sprawl;
however, one issue is the potential for growth to impact on the characteristic tree belt within the site. It is
also recognised that the cultural importance of the horse racing industry must factor-in, but this matter is
explored above, under the ‘historic environment’ heading.

9.11.3

With regards to the villages, a holistic discussion of each is presented above, under ‘historic environment’,
that includes consideration of landscape sensitivities (and opportunities, e.g. enhanced access).

9.11.4

One landscape consideration, which was a ‘driving factor’ of the reasonable higher growth scenario for
the villages defined in Section 5 (and appraised in Section 6 / Appendix V), is a desire for comprehensive
schemes that make use of existing landscape features (e.g. field boundaries, rising land) thereby reducing
concerns around future sprawl / creep and also serving to ensure that opportunities to realise ‘planning
gain’ are realised. A number of the current allocations that have been discussed above comprise parts of
agricultural fields, or are otherwise bounded by landscape features that are potentially somewhat weak.
This can certainly tend to be an issue at type A villages, recognising that these villages are only suited to
very small housing schemes (under 20 homes) of a scale typically amounting to a small proportion of an
agricultural field. It is noted that five of the nine sites would involve allocation of part of an agricultural
field, with the development bounded by newly created field boundaries.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.11.5

A key policy is SP15 (Locally valued landscapes). The proposed policy parameters seek to avoid being
overly restrictive, stating:
“Proposals within the areas designated as locally valued landscapes (LVL) must: Avoid significant loss of
key characteristics, or their legibility, that underpin the scenic quality and the significance of the LVL and
landscape character area [and] Respond effectively to the key characteristics and significance of the area,
and to the specific recommendations for each LVL as set out in West Suffolk Local Landscape Designation
Review 2021 and Landscape Character Assessments 2021 (or subsequent update).”
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Conclusion on the preferred options
9.11.6

Whilst a range of sites give rise to a degree of concern, other sites give rise to notably limited concern, for
example Hatchfield Farm additional land. One key consideration is the supporting modest allocations at
villages whilst avoiding the risk of future piecemeal development creep, with resulting landscape impacts.
With regards to further eastwards expansion of Bury St. Edmunds, there does appear to be capacity, from
a landscape perspective, although there would be concerns regarding further expansion still.

9.11.7

In conclusion, broadly neutral effects are predicted at the current stage. It is anticipated that the next
stage of plan-making will take close account of the recent Green Infrastructure Strategy and, in turn, it
may be possible to predict that the local plan will result in positive effects on the landscape baseline.

9.12 Soils / resources
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.12.1

Focusing on best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land, considerations include:
• Bury St. Edmunds –
─ Rougham Airfield - the low resolution national dataset shows the site to comprise grade 3 quality land,
but there is grade 2 quality land nearby (including land that has been surveyed in detail, ahead of
development), such that it may be fair to conclude that the land is likely to comprise BMV quality land.
A further consideration is that part of the site is used as an airfield and so not farmed.
─ SE BSE additional land – the low resolution national dataset shows the site to mostly comprise grade
2 quality land, such that there is high confidence of the land comprising BMV land in practice.
• Newmarket – agricultural land quality has not been surveyed in detail, but the low resolution national
dataset shows the site to comprise a mixture of grades 3 and 4 quality land, such that it may be fair to
conclude that the land is unlikely to comprise best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land in practice.
• Haverhill – none of the land surrounding the town is shown (at magic.gov.uk) to have been surveyed in
detail (i.e. using the ‘post 1988 criteria’ methodology, which includes field surveys), which is surprising
given the extent of committed growth. However, the low resolution national dataset shows the entire
town to be surrounded by grade 2 (i.e. better quality) BMV land, such that the proposed approach of
supporting only brownfield non-committed allocations is supported, from a ‘soils’ perspective.
• Villages – one point to note is that the low resolution national dataset shows all land in the south west
of the district to comprise grade 2 quality agricultural land, hence the proposed low growth (e.g. Hundon)
and modest growth (e.g. Clare) strategy across most of these villages is supported (although a higher
growth strategy is proposed for Wickhambrook, which will likely result in loss of grade 2 quality land).
Villages to the south of the A14 corridor between Newmarket and BSE are also associated with grade 2
quality land, e.g. Barrow. Another notable settlement is Barningham, which the low resolution national
dataset shows to be associated with a transition point between grade 2 and grade 3 quality land.
Agricultural land quality is likely to be lower to the east of the village relative to the west (none of the
land has been surveyed in detail), hence the location of the proposed allocation is supported.
• North of the district – is associated with lower quality agricultural land. However, there is uncertainty
ahead of detailed surveying. For example, at Red Lodge, whilst the low resolution national dataset
shows widespread grades 3 and 4 quality land, the majority of land has been surveyed in detail (mostly
ahead of quarrying) and been found to largely comprise grade 2 and grade 3a quality land. West Row
is also notable for being associated with a narrow band of grade 2 quality land, according to the low
resolution national dataset, presumably reflecting its close association with the River Lark corridor.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.12.2

There is typically little potential to avoid or mitigate loss of agricultural land at the development stage. In
turn, a key thematic policy is NSP14 (Waste), which sets out to ensure that schemes are designed with a
view to supporting ‘sustainable waste management’. For example, it states: “Underground waste storage
systems should be considered for new major residential development exceeding 50 dwellings.”

9.12.3

With regards to minerals resources, this is a matter set to be dealt with through site specific policy.
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Conclusion on the preferred options
9.12.4

Whilst there will be significant loss of productive agricultural land, a good proportion of the proposed
growth strategy is directed to locations associated with lower quality agricultural land, for example
Hatchfield Farm additional land. The proposal is for relatively low growth in the southwest of the district,
where there is extensive grade 2 (i.e. better quality) best and most versatile agricultural land.

9.12.5

In conclusion, whilst there are no nationally agreed significance thresholds, on balance it is considered
appropriate to predict significant negative effects in respect of the loss of agricultural land.

9.13 Transport
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.13.1

Transport objectives are of central importance to the Local Plan, given the importance of minimising per
capita greenhouse gas emissions, minimising traffic congestion and air pollution, supporting active travel
from a health and wellbeing perspective and supporting economic growth objectives.

9.13.2

Key considerations include:
• Bury St. Edmunds – Rougham Airfield is distant from BSE town centre, but benefits from good road
and bus connectivity, and good access to the A14. It is fair to assume that the residential component of
the scheme (which will be ‘employment-led’) will be at the western extent of the site, abutting the current
edge of BSE.
With regards to SE BSE additional land, the site benefits from good proximity to BSE town centre and
good access onto the A14. Finally, with regards to North of Mount Road, which is a smaller proposed
allocation, a specific consideration is that Mount Road is on the national cycle network.
Looking across the three sites, it is not clear that there are significant transport infrastructure
opportunities to be realised through growth. Also, there is a need to be mindful of increased traffic along
the problematic A143, to the northeast of BSE.
• Newmarket – Hatchfield Farm additional land benefits from very good accessibility to the A14. However,
there will still be a proportion of traffic movements south along Fordham Road and through the town
centre, and walking/cycling connectivity from the extension site is not as strong as from the committed
site. It is not clear that there are any particular transport opportunities to be realised, beyond potentially
making some funding available to support required upgrades to Newmarket train station.
• Mildenhall and Haverhill – are two settlements where the proposed modest growth strategy is reflective
of transport infrastructure constraints / traffic issues.
─ At Mildenhall, capacity constraints along the A1101 and at the Five Ways junction are well-understood,
hence there is a need to carefully consider the cumulative effects of growth at Mildenhall, Beck Row
and West Row. It is not clear that there is any opportunity for growth to facilitate strategic transport
infrastructure upgrades. Supporting employment growth it may be possible to reduce pressure from
out-commuting although, on the other hand, in-commuting and HGV traffic could increase.
─ At Haverhill, proximity to Cambridge, and particularly Addenbrookes Hospital and its Biomedical
Campuses, makes Haverhill an attractive commuter location, leading to congestion on the road
network at peak times. Having said this, as with other towns in the district, the trend toward working
from home is reducing this issue, and is also beneficial in terms of supporting the viability and vitality
of the town centre and businesses in the town. The Haverhill Town Centre Masterplan was adopted
in 2015, outlining the direction of future development within Haverhill town centre. Also, there is a
large industrial and commercial area at the southeast extent of the town.
• Villages – the villages vary greatly in respect of connectivity to the road network, with certain villages
connected only by minor roads (e.g. Barrow, although the village is in close proximity to an A14 junction).
In turn, there is a need to consider traffic along rural roads, including ‘rat running’ to key destinations.
Another important consideration is locating growth so as to avoid traffic passing through constrained
(typically historic) village centres, e.g. this is a key consideration at Barrow. Matters are discussed
further above, under ‘air and wider environmental quality’.
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Commentary on thematic policies
9.13.3

A range of the proposed strategic policies are of key importance for the achievement of transport
objectives, including policies SP1, SP2 and SP3, which have already been discussed, above. Another
key policy is SP4 (Infrastructure). The policy emphasises the importance of the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP); however, there is a need to ensure a clear focus on realising strategic opportunities for new
and upgraded infrastructure, as opposed to delivering infrastructure to ‘consume the smoke’ of growth.

9.13.4

Policy SP5 (Settlement hierarchy) is also relevant to a wide range of objectives, but perhaps most
importantly transport-related. The settlement hierarchy will inform decisions on windfall planning
applications over the course of the plan period, but equally will inform final decisions on spatial strategy
and site selection ahead of local plan finalisation. One of the alternatives presented is the option of further
splitting the ‘towns’ tier of the hierarchy, and this is broadly supported from a transport (and wider SA)
perspective. This approach could assist with efforts to understand, explore and evaluate local plan
decisions in respect of spatial strategy and site selection; however, it is recognised that there are already
a relatively high number of tiers in the hierarchy (six), which is more than is typically the case (reflecting
the nature of West Suffolk as a large rural district historically split into two).
Conclusion on the preferred options

9.13.5

There are quite strong arguments for focused growth, from a transport perspective, in order to minimise
the need to travel, support modal shift away from the private car, minimise the need to travel longer
distances and support the ongoing switchover to EVs. Dispersal of growth to villages can support local
services and facilities, which could help to avoid trips by car to some extent; however, the overriding
consideration is that residents of villages must travel to higher order settlements to access higher order
services and facilities, and that such trips will often be by private car, leading to greenhouse gas emissions
as well as potentially increased traffic in known hotspots and sensitive locations, such as village centres
and rural lanes. In this light, there will be a need for further scrutiny of the spatial strategy / package of
proposed allocations subsequent to the current consultation.

9.13.6

With regards to significant effects, broadly neutral effects are predicted on balance. However, this is
pending further work, to include transport modelling. It will be important to ensure that the spatial strategy
reflects the climate emergency and does not lead to severe traffic impacts.

9.14 Water
Commentary on the spatial strategy
9.14.1

A Water Cycle Study (WCS) was published in 2021, and is available to inform preparation of the local
plan. The WCS explores potential impacts on “water resources, the current water and wastewater
infrastructure, and the water environment”. Further detailed work has also been completed since 2021,
but is not available to inform this current appraisal.

9.14.2

A primarily consideration is directing growth to locations that drain to a Water Recycling Centre (WRC)
with capacity, or with known potential to deliver a timely upgrade to capacity, which serves to suggest a
need to direct growth away from the Lakenheath, Tuddenham, Fornham All Saints and Haverhill WRCs,
with Tuddenham and Haverhill WRCs potentially most problematic. In this light, it is not clear that the
proposed strategy gives rise to significant concerns. It could be that the proposed non-committed
allocation at Lakenheath warrants further consideration, from a perspective of minimising risk of capacity
breaches at a WRC and resulting pollution of the water environment.
Commentary on thematic policies

9.14.3

WRC capacity is referenced in SP1 (Climate change) and is also a focus of NSP21 (Water quality and
resources), with the policy stating: “The policy will safeguard the quality of rivers and ground water
including source protection zones.” The policy and supporting text could be bolstered somewhat,
recognising that the impacts of housing growth on water quality is a key issue nationally.

9.14.4

Policy NSP21 also deals with water efficiency, proposing limiting water consumption to 80 litres per person
per day. This is an ambitious requirement, going well beyond the requirement of Building Regulations.
There can be the potential to explore an even more stringent requirement, either for all developments or
larger developments, but any such requirement would have viability implications and, in turn, lead to
conflicts with wider sustainability objectives, e.g. in respect of affordable housing and/or decarbonisation.
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Conclusion on the preferred options
9.14.5

The proposed approach to water efficiency is broadly supported, however there is a need for further
evidence in respect of capacity / avoiding the risk of capacity breaches at Water Recycling Centres.

9.14.6

With regards to significant effects, on the basis of the current available evidence, and taking a
precautionary approach, it is fair to flag a risk of ‘moderate or uncertain negative effects’. It will be
important to revisit matters subsequent to the current consultation taking into account consultation
responses provided by the EA and water companies.

9.15 Overall conclusions
9.15.1

In conclusion, the appraisal predicts: moderate or uncertain positive effects in terms of housing,
economy/employment and health/wellbeing objectives; neutral effects in terms of air / environmental
quality, biodiversity, climate change adaptation, communities, historic environment, landscape, transport
and water objectives; moderate or uncertain negative effects in terms of climate change mitigation and
water objectives; and significant negative effects in terms of agricultural land loss.

9.15.2

Impacts and wider issues/opportunities discussed within this appraisal will be taken into account prior to
plan finalisation. A number of specific recommendations are also made within the appraisal abovet, which
will be given consideration, including around the possibility of additional site specific policy.
Cumulative effects

9.15.3

The SEA Regulations, which underpin the SA process, indicate that stand-alone consideration should be
given to ‘cumulative effects’, i.e. effects of the Local Plan in combination with other plans, programmes
and projects that can be reasonably foreseen. In practice, this is an opportunity to discuss potential ‘larger
than local’ effects. The following bullet points cover some key considerations:
• The economy – there will be a need to ensure that employment land is provided in line with sub-regional
objectives, particularly in respect of economic growth along transport corridors, mindful of West Suffolk’s
strategic location between Cambridge, Norwich and Ipswich / Felixstowe. Suffolk Business Park is of
regional importance, and there is a need to consider Newmarket’s good links to Greater Cambridge.
• Housing – there is considered to be little or no risk of West Suffolk being asked to provide for unmet
needs from a neighbouring authority. However, there is a need to be mindful of the close links between
Haverhill and Cambridge, including the Addenbrookes Hospital and the Biodmedical Campus.
• Transport corridors – the A11 and A143 corridors are associated with strategic growth-related issues
and opportunities, hence there will be a need for close working with Suffolk, Norfolk and Cambridgeshire
County Councils, as well as National Highways and neighbouring local authorities, to ensure that road /
junction capacity is not breached, and upgrade opportunities are realised. There is also a need to
consider the rail corridor linking BSE and Newmarket to Cambridge, e.g. exploring opportunities for
service improvements. Finally, with regards to possibility of a Cambridge Autonomous Metro (CAM),
this is not considered to be a key consideration for the plan at the current time (see discussion at
paragraph 5.2.10, above).
• Breckland SPA/SAC – the matter of in-combination impacts will be a focus of a stand-alone Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA), e.g. mindful of growth within Breckland District. There is also a need
to be mindful of in combination / cumulative impacts of growth on both Fenland SAC and Waveney and
Little Ouse Fens SAC, mindful of hydrological links as well as other ‘impact pathways’.
• Landscape scale nature recovery – there is a need to focus efforts on achieving conservation and ‘net
gain’ objectives, in respect of biodiversity and wider natural capital and ecosystem services, at functional
landscape scales, including landscape character areas. A Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS) will
be forthcoming, under the Environment Act, but steps must be taken in the interim. Aside from matters
relating to Breckland and the fens (e.g. see www.fensbiosphere.org.uk), another key focus can be river
corridors, for example the Stour and Black Bourne corridors. Views on constraints and growth-related
opportunities are sought from biodiversity, nature-recovery and natural capital-focused organisations.
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Part 3: What are the next steps?
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10 Plan finalisation
Publication of the Proposed Submission Local Plan
10.1.1

Subsequent to the current consultation it is the intention to prepare the proposed submission version of
the local plan for publication in-line with Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations 2012. This will
be a version that the Council believes is ‘sound’ and intends to submit for Examination. Preparation of
the Proposed Submission Local Plan will be informed by the findings of this Interim SA Report, responses
to the current consultation, further evidence gathering and further appraisal work.

10.1.2

The SA Report will be published alongside the Proposed Submission Local Plan. It will provide all the
information required by the SEA Regulations 2004.

Submission, examination and adoption
10.1.3

Once the period for representations on the Proposed Submission Local Plan / SA Report has finished the
main issues raised will be identified and summarised by the Council, who will then consider whether the
plan can still be deemed ‘sound’. If this is the case, the plan will be submitted for Examination, alongside
a summary of the main issues raised during the consultation. The Council will also submit the SA Report.

10.1.4

At Examination, the Inspector will consider representations (alongside the SA Report) before then either
reporting back on soundness or identifying the need for modifications. If the Inspector identifies the need
for modifications to the Local Plan, these will be prepared (alongside SA if necessary) and then subjected
to consultation (with an SA Report Addendum published alongside if necessary).

10.1.5

Once found to be ‘sound’ the Local Plan will be adopted by the Council. At that time a ‘Statement’ must
be published that sets out certain information including ‘the measures decided concerning monitoring’.

11 Monitoring
11.1.1

At the current time, in-light of the appraisal findings presented in Part 2 (i.e. predicted effects and
uncertainties), it is suggested that monitoring efforts might focus on:
• Agricultural land – it is possible to monitor loss of agricultural land by grade.
• Air quality – the Council might review how air quality monitoring efforts are targeted in light of the local
plan, including with a view to identifying problem areas outside of formally designated AQMAs.
• Biodiversity – there will be a need to develop a framework for ensuring that individual developments
deliver biodiversity net gain in combination at landscape scales.
• Climate change adaptation –potentially monitor housing in close proximity to a fluvial flood zone (in
addition to intersecting); also the 1 in 30 year surface water flood zone.
• Climate change mitigation – there is a need to carefully consider how Local Plan monitoring links to
wider monitoring of borough-wide emissions. On a specific point, it could be appropriate to monitor the
proportion of new homes linked to a heat network (e.g. district-level); also the proportion of homes
delivered to standards of sustainable design and construction that exceed building regulations.
• Employment land requirements – will require close monitoring, given an evolving regional, national and
international context.
• Housing – the Council already monitors numerous housing delivery related matters through the Authority
Monitoring Report, and indicators should be kept under review.
• Transport – at strategic growth locations there could be merit to monitoring the travel behaviours of
residents, in order to test the hypothesis that per capita emissions from transport can be minimised at
strategic growth locations.
• Water – ongoing consideration should be given to any risk of capacity breaches at WwTWs and other
risks to the status of water courses.
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Appendix I: Regulatory requirements
As discussed in Section 1, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans Regulations 2004 explains the
information that must be contained in the SA Report. However, interpretation of Schedule 2 is not straightforward. Table
A links the structure of this report to an interpretation of Schedule 2, whilst Table B explains this interpretation. Table C
then presents a discussion of more precisely how the information in this report reflects the requirements.
Table A: Questions answered by this SA Report, in-line with an interpretation of regulatory requirements
Questions answered

As per regulations… the SA Report must include…

What’s the plan seeking to achieve?

• An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan and
relationship with other relevant plans and programmes

• Relevant environmental protection objectives, established

Introduction

What’s the sustainability
‘context’?

at international or national level

• Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to
the plan including those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance

• Relevant aspects of the current state of the environment
What’s the SA
scope?

and the likely evolution thereof without implementation of
the plan
What’s the sustainability
‘baseline’?

• The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be
significantly affected

• Any existing environmental problems which are relevant to
the plan including those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance
What are the key issues
and objectives that should
be a focus?

• Key environmental problems / issues and objectives that
should be a focus of (i.e. provide a ‘framework’ for)
assessment

• Outline reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with

(and thus an explanation of the ‘reasonableness’ of the
approach)

Part 1

What has plan-making / SA involved up to
this point?

• The likely significant effects associated with alternatives
• Outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach inlight of alternatives assessment / a description of how
environmental objectives and considerations are reflected
in the draft plan

Part 2

What are the SA findings at this current
stage?

Part 3

What happens next?

Part 2

• The likely significant effects associated with the draft plan
• The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and offset
any significant adverse effects of implementing the draft
plan

• A description of the monitoring measures envisaged
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Table B: Interpreting Schedule 2 and linking the interpretation to our report structure
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Table C: ‘Checklist’ of how and where (within this report) regulatory requirements are reflected.
Regulatory requirement

Information presented in this report

Schedule 2 of the regulations lists the information to be provided within the SA Report
a)

An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan or
programme, and relationship with other relevant plans and
programmes;

Section 2 (‘What’s the plan seeking to achieve’) presents this
information.

b)

The relevant aspects of the current state of the
environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the plan or programme;

These matters were considered in detail at the scoping stage, which
included consultation on a Scoping Report.

c)

The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be
significantly affected;

d)

… environmental problems which are relevant… …areas
of a particular environmental importance…;

e)

The environmental protection objectives, established at
international, Community or national level, which are
relevant to the plan or programme and the way those
objectives and any environmental, considerations have
been taken into account during its preparation;

The outcome of scoping was an ‘SA framework’, which is presented
within Section 3 in an adjusted form.
Key issues and objectives are also presented within Appendix II.

The Scoping Report presented a detailed context review and
explained how key messages from this (and baseline review) were
then refined in order to establish an ‘SA framework’, which is
presented within Section 3. Also, key issues and objectives are
discussed in Appendix II.
With regards to explaining “how… considerations have been taken
into account”, Section 7 explains ‘reasons for supporting the
preferred approach’, i.e. how/why the preferred approach is justified
in-light of alternatives appraisal.

f)

The likely significant effects on the environment, including
on issues such as biodiversity, population, human health,
fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic factors, material
assets, cultural heritage including architectural and
archaeological heritage, landscape and the
interrelationship between the above factors.

Section 6 presents alternatives appraisal findings in respect of
reasonable growth scenarios, whilst Section 9 presents an appraisal
of the local plan as a whole. All appraisal work naturally involved
giving consideration to the SA scope and the potential for various
effect characteristics/dimensions.

g)

The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as fully
as possible offset any significant adverse effects on the
environment of implementing the plan or programme;

Section 9 presents recommendations.

h)

An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives
dealt with, and a description of how the assessment was
undertaken including any difficulties (such as technical
deficiencies or lack of know-how) encountered in
compiling the required information;

Sections 4 and 5 deal with ‘reasons for selecting the alternatives
dealt with’, with an explanation of reasons for focusing on growth
scenarios / certain growth scenarios.
Sections 7 explains ‘reasons for supporting the preferred approach’,
i.e. explains how/why the preferred approach is justified in-light of
the alternatives (growth scenarios) appraisal.
Methodology is discussed at various places, ahead of presenting
appraisal findings.

i)

… measures envisaged concerning monitoring;

Section 11 presents this information.

j)

a non-technical summary… under the above headings

The NTS is a separate document.

The SA Report must be published alongside the draft plan, in-line with the following regulations
Authorities… and the public, shall be given an early and
effective opportunity within appropriate time frames to express
their opinion on the draft plan or programme and the
accompanying environmental report before the adoption of the
plan or programme (Art. 6.1, 6.2)

This Interim SA Report is published alongside an early draft version
of the plan in order to inform consultation and plan finalisation.

The SA Report must be taken into account, alongside consultation responses, when finalising the plan.
The environmental report prepared pursuant to Article 5, the
opinions expressed pursuant to Article 6 and the results of any
transboundary consultations entered into pursuant to Article 7
shall be taken into account during the preparation of the plan
or programme and before its adoption or submission to the
legislative procedure.

Part 2
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Appendix II: Early RAs appraisal in 2021
Introduction
As discussed in Section 5.2, in 2021 work was undertaken to appraise two sets of high-level alternatives, specifically in
respect of: 1) development quanta; and 2) broad distribution. Summary appraisal findings from 2021 are presented below.
The full report from 2021 is available on the local plan consultation webpage at the current time. However, it should be
noted that the work is now somewhat out-of-date, and superseded by the analysis presented in this current report. Key
messages from the appraisal work completed in 2021 have been integrated into the appraisal of the current reasonable
growth scenarios (Section 6; Appendix V).
The high level reasonable alternatives appraised in July 2021
Issue
Growth quantum
(housing requirement)26

Reasonable alternatives
1) Provide for LHN (800 dpa)
2) Provide for LHN plus 5% (840 dpa)
1) Focus growth at towns and key service centres

Broad distribution
2) Focus growth at towns, key service centres, local service centres and Type A villages.

Appraisal methodology
Summary appraisal findings are presented within the two tables below. Within each table:
Within each row (i.e. for each of the topics that comprise the SA framework – see Section 3) the columns to the right hand
side seek to both rank the scenarios in order of performance (where a rank of one indicates best performing) and categorise
the performance of each scenario in terms of ‘significant effects’ using red / amber / light green / green.27
Further points to note are as follows:
•

The appraisal tables presented below are unchanged from 2021, i.e. they are presented somewhat for the purposes
of ensuring a clear audit trail / enabling understanding of the process that led to the establishment of reasonable
alternatives for appraisal and consultation in 2022 (i.e. the reasonable growth scenarios – see Sections 5 and 6).

•

It is important to be clear that both sets of reasonable alternatives subjected to appraisal below are high-level, in that
they are not underpinned by any firm assumptions regarding the specific sites that might be allocated in practice. This
clearly limits the potential to confidently reach conclusions on significant effects.

•

An assumption running through both appraisals was that higher growth and/or concentrated growth would likely result
in allocation of one or more large strategic sites, with resulting benefits (e.g. see NPPF paragraph 73). However, latest
understanding is that there is relatively limited call for strategic growth of this nature, given the housing requirement,
the scale of supply from committed sites and a desire to ensure a degree of dispersal across smaller allocations.

26

The housing requirement is the number of homes that the plan commits to delivering, and the benchmark figure against which de livery
in practice will be monitored and evaluated, including with a view to demonstrating compliance with the housing delivery test and
demonstrating that the there is a five year housing land supply (NPPF paragraph 11). It should be noted that there is typically a need for
local plans to identify a supply figure in excess of the housing requirement, as a contingency against unforeseen delivering issues (known
as a ‘supply buffer’), in order to ensure that the housing requirement is met in practice across the plan period, thereby avoiding concerns
in respect of failing the housing delivery test or not being able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply.
27
Red indicates a significant negative effect; amber a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance; light green a positive effect of
limited or uncertain significance; and green a significant positive effect. No colour indicates a neutral effect.
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Growth quanta alternatives appraisal (2021)
Option 1:
Provide for LHN (800 dpa)
Topic
Air and environmental quality

Option 2:
Provide for LHN plus 5% (840 dpa)

Rank of preference and categorisation of effects
=

Biodiversity

=
2

Climate change adaptation

=

=

Climate change mitigation

2

Communities

=

=

Economy

=

=

Health and wellbeing

=

=

Historic environment

=

=

Housing

2

Landscape

2

Soils and other resources

2

Transport

Water

2

2

The appraisal is quite finely balanced, with Option 1 (provide for Local Housing Need, LHN) preferable in respect of
four topics, and Option 2 (higher growth) preferable in respect of three, including one (Housing) where the appraisal
highlights a particular difference in performance between the two alternatives.
Option 1 (provide for LHN) is shown to perform relatively well in respect of several environmental topics, where it is the
case that West Suffolk is notably constrained, and it is possible to foresee scenarios whereby higher growth leads to
added pressure on environmental assets. However, in each case the situation is far from clear-cut, given the potential
to avoid issues, and potentially realise opportunities, through careful distribution of growth.
Option 2 (higher growth) is unsurprisingly found to be the preferable option from a Housing perspective, particularly on
the basis that a higher growth strategy would (assuming it is delivered as intended) meet more of the affordable housing
needs that exist locally. However, Option 1 is also highlighted as performing well, from a housing perspective, as the
Government-assigned LHN figure would be provided for.
Option 2 (higher growth) is also found, on balance, to be the preferable option in respect of Climate change mitigation
and Transport; however, this reflects a significant assumption, namely that, under a higher growth scenario, there would
be increased likelihood of the Local Plan supporting one or more strategic growth locations.
In respect of climate change mitigation, the appraisal also notably flags a risk of negative effects, reflecting the urgency
of the issue, as reflected in the national and locally declared climate emergencies, and given the current early stage in
the plan-making process. There will be a need for further detailed work to ensure that the Local Plan growth strategy
is fully supportive of decarbonisation objectives.
In short, both options are associated with pros and cons. It will be for the Council to weigh these in the balance and
reach a conclusion on overall performance/preference. Alternatively, both options (or refinements of these options)
could be taken forward for further detailed examination.
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Broad distribution alternatives appraisal (2021)
Option 1:
Towns and key service centres
Topic

Option 2:
Towns, key service centres, local
service centres and Type A villages

Rank of preference and categorisation of effects

Air and env quality

=

=

Biodiversity

=

=

Climate change adaptation

=

=

Climate change mitigation

2

Communities

2

Economy

2

Health and wellbeing

=

=

Historic environment

=

=

Housing

2

Landscape

=

=

Soils and other resources

=

=

Transport

Water

2

2

The appraisal finds that Option 1 is preferable in respect of more topics than Option 2, and also identifies a particular
difference in performance in respect of the Economy and Transport topics. However, it does not necessarily follow that
Option 1 is best performing overall, or ‘most sustainable’. This is because the appraisal is undertaken without any
assumptions regarding the degree of importance that should be assigned to each topic.
Having made these introductory remarks, the following bullet points consider key topics in turn:
•

Climate change mitigation - there is a preference for Option 1, given an assumption that this could lead to an
increased likelihood of the Local Plan allocating one or more strategic sites. However, it is recognised that smaller
scale housing schemes can also take proactive steps to minimise built environment emissions.

•

Communities - there is a preference for Option 1, again on the assumption that this could lead to an increased
likelihood of the Local Plan allocating one or more strategic sites, and mindful of the benefits of directing growth to
locations with high accessibility. However, it is recognised that there is also merit to supporting targeted growth at
villages, and the Council might decide to place particular importance on objectives relating to maintaining village
vitality, addressing rural deprivation and supporting the rural economy.

•

Economy - there is a strong preference for Option 1, recognising that the district’s towns (primarily) and key service
centres are the main centres of economic activity, albeit there is a note of caution in respect of conflicting with the
objectives of the horse racing industry at Newmarket.

•

Housing - there is a preference for Option 2, as this would involve taking a proactive approach to meeting rural
housing needs, and a strategy involving a degree of dispersal across smaller sites will also lead to confidence in
respect of delivering housing district-wide in accordance with the required trajectory.

•

Transport - there is broad support for focusing growth at higher order settlements, and supporting larger scale
development schemes, from a transport perspective. Option 1 could potentially support the realisation of strategic
transport upgrade opportunities; however, there is little certainty in this respect.

In short, both options are associated with pros and cons. It will be for the Council to weigh these in the balance.
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Appendix III: Site options GIS analysis
Introduction
As discussed in Section 5.3, as a relatively minor step in the process of arriving at reasonable growth scenarios (see
Figure 5.1) all site options were subjected to GIS analysis. The outcome of the analysis is in the form of a large
spreadsheet of data, with over 800 rows – one for each site option – and around 50 columns, where each column
presents performance data (e.g. percentage intersect with a flood zone), supplementary data (e.g. the name of the
nearest school) or other attribute information (e.g. the proposed use, or uses, for the site in question).
This analysis fed-into work to define reasonable growth scenarios in 2022, and the aim of this section is to present
summary insights into the spreadsheet, considering the data both:
•

within each column of the spreadsheet – i.e. information on the spread of data for each performance measure,
including site options that stand-out as performing notably well and notably poorly; and

•

across each row of the spreadsheet – i.e. considering how each site option performs, in respect of various locational
metrics, both in absolute terms and relative to other site options.

Limitations
GIS analysis of the spatial relationship between site options and various push (e.g. historic environment designations)
and pull (e.g. schools) features cannot be considered sophisticated analysis. GIS analysis of site options:
•

rarely highlights site-specific issues/opportunities that are not otherwise be readily apparent to the specialist; and

•

highlights issues/opportunities that are ‘theoretical’, and which can often be discounted, or assigned limited weight
in decision-making, upon closer inspection. For example, where a site is distant from accessible greenspace this
can be addressed by delivery of new accessible greenspace onsite.

As such, GIS analysis of site options should not be overly relied upon, at the expense of a focus on qualitative analysis
informed by wide ranging evidence, including the views of stakeholders, and professional judgement.
The analysis should certainly not be used as a primary means for arriving at overall conclusions on site options. Any
attempt to utilise the analysis in this way would necessitate a process of Multi Criteria Analysis (MCA) whereby a degree
of importance is assigned to each of the performance metrics, and this process is fraught with challenges.

Structure of this appendix
Set out below is:
•

further discussion of methodology;

•

analysis outcomes by performance metric (i.e. each column in the spreadsheet)

•

analysis outcomes by site option (i.e. each row in the spreadsheet)

Methodology
The first step was to gather GIS data. With regards to data for site options, the Council holds collated data of all sites
submitted for consideration as part of the local plan-making process. One of the issues/limitations is that land-owners
sometimes submit multiple overlapping sites over time. Another challenge is that large land-holdings sometimes get
submitted, within which might be contained realistic site options.
With regards to data for constraint/push and opportunity/pull features, considerations include:
•

Much data is available nationally, including data for air quality management areas, national biodiversity and historic
environment designations and the nationally defined flood risk zones.

•

There is no regional or sub-regional data repository (or ‘observatory’, e.g. as per that currently under development
for the Oxford to Cambridge Arc).

•

Much data is held by the Council, including as shown at: maps.westsuffolk.gov.uk/MyWestSuffolk.aspx. There is a
need to: focus on data that is held for the district as a whole; be mindful data for areas outside but close to the district;
and consider other data quality issues (e.g. GP surgeries can open and close, conservation areas can change).

Appendices

69

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

The second step was then to run the analysis, i.e. query the spatial relationship between each site option and each
push/pull feature (e.g. distance to a primary school, distance to a listed building). There are two points to note:
•

Distance was measured “as the crow flies” (it can also be possible to calculate distance by road, footpath etc).

•

Distance was calculated from the nearest point of each site option (there can also be arguments to calculate distance
from the centre point, or from known or likely access points).

Having generated the spreadsheet of data, the third and final step was then to interrogate, utilise and report the data.

Analysis outcomes by metric
The aim here is to present insights into trends across the data for a range of key metrics and summarise the approach
taken to categorising / differentiating the performance of site options on a red-amber-light green-green (RAG) scale.

Air quality management area (AQMA)
Two sites are ~100m distant, but neither is in contention for allocation, with one of the sites ‘deferred’ (through the
SHELAA) and the other ‘included’ but considered to be an omission site for clear cut reasons, such that it is not discussed
in any detail in Appendix IV of this report, below. The next closest site is 250m distant, which is also a deferred site.
There are several existing allocations within ~1km of an AQMA, including SE BSE, NE BSE and at Great Barton, but
only one non-committed site discussed in Appendix IV, namely SE BSE extension, which is 912m from an AQMA.
There are no well-established rules of thumb, in respect of how to treat proximity to an AQMA as a constraint. It is a
very crude indicator of performance, when comparing and contrasting the performance of competing site options. As
such, it is important to categorise performance on the basis of the spread of data (with a view to differentiating on the
basis of relative performance) as-much-if-not-more-so than on the basis of absolute thresholds.
In this light, it is considered appropriate to assign red to the 34 site options within 1km of an AQMA and dark green to
644 site options beyond 4km. With regards to the remaining 139 site options, these are assigned a colour on a scale
from amber (closest to an AQMA) to light green (furthest from an AQMA) in place of simply amber.

MOD noise contours
A number of sites in the north of the district fall within either the 77db (assigned red) or 66db (assigned amber) contour.
Rookery Drove, Beck Row, is notable as the one non-committed site falling within the 77db zone that is discussed in
Appendix IV of this report as being in contention for allocation, indeed, it is discussed in Appendix IV as performing well
in a number of respects, such that its allocation can be assumed under all of the reasonable alternative growth scenarios.
Another constrained site is Land west of Eriswell Road, Lakenheath, which has planning permission.

Special Protection Area (SPA)
82 sites are within 400m, which is an important distance threshold, as it is widely accepted as an easy walking distance.
The great majority of these are deferred, although there are a number of existing employment sites now set to be formally
allocated. There are several included residential sites, but none that are a focus of discussion in Appendix IV, below.
Another 98 are within 1.5km (180 in total), which is a well-established buffer zone around some components of Breckland
SPA. One of these is a focus of discussion in Appendix IV, namely Land at Newmarket Road / Land east of Church
Lane, Barton Mills (a type A village), but it is understood that housing would be beyond the
Beyond 1.5 km there can still be issues of recreational pressure, and 7.5km is a well-established zone within which
development is required to deliver measures to address this. A total of 497 sites are within 7.5km, including 19 sites that
are committed and 13 non-committed sites that are preferred sites for housing at the current time. On average committed
and preferred sites are further from an SPA (7,984m) than omission sites (7,253m) and deferred sites (6,688m)
In this light, it is considered appropriate to assign red to the 216 site options within 2km of the SPA and dark green to
321 site options beyond 7.5km. With regards to the remaining 281 site options, these are assigned a colour on a scale
from light red (closest to an SPA) to light green (furthest from an SPA) in place of simply amber.

Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
One small committed site at Hopton is within 400m of an SAC (Waveney & Little Ouse Valley Fens SAC), and another
at Lakenheath is 435m distant (Breckland SAC). The nearest non-committed site preferred for allocation at the current
time is 1,121m, located at Barningham.
Appendices

70

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

On balance, it is considered to RAG-shade sites using the same rules as discussed above under ‘SPA’.
In this light, it is considered appropriate to assign red to the 106 site options within 2km of the SAC and dark green to
386 site options beyond 7.5km. With regards to the remaining 326 site options, these are assigned a colour on a scale
from light red (closest to an SAC) to light green (furthest from an SAC) in place of simply amber.

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
The sites closest to a SSSI are primarily those that have already been discussed above, as being in proximity to an SPA
or SAC (as sites with these designations also have SSSI designation). Red Lodge is notably constrained by Red Lodge
Heath SSSI at the southern extent of the settlement, with one committed site 150m distant, and a notable omission site
(a focus of discussion in Appendix IV) 140m distant. Newmarket is also associated with three nearby SSSIs, such that
all sites are in relative proximity, and the nearest committed site 355m; however, the one preferred allocation at the
current time is 1.5km distant. Also of note is the cluster of woodland SSSIs to the south of Stanton, with the two sites
that are a focus of discussion in Appendix IV of this report within 200m. Finally, Pashford Poor’s Fen SSSI to the east
of Lakenheath is 475m from the committed North of Lakenheath strategic site, and connected by footpath.
In this light, it is considered appropriate to assign red to the 353 site options within 800m of the SSSI and dark green to
326 site options beyond 2km. With regards to the remaining 255 site options, these are assigned a colour on a scale
from light red (closest to a SSSI) to light green (furthest from a SSSI) in place of simply amber.

Other metrics
Having introduced the broad approach, the table below summarises the RAG-shading approach taken to all 24 metrics.
It is important to be clear that the aim is not to predict significant effects, but rather simply to differentiate the relative
performance of site options. In other words, rules are assigned in light of the spread of data as much, if not more so,
than understanding of absolute distance thresholds (e.g. 400m as an easy walking distance).
Metric
Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
MOD noise contour (‘Noise’)

Red
<1,000m
77db

Amber

Light green

Colour scale for sites 1,000m-4,000m
66db

-

Dark green
>4,000m
Other sites

Special Protection Area (SPA)

<2,000m

Colour scale for sites 2,000m-7,500m

>7,500m

Special Area of Conservation (SAC)

<2,000m

Colour scale for sites 2,000m-7,500m

>7,500m

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)

<800m

Colour scale for sites 800m-2,000m

>2,000m

County Wildlife Site (CWS)

<50m

Colour scale for sites 50m-400m

>400m

Priority habitat
Tree Protection Order (TPO)
Flood zone

-

Intersect

-

Other sites

>20% intersect

<20% intersect

-

Other sites

>20% FZ3 or 40% FZ2

>10% intersect

-

Other sites

Conservation area

<50m

Colour scale for sites 50m-400m

>400m

Grade 1 listed building

<200m

Colour scale for sites 200m-800m

>800m

Grade 2* listed building

<100m

Colour scale for sites 100m-400m

>400m

Grade 2 listed building

<50m

Colour scale for sites 50m-200m

>200m

Registered historic park/garden

<500m

Colour scale for sites 500m-2000m

>2000m

Scheduled monument

<50m

Colour scale for sites 50m-200m

>200m

Agricultural land
Horse racing land

Grade 1 or 2
-

Grade 3

-

Other sites

Intersect

-

Other sites

Leisure centre

>5,000m

Colour scale for sites 5,000m-2,000m

<2,000m

NHS doctor

>5,000m

Colour scale for sites 5,000m-2,000m

<2,000m

Community hall

>1,500m

Colour scale for sites 1,500m-500m

<500m

Allotment

>3,000m

Colour scale for sites 3,000m-500m

<500m

Open space

>3,000m

Colour scale for sites 3,000m-500m

<500m

Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD)
Employment land
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Analysis outcomes by site option
The table below includes a row for each of the site options subjected to analysis. The aim is to provide an insight as to
the performance of each site in respect of the metrics discussed above. It is important to be clear that the aim is not to
predict significant effects, but rather simply to differentiate the relative performance of site options. As discussed at the
beginning of this appendix, the aim of the analysis below is to inform definition of reasonable alternatives for appraisal
(i.e. it feeds into Section 5 of this report).
Structure of the table
Sites are grouped by status and then sorted according to size.
The status categories are as follows:
Status

Existing?

Committed? Preferred?

Omission?

Deferred?

Use

Other

1

Yes

Yes

Resi/mix

2

Yes

Yes

Emp

3

Yes

Yes

Other

4

Yes

Resi/mix

Constant28

5

Yes

Resi/mix

Variable29

6

Yes

Emp

Constant
Potentially marginal?30

7

Yes

Resi/mix

8

Yes

Resi/mix

9

Yes

Emp

10

Yes

Any

11

Yes

Yes

Emp

Land available

12

Yes

Yes

Emp

No land available

28

i.e. the site can reasonably be held constant as an allocation across the district-wide growth scenarios (see Appendix IV)
i.e. the site reasonably needs to be a variable across the district-wide growth scenarios (see Appendix IV)
30
i.e. the site is discussed in Appendix IV as a potentially more marginal omission site (in light of both strategic and site-level factors).
29

Appendices
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

Priority habitat

177
97.8
90.1
78.1
74.9
54.4
42.2
35.3
27.5
26.1
22.4
15.4
14.8
13.9
13.0
9.5
7.8
5.5
5.3
5.0
3.6
3.5
3.3
2.5
2.3
2.3
2.1
1.9
1.8
1.5
1.3
0.7
0.4
0.6
54.3

CWS

WS681, North East Haverhill
WS138, West of Mildenhall
WS040, North East Bury St Edmunds
WS041, North West Bury St Edmunds
WS048, South East Bury St Edmunds
WS041, West Bury St Edmunds
WS098, North West Haverhill
WS044, Moreton Hall, Bury St Edmunds
WS208, North of Acorn Way, Red Lodge
WS145, Land at Hatchfield farm, Fordham Road, Newmarket
WS203, Land north of Station Road, Lakenheath
HV16, Castle Manor, Haverhill
WS079, Land south of Burwell Road and west of Queen View, Exning
WS122 and WS123, Land west of the A143 and south of A1088, Ixworth
WS092, Land at School Road, Great Barton
WS155, Land off Turnpike Road and Coopers Yard, Red Lodge
WS181, East of Beeches Road, West Row
WS206, East of Warren Road, Red Lodge
WS133, Land west of Eriswell Road, Lakenheath
WS146, St Felix Middle School Site, Newmarket
WS149, Off High Street / Black Bear Lane / Rowley Drive, Newmarket
WS132, Rabbithill Covert, Station Road, Lakenheath
WS110, Land off Bury Road, Hopton
WS130, Land off Briscoe Way, Lakenheath
WS025, Lamble Close, Beck Row
WS076, Land north of Cavendish Road, Clare
WS139, District Council Offices, College Heath Rd, Mildenhall
WS605, Matthews Nursery, High Street, Lakenheath
WS126, Land at junction of Hall Road and Mill Road, Mill Road, Kedington
WS104, Wisdom Toothbrush Factory, Haverhill
WS581, Chauntry Mill, High Street, Haverhill
WS065, Queens Lane, Chedburgh
WS058, Land at the end of Nether Road, Cavendish
RV24(a), Land west of Kingshall Street, Rougham
BV13, Suffolk Business Park (East RIE), BSE

SSSI

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
2
2

SAC

Area

SPA

Site

AQMA

Status

Noise

Site options GIS analysis
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

36.6
14.0
4.1
1.2
1.1
1.8
0.8
10.4
9.9
9.5
8.1
8.0
5.4
5.3
3.0
1.5
1.0
0.9
0.8
0.7
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.4
0.4
110
63.2
38.2
10.6
2.9
2.7
1.8
4.4
2.2
24.0
15.4

Priority habitat

RV4(j - part), Land at Shepherds Grove Industrial Estate, Stanton
BV13, Suffolk Business Park (West RIE), BSE
SA17(a), Former Academy and Dome Leisure Centre, Mildenhall
BV9 (part), Former Gas holder, Tayfen Road, BSE
RV10, Land east of Barrow Hill, Barrow
SA3, New Cemetery Site, Brandon
WS437, Land north of school, Moulton
WS168, Land east of Bury Road, Stanton
WS121, Land at Bardwell Road, Ixworth
WS604(A), North of Burrow Drive and Briscoe Way, Lakenheath
WS141, West of Folly Road, Mildenhall
WS044, Mount Road, Bury St Edmunds
WS071, Land south of Cavendish Road, Clare
WS023, Rookery Drove, Beck Row
WS125, Land at Haverhill Road, Kedington
WS063, Land west of Queens Lane, Chedburgh
WS113, Land off Glebe Close, Horringer
WS001, Land at School Lane
WS217, Atterton and Ellis, Haverhill
WS008, Land at Denham Lane, Barrow
WS033, Warren Close, Brandon
WS1063, Land at Bardwell Road, Sapiston
WS085, Land at Fordham Road, Freckenham
WS1062, Land at Kingshall Farm, Kingshall Street, Rougham
East of Church Lane, Barton Mills
WS082, Land fronting the Street, Fornham St. Martin
WS034 and WS039, SE BSE additional land
WS277, Rougham Airfield, BSE
WS145 and WS145(A), Hatchfield Farm additional land
WS011, Land off Bury Road, Barrow
WS195a, Land south of Bunters Road, Wickhambrook
WS005 and WS1004, Land south of Hopton Road, Barningham
WS143, Land east of School Road, Moulton
SE of Park Farm business centre, Fornham St Genevieve
Land at Moseley Farm, Fornham All Saints
Land at Stoke Road, Clare
Land north of Cavendish Road, Clare

CWS

2
2
2
2
2
3
3
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
5
5
5
5
5
5
5
6
6
7
7

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status

SPA
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

14.8
12.6
11.6
9.7
2.6
2.4
1.4
0.5
650
435
146
132
104
93.9
68.3
63.0
57.4
27.8
25.8
25.2
23.1
23.0
22.4
20.3
18.7
16.4
15.9
14.6
14.4
12.6
12.3
11.3
11.0
10.7
9.6
9.1
8.7

Priority habitat

Land at Hales Barn Road, Haverhill
Land off West Row Road, Mildenhall
Land at Hundon Road, Kedington
Land off Hepworth Road, Barningham
Land between Bury Lane and Wyken Road, Stanton
Land east of Dalham Road, Moulton
Land south of The Carrops, Red Lodge
Land at Mill Road, Hundon
Land West of A134, Ingham
Hall farm, Fornham St Martin
Land south of Haverhill
Land north-east of Bury St. Edmunds
West of Bury St Edmunds - Tut Hill, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Hanchett Hall Farm, Haverhill
Land north of Mill Lane, Barrow
Land east of Westley Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land south of Brandon Road, Brandon
Land at Barrow Hill, Barrow
Land north of Culford Road, Ingham
Land east of Skelton's Drove, Beck Row
RAF Barnham Camp, Barnham
Land at Ashen Lane, Stoke by Clare
Land between Aspal Land and Wildmere Lane, Beck Row
Land east of Mill Road, Hundon
Land off Heath Lane, Exning
Land at Fornham St Martin
Land to the north of Elizabeth Drive
Land at Shepherds Grove, Stanton
Land south east of Larch Way, Red Lodge
Land off West Row Road, Mildenhall
Land south of Culford Road, Ingham
Land at Stock Corner, Beck Row
North of Nunnery Green, WICKHAMBROOK
Newmarket Road, Barton Mills
Land east of Hill Road and north of Westley Road, Westley
Land east of Barrow Hill, Barrow
Land to the east of Hall Road, Hundon

CWS

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status

SPA
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

8.7
8.5
8.1
7.7
6.9
6.9
6.8
6.7
6.6
6.5
6.0
5.9
5.6
5.6
5.6
5.4
5.3
5.3
5.3
5.2
5.1
5.0
4.6
4.5
4.5
4.5
4.4
4.4
4.3
4.3
4.3
4.2
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.1
4.0

Priority habitat

Land to the west of Livermere Road, Great Barton
Land north of Sandy lane, Barningham
Land off West Row Road, West Row
Equestrian Centre, Green Farm, Stoke by Clare
Meddler Stud, Bury Road, Kentford
Land west of Mill Road, Grimestone End, Pakenham
Land north of Barton Hill and west of A134
South-east of Hornbean Drive, Horringer
Rathkeltair Lodge, Barton Hill, Bury St Edmunds
Land at School Lane, Fornham St Martin
Station Hill, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Hollow Road Farm, Barton Hill, Bury St Edmunds
Land North West of Horringer
Land at Haverhill Research park, Haverhill
Site B at Livermere Road, Great Barton
Option A, Land off Hepworth Road, Barningham
Site A at Livermere Road, Great Barton
West of Thetford Road, Fornham st Martin
Land off Newmarket Road, Moulton
Land West of Icknield Way, Kentford
Land to the east of Barrow Hill, Barrow
Scaltback School, Newmarket
Blacklands, Cavendish
Land west of Barrow
Land off Leys Road, Barrow
Land north of Mildenhall Road, Barton Mills
Land east of The Street, Fornham St Martin
Land off Covey Way & Maids Cross Hill
Land east at Barrow Hill, Barrow - part of WS012
Land at The Street, Worlington
Land at Phillips Close & grassland off Leaders Wy & Sefton Wy, Newmarket
Land to the south of Hencote Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land adjacent to and south of Caravan Park on Aspal Lane, Beck Row
Land west of Newmarket Road
Land at Tayfen Road, Bury St Edmunds
South of School Road, Risby, Option 1
Land rear of 2 Stone Lane, Barrow

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status

SPA
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

3.9
3.8
3.7
3.5
3.3
3.2
3.2
3.2
3.1
3.1
3.0
2.9
2.9
2.9
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.7
2.6
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.3
2.3
2.2
2.2
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.0

Priority habitat

Land at Mizon Close, Hundon
Land at Snow Hill, Clare
Land at Ram Meadow, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Bury Road, Barrow
Land north of Moulton Road, Gazeley
Land adjacent to Moss Edge Farm, Beck Row
Land at Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Land to north of Ferry Lane, West Row
Aspal Nursery, Aspal Lane, Beck Row
Land south Worlington Road & adjacent to former Dairy Sites, Barton Mills
Land south of Chapelwent Road, Haverhill
Southern portion of Brickfield Stud, Exning Road, Newmarket
Site between Church Street and Lower Road, Hundon
Land to the west of Elizabeth Drive, Chedburgh
Land North of Bury Road, Kentford
Land to the north of Elizabeth Drive, Chedburgh
Land to the South of Hepworth Road, Hepworth
Oak Tree Farm, Chedburgh
Land south of Chapel Road, West Row
Land north of School Road, Risby
8 Acres Queens Lane, Chedburgh
Westley Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land to the North of Chapel Road, Stanningfield
Hamlett Croft, Haverhill
Land south of The Drift, Fornham St Martin
Land at Little Hill Farm, Stanton
Land at Tollbridge House, Thetford Road, Fornham St Martin
Hillside, Knox Lane, Bardwell
St Martin's Meadow, Barnham
Land east of North Street, Freckenham
Stourmead Complex, Kedington
Land at Edmunds Hill, Stradishall
Land north of Bunters Road, Wickhambrook
Land north of Field Cottage, Bardwell Road, Barningham
Land to rear of the Kentford
Land at Church Lane, Barton Mills
Land east of the Granary, Clare

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status

SPA
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3

Priority habitat

NW of Erskine Lodge, Stanningfield Road, Great Whelnetham
Land at Jacqueline Close, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Golden Acres, Tan Office Green, Chevington
Land to north east of Horringer
Land at junction of Aspal Lane & Johns Street, Beck Row
Land north of Majors Close, Chedburgh
W of Valley Wash, Babel Gren and S of Mary Lane, Hundon
Shire Hall, Bury St Edmunds
St Louis Middle School, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Williams Way, West Row
land adjoining Crossways, Brand Road, Great Barton
Bury St Edmunds Garden Centre, Bury St Edmunds
Adjacent to the cricket pitch, Risby
Church Farm and allotments, Icklingham
Land south of Ducks Lane, Exning
Land at Freckenham
Land adjacent Little Paddocks, Stoke by Clare
Land north of The Street, Barnham
Hospital site, Hospital Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land adjacent to 29 Cavenham Road, Tuddenham
Land at Potts Hall Road, West Row
Land at Nunnery Green and Cemetery Hill, Wickhambrook
Land East of Hall Lane, Risby
Herringswell Road, Kentford Lodge
Land south of Bunters Road, Wickhambrook
Land adjacent to Nowton Lodge, Nowton
Land north of Post Office, Middle Green, Higham
Thingoe Hill, Bury St. Edmunds
Land south west of Chevington Road, Chedburgh
Land at Manor Farm House, Pakenham
Goosearce Field, Stradishall
Land adjacent Freckenham House, Freckenham
Land West of Hall Lane, Risby
Land at the corner of Wilde Street/Aspal Lane, Beck Row
Cleale's Town Hall Car Park, Haverhill
Land at Cornwallis Court, Bury St Edmunds
Part of Roan Hall, Icklingham

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.1
1.1
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7

Priority habitat

Land to the south-east of the Street, Stradishall
Flempton House, Bury Road, Flempton
Former Westfield Primary School, Haverhill
Land at The Green, Barrow
Bunters Gait, Nunnery Green, Wickhambrook
97 Kingsway, Mildenhall
Land at Cemetery Hill, Wickhambrook
St Martin's Lane, Barnham
Land north of Holmsey Green, Beck Row
Land north of Mildenhall Road, Freckenham
Land rear of 2 York Villa, Exning
South Drive, Exning Road, Newmarket
Land at the junction of Jarman's Lane and Beeches Road, West Row
Land East of The Street, Horringer
Land adjacent to Free Church, Mill Lane, Great Barton
Land at Pakenham Lodge, Pakenham
Former Castle Hill Middle School, Haverhill
Jubilee Walk Car Park, Haverhill
Land off Chapel Road, West Row
Land West of Eriswell Road, Holywell Row
Grove Lane, Stanton
Land at Millfield, Fordham Road, Freckenham
Townsend Nurseries, Clare
Corner of Westley Lane & A143, Horringer
Land off The Street, Ingham
Marsh Stable, Church Street, Exning
Land at Fen Road, Pakenham
Land at 54 Kingsway, Mildenhall
Land east of Old School Road, Whepstead
The Lodge, Great Livermere
Hopton Road, Barningham
Land off Old Barningham Road, Stanton
Land at School Yard, Bury St Edmunds
Land north of Newmarket Road, Barton Mills
Land north of the Street (up to cricket pitch), Worlington
Garages and Bus Depot, Cotton Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land south of Wilde Street, Beck Row

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8

SSSI
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.7
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3

Priority habitat

Site at Stock Corner Farm, Beck Row
Land off Rowley Drive, Newmarket
Lodge Farm, Little Saxham
Land west of Duke Street, Stanton
Land adjacent to Beck Lodge Farm, Beck Row
Land off Pott Hall Road, West Row
Land north of Troston Road, Honington
Land adjacent to Park Garden, Friday Street, West Row
Land east of Aspal Lane, Beck Row
Reeves Farm, Stow Road, Ixworth
Mill Meadow, Pupil Referral Unit, Mill Lane, Gazeley
Land at Brandon Cottage, Bury Road, Brandon
Stud Lodge, Exning Road, Newmarket
Land off Manor Farm Road, West Row
35 Station Road, Lakenheath
Land Off Manor Lane, Horringer
Land north of Manor Farm, Worlington
The 'Gateway Site', Kings Warren, Red Lodge
Land at Grange Lane, Barton Mills
Land at Rear 21 Mildenhall Road, Barton Mills
Street Farm, Low Street, Bardwell
Land off Parker's Drove, West Row
Land on the corner of Millfields Way, Haverhill
Land off Tutelina Rise, Great Whelnetham
Grange Cottages, Barton Mills
Rear of Argos and Post Office, Haverhill
Weymed Site, Bury St Edmunds
Tayfen Road (South), Bury St Edmunds
Former Duke of Marlborough, Hepworth
Little Hill Farmhouse, Barningham road, Stanton
Land off Gas House Lane, Brandon
Site B, Mildenhall Road, West Row
Sentinel Works, Northgate Avenue, Bury St Edmunds
Medgower, Haverhill Road, Little Wratting
6 Norfolk Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land to rear 82/84 Church Road, West Row
Land at Livermere Road, Troston

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
107
90.7
87.5
87.2
56.8
15.3
12.7
9.6
8.3
4.4
3.7
3.1
2.9
2.7
2.5
2.4
2.0
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.3
1.1
0.5
650
444
286
128

Priority habitat

146a High Street, Newmarket
Former Gasworks, Withersfield Road, Haverhill
Almoners Barn, Cullum Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Barn Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land adjacent to Jim Joel Court, Newmarket
Goldings Farm, Great Thurlow
Land adjacent to Rolfes Coal Yard, Beck Row
Land at White Rose Cottage, Great Barton
Land between Torwan House and Mere View, Pakenham
Land b/n Old School House and The Old Rectory, Hepworth
Land at Barton Mills, Barton Mills
Honey Hill, West of Bury St Edmunds
Park Farm Quarry, Timworth
Park Farm, Ingham
Land north of A11 at Red Lodge
NE of Park Farm business centre, Fornham St Genevieve
East of waste hub, Hollow Road, Fornham St Martin
Land east of Ashen Lane, Stoke by Clare
Karro Foods Site (South), Haverhill Road, Little Wratting
Land north of B1106, Fornham St Genevieve
Land at Ram Meadow, Bury St Edmunds, Bury St Edmunds
Kennett Railway Siding, Kennett
Land north of Claydon Drills, Bunters Road, Wickhambrook
Former waste recycling centre, Rougham Hill, Bury St. Edmunds
B/b Higham Lane and Coalpit Lane, Lower Green, Higham
Land at Chedburgh Road, Whepstead
Extension to industrial estate, Mildenhall
Land off Bardwell Road, Ixworth
Former gas works, Exning Road, Newmarket
Land opposite Haverhill Research Park, Haverhill
Land opposite Hanchett House, Withersfield
St Ledger, Newmarket (site now incorporated into 2.05e)
Land at Manor Farm, Ixworth Thorpe
Land west of A134, Ingham
USAFE Mildenhall
Land north & east of Red Lodge, Either side of A11
Land to the West of Westley

CWS

8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
8
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
9
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

111
107
104
93.9
90.7
70.0
68.4
68.3
67.0
63.2
59.4
57.4
55.9
44.4
43.7
40.1
34.6
30.5
28.8
27.1
25.6
24.7
23.4
23.1
23.1
22.7
22.6
21.6
21.5
21.3
20.8
20.5
20.2
17.3
16.7
16.5
16.1

Priority habitat

Land to west of Brandon
Land at Barton Mills
Land to the west of Bury St Edmunds - Tut Hill, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Hanchett Hall Farm, Haverhill
Land at Honey Hill Farm, West of Bury St Edmunds
N of Mildenhall E of the A1101 (inc. Airfield landing lights)
Land at Sparks Farm South of Holley's Belt, Eriswell
Land east of Mildenhall to A1065 and Fiveways Roundabout
Bench Barn Farm, Clare
Land at Rougham Airfield, Rougham
Land at Little Eriswell
Land south of Brandon Road, Brandon
Fornham Hall Park, Fornham St Genevieve
Land at Little Eriswell
Land off Cotton End Road and Wilmill Hill, Exning
Land at Hardwick Middle School, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Green Road, Brandon
Land behind Larkspur, Rushbrooke Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land adjacent to RAF Mildenhall
Land north of A1101, Beck Row
Land north of A14 junction 42, Bury St Edmunds
Land north of Park Farm Drive, Red Lodge
Land to West of B1106 North Of A14, Bury St Edmunds
RAF Barnham Camp, Barnham
Land east of Whepstead Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land south of A143, Ixworth - Eastern Parcel
Land at Barrow Road, Denham
Land at Compiegne Way, Bury St Edmunds
Land east of Eriswell Road & south of South Road
Land south west of Fornham All Saints
West Suffolk Hospital, Bury St Edmunds
Land south of Brooms Road, Lakenheath
Land south of the Street, Holywell Row
Land at Hardwick Farm, Bury St Edmunds
Land north of Brandon Road, Mildenhall
Leg of Mutton, Rougham Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land north of Thetford Road, Mildenhall

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

14.7
14.1
13.5
12.7
12.6
12.4
11.9
11.7
11.7
11.4
11.4
10.6
10.5
10.3
10.2
10.2
10.0
9.6
9.3
9.1
9.1
8.8
8.6
8.5
8.5
8.4
8.0
7.8
7.8
7.7
7.2
7.0
7.0
6.9
6.9
6.8
6.8

Priority habitat

Land south of Haysborder road, Barrow
Land south of Lark Road/ Raven Close, Mildenhall
Corner of Troston Road & Green Lane, Honington
East of waste hub, Hollow Road, Fornham St Martin
Site B at Exning Road, Newmarket
Glebe Land, Withersfield
Last east of Warren Road, Red Lodge
Land at the corner of Symonds Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land west of Bury Road, Hawstead
Land B/N Duke St and George Lane, Stanton
Land North of A1101, Forham All Saints
Land north Isleham Road and west Walnut Grove
Land at Windmill Hill, Exning
Land at the White House, Culford
Land south of Green Lane, Red Lodge
Land at Barton road/Thetford road, Fornham St Martin
Land off Bury Road, Brandon
Land east of Ashen Lane, Stoke by Clare
Land south railway Line inc. Lignacite Site, Brandon
Land south of Nowton Park, Nowton
Land east of A143, Chedburgh
Land to west of Tilbrooks Hill, Cowlinge
Moreton Hall Prep School, Bury St Edmunds
Land on the Corner Of Kiln Lane and A143, Chedburgh
Wratting General Employment, Gt Wratting
Land at George Lambton Playing Fields, Newmarket
Land adjacent to Fiveways, Mildenhall
Land south of A143, Ixworth - Western Parcel
Land north of A14, Kentford
Land off Manor Road, Brandon
Land at Cliftons, Clare
Land at Fornham St Martin
Land south of Station Road, Lakenheath
South Lower Rd and West Mare Hill, Hundon
Land west of Mill Road, Grimestone End, Pakenham
Land at Isleham Road, Worlington
Land at former White House Stud, Red Lodge

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

6.8
6.8
6.4
6.4
6.3
6.3
6.2
6.2
6.2
6.1
5.9
5.8
5.8
5.8
5.8
5.6
5.6
5.6
5.5
5.5
5.5
5.4
5.2
5.0
5.0
4.9
4.5
4.4
4.3
4.2
4.1
4.1
4.1
3.9
3.9
3.7
3.7

Priority habitat

Land at Grimstone End, Pakenham
Land to Rear of Flint House, Kentford
Land south of Bury Road, Kentford
Land at Troston Road, Honington
Land between Wildmere Lane and Holmsey Green, Beck row
Land adj Lambfair Green, Cowlinge
The Old Railway Station Site, Mildenhall
Land at Fornham Farm, Fornham St Martin
Bury St Edmunds Rugby Club
Land south of Stock Corner, Beck Row
Omar House, Brandon
Land at Larks Place, Wilde Street, Beck Row
Land off Pott Hall Road, West Row
Land south of Brooms Road, Lakenheath
West off Shop Hill, Wickhambrook
North Court, Brandon
Land between Colethorpe Lane and Church close, Barrow
Land at Maids Cross Hill, Lakenheath
South of Grove Park Mobile Home Park, Stanton
Land north of Bury Road, Kentford
Land to rear 4 to 14b Turnpike Lane, Red Lodge
Former Mildenhall Academy and Dome Leisure Centre Site, Mildenhall
Land west of Icknield Way, Kentford
Land south River Ouse & West of High Street, Brandon
Land off Cotton End Road, Exning
Land at Grange Farm, Hengrave
Land north of Mildenhall Road, Barton Mills
Land off Covey Way & The Firs, Lakenheath
Land at Chair Hall Farm, West Row
Land at Popes Farm, West Row
Land at Sedge Fen North of Skeltons Drove
South of School Road, Risby, Option 1
North of Sudbury Road, Little Whelnetham
Land west of Bury Road, Brandon
Land at Lawshall Road, Hawstead
Land off Newmarket Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land north of the B1102 (to the River Lark), Worlington

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6
3.6
3.5
3.4
3.4
3.4
3.3
3.3
3.2
3.2
3.2
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.1
3.0
2.9
2.9
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.8
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.7
2.6
2.6
2.6
2.6
2.6

Priority habitat

Land at Gazeley Road, Kentford
Land south of Bury Road, Flempton
Land to the west of Vendas Farm, Chedburgh
Land to the west of Vendas Farm, Chedburgh
Land to west of Kiln Lane, Chedburgh
Land west of Erratts Hill, Cowlinge
Land east of The Street, Ingham
Land rear of Nethergate Street, Clare
Land at south Road, Lakenheath
Land north of Gas House Drove, Brandon
Penny Mead Farm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Land at Barrow Hill, Denham
Land west of Bull Lane, Whepstead
Land at Newmarket Road, Barton Mills
Land south east of Risby Business Park, Risby
Land between A11 & A1101, Mildenhall
Land to the east of the A143, Ixworth
Pond Farm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Kennett Railway Siding
Land north of Bury Road, Chedburgh
Opposite 1-4 Bury Road, Kentford
South of Kedington School, Kedington
Land North of Bury Road, Kentford
Land North West of Fornham All Saints
Junction Valley Wash & Church St, Hundon
Land south of Rectory Road, Whepstead
Hamlet Green, Haverhill
Land adjacent to Beck Lodge Farm, St John's Street, Beck Row
Land south of Church St & Freewood St, Bradfield St George
Land at Church View, Wixoe
Land adjoining A143, Stanton
Land to north of Maids Cross Hill, Lakenheath
Site A at Exning Road, Newmarket
Hillcrest Nurseries, Barningham Rd, Stanton
Land at Vinefields, Bury St Edmunds
North of Upthorpe Rd, opp Blackbourne School, Stanton
Land south of Colethorpe Lane, Barrow

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

2.6
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.5
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.4
2.3
2.3
2.3
2.2
2.2
2.2
2.2
2.2
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.1
2.0
2.0
2.0
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9
1.9

Priority habitat

Land at Thurston Road, Great Barton
Land at Street Farm, Wickhambrook
Land north of School Road, Risby
Land at Little Vendas Farm, Depden
Land between A143 And Glassfield Rd, Stanton
Land at Barrow Road, Denham
Dove House Road, Haverhill
Woodlands Park off Brandon Road, Mildenhall
Land adjacent to College Heath Road, Mildenhall
3 Fornham All Saints, A1101, Fornham all Saints
Castle Manor Business And Enterprise College
Land at Sunnyside Nurseries, Worlington Road, Mildenhall
Land at Tollbridge House, Thetford Road, Fornham St Martin
Land at sunnyside, Worlington Road, Mildenhall
Land Between 9 & 10 Barrow Road, Denham
St Martins Meadow, Barnham
The Borders, Thetford Road, Barnham
Coney Weston Campsite, South of the Street
Land south of School Road, Risby
Land off Sudbury Road, Great Whelnetham
South of Gonville Close, Mildenhall
Land (Depot) South of Gazeley Road, Moulton
Duke Street Nursery, Stanton
Land off Maids Cross Way, Lakenheath
Land at Yew Tree, Tuddenham Road, Barton Mills
Land at Falconer Road, Haverhill
Land at Cavenham Road, Tuddenham
Land At Westley Hall Farm, Westley
Land off Shop Hill, Wickhambrook
Land at Lackford north, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Glenmore Windmill Hill, Exning
Land And Buildings at Manor Farm, Hopton
Land North of Cemetery, Lakenheath
Vicarage Farm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Land At Stonehouse Farm, Chevington
Land South of Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Common Road, Hopton

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

1.9
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.8
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.7
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.6
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.5
1.4
1.4

Priority habitat

Land north east of Stanningfield, Stanningfield
Land at Frizzeler's Green, Great Saxham
Meadow Farm, The Street, West Stow
West of Valley Wash, Babel Green and South of Mary Lane, Hundon
Land at Lackford south, Bury St Edmunds
Near Broom Road, Off Eriswell Drive, Lakenheath
land adjoining Crossways, Brand Road, Great Barton
Land South of Barrow Road, Denham
Land south west of Station Way, Brandon
East of Ingham Road, West Stow
Land at the Yard, The Grove, Stock Corner, Beck Row
Land off Church Lane, Hepworth, Diss
Pentland Nursury, Coney Weston Road, Barningham
Church Farm and allotments, Icklingham
Land north of Wilde Street, Beck Row
Land at Wamill Way, Mildenhall
Land North of Bury Road, Flempton
Land at Abbotts Court north of Victoria Avenue, Brandon
Land at Holywell Row
Land north of The Street, Barnham
Corner of Valley Wash & Mary Lane, Hundon
Land north of Lacey's Lane, Exning
South Of Junction 42 off the A14, Westley
St Andrew's Street North, Bury St Edmunds
Land Opposite Haverhill Research Park, Haverhill
Land adjacent to 29 Cavenham Road Tuddenham
Land at Clockhouse Farm, Brockley
Land East of Hall Lane, Risby
Land at Greenhays Farm, Red Lodge
North of Thurlow Road, Withersfield
Land at Balaton Stables Snailwell Road, Newmarket
Land between the River Lark and Worlington Road, Mildenhall
Allotments Studlands Park, Newmarket
Fothergills, Gazeley Road, Kentford
Land adj. to Nowton Lodge, Nowton
Land adj. to Dunsowrth House, Mildenhall Rd, Freckenham
Land north of Post Office, Middle Green, Higham

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.4
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.3
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.2
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.1
1.0
1.0

Priority habitat

Land at Mouse Lane and Newthorpe, Rougham
Land to the east of Holme Close, Hopton
Land adjacent to the Chestnuts off Newmarket Road, Worlington
Land at Worlington Road, Mildenhall
Doff's Field, Fronting Knox Lane, Bardwell
Land at Hall Lane, Risby
Land West of Hall Lane, Risby
Land at Bull Lane, Pinford End, Whepstead
Kedington House and Land to West, Kedington
High Trees, Great Barton
Cowground Farm, Beck row
Land off Barrow Hill, Barrow
Land corner of Kiln Lane, Chedburgh
Hoggards Green, Stanningfield
Land Opposite Hanchett House, Withersfield
Land at Lynton House, Ixworth Thorpe
Land at Station Way, Brandon
Stanton View Riding School, Stanton
Land to the south-east of the Street, Stradishall
Land off School Lane, Brandon
Land at Mosaic House, Kentford
Land B/N Horsecroft Rd and Sharp Rd, Bury St Edmunds
Aqua Vista, Little Whelnetham
Land off Finchley Avenue, Mildenhall
Land at Attleton Green, Wickhambrook
97 Kingsway, Mildenhall
Land at Hengrave
Land to rear of Dolvers View, The Street, Holywell Row
Land south of Risby Business Park, Risby
Barrow Business Park, Barrow
Land at Bury Road, Clopton Green, Wickhambrook
Land west of Upper Street, Stansfield
St Martin's Lane, Barnham
Land at Longwood Farm, Tuddenham
Land at The Street, Ingham
Land North West of Chilton Street Ind Park, Clare
Between Newmarket Road & Golf Links Road, Worlington

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
1.0
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8

Priority habitat

Land at White Gables, Holywell Row
Land south of Great Liveremere
Land off St Botolph's Place, Haverhill
Lion Meadow Plantation, Great Wratting
Land north of Mildenhall Road, Freckenham
Land at Chapel Street Farm, Stoke by Clare
High Elm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Land at Higham Road, Tuddenham
Gaughton House, Fornham All Saints
Land west of Brockley Road north, Whepstead
Scout Centre, Colne Valley Road, Haverhill
Vendors Farm, Chedburgh
Land at Former Dairy Buildings, Cavenham
Land adjoining public house, Turnpike Road and Lane, Red Lodge
Land at Barton Mills
Land at Robson's Farm, Nethergate Street, Hopton
Land at Ashfield Green, Wickhambrook
Land East Of Homstead, Stanton
Land at Bury Road, Ixworth
Land West of Eriswell Road, Holywell Row
Manor Farm, Honington
Land north of school, Moulton
Land next to 2 Stoke Road, Clare
Chare House, Chare Road, Stanton
Church Farm and allotments, Icklingham
Land rear of 65, 69, 73 Station Road, Lakenheath
Land at Boundary House, Fen Road, Pakenham
Land east of Rectory Road, Whepstead
Land North of Coney Weston Road, Sapiston
Land east of Upper Street, Stansfield
Land at Hazel Stub Farm, Haverhill
Land south-west of Jarmans Lane, West Row
Marsh Stable Church Street, Exning
Church Farm, High Street, Clare
Land on the corner of Stoney Lane and Bury Road, Barrow
Land at Griffiths Yard, Gazeley Road, Moulton
Land west of 10 Newmarket Road, Barton Mills

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.8
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.7
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.6
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5

Priority habitat

Land north of Great Livermere
Land at Rede Road, Whepstead
Land north of Chedburgh Road, Whepstead
Land at Ampton Hall Estate, Great Livermere
Land to rear of Chalk Farm and Gatehouse High Street, Lakenheath
The Lodge, Great Livermere
Land north of Mildenhall Road, West Row
Land Adjacent Erratts Hill, Cowlinge
land north of Newmarket Road, Barton Mills
Land At Willow Green, Honington
40 Hollow Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land between Studlands Park Avenue and Parkers Walk, Newmarket
Land around Hall Farm, Freckenham
South of Church Road, Little Thurlow
Land at Maple House, Old Bury Road, Lackford
Barningham Hall, Coney Weston Road, Barningham
North of Rose Hill, Withersfield
Ridgewood, Little Whelnetham
Former Coal Yard, Wilde Street, Beck Row
Cottage Farm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Lodge Farm, Little Saxham
Hanchett House, Haverhill
Charterhouse Trading Estate, Haverhill
Site north of 5A Wildmere Lane, Holywell Row
3 Cemetery Road, Lakenheath
Land opposite Park Farm Barn, Cavenham
Bradnams Yard Site, Withersfield Rd, Haverhill
Battle Meadow, Queen Street, Witherfield
laundry/telephone exchange, Camps Rd, Haverhill
Eastgate Nurseries, Bury St Edmunds
Behind St Peter's Church, Church Lane, West Row
Site A, Market Weston
Land east of Mortimer Lane, Freckenham
Former 'Small House Site' Nowton Court, Nowton
DJ Evans Depot, St Botolphs Lane, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Holywell Row, Mildenhall
Land south of Church Lane, West Row

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4

Priority habitat

Land south of Stoney Lane, Barrow
Land at Withams Farm, Ladys Green, Ousden
Land at Brandon Cottage, Rattlers Road, Brandon
Land at junction of Mildenhall Road and Jarman's Lane, West Row
Newmarket Station Site
Pub Car Park, Chedburgh
Riverside Kidge off High Street, Brandon
South and east of Flint House Bury Road, Kentford
Site B at Fen Road, Pakenham
Land at Barningham
Land west of Brockley Road south, Whepstead
Land at Pen Kennels, Isleham Road, Worlington
Land at Low Green, Nowton
Land south of Bardwell Road, Barningham
Land opposite New Bungalow Sedge Fen
South of Old Bury Road, Lackford
Depot and Garage Site, Duddery Hill, Haverhill
Land Off Valley Wash, Hundon
Land at Moat Lane and New Road, Rougham
Rear of 60 The Street, Holywell Row
Popes Farm, Church Lane, West Row
Land off Parker's Drove, West Row
Land East of Ellan Vannin, Stanton
Babel Green Farm, Lower Road, Hundon
North of Elmwood, Fornham Lane, Westley
Old Stackyard Paddock, Great Barton
Access between 114 & 118 Eldo Road, West Row
Snaefell, Barningham Road, Stanton
Scrubland at Newe House, Fen Road, Pakenham
Land to the west of 38 Horsecroft Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land West of Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Land at High Trees, The Park, Great Barton
Land off Bury Lane, Moulton
Land at The Street, Cavenham
Lakelin House, Barningham Road, Stanton
Former Duke of Marlborough, Hepworth
High Noon Lane, Withersfield

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10

SSSI

Area

SAC

Site

AQMA

Status

SPA

Interim SA Report

Noise

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

91

Appendices

Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.4
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2

Priority habitat

Land west of A134, Ingham
Ingham service station, Thetford Road, Ingham
Land south of Fordham Road
Land R/O 91-95 Wratting Road, Haverhill
Land at Bradfield Combust
Tilhill, Brandon Road, Culford
South Of Withersfield Rd, Great Thurlow
Land to the south east of the cricket pitch, Hundon
Land at The Plough Inn, Icklingham
Land behind the Green, Bardwell
Land at The Hammonds, Glassfield Road, Stanton
George Hill Units, Barningham Road, Stanton
Medgower, Haverhill Road, Little Wratting
Land adjacent to Grove Farm, Worlington
Land Adj Duke's Cottage, Withersfield
Land adjacent to Little Moor Hall Farm, Bardwell
Former Builder's Yard, Common Road, Hopton
Land east of the Mallards, Lakenheath
Eriswell Road, 27, Pleasant View, Lakeheath
Land at the Gables, Chapel Road, West Row
Police Station, Swan Lane, Haverhill
Land South of The Street adj. to Home Croft, Eriswell
Land east of Layham Drive, Bury St Edmunds
Telephone Exchange Car Park, Bury St Edmunds
Carpark to the north west of the council offices, Haverhill
Land south of The Street, (Depot and Nursery), Worlington
High Elm Farm, Upthorpe Road, Stanton
Paddock to West The White Lodge, Gt Barton
Former Moreton Hall Community Centre, Bury St Edmunds
Cecil And Larter, Out Risbygate, Bury St Edmunds
Land at Parsons Spinney, Ousden
Land at Home Farm, Barningham
Rear of Lindum Lodge, South Street, Risby
North End Plot, Bury Road, Stanningfield
Land to the rear Bury Road Northumberland
Land to West Of 1 Hazel Stub, Haverhill
Land adjacent to Church Farm North side of The Street, Herringswell

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
0.1
21.6
14.4
12.5
9.2
7.2
3.9
1.1
95.9
73.6
61.0
49.3
46.8
28.5
23.4
22.9
21.4

Priority habitat

The old cycle repair shop site and grounds at Hepworth
Land adjacent Grasmere, Old Lane, Stanningfield
The old Pumping station, Hundon
Land off Park Lane, Newmarket
Land west of High Street behind Methodist Chapel
Farmers Club Car Park, Pump Lane, Bury St Edmunds
West of Staple Cottage, Horsecroft Road, BSE
The Deals, Aspal Lane, Beck Row
Land at Arms Lane, Kedington
Silverwood, Pakenham
Land adjoining 5 Church Road, Stanningfield
Wordwell Hall Barns, Brandon Rd, Wordwell
Land to East of The Street, Great Thurlow
The Maples, Old Barningham Road, Stanton
Land adjacent to Rolfes Coal Yard, Beck Row
Land at White Rose Cottage, Great Barton
Site A, Mildenhall Road, West Row
Land between Torwan House and Mere View, Pakenham
5a, Kings Road, Bury St Edmunds
Land b/n Old School House and The Old Rectory, Hepworth
West of Vine Cottage, Upthorpe Rd, Stanton
Falconer Road, Haverhill
Bumpstead Road, Haverhill
Hanchet End, Haverhill
Little Wratting
Park Farm, Fornham St Genevieve
Hall Farm, Fornham St Genevieve
Barrow Business Park, Barrow
Shepherd’s Grove, Stanton/Hepworth
Haverhill Industrial Estate
British Sugar, Hollow Road and north of Compiegne Way
Industrial Estate north of the settlement, Bury St Edmunds
Industrial Estate north of the settlement, Bury St Edmunds
Suffolk Business Park, Bury St Edmunds
Saxham
Land south of Mile End Road, Brandon
Rougham

CWS

10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
10
11
11
11
11
11
11
11
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
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Employment land

IMD A

Open space

Allotment

Community hall

NHS doctor

Leisure centre

Horse racing land

Agricultural land

Scheduled monument

Historic park/garden

Grade 2 listed building

Grade 2* listed building

Grade 1 listed building

Conservation area

Flood zone

TPO

20.2
18.8
18.2
17.7
15.6
14.3
12.2
10.5
9.9
9.4
6.6
6.2
5.9
5.6
5.3
4.4
4.3
3.5
3.1
3.0
2.3
2.0
1.6
1.2
1.0
0.9
0.7
0.5
0.5
0.3

Priority habitat

Chapel Pond Hill
Western Way
Moreton Hall
Eastern Way
Northern Way
Mildenhall Road
Homefield Road
Blenheim Park
Chedburgh
Gorse Industrial Estate
Land north of Station Road
Anglian Lane
Land south of London Road
Greene King, Friars Lane
Land south of Railway line
Barton Road
Stour Valley Road
North of the settlement
Risby Business Park
Land south of Bury Road, Lanwades Business Park
Ingham
Land east of Mildenhall Drove
Land off Bardwell Road
Land at Station Way
Enterprise Park, Etna Road
Land south of Gazeley Road
Land south of Swan Lane
Bridewell Industrial Estate
Chilton Street Business Park
Land south of Bury Road

CWS

12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
12
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Appendix IV: Settlement scenarios
Introduction
The aim of this appendix is to consider each of the 24 settlements within the top three tiers of the settlement hierarchy,
as well as presenting a single discussion covering the fourth tier settlements. This appendix feeds into Section 5.4.
For each settlement, the aim is to consider reasonable alternative approaches that might be taken to allocation (‘growth
scenarios’) – mindful of site specific, settlement specific and district-wide strategic considerations – before identifying
one or more scenarios that reasonably need to be progressed to Section 5.5, where settlement-specific scenarios are
combined in order to arrive at district-wide scenarios.
The focus of this appendix is primarily non-committed included SHELAA sites, i.e. the assumption is that committed sites
can, for the most part, be safely ‘rolled-forward’ into the plan, and deferred sites can be discounted (given the total
theoretical capacity of included sites, as discussed at paragraph 5.3.3, above).
A note on methodology
The aim here is not to present a formal appraisal of reasonable alternatives.
The discussions are systematic only to an extent, with discretion and planning judgment applied. The aim is not to
discuss all included site options to the same level of detail. There is naturally more detailed consideration given to site
options at higher order settlements and, at any given settlement, where one site option is discussed in more detailed
than another, this is because it is judged to be a more marginal site option, i.e. decision-making in respect of allocation
is judged to be relatively finely balanced.
This approach is taken mindful of the fundamental legal requirement, which is to explain reasons for arriving at
reasonable alternatives (which we define as growth scenarios; see Section 4) in “outline” terms. Evidenced views on
potential settlement-specific alternatives for formal appraisal are welcomed.

Brandon
Brandon is a top tier settlement, is well-connected by rail (unlike Haverhill and Mildenhall) and there are well-understood
growth opportunities around locally arising housing needs and regeneration. There is also a need to consider links to
nearby Thetford, which is a focus of growth through the Breckland Local Plan.
However, Brandon is highly constrained in environmental terms, on account of the town’s very close association with the
Breckland SPA. There have been ongoing discussions with Natural England on the SPA constraint, and in particular the
1.5km buffer around stone curlew nesting sites that is currently the primary constraint to growth (e.g. the risk zone, or
risk zones, might be defined with greater precision, to reflect detailed understanding of how constraint varies). 31
However, at the current time, the SPA constraint is understood to rule out all but very limited urban infill.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document proposes one modest residential allocation in the urban area (WS033;
0.67 ha), and gives reasons for not supporting the other four included SHELAA sites, which are considered relatively
clear cut. Further considerations are as follows:
•

West of the town – WS249a is a stand-out large site that might deliver an extension that is somewhat ‘strategic’, in
that it delivers benefits beyond just housing. However, in addition to the SPA constraint, land here is relatively distant
from the town centre, railway station and primary schools (although a secondary school is adjacent), and there is
also a need to consider extensive woodland/forestry (although this could also generate opportunities).

•

The train station area – comes into consideration on accessibility grounds, as well as potentially economy/
employment, and because there are developed areas that might feasibly be intensified through redevelopment.
There is one included SHELAA site (WS1010), which comprises railway sidings, but this is an omission site due to
the SPA constraint. It is also important to note that most land north of the railway line falls within Breckland District.

In conclusion, only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed to Section 5.5, namely a scenario involving
allocation of WS033 with no housing capacity assigned at this stage, ahead of further detailed work, likely in the form of
a development brief. This approach reflects the extensive Breckland SPA constraint affecting the town, and discussions
are ongoing with Natural England on this matter.
31

The wider context is legal precedent establishing the importance of avoiding impacts ahead of mitigating or (as a last resort )
compensating, in accordance with the precautionary principle. Mitigation and compensation measures are associated with scientific
uncertainty, although work is underway to address this, both at Brandon and more widely.
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Bury St Edmunds
Bury St. Edmunds is comfortably the largest town in the district, and is well suited to being a focus of growth in many
respects, including due to the town’s location on strategic road and rail corridors. The town is also relatively
unconstrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC (i.e. less so than Brandon, Mildenhall and Newmarket), and is unconstrained
by horse racing (unlike Newmarket) and more-or-less unconstrained by aircraft noise (unlike the north of the district).
However, there are wide ranging issues and constraints, which must factor-in when considering the appropriate growth
quantum, the broad distribution of growth, selection of sites and strategic site masterplanning. These include: road
infrastructure and traffic congestion, including through the valued historic core; wider infrastructure capacity, including
community infrastructure; and landscape / heritage / biodiversity considerations (also wider ‘ecosystem service’
considerations, e.g. flood risk-related) associated with the town’s close association with the valley of the River Lark.
There is also a need to consider the extent of recent and committed strategic growth. On the one hand, strategic urban
extensions, primarily to the east, have delivered new and upgraded strategic infrastructure alongside new housing.
However, on the other hand, there is a need to consider the capacity of the town from a range of perspectives, including
with a view to avoiding long term ‘sprawl’ beyond logical confines, notably the river valley.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents eight allocations at Bury St. Edmunds (BSE). However, five
of these either have planning permission or an extant allocation from the BSE Vision (2014) that can confidently be
rolled-forward, as the site is considered to remain suitable and deliverable. The three new sites are as follows:
•

Rougham Airfield (WS277; 63 ha) – would extend the committed Moreton Hall strategic site (located to the west;
under construction / nearing completion; and the Suffolk Business Park (located to the south, again under
construction / nearing completion). The proposal is for an employment-led scheme, given good road links and
adjacent Suffolk Business Park, which is of sub-regional or regional importance. Specifically, the proposal is for at
least 20 ha of employment, leaving perhaps 40 ha for other uses including housing and green infrastructure. The
current proposal is for ~500 homes, which amounts to 12.5 dwellings per hectare (dph) (before account is taken of
the ambition for 40% greenspace), hence there could be the option of supporting additional development. However,
on the other hand, there is a clear need to utilise green space and employment land to ensure a robust new eastern
boundary to the town, avoiding concerns around continued eastwards ‘sprawl’. Also, there is a need to consider the
existing use of the airfield for sporting and recreational uses, leisure activities and showground outdoor events; and
there is a need to consider the setting and appreciation of the listed control tower and radar rooms onsite.
N.B. Rougham Airfield is the one site discussed within this appendix that was deferred through the SHELAA in 2020.
This was due to the current policy designation of the site for airfield and leisure uses.

•

South-east of BSE additional land (WS039; 117 ha) – would extend the committed SE BSE strategic site, which has
planning permission for 1,250 homes (75 ha, including significant land affected by flood risk), although no reserved
matters have been submitted, such that construction is not imminent (in turn, SE BSE additional land, if allocated,
would certainly come forward later in the plan period). The proposal is for ~500 homes, which amounts to just 4.3
dph; however, there is an expectation that the site boundary will be reduced, likely removing the eastern part, as this
part of the site is poorly connected (given the A14 as a barrier to movement) and because there is a clear need to
maintain a landscape gap to the small village of Blackthorpe. Within the refined site boundary there is a need to
account for rising land (from the river valley at the site’s southern / southwestern extent), small patches of priority
habitat woodland and the need for a buffer to the A14. However, there is nonetheless quite clear potential to explore
the possibility of additional homes, with a view to making best use of the land and realising infrastructure and
placemaking opportunities, mindful of the adjacent committed new community.

•

North of Mount Road (WS044; 7.9 ha) – is a smaller site, proposed for 120 homes (15.2 dph), located to the east of
a recently delivered new community, and adjacent to Rougham Airfield. The site is subject to notably limited
constraint, and would be very well contained in landscape terms should Rougham Airfield come forward, given the
adjacent railway to the north (also a mature historic hedgerow to the east, which would help to ensure containment /
reduce concerns regarding future sprawl). There is open countryside to the north of the railway (an omission site,
discussed below), but there are no public rights of way or lanes that would serve as likely viewpoints into the site. A
final point to note is that Mount Road, as well as being a historic route between BSE and Thurston, is on the national
cycle network, and there would be a need to consider in combination impacts with Rougham Airfield.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other 34 included SHELAA sites.
In the majority of cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here; however, the following omission sites do require consideration:
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•

Land to south of Westley Road and east of Westley Lane (WS042) – might deliver a strategic urban extension to the
southwest of BSE. However, this sector of the town’s urban edge is considered to be relatively poorly connected,32
and also relatively constrained in terms of topography and landscape, with the land rising from the existing settlement
edge - which is associated with the valley of the River Linnet and a mature woodland belt shown as priority habitat
by the nationally available dataset - to the southwest, where high ground is occupied by the Horringer Conservation
Area (CA) and Ickworth Park. Any scheme would be focused on the river valley and lower slopes, but there would
still be concerns. Aside from landscape and heritage, other constraints include flood risk, as there would be a need
to avoid any worsening of the existing flood risk that affects properties in BSE down-stream. One possible opportunity
could be in respect of improving access to Ickworth Park, which is publicly accessible but not linked to BSE by a
public right of way (PROW). There might also be biodiversity and/or flood water attenuation opportunities.

•

West / northwest of BSE (WS268a) – might deliver a strategic urban extension between committed strategic sites to
the north and south (with the site to the north under construction and well-advanced). However, a clear issue is that
the site is separated from the BSE urban edge by a golf course. The site also breaks across the B1106, which would
appear a logical boundary feature as per at the strategic site under construction to the north, although, on the other
hand, there are landscape features beyond the road that could provide a degree of containment. There might also
feasibly be an opportunity around improving accessibility to the countryside (there are no PROWs in this area), in
particular Hyde Wood, which is a large County Wildlife Site (CWS) but seemingly not publicly accessible. The
possibility of an expanded scheme taking-in part of the golf course might be explored, but would give rise to a range
of new issues, including in respect of biodiversity and potentially surface water flood risk.

•

Northeast of BSE (WS1012) – would extend a committed strategic urban extension, which is an existing allocation
for 1,250 homes, but which is not yet under construction, which serves as a reason not to allocate a further extension
through the new local plan. Furthermore, the eastern extent of the committed strategic scheme comprises rising land
and is proposed for greenspace accordingly, which will also serve as a landscape buffer to Great Barton parish church
(grade 1 listed) and Great Barton itself, which is associated with a notably raised position in the landscape. There is
also a need to consider the made Great Barton neighbourhood plan, which allocates land for housing growth.

•

Potential new settlement to the north (WS327a) – the key point to note is the lack of strategic argument in support of
a new settlement (Section 5.2), plus there are a range of issues and constraints, including coalescence with /
relationship to Great Barton and numerous small priority woodland patches. However, there is limited constraint in
other respects (e.g. there are no listed buildings within the arc of land between Great Barton and Fornham St. Martin).
Attention potentially focuses on the western part of this sector of land, namely land close to the A134, as this is lowlying land and associated with limited priority habitat (although there is one larger woodland patch and a TPO tree
belt). Also, consideration might be given to expanding BSE to the north from the A143 corridor (i.e. to the north of
the committed NE BSE strategic site), as an option that is potentially sequentially preferable to a new settlement.

•

Cluster of sites to the north (WS035 WS543, WS552, WS1021 and the western extent of WS327a) – there is a small
residential area between BSE and the village of Fornham St. Martin associated with a cluster of sites. Land here is
in relatively good proximity to BSE town centre; however, there are a range of issues, including relating to road
infrastructure / traffic congestion, walking and cycling links and the importance of maintaining a landscape gap to
Fornham St. Martin, where the historic core is located at the southern extent of the village (albeit there is not a
designated conservation area). Also, and in contrast to the three sites discussed above, there are not known to be
any detailed proposals for strategic growth in this area and fragmented site promotion could pose a challenge.

In conclusion, the strategic importance of BSE serves as a reason for exploring growth scenarios and, having explored
the more marginal included SHELAA sites in turn, it is clear that reasonable growth scenarios do exist. The following
two scenarios are progressed to Section 5.5:
1) ~1,120 homes across a strategic site to the east (Rougham Airfield, WS277), a strategic site to the southeast (an
extension of the committed SE BSE strategic site, WS039) and a non-strategic site to the east (WS044), plus at least
20ha of employment land (at WS277); and
2) a varied approach to growth across the two strategic sites that feature in (1), to include consideration of additional
homes, with a view to making best use of land and realising infrastructure and placemaking opportunities (i.e. a more
‘comprehensive’ approach to growth), mindful of the nearby recent and committed new communities.
Further detail on this scenario is provided below, in Section 5.5.

32

The A143 to the south is associated with higher ground (and the landscape gap between BSE and Horringer) and the other radial
route linking to BSE town centre - Westley Road - is an unclassified road and notably forms part of National Cycle Network, and it is set
to receive an increase in traffic from the West BSE committed strategic site. Also, it is important to note that this sector of the BSE
edge is 2.5km from the rail station ‘as the crow flies’.
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Haverhill
Haverhill is the second largest town in West Suffolk with a population of 27,481 (2019 mid-year estimate), and is some
way distant from the other towns in the district, relating more closely to Cambridge (26km) than to BSE (29 km). Haverhill
was historically a modest market town associated with the Upper Stour valley (the Stour Brook), of a similar scale to
Great Thurlow; however, the town has expanded rapidly over the past century. To the south the town has expanded as
far as the bypass, which was completed in 1996, whilst to the north a series of committed strategic urban extensions will
expand the town to the full extent of the river valley. Specifically, existing allocations in the town will deliver in the region
of 3,900 new homes and supporting strategic infrastructure including three new primary schools and a country park. The
scale of committed growth calls into question the potential for the local housing market to absorb further growth.
There is a large industrial and commercial area at the southeast extent of the town, however, proximity to Cambridge,
and particularly Addenbrookes Hospital and its Biomedical Campuses, makes Haverhill an attractive commuter location,
leading to congestion on the road network at peak times. Having said this, as with other towns in the district, the trend
toward working from home is reducing this issue, and is also beneficial in terms of supporting the viability and vitality of
the town centre and businesses in the town. The Haverhill Town Centre Masterplan was adopted in 2015, outlining the
direction of future development within Haverhill town centre.
There is also a need to make an initial comment on transport connectivity, with Rail Haverhill (www.railhaverhill.co.uk)
highlighting that the population of the town has increased by 675% since the railway closed in 1967. In 2020 the
Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Combined Authority consulted on proposals for a Cambridge Autonomous Metro
(CAM) to include a route to Haverhill, along the former railway line; however, latest understanding is that the CAM
scheme is paused and under review. It is also important to note that the nationally available agricultural land quality
dataset shows Haverhill to be entirely surrounded by grade 2 quality land, although no land in the area has been surveyed
in detail (using the ‘post 1988 criteria’ method).
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents six residential allocations at Haverhill. However, four of
these either have planning permission or an extant allocation from the Haverhill Vision (2014) that can confidently be
rolled-forward, as the site is considered to remain suitable and deliverable. The two new sites are both located within
the urban area, and the current assumed capacity is just 18 homes.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other 16 included SHELAA sites.
In the majority of cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here; however, the following omission sites do require consideration:
•

South of Haverhill (WS097) – would deliver a strategic urban extension to the south, potentially as far as, or perhaps
even extending beyond, the boundary with Braintree District (who have not requested that consideration is given to
a cross boundary scheme). The first point to note is the lack of strategic argument for a further strategic urban
extension, given: the scale of committed growth; understanding of housing need / reasonable housing requirement
options district-wide (see Section 5.2); and relatively high car dependency (albeit there is a good bus service to
Cambridge). Beyond this, there are environmental sensitivities to the south of Haverhill, given rising land, woodlands
on raised land and a valued hedgerow network (dormice has been an issue at the NE Haverhill strategic site).

•

Hanchett Hall Farm (WS1029) – is located adjacent to the west of WS097, such that many of the same issues and
constraints apply. There is ancient woodland within the site boundary, which potentially serves as a reason to suggest
that this site is more constrained environmentally than is the case for WS097. It is also more distant from the town
centre. However, on the other hand, there is potentially merit in growth to the west of the town from a transport
perspective, given high rates of commuting between Haverhill and Cambridge. It is also the case that there is some
relatively low lying land within this site and adjacent to the existing settlement edge (potentially more so than WS097).
In respect of both WS097 and WS1029, one strategic opportunity to explore might be around improving access from
Haverhill to the countryside, potentially including woodland (although the woodland patches in the area are all small,
and hence potentially not suited to access). There is currently being very limited accessibility by PROW.

•

Hales Barn (WS1028) – is a smaller site located to the north of the town, roughly 500m to the west of the committed
northern strategic urban extension. The site relates relatively well to the existing urban edge, in that it is near
triangular with built form on two sides, plus rising land to the north could assist with ensuring containment and a
landscape gap to the Witherfield CA (including the setting of a grade 2* barn that was previously a “C16 hall, originally
a double moated manorhouse….”). However, the rising land leads to visual prominence, and the adjacent PROW
(likely a popular route linking Haverhill to Withersfield) also serves to suggest landscape sensitivity. There is also a
somewhat narrow historic bridge on the Withersfield Road (although it is not clear whether this road would be needed
for access) and there is extensive priority habitat associated with the river valley nearby (accessible as a park).

Appendices

98

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

In conclusion, only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed, involving allocation of two modest new
sites within the urban area (WS217 and HV16), with a current assumed capacity of just 18 homes. There is scope to
consider additional growth, but there is no case for a further strategic urban extension, given the two strategic sites
currently building-out, and there is only one further non-strategic included SHELAA site, which does not warrant being
taken forward. With a longer term perspective, there could be a need to revisit the option of a further strategic urban
extension in the next local plan, hence early consideration might be given to potential strategic options.

Mildenhall
With a population of 9,054 (2019 mid-year estimate), Mildenhall is considerably smaller than Haverhill, and of a similar
size to Brandon. Unlike Brandon, however, there is significant committed growth at Mildenhall, with a committed western
urban extension set to deliver 1,300 homes and 5 ha employment, and the council offices set to be redeveloped for 45
homes (ahead of this a new community hub has recently been delivered to the west of the town).
Mildenhall was historically a small market town in a rural area between the fens to the west and the Brecks to the east,
but has seen significant modern expansion, primarily on account of the need for housing and services/facilities to support
Mildenhall airbase (which will remain operational for the foreseeable future). There is, however, a strong historic core.
Much of the settlement edge is heavily constrained, specifically: land to the north is constrained by RAF Mildenhall; land
to the east is constrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC; and land to the south is constrained by the floodplain of the River
Lark, including priority habitat. This leaves land to the west, where there is a committed strategic urban extension. This
scheme is yet to gain planning permission, but consultation on a draft masterplan was undertaken in early 2022.
The town is located on the A11, which is a regionally important transport corridor, and there is a thriving industrial area.
However, transport infrastructure is considered to be a major constraint to growth at Mildenhall, with the A1101 - which
links the A11 to the industrial area, the airbase and Beck Row - passing through the town centre. Furthermore, the A110
/ A1101 / A1065 Five Ways roundabout, at the eastern edge of Mildenhall, is in need of a strategic upgrade.33 In theory,
growth might assist with securing strategic transport upgrades (and a long term aspiration might be to improve
sustainable transport links to Cambridge). However, in practice, the level of growth that can come forward ahead of
upgrades is very limited, plus environmental constraints are a barrier to achieving strategic transport upgrades.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents three allocations at Mildenhall. However, two of these
(namely West of Mildenhall and the council offices) have an extant allocation that can confidently be rolled-forward, as
the site is considered to remain suitable and deliverable. The one new proposed site warrants consideration here:
•

West of Folly Road (Folly Farm) (WS141; 8.1 ha) – is located adjacent to the northeast of West of Mildenhall, and is
proposed for 100 homes plus 2.5 ha of employment (suggesting housing at ~18 dpa). The scheme would amount to
infilling, in light of the West of Mildenhall masterplan; however, the site is not without its issues, as reflected in the
site not featuring in masterplanning work to date. There will be a need to give careful consideration to the
configuration of housing and employment, so as to ensure good / safe access and a buffer between employment and
housing (the West of Mildenhall masterplan serves to suggest that access to employment land from Folly Rd). The
site is also in relative proximity to the Breckland SPA, and there are hedgerows shown on the pre-1914 OS map.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other three included SHELAA
sites. In two of the cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant
consideration here; however, the following omission site does require consideration:
•

Land off West Row Road (WS420) – this site is subject to limited environmental constraint, on the assumption that a
significant erosion to the landscape gap between the West of Mildenhall proposed scheme and the airbase, to the
north of West Row road, would give rise to relatively limited concerns (with the gap to West Row, to the south of the
road, presumably of greater importance). Also, there would be the potential to draw upon what is seemingly a
relatively strong field boundary to contain the western boundary of Mildenhall, leaving a small gap to the airbase.
There may also be airbase related operational considerations, but this is unknown. Also, the land may comprise best
and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land. However, the primary constraint is capacity on the A1101, which is a
factor that led to this site not being allocated through the previous (Forest Heath) local plan. In this light, the merits
of this site must be considered relative to the merits of alternative sites at Mildenhall (discussed above) and Beck
Row (discussed below). Also, inclusion of this site at this late stage could serve to set back the planning application
process for the West of Mildenhall committed strategic scheme, and it is not clear that addition of this site would
deliver strategic benefits (beyond simply additional housing, or employment) to warrant this.
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In conclusion, only one growth scenario reasonably needs to be progressed, involving allocation of one new site WS141 for 100 homes and 2.5 ha of employment. This does not amount to a low growth strategy for Mildenhall, given
its size and offer (e.g. lack of rail connectivity), and given a committed strategic urban extension (for 1,300 homes
(WS138). Furthermore, there is currently very limited potential for further significant growth at the town, in light of
transport and environmental constraints. Attention focuses on one included SHELAA site as a possible means of
delivering additional growth (WS420), but this site would further extend the committed strategic urban extension. There
are sequentially preferable sites at Mildenhall (WS141) and at Beck Row (discussed below), and there is no potential to
allocate all three sites, given very limited available capacity on the A1101.

Newmarket
Newmarket is a unique and different from the other four towns in the district in a number of key respects, including on
account of the town’s: reputation as the international home of horse racing, which leads to sensitivities from a range of
perspectives (e.g. economic, cultural) and given reliance on the industry on the whole town ‘ecosystem’; strong transport
connectivity, with Cambridge around half an hour travel time by either road or rail; and a surrounding landscape
dominated by designated horse racing land, including the racecourse to the west and low rolling chalk downland to the
south and east. Newmarket is not constrained by the Breckland SPA/SAC, nor by aircraft noise, recreational pressure
on Devils Dyke SAC is a constraint, as well as hydrological links to Chippenham Fen SAC, which is associated with the
fens in East Cambridgeshire District. Also, there are large areas of nationally and locally designated calcareous
grassland habitats to the west (Newmarket Heath SSSI, including the racecourse) and east. Furthermore, whilst not
necessarily unique in the West Suffolk context, there is an opportunity for growth at Newmarket to support regeneration
objectives, including in respect of a town centre that is understood to be in need of a boost to vitality.
A further consideration is the Newmarket Neighbourhood Plan (2020), which does not allocate any sites for housing or
employment, but which sets out a range of designations, including local green spaces and views, and presents policies
on a wide range of issues. Amongst other things, the plan includes policies aimed at improving the railway and bus
stations, explaining that the station “has no station building apart from its two shelters, and is only a ‘stop’ on the line.”
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents four allocations at Newmarket. However, three of these
have an extant allocation that can confidently be rolled-forward, as the sites are considered to remain suitable and
deliverable. The one new proposed site warrants consideration here:
•

Hatchfield Farm additional land (WS145a; 38 ha) – is located to the north of the town, directly to the south of the A14,
and would form an eastwards extension to a strategic site with planning permission, namely Hatchfield Farm. The
wider Hatchfield Farm site, comprising the committed site and the proposed additional land, has a long planning
history, land in this area was given close consideration at the time of preparing the Forest Heath Local Plan. Several
options were explored, before a decision was taken to support a relatively small scale scheme (400 homes,
employment and a new school site). The Council then adopted the local plan and a masterplan in 2019. However,
the proposal now is to allocate the remaining part of the site through the WSLP, as an extension to the committed
site. The proposal is for 400 homes and 5 ha of employment, which amounts to a relatively low density scheme (in
comparison to the committed site), hence there is an expectation that the site boundary will be reduced in extent
and/or there will be considerable greenspace within the site boundary. This appears a logical step to take (as
opposed to exploring options involving more than 400 homes), given the need to buffer the A14 and the railway, and
given that both vehicular and walking/cycling access will presumably be primarily, or exclusively, from the western
extent of the committed site. Furthermore, there is a strategic constraint to growth here in the form of increased
levels of traffic impacting on racehorse movements within the town, specifically along the A142 Fordham Rd, which
links to the town centre. The matter of increased traffic leading to horse-related safety issues, and impacting on the
horse racing industry (HRI), was given careful consideration when preparing the Forest Heath Local Plan, and the
Inspector’s Report explored the matter in some detail. The current view of officers / the Council is that there is
potential to accept increased homes and traffic movements without unduly impacting on the HRI, on the assumption
that mitigation measures (e.g. well-designed horse crossings) can be delivered. However, officers recognise that
matters will need to be explored further in detail with specialists, including representatives of the HRI.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other eight included SHELAA
sites. In seven of the cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant
consideration here; however, the following omission site does require consideration:
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Stud lodge, Exning Road (WS1053) – is a small site that appears to be subject to limited constraint, other than
comprising horse racing land. A larger area of former horse racing land adjacent to the north has now been developed
for housing, such that the site is now surrounded by development on three sides, with the fourth side fronting onto
the B1103. There would appear to be a strong argument for considering allocation of this site, given the constraints
to housing growth at Newmarket. However, because this is a small site, there is not considered to be any reasonable
need to explore it further through the SA process, at this stage. There will be the potential to consider the site further,
if necessary, subsequent to the current consultation.

In conclusion, in addition to a scenario involving allocation of one new site - Hatchfield Farm additional land (WS145a)
for 400 homes and 5 ha of employment - there is also a need to explore the option of not allocating this site, given issues
and sensitivities, primarily relating to the horse racing industry. Nil new allocations at Newmarket would amount to low
growth strategy for a settlement of Newmarket’s size, plus there is a need to consider the town’s strong transport
connectivity (stronger than Mildenhall and Haverhill) and strategic location from an employment / economic growth
perspective. As well as leading to a housing under-supply at the scale of Newmarket, not allocating WS145a might also
call into question the district’s employment land supply position. However, at the current time, no other sites can be
identified that could be allocated in order to deliver significant housing or employment growth at Newmarket, in place of
WS145a. In summary, therefore, two scenarios are progressed to Section 5.5:
1) 400 homes plus 5 ha employment land at Hatchfield Farm additional land; and
2) nil new (i.e. non-committed) allocations at Newmarket.
Moving forward, there will be a need to explore further housing land supply options at Newmarket, e.g. with a view to
potentially identifying an alternative / comparator to Hatchfield Farm additional land.
Exploring the Newmarket settlement edge
Newmarket has expanded to the west from its historic core at the eastern extent of the town, which is located at the
foot of quite steeply rising chalk hills to the east.
There could feasibly be some potential for limited expansion to the east, up onto lower slopes of the rising land, where
there would be excellent access to the town centre and railway station. However, this land falls outside of the district
and is almost entirely horse racing land closely related to the historic town centre, clearly contributing to setting. There
is also biodiversity constraint to the northeast (Newmarket Heath SSSI) and east (Side Hill CWS).
To the south, there is an area of land of note for being in close proximity to the railway station and not comprising
horse racing land. However, again this land falls outside of the district; also, Devil’s Dyke SAC/SSSI is a constraint,
and this land is likely to comprise BMV agricultural land. Given topography and other constraints it is unlikely that a
strategic scheme could be delivered that relates well to the town.
To the west of Newmarket all land contained to the east of the A14 can be ruled-out on the basis of comprising horse
racing land (on the basis of current understanding), including the racecourse itself, with much of this land also forming
part of Newmarket Heath, which is partly nationally designated for biodiversity, and partly locally designated.
Further west, beyond the A14, the sector of land to the southwest of Exning is subject to relatively limited
environmental constraint. However, the scale of growth that could be achieved might be insufficient to deliver a new
A14 junction, such that concerns in respect of traffic through the Exning Conservation Area could be prohibitive (a
northern bypass of the village appears not to be feasible). There is feasibly ‘space’ for a new junction; however, a
new junction in this location is not thought likely to be a wider strategic priority for Newmarket. A further constraint to
growth is potentially the open and expansive landscape, with a need to avoid any risk of ‘sprawl’ towards Burwell. In
the absence of a new A14 junction there would also be concerns in respect of ‘rat-running’ through Burwell and other
historic East Cambridgeshire villages; also, this is highly likely to be BMV agricultural land.
To the north of Newmarket, all land contained to the south of the A14 is either horse racing land or part of Hatchfield
Farm. The horse racing land here includes the British Racing School, and the presence of two railways meeting at
Chippenham Junction is a further constraint.
Further north, beyond the A14, virtually all land close to the road and/or Exning is horse racing land, and further to
the north (within East Cambs District) are significant biodiversity and historic environment constraints, including
Chippenham Fen SAC, Snailwell Meadows SSSI, Snailwell Conservation Area and Chippenham Hall Park (albeit this
is only grade 2 listed). It is also the case that land in close proximity to the A142, which links Newmarket/Exning to
Ely, is constrained by the flood risk zone of the River Snail (with Chippenham Fen SAC a nearby downstream).
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Barrow
Barrow is the first of seven key service centres (KSCs) considered here. On the one hand, Barrow benefits from proximity
to Newmarket and Bury St. Edmunds; however, on the other hand, the village is served only by a minor road and rural
lanes, and is around 2.5 to 3km distant from the main A14 junction (namely the junction to the northwest). Barrow has
a relatively poor bus service, specifically judged to be below the standard of five of the other six KSCs.
Barrow is associated with a notably raised position in the landscape (in contrast to the majority of villages, which cluster
along valleys, which are typically also transport corridors) and, whilst there is no designated conservation area, there is
historic environment sensitivity associated both with the village centre and outlying locations along radial routes from the
village, with designated assets particularly clustered to the north of the village (also, the county historic environment
record records prehistoric archaeological sites to the south). There is also a notable density of public rights of way
surrounding Barrow, linking to other historic villages and hamlets set within this undulating raised landscape.
Also, all agricultural land surrounding the village is shown by the national (low resolution) agricultural land dataset to be
of grade 2 quality, i.e. best and most versatile, and of relatively good quality in the context of potential growth locations
in West Suffolk. None of the agricultural land is shown to have been surveyed in detail to confirm the quality grade.
The village has seen quite significant very recent growth, with the three Rural Vision (2014) allocations all now complete
or near complete (although the although the quantum of recent/committed growth is still low growth compared to Red
Lodge and Lakenheath in former Forest Heath).
The bulk of this recent growth is to the south of the village and, indeed, from the pre-1914 OS map it can be seen that
the primary direction of modern expansion has been to the south. There is some logic to this from a perspective of
respecting the local topography, but a clear resulting issue is traffic passing through the village core in order to access
the A14, as well as to access the primary school, which is located at the northern extent of the village.
A further consideration is that Barrow-cum-Denham Parish Council is preparing a neighbourhood plan, has requested a
housing target and undertaken a call for sites, and is planning a consultation later this year.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Barrow, for a total of 170 homes, both of
which are new allocations (i.e. are not currently committed in any way). Taking these two sites in turn:
•

Land off Bury Road (WS011;10.6 ha) – is a relatively large proposed allocation in the context of KSCs, with the
proposal for 150 homes (the proposed allocation at Stanton, discussed below, is larger, whilst Ixworth, Red Lodge
and Lakenheath all carry forward relatively large committed sites the adopted local plans). The site comprises the
northern half of a large arable field (historically several smaller fields) to the east of the village. The site benefits from
relatively good transport connectivity, with access onto Bury Rd, and likely has limited landscape sensitivity, but there
is historic environment constraint in the form of listed buildings on Bury Rd, and there is also a need to consider that
BSE-bound traffic will pass through the historic hamlet of Little Saxham. A broader consideration is the need to avoid
piecemeal growth to the east of the village over time, specifically avoiding the risk of ‘sprawl’ downhill, including
towards a large woodland CWS, and with a view to maximising ‘planning gain’, e.g. community infrastructure. The
proposed density is in the region of 14 dpa, such that a modest increase to density could be explored as an option,
plus the possibility of extending the site, potentially to make use of field boundaries, might be explored.

•

Land off Denham Lane (WS008; 0.7 ha) – is a small site proposed for 20 homes (29 dpa), located in the sensitive
gap between Barrow and Denham End, but well contained within the landscape by a strong field boundary. The site
gives rise to limited concerns, but one consideration is the need to deliver the anticipated density whilst ensuring a
suitable buffer to the historic hedgerow at the western edge of the site, which demarcates the parish boundary. A
further consideration is the NPPF’s support for the allocation of small sites below 1 ha in size (paragraph 69).

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other ten included SHELAA sites.
In three of the cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here. Also, two of the sites do not warrant comment other than to say that they clearly perform relatively poorly on
account of scale and/or poor spatial relationship with the settlement. With regards to the remaining five sites:
•

Denham Road (west of Barrow) (WS1005) – would impact significantly on the landscape gap to Denham End, which
is a hamlet with a distinct character, albeit there are only two grade 2 listed buildings. It is also noted that Denham
Road forms part of the national cycle network, with this being the route between Newmarket and BSE.

•

Land at Barrow Hill (WS010a) – would involve an eastwards expansion of the village, into the two aforementioned
large arable fields, but is sequentially less preferable to WS011 (adjacent to the north) for a number of reasons,
including relating to transport connectivity / traffic, the recently built out scheme to the west and the CWS to the east.

•

Land off Barrow Hill (WS228a and WS1078) – are two large sites that would involve significant further southern
extension of the village. Site WS011 would involve a preferable direction of growth, for the reasons given above.
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Land to the west of Mill Lane (resubmitted as land rear of Layes Road and Mill Lane) (WS013) – is well contained in
landscape and built form terms, and its location at the northern edge of the village has some merit in transport terms,
but is a backland site potentially with problematic access, and there is a concern regarding the possibility of impacting
on the setting of the scheduled monument located a short distance to the northwest, including given PROWs.

In conclusion, there is one small site that is strongly supported (WS008) as a new allocation, and also a second strongly
performing larger site (WS011). Work to date suggests 150 homes capacity at WS011, leading to 170 homes in total
(there are no committed sites, but there has been recent growth), but there could be merit to exploring a higher growth
option – see further discussion below, in Section 5.5.

Clare
Clare stands-out as highly constrained in historic environment terms not only in the context of the district, but also more
widely, with a large conservation area that contains an extremely high density of listed buildings, including four grade 1
listed and seven grade 2*, as well as the prehistoric Clare Camp and medieval castle, both of which are designated as
are scheduled monuments. The historic strategic importance of Clare relates to its location on the River Stour, and the
Stour Valley Path passes through the village. The river valley is also associated with significant priority habitat, and was
historically associated with a railway line linking to Sudbury and Haverhill (and Cambridge beyond).
A further consideration is the quality of agricultural land, which is broadly as per Barrow, discussed above.
Having made these points, it is important to note that Clare is fairly well connected by road to higher order settlements,
namely Haverhill and Sudbury, although the bus service is judged to be below the standard of five of the other six KSCs.
Clare also has a secondary school (ages 11-16), which differentiates the village from the other KSCs bar Ixworth.
The village has expanded along all three of its radial routes, and in each instance the new community is notably separated
from the historic core of the village, reflecting the constrained nature of the village core. Clare was assigned modest
growth through the Rural Vision (2014), and one of the two allocated sites has now been delivered.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Clare, for a total of 98 homes. One of
these (WS076) is an existing allocation, and a planning application is pending for 53 homes (2.6 ha). The new site is:
•

Land south of Cavendish Road (WS071; 5.4 ha) – is located to the east of the village, adjacent to WS076, but on the
opposite side of the A1092 Cavendish Rd. It is proposed for 45 homes, which equates to a low density (8.3 ha), and
reflects an ambition to deliver a car park within the site to serve the village, which is a popular visitor destination, but
currently lacks sufficient parking. There is also a need to buffer the former railway line at the southern edge of the
site, which is a designated CWS and is a PROW. The site is otherwise subject to relatively low environmental
constraint, and appears to be well contained in built form / landscape terms, with limited risk of further eastwards
sprawl along the A1092. It is also noted that the secondary school is nearby. An important consideration for this site,
in combination with adjacent committed site WS076, is securing good pedestrian access to the village centre.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other five included SHELAA
sites; however, in two of the cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant
consideration here. With regards to the remaining three sites:
•

Land at Stoke Road (WS073) – is located to the west of the village, and relates relatively poorly to the village core
and primary school, in comparison to WS071, plus this is rising land to the north of the A1092 (away from the river),
whilst WS071 is descending land to the south (towards the river). Development could give rise to a sense of the
village sprawling west, and the possibility of further expansion could not be ruled out (hence there is an argument for
any further growth in this area being strategic / comprehensive, rather than piecemeal). However, the site is otherwise
subject to limited constraint, and so could warrant consideration alongside, or as an alternative to, WS071.

•

Land north of Cavendish Road (WS074) – is quite steeply rising land adjacent to the Stour Valley Path and
conservation area, and so is thought likely to have considerable landscape and historic environment sensitivity. The
secondary school is adjacent, but it is not clear how a scheme would link effectively to the village centre. The site is
sequentially less preferable to WS0171, and allocation of both sites would likely amount to over-allocation, with it not
being clear that there is a strategic argument for a high growth strategy for Clare.

•

Land to the south-east of Chilton Street Business Park (resubmitted as land at Snow Hill) (WS075) – is located at
the northern edge of the village. In a similar fashion to site WS073, it is considered sequentially less preferable to
WS071 in a number of respects, but could potentially be considered further as an alternative to, or alongside, WS071.
Development would represent a further linear northern expansion along the valley of the Chilton Stream, and there
is a need to consider whether the current northern extent of Clare should be maintained. There is significant historic
environment constraint, with an adjacent grade 2* listed cottage that was formerly a chapel. There is also a row of
non-listed historic cottages adjacent to the bridge, and the OS map refers to this area as ‘Poslingford Corner’.
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In conclusion, there is clear preferable site (WS071) that, if allocated in isolation, would lead to a total quantum of
growth at the village over the plan period that could be deemed appropriate (98 homes), noting that Clare is subject to
high constraint. There are two further sites (WS073 and WS074) that are considered sequentially less preferable, but
which could feasibly be considered further alongside, or as alternatives to, WS071. On balance just one growth scenario
is progressed, but this could be revisited in the future.

Ixworth
Ixworth is also has a strong historic character, with an extensive conservation area, which includes a grade 1 listed
church and a grade 1 listed priory. The village is closely associated with the Black Bourne, as was the early Roman
settlement, as reflected in two scheduled monuments. Another similarity with Clare is that Ixworth benefits from a
secondary school (without a sixth-form). The village also benefits from good connectivity to BSE.
The village was allocated significant growth through the Rural Vision (2014), along with Barrow, although the quantum
of recent/committed growth is still low growth compared to Red Lodge and Lakenheath in former Forest Heath.
A further consideration is that Ixworth Parish Council is preparing a neighbourhood plan.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Ixworth. One of these (WS123) is an
existing allocation that has proved challenging to deliver. It is still deemed to be deliverable, but no capacity figure is
being assigned to the site at the current time, ahead of a masterplan. The aim is for the site to deliver not only land for
a new primary school, but also other ‘planning gain’ including a new footbridge over the A143.
The new proposed allocation is as follows:
•

Bardwell Road, Ixworth (WS121; 9.8 ha) – is located to the north of the village, and benefits from very strong
containment in the landscape, being located between the village and the A1088. The site is proposed for 145 homes
and approximately 1.5 hectares for community and employment uses (which will replace the employment allocation
in the adopted local plan), such that residential may be at ~17.5 dpa. The site appears to be subject to limited
constraint, although it is noted that this part of the Ixworth settlement edge is shown by the national (low resolution)
agricultural land dataset to grade 2 quality land (no land around Ixworth has been surveyed in detail). It is noted that
the proposal is provide PROW “where possible or contributions to improving access to the countryside and PRoW
(which may include a footbridge over the A143).” This is considered to be an important aspiration, noting that there
is seemingly very poor access to the countryside across an arc of land from northwest to east of Ixworth (including a
sizeable SSSI woodland and the valued valley of the Black Bourne).

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document explains that there is only one other included SHELAA site, which is
a previous allocation that has now been built-out. In the absence of other site options for consideration, it is worthwhile
giving consideration to the points of the compass around the settlement edge:
Exploring the Ixworth settlement edge
•

Land to the south (east of A143 , west of the A1088) – is heavily constrained by the flood risk zone, priority habitat
(including Micklemere CWS, which is accessible as a nature reserve), scheduled monuments, the conservation
area and listed buildings falling outside of the conservation area, including three grade 2* listed buildings.

•

Land to the east (north of the A1088, east of the A143) – the furthest point from the conservation area, and subject
to limited constraint in other respects; however, growth would break the boundary of the A143 and expand the
village onto higher land, thereby losing the association with the river valley and giving rise to a risk of ‘sprawl’.
Low-lying land to the south is constrained by a scheduled monument.

•

Land to the north (north of the A1088, west of the A143) – growth would be in proximity to the secondary school;
however, the need to buffer Bangrove Wood SSSI and possibly also avoid raised land likely precludes strategic
growth. Also, BSE-bound traffic would pass through the conservation area.

•

Land to the west (south of the A1088, north of the A143) – whilst the village is currently located to the east of the
river, the possibility of growth to the west of the river might be envisaged, contained within the river valley.
However, connections to the centre of Ixworth would be poor, given the intervening river valley, with the two road
bridges located at the northern and southern extents of the village, and a new road connection likely ruled-out on
heritage and biodiversity grounds. Also, there would be a need to buffer the conservation area and priority habitat
associated with the river valley, worsening connectivity with the existing village. Finally, this land is constrained
by a series of bridleways and footpaths, including ‘Heath Lane’ and a second linking to Great Livermere. There
could well be significant landscape sensitivity.
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In conclusion, there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation (WS121), which is
judged to perform strongly when viewed in isolation. Delivery of this site in combination with a committed site would lead
to relatively high growth over the plan period (over 200 homes, to be confirmed), but there has been low growth over
recent years. It is not clear that there is a reasonable need to explore the option of a lower growth strategy, i.e. a scenario
involving non-allocation of WS121.

Kedington
Kedington is located in the south of the district, in very close proximity to Haverhill; indeed, the northern expansion of
Haverhill will bring the town to within 1km of Kedington. Kedington is closely associated with the River Stour, with the
Stour Valley Path passing through the village centre. There is no conservation area, but a grade 1 listed church and
extensive village centre open space that is likely to be sensitive from a landscape and historic environment perspective.
The village was assigned relatively modest growth through the Rural Vision (2014), and one of the two allocated sites is
yet to be delivered, such that the village has seen relatively low growth over recent years. The village is not directly on
an A-road, but the A143 is close by, to the north, and the village is linked to Cambridge by a good bus service.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Kedington, for a total of 90 homes. One
of these (WS126) is an existing allocation, and has planning permission for 40 homes (1.8 ha). The new site is:
•

Land at Haverhill Road (WS125; 2.95 ha) – is located to the west of the village, and would involve a break from the
nucleated built-form of the village, centred on the village centre greenspace, school and church. However, the site
is seemingly well contained in landscape terms, located between: the village edge to the south; the B1061 to the
west; an area of designated open / greenspace to the north; and the River Stour to the east. The adjacent river is a
clear sensitivity from a biodiversity, landscape and historic environment perspective, but sensitivities (priority habitat,
a scheduled monument and the Stour Valley Path) are focused to the east of the river. It will be important to consider
the future role of the greenspace to the north. Also, the possibility of green / blue infrastructure through the east of
the site, linking existing areas of accessible greenspace to the north and to the south, might be explored.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other two included SHELAA
sites. In one of the cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant
consideration here. With regards to the remaining site:
•

Land south of Hundon Road (WS124) – was recently (2019) the subject of a refused planning application for 140
homes, with the reasons for refusal considered quite clear cut, including landscape sensitivity. WS125 is considered
to be a sequentially preferable site, including noting that it is better located in transport terms, and allocation of WS125
would lead to a broadly appropriate scale of growth at Kedington over the plan period. Allocation of both sites in
combination would amount to over-allocation, given the number of homes required district-wide and the need to
distribute growth in accordance with the settlement hierarchy / the preferred broad spatial strategy (Section 5.2).

In conclusion, of the two non-committed included SHELAA sites in contention for allocation one is judged to be
preferable (WS125; 50 homes), and its allocation would lead to a broadly appropriate scale of growth at Kedington over
the plan period (90 homes). This site is associated with some notable issues (e.g. the River Stour is adjacent), such that
it warrants further close consideration, but it is not clear that there is a reasonable need to progress scenarios involving
non-allocation of this site. Nor is there a need to explore a higher growth scenario involving allocation of both included
SHELAA sites (although this matter could feasibly be revisited should there be a need to reduce the capacity at WS125).

Lakenheath
Lakenheath is the first of two KSCs located in former Forest Heath, the other being Red Lodge. Both former Forest
Heath KSCs are considerably larger than the five KSCs in former St. Edmundsbury, and both have relatively very high
levels of committed growth, following the Forest Heath Site Allocations Plan (2019).
The village is located between Mildenhall and Brandon, and is heavily constrained by: the fens to the west; and, to the
east, both RAF Lakenheath and biodiversity designations (specifically two SSSIs, Breckland SAC - which covers the
airbase - and the Breckland SPA further to the east). There is also a village centre conservation area.
Housing growth to the north is set to bring with it a second primary school for the village, and another committed site is
set to deliver retail and other town centre uses. The village also benefits from local employment opportunities associated
with the airbase, and also a small employment area to the north. However, there is no secondary school at the village.
A final consideration is the close proximity to Brandon, where there is likely to be local arising housing needs.
A further consideration is that Lakenheath Parish Council is preparing a neighbourhood plan.
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Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents five allocations at Lakenheath. However, four of these are
committed, in that they benefit from planning permission or an extant allocation that can confidently be rolled-forward,
as the site is considered to remain suitable and deliverable (albeit several are associated with notable delivery risks /
uncertainties). The one new proposed site warrants consideration here:
•

North of Burrow Drive and Briscoe Way (WS604; 9.5 ha) – is located to the north of the village, and would complete
the expansion of the village in this direction, as far as the Cut-off Channel, which demarcates the start of the fens.
The site was considered closely through the Forest Heath Local Plan process, and was a proposed allocation until
being removed during the examination in public, as part of an exercise focused on rebalancing the distribution of
growth away from KSCs / more towards the towns. The site is considered subject to limited constraint, including as
it falls outside of the Breckland SPA 1.5 km buffer zone (which relates to stone curlew nesting sites), unlike land at
the eastern edge of the village. It also benefits from being located adjacent to the committed northern expansion
area, which is set to deliver a new primary school. It does fall within the 66 db noise contour, associated with RAF
Lakenheath, but the entirety of the Lakenheath is affected by this degree of noise pollution, or worse, and the extent
to which this is a sustainability consideration is unclear.34 As such, there is considered to be a strong argument for
allocation, despite the high levels of recent and committed growth at Lakenheath (and noting delivery risks). A clear
priority relates to buffering the Cut-off Channel, and realising any strategic green / blue infrastructure opportunities.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other two included SHELAA
sites, and in both cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here. Neither is there a need to give consideration to the ‘points of the compass’ around the Lakenheath settlement
edge (unlike Newmarket and Ixworth, above), given the lack of strategic argument for further growth (i.e. growth overand-above growth at the committed sites and WS604) and the extent of constraints affecting the village.
In conclusion, there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation (WS604; 100 homes),
and this site is judged to perform strongly, including due to a blue infrastructure opportunity, and given proximity to the
committed northern growth area. Allocation of WS604 in combination with committed sites would lead to high growth
over the plan period (up to 776 homes), but there is nonetheless not considered to be a reasonable need to progress a
lower growth scenario.

Red Lodge
As per Lakenheath, Red Lodge is located in former Forest Heath, is a relatively larger KSC, has been the focus of
considerable recent growth, is the focus for considerable committed growth and is subject to significant SPA constraint.
The SPA constraint affects the eastern part of the village, and there is also significant constraint to the south of the
village, in the form of the Red Lodge Heath SSSI and the River Kennet (also former landfill sites). To the west of the
village the A11 is a major barrier to expansion, whilst to the north there is an existing committed strategic urban extension.
Red Lodge is to some extent a new settlement, with no settlement shown on the pre-1914 OS map, hence there is limited
historic environment constraint and a distinct character. The village is very well connected by road, located on the A11
between Mildenhall and Newmarket, and Kennett Station is nearby. There are two existing small rural employment
areas, one of which is set to be expanded via the aforementioned strategic urban extension. Specifically, the strategic
urban extension is set to deliver 300 dwellings, 8ha of employment land and land for a primary school.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents three allocations at Red Lodge. However, all three are
committed, in that they benefit from planning permission or an extant allocation that can be rolled-forward, as the site is
considered to remain suitable and deliverable (albeit certain of the sites are associated with delivery challenges). As
such, these sites do not warrant consideration here.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other four included SHELAA
sites, and in three cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here. With regards to the remaining site:
•

Land south of The Carrops (WS154) – is a small site located at the southern edge of the village. It is judged to relate
poorly to the main built form of the village, on account of intervening Red Lodge Heath SSSI, albeit there is a small
adjacent recent housing estate, and nearby site WS155 is a committed site for 132 homes. It is also noted that Red
Lodge does not have a well-defined centre, and the doctors surgery is at the southern edge of the village.

34

Noise pollution from the airbase will be something that is reflected in house prices, and so a constraint to growth that is addressed
‘through the market’ to some extent. However, it is recognised that some of the detrimental effects of noise pollution may b e market
externalities, e.g. the effects of noise pollution on the cognitive development of children.
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Proximity to Red Lodge SSSI (under 200m) is considered to be a significant constraint, and the site is also considered
to be constrained on account of its relationship with the River Kennet. Specifically, the flood risk zone and an area
of floodplain grazing marsh priority habitat (as understood from the nationally available dataset at magic.gov.uk) is
adjacent to the south. Furthermore, the northern boundary of the site comprises a bridleway that is also used as the
means of access to an employment area, which includes potential ‘bad neighbour’ uses.
In conclusion, the site potentially warrants further consideration, given that without allocation of this site there will be
no new allocations at Red Lodge, but is not considered to warrant being progressed to Section 5.5 of this report.
This is on account of the issues discussed, but also because it is a small site of limited significance.
Given limited or no potential to deliver growth at Red Lodge over-and-above commitments via the included SHELAA
sites, set out below is further discussion of potential directions of growth.
Exploring the Red Lodge settlement edge
There are arguments for closely considering Red Lodge as potential growth location, for example noting:
•

The Forest Heath Local Plan Inspector’s Report explained: “Red Lodge has seen the largest amount of new
development taking place in recent years with 1,081 completions and existing commitments between 2011 and
2017. An additional 705 dwellings are planned through the [Single Issue Review of the Forest Heath Core Strategy
and the SALP]. Red Lodge is a reasonably sustainable and accessible location and is identified in the A11 Growth
Corridor Feasibility Study July 2015 as a location which provides the opportunity to deliver more homes...”

•

An extensive area of land to the north and northwest was considered at the Issues and Options stage of the Forest
Heath SALP, before the decision was taken to allocate only a relatively small proportion of this land.

•

Red Lodge links well to Newmarket and Mildenhall (both towns subject to significant growth constraint) as well as
the Greater Cambridge sub-region.

•

There is relatively low constraint in a number of respects, including in terms of landscape, the historic environment
and agricultural land quality.

Excluding land to the east, which is subject to SPA constraint, broad considerations include:
•

North – in addition to the Breckland SPA, there is wider biodiversity constraint and a need to respect the
topography (e.g. Chalk Hill, where there is a scheduled monument) and avoid linear expansion of the village. The
committed northern expansion is expected to see new employment land defining the northern extent of Red Lodge
(including due to the presence here of a high pressure gas pipeline).

•

West – land here is subject to limited constraint in some respects, but there are a wide range of issues, e.g. around
movement / transport connectivity, and containing growth within a low-lying and expansive landscape.

•

South – land between the A11 and A14 naturally warrants attention given transport connectivity, also noting
Kennett Station. However, much of this land falls outside of the district, plus it is evidently the case that there are
a wide range of issues and constraints, including:
─

biodiversity (SPA buffer and more widely);

─

historic environment (specifically archaeology, with a notable cluster of scheduled monuments, including Howe
Hill bowl barrow to the west of Kennett, which is described as “very well preserved, in marked contrast to the
majority of barrows in the region.”);

─

minerals and waste designations (with the area around Red Lodge covered almost entirely by minerals
safeguarding areas, and associated with a high density of current and former minerals and waste sites); and

─

agricultural land quality (whilst the low resolution national dataset shows this area to comprise grades 3 and 4
quality land, the majority of this land area has been surveyed in detail (mostly ahead of quarrying) and been
found to largely comprise grade 2 and grade 3a quality land, i.e. land that is classed as BMV).

In conclusion, there is only one non-committed included SHELAA site in contention for allocation (WS154), which is
subject to a range of issues and constraints and, in any case, is a small site of limited significance, such that it does not
warrant being progressed to Section 5.5. Nil new allocations at Red Lodge would still lead to a situation whereby there
are 572 homes in the plan period at committed sites (barring unforeseen delivery issues), plus Red Lodge has seen high
growth over recent decades. Moving forward, there could well be a need to give further consideration to strategic growth,
as this part of the district is relatively well-connected by road (although lacking an A11/A14 all-movement junction) and
unconstrained in certain respects (e.g. heritage); however, this is not an option at the current time.

Appendices

107

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

Stanton
Stanton is located in the northeast of the district, in a rural area – near equidistant from BSE, Thetford and Diss – although
there is a relatively good bus service along the A143 corridor.
There is a somewhat unusual configuration of built form, in that the village relates closely to Shepherds Grove, to the
east, which is an established industrial area on a former airfield. The St. Edmundsbury Rural Vision (2014) supported
major expansion (53 ha), and a masterplan was subsequently adopted in 2019, identifying that the southern c. 1/3 of the
site should deliver housing as enabling development, i.e. to make the employment development (and a new access road)
viable, however the scheme has not progressed. Land between Stanton and Shepherds Grove was covered extensively
by temporary buildings during WWII, with the sites of the temporary buildings now supporting a diverse mix of uses,
including a park homes community (on the site of a former woodland), a scrap yard, a poultry farm and scattered homes.
The park homes community relates closely to the small hamlet of Upthorpe, which is adjacent to the south.
Thirdly, Stanton has a strong historic core designated as a conservation area, associated with the upper reaches of the
Black Bourne, with rising land across the arc of land to the south of the village, which is itself associated with a very
significant cluster of ancient woodlands, including several patches designated as SSSI. The northern extent of the village
is largely defined by the A143, although there is also some loose built form to the north of the A143, along the B1111.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents one allocation at Stanton, which is not committed (N.B. the
Rural Vision (2014) allocated one site for 90 homes, which has now been delivered). Specifically:
•

East of Bury Road (WS168; 10.4 ha) – is a large site (for a LSC) proposed for 200 homes, mindful of a current
planning application for 220 homes (ref. DC/19/2481/OUT). The site is separated from the village by a large area of
playing fields, and the proposal is to expand this community resource into the site, leading to further separation;
however, on the other hand, development would integrate the open space more into the heart of the village. The
southern part of the site comprises the start of rising land, which could help to ensure containment, reducing concerns
regarding further expansion in this direction, breaking with the nucleated built form. Access would be onto the A143
at the western edge of the site (because Bury Lane, which links the site to the village, is a historic lane, now a track
and cycle path), such that the scheme might to some extent ‘face away’ from the village. There is also a SSSI
woodland to the south of the site, within ~450m and linked by a bridleway (although seemingly not accessible; Natural
England made no comment to the current planning application).

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other seven included SHELAA
sites, and in one case the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here. With regards to the remaining six sites:
•

North of the A143 (WS169, WS170a, WS172 and WS173) – are all located to the north of the A143, and judged to
perform relatively poorly on this basis. They are also smaller sites that would deliver relatively little in terms of
planning gain, in comparison to WS168. There is seemingly no potential for growth that would deliver a footbridge.

•

Land between Bury Lane and Wyken Road (WS171) – requires more close consideration, as it does appear to relate
better to the existing village edge than is the case for WS168, albeit it is a much smaller site. However, access from
the site to the A143 would be relatively poor, and there is understood to be a concern regarding views of / across the
site from the two routes radiating out from the south of the village that have a clear rural character, namely Bury Lane
and Wyken Road. In comparison, the expectation is that housing growth within WS168 will be somewhat set back
from Bury Lane (although there is a need to consider the possibility of future expansion / infilling as far as Bury Lane).

•

Land at Shepherds Grove (WS467) – is the aforementioned site to the south of Shepherds Grove Industrial Estate
that was previously identified as an appropriate location for significant housing, but is now judged not deliverable.

In conclusion, there is a strong argument for allocating one site (WS168) for 200 homes, although the possibility of an
alternative smaller allocation (WS171), could be considered. Allocating both sites in combination would likely amount to
over-allocation. However, on the other hand, there could be merit to strategically planning for western expansion of the
village, involving both sites, as far as rising land and SSSI woodlands. The possibility of strategic expansion to the east
could also be considered, as an alternative to expansion to the west, potentially in order to consolidate the disparate
built form between Stanton and Shepherds Grove, deliver community infrastructure and realise aspirations for Shepherds
Grove. However, it is recognised that there are clear constraints to growth, including High Wood (an ancient woodland
CWS that may link functionally with a nearby cluster of SSSI woodlands), Stanton Upthorpe Windmill (which is both a
grade 2* listed building and a scheduled monument), a WwTW and the hamlet of Upthorpe. In summary, one growth
scenario is progressed on balance.
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Barningham
Barningham is located a short distance to the north of Stanton, close to the northeast extent of the district, but is a
considerably smaller village, with a population roughly 1/3 that of Stanton’s, and is not as well connected in transport
terms. The village also links closely to another small LSC to the northeast, namely Hopton, via the B1111 but also via a
valley associated with the Little Ouse and Hopton Fen, which is the western-most component of the Waveney and Little
Ouse Fens SAC. There is a clear historic core, which includes a grade 1 listed parish church, although there is not a
designated conservation area. The village has expanded beyond its historic core in all directions other than to the west.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents one allocation at Barningham, which is not committed (N.B.
the Rural Vision (2014) allocated one site for 20 homes, which has now been delivered). Specifically:
•

Land south of Hopton Road (WS1004; 2.6 ha) – would further extend the village to the east, specifically extending a
small recently delivered allocation from the Rural Vision (2014) by 50 homes. The site is subject to limited obvious
constraint, and is well-connected in transport terms (i.e. with direct access onto the B1111), there is a strong eastern
boundary, in the form of a mature hedgerow, plus it is noted that agricultural land quality is likely to be lower to the
east of the village relative to the west (none of the land has been surveyed in detail). However, there is no field
boundary at the southern edge of the site, such that there might be a risk of further development creep over time.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other five included SHELAA
sites, and in one case the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration
here. With regards to the remaining four sites:
•

Further land to the east / south east (WS004a and WS006) – are two overlapping sites associated with the same
sector of land as WS1004. It seems clear that these sites are sequentially less preferable to WS1004, on transport
accessibility grounds and also because of a concern regarding sprawl to the south, where land is highly visible from
Hepworth Road, and where land potentially faces away from the village somewhat, in that it drains to the Black
Bourne, as opposed to the Little Ouse (albeit topography in this area is generally relatively flat). However, the northwest component of these two overlapping sites does benefit from proximity to the village centre, including the primary
school (assuming the potential for direct access, at least in the form of a walking link) and there is a field boundary.

•

Land off Sandy Lane (WS003) – would extend the village to the north, as far as the stream / flood zone that is a
headwater of the Little Ouse. There could be a theoretical degree of merit from a placemaking perspective; however,
in practice, the land in question is highly visible from the settlement edge, such that the effect could be to negatively
impact on the existing / established relationship between the village and the valley. Linked to this, there would be a
need to buffer the flood risk zone, and also consider the SAC wetlands less than 500m downstream (on one hand,
there could be merit to improving walking connectivity, by completing the footpath link, however, on the other hand,
this could lead to concerns regarding recreational impacts). Also, the site is less suitable in transport terms than is
the case for WS1004, and a further consideration is increased potential for better quality (grade 2) agricultural land.

•

Land to north of Field Cottage, Bardwell Road (WS007) – is in close proximity to the village centre, and the primarily
school in particular, and is quite well contained in built form and landscape terms, plus there could presumably be
direct access onto the B1111. However, a key issue here is the lack of a public footpath to enable safe walking from
the site to the village centre. The distance involved is only roughly 100 to 150m, but there is clear merit to avoiding
allocation of sites without footpath access. There is no obvious potential to deliver a new footpath link, including
noting the character of Bardwell Road, along which there are several listed buildings. Also, land in this area, at the
western extent of the village, is shown by the nationally available (low resolution) dataset to be of ‘grade 2’ quality.

In conclusion, there is limited strategic argument for growth at Barningham, other than to ensure some growth over the
plan period, noting that the village was allocated just 20 homes through the Rural Vision (2014). Attention focuses on
land to the east, and there is a clear preferred site (50 homes), although consideration might be given to the option of
higher growth in order to ensure a strategic approach to expansion, with a long term perspective and potentially also
with a view to maximising planning gain. There are also two further sites that might feasibly be considered as alternative
ways of delivering modest village expansion. The availability of a number of sites with a degree of merit suggests the
possibility of final site selection through the neighbourhood plan, plus the neighbourhood plan will have the potential to
explore other land parcels besides included SHELAA sites, e.g. land adjacent to the west of the village centre (albeit
there are clear constraints, notably heritage and flood risk). On balance it is considered reasonable to explore the
possibility of higher growth at Barningham – see Section 5.5.
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Beck Row
Beck Row is comfortably the largest of the LSCs, with a population more than twice that of Stanton, although there is a
need to for a note of caution with regards to unduly counting the resident population of Mildenhall Airbase. The village
relates very closely to airbase, and to Mildenhall. A key consideration is capacity on the A1101, which links Beck Row
to the A11 via Mildenhall, such that there is a need to ensure that sites at Mildenhall and Beck Row in combination do
not lead to severe transport impacts.
A headline issue at Beck Row is aircraft noise; however, as discussed above under Lakenheath, it is difficult to know the
extent to which this is a sustainability consideration / constraint. The village is otherwise subject to relatively low
environmental constraint, with a key consideration being an area of locally designated heathland (Aspal Close) that is
accessible as common land, and thought likely to be subject to problematic recreational pressure. There is limited
historic environment sensitivity, with just a small number of grade 2 listed buildings dispersed along the A1101, although
the pre-1914 OS map also shows numerous other buildings dispersed (presumably as a ‘row’) along the road.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Beck Row, although one of these is
committed, in that it is an existing allocation and is also the subject of a pending planning application. With regards to
the other proposed allocation:
•

Rookery Drove, Beck Row (WS023; 5.3 ha) – is very well contained in built form and landscape terms, and appears
to be subject to limited environmental constraint, other than in respect of aircraft noise and surface water flood risk,
which are constraints that apply across much or most of the village. Its capacity is 100 homes.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other 15 included SHELAA sites,
and in six cases the reasons given are considered relatively clear cut, such that they do not warrant consideration here.
With regards to the remaining nine sites, it is immediately apparent that all would involve expanding the village into the
surrounding countryside, in a way that WS023 would not, which is a strong indication to suggest that they are all
sequentially less preferable than WS023. Taking this into consideration alongside an understanding that there is no
potential to allocate any of these sites in addition to WS023 - given capacity on the A1101 and arguments for growth at
Mildenhall (as discussed) – leads to a conclusion that these sites can be ruled out of contention relatively easily.
There are three potential directions of expansion, and there are points to be made for and against each, but there is no
need for further discussion here. One matter for consideration is understood to be the need to support growth that brings
with it new community infrastructure, to include sports pitches and greenspace to take the pressure off Aspal Close.
Should the matter of capacity on the A1101 be resolved then there would be merit to taking a strategic approach to
growth at Beck Row, contrary to the trend of piecemeal housing growth, e.g. perhaps to include a secondary school.
In conclusion, there is limited strategic argument for growth at Beck Row, given recent and committed growth, and
given the issue of capacity on the A1101, which also serves Mildenhall. However, there is one strongly performing noncommitted site, with the potential to deliver 100 homes (WS023), which is judged preferable not only to other sites at
Beck Row, but also site WS420 at nearby Mildenhall. There are arguments for a strategic approach to growth at Beck
Row to deliver community infrastructure and to deliver on place-making objectives (e.g. noting a somewhat transient
population linked to the airbase), but this is not an option due to the A1101 issue and a strongly supported site at
Mildenhall (WS141).

Cavendish
Cavendish is located in the far southeast of the district, on the A1092 / River Stour corridor, a short distance to the east
of Clare, and to the west of larger settlements in Babergh District. In a similar fashion to Clare, the village is very heavily
constrained in historic environment and landscape terms, and the village has expanded relatively little beyond its
conservation area. A further consideration is grade 2 agricultural land, as per the majority land in the south of the district.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents just one allocation at Cavendish, which is the sole Rural
Vision (2014). This is a small site for 10 homes, which has been subject to delivery issues, but there remains confidence
that the site will deliver in the plan period.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the one other included SHELAA site:
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Blacklands field, part of Scotts Farm (WS057) – is a larger site that would extend a modern housing estate at the
northern extent of the village. It appears there could potentially be some capacity for further expansion of the village
in landscape terms (although there is an adjacent PROW); however, a key issue at this site is poor access, as access
would be gained from a rural lane. There is also a significant surface water flood channel across the northern part
of the site. If and when it is judged appropriate to explore the possibility of larger scale growth at Cavendish, e.g.
with a view to delivering new community infrastructure, there would be a clear need to look beyond this site, and
specifically to look at the entire arc of land to the north of the village.

In conclusion, there is limited strategic argument for growth at Cavendish, other than to ensure housing growth over
the plan period, noting that the village received only one allocation for 10 homes through the Rural Vision (2014), and
this site has not come forward. The current proposal is to roll-forward the existing allocation, and there is not considered
to be any reasonable higher growth scenario, given just one other included SHELAA site, which is a much larger site
with problematic access. Cavendish is highly constrained from a historic environment and landscape perspective, similar
to nearby Clare.

Exning
Exning is strategically important due to very strong links to Newmarket and Cambridge (also Burwell and other fen-edge
villages in East Cambs), but is highly constrained in terms of heritage (also linked biodiversity) and, in turn, traffic. Exning
is a relatively large LSC, and has seen recent expansion to the west, following a Forest Heath Local Plan allocation.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents just one allocation at Exning, which is the remaining part of
the Forest Heath Local Plan allocation. This is a large proposed scheme for a LSC, with planning consent for 205 homes
across 14.8 ha (14 dpa). A key issue is considered to be the risk of further / long term ‘sprawl’ towards Burwell.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other four included SHELAA
sites. One is a small backland site that does not warrant further consideration here. The other three are clustered
between the southern edge of the village and the A14, such that they are well-contained in built form and landscape
terms; however, there are clear traffic, heritage and flood risk constraints. One possible opportunity is around
delivering/enhancing walking and cycling links to the sector of horse racing land / greenspace northwest of Newmarket.
In conclusion, a committed site is set to deliver 205 homes, such that there is limited argument for further growth, albeit
recognising that Exning is very well connected to Newmarket (where there are significant constraints to growth) and
Cambridge. Sites exist within a sector of land to the southwest of the village that is well-contained between the village
edge and the A14, but there are clear constraints to growth here. As such, just one reasonable growth scenario is
progressed to Section 5.5.

Great Barton
Great Barton is closely linked to BSE, and is a unique settlement in built form and landscape / historic environment terms,
comprising raised land historically associated with two small villages that coalesced in the late 20th Century, via
development of intervening wooded parkland. A further key consideration is proximity to the NE BSE strategic allocation.
The Rural Vision (2014) allocated a 12.4 ha site, before the Great Barton Neighbourhood Plan (2021) set out that the
site should deliver around 150 homes and community facilities, including land for a primary school extension.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents just one allocation at Great Barton, which is the
aforementioned exiting allocation, with the proposal to support a scheme in line with the made neighbourhood plan.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other six included SHELAA sites,
and in two of the cases the reasons given are clear cut to the extent that these sites do not warrant further consideration
here. With regards to the remaining four sites:
•

Land north and south of Mill Road (WS088 and WS089) – are associated with the part of the village historically and
still known as Conyer’s Green. The site to the north of the Mill Road (B1106) would appear to be the better contained
of the two in landscape terms, but there is potentially a degree of historic environment sensitivity, and there is a need
to consider that land here is some way distant from the village centre, including the primary school. With regards to
land to the south of the road, there is a need to treat this sector of land with great caution from a landscape
perspective, avoiding the risk of ‘sprawl’ downhill towards BSE, and mindful that this sector of land is a proposed
location for strategic growth in the form of a new settlement (discussed above under BSE).

•

Land adjacent to Great Barton Free Church, Mill Lane (WS091) – is a small site comprising a small section of a much
larger arable field to the north of the village. It is better connected to facilities than the two sites discussed above.
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Land to west of Livermere Road (WS573) – is also located in the sensitive sector of land to the west of the village,
and falls entirely within a wider site that is proposed as a potential location for a new settlement, discussed above.
There are two small woodland patches that could potentially assist with providing a degree of containment, but there
is no field boundary at the southern edge of the site, such that there would be a risk of sprawl downhill over time.
Also, this sector of land, at the southwest edge of the village, is particularly poorly connected to village facilities.

In conclusion, a committed site is set to deliver around 150 homes over the plan period, such that there is limited
argument for further growth, also noting the proximity of the NE BSE strategic urban extension. Land between Great
Barton and BSE naturally comes into consideration as a possible location for strategic growth, and there has been past
discussion (Rural Vision, 2014) of a bypass to the east of the village (which would presumably require enabling strategic
growth); however, these are not considered reasonable options to explore at the current time. Traffic and air pollution
along the A134 are significant constraints to growth, mindful of committed growth not only at BSE but also at Thurston
to the east.

Great and Little Whelnetham
Great and Little Whelnetham, together with Sicklemere, form a village grouping strongly associated with the valley of the
River Lark, and the associated A134 (also formerly a railway line) linking BSE to Sudbury. The villages are located in
an attractive rural landscape, and there is historic environment sensitivity, specifically in the form of the Sicklesmere
Conservation Area along the valley together with two grade 1 listed churches on raised ground to the southwest and
southeast; however, on the other hand, the villages benefit from good connectivity to BSE.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document does not propose any allocations at Great and Little Whelnetham,
mindful that the two allocations from the Rural Vision (2014) have been delivered over recent years.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the two included SHELAA sites, and
in both cases the reasons given are clear cut to the extent that these sites do not warrant further consideration here.
Specifically, these are the two previous allocations that have now been delivered.
Looking more broadly, there is a field to the west of the village where growth would have the benefit of being well
contained between the village edge and the River Lark, but the adjacent WwTW is a clear constraint. Another field of
note comprises the southern extent of the conservation area, but a tributary of the River Lark passes through the site,
and the site is presumably highly visible from the adjacent St. Edmunds Way. A final field of note is located at the
southeast extent of the village, although it seems likely that safe access onto the A134 would be problematic. One
further consideration is the theoretical possibility of growth supporting enhancement along the River Lark Valley, which
appears to be largely inaccessible and associated with little or no wetland priority habitat.
In conclusion, there has been some recent growth, but there are no committed sites set to deliver over the remainder
of the plan period, nor are there any included SHELAA sites that might be allocated. The villages are quite wellconnected to BSE, but there is widespread landscape and historic environment constraint, such that there are insufficient
arguments in favour of growth to warrant proactively exploring potential growth locations (e.g. deferred SHELAA sites)
at the current time.

Hopton
Hopton is located at the northeast extent of the district, and is a notably small and rural LSC, linking more closely to
Thetford to the west and Diss to the east than to BSE to the southwest. There is also clear biodiversity, landscape and
historic environment constraint, with the village having expanded little beyond its conservation area, which is associated
with raised land above river valleys to the west and east, both associated with components of the Waveney and Little
Ouse Valleys Fens SAC. There is also a notably high density of PROWs in the area, including the Angles Way.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents just one allocation at Hopton, which is an existing allocation
from the Rural Vision (2014) that now has planning permission for 37 homes plus significant community facilities.
There are no other included SHELAA sites at Hopton. Looking more broadly, there are fields to the west, east and south
of the village that might potentially be considered as locations for expansion associated with a degree of logic in terms
of built form and/or topography, but development of any of these fields would amount to very significant growth for a
village size of Hopton, plus there would be a need to consider constraints such as biodiversity and views from PROW.
In conclusion, a committed site will deliver 37 homes over the plan period. There is limited argument for further growth,
given Hopton’s size and rurality and, in any case, there are no other included sites.
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Hundon
Hundon is a notably rural village, located on minor roads approximately 9km from Haverhill. The village has a designated
conservation area and is strongly associated with the valley of the Chilton Stream (a tributary of the Stour). This is
understood to be an attractive and sensitive landscape, albeit there is a low density of PROW in this area.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document does not propose any allocations at Hundon, nor did the Rural Vision
(2014) allocate any sites for housing. Neither is it the case that there has been any significant windfall development.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the six included SHELAA sites, and
in two cases the reasons given are clear cut to the extent that these sites do not warrant further consideration here. With
regards to the remaining four sites:
•

Land between Church Street and Lower Street (WS116) and Land at Mill Lane (WS117) – are two sites that comprise
greenspace within the settlement, with the former site being located within the conservation area and comprising
allotments (it is noted that the pre-1014 OS map does not show this field as being particularly closely related to the
built form of the village) and the latter a smaller field which appears to be informally accessible as greenspace.

•

Hundon Land at Mizon Close (WS200) and East of Mill Road (WS115) – are two adjacent sites located to the west
of the village. The latter is located to the south of Church Street, with extensive across the site of the Chilton Stream
valley, likely appreciated by motorists moving to and from the A143. The latter site would also impact on views across
the valley, but perhaps to a lesser extent. What is also notable, in respect of WS115, is the lack of a field boundary
at the northern edge of the site. In general, for these two sites, it is clear that there has been some relatively recent
minor westwards creep of the village into the two fields either side of Church Lane, which serves as a reason to
suggest that any further expansion should be well planned and with a view to securing a new defensible boundary.

In conclusion, one option is ‘nil allocations’ at Hundon, despite very limited recent housing growth (no sites were
allocated in the Rural Vision, 2014). In addition, there is the option of growth through allocation of one or more of the
four included SHELAA sites (in particular WS117, which is a small site), although all are associated with issues relating
to landscape constraint or loss of greenspace within the settlement boundary. The possibility of expansion to the east
might also be explored, to ensure a nucleated built form, although there are clear historic environment sensitivities, and
this is a less preferable direction of grow from a transport perspective. Hundon is discussed further in Section 5.5.

Moulton
Moulton is a historic village, with a designated conservation area, that is strongly associated with the valley of the River
Kennet. The village links closely to Newmarket to the west and Kentford/Kennett station to the north. Moulton has seen
little or no recent housing growth, having not been allocated any sites for housing through the Forest Heath Local Plan.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents just one allocation at Moulton, namely East of School Road
(WS143; 1.8 ha), which is proposed for 30 homes (16.7 dpa). This site is subject to limited constraints in a number of
respects, and benefits from good access onto the B1085, along which the potential to cycle to Kennett Station can be
envisaged, plus the village primary school is adjacent. However, this site comprises just the southern part of a larger
arable field, such that there might be a risk of future ‘creep’ of the site northwards, along the valley of the River Kennet.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other two included SHELAA
sites, and both warrant further consideration here:
•

Land off Newmarket Road (WS144) – would extend the village to the west, towards Newmarket. The site is not well
contained in built form and landscape terms, such that there would be a concern regarding sprawl into a rural
landscape, also noting horse racing associations, if not with the land in question then with land further to the west.
There would be a need to deliver a new footpath, and the site would be nearly 1km from the primary school. The
road to Newmarket is part of the national cycle network, but the route is not as flat as the route to Kentford/Kennett.

•

East of Dalham Road (WS1052) – would extend the village to the south, and the site does appear to benefit from a
degree of containment (given a southern field boundary seemingly planted in the past ~15 years). However, there
does nonetheless appear to be a degree of landscape sensitivity, in that this is an attractive southern gateway to the
village, along the B1085, including views of the church and views across the valley to the east. Also, this is the least
accessible part of the village, in terms of accessing Newmarket, Kentford/Kennett and the village primary school.

In conclusion, one option is to allocate one of the three included SHELAA sites for 30 homes (WS143). The possibility
of further growth could be explored, given little or no recent housing growth and strong links to Newmarket and Kennett
Station. One option for additional growth is potentially extending WS143 (albeit availability is uncertain), with a view to
making use of existing field boundaries and maximising planning gain. This scenario is explored further in Section 5.5.
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Rougham
Rougham is located on minor roads in quite close proximity to BSE, and with the Rookery Crossroads A14 junction, at
the eastern extent of BSE, approximately 2.5km to the north of the village. This broad area is associated with a notably
loose and dispersed built form, with the church and school located in an isolated location to the north of the village.
There is not a designated conservation area, but nonetheless quite widespread historic environment constraint, including
several scheduled monuments, plus there is a notably high density of small woodland patches in this broad area.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents two allocations at Rougham, one of which is an existing
allocation now with planning permission for 13 homes. With regards to the other proposed allocation:
•

Land opposite Kingshall Farmhouse, Kingshall Street (WS1062; 0.45 ha) – is proposed for 11 homes. This is a
previously developed site, such that it inherently gives rise to limited concerns. However, there is something of a
concern regarding piecemeal creep of built form to the south and to the west. The possibility of taking a strategic
approach to expansion, with a long term perspective and with a view to securing planning gain, might be explored.

There are no other included SHELAA sites at Rougham. The dispersed built form leads to many feasible locations for
growth, and the potential for growth to consolidate the built form and deliver new community infrastructure might be
envisaged; however, poor transport accessibility is a clear constraint to growth in this area.
In conclusion, the clear preferred option is to allocate one small brownfield site for 11 homes (WS1062), plus there is a
committed site for 13 homes. There are no other included SHELAA sites, nor is there a strategic argument for proactively
exploring growth opportunities outside of included SHELAA sites.

West Row
West Row, like Beck Row, is closely associated with Mildenhall Airbase and Mildenhall itself. Also, as with Beck Row,
a key consideration is that growth at West Row must be considered in combination with growth at Mildenhall, as much
A11-bound traffic from West Row feeds into the heavily constrained A1101.
However, West Row is considerably smaller than Beck Row, and is also distinct in that it is associated with a notably
dispersed settlement pattern, with listed buildings dispersed widely throughout. The built form of West Row has changed
relatively little from that which is shown on the pre-1914 OS map, although this is set to change through a Forest Heath
Local Plan allocation for 152 homes, which will consolidate the built form in the north of the village.
Two further considerations are firstly that the village falls outside of the airbase noise contours (unlike Beck Row), and
secondly that the village relates somewhat closely to the River Lark and (presumably) in turn is associated with a band
of better quality agricultural land (grade 2, according to the nationally available dataset).
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents one allocation, namely the aforementioned existing allocation
for 152 homes on 7.35 ha site (21 dpa), and there is an undetermined planning application for part of the site.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other 13 included SHELAA sites,
in each case explaining that there is no potential for further growth at West Row, over-and-above that which is already
committed, given capacity on the A1101 and preferable locations for growth (over-and-above committed) at Mildenhall
and Beck Row. Several of these sites potentially have a degree of merit when viewed in isolation, i.e. blind to the wider
strategic context (e.g. one site would extend the existing allocation, such that there might be the potential for a more
comprehensive scheme to deliver additional planning gain, e.g. green / community infrastructure). However, given
understanding of the strategic context there is nothing to be gained from examining sites further here.
In conclusion, there is no potential for growth, over-and-above a committed site for 152 homes, given capacity on the
A1101. Specifically, the assumption is that remaining capacity on the A1101, after having accounted for traffic generated
by committed growth, will be taken up by new allocations at Mildenhall and Beck Row (discussed above), in preference
to West Row. This approach is broadly supported, given strategic and site-specific considerations. However, it is
recognised that understanding of the A1101 constraint could potentially change in light of further technical work.
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Wickhambrook
Wickhambrook is a very rural village, located near equidistant between BSE and Haverhill. The village is associated
with attractive raised land at the headwaters of the River Stour, and whilst there is not a designated conservation area
(at Wickhambrook itself) there is quite widespread historic environment constraint. A further consideration, as with the
majority of the southern part of the district, is widespread better quality (grade 2) agricultural land.
There is a GP surgery as well as a primary school, and the village services/facilities are thought likely to serve quite a
wide rural hinterland. The Rural Vision (2014) allocated one site for 22 homes, which has now been delivered.
Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document presents one allocation, namely:
•

West of Bunters Road (WS195a; 2.9 ha) – is currently proposed for 40 homes (14 dpa), but further work will be
undertaken to refine the site and scheme, mindful that the site currently comprises part of a larger field, and with a
view to potentially securing community and/or employment uses. The site has the benefit of direct access onto the
B1063, and also the benefit of comprising relatively low lying land, plus there is existing built form to the west that
could provide a degree of containment (namely Claydon’s agricultural business site). However, development would
represent a considerable change to the built form of the village, plus there are two nearby grade 2 listed buildings.

Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document gives reasons for not supporting the other six included SHELAA sites,
and in one of these cases the reasons given are clear cut, to the extent that the site need not be discussed further here.
With regards to the remaining five sites:
•

South of Bunters Road (WS190) – has the benefit of being in close proximity to the primary school, and being well
contained on all sides by roads. However, it is currently highly visible on the approach to the village from two
directions (partly on account of a lack of hedgerows), such that it is considered to be more sensitive in landscape
terms than WS195a. There is also a prominent adjacent grade 2 listed building (the field likely contributes to setting).

•

North and west of Boyden End (also known as north of Nunnery Green) (WS191 as well as component parts WS192a
and WS1074) – would extend modern housing further to the north, onto rising land. There could potentially be
capacity for further northward expansion from landscape perspective; however, there would be a strong argument
for taking a strategic / comprehensive approach, and there is little or no strategic argument for growth of this nature
through the current Local Plan. A preferable approach to delivering modest growth is to direct it to lower lying land
more closely associated with the village core.

•

Land at Cemetery Hill (WS212) – potentially relates better to the village core than the sites discussed above, but
there are landscape sensitivities, with the field highly visible on the approach to the village from the north, plus there
are several listed buildings in this area that may contribute to a sense of an attractive approach to the village.

In conclusion, one option is to allocate WS195a for 40 homes, although there could be the potential for an expanded
scheme, potentially to include a mix of uses. There are other included SHELAA sites that could potentially be considered
as alternatives to WS195a, but these sites are all more sensitive in landscape terms. There is also the option of larger
scale expansion to the north, but no clear strategic argument for exploring this option in detail at the current time. There
is a need to caution against higher growth scenarios noting rurality and also the fact that there has been some recent
housing growth. The matter of WS195a versus an expanded scheme is discussed below.

Type A villages
Detailed consideration has not been given to exploring reasonable growth scenarios in a similar fashion to the
consideration that is given to the 24 higher tier settlements discussed above. Rather, at the current time (Regulation 18
consultation), it is considered reasonable and appropriate to progress just one scenario to Section 5.5, which is the
emerging preferred approach as set out in Part 3 of the current WSLP consultation document.
See further discussion within Box 5.4, within Section 5.
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Appendix V: Growth scenarios
Introduction
The aim of this appendix is to supplement Section 6 by presenting detailed appraisal findings in respect of the reasonable
growth scenarios identified on the basis of the process set out in Section 5 – see below.
The reasonable growth scenarios (summary)
Scenario
Higher growth at…

Total homes
(2021-2040)

Homes per
annum

% over LHN
(800 dpa)

1 Newmarket

15,711

827

3%

2 BSE

15,811

832

4%

Housing
requirement

Employment land

LHN

3

Newmarket & select
villages

15,881

836

5%

Up to 72 ha under all
scenarios

4

BSE & select
villages

15,981

841

5%

Scenarios 2 and 4
see 5 ha move from
Newmarket to BSE

5 BSE & Newmarket
6

BSE, Newmarket &
select villages

Above LHN?
16,211

853

7%

16,381

862

8%

Appraisal methodology
Appraisal findings are presented under 13 headings below - one for each of the topics that comprise the core of the SA
framework (see Section 3). Under each topic heading there is both an appraisal commentary and an appraisal table that
both categorises the performance of each of the reasonable growth scenarios in terms of significant effects (using red /
amber / light green / green)35 and ranks the reasonable growth scenarios in order of preference (where a rank of one
indicates best performing).
In accordance with the SEA Regulations, under each topic heading, the primary aim is to “identify, describe and evaluate”
the significant effects on the baseline associated with each of the scenarios. Equally, the aim is to differentiate effectively,
regardless of significant effects.
Conclusions on significant effects and relative performance are reached on the basis of available evidence and
understanding of key issues and opportunities, mindful of guidance. The aim is to balance, on the one hand, the need
for structured and systematic appraisal with, on the other hand, the need for conciseness and readability. As part of this,
the appraisal narratives omit unnecessary discussion of ‘non-issues’, i.e. issues in terms of which it is not possible to
either reach conclusions on significant effects or meaningfully differentiate between the performance of the scenarios.
Further points to note are as follows:
•

Constant sites – the appraisal narratives below focus on the sites that are a ‘variable’ across the scenarios, in the
knowledge that ‘constant’ sites are a focus of appraisal in Section 9 of this report.

•

Assumptions – there is a need to make many assumptions, e.g. around the nature of schemes that would come
forward, infrastructure delivery, planning gain etc. Assumptions are explained in the text, whilst equally striking a
balance with objectives around conciseness and readability.

•

Site specific materials – very limited account has been taken of site specific materials (e.g. submitted by site
promoters) at this stage, but there will be the potential to take further account at the next stage, ahead of Regulation
19 publication. There is a need to apply caution as proposals are subject to change.

35

Red indicates a significant negative effect; amber a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance; light green a positive effect
of limited or uncertain significance; and green a significant positive effect. No colour indicates a neutral effect.
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Appraisal findings
The growth scenarios are appraised below under the 13 topic headings introduced in Section 3, before a final section
presents summary findings. To reiterate:
Under each of the topic headings the aim is to both categorise the performance of each of the reasonable growth
scenarios in terms of significant effects (using red / amber / light green / green) and rank the reasonable growth
scenarios in order of preference (where 1 is best performing; highlighted with a star).

Air and environmental quality
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

3

2

5

4

6

A primary consideration is the location of Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs), which are designated where air
pollution is known to be a risk to health. There are two AQMAs in the district - at Bury St. Edmunds and Great Barton both of which cover a small area. Nearby Cambridge is also an air pollution hotspot, with an AQMA covering the entirety
of the City Centre, as well as a long stretch of the A14.
Other than the location of AQMAs there is limited spatial data available to provide a picture of issues across the district.
However, it is possible to tentatively identify major roads and railways as sources of air and/or noise pollution, and it is
also possible to tentatively raise concerns in respect of problematic levels of traffic passing through town/village
centres. An AQMA in Newmarket town centre was revoked in 2021, with the explanatory report explaining:
“Part of the reason for this reduction will be due to changes to the layout of the clocktower roundabout and improvements
to Newmarket High Street undertaken some years ago with more recent reductions likely to be down to changes in car
manufacturing with more hybrid and electric vehicles on the road, the latter of which produce zero emissions.”
It is important to note that nitrogen dioxide (NO 2) pollution is set to reduce year-on-year over the next decade, as the car
fleet switches from petrol, diesel and hybrid to electric vehicles (albeit particulate matter concerns will remain, e.g. from
braking and wear-and-tear of tyres).
Finally, by way of instruction, it is important to note that extensive areas within the district are impacted by aircraft noise,
with established noise zones surrounding Lakenheath airbase. However, this is not a factor with any significant bearing
on locations that are a variable across the reasonable growth scenarios.
With regards to the growth scenarios, an initial point to note is that higher growth can risk housing growth outpacing
employment growth, leading to problematic levels of out-commuting which, in turn, could feasibly risk increased traffic
through AQMAs or other air pollution hotspots. It can also be suggested that housing growth at levels above LHN can
lead to reduced house prices and, in turn, households locating to West Suffolk and commuting longer distances.
However, in practice there is little if any such risk under the higher growth scenarios, given the growth quanta figures
involved (see further discussion of likely housing delivering in practice below, under ‘Housing’).
The growth scenarios can also be differentiated on the basis of the following spatial considerations:
•

Newmarket –Hatchfield Farm additional land is located adjacent to the A14 and railway line; however, the proposal
is for a relatively low density scheme (in comparison to the committed site), which reduces any concerns. There are
also concerns locally regarding traffic along Fordham Road and through the town centre (discussed below), but it is
not possible to predict that development would lead to designation/redesignation of an AQMA, or the creation of any
new problematic air pollution hotspot.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – Rougham Airfield is considered well connected in transport terms, including noting recent road
and junction upgrades, such that higher growth does not give rise to particular concerns. Also, there is potentially an
argument for a more ‘comprehensive’ scheme in support of investment in community and transport infrastructure,
‘walkable neighbourhoods’ and potentially EV charging infrastructure, noting the County Council’s support for focused
growth over piecemeal growth (see paragraph 5.2.30, above), and also noting adjacent and nearby committed and
recent new communities.
In contrast, SE BSE additional land is less well connected, and the BSE AQMA is near adjacent. The AQMA is
located on the A134, which links BSE to Sudbury, hence it is presumably the case that only a small proportion of trips
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generated would pass through the AQMA; and it is understood that the committed SE BSE strategic scheme will
deliver a relief road that directs traffic away from the AQMA; however, there is nonetheless a degree of concern.
Furthermore, SE BSE additional land is located adjacent to the A14, and is somewhat linear in shape such that a
high proportion of new homes might be in relative proximity to the road, which is a source of noise pollution.
A further consideration is higher growth to the east of BSE leading to increased traffic along the problematic A143
corridor, potentially towards Norwich (the A11 would typically be the favoured route).
•

Villages – higher growth at any of the five villages in question could potentially serve to worsen per capita car
dependency within the district, because residents of villages typically travel regularly by private car to higher order
centres, e.g. to access a secondary school. However, the total number of additional homes involved (170) means
that it is not possible to reach any strong conclusions regarding negative implications for air quality. Also, there is a
need to consider the possibility of higher growth supporting additional investment in transport or community
infrastructure, bus services and/or village centre vitality. In turn, this could support a modest degree of modal shift
away from the private car. It is important to recall paragraph 103 of the NPPF:
“Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the
need to travel and offering a genuine choice of transport modes. This can help to reduce congestion and emissions,
and improve air quality and public health. However, opportunities to maximise sustainable transport solutions
will vary between urban and rural areas…” [emphasis added]

A further consideration is the possibility of higher growth at two of the locations discussed above, or at all three (Scenario
6), leading to in-combination impacts on air quality. However, there is no potential to reach any strong conclusions in
this respect. High growth along the A14 corridor impacting on Cambridge is a consideration, but it is not possible to
suggest significant concerns, including noting rail connectivity.
In conclusion, it is fair to highlight a concern with Scenario 6, as there is a degree of concern with several locations that
would see higher growth, in particular SE BSE additional land. This is a suitable location for growth in the sense that it
is well-connected to BSE town centre, and higher growth could support a more comprehensive scheme, with additional
community and transport infrastructure; however, the site is not as well connected to the strategic road network as is the
case for Rougham Airfield (nor Hatchfield Farm additional land), and there is an AQMA located in close proximity.
With regards to significant effects, taking a precautionary approach at this relatively early stage in the plan-making
process it is appropriate to flag ‘a negative effect of limited or uncertain significance’ under those scenarios that would
see higher growth at SE BSE additional land. Significant negative effects are not predicted on balance for the other
scenarios, also taking into account sites (particularly those that are not already committed) that are a ‘constant’ across
the growth scenarios (see further discussion in Section 9).

Biodiversity
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

2

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

2

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

2

2

Biodiversity is a key issue for the Local Plan, with a detailed review of constraints presented in the Environmental
Constraints Study (2020). In short, the northern half of the district is very heavily constrained by internationally
designated sites, primarily associated with the Brecks, around which there are a range of established buffer zones; and
there are also more localised areas of constraint elsewhere, perhaps most notably concentrations of ancient woodlands,
primarily in the south and east of the district.
There is also a need to consider growth related opportunities, i.e. instances where growth would deliver or facilitate
enhancement of biodiversity within a known strategic opportunity area. This is a matter that has recently been explored
through a Green Infrastructure Study (2022). For example, and notably, there can tend to be opportunities to focus
growth along river corridors / within river valleys with a view to delivering associated strategic green and blue
infrastructure enhancements, in support of biodiversity and wide ranging ecosystem services (e.g. flood water
attenuation, increased recreational accessibility, increased appreciation of landscapes often associated with historic
settlement and commerce/industry).
With regards to the growth scenarios, an initial point to note is that the nature of sensitivities locally does naturally give
rise to a concern regarding higher growth. However, in practice none of the settlements considered as potential
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locations for higher growth under the growth scenarios are in particularly close proximity to Breckland SPA/SAC (in
comparison to settlements such as Brandon, Mildenhall, Lakenheath and Red Lodge, all of which are a ‘constant’ across
the growth scenarios) – see figure.
Established buffer zones surrounding internationally designated sites

The growth scenarios can also be differentiated on the basis of the following spatial considerations:
•

Newmarket – Hatchfield Farm additional land is some way beyond the 7.5 km recreational buffer zone surrounding
Breckland SPA, such that the primary consideration in respect of potential impacts to internationally designated sites
may be hydrological links to Fenland SAC to the north (a matter that has been explored in the past, as part of planning
for the committed Hatchfield Farm scheme), with the nearest component of the SAC (Chippenham Fen and Snailwell
Poor's Fen SSSI) ~2.5km distant. There are also two nationally designated SSSIs in closer proximity, namely
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Snailswell Meadows to the north and Newmarket Heath to the east. Onsite there appears to be notably low
biodiversity constraint, with no priority habitat and the current field boundaries / tree belts not shown on the pre-1914
OS map. However, it is noted that the committed scheme aims to avoid impacts to the tree belt that occupies a
central location within the site, whilst an extended scheme will presumably necessitate significant impacts, particularly
if the employment area is to extend across the north of the site (along the A14). In conclusion, the proximity of
internationally and nationally designated sites to the north (in particular) and east is a constraint, but it is not clear
that significant ‘impact pathways’ exist.
•

Bury St. Edmunds – both Rougham Airfield and SE BSE additional land fall outside of the 7.5 km Breckland SPA
buffer zone, and Rougham Airfield is thought to be subject to relatively low constraint overall, although it will be
important to avoid risk of BSE extending any further to the east (discussed below). With regards to SE BSE additional
land, the site is strongly associated with the valley of the River Lark, but is largely separated from the river itself by
the committed SE BSE site (which has planning permission). The primary consideration is potentially the notable
density of priority habitat woodland patches in this area (particularly Broom Plantation), but none are locally
designated, nor are they recorded as ancient woodlands (Broom Plantation is shown on the pre-1914 OS map).
Higher growth at SE BSE additional land could potentially give rise to a degree of added risk, but equally a larger
scheme could lead to additional land for green/blue infrastructure, or additional investment targeted at achieving
biodiversity objectives.

•

Villages – none of the villages under consideration stand-out as notably constrained in biodiversity terms, nor are
there any particular concerns to highlight in respect of any of the specific sites under consideration as locations to
deliver higher growth. One potential stand-out site is at Moulton, given the adjacent to the River Kennet floodplain,
with a large area of floodplain grazing marsh located a short distance to the north. The assumption is that lower
growth scenarios would see a 30 home scheme, whilst higher growth scenarios would see a ~60 home scheme,
likely across a larger site, which could potentially enable additional land to be given over to green / blue infrastructure,
or investment directed to targeted enhancements. The possibility of footpath access along the river corridor to
Kentford and Kennett might also be explored, noting that there are virtually no public rights of way across a wide arc
of land to north of Moulton (presumably at least partially reflecting the extent of horse racing land).

A further consideration is the possibility of higher growth at two of the locations discussed above, or at all three (Scenario
6), leading to in-combination impacts. This is an important consideration in the vicinity of Breckland SPA/SAC, as there
is a need to carefully manage levels of recreational pressure. However, as has been discussed, all of the sites that are
a variable across the growth scenarios fall outside of the 7.5 km recreational impacts buffer zone. No other potential incombination impacts are of note.
In conclusion, in the context of a highly constrained district it is not possible to suggest that the higher growth scenarios
give rise to biodiversity concerns over-and-above the lower growth scenarios, given the specific settlements and sites
that, it is assumed, would deliver higher growth. Indeed, it is a challenge to differentiate between the scenarios at all,
because all of the sites in question are subject to limited constraint. However, on balance it is considered appropriate to
highlight scenarios involving higher growth at Newmarket as less preferable, given the proximity of Hatchfield Farm
additional land to designated sites.
With regards to significant effects, the conclusion at the current time is that there would not be significant effects under
any of the growth scenarios, also taking into account sites (particularly those that are not already committed) that are a
‘constant’ across the growth scenarios (see further discussion in Section 9). Certain of the sites that are a constant do
give rise to a degree of concern, but the overriding consideration is the broad strategy of directing growth away from the
most sensitive parts of the district.

Climate change adaptation

Rank and
effect

Scenario 1
Newmarket

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

=

=

=

=

=

=

A primary consideration is the need to avoid areas of fluvial flood risk. All of the district’s towns are associated with river
valleys, as are several of the key service centres (and Lakenheath is notable as a fen-edge settlement). However, fluvial
flood risk zones are tightly defined by topography, and there can be the potential to include areas of risk within allocations,
in the knowledge that areas of risk can often be effectively integrated as part of onsite green/blue infrastructure.
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A secondary consideration is surface water flood risk (SWFR), which can typically be addressed at the planning
application stage through masterplanning and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS), although there is a need to apply
caution at the plan-making stage. In relation to all types of flood risk there is a need to apply caution given climate
change scenarios.
A Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA, 2021) is available to inform the local plan. The report makes the following
key concluding statement on the risk of allocation sites impacting in combination:
“Inappropriate and poorly managed development has the potential to increase surface water runoff to watercourses, alter
groundwater recharge regimes and remove essential floodplain storage. Whilst one development in isolation may have
limited impacts, the scale of development proposed across West Suffolk as a whole has the capacity to result in much
more significant impacts. Therefore, it is critical that a holistic approach to development planning and flood risk is taken
to mitigate any cumulative effects, including addressing climate change… All developments should seek to provide a
betterment over the existing situation, whether this be attenuating surface water runoff, providing additional floodplain
storage, or enhancing the groundwater recharge regime whilst aiming to maximise potential integrated water
management benefits. All site specific FRA’s and Surface Water Drainage Strategies should clearly demonstrate their
contribution to achieve this.”
Also of note is the section of the report that sets out recent and ‘pipeline’ strategic flood risk mitigation schemes within
(or affecting) the district. Of particular note is a series of proposed flood water attenuation basins and bunds to the east
of Newmarket. The report explains: “Model results… indicate that this mitigation option gives notable reductions across
the Newmarket catchment… An estimated 124 properties are expected to be removed from flooding [risk] as a result of
implementing this option.”
Aside from flood risk, the second most significant climate change adaptation consideration is in respect of mitigating
overheating risk, which is a matter of relevance to strategic planning, but is of less relevance to this current appraisal. A
wide range of other climate change adaptation interventions are discussed within the UK Climate Change Risk
Assessment (CCRA3) Evidence Report (June 2021); however, there is very little discussion within the report on
implications for local plan-making.
With regards to the growth scenarios, three of the sites under consideration as locations for delivering higher growth
are associated with a degree of flood risk, namely:
•

SE BSE additional land – the southern boundary of the site is defined by an unnamed tributary of the River Lark, with
the narrow flood risk zone extending a short distance into the site. Given the scale of the site, and also noting the
precedent set by the committed SE BSE site, which is very strongly associated with the River Lark flood plain, there
is every confidence that the flood risk zone can be integrated as part of the green and blue infrastructure strategy for
the site under all scenarios. There is also a need to consider the risk of increased downstream flood risk in BSE;
however, in practice there appears to be very little built form within the flood risk zone and, in any case, it is fair to
assume the potential to deliver high quality Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) that prevent increased rates of
surface water runoff.

•

Moulton – site WS143 abuts the River Kennet floodplain, as does the land to the north that, it is assumed, might be
considered under a higher growth scenario. However, the higher growth scenario does not necessarily give rise to
any significant concerns regarding onsite flood risk. Indeed, it could potentially be the case that under this scenario
the land-owner is willing to give-over additional land for blue infrastructure along the river, serving to ensure a buffer
between the flood risk zone and housing (which can be appropriate given climate change scenarios).

•

Wickhambrook – land to the west of site WS195 which, it is assumed, might be considered under a higher growth
scenario, is constrained by a surface water flood risk channel. However, this is mostly an area of ‘low’ risk, such that
the degree of constraint is overall limited.

In conclusion, the alternatives are judged to perform broadly on a par, and significant effects are not predicted (having
taken account of sites that are a constant across the growth scenarios, which are a focus of discussion in Section 9). It
is noted that the Environment Agency’s response to the Issues and Options consultation did not touch upon the question
of growth strategy.
With regards to significant effects, there is no reason to suggest the likelihood of significant negative effects at this
stage, nor significant positive effects (e.g. from strategic flood water attenuation schemes).
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Climate change mitigation
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

2

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

3

2

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages
2

Supporting a decarbonisation trajectory aligned with national and local target dates for achieving net zero greenhouse
gas emissions is a centrally important issue for the local plan, given national policy and the 2008 Climate Change Act
(as amended). There is a need to consider emissions from both transport and the built environment, with the former
considered in the ‘transport’ section below and the latter here.
Built environment emissions can be categorised in a number of ways, but a key distinction is between ‘operational’
emissions, associated with the use of the building, and ‘non-operational’ emissions, including associated with
construction, maintenance, retrofitting and demolition/disposal. Operational emissions have traditionally been a focus
of attention, and are the sole focus of Building Regulations. However, the importance of addressing non-operational
emissions is increasingly recognised. It is estimated that of the global cumulative CO2 emissions associated with new
development that will occur between now and 2050, around half will be non-operational emissions ‘locked in’ regardless
of operational use.36
Beginning with non-operational built environment emissions, there is limited potential to differentiate between the
growth scenarios (N.B. the focus must be on per capita emissions, as opposed to total emissions). Whilst in theory a
strategic focus of growth in one location, or in one part of the district, could feasibly support a facility for modular housing
construction (also known as ‘modern methods of construction’), which can lead to significant emissions savings, in
practice this is not an option for the plan (nor is there any reason to assume very large scale growth concentrated close
to the district boundary).
Moving on to operational built environment emissions, a key priority nationally is domestic heating. This point came
through clearly within the Government’s Ten Point Plan for a Green Industrial Revolution (2020), which was followed by
a national Heat and Buildings Strategy. Emissions associated with heating are ‘regulated’, in that they are covered by
the Building Regulations, as opposed to unregulated operational emissions, which are primarily associated with plug-in
electricity use.
The need to take an energy hierarchy approach to minimising regulated operational emissions, as part of work to meet
the requirements of Building Regulations (or a more stringent policy requirement), is well established. This primarily
translates as a need to minimise heating through efficiency measures first-and-foremost (a ‘fabric first’ approach),
followed by sourcing heat so as to minimise emissions.
With regards to the growth scenarios, the key point to note is that strategic growth locations can give rise to an
opportunity to minimise regulated operational built environment emissions, in particular by supporting heat networks and
high standards of building design, e.g. well orientated, well insulated and well ventilated buildings suited to heating by
heat pump. Also, the potential to deliver rooftop solar PV can be maximised at strategic growth locations, and there can
be the potential to explore strategic battery storage solutions (‘smart energy systems’), in support of solar PV, heat
pumps and EV charging. Strategic growth locations can also potentially give rise to an opportunity to explore use of
hydrogen for heating, and can potentially also support largescale renewable power generation, e.g. hydropower.
On the basis of these points, there is potentially support for higher growth at BSE, followed by higher growth at
Newmarket, followed by higher growth at the villages. Taking each in turn:
•

Newmarket – the adjacent Hatchfield Farm site has planning permission, such that the extension must be viewed as
a stand-alone scheme. In this light, there is little reason to suggest that economies of scale would be achieved that
would lead to an opportunity to minimise per capita built environment emissions over-and-above what might be
achieved at a much smaller scheme. Having said this, the close integration of housing and employment uses could
lead to an opportunity to deliver a heat network.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – again it is the case that adjacent schemes have planning permission, such that Rougham Airfield
and SE BSE additional land must be viewed in isolation. However, at both sites there is the potential to deliver a
scheme that is notably larger than Hatchfield Farm additional land, such that economies of scale could be achieved
that lead to a significant opportunity to minimise per capita built environment emissions. At both sites there will likely

36

See worldgbc.org/news-media/bringing-embodied-carbon-upfront
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be the potential to support areas of higher density housing and also a fine grained mix of uses – e.g. housing,
employment, retail, community uses – which can support heat network delivery on account of smoothing-out demand
for heating (and cooling) across the day. Rougham Airfield also has the clear benefit of close integration with a major
employment area, and the desire to deliver large scale open space (given the current use of the site) could lead to
an opportunity to deliver a ground source heat array.37 With regards to SE BSE additional land, the possibility of
drawing ambient heat from the adjacent and nearby water bodies could be explored.
•

Villages – the assumption at four of the five villages (not Hundon) is that the higher growth scenario would see more
‘comprehensive’ development schemes, and at Wickhambrook (also potentially Barrow) this could involve a mix of
uses; however, there is no reason to assume any significant opportunity.

In conclusion, on the basis of the above discussion there is clear support for higher growth at BSE, followed by higher
growth at Newmarket, followed by higher growth at the villages. However, in practice opportunities can fail to be realised,
e.g. because of competing funding priorities and/or a lack of early detailed consideration given to built environment
decarbonisation. For example, none of the committed strategic urban extensions to BSE are set to deliver a heat
network, despite a study completed in 2011 to examine opportunities,38 and the recently adopted masterplan for West
of Mildenhall states only that “the feasibility of heat networks will also be considered.”
N.B. it is important to reiterate that the focus of discussion within this section is built-environment emissions, with matters
relating to transport emissions covered under other topic headings, in particular under the ‘transport’ heading below.
Also, it is important to reiterate that the focus is on per capita emissions (albeit there is also a need to monitor total
emissions at the district-scale).
With regards to significant effects, on one hand climate change mitigation is a global issue, such that it is inherently
difficult to suggest that local actions will have a ‘significant’ effect; however, on the other hand, climate change mitigation
is a national and local priority issue. On balance, it is considered appropriate to flag ‘a negative effect of limited or
uncertain significance’ under all scenarios, i.e. a risk of the local plan not supporting a level of decarbonisation ambition
in line with required net zero trajectories. The aim of reaching this conclusion is to prompt further detailed consideration
of the issues/opportunities prior to finalisation, on the part of the Council, other organisations and site promoters. It is
noted that Suffolk County Council was the only organisation with a strategic remit to comment on climate change
mitigation through the Issues and Options consultation, with comments relating to the plan objectives only.

Communities

Rank and
effect

Scenario 1
Newmarket

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

4

2

3

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

2

A headline consideration is the need to ensure that new and existing communities have good access to community
infrastructure with sufficient capacity. As part of this, there is a need to avoid creating or exacerbating capacity issues;
and support growth strategies that would deliver new or upgraded community infrastructure, including in response to
existing issues/opportunities. This point comes through quite clearly within the consultation responses received in 2020
from Suffolk County Council, as well as Suffolk Clinical Commissioning group (see paragraph 5.2.30, above).
With regards to the growth scenarios, there are relatively few headline strategic community infrastructure
issues/opportunities ‘at play’; for example, it is not clear that there is anywhere in the district where there is a need for
growth to deliver or facilitate a new secondary school. However, there are a number of points to consider:
•

Newmarket – the scheme would deliver a mix of housing and employment uses, plus the land-owner may make a
good amount of land available for greenspace in perpetuity (on the basis of the current boundary the density within
the non-employment part of the site would be ~12 dph). It is not clear that the scheme would deliver new strategic
community infrastructure, but it may be that development can lead to funding being made available that assists with
the community actions set out in the made Newmarket Neighbourhood Plan. The primary ‘communities’
consideration may primarily relate to objectives around housing, including affordable housing, to meet local needs,
but this matter is a focus of discussion below, under ‘housing’. A further consideration is direct walking access to the

37

e.g. see www.wearepossible.org/latest-news/powering-parks and www.greenspacescotland.org.uk/pages/category/energy
See www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/upload/3120_FINALREPORT_110725-reduced.pdf N.B. the context has
now changed significantly, with combined heat and power (CHP) typically no longer seen as a low carbon technology.
38
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town centre and other community facilities. Another consideration is the lack of sixth form / college educational
provision at Newmarket, but it is not clear that the growth scenarios give rise to any notable implications.
•

Bury St. Edmunds – the most likely scenario, should there be a need for higher growth at BSE to make up for nonallocation of Hatchfield Farm additional land, is that: A) Rougham Airfield would deliver an additional 5 ha of
employment land and commensurately less greenspace and housing (e.g. 100 homes fewer); and B) SE BSE
additional land would deliver additional housing, e.g. an additional 500 homes (leading to ~1,000 homes in total,
which would necessitate an extended site boundary. There are reasons to suggest that this is a preferable scenario,
from a communities perspective, given the potential of SE BSE additional land to compliment the committed SE BSE
site, supporting the development of a new community that would relate well to the town centre (accessible by
walking/cycling along the river valley) and also community infrastructure (secondary school, leisure centre) that has
come forward as part of BSE’s eastwards expansion over recent years. Also, the possibility of a secondary school
could feasibly be explored. In contrast, whilst there are new and committed communities adjacent to Rougham
Airfield, at the current eastern extent of BSE, it is less clear what benefits would result from an additional 500 homes.

•

Villages – one of the reasons for exploring a higher growth scenario at the villages is to explore the community
benefits that might be realised through a strategy that supports comprehensive schemes, as opposed to piecemeal
growth that might then be extended by further piecemeal growth in the not-to-distant future, leading to missed
opportunities. It is difficult to pinpoint opportunities at this stage, but opportunities / ideas might be highlighted through
the current consultation. Taking the villages in turn:
─

Barrow – the assumption is that higher growth would involve a larger, more comprehensive scheme, potentially
via an expanded site. One option could be to deliver homes across the entirety of the field in question, bar the
southeast corner, where the topography falls away to Wilsummer Wood, which is an ancient woodland and a
designated CWS. Development at this scale could well enable additional land within the site to be given over for
community uses and/or lead to additional funds being made to deliver new community infrastructure.

─

Barningham – the assumption is that higher growth would involve an additional 50 homes leading to a scheme
east of the village of around 100 homes in total. There could be more than one landowner (this is not known),
which could hinder the ability to leverage planning gain, but nonetheless a larger scheme could lead to an
opportunity to realise additional community benefits, e.g. a recreation ground.

─

Hundon – the assumption is that higher growth would involve a modest allocation for ten homes on land within
the settlement that is currently used informally as greenspace. This would lead to a loss of community
infrastructure; however, it could be judged acceptable given that the alternative is either A) no housing growth
over the plan period (bar any windfall or neighbourhood plan allocations); or B) allocation of a site likely to be less
preferable in some or many respects. It is also noted that the village is very well served by accessible greenspace
(a notable contrast to Barningham).

─

Moulton - the assumption is that higher growth would involve a more comprehensive scheme north of the village,
perhaps 60 homes rather than 30 homes. This could involve land that has not been promoted as available for
development, but falls within the same agricultural field as promoted land, and so presumably there is a single
landowner. As discussed above, under biodiversity, this additional growth might feasibly support enhancements
along the River Kennet, e.g. noting that there is currently a footpath that links only to the B1085 (where there is
no footpath). However, the modest number of homes involved might limit what can be achieved, in this respect.

─

Wickhambrook - the assumption is that higher growth would involve an extended scheme west of the village,
perhaps 70 homes rather than 40 homes. The land is within the same land ownership as the land that would
deliver the smaller scheme, and they appear more-or-less to share the same agricultural field. The extended
scheme would reach as far as a small rural employment site, and it is understood that an extended scheme could
well lead to an opportunity to deliver a mix of uses onsite, or an enhanced mix of uses.

In conclusion, the key consideration here is that there are relatively limited ‘communities’ arguments for higher growth
at Newmarket relative to BSE and the villages. Focusing on BSE and the villages only, it is difficult to differentiate, i.e.
suggest which higher growth scenario represents the greater opportunity. A key consideration is potentially that the
communities benefits of more comprehensive urban extensions to BSE are quite clear cut, whilst the benefits of higher
growth at all the villages in question are all highly uncertain (bar benefits such as increased local patronage of village
services and retail). Also, there is a need to consider the ‘communities’ arguments for focusing growth at higher order
settlements as far as possible, in order to ensure good access to higher order services and facilities.
With regards to significant effects, on one hand it is recognised that the matter of supporting a growth strategy
conducive to delivering new and upgraded community infrastructure was a key issue highlighted through the Issues and
Options consultation. However, on the other hand, there is currently limited evidence to suggest significant communityrelated opportunities that might be realised through higher growth (e.g. the need for new school capacity). On balance,
significant effects are not predicted.
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Economy

Rank and
effect

Scenario 1
Newmarket

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

4

2

3

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

4

3

The matter for consideration here is meeting quantitative employment land needs, as understood from the Employment
Land Review (ELR, 2021). Beyond total quantitative needs there are a wide range of qualitative considerations, which
again are set out clearly in the ELR. The executive summary of the ELR opens with the following statement:
“Real estate markets have witnessed profound and pervasive changes in the nature of demand over the past decade.
In land use planning terms, all Use Classes have been affected and the nature of change will have a growing impact on
the value and utility of existing stock. And while some properties might become obsolete to changing demand, so new
forms of property and occupation are emerging. The simplistic ‘shops, offices and industrials’ is becoming obsolete as a
descriptor of the commercial sector.”
It is also noted that an Addendum to the ELR has recently been produced, which looks specifically at the HRI and
identifies the need to undertake further work to inform the next stage of the local plan.
With regards to the growth scenarios, the assumption is that total quantitative needs would be met under any scenario,
specifically the forecast demand for 63 hectares of land over the plan period. Specific considerations include:
•

Newmarket – performs strongly as a potential location for new strategic employment land in some respects, in
particular relating to strong links to both the A14 and A11 corridors and, in turn, Cambridge, Norwich and Ipswich.
Hatchfield Farm additional land would deliver 5 ha of employment land, complimenting the 5 ha within the existing
committed site. The potential for employment within the extension to run along the northern part of the site, adjacent
and well-linked to the A14, can be envisaged; however, it seems likely that this would necessitate impacts to the tree
belt that is currently central within the site.
However, there is also a need to consider the need to avoid impacts to the horse racing industry (HRI), the
representatives of which have consistently raised concerns regarding housing and traditional employment growth at
Hatchfield Farm leading to increased traffic along certain routes and, in turn, impacting on racehorse movements
within the town, specifically the daily movement of racehorses between stables and gallops. This matter was explored
in detail within the Forest Heath Local Plan Inspector’s Report, and the current view is that there is potential to accept
increased homes, employment land and traffic movements without unduly impacting on the HRI, on the assumption
that mitigation measures (e.g. well-designed horse crossings) can be delivered. However, officers recognise that
matters will need to be explored further in detail with specialists, including representatives of the HRI through a
Memorandum of Cooperation. The economic importance of the Newmarket HRI is well-established, and is of great
significance at the district and wider-scales. As discussed, the recent ELR Addendum identifies that further work is
required to explore issues and opportunities at Newmarket, with a view to striking a balance between objectives
around meeting needs / demand for traditional employment land and supporting the HRI.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – the most likely scenario, should there be a need for higher growth at BSE to make up for nonallocation of Hatchfield Farm additional land, is that: A) Rougham Airfield would deliver an additional 5 ha of
employment land and commensurately less greenspace and housing (e.g. 100 homes fewer); and B) SE BSE
additional land would deliver additional housing, e.g. an additional 500 homes. It is not clear that this gives rise to
any significant concerns, from an employment land perspective, as Rougham Airfield appears to be a suitable location
for a strategic employment land scheme in a number of respects, specifically: Suffolk Business Park is adjacent;
there is very good connectivity to the A14; and employment land at the eastern extent of BSE could serve to effectively
bound the town’s expansion.

•

Villages – as discussed above, there is understood to be the potential to deliver new rural employment workspace at
Wickhambrook, and the potential to realise this opportunity may be greater under the higher growth scenarios.
Elsewhere, there is little or no reason to suggest that higher growth would lead to an opportunity, although this could
be an option to explore at Barrow, where the assumption is that the higher growth scenario would see an additional
50 homes (i.e. significant additional housing growth, such that the landowner may be willing to give land over to nonhousing uses). It is also noted that two committed employment sites at Barrow have not come forward, and may not
come forward in the plan period, namely West of Barrow Hill (1 ha) and Barrow Business Park (1.1 ha).
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Finally, there is a need to consider Scenarios 5 and 6, which would see higher growth at both Newmarket and BSE.
There is an argument for a large employment land supply buffer, due to uncertainties around the deliverability of certain
committed sites, particularly Shepherds Grove, Stanton.39 However, it is not clear whether higher growth at BSE under
this scenario would involve additional employment land, in addition to additional housing. The safer assumption is that
it would involve additional housing only.
In conclusion, the primary question is whether Newmarket or BSE is better suited to delivering the final 5 ha of
employment land that is needed in order to ensure a supply position sufficient to meet forecast demand, after accounting
for supply from relatively strongly supported sites (e.g. 20 ha at Rougham Airfield). The answer to this question is that
there is little to choose between these two locations in many respects, such that it would seem appropriate to differentiate
on the basis of the risk of impacts – or perceived risk of impacts – to the horse racing industry, i.e. to identify BSE as the
preferable location. A secondary consideration is support for higher growth at the villages, from a perspective of
supporting small scale new rural employment land, although the ELR did not support growth of employment in villages
(instead to meet rural needs it suggested expansion of existing successful rural business parks).
With regards to significant effects, the key consideration is that total quantitative needs for new employment land, as
understood from the ELR (2021) will be met under all scenarios. Positive effects of ‘limited or uncertain significance’ are
predicted at this stage, given uncertainties around certain committed elements of the employment land supply portfolio.
Also, there is a need to receive the views of key stakeholder organisations through consultation, notably the Local
Enterprise Partnership.

Health and wellbeing

Rank and
effect

Scenario 1
Newmarket

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

=

=

=

=

=

=

There is a focus nationally on achieving high standards of masterplanning and design, and delivering high quality
community and green/blue infrastructure, in support of objectives around: health and wellbeing; ‘levelling-up’; and
resilience to climate change and any risk of a future pandemic or similar crisis. The new NPPF (2021) includes a notable
for a major new focus on use of design codes, and whilst there is little in the way of an explicit focus on health objectives
(rather the focus is on “creating beautiful and distinctive places with a consistent and high quality standard of design”) it
is fair to anticipate that health objectives will be central to work on design codes in practice.
Also, a recent report (April 2022; see resiliencebrokers.org/project/key-cities) called for a new health-focused approach
to town and country planning nationally, specifically: “One that moves away from having the delivery of housing numbers
at its core, and replaces this with a holistic vision of health. Affordable, quality housing is still a critical issue of course,
but it is one in an array of conditions necessary to support good health." The report presents a framework to guide
implementation, which is set out below.
Health and planning priorities

By way of context, Rural Vision policy RV4 states: “If, having regard to prevailing market conditions, it is demonstrated that the
development of the available land at the Shepherd’s Grove site for B1/B2/B8 uses together with the provision of the required access
road could not be viably achieved, the inclusion of a proportion of residential… will be considered….”
39
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With regards to the growth scenarios, considerations (over-and-above those already discussed under the ‘air quality’
and ‘communities’ headings) include:
•

Newmarket – the primary consideration here is potentially the health and safety risks associated with racehorses
coming into conflict with motorists. However, as has been discussed above, under the ‘economy’ heading, at the
current time the view is that there is the potential to bring forward additional housing and employment growth at
Newmarket, with resulting increases in traffic, in a way that addresses these concerns, specifically by bringing forward
mitigation measures such as well-designed horse crossings.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – there are well established opportunities associated with new garden communities, including
around delivering new health infrastructure, supporting walking/cycling, and ensuring good access to gardens, sports
facilities, greenspace and countryside.40 However, even under a high growth scenario, it is not anticipated that either
Rougham Airfield or SE BSE additional land would be of a scale to warrant being brought forward as a garden
community. Other matters have been discussed above, such as the relatively good walking/cycling links from SE
BSE additional land, in particular along the river valley (although there is limited accessibility along the valley to the
south). It is important to note that Rougham Airfield benefits from an adjacent leisure centre, although SE BSE
additional land benefits from nearby Nowton Park. Rougham Airfield is relatively flat, which can be supportive of
multifunctional greenspace, although SE BSE additional land has potential to incorporate both green and blue
infrastructure.

•

Villages – there is limited potential to add to the points discussed above, e.g. around the need for growth in support
of village services and facilities and, in turn, avoid worsening problems around rural isolation. Three of the four local
service centres in question (all bar Wickhambrook) do not have a GP surgery, although all benefit from relatively
good proximity to a GP surgery at a higher village or town.

In conclusion, whilst there are certain pros and cons associated with all of the scenarios, on balance the scenarios are
judged to perform broadly on a par. It is recognised that safe movement of horses in Newmarket is an important
consideration, but it is not clear that Newmarket higher growth scenarios warrant being flagged as relatively poorly
performing solely on this basis.
With regards to significant effects, as per the discussion above under ‘communities’, it is not possible to predict
significant effects at this stage. There are no clear strategic opportunities (e.g. new strategic greenspace) that are set
to be realised under any of the growth scenarios. It will be important to revisit this matter subsequent to the current
consultation, at which time more will be known about site-specific opportunities, e.g. the potential to deliver on-site and
offsite strategic green and blue infrastructure.

Historic environment
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

2

2

3

2

3

West Suffolk has a rich historic environment including: historic towns and villages, many with designated conservation
areas; historic parks and gardens, including several nationally ‘registered’; listed buildings, including many grade 1 listed,
the majority being parish churches; nationally scheduled monuments, the majority of which comprise concentrations of
below ground archaeology, and which show clear concentrations within the landscape; and other areas of archaeological
significance or potential.
Issues and opportunities vary greatly across the district, and at a variety of spatial scales. At the broadest scale,
landscapes can be identified where landform, land use, settlement and distinctive built assets come together to create a
sense of ‘time-depth’ and ‘place’. At a finer resolution, settlements and particular parts of settlements will often be
associated with historic character and potentially a historic landscape setting. At a finer resolution, there is a wide range
of designated assets of varying significance.
All of the district’s towns have expanded well beyond their designated conservation areas. However, there is still the
possibility of growth at certain of the towns in proximity to the conservation area, plus the settlement edges of all of the
towns are associated with sensitivities (e.g. encroachment towards nearby historic villages, hamlets or farmsteads) and
increased traffic through town centre conservation areas is another consideration. With regards to villages, a number
40

e.g. see england.nhs.uk/ourwork/innovation/healthy-new-towns; and tcpa.org.uk/guidance-for-delivering-new-garden-cities
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have expanded little, if at all, beyond their designated conservation areas, or the clusters of listed buildings that indicate
a historic core. However, there is often the potential for modest new housing sites to integrate well with the existing
settlement edge, plus scheme layout, landscaping and design measures can often serve to effectively allay concerns.
With regards to the growth scenarios, considerations include:
•

Newmarket – in short, Hatchfield Farm additional land itself is considered to be subject to low constraint, from a
historic environment perspective. There are no listed buildings in proximity, and the pre-1914 OS map shows no built
form in the vicinity other than Hatchfield Farm itself. Snailwell Conservation Area is located a short distance to the
north, but via the Snailwell Road, which is not thought likely to see significantly increased levels of traffic as a result
of the development scheme. There are six scheduled monuments across an arc of land to the north of the site, all
within 2 – 4 km, hence archaeology could potentially be a constraint to growth; however, there is typically the potential
to address archaeology at the development management stage, i.e. via excavation, recording, preservation etc.
However, there is a broader consideration relates to the heritage and cultural value of the horse racing industry at
Newmarket. This is understood to be a matter of considerable local and ‘larger-than-local’ significance. However,
on balance, it is not possible to draw a clear link between Hatchfield Farm additional land and the heritage / cultural
significance of the horse racing industry at Newmarket at the current time. These matters can of course be explored
further, through and subsequent to the current consultation.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – both sites are also considered to be subject to limited constraint, with the pre-1914 OS map
showing both sites to associated with rural landscape with limited built form (just Highfield Farm, which still exists at
the northern edge of Rougham Airfield). The primary consideration is the historic environment value of Rougham
Airfield as a WWII airbase (it was built in 1941-42); however, there is an expectation that the control tower and radar
station, both of which are grade 2 listed, would be suitably preserved and the current museum could potentially thrive.
With regards to SE BSE additional land, there is a need to consider the possibility of traffic impacting on the nearby
historic core of BSE, and another consideration is the historic field boundaries within the site. At both sites there are
historic environment constraints associated with nearby countryside, such that there is a need to avoid risk of future
‘sprawl’, but this is a matter discussed below, under the ‘landscape’ heading.

•

Villages – all five of the villages in question are associated with historic environment value, particularly Moulton and
Hundon, as reflected in designated conservation areas. Taking the villages in turn:
─

Barrow – two grade 2 listed buildings are located on the Bury Road, adjacent to the site in question, and there is
also a need to consider that BSE-bound traffic will pass through the historic hamlet of Little Saxham. However,
the significance of these issues is unclear. It might be that a larger development scheme necessitates additional
road infrastructure upgrades with associated historic environment impacts, but this is currently unknown.

─

Barningham – has a tight historic core, centred on a grade 1 listed church, but the site(s) in question which, it is
assumed, would deliver a circa 100 home scheme under a higher growth scenario, are separated from the historic
core by an area of modern development. Impacts to a historic field boundary would be a further consideration.

─

Hundon – the assumption is that higher growth would involve a modest allocation for ten homes on land within
the settlement that is currently used informally as greenspace. The site is adjacent to the conservation area, but
this part of the conservation comprises playing fields, which reduced concerns.

─

Moulton – has a distinct and valued historic character, including on account of Packhorse Bridge, which is a
scheduled monument. However, the site in question is seemingly subject to limited or low constraint, the primary
consideration potentially being visibility in the landscape on the approach to the Moulton Conservation Area from
the north. There is also an adjacent row of historic flint cottages.

─

Wickhambrook – was historically associated with quite a disparate built form, seemingly a series of closely linked
hamlets and farmsteads, and this is reflected in quite widespread grade 2 listed buildings within and around the
current main settlement area. The site in question is associated with a part of the village shown as ‘Thorns’ on
historic OS maps, and there is one adjacent grade 2 listed building.

In conclusion, it is difficult to differentiate between the growth scenarios with confidence; however, on balance, it is
appropriate to highlight support for higher growth at Newmarket, from a historic environment perspective, over-andabove higher growth at BSE or the villages. There is uncertainty though, given the heritage and cultural value of the
horse racing industry at Newmarket.
With regards to significant effects, on the basis of the evidence currently to hand there is no potential to predict the
likelihood of significant negative effects associated with any of the growth scenarios, having taken account of both the
sites that are a variable across the scenarios (discussed above) and those that are a constant (discussed in Section 9).
Moving forward, it will be important to take onboard the views of Historic England, including regarding any issues around
archaeological constraints.
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Housing

Rank and
effect

Scenario 1
Newmarket

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
Newmarket

3

4

2

2

2

Scenario 6
BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

As discussed in Section 5, there are arguments for higher growth, from a ‘housing’ perspective. In particular, there is an
argument for setting the housing requirement above local housing need (LHN), in order to meet affordable housing
needs more fully. Affordable housing needs in West Suffolk are considered to be quite acute, with a report prepared in
2021 suggesting that the need locally for social/affordable rented housing is 409 dpa (i.e. over half of the LHN figure),
and there will also be a need for other forms of affordable housing. See further discussion at paragraph 5.2.11 above.
Along with the matter of setting a housing requirement, there is also a need to consider the size of the supply buffer,
i.e. the difference between the housing requirement and the total potential supply identified through the plan. There is a
need for a robust supply buffer in order to ensure that the housing requirement is met in practice over the course of the
plan period, i.e. to ensure a robust supply ‘trajectory’ and thereby avoid the risk of falling under the presumption in favour
of sustainable development (NPPF para 11).41 The matter of the supply buffer will be considered subsequent to the
current consultation, at which time there will be further certainty regarding deliverability at a number of the ‘constant’
sites that feature under all growth scenarios. At the current time, as set out in Table 5.4, the assumption is that the
supply buffer would be 3% under the lowest growth scenario (Scenario 1), whilst under the highest growth scenario
(Scenario 6), it might be between 3% (assuming the housing requirement is set at LHN plus 5%) and 8% (assuming that
the housing requirement is set at LHN). On the one hand, recent housing delivery in the district has been strong,
suggesting a need for a modest supply buffer; however, on the other hand, there are a number of large or otherwise
complex sites within the supply portfolio that could be at risk of delay.
Aside from the matter of total housing growth quantum, further considerations include:
•

Geographical spread – there is a need to distribute growth in line with the settlement hierarchy, as existing settlements
will tend to be associated with a level of housing need more-or-less in line with the size of the existing population.
On this basis, there are arguments for scenarios involving higher growth at: Newmarket (because the lower growth
scenario could potentially see no new allocations, albeit there is a committed strategic site set to come forward over
the plan period, namely Hatchfield Farm (400 homes); and Hundon (because the lower growth scenario could see
no housing growth over the plan period, bar windfall and bar any allocations that could potentially come forward
through a neighbourhood plan).

•

Strategic schemes - can have the benefit of delivering a good mix of housing, potentially to include self-build plots
and an element of specialist accommodation, although it is reasonable to assume that any local plan allocation for
ten or more homes would deliver the fully quota of affordable housing (albeit there can be viability challenges, and
so an element of risk around affordable housing, at very small sites, e.g. the site in question at Hundon). This
potentially serves to suggest a degree of support for higher growth at BSE, however, there is little reason to suggest
this is a significant consideration.

•

Smaller sites – the NPPF (paragraph 69) supports smaller sites because they “are often built-out relatively quickly”,
and smaller schemes have the benefit of being suited to delivery by SME builders. Also, there is precedent from
neighbouring South Norfolk, where a “Village Clusters Housing Allocations Plan” is currently being prepared with the
aim of allocating (roughly) 60 sites across 40 village clusters to deliver 1,200 homes. This potentially lends a degree
of support for higher growth at the villages, although primary assumption, at the current time, is that higher growth
at the villages would be primarily through larger schemes rather than through allocation of additional sites.
N.B. it is anticipated that consideration will be given to allocation of additional smaller sites ahead of Regulation 19.

In conclusion, it is appropriate to rank the scenarios in an order of preference broadly in-line with total growth quantum,
but to adjust the order of preference to reflect support for higher growth at Newmarket and the villages over BSE.
With regards to significant effects, positive effects of ‘limited or uncertain significance’ are predicted at this stage, ahead
of further detailed work to understand delivery trajectories / risks and, in turn, the size of supply buffer that is needed
over-and-above the housing requirement.

For example, Policy 1 of the Proposed Submission Greater Norwich Local Plan (GNLP, 2021) explains: “to meet the need for
around 40,550 new homes, provision is made for a minimum of 49,492 new homes.” This amounts to a supply buffer of 22%.
41
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Landscape
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
villages

Scenario 4
BSE & villages

Scenario 5
BSE &
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BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

2

2

3

2

2

Whilst the district does not contain any designated landscapes, there is great variation in landscape character across
the district, with all landscape character areas, at a range of scales, associated with sensitivities, issues and
opportunities. At a high-level, the district intersects five National Character Areas (NCAs): the Fens – the northwest
extent of the district; the Brecks – a large part of the central northern part of the district; the East Anglian Chalk –
Newmarket, Exning and Kentford at the western extent of the district; the South Norfolk and High Suffolk Claylands –
the northeast extent of the district; and the South Suffolk and North Essex Claylands – Bury St. Edmunds and almost all
land to the south.
The NCAs are broadly defined, with much variation within each, notably: Brecks NCA - there is much to distinguish the
central core, which is associated with the Breckland SPA/SAC (also recognised as a ‘living landscape’ and a visitor
destination), with transitional landscapes to the west (where settlement is focused) and east (a rural agricultural
landscape, presumably formerly supporting Breckland habitats, with some areas over 7km from the SPA/SAC); South
Suffolk and North Essex Claylands NCA – this area is strongly defined by river valleys and intervening high ground, with
rivers in the north draining to the river Lark and, in turn, the Fens, and rivers in the south draining to the Glem and Stour
and, in turn, the North Sea.
There is no landscape character assessment for the district; however, a landscape typology for Suffolk is available.
In summary, Landscape Character Types (LCTs) are as follows:
•

Central northern area - dominated by the Estate Sandlands LCT, with a second Sandlands LCT associated with the
Lark valley; and two further LCTs associated with the rivers Lark and Little Ouse;

•

Northwest of the district - a mix of chalk and fen influenced LCTs;

•

Northeast of the district - dominated by the Plateau Estates Farmlands LCT, with the far northeast associated with a
claylands LCT and another LCT closely associated with the valley of the Black Bourne.

•

South of the district - land to the south of BSE, and almost the entirety of the southwest of the district, comprises the
Undulating Estate Farmlands LCT, whilst the southeast of the district comprises the Undulating Ancient Farmlands
LCT. Other LCTs are closely associated with the river valleys.

An example of one of the LCTs within the district
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It is also important to note that both Suffolk County Council and the Suffolk Preservation Society emphasised the
sensitivity of the Stour Valley Project Area through their respective Issues and Options consultation responses. Both
organisations emphasised the importance of taking into account the findings of the ‘Valued Landscape Assessment’
completed for the Stour Valley in 2020, which explored sensitivities associated with several of the higher order
settlements in the south of the district, namely Haverhill (eastern edge), Kedington and Clare (key service centres) and
Cavendish (a local service centre).
With regards to the growth scenarios, considerations include:
•

Newmarket – in short, Hatchfield Farm additional land is considered to be subject to notably low constraint, from a
landscape environment perspective, reflecting the flat topography, limited sensitive views into / across the site and
the position of the site between the committed Hatchfield Farm scheme, the A14 and the railway line / Snailswell
Road. There is certainly no risk of further expansion / sprawl; however, one issue is the potential for growth to impact
on the characteristic tree belt within the site. It is also recognised that the cultural importance of the horse racing
industry must factor-in, but this matter is explored above, under the ‘historic environment’ heading.

•

Bury St. Edmunds –

•

─

Rougham Airfield, this is a fairly typical airfield location, on a raised plateau, and the site is along a ~1km stretch
of adjacent Mount Road, which is a historic route to/from BSE and on the national cycle network, although there
is a strong hedgerow that provides screening, and there are no public rights of way in the vicinity. Overall,
landscape sensitivity is likely to be limited when the site is viewed in isolation. However, there is also a need to
consider the risk of further long term expansion of BSE to the east and, in turn, the risk of BSE breaking entirely
out of the confines of the Lark Valley. There is no reason to assume any significant risk, particularly given the
potential to effectively contain the scheme by delivering employment land and greenspace at its eastern extent.
However, it is important to note that beyond Rougham Airfield the land begins to descend to the valley of the
Black Bourne.

─

SE BSE additional land – benefits from comprising land between the A14 to the north, a committed site to the
west and a stream corridor to the south. However, there are two adjacent public rights of way, including one that
is potentially quite an important route linking BSE to valued landscapes / high quality countryside to the southeast,
and there is also a need to consider views from the rural land linking BSE to Blackthorpe. There would be a need
to guard against the risk of long term sprawl south along the river valley and east towards Blackthorpe, but risk is
considered low, given small woodlands and other landscape features that might serve as defensible boundaries.

Villages – there are sensitivities at four of the five villages. Taking the villages in turn:
─

Barrow – is of note as a hilltop settlement, such that effective containment of expansion could prove challenging.
On this basis there is a landscape argument for a comprehensive scheme that utilises existing field boundaries,
rather than a piecemeal scheme that risks future expansion.

─

Barningham – land to the south of the village is associated with a very open and expansive landscape, with limited
field boundaries or other screening vegetation, and extensive views on the approach to the village along Hepworth
Road. However, the potential to utilise a strong field boundary, and avoid impacts to the most sensitive views,
can be envisaged.

─

Hundon – the assumption is that higher growth would involve a modest allocation for ten homes on land within
the settlement that is currently used informally as greenspace.

─

Moulton – the option of higher growth via an expanded scheme to the north does give rise to potentially significant,
landscape concerns. This is because the land in question is highly visible from the Kentford Road, in the middle
ground of a long distance across the Kennet Valley to raised ground.

─

Wickhambrook – the site in question appears to be quite well screened by a mature field boundary, although there
is a glimpsed longer distance view across the site from the B1063 to the north. It is also important to note that,
whilst the site is quite well contained by robust features on all sides, it does not relate well to the existing village
edge in built form terms, with open countryside on two sides.

In conclusion, Hatchfield Farm additional land performs well, from a landscape perspective (although there are
sensitivities around the cultural value of the horse racing industry). In contrast, there are clear landscape concerns
associated with higher growth at certain of the villages, most notably Moulton (particularly if higher growth is achieved
via an extended scheme). With regards to BSE, it is not clear that higher growth (even via an extended scheme) at
either site gives rise to a significant concern.
With regards to significant effects, the approach taken reflects an understanding that under a scenario whereby
Hatchfield Farm additional land is not allocated there would be increased pressure for growth at locations that are more
sensitive from a landscape perspective.
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Soils and other natural resources
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

Scenario 2
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Scenario 3
Newmarket &
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BSE &
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2

2
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A key consideration is the need to avoid the loss of ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land, which the NPPF
classifies as that which is of grade 1, 2 or 3a quality. This is an important constraint in West Suffolk, particularly in the
south of the district, where the majority of agricultural land is of grade 2 quality. There is also a large area of grade 1
quality land associated with the fens in the northwest.
A map of agricultural land quality across the district is presented in the SA Scoping Report; however, it is important to
note that this map is of a very low resolution (to the extent that smaller villages are not recognised as urban land) and
does not distinguish between grade 3a (BMV) and grade 3b (not BMV). Another dataset is also nationally available,
known as the Post 1988 Criteria Agricultural Land Classification, which shows agricultural land quality to a high degree
of accuracy; however, this dataset is extremely patchy. Data is available for only a very small proportion of West Suffolk
(typically land that has been the subject of a planning application), hence there is limited potential to draw on this dataset.
Also, it is important to note Natural England’s Guide to Assessing Development Proposals on Agricultural Land. It does
not deal specifically with local plan-making, but suggests that individual losses of BMV in excess of 20ha (i.e. a site
capable of delivering perhaps 500 homes) are of greatest importance . The guidance also states: “You should take
account of smaller losses (under 20ha) if they’re significant when making your decision. Your decision should avoid
unnecessary loss of BMV land.”
Aside from agricultural land, another consideration is the need to avoid development unnecessarily sterilising mineral
resources of economic value, the location of which is understood from the Suffolk Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(MWLP, 2020). A foremost consideration is Policy MP10 (Minerals consultation and safeguarding areas), which
safeguards minerals from other development and requires demonstration that either the mineral is not of economic value,
is not viable to extract or can be worked before the development takes place. These areas are very extensive, for
example almost the entirety of land surrounding Bury St. Edmunds falls within a safeguarding area. It is difficult to
describe the spatial distribution of these areas, although it is clear that there is a higher density in the north of district
than in the south. The extensive nature of these safeguarding areas serves to suggest that they are a significant
constraint; however, there is also a need to recall safeguarding is not absolute.42 In addition to safeguarding areas, the
Suffolk MWLP defines: ten Strategic Minerals sites, of which three are located in the district at Barnham, Cavenham and
Worlington (all in the north of the district); numerous non-strategic safeguarded sites; and numerous waste water
treatment safeguarding areas.
With regards to the growth scenarios, and focusing on agricultural land, considerations include:
•

Newmarket – agricultural land quality has not been surveyed in detail, but the low resolution national dataset shows
the site to comprise a mixture of grades 3 and 4 quality land, such that it may be fair to conclude that the land is
unlikely to comprise BMV agricultural land in practice.

•

Bury St. Edmunds –
─

Rougham Airfield - the low resolution national dataset shows the site to comprise grade 3 quality land, but there
is grade 2 quality land nearby (including land that has been surveyed in detail, ahead of development), such that
it may be fair to conclude that the land is likely to comprise BMV quality land. A further consideration is that part
of the site is used as an airfield and so not farmed.

─

SE BSE additional land – the low resolution national dataset shows the site to mostly comprise grade 2 quality
land, such that there is high confidence of the land comprising BMV land in practice, and potentially better quality
BMV land.

As explained by the Minerals Safeguarding Practice Guidance (Mineral Products Association and the Planning Officers’ Society;
2019): “Allocation of sites for non-minerals development within MSAs and proximate to safeguarded minerals infrastructure sites should
be avoided where possible. Proposed site allocations within an MCA should trigger consideration of the potential sterilising effect of
local plan policies and allocations on mineral resources and reserves, and potential effects on operation of proximate minerals
infrastructure. However, safeguarding is not absolute. Where other considerations indicate that a proposed site allocation within an
MSA is appropriate, or the allocation for development is of overriding importance to safeguarding, mitigation measures to reduce the
area and amount of resource sterilised should be considered.”
42
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Villages – the low resolution national dataset indicates: Barrow – grade 2; Barningham – grade 3; Hundon – nonagricultural; Moulton – grade 2; Wickhambrook – grade 2.

In conclusion, there is quite strong support for allocation of Hatchfield Farm additional land, from a perspective of
wishing to minimise loss of BMV agricultural land. Higher growth at SE BSE additional land, Barrow, Moulton and
Wickhambrook would likely lead to additional loss of BMV agricultural land.
With regards to significant effects, having taken account of sites that are a ‘constant’ across all of the growth scenarios
(see discussion in Section 9), it is clearly the case that the local plan will lead to significant loss of BMV agricultural land,
although this would be minimised under Scenario 1.

Transport
Scenario 1
Newmarket

Rank and
effect

Scenario 2
BSE

Scenario 3
Newmarket &
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Scenario 4
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BSE &
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BSE,
Newmarket &
villages

3
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5

2

5

Transport objectives are of central importance to the Local Plan, given the importance of minimising per capita
greenhouse gas emissions, minimising traffic congestion and air pollution, supporting active travel from a health and
wellbeing perspective and supporting economic growth objectives. There is a need to direct new housing to locations
that are ‘accessible’ to higher order centres and other key destinations, whether that be by virtue of close proximity or
good connectivity, particularly by public and/or active transport. There is also a need to direct growth so as to realise
opportunities to deliver enhancements to transport infrastructure, for example junction improvements, new
walking/cycling routes and enhanced bus services. Finally, there are strong transport-related arguments for supporting
mixed-use strategic growth locations, which will support a degree of trip-internalisation, and can also be supportive of
ensuring good access to electric vehicle (EVs) charging infrastructure.
Current understanding of strategic transport infrastructure priorities comes primarily from the Suffolk Local Transport
Plan (2011). However, this is now somewhat dated, with the majority of schemes now having been delivered, including
as a direct result of development funding, notably:
•

A14/A142 junction – the junction is set to be upgraded alongside delivery of Hatchfield Farm;

•

Mildenhall town centre and links to West Row, Beck Row and Lakenheath – the West of Mildenhall strategic urban
extension (1,300 homes), which was the largest allocation within the Forest Heath SALP (2019), has delivered the
Mildenhall Hub;

•

Moreton Hall eastern relief road – this has been delivered ahead of the Suffolk Business Park expansion (east of
Bury St. Edmunds), which was allocated through the St. Edmundsbury Core Strategy (2010);

•

Bury St Edmunds relief roads – three of the five urban extensions allocated through the Bury St. Edmunds Vision in
2014 will deliver a new relief road;

•

Haverhill Northwest Relief Road – a new relief road is set to be delivered by the North of Haverhill Broad Location
for Strategic Growth, which was allocated through the Haverhill Vision in 2014.

However, other transport priorities identified by the LTP in 2011 remain outstanding, including:
•

A11 improvement including Fiveways junction – upgrading the Fiveways junction, to the east of Mildenhall, is a
priority, with the issue highlighted within the Forest Heath Single Issue Review (SIR) Inspector’s Report (2019), and
this being the only scheme in West Suffolk District (or near to the district) identified as a funding priority for the
Government in Road Investment Strategy 2 (RIS2; 2020). Specifically, it is identified as a ‘pipeline’ scheme to be
considered beyond 2025.

•

A14 Junctions – there are concerted calls to address seven pinch-points along the A14 in Suffolk, in particular given
the national importance of freight movements to and from Felixstowe. This includes the A11/A14 junction at
Newmarket and junctions at Bury St. Edmunds.

•

Other schemes, notably – Brandon relief road; Ely to Newmarket rail link; Newmarket bus station; measures to
address Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) at Newmarket and Great Barton (where there is a bypass
aspiration); Haverhill to Bury St Edmunds and Cambridge bus connections; Haverhill cycle network; Haverhill road
condition; and rural footways.
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With regards to the growth scenarios, considerations include:
•

Newmarket – the site benefits from very good accessibility to the A14. However, there will still be a proportion of
traffic movements south along Fordham Road and through the town centre, and walking/cycling connectivity from the
extension site is not as strong as from the committed site. As has been discussed, there would be a clear need to
deliver mitigation to ensure safe movement of racehorses, likely to include a focus on horse crossings. It is not clear
that there are any particular transport opportunities to be realised through the extension, beyond funding for the horse
crossings that will be required.

•

Bury St. Edmunds – Rougham Airfield is distant from BSE town centre, but benefits from good road and bus
connectivity, and good access to the A14; whilst SE BSE additional land benefits from good proximity to BSE town
centre and good access onto the A14. In neither case is it clear that there are significant transport infrastructure
opportunities to be realised through growth, and there is also a need to be mindful of increased traffic along the
problematic A143, to the northeast of BSE.

•

Villages – Barrow and Hundon stand out as villages connected only by minor roads, and neither village benefits from
a frequent bus service. However, Barrow is relatively well-connected to the A14, Newmarket and BSE, whilst from
Hundon it is a ~5 minute drive to Clare and ~15 drive to Haverhill. The potential for higher growth at Barrow to lead
to additional A14-bound traffic through the village can be envisaged.

In conclusion, there are quite strong arguments for focused growth, from a transport perspective, in order to minimise
the need to travel, support modal shift away from the private car, minimise the need to travel longer distances and support
switchover to EVs. Dispersal of growth to villages can support local services and facilities, which could help to avoid
trips by car to some extent; however, the overriding consideration is that residents of villages must travel to higher order
settlements to access higher order services and facilities (e.g. secondary schools), and that such trips will often be by
private car, leading to greenhouse gas emissions as well as potentially increased traffic in known hotspots and sensitive
locations, such as village centres and rural lanes.
With regards to significant effects, at the current time transport modelling is not available, to inform a discussion of
whether there is a risk of severe impacts to the transport network (NPPF para 111), hence there is an argument for
flagging a significant concern with the worst performing growth scenarios. However, on balance, it is thought unlikely
that modelling will conclude severe effects.
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A Water Cycle Study (WCS) was published in 2021, and is available to inform preparation of the local plan. The WCS
explores potential impacts on “water resources, the current water and wastewater infrastructure, and the water
environment”, and draws conclusions including:
•

Wastewater, sewage and water quality – this is typically the key water-related issue for local plans. The WCS
undertakes an ‘outline assessment’, concluding that “development can be accommodated at the majority of Water
Recycling Centres (WRCs). However, the scale of growth within the WRC catchments is predicted to substantially
exceed the existing [Dry Weather Flow, DWF] consents at Lakenheath, Tuddenham, Fornham All Saints and
Haverhill. The consultations to date have identified there could be significant wastewater treatment and sewerage
capacity issues to the proposed growth plans at these WRCs. This is to be confirmed by detailed water quality permit
assessments and capacity assessments within a Detailed WCS when there is more information on the location and
scale of the proposed developments.”

•

The WCS also goes on to state that: “The EA has already indicated that increasing DWF permits at Tuddenham and
Haverhill could be particularly challenging.” Whilst it is typically the case that water companies, in consultation with
the Environment Agency, are able to commit to upgrades to wastewater treatment capacity in response to growth, it
is important to avoid the need for upgrades as far as possible, i.e. to direct growth to locations with existing capacity
as far as possible. This is because upgrades can be costly, and there can be issues with the timing of upgrades and
new development. The matter of capacity breaches (in respect of either treated or untreated effluent), and resultant
river pollution, is high on the agenda nationally, for example across the BBC.
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•

Water resources and supply - with appropriate mitigation measures the Anglian Water Services (AWS) Water
Resource Management Plan 19 (WRMP19) concludes demand can be met, however “developers should liaise with
AWS early in the development process. AWS also recommend the water efficiency and water reuse in new
developments as set out in their WRMP19 and recently published five-point plan for a green recovery following the
Covid-19 pandemic”.

•

Integrated water management – “Opportunities should be exploited at the master planning stage for multiple benefits
in terms of integrated sustainable drainage, water resources, flood risk, green infrastructure, biodiversity and Water
Framework Directive (WFD) status.”

•

Natura 2000 sites – there is a cross-over here between ‘water’ and ‘biodiversity’ objectives. The WCS concludes:
“The Natura 2000 sites which could be impacted by development within the WSLP are Breckland (SAC and SPA),
Devils Dyke (SAC), Rex Graham Reserve (SAC), Waveney and Little Ouse Valley (SPA) and Chippenham Fen/
Fenland (SAC). Mitigation measures to ensure that development does not negatively impact on the Natura 2000 are
delivering effective surface water and flood management, tightening WRC consent standards, phasing of
development to ensure the timely implementation of infrastructure upgrades and encouraging holistic water
management.”

On balance, a key consideration is judged to be the need to direct growth to locations that drain to a Water Recycling
Centre (WRC) with capacity, or with known potential to deliver a timely upgrade to capacity, which serves to suggest a
need to direct growth away from the Lakenheath, Tuddenham, Fornham All Saints and Haverhill WRCs, with Tuddenham
and Haverhill WRCs potentially most problematic. However, none of these WRCs would see higher flows under the
higher growth scenarios under consideration.
In conclusion, on the basis of the available evidence it is not possible to differentiate between the growth scenarios, but
it is fair to flag a risk of moderate or uncertain negative effects under all scenarios. It will be important to revisit the
appraisal of reasonable growth scenarios subsequent to the current consultation taking into account consultation
responses provided by the EA and water companies.
WRCs in West Suffolk (from the WCS, Arcadis 2021)
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