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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. Once in place, the Local Plan will establish a spatial 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 likely effects of an emerging plan, and
alternatives, with a view to minimising adverse effects and maximising the positives. SA of Local Plans is
a legal requirement.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, which were prepared in order to transpose into
national law the EU Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive.

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 considered 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 with regards to 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 the current time the Council is not consulting on a draft plan, but rather ‘Issues and Options’. This
‘Interim’ SA Report is therefore produced with the intention of informing the consultation and subsequent
preparation of the draft plan.

Structure of this report
1.3.2

Although 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.

1.3.3

Before answering the first question, there is a need to further set the scene by answering:
• What is the plan seeking to achieve?
• What is the scope of the SA?

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, 2018). 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 a
‘checklist’ explaining more precisely the regulatory basis for presenting certain information.
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2 What’s the plan seeking to achieve?
2.1 Introduction
2.1.1

The aim here is to explain more fully the context to plan preparation and the plan vision / objectives.

2.2 The plan area
2.2.1

West Suffolk Council was formed from the former Forest Heath area and the former St Edmundsbury area,
and came into being on 1 April 2019 – see Figure 2.1

2.2.2

West Suffolk Council has ‘inherited’ the Local Plans that were prepared for, and adopted by, the former St
Edmundsbury and Forest Heath councils. Preparing the WSLP will involve reviewing existing planning
policies, updating, deleting and adding where appropriate to the current context and future needs.
Figure 2.1: The plan area

2.3 Legislative and policy context
2.3.1

The Local Plan is being prepared under the Town and Country (Local Planning) Regulations 2012 and
underpinning primary legislation. It must reflect current government policy, as set out in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF, 2018) and Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (2015) and must also be
prepared mindful of 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 development needs, as far as is consistent with sustainable development.

2.3.2

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 environmental bodies including the
Environment Agency, Historic England and Natural England.

Introduction

2

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

2.3.3

West Suffolk DC 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.

2.3.4

Finally, it is important to note that the plan will be prepared mindful of any ‘made’ or emerging
Neighbourhood Development Plans (NDPs), with made Neighbourhood Plans for 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 feed-in when preparing the Local Plan.

2.4 Plan aims and objectives
2.4.1

The objectives of the Local Plan are as follows:
• SO1: Support the local economy of West Suffolk by ensuring an adequate supply of land is available to
accommodate a range of local businesses and startups.
• SO2: Ensure adequate infrastructure is provided to support new growth and that communities are both
physically and digitally well connected.
• SO3: Support the growth of the visitor economy across West Suffolk.
• SO4: Ensure West Suffolk is equipped to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions and impact on climate
change through providing opportunities for sustainable travel, low-carbon buildings, and encouraging
and utilising renewable and low carbon energy generation.
• SO5: Avoid building in areas of greatest flood risk and manage future flood risk through improving
resilience and by implementing innovative planning and management techniques.
• SO6: Support a range of dwelling types and tenures that reflect communities’ needs.
• SO7: Create safe, inclusive and accessible places by focusing homes in sustainable locations where
people can readily access jobs and facilities.
• SO8: Promote high quality design and the use of sustainable building materials and techniques to
create more distinctive and sustainable neighbourhoods which integrate with their surroundings.
• SO9: Support agriculture, farm diversification, estate management and rural tourism that will sustain the
function and character of the countryside and its communities.
• SO10: 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.
• SO11: Meet the housing needs of rural areas appropriate to the requirements of individual settlements.
• SO12: Conserve, enhance and protect the character, quality and appearance of the natural and
historic environment and distinct landscapes.
• SO13: Promote the sustainable use of natural resources.
• SO14: Seek opportunities to increase the provision of multi-use green spaces and corridors.
• SO15: Ensure new development minimises its environmental impact including noise, air quality,
recycling, waste reduction and water efficiency and seek to achieve net biodiversity gain.
• SO16: Enable healthy lifestyles and foster healthy and safe communities through good access to
existing and planned community infrastructure, including leisure facilities and green spaces.
• SO17: Reduce health inequalities and enable the provision of facilities to improve residents’ physical
and mental wellbeing.
• SO18: Reduce the need for travel and make access to jobs, facilities and green space by public
transport, walking and cycling safer and easier.
• SO19: Recognising the differences between urban and rural areas, foster and promote an integrated
sustainable transport network across the district that promotes a modal shift in travel.
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3 What is the scope of the SA?
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 appraisal of reasonable alternatives and the emerging plan. The aim here is to introduce
the reader to the broad scope of the SA, with further information available in a separate Scoping Report.3

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.

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 have been made to the topics since the Scoping Report (and they have been
reordered); however, no changes have been made to the objectives that sit under each topic headings.

3.3.2

Comments are welcomed on the SA scope at the current time.

Table 3.1: The IIA 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 AQAP, 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

Climate change
mitigation

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.
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.

3

See https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/west-suffolk-local-plan-background-evidencedocuments.cfm
4
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.’
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Objective
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

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

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.

Introduction
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Part 1: What has plan-making / IIA
involved up to this stage?
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4 Introduction to Part 1
4.1.1

At the current time the Council is consulting on:
• The site options that have been identified as realistic contenders for allocation (‘included’) through the
2020 Strategic Housing and Economic Availability Assessment (SHELAA); and
• A set of four options for distributing housing growth across the District.

4.1.2

Part 2 of this report, which answers the question “What are appraisal findings at this stage?”, therefore
presents an appraisal of the four distribution options and the included SHELAA sites.

4.1.3

The aim of this Part of the Report is to explain the process of arriving at the included SHELAA sites and
the four distribution options.

5 Identifying site options
5.1.1

The West Suffolk SHELAA was published in
February 2020, setting out a step-wise process
(see Figure 5.1) of identifying and assessing site
options, which resulted in all identified site options
being placed into one of three categories:

Figure 5.1: Overview of the SHELAA methodology

• Excluded – 92 housing sites were excluded
simply because they are now built-out or
because the site has been superseded by an
overlapping site.
• Deferred - 398 housing sites were deferred in
total, for a variety of reasons:
─ 282 sites (1,817 ha) were deferred on account
of being subject to policy constraint;5
─ 96 sites (1,027 ha) were deferred on account
of being unavailable;
─ 20 sites (122 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 - 223 housing sites (1,871 ha) were
identified as ‘included’, which means that they
are realistic contenders for allocation that
warrant further examination through the plan-making process. The total theoretical capacity of these
sites (on the basis of simplistic density assumptions) is 27,238 homes, which is well in excess of the
identified housing need for the plan period (around 17,000 homes).
5.1.2

With regards to sites proposed for employment uses only, the SHELAA assesses 23 sites with a total area
of 539 ha. No sites are excluded, but a total of ten sites are deferred, two for availability reasons and
eight for suitability reasons. The remaining 13 included sites have a total area of 330ha which, as per the
included housing (and mixed use) sites, is well in excess what reasonably might be considered to be the
maximum need for new employment land over the plan period.

5.1.3

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

5

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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6 Establishing distribution options
6.1.1

There is a need for the West Suffolk Local Plan to allocate sites to deliver a significant number of new
homes over the plan period. Whilst there is large existing ‘pipeline’ of supply from sites that are already
‘committed’, in that they benefit from planning permission and/or an allocation within one of the adopted
Local Plans,6 the need for new homes over the plan period is well in excess of the pipeline. Specifically:
• There are some 8,100 homes with planning permission (as of 1 April 2020) and in the region of 5,300
homes are set to be delivered through sites that are allocated in an adopted plan but do not have
planning permission, such that the total ‘committed’ figure is in the region of 13,400 homes.
• Housing need is subject to change, but application of the Government’s Standard Methodology for
calculating Local Housing Need (LHN), as it stands at the current time, serves to suggest a need for 800
new dwellings per annum (dpa), or a total need figure of around 16,000 homes over of the plan period.
• The difference between these two figures is 2,600 homes, which serves as an important starting point
for exploring distribution options (and site options); however, it is important to emphasise that this is only
a starting point. There is a need to recognise that:
─ The pipeline supply is subject to change as deliverability issues with committed sites could be
identified, such that the number of homes anticipated to be delivered in the plan period reduces, or,
indeed, a decision could be made not to ‘roll forward’ one or more of the existing allocations into the
new Local Plan;
─ The LHN is likely to change. The Government is currently consulting on a revised methodology to
calculating the Standard Method, with a view to meeting the Government’s target of delivering 300,000
dpa nationally by the mid-2020s. Following this methodology gives a need of 743 dpa for West Suffolk,
lower than the current 800 dpa. However, this should be considered alongside other proposed
changes to the standard methodology, and wider changes proposed within the Planning White Paper.
─ Planning to meet LHN over the plan period is only a starting point for Local Plan-making. There can
be policy reasons for setting a housing target, within the Local Plan, that is either above (e.g. because
of a need to provide for unmet needs from elsewhere, provide for affordable housing needs or achieve
particular economic growth or infrastructure delivery objectives) or below (typically because of
environmental constraints) the objectively assessed LHN figure – see Figure 6.1. These policy
reasons are also currently subject to review, through the Planning White Paper.
─ Planning to meet the housing target typically involves allocating sites with a total theoretical capacity
over-and-above the target, so that there is a ‘buffer’ for unanticipated delivery issues. Average annual
delivery since 2011 is around 604 dpa, whereas the combined annual target from the adopted Local
Plans is 886 dpa, which serves to indicate a delivery challenge.
Figure 6.1: Housing targets being set by Local Plans under the new (2018) NPPF7

6

Sites with planning permission can be considered firmly committed, whereas sites that are allocated within an adopted Local
Plan, but are yet to gain planning permission, are less firmly committed.
7
See lichfields.uk/media/5263/above-standard-plans-for-housing-under-the-new-nppf_lichfields-insight-focus.pdf
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6.1.2

Given a need to allocate sites to deliver a significant number of new homes it is important that early
strategic consideration is given to how those allocations / homes might best be distributed across the
District, with a view to most fully aligning with the plan and wider sustainable development objectives.

6.1.3

This was the starting point for defining the four broad distribution options presented below. The options
are high-level, rather than site specific, which limits the potential to reach strong conclusions in respect of
their relative merits; however, the intention is that exploring these options will inform subsequent detailed
work to examine site options, and packages of site options (‘spatial strategy alternatives’).

6.1.4

Table 6.1 presents the distribution options and a brief description. These options were developed by the
council on the basis that they reflect the breadth of approaches that might reasonably be taken to
distributing housing growth through the Local Plan (in light of the plan objectives). It is also important to
add that the Council considers that all four options are ‘reasonable’ in the sense of being deliverable
(alongside delivery of necessary new and upgraded infrastructure). It is recognised they are not entirely
mutually exclusive, i.e. it could prove to be the case that a combination of these options is called for.

Table 6.1: The reasonable broad options for distribution of growth
Option

Description

Commentary
The NPPF, at paragraph 72 indicates that “The supply of
large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved
through planning for larger scale development, such as new
settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and
towns, provided they are well located and designed, and
supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities.”

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 one or more new
settlement could be an option for future growth in West
Suffolk.
A stand-alone new settlement would need to comprise a
minimum of 3000 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 in the remainder of 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, with low growth
across the remainder rural parts of the district.

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 key service centres, local service centres and
larger villages where constraints allow. Consequently, there
would be comparatively low levels of growth in the remainder
of the rural area.

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.
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7 Introduction to Part 2
7.1.1

The aim of this part of the report is to present an appraisal of:
• The site options that have been identified as realistic contenders for allocation (‘included’) through the
Strategic Housing and Economic Availability Assessment (SHELAA); and
• The set of four broad options for distributing housing growth across the District introduced above.

8 Site options appraisal
8.1 Introduction
8.1.1

The aim of this section is to present an appraisal of the included SHELAA sites.

8.2 Methodology
8.2.1

Appendix II presents the findings of a quantitative, GIS-based exercise to appraise the included SHELAA
sites. Specifically, the method involves examining the spatial relationship (i.e. proximity / intersect)
between all included SHELAA sites and a range of constraint features (e.g. flood zones) and opportunity
features (e.g. s GP surgery) for which data is available in digitally mapped form for the District as a whole.

Limitations
8.2.2

All relevant and available spatial data sets have been used; however, there are data limitations, which is
a limitation of the appraisal overall. For example, on the basis of the available datasets, there is limited
or no potential to appraise the ‘climate change mitigation’ merits of the site options. Also, it is generally
the case that, on the basis of the available datasets, there is more limited potential to appraise the merits
of site options in terms of socio-economic objectives, relative to environmental objectives.

8.2.3

It is also important to state that the appraisal is inherently limited on the basis that proximity / percentage
intersect is often (i.e. for many objectives) a crude indicator of constraint or opportunity. For example,
whilst percentage intersect with a flood risk zone is a strong indicator of actual flood risk constraint,
proximity to a designated biodiversity feature is less robust as an indicator of biodiversity constraint.

8.2.4

In short, the appraisal limitations are significant. The implication is that there is a need to apply caution,
in respect of the role of GIS-based site options appraisal in the plan-making / SA process – see discussion
of ‘next steps’ in Part 3 of this report.

8.3 Appraisal findings
8.3.1

Appendix II presents a large appraisal matrix, which aims to communicate the performance of each of
the 236 included SHELAA sites in terms of 15 proximity / percentage intersect criteria. In respect of each
criteria, the performance of sites is differentiated using red-amber-green (RAG) shading. A detailed
spreadsheet of distance / percentage intersect data sits behind the matrix, and is available on request.

8.3.2

The general approach taken is to assign a RAG shading on the basis of relative performance, i.e. a RAG
shading is applied to any given site on the basis of how it ranks relative to other sites. This is easily done
using the “conditional formatting” function in Excel.

8.3.3

However, established distance thresholds are also applied where appropriate, i.e. where the distance
threshold is: A) suitably robust / agreed; and B) helpful, in that the effect is to helpfully differentiate sites.

8.3.4

The headings below consider all of the proximity / intersect criteria applied in turn. Under each heading
the aim is explain the approach to differentiating sites using RAG shading, and to present an overview of
the spread of data.

8.3.5

The criteria are listed in broad order of how they relate to the SA Framework. So, for example, the first
criterion relates most closely to the first SA topic, which is “Air and environmental quality”.

Part 2
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Air Quality Management Area (AQMA)
8.3.6

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to an AQMA, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a
comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.1: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

112

22,083

9,944

9,672

Deferred SHELAA sites

109

22,859

10,605

10,390

Figure 8.1: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.7

110 included sites are beyond 10km from an AQMA, with the furthest site over 22km distant. At this distance it is reasonable to suggest that proximity to an AQMA is a non-issue.
As such, these sites are categorised as green in Appendix II. The remaining 115 included sites, namely all those within 10km of an AQMA, are categorised in Appendix II on a redamber-green scale on the basis of relative performance.

8.3.8

Focusing on the 13 sites within 1km of an AQMA (for argument’s sake), it is notable that six are in proximity to the Great Barton AQMA, two are in proximity to the Newmarket AQMA
and five are in proximity to the Sicklesmere AQMA (Bury St. Edmunds). It is also notable that the three worst performing sites are all allocations within the adopted Local Plan for
the former Bury St. Edmunds District, with the third worst performing (333m from the Sicklesmere AQMA) being the South East BSE strategic site, which is allocated for 1,250
homes. Indeed, 21 of the worst performing 33 included sites are committed (64%), whilst the overall proportion of included sites that are committed is 33% (76 out of 225 sites).
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Special Protection Area (SPA)
8.3.9

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to the Breckland SPA (the only SPA in the District), and also the performance of
the deferred SHELAA sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.2: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

430

23,001

7,704

6,190

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

23,599

6,705

4,883

Figure 8.2: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.10

No included sites are within 400m, which is an established distance threshold when seeking to consider the potential for housing development to impact on the Breckland SPA. As
such, sites are categorised in Appendix II on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 10km, beyond which it is reasonable to suggest that
proximity to an SPA is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green. The largest established buffer zone is a 7.5km zone.

8.3.11

Attention might focus on the 27 sites that are within 1.5km of the SPA, as this is another established buffer zone. These sites are found at Mildenhall, Beck Row, Barton Mills, Red
Lodge, Kentford, Higham and Ingham. Quite a high proportion of these sites are committed (15 out of 27, or 55%).

8.3.12

WS354 is a stand-out large site at Highham (133 ha) that is 1449m from the SPA. The risk of recreational pressure is perhaps reduced by the presence of the A14 and railway line,
between the site and the SPA; however, there are footpath links.
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Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
8.3.13

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to an SAC, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a
comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.3: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

370

23,809

9,241

8,959

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

21,806

7,777

5,931

Figure 8.3: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.14

One site is within 400m of an SAC, which is a widely used distance threshold, as 400m is an easy walking distance for most people, such that new homes within 400m can lead to
recreational and wider pressures. As such, this site is categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance,
up to a distance of 10km, beyond which it is reasonable to suggest that proximity to an SAC is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green.

8.3.15

The site in closest proximity (WS110) is a small committed site located at Hopton, 370m distant from Waveney and Little Ouse Fens SAC ‘as the crow flies’. There is the potential
for direct access via a public footpath; however, it is noted that the fen is managed as a nature reserve by Suffolk Wildlife Trust. There are no other included sites at Hopton;
however, there are several at the nearby villages of Barningham and Market Weston, including site WS137, which is third closest of the included sites, at a distance of 916m.

8.3.16

The second closest site is WS133, a small site to the south of Lakenheath, 435m from the western-most part of land forming part of the Lakenheath Airbase part of the Breckland
SAC. The edge of this site is directly accessible via a public footpath; however, the site itself is presumably not accessible.

8.3.17

Finally, it is noted that sites at Beck Row are in relatively close proximity (around 3km) to the Foxhole Heath part of the Breckland SAC, which is accessible as open access land,
whilst sites at Mildenhall and Red Lodge are in relatively close proximity to the Tuddenham Heath part of the Breckland SPA, which is managed as a National Nature Reserve.

Part 2

14

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI)
8.3.18

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a SSSI, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a comparator.
The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.4: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

14

6,548

2,059

1,669

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

6,944

1,725

1,356

Figure 8.4: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.19

Eight sites are within 400m of a SSSI, which is a widely used distance threshold, as 400m is an easy walking distance for most people, such that new homes within 400m can lead
to recreational and wider pressures. As such, these sites are categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative
performance, up to a distance of 5km, beyond which it is reasonable to suggest that proximity to a SSSI is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green.

8.3.20

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 very notably constrained by Red Lodge Heath SSSI at the southern extent of the settlement, with all sites in proximity, including one that is adjacent;
however, all of these sites are committed bar one small site, which is 140m from the SSSI, and directly linked by a footpath. Newmarket is also notably associated with three nearby
SSSIs, such that all sites are in relative proximity; however, all sites bar one (which is relatively distant, at 1.7km) are committed. Also of note is the cluster of woodland SSSIs to
the south of Stanton, with two non-committed sites nearby – just 132m distant at the closest point, and directly accessible by a bridleway. Finally, Pashford Poor’s Fen SSSI to the
east of Lakenheath is of note for being 475m from the committed North of Lakenheath strategic site, and connected by footpath. Overall, 11 of the worst performing 16 sites (69%)
are committed, in that the site has planning permission or is allocated within an adopted plan.
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County Wildlife Site (CWS)
8.3.21

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a CWS, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a comparator.
The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.5: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

3,015

898

813

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

3,016

788

643

Figure 8.5: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.22

14 sites are within 50m of a CWS, at which distance it is fair to flag the risk of a significant impact, albeit CWS are relatively low sensitivity, as a local designation. As such, these
sites are categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 2km, beyond which it
is reasonable to suggest that proximity to a CWS is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green.

8.3.23

The worst performing site is an uncommitted site at Bardwell (WS228; 0.4 ha), which marginally intersects Bardwell Meadows CWS (a wetland site, hence flood risk is also an
issue). Another site that notably intersects a CWS is WS097 to the south of Haverhill, which is a very large site (295 ha) that includes almost 1/3 (about 2 ha) of Ladygate and
Polar Woods CWS; however, as a strategic site any scheme would certainly be able to effectively buffer the CWS by designing-in green infrastructure. One location where there
is potentially a risk of in combination impacts to a CWS is Beck Row, where a number of sites, including several that are uncommitted, are within proximity either to Aspal Park
CWS (which is highly accessible, as the main area of open space locally) or Beck Row Golf Course (which is not accessible, other than for golf). In total, 13 of the worst performing
33 sites (39%) are committed, in that the site has planning permission or is allocated within an adopted plan.
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Flood Risk Zone 2 (FRZ2)
8.3.24

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of intersect with FZ2, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a comparator.
The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.6: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum intersect (%)

Maximum intersect (%)

Average intersect (%)

Median intersect (%)

Included SHELAA sites

0

99

2

0

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

100

6

0

Figure 8.6: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.25

Three sites intersect FZ2 by more than 50%, such that it is fair to flag flood risk as a significant constraint. As such, these sites are categorised as red in Appendix II, with other
sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative intersect, with sites not intersecting FRZ2 (i.e. sites only intersecting FZ1) categorised as green.

8.3.26

Of the eight most constrained sites, six are committed. Focusing on these six most constrained committed sites, the five most constrained are urban sites within Bury St. Edmunds,
whilst the sixth is located at Kentford. In all instances detailed work has been completed to demonstrate that flood risk can be suitably avoided and/or mitigated. With regards to
the two most constrained non-committed sites, one is a small site within Bury St. Edmunds, whilst the other site is located at Bardwell (already discussed above, under ‘CWS’).
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Education facility
8.3.27

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to an education facility, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites
as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.7: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

5,096

1,128

636

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

5,759

1,266

868

Figure 8.7: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.28

Three sites either intersect or are adjacent to an education facility, which could feasibly pose an issue, hence it is appropriate to ‘flag’ these three sites as amber in Appendix II.
Two of these sites are committed, located at Newmarket and Mildenhall, and the third (WS045) is a middle school site within Bury St. Edmunds.

8.3.29

With regards to remaining sites, 78 are within 400m of an education facility, which is an easy walking distance, hence it is appropriate to categorise these sites as green in Appendix
II, with other sites categorised on a green-amber-red scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 5km, beyond which it is reasonable to suggest that proximity to
an education facility is problematic, and sites categorised as red.

8.3.30

Sites that are notably distant from an education facility include sites located at Chedburgh, Chevington, Cowlinge, Freckenham, Hepworth, Ingham, Packenham, Stangingfield,
Stansfield, Troston and Weston. The five sites that are most distant are all located at Stansfield, reflecting the sparsity of schools in the rural central part of the District.
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Health facility
8.3.31

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a health facility, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites as a
comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.8: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

11

7,450

2,348

2,329

Deferred SHELAA sites

22

8,098

2,650

2,306

Figure 8.8: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.32

27 sites are within 400m of a health facility, which is an easy walking distance, hence it is appropriate to categorise these sites as green in Appendix II, with other sites categorised
on a green-amber-red scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 5km, beyond which it is reasonable to suggest that proximity to an education facility is
problematic, and sites categorised as red.

8.3.33

Sites that are notably distant from a health facility include sites located at Bradfield St. George, Chedburgh, Chevington, Great Bradley, Hundon, Ingham, Kentford, Stanninfield,
Stansfield and Weston. The site that is most distant is WS093 at Great Bradley, a small site (0.7 ha) that is 7,450m (as the crow flies) from Kedington Surgery.
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Village or community hall
8.3.34

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a village or community hall, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA
sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.9: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

2,560

526

447

Deferred SHELAA sites

16

5,544

769

579

Figure 8.9: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.35

One site either intersects or is adjacent to a village or community hall, which could feasibly pose an issue, hence it is appropriate to ‘flag’ this site as amber in Appendix II. This is
a small (0.7 ha) committed site at Brandon (WS033).

8.3.36

With regards to remaining sites, 98 are within 400m of a village or community hall, which is an easy walking distance, hence it is appropriate to categorise these sites as green in
Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a green-amber-red scale on the basis of relative performance.

8.3.37

The site most distant from a community or village hall is located at Hepworth, and the site second-most distant is located at Shepherds Grove, to the south of Hepworth (east of
Stanton). Both are quite large sites, and so there is clear potential to explore the possibility of delivering a new community or village hall, although the latter site has an adopted
masterplan, which does not identify this as an opportunity.
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Conservation area
8.3.38

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a conservation area, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA sites
as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.10: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

4,413

1,360

972

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

5,005

1,188

723

Figure 8.10: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.39

18 sites intersect a conservation area, whilst a further 18 sites are adjacent or within 10m, and a further five sites are within 50m, which is considered a distance over which the
setting of a conservation area can easily extend. As such, these 41 sites are categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale. N.B. the
site furthest from a conservation area is located at a distance of 4.4km, at which distance the possibility of traffic related impacts is feasibly a consideration.

8.3.40

Focusing on those 36 sites within or more-or-less adjacent to a conservation area, 12 are committed (33%). Focusing on uncommitted sites, those notably intersecting or in
proximity to a conservation area include sites at Bardwell, Freckenham, Haverhill, Horringer, Higham, Hundon and Stoke-by-Clare.

8.3.41

WS354 is a stand-out large site at Highham (133 ha), which comprises around 50% of the Higham Conservation Area.
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Grade I listed building
8.3.42

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a grade I listed building, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA
sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.11: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

12

5,013

1,522

1,176

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

5,413

644

1,324

Figure 8.11: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.43

Eight sites are within 100m a grade I listed building, which is considered a distance over which the setting of a typical village church can easily extend. As such, these sites are
categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 4km, beyond which it is
reasonable to suggest that proximity to a grade I listed building is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green. However, it is important to state there is considerable
uncertainty in respect of these distance thresholds, in particular the lower (100m) threshold, recognising that grade I listed buildings are often in raised or otherwise prominent
positions, such that their landscape setting can be extensive. The views of historic England are sought on this matter, with a view to balancing the competing desires of, on the
one hand, wishing to highlight sites that are potentially constrained whilst also, on the other hand, effectively differentiating the performance of site options.

8.3.44

Focusing on locations where the grade 1 listed building does not fall within a conservation area, the parish churches at Barningham, Chevington, Gazeley, Kedington, Troston and
Worlingtam stand out as having one or more site options located nearby. With regards to grade I listed buildings that are located in more rural locations, whether that be at a hamlet
/ farmstead or within the open countryside, none stand-out as being in proximity to a site option.
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Grade II* listed building
8.3.45

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a grade II* listed building, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA
sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.12: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

4,563

1,259

830

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

8,785

1,227

856

Figure 8.12: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.46

Eight sites are within 50m a grade II* listed building, which is considered a distance over which the setting of a stand-out listed building can easily extend. As such, these sites are
categorised as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 2km, beyond which it is
reasonable to suggest that proximity to a grade II* listed building is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green. However, it is important to state there is considerable
uncertainty in respect of these distance thresholds, in particular the lower (50m) threshold, recognising that grade II* listed buildings, including parish churches, are often in raised
or otherwise prominent positions, such that their landscape setting can be extensive. The views of historic England are sought on this matter.

8.3.47

Of the eight sites within 50m a grade II* listed building, six are located within the Bury St. Edmunds urban area, whilst one is located within the Haverhill urban area. The one site
that contains a grade II* listed building is a middle school site within the Bury St. Edmunds urban area (WS045).

8.3.48

The site closest to a grade II* listed building that falls outside of an urban area is WS075 at Clare. This a 3.8 ha site on the edge of Clare, which falls outside of the conservation
area but is near adjacent to a grade II* listed building.
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Grade II listed building
8.3.49

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of proximity to a grade II listed building, and also the performance of the deferred SHELAA
sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.13: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum distance (m)

Maximum distance (m)

Average distance (m)

Median distance (m)

Included SHELAA sites

0

2,343

215

94

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

5,195

269

109

Figure 8.13: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.50

64 sites are within 25m a grade II listed building, which is considered a distance over which the setting of a listed building can easily extend. As such, these sites are categorised
as red in Appendix II, with other sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance, up to a distance of 1km, beyond which it is reasonable to
suggest that proximity to a grade II listed building is a non-issue, and sites should be categorised as green. However, it is important to state there is considerable uncertainty in
respect of these distance thresholds, in particular the lower (25m) threshold. The views of historic England are sought on this matter.

8.3.51

Focusing on the eight sites that intersect, are adjacent or within 10m of a grade II listed building, it is noted that four are committed and eight are located within a conservation area.
The site closest to a grade II listed building that is neither committed nor located within a conservation area is WS183 at West Row, which is adjacent to a single listed building.
A note on other heritage designations

8.3.52

Part 2

The decision was taken not to formally report either proximity to a scheduled monument or proximity to a registered park or garden (RPG). In respect of the former, two sites are
adjacent, one being a committed strategic site at Haverhill, and the other being a 3.3ha non-committed site at Kedlington, with the next two closest sites small committed sites
within Bury St. Edmunds (25m and 28m respectively). With regards to the latter, the seven closest sites are in proximity to an RPG that is also designated as a conservation area.
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Grade 1 or 2 quality agricultural land
8.3.53

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of intersect with grade 1 or 2 quality agricultural land, and also the performance of the deferred
SHELAA sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.14: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum intersect (%)

Maximum intersect (%)

Average intersect (%)

Median intersect (%)

Included SHELAA sites

0

100

45

4

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

100

34

0

Figure 8.14: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.54

80 sites entirely comprise land that is shown to be of grade 1 or grade 2 quality by the nationally available ‘provisional’ agricultural land dataset, albeit it is recognised that this
dataset is very low resolution. These sites are categorised as red in Appendix II, with the 108 sites that do not intersect grade 1 or 2 quality land categorised as green. The
remaining 37 sites categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of degree of relative performance.

8.3.55

Higher quality agricultural land is widespread in the south of the District, as well as at the north west extent of the District (also, to a lesser degree, the northeast extent). Haverhill
is notable as a location where both the extent of non-committed land in contention for allocation is extensive, and all agricultural land is of a higher quality (grade 2). In the northwest
of the District, where grade 1 quality land is found, only one site significantly intersects grade 1 quality land, and that site is committed. In the northeast of the District, there does
appear to be a correlation between the location of villages and the location of better quality (grade 2) agricultural land (also related to topography / the relationship between villages
and river valleys).
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Grade 1, 2 or 3 quality agricultural land
8.3.56

The table below summarises the performance of the included SHELAA sites in terms of intersect with grade 1, 2 or 3 quality agricultural land, and also the performance of the
deferred SHELAA sites as a comparator. The histogram then shows the spread of the data for the included SHELAA sites (only) across 10 equal distance categories.

Table 8.15: Summary metrics for included and deferred SHELAA sites
Measure

Minimum intersect (%)

Maximum intersect (%)

Average intersect (%)

Median intersect (%)

Included SHELAA sites

0

100

71

100

Deferred SHELAA sites

0

100

65

100

Figure 8.15: Spread of data for included SHELAA sites

8.3.57

124 sites entirely comprise land that is shown to be of either grade 1, grade 2 quality or grade 3 quality by the nationally available ‘provisional’ agricultural land dataset, albeit it is
recognised that this dataset is very low resolution.8 These sites are categorised as amber in Appendix II, in the knowledge that 80 of them have already been assigned a red score
under the previous heading. 54 sites do not intersect grade 1, 2 or 3 quality land, and are categorised as green, whilst the remaining 47 sites are categorised on amber-green
scale on the basis of degree of relative performance.

Also, it is important to note that the national dataset does not differentiate between grade 3a quality agricultural land, which the NPPF classes as ‘best and most versatile’, and grade 3b quality agricultural land,
which is not classed as ‘best and most versatile’.
8
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9 Distribution options appraisal
9.1 Introduction
9.1.1

The aim of this section is to present an appraisal of the four distribution options introduced above.

9.2 Appraisal methodology
9.2.1

Assessment findings are presented across the 13 appraisal tables, with each table dealing with one of the
sustainability topics that together make up the SA Framework (see Table 3.1). Also, this section ends with
a summary appraisal table, or ‘matrix’.

9.2.2

Within each appraisal table (and within each row of the summary matrix) each of the four distribution
options is assigned a column, and within each column the aim is to both:
• Categorise the performance of each option in terms of ‘significant effects’, using red (significant negative
effect), amber (moderate or uncertain negative effect), no colour (limited or no effect), light green
(moderate or uncertain positive effect) and dark green (significant positive effect); and
• Assign a rank of performance, i.e. identify how well the option performs relative to the other three options
(regardless of significant effects), where “1” indicates the best performing option (or options, where there
is a tie). N.B. ‘ = ’ is used to denote where it not possible to differentiate the options with any confidence.

9.2.3

The appraisal under each topic heading is guided by the established SA scope, as set out in detail in the
SA Scoping Report and summarised in Section 3 and Appendix 2 of this report. The appraisal is also
informed by latest understanding of key evidence and issues, which has continued to evolve since
publication of the Scoping Report. Evidence and issues are discussed within the appraisal text as
appropriate (recognising the need to balance comprehensiveness with conciseness and accessibility).

9.2.4

Every effort is made to predict effects / differentiate the options accurately; however, this is inherently
challenging given the high level nature of the options. The ability to predict effects / differentiate accurately
is also limited by understanding of the baseline (now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario). In light
of this, there is a need to make considerable assumptions regarding how options will be implemented ‘on
the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors will be. Where there is a need to rely on
assumptions this is made explicit in the appraisal text within reason (recognising a need for conciseness).

9.2.5

Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the criteria presented within the
SEA Regulations (Schedules 1 and 2). For example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and
reversibility of effects. Cumulative effects are also considered, i.e. the effects of the distribution being
implemented through the Local Plan in combination with other planned or on-going strategic activities.

9.3 Appraisal findings
9.3.1

Part 2

Appraisal findings are presented in detail across 13 tables below, before a final table presents a summary.
To reiterate, under each of the SA Framework headings the aim is to both: A) Categorise the performance
of each option in terms of ‘significant effects’ on a red-amber-green scale; and B) rank the options in order
of performance (regardless of significant effects), where “1” indicates the best performing option, ‘ = ’ is
used to denote where it not possible to differentiate the options with any confidence.
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Air and environmental quality
Option 1:
New settlement

Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

2

2

Commentary:
Whilst air quality across the District is considered generally good and continuing to show long-term improvement
at monitored locations, three designated Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs) exist in Bury St Edmunds,
Newmarket, and Great Barton. Areas of the District are also impacted by noise from the District’s three airbases.
It is difficult to draw conclusions, in respect of potential issues/impacts, under Option 1, given that no precise
location for a new settlement is known at this stage; however, available sites in the SHELAA indicate potential
options exist near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket, where
development would not be significantly affected by noise impacts associated with airbases. A new settlement
has the potential to direct most future growth away from the main towns and centres and avoid the added
constraints in relation to traffic and congestion, particularly within Bury St Edmunds, Newmarket and Great Barton
- the existing areas with poorer air quality. Despite this, new residents are still likely to travel between Bury St
Edmunds and Newmarket, as key higher order settlements in proximity which provide a wider range of goods,
services and employment opportunities, and negatively affect existing AQMAs to a minor degree. However, it is
recognised that effective design and layout with good strategic road network connectivity has the potential to
mitigate impacts, and it is considered likely that significant negative effects can be avoided.
Option 2 would direct most growth towards Towns and Key Service Centres (KSCs) which has the potential to
impact upon the Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket AQMAs, with the Issues and Option document noting that
given the constraints to growth in Brandon, Newmarket and Mildenhall, much of the growth may need to be
“concentrated in the central south area of the District in Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. In particular; this has
implications for Bury St Edmunds AQMA, where it is noted that the town centre is “narrow and not built to cope
with the volume of traffic”. It is also noted at Mildenhall that “road junction capacity in the town is constrained”
and future growth beyond that already planned for will require mitigation, particularly at the Fiveways
A11/A1101/A1065 roundabout. This indicates further growth at Mildenhall has the potential for affects in relation
to air quality in the absence of suitable mitigation, particularly given that the Breckland SPA abuts the junction.
A focus on KSCs will also place additional pressures on infrastructure and local congestion affecting air quality,
for example at Clare where it is recognised that “the alignment of the A1092 through the centre of the town can
give rise to congestion”.
Noise pollution is also a concern under this option, as Mildenhall is defined as a ‘town’ in the settlement hierarchy,
and Lakenheath is a KSC.
Option 3 would effectively reduce the pressure (in terms of growth levels) on Towns and KSCs to some degree,
through additional provisions for growth within Local Service Centres (LSCs). However, the additional growth
locations also present further constraints in relation to environmental quality. For example, the proximity of Exning
to Newmarket, and Great Barton to Bury St Edmunds, is likely to mean that additional growth at the LSCs will
increase pressures on infrastructure and congestion within AQMAs nearby. Additional development would also
be in the vicinity of the Great Barton AQMA, adding pressure in terms of meeting air quality objectives at this
location. Additional pressures on infrastructure and local congestion affecting air quality becomes a more
widespread consideration under this option, with more settlements such as Barningham, Exning, Hopton,
Hundon, Rougham and West Row likely requiring road infrastructure improvements to avoid negative effects in
relation to congestion within the village centre and, in tun, potential problematic levels of air pollution. Additional
settlements that are constrained in relation to the location of development by noise impacts at RAF bases are
also considered under this option, including Beck Row and West Row.
Option 4 would again effectively reduce the pressure (in terms of growth levels) on Towns and KSCs but to a
slightly greater degree than Option 3, through additional provisions for growth within Type A Villages as well as
LSCs. Under both Option 3 and Option 4 the benefits of wider dispersal of development in relation to air quality
are recognised (through a reduced growth pressure on key areas of poor air quality). However, similarly as to
that discussed under Option 3, the constraints in relation to environmental quality become more widespread
across the District. This includes further growth in the vicinity of AQMAs (for example at Kentford near
Newmarket) and additional pressures on infrastructure and congestion in villages such as Great and Little
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Thurlow, Ingham and Risby. Additional development at Honington and Sapiston is also constrained in relation to
its location given the proximity of RAF Honington, as a source of noise pollution.
In comparing the options, it is apparent that Option 1 presents a good opportunity to minimise impacts in relation
to environmental quality, particularly within designated AQMAs. Overall this option therefore ranks highest. By
focusing higher levels of growth within key existing locations (including two of the three AQMAs) Option 2 risks
placing the greatest pressures on areas of poor air quality; however, on the other hand, the main towns and KSCs
also provide higher levels of accessibility, including rail links, which can support both a reduced need to travel,
and a reduced reliance on the private vehicle, both of which indirectly benefit air quality. Option 3 and 4 in turn
are considered for their potential to reduce the significance of effects in relation to air quality, by dispersing
development more widely. However, this is under the presumption that appropriate mitigation will be provided (in
terms of infrastructure upgrades) to avoid any significant negative effects arising at the local scale. It is also
recognised that LSCs and Type A Villages are less accessible locations, many of which do not have direct rail or
strategic road network access for example, which in turn may exacerbate both the need to travel and reliance on
the private vehicle to some degree, indirectly affecting air quality.
In conclusion, whilst Option 1 stands out for greater potential to minimise negative effects, it is difficult to
differentiate the remaining options which are subject to different merits and constraints. With regards to the
significance of effects, it is appropriate to flag the risk of “minor negative effects” under all options, recognising
the potential for impacts to an AQMA, and potentially also the creation of one or more new air pollution hotspots.

Biodiversity
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

3

4

Commentary:
Within West Suffolk, there are numerous internationally designated sites for biodiversity and Breckland Special
Protection Area (SPA) is a particularly sensitive Natura 2000 site for which plan policies currently include
measures to avoid impacts from built development on the important protected bird species (stone curlew,
woodlark and nightjar). The measures are defined by strategic buffers which evidence suggests should be
retained. Alongside this there are growing concerns in relation to recreational pressures on the SPA, indicating
a need to consider cumulative recreational impacts. There is also a network of nationally designated SSSIs and
county wildlife sites across the District and in Haverhill and Bury St Edmunds local wildlife sites have also been
identified. This is alongside a network of nationally identified BAP Priority Habitats.
Whilst a precise location for a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
options for such growth near Bury St Edmunds and on the transport corridor between Bury St Edmunds and
Newmarket (though the WSLP is not limiting itself to these options at this stage). Large-scale growth around
Bury St Edmunds (avoiding the north-west) has good potential to avoid significant negative effects arising in
relation to internationally designated biodiversity sites, however growth along the A14 corridor has greater
potential to affect designated Breckland SPA habitats. The large-scale of development is however considered
for economies of scale and a significant potential to deliver strategic mitigation such as SANGs to alleviate both
existing and additional recreational pressures on the SPA. Large-scale development also provides greater
opportunities/ increased viability in mitigating effects on local biodiversity sites and improving ecological
connectivity across a large area.
Option 2 would focus growth in the Towns and KSCs, and given existing constraints to development in Brandon,
Newmarket, Mildenhall and Red Lodge, most of this growth is likely to be “concentrated in the central south area
of the District in Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. Thus, the option has good potential to avoid significant impacts
in relation to the SPA. This option is likely to include large-scale development sites, which can support the delivery
of strategic mitigation such as SANGs, though the wider dispersal of development is likely to increase pressures
on local biodiversity sites, BAP habitats and ecological connectivity.
Options 3 and 4 would lead to increasing levels of dispersal to include LSCs under Option 3 and both LSCs and
Type A Villages under Option 4. Whilst the options could both reduce growth pressures in the main towns the
wider dispersal of development is likely to increase pressures again on international and local biodiversity sites,
BAP habitats and ecological connectivity (e.g. the Waveney and Little Ouse Valley Fens SAC near Hopton, the
Aspal Close CWS/ LNR near Beck Row, or wildlife sites in and around Great and Little Whelnetham). It is also
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recognised that dispersal and small-scale ‘piecemeal’ development makes strategic mitigation such as SANGS
more difficult to effectively/ strategically locate, fund and deliver.
When comparing the options, Option 1 has a good potential to minimise negative effects in relation to key
biodiversity sites and deliver strategic scale benefits for biodiversity such as accessible SANGs. However, this
is ultimately dependent upon the location of growth under Option 1 and the potential effects differ at indicative
options at this stage. Option 2 also performs well by avoiding significant negative effects in relation to the SPA
and delivering large-scale sites that improve the viability of strategic mitigation such as SANGs. However, the
increasing levels of dispersal of development under Options 2, 3 and 4 are also recognised for correspondingly
increased pressures on local biodiversity sites, BAP habitats and ecological connectivity. At the other end of
scale where development is most widely dispersed (under Option 4) the ability to strategic coordinate, fund and
deliver benefits for biodiversity becomes less viable.
In conclusion, a new settlement may present the greatest opportunity to avoid negative effects and deliver
targeted enhancements (i.e. habitat creation and/or enhancement), potentially leading to an overall biodiversity
net gain; however, there is no certainty ahead of knowing the location(s) of any new settlement(s). With regards
to the other three options, dispersal of growth is not supported both because this would involve smaller sites and
an increased likelihood of growth in proximity to designated sites; however, again there is much uncertainty. With
regards to significant effects, taking a precautionary approach, and recognising the extent of sensitivities that
exist locally, it is appropriate to ‘flag’ the risk of negative effects under all options, with a particular risk of significant
negative effects under Option 4.

Climate change adaptation
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

2

2

Commentary:
Fluvial flood risk in West Suffolk is predominantly located around the main watercourses in the District – the River
Lark and The Black Bourn – as well as the River Stour in the south of the District. Surface water flood risk is far
more prevalent across the District, and water scarcity is also a key consideration in terms of adaptation.
Whilst a precise location for a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
potential opportunities for growth at this scale near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 between Bury St
Edmunds and Newmarket. There should be good potential to avoid flood risk at these locations, e.g. the fluvial
flood zone that runs through Bury St Edmunds following the course of the River Lark and its tributaries. It is also
considered that development would be of a sufficient scale to ensure that mitigation measures to address surface
water drainage and efficient water use are viable and delivered alongside growth.
Option 2, by focusing most growth within Towns and KSCs, has greater potential for negative effects with regards
to fluvial flood risk, particularly in and around Lakenheath, but also at Mildenhall, north of Brandon, Bury St
Edmunds, Haverhill and Kedington. Development is likely to deliver sufficient mitigation in relation to surface
water flood risk and meet relevant water efficiency standards.
Options 3 and 4 would reduce the pressures of growth on the towns and KSCs by dispersing development more
widely across the District to include LSCs under Option 3 and both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4.
Whilst this has further flood risk implications for smaller settlements located along the river corridors, it will also
reduce the overall level in growth in key areas such as Lakenheath, Mildenhall and Bury St Edmunds where fluvial
flood risk is most prevalent.
In conclusion, Option 1 stands out for greater potential to avoid negative effects in relation to flood risk performing
better in this respect than the other options. Option 2 would concentrate growth in key areas subject to fluvial
flood risk constraints. By dispersing growth more widely Options 3 and 4 could reduce the effects in those key
areas but will include more settlements along the river corridor which are too subject to flood risk constraints.
With regards to significant effects, it is anticipated that development under all options, in line with national policy,
will avoid significant negative effects arising in relation to flood risk.
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Climate change mitigation
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

3

4

Commentary:
Climate change has become an increasing focus for planning in the District with policies focusing on facilitating,
promoting and ensuring the delivery of well-designed homes and businesses in sustainable locations with high
levels of accessibility, as well as encouraging and utilising renewable and low carbon energy infrastructure.
Whilst a precise location for a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
potential options near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket. These
locations are well connected to the strategic road network however, a new train station is unlikely to be delivered
alongside development. The potential to design from the outset, “walkable neighbourhoods, and integrated active
travel and sustainable transport networks” is recognised and if supported by a sufficient level of new provisions
(noting the opportunities for colocation of employment land), a new settlement also provides good opportunity to
reduce the need to travel. Growth would also be in proximity to Bury St Edmunds, which is a higher order centre,
thereby avoiding a need to travel further afield. It is also noted that large-scale schemes are associated with
significant potential to deliver heat networks and new walking and cycling infrastructure, and potentially
enhancements to bus services. There can also be increased potential to achieve standards of ‘sustainable design
and construction’ in excess of building regulations.
Option 2 would focus growth in the towns and KSCs which are recognised as the most sustainable locations in
the District. This provides future growth the opportunity to connect with existing sustainable transport corridors
(improving their viability) and access the main employment bases and centres and their associated provisions.
Large-scale development sites will also provide opportunities to enhance accessibility, either through new
provisions or enhancements to existing infrastructure and service/ facility and employment provisions. Largescale development can also support low carbon or renewable energy infrastructure enhancement, for example at
Mildenhall, the potential to deliver a district heating network as part of major development is recognised.
Options 3 and 4 would disperse development more widely to include growth at LSCs under Option 3 and growth
at both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. This reduces the level of growth in the vicinity of the main
transport corridors and sustainable transport connections to some degree and smaller site options will make up
an increasing greater proportion of allocations. As such, the options are considered for less accessible
development and a reduced viability for infrastructure improvements and onsite renewable and low carbon energy
infrastructure. Despite this, it is also recognised that smaller-scale growth in lower order settlements may also
present location-specific opportunities to improve accessibility, particularly local active travel networks, and
improve levels of self-containment in some areas. Dispersed development can support the creation of a rural
network of clustered developments that can share services and improve accessibility locally.
In conclusion, potentially a key consideration relates to the need to minimise per capita CO2 emissions from
transport, which serves to indicate that dispersal options perform poorly. Dispersal options could also lead to
higher per capita CO2 emissions from the built environment, relative to options involving a concentration of growth
at larger schemes that will be associated with economies of scale, which can support investment in low carbon
infrastructure etc. With regards to significant effects, it is appropriate to highlight Option 1 as being associated
with a notable opportunity, and Options 3 and 4 as being associated with a notable risk. It is difficult to conclude
‘significant’ effects in respect of climate change mitigation, despite the Council’s declared climate emergency,
recognising that climate change mitigation is a global issue (such that local actions can only have a limited effect).
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Communities 1: Overall
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

2

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

3

3

Commentary:
The settlements in West Suffolk have different aspirations and needs in relation to future growth and
demographically, the proportion of residents aged over 65 is predicted to almost double. This has significant
implications for the built environment in meeting the needs of local communities.
Option 1 is considered for its potential to design from the outset “walkable neighbourhoods, and integrated active
travel and sustainable transport networks” that support good levels of accessibility. The scale of development is
also noted for its potential to support the delivery of sustainable communities supported by new service and facility
provisions, integrated employment opportunities and open spaces/ green infrastructure. It is also noted that there
is significant potential for cost effective low carbon energy networks supporting reduced fuel poverty in new
communities. Despite this, a few shortcomings are also noted. A new settlement is unlikely to deliver significant
sustainable transport infrastructure improvements, such as rail connectivity, reducing the potential to maximise
accessibility through this mode of sustainable transport. The delivery of the option is the latter part of the plan
period means the option relies on additional growth sites to deliver in the short and medium-term (likely existing
commitments and adopted allocations) and the concentration of housing growth in one location significantly
reduces the ability of existing settlements to address local housing needs. This is particularly concerning in
relation to affordable housing needs especially as requirements are triggered by a certain level of growth at sites.
It also affects the ability of existing communities to absorb the additional benefits that derive from housing
development, such as infrastructure improvements and additional provisions. This can also restrict the scope
and influence of neighbourhood planning in bringing about benefits for local communities, for example in enabling
housing to deliver community hubs or new open spaces. The option is therefore considered for its limitations in
meeting the core vision for the Plan to enable “communities to access suitable homes, jobs and services” and
“meet the needs of the population”.
Option 2 would focus new housing in higher order settlements considered the most sustainable locations in the
District. The option is likely to support future residents with high levels of accessibility, including access to
sustainable transport corridors and connections. Large-scale development options provide opportunities to derive
benefits from development such as new open spaces and new facilities, or contributions to capacity
enhancements or infrastructure upgrades. However, like option 1, the focus of development in higher order
settlements reducing capacity in lower order settlements to meet local housing needs, gain from the benefits of
development and play an active role in shaping in future growth.
Options 3 and 4 seek to deliver more widespread development opportunities to include LSCs under Option 3
and both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. The options are both considered for a greater potential meet
local housing needs, including affordable housing needs and deliver benefits more widely for local communities
across the District as well as reduce overcrowding in the towns and KSCs. However, the rural nature of lower
order settlements in the District ultimately reduces accessibility in development, which in turn can affect equalities.
In conclusion, both Options 1 and 2 are noted for development in sustainable locations supported by high levels
of accessibility, with Option 2 performing marginally better in this respect. Both options are considered likely to
lead to positive effects, although it is not possible to conclude the likelihood of significant positive effects at this
early stage. Options 3 and 4 perform less well, given increased levels of development in less accessible areas;
however, there would be merit in supporting a wider range of communities, including small rural communities.

Communities 2: Health and wellbeing
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect
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Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

2
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Commentary:
Health is intrinsically linked to other SA themes including housing, biodiversity, climate change, historic
environment and transport and the WSLP is underpinned by strategic objectives to enable healthy lifestyles, foster
healthy and safe communities and reduce health inequalities. There are a good range of green or open spaces
in the District, the accessibility of which could be improved in future development.
The scale of development proposed under Option 1 is considered likely to deliver new open and green spaces
on site to serve new communities with good access. Similarly, new service and facility provisions are likely to be
included under this option, and health facilities could be prioritised as necessary to support local access and
ensure no increase in health inequalities.
Option 2 will focus most growth within towns and KSCs particularly “concentrated in the central south area of the
District in Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. Development is likely therefore to be supported by access to existing
areas of green and open space as well as access to existing healthcare provisions. The consideration of largescale sites under this option also has good potential to deliver new provisions or contribute to capacity
enhancements or infrastructure upgrades to enhance local access.
Options 3 and 4 increasingly disperse development more widely across the District. This is likely to reduce the
scale of development across the main towns and KSCs and deliver more small-scale opportunities within lower
order settlements. As smaller-scale development becomes more prevalent in these options, the ability to derive
community benefits, such as new healthcare facilities or open spaces, is reduced to some degree.
In conclusion, both Options 1 and 2 perform well, and are likely to result in positive effects, given the potential
to deliver new and upgraded infrastructure in support of health objectives, although again it is not possible to
conclude significant positive effects at this early stage in the plan-making process. The opportunity will reduce
under Options 3 and 4, given a likely focus on smaller-scale schemes; however, were it to be the case that
targeted growth at one or more lower tier settlements delivers new or upgraded infrastructure to meet a local
need, for example a new village hall, then the resulting health benefits would be locally significant.

Communities 3: Housing

Rank and effect

Option 1:
New settlement

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

4

3

2

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

Commentary:
The housing needs across West Suffolk are not uniform in nature or extent. The District has a diverse population
and different demographic profiles in different areas. As part of its Vision, the WSLP seeks to ensure “a variety
of new housing has been provided in appropriate locations, that meet both the needs of the population and the
environment”.
Option 1 could deliver significant new housing provisions (of a range of types and tenures) to support future
growth within and likely beyond the plan period and the scale of housing development is also considered for its
potential to deliver additional benefits such as new service and facility provisions, new open spaces and new
employment opportunities to the benefit of new and existing residents. Whilst this is likely to be a long-term
supply option, the existing supply provided through adopted allocations can ensure short and medium-term supply
options, thus avoiding negative effects arising. However, the focus of new housing growth in one location also
significantly reduces the ability of existing settlements to address local housing needs, particularly affordable
housing needs, and absorb the additional benefits that derive from housing development, such as infrastructure
improvements and additional provisions. This can also restrict the scope and influence of neighbourhood
planning in bringing about benefits for local communities, for example in enabling housing to deliver community
hubs or new open spaces. The option is therefore considered for its limitations in meeting the core vision for the
Plan.
Option 2 would focus new housing in higher order settlements and provide opportunities to meet affordable
housing needs and address any housing provision imbalances in these areas. Like Option 1, longer lead in times
for larger sites mean short and medium-term supply options need to complement the option and the focus of
development in higher order settlements reduces the ability of lower order settlements to address local housing
needs and gain from the benefits of housing development. Given that the options for further growth in Brandon,
Part 2

33

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Interim SA Report

Newmarket and Mildenhall are limited, much growth is likely to be concentrated in the central south area of the
District under this option.
Conversely Options 3 and 4 deliver more widespread development opportunities to meet local housing needs,
including affordable housing needs and deliver benefits more widely for local communities.
In comparing the options, Option 1 clearly stands out for its limitations in relating to meeting the aims for future
housing growth and is not considered to perform as well against this SA theme when compared to the remaining
options. Option 4 followed by Option 3 are considered to perform better than Options 1 and 2, by dispersing
development more widely to support smaller communities in meeting housing needs, particularly affordable
housing needs, and gaining from wider benefits associated with housing development.
In conclusion, Option 1 is associated with a degree of delivery risk, and would also risk over-concentrating
housing growth geographically within the District, although there would be good potential to deliver a good mix of
housing (to include the full quota of affordable housing, and potentially specialist housing) on-site. Conversely,
a dispersal strategy would perform well in terms of meeting locally arising housing needs, and there would also
be a very low risk of the required housing trajectory not being achieved in practice; however, a reliance on small
sites can lead to issues in respect of affordable housing delivery. With regards to significant effects, a key
consideration is whether the District wide housing target (which has not yet been established) will be met in
practice. As such, it is appropriate to highlight the risk associated with Option 1, and to highlight Option 4 as
performing very well.

Economy
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

2

Commentary:
The options focus on new housing development in the District, and as such, and assuming no significant losses
of existing employment land to housing development, no direct effects on this SA theme are anticipated.
However, it is recognised that indirectly housing development has implications for the economy and employment,
influencing travel patterns, affordability and equalities. As a predominantly rural District, main road access can
be limited in areas and rural broadband infrastructure less developed. The strategic connections with employment
bases at Cambridge, Felixstowe, Norwich and Stansted are also recognised.
Whilst a precise location of a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
options near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket. This is likely to
support economic bases at the main towns by supporting population growth nearby (enhancing access). The
position and ease of access to the Strategic Road Network at these locations also support the wider economic
connections with towns surrounding the District. Whilst no direct rail access is considered likely, the opportunity
to integrate new employment development and the close links to higher order settlements like Bury St Edmunds
can support sustainable transport access for travel to work journeys. However, it is also recognised that the
concentration of growth in one location is likely to reduce the capacity of other settlements, particularly lower
order settlements to improve rural economies, accessibility and infrastructure.
Option 2 directs most growth to towns and KSCs and as the most sustainable locations in the District this option
maximises access to existing employment bases, transport corridors and digital infrastructure. However, like
Option 1, it is recognised that this reduces the capacity of lower order settlements to improve rural economies,
accessibility and infrastructure
Options 3 and 4 seek to disperse development more widely across the District to include allocations at LSCs
under Option 3 and allocations at both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. The options are considered
for greater levels of rural development with reduced accessibility in terms of employment, the strategic road
network and digital infrastructure (potentially affecting equalities). However, conversely the options are also
considered for their greater potential to support rural economies and improved accessibility and infrastructure
(including digital infrastructure) at the local level.
In conclusion, the higher levels of accessibility and connectivity under Options 1 and 2 make these options stand
out as performing marginally better in respect of this SA theme, and there may also be the potential to deliver
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targeted new employment land. However, the merits of Options 3 and 4 in respect of supporting rural economies
and rural infrastructure is also recognised. Minor positive effects are anticipated overall under all options.

Historic environment

Rank and effect

Option 1:
New settlement

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

=

=

=

=

Commentary:
West Suffolk has a rich historic environment including historic parks and gardens, listed buildings, conservation
areas, ancient monuments and archaeological finds. These assets and their settings are likely to come under
pressure from future growth in the District.
It is difficult to ascertain the likely effects in relation to Option 1 given that no precise location is defined at this
stage. Despite this, available sites indicate potential options exist around Bury St Edmunds and along the A14
between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket. Registered Parks and Gardens, Scheduled Monuments,
Conservation Areas and many listed building surround Bury St Edmunds, and many historic settlements line the
transport corridor; so this option is likely to face heritage constraints. The scale of growth concentrated in one
location is also considered for its potential for effects of significance, particularly in relation to heritage settings,
landscape, historic fieldscape patterns and archaeology.
Development under Option 2 would be focused in the towns and KSCs with growth “concentrated in the central
south area of the District in Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. The heritage setting within and surrounding Bury
St Edmunds as highlighted under Option 1 is particularly sensitive and the concentration of development here (to
include large-scale development sites) is likely to face significant heritage constraints.
Options 3 and 4 would disperse development more widely to include allocations at LSCs under Option 3 and at
both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. This increases the extent of effects arising in relation to historic
environment across areas of the District as more historic settlements become subject to growth and change
(including but not limited to; Bardwell, Beck Row, Cavendish, Exning, Honington and Sapiston, Risby and Stoke
by Clare). It will be important that development at lower order settlements remains of a scale to be effectively
integrated into rural historic settings in-keeping with the character of these areas. Following this logic, it is
recognised that small-scale development opportunities (more prevalent under Options 3 and 4) have good
potential to be sensitively designed and effectively integrated into the urban fabric of villages and minimise
potential effects on heritage settings in this respect.
In conclusion, all options are likely to face constraints in relation to the historic environment and it is difficult to
confidently differentiate between the options. Taking a precautionary approach the risk of minor negative effects
is predicted under all options.

Landscape

Rank and effect

Option 1:
New settlement

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

=

=

=

=

Commentary:
West Suffolk has a rich and diverse landscape, with distinct character areas including; The Brecks, The Fens,
The Claylands and East Anglian Chalk. Whilst there are no nationally designated landscapes, Special Landscape
Areas have been historically designated (and partly retained) at the District level. The Brecks and the River Stour
Valley, which are the focus of landscape-scale projects, have been identified as having high sensitivity when it
comes to change. Certain un-designated parts of the landscape, such as river valleys, are also equally
considered sensitive to change. The contribution of trees, open spaces, parks and woodland areas to landscape
character in the District is also recognised.
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Whilst a precise location for a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
options exist near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 corridor between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket
(although the WSLP is not limiting itself to these options at this stage). Development of a new settlement has
significant implications for landscape, with likely large-scale rural land losses and the mass injection of new
development in a previously undeveloped area. Despite this, development has significant opportunity for highquality design and master-planning to maximise integration, character building and deliver landscape
enhancements where appropriate, for example in framing key views and providing additional open spaces, trees
and parks.
Development under Option 2 would be focused in towns and KSCs, with a particular concentration of growth “in
the central south area of the District in Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. This has good potential to reduce the
impacts of development on the rural area, but it still likely to include large-scale development sites that have
significant landscape implications and may erode important landscape gaps, particularly those which maintain
individual settlement characters and identities. The historic landscape surrounding Bury St Edmunds is also likely
to come under significant pressure in future growth under this option. However, large-scale development options
such as urban extensions are also recognised (as under Option 1) for their potential for high-quality design and
master-planning to maximise integration, character building and deliver landscape enhancements where
appropriate, for example in framing key views and providing additional open spaces, trees and parks.
Options 3 and 4 seek to disperse development more widely across the District to include allocations at LSCs
under Option 3 and allocations at both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. This has the potential to affect
the landscape across a greater extent than Option 1 and 2 and introduce higher levels of small-scale rural
development. This means additional sensitive landscape settings (such as the Stour Valley at Cavendish or the
extensive Special Landscape Area north and west of Hopton or covering Barnham) settlement gaps (for example
between Great Barton and Bury St Edmunds, between West Row and Mildenhall, and between Barton Mills and
both Mildenhall in the north and Worlington in the west) and landscape features (e.g. tree coverage) come under
increased pressure under these options. However, small-scale rural development is also considered for a greater
potential to sensitively and effectively integrate into the urban fabric of villages and minimise landscape effects in
this respect.
In conclusion, it is very challenging to differentiate between the options with any certainty. On one hand a new
settlement could be sensitivity located, masterplanned and designed and would avoid impacts to the setting of
existing settlements / sensitive settlement edges; however, on the other hand, the visual impact of major new
development in an undeveloped, potentially rural, area can be stark, and there can be good potential to
successfully integrate smaller scale developments within and on the periphery of existing settlements. With
regards to significant effects, taking a precautionary approach at this early stage it is appropriate to flag a risk of
negative effects under all options.

Soils and other natural resources

Rank and effect

Option 1:
New settlement

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

=

=

=

=

Commentary:
West Suffolk contains large expanses of high-quality agricultural land, predominant in the south of the District,
however the Fenland in the north-west of the Plan area is known to be of highest quality (Grade 1). Valued
mineral resources form part of the geology of the District, particularly in the north where much of the land is
designated as a Minerals Consultation Area. Whilst the waste hierarchy and sustainable waste management
remains a consideration through the WSLP, all options are considered of equal potential to deliver against
sustainable waste management aims and policy directions, and the options are not differentiated in this respect.
It is difficult to ascertain the likely effects in relation to Option 1 given that no precise location is defined at this
stage. Despite this, available sites indicate options exist near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 between Bury
St Edmunds and Newmarket. At these locations there is good potential to avoid negative effects in relation to
mineral resources, however this area of the District is predominantly a mix of Grade 2 and 3 agricultural land
making the potential for loss of best and most agricultural land relatively high.
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Option 2 would focus most growth in the Towns and KSCs, further growth in the north of District is relatively
constrained – including by the designated Minerals Consultation Area, and the Issues and Options documents
notes that under this option most growth is likely to be “concentrated in the central south area of the District in
Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill”. Growth in these locations, particularly around Haverhill, has high potential for
losses of best and most versatile agricultural land.
The potential for loss of significant tracts of high-quality agricultural land is reduced under Options 3 and 4, given
that development is dispersed across more settlement areas, and in more rural lower order settlements this is
likely to be contained to development within and adjoining the settlement boundary. However, negative effects
are still anticipated through cumulative losses.
In conclusion, all options have high potential for losses of best and most and most versatile agricultural land,
either as significant tracts of land or cumulative losses. Whilst additional growth in the north of the District is less
likely to affect high-quality agricultural land the potential to affect mineral resources is increased. As such, it is
not possible to differentiate between the options, and all options are likely to lead to significant negative effects.

Transport
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

2

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

3

4

Commentary:
A key issue for the WSLP is in reducing greenhouse gas emissions associated with transport within and
surrounding the District. The WSLP seeks to address this through a hierarchy of transport modes (with walking,
cycling and public transport at the top and cars at the bottom). The location of growth is ultimately a significant
consideration in achieving the vision for transport and connectivity.
Whilst it is difficult to ascertain the likely effects in relation to Option 1, given that a precise location for a new
settlement is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate capacity near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14
between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket, and general comments can be also made. Firstly, it is unlikely that
a new settlement will bring about significant sustainable transport infrastructure improvements, i.e. it is unlikely
to be connected by a new railway station. Despite this, the likely proximity to higher order settlements such as
Bury St Edmunds provide good opportunities to link to the strategic road network and enhance sustainable
transport access. However, given the rural nature of the District, it is likely that a new settlement will continue
existing trends for high levels of reliance on the private vehicle to some degree. Despite this, it does offer the
opportunity to design from the outset, “walkable neighbourhoods, and integrated active travel and sustainable
transport networks”. If supported by a sufficient level of new provisions and integrated employment land, a new
settlement also provides good opportunity to reduce the need to travel.
By focusing most growth in Towns and Key Service Centres, Option 2 provides more future residents with access
to rail services and existing sustainable transport connections, and higher degrees of self-containment,
performing well in this respect. However, it is also noted that significant growth in these areas may place
additional pressure on existing infrastructure capacity, and lead to negative effects in relation to congestion and
travel times without appropriate mitigation. It is also considered that focused growth in towns and KSCs
compounds the need for lower order settlements to travel to higher order settlements to access a wider range of
goods and services, by reducing opportunities in lower order settlements to improve self-containment.
The rural nature of the District, and the constraints associated with its lack of alternatives to the private car are
bought more to the forefront under Options 3 and 4, through the inclusion of LSCs under Option 3 and both
LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4 as locations for growth. Despite this, it is also recognised that growth
within these areas presents opportunities for transport infrastructure improvements, particularly to address areas
subject to high levels of congestion and with poor road infrastructure. Growth within these areas also offers the
chance to improve self-containment and reduce reliance on (and thus travel to and from) the larger towns and
KSCs. Development in lower order settlements may also improve the viability of sustainable transport modes
such as existing bus services and provide opportunities for improvements in local connections, such as cycle
route extensions.
Comparing the options, Option 2 clearly performs better in terms of strategic connectivity and opportunities to
support future residents with good accessibility and a reduced need to travel. However, it is considered that this
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option also places significant additional pressures on existing road networks and capacity and presents an
opportunity cost; through a reduced ability to improve self-containment and achieve infrastructure and
connectivity improvements in lower order settlements.
Under Options 1, 3 and 4 residents are likely to continue to rely on the private vehicle to a marginally greater
extent. Despite this, the inclusion of development across lower order settlements in Options 3 and 4 present
opportunities to improve local connectivity through road infrastructure improvements, enhanced sustainable
access and potentially increased usage of sustainable transport modes where these are available. Option 1 also
presents the opportunity to maximise accessibility through effective design and layout and master-planning. On
this basis, it is difficult to rank the remaining options in terms of their relative merits and constraints.
In conclusion, Option 2 is judged to perform relatively well, given good potential for growth in proximity to a town
centre and in a location with good access to walking, cycling and public transport infrastructure. There can also
be the potential for new settlements to perform well in transport terms; however, there is much uncertainty at this
stage, ahead of further work to identify potentially suitable areas. In comparison, Options 3 and 4 perform less
well, and Option 4, in particular, would fail to support modal shift away from use of the private car, and likely result
in problematic traffic congestion (although it is not possible to suggest significant negative effects ahead of traffic
modelling).

Water
Option 1:
New settlement
Rank and effect

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs and
LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs, LSCs
and Type A villages

2

3

Commentary:
As part of the Anglian River Basin District and Water Resource Management Area, water scarcity is a key issue.
Supporting water efficiency in homes is a key element of the Water Resource Management Plan (WRMP) to
address this issue. Whilst most rivers in the District are of moderate to good condition, diffuse and point source
pollution remain key issues affecting water quality. Surface water quality in the south of the District is also
protected through Drinking Water Protection/ Safeguard Zones.
All options are considered of equal potential to deliver against high water efficiency standards and the options
are not differentiated in this respect. Despite this, it is worth noting that economies of scale are likely to make the
delivery of supplementary benefits (such as rainwater harvesting schemes) more viable in larger development
schemes.
Whilst a precise location for a new settlement under Option 1 is unknown at this stage, available sites indicate
options exist near Bury St Edmunds and along the A14 corridor between Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket
(although the WSLP is not limiting itself to these options at this stage). Growth at these locations is likely to
require measures to address surface water drainage given much of the area lies within a Drinking Water
Safeguard Zone.
Towns and KSCs in the south of the District, particularly Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill would be subject to
concentrated growth under Option 2 which again is likely to require measures to address surface water drainage
given much of the land is designated as a Drinking Water Safeguard Zone.
Options 3 and 4 seek to disperse development more widely across the District to include allocations at LSCs
under Option 3 and allocations at both LSCs and Type A Villages under Option 4. Whilst facing similar pressures
as the other options in relation to surface water drainage, these options are also likely to increase the level of
development along river corridors and increase pressures on water quality in this respect.
In conclusion, considering national policy provisions, water resource management plan provisions and potential
on-site mitigation, all options are considered likely to lead to neutral effects overall in relation to water resources
and water quality. Despite this, it is recognised that the mitigation requirements are likely to become more
extensive as development get more widely dispersed (particularly along river corridors) under the options and the
ranking of options reflect this.
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Appraisal summary
Option 1:
New settlement
Topic

Option 2:
Towns and KSCs

Option 3:
Towns, KSCs
and LSCs

Option 4:
Towns, KSCs,
LSCs and Type A
villages

Rank of preference and categorisation of effects

Air and environmental
quality

2

2

2

Biodiversity

2

3

4

Climate change adaptation

2

2

2

Climate change mitigation

2

3

4

3

3

2

2

Communities 1: Overall

2

Communities 2: Health and
wellbeing
Communities 3: Housing

4

3

Economy

2

2

2

Historic environment

=

=

=

=

Landscape

=

=

=

=

Soils and other natural
resources

=

=

=

=

Transport

2

3

4

2

3

Water
Commentary:

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.
The appraisal also serves to highlight Option 2 as performing well in terms of a number of objectives, notably
performing better than Option 1 in ‘communities’ and ‘transport’ terms (as growth would be focused at higher
order centres, with associated access to employment, services, facilities and infrastructure) and in’ housing’ terms
(as growth would be more closely aligned geographically with housing needs, and there would be a lower risk of
unforeseen delays to the housing supply trajectory, recognising that new settlements can face delivery issues).
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 strategy of directing growth
to smaller sites dispersed across the District 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 that could prove challenging under a dispersal strategy.
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Part 3: What are the next steps?
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10 Plan finalisation
10.1 Draft plan
10.1.1

Following the Issues and Options consultation, all consultation responses received will be analysed and
a range of work completed, including further SA, ahead of the Draft Plan being prepared and published
for consultation under Regulation 18 of the Local Planning Regulations 2012 (N.B. the current Issues and
Options consultation is also held under Regulations 18).

10.1.2

SA work will include defining and appraising ‘reasonable alternatives’, with a view to informing the
Council’s decision on preferred options. In particular, it is envisaged that there will be a focus on appraising
reasonable ‘spatial strategy’ alternatives, in order to inform the Council’s decision on a preferred spatial
strategy, i.e. a preferred package of sites for allocation. Establishment of reasonable spatial strategy
alternatives will be informed by the appraisal findings presented in this Interim SA Report, consultation
responses received and additional evidence gathering workstreams. As part of this, there may be a need
for interim appraisal steps, for example appraising competing strategic site options and/or defining and
appraising spatial strategy alternatives for individual key settlements.

10.1.3

All SA work completed will be presented within a second Interim SA Report, which will be published for
consultation alongside the Draft Plan.

10.2 Proposed Submission Plan
1.1.1

Subsequent to the consultation on the Draft Plan the Council will prepare the proposed submission version
of the plan for publication in-line with Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations 2012. The proposed
submission plan will be that which the Council believes is ‘sound’ and intends to submit to the Planning
Inspectorate for examination.

1.1.2

The formal SA Report will be published alongside the Proposed Submission Plan, providing all of the
information required by the SEA Regulations 2004.

10.3 Submission, examination and adoption
1.1.3

Once the period for representations on the Proposed Submission 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
statement setting out the main issues raised during the consultation. The SA Report will also be submitted.

1.1.4

At Examination the Inspector will consider representations (alongside the SA Report) before then either
reporting back on the Plan’s soundness or identifying the need for modifications. If there is a need for
modifications these will be prepared and then subjected to consultation, alongside SA if necessary.

1.1.5

Once found to be ‘sound’ the Plan will be formally adopted by the Council. At the time of adoption a
‘Statement’ must published that explains the ‘story’ of plan-making / SA and sets out ‘the measures
decided concerning monitoring’.

11 Monitoring
1.1.6

The SA Report must present ‘measures envisaged concerning monitoring’. At the current time it is too
early make any firm recommendations in respect of areas for monitoring / potential monitoring indicators;
however, it is fair to highlight that monitoring efforts could potentially focus on:

1.1.7

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 understanding impacts for which the
appraisal of reasonable alternatives presented in Section 9 suggests there to be the potential for the
spatial strategy to result in negative effects.
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Appendix I: Regulatory requirements
As discussed in Chapter 1, Schedule 2 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans Regulations 2004 explains the
information that must be contained in the SA Report (N.B. this current report is not the SA Report, but aims to
present the information required of the SA Report nonetheless); however, interpretation of Schedule 2 is not
straightforward. Table A links the structure of this report to an interpretation of Schedule 2 requirements, whilst
Table B explains this interpretation.
Table A: Questions answered by this SA Report, in-line with an interpretation of regulatory requirements
QUESTIONS ANSWERED

What’s the plan seeking to achieve?

AS PER REGULATIONS… THE SA REPORT MUST
INCLUDE…

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

• Relevant environmental protection objectives,

Introduction

What’s the sustainability
‘context’?

established 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
What’s the IIA
scope?

What’s the sustainability
‘baseline’?

•
•

What are the key issues
•
and objectives that should
be a focus?

environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the plan
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
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

Part 1

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

•
•

with (and thus an explanation of the ‘reasonableness’
of the approach)
The likely significant effects associated with
alternatives
Outline reasons for selecting the preferred approach
in-light of alternatives assessment / a description of
how environmental objectives and considerations are
reflected in the draft plan

• The likely significant effects associated with the draft
Part 2

Part 3
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plan

What are the IIA findings at this current
stage?

• The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and

What happens next?

• A description of the monitoring measures envisaged

offset any significant adverse effects of implementing
the draft plan
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Table B: Questions answered by this Interim SA Report, in-line with regulatory requirements
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Table C presents a discussion of more precisely how the information within this report reflects the SA Report
requirements (N.B. to reiterate this report is not the SA Report).
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 IIA 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,
which was updated post consultation and is now
available on the website.

c) The environmental characteristics of areas
likely to be significantly affected;

The outcome of scoping was an ‘SA framework’, and
this is presented – in a slightly adjusted form - within
Section 3 (‘What’s the scope of the SA’).

d) Any existing environmental problems which are
relevant to the plan or programme including, in
particular, those relating to any areas of a
particular environmental importance…;

Messages highlighted through context and baseline
review are also presented within Appendix II.

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 Scoping Report presents a detailed context review
and explains how key messages from the context
review (and baseline review) were then refined in order
to establish an ‘SA framework’.
The SA framework is presented within Section 3. Also,
messages from context review are presented within
Appendix II.
With regards to explaining “how… considerations have
been taken into account”, the next Interim SA Report
(namely that published for consultation alongside the
Draft Plan) will present this information.

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 an initial set of reasonable alternatives,
referred to as “distribution options” and also appraisal
findings respect of site option (which should not be
conflated with reasonable alternatives).
The next Interim SA Report will present appraisal
findings in respect of the reasonable alternatives, as
understood at that point in time, and also the Draft Plan
as a whole (as it stands at that point in time).

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;

The next Interim SA Report will present
recommendations, as part of the Draft Plan appraisal.

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;

Reasons for selecting site options and distribution
options are presented in sections 5 and 6 respectively.

i)

Section 11 discusses measures envisaged concerning
monitoring.

description of measures envisaged concerning
monitoring in accordance with Art. 10;

Appendices
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explanation of how reasonable alternatives – as
understood at that point in time – were established.
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Regulatory requirement

Information presented in this report

j)

The NTS is a separate document.

a non-technical summary of the information
provided under the above headings

The IIA Report must be published alongside the draft plan, in-line with the following regulations
authorities with environmental responsibility 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 IIA Report is published alongside the
Issues and Options consultation document, in order to
inform the consultation and subsequent work to prepare
the Draft Plan.

The IIA 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.
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Interim IIA Report.
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Appendix II: GIS site options appraisal
Introduction
The aim of this appendix is to present the findings of the GIS analysis introduced in Section 8. Specifically, the aim is to differentiate the performance of the 225 included SHELAA sites9 in
respect of 15 proximity (e.g. distance to a GP surgery) / intersect (e.g. intersect with flood risk zone 2) criteria.
A note on the criteria used
The criteria are listed in broad order of how they relate to the SA Framework. So, for example, the first criterion relates most closely to the first SA topic, which is “Air and environmental
quality”. The number of criteria applied is limited by the availability of data that is digitally mapped for the District as a whole. Also, the decision was made to screen out some criteria that
report information of lesser significance to plan-making and SA, with a view to keeping the total number of criteria to a manageable number. In particular, whilst spatial data is available
showing the location of quite a wide number of community facilities, the decision was taken to analyse sites in respect of proximity to an education facility, a health facility and a village or
community hall. Comments are welcome, at the current time, on the criteria that should be applied at the next stage in the plan-making / SA process (see Part 3 of this report).
A note on the approach to calculating distance
The approach taken has been to calculate distances in a straight line (or ‘as the crow flies’), between site options and constraint/opportunity features. Moving forward, there is also the
option to calculate distances by road, using GIS software, although this involves additional work.
A note on the approach to categorising performance
It is a challenge to know best how to categorise the performance of sites, given the competing desires to, on the one hand, make use of established distance thresholds (e.g. 400m is widely
accepted as an easy walking distance) whilst also, on the other hand, effectively differentiate the performance of site options (e.g. it is not helpful to apply a 400m distance threshold as a
rule, when categorising the performance of sites, if no sites are captured by this rule). As such, the approach taken aims to strike a balance between applying distance thresholds (i.e.
categorising performance on an absolute basis) and differentiating sites in terms of order of performance (i.e. categorising performance on a relative basis). Table A presents a summary.
Table A: Approach to categorising performance of sites

9

Criteria

Category of poor performing sites

Sites categorised according to relative performance

Category of strongly performing sites

AQMA

All sites <10km categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance

>10km categorised green

SPA

All sites <10km categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance

>10km categorised green

SAC

<400m categorised red

Sites >400m and <10km categorised on a red-amber-green scale
on the basis of relative performance

>10km categorised green

SSSI

<400m categorised red

Sites >400m and <5km categorised on a red-amber-green scale
on the basis of relative performance

>5km categorised green

Two sites at Haverhill - WS684 and WS685 – were omitted from the analysis in error. Both are committed sites located within the urban area.
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Criteria

Category of poor performing sites

Sites categorised according to relative performance

Category of strongly performing sites

CWS

<50m categorised red

Sites >50m and <2km categorised on a red-amber-green scale on
the basis of relative performance

>2km categorised green

FZ2

> 50% intersect categorised red

Sites with <50% intersect categorised on a red-amber-green scale
on the basis of relative performance

0% intersect categorised green

Sites >400m and <5km categorised on a green-amber-red scale
on the basis of relative performance

<400m categorised green

Sites >400m and <5km categorised on a green-amber-red scale
on the basis of relative performance

<400m categorised green
<400m categorised green

Education facility
Health facility

>5km categorised red
Intersect or adjacent categorised amber
>5km categorised red
Intersect or adjacent categorised amber

Village or
community hall

Intersect or adjacent categorised amber

Sites >400m categorised on a green-amber-red scale on the basis
of relative performance

Conservation
area

<50m categorised red

Sites >50m categorised on a red-amber-green scale on the basis of relative performance

Grade I listed
building

<100m categorised red

Sites >100m and <4km categorised on a red-amber-green scale
on the basis of relative performance

>4km categorised green

Grade II* listed
building

<50m categorised red

Sites >50m and <2km categorised on a red-amber-green scale on
the basis of relative performance

>2km categorised green

Grade II listed
building

<25m categorised red

Sites >25m and <1km categorised on a red-amber-green scale on
the basis of relative performance

>1km categorised green

Grade 1 or 2
agricultural land

100% intersect categorised red

Sites with <100% intersect categorised on a red-amber-green
scale on the basis of relative performance

0% intersect categorised green

Grade 1, 2 or 3
agricultural land

100% intersect categorised amber

Sites with <100% intersect categorised on a amber-green scale
on the basis of relative performance

0% intersect categorised green

A note on the approach to presenting findings
Table B summarises the performance of all included SHELAA sites in respect of each of the 15 criteria. The spreadsheet of data underpinning Table B is available upon request.
Additionally, Section 8 summarises the performance of sites (i.e. explores the ‘spread of data’ for each of the columns in Table A) in respect of each of the 15 criteria in turn, including by
exploring spatial trends and comparing the performance of sites that are committed (i.e. have planning permission or are an allocation within an adopted plan) versus sites that are
uncommitted. Moving forward there is the potential to expand on this analysis, and also to present maps showing the performance of site options for each of the criteria. Also, there is the
potential to more closely examine the data for each row in Table A by presenting a proforma of data for each site.
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WS006

Option C, Land off Hepworth Road, Barningham

Barningham

9.6

WS003

Land north of Sandy lane, Barningham

Barningham

8.5

WS007

Land north of Field Cottage, Bardwell Road, Barningham

Barningham

2.1

WS004

Option A, Land off Hepworth Road, Barningham

Barningham

1.7

WS005

Option B, Land off Hepworth Road, Barningham

Barningham

0.9

WS014

Land to the east of Barrow Hill, Barrow

Barrow

5.1

WS012a

Land off Barrow Hill, Barrow

Barrow

17.4

WS011

Land at Bury Road, Barrow

Barrow

10.6

WS010

Land east of Barrow Hill, Barrow

Barrow

10.5

WS013

Land off Leys Road, Barrow

Barrow

4.5

WS009

Land rear of 2 Stone Lane, Barrow

Barrow

4.0

WS228

Land at Barrow Hill, Barrow

Barrow

1.4

WS008

Denham Road, Barrow

Barrow

0.7

WS017

Land at Church Lane, Barton Mills

Barton Mills

2.0

WS016

Land at Grange Lane, Barton Mills

Barton Mills

0.4

WS018

Land at Rear 21 Mildenhall Road

Barton Mills

0.4

WS015

Barton Mills Grange Cottages

Barton Mills

0.3

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

0.4

Grade 1 or grade 2

Bardwell

Grade II listed building

Street Farm, Low Street, Bardwell

Grade II* listed building

WS218

Grade I listed building

2.3

Conservation area

Bardwell

Village or community hall

Hillside, Knox Lane, Bardwell

Health facility

WS002

Education facility

5.4

FZ2

Bardwell

CWS

Land at Stanton Road, Bardwell - Suffolk County

SSSI

WS001

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Area

Table B: Summary GIS analysis of included SHELAA sites

Yes
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Beck Row

1.3

Yes

WS031

Land at the corner of Wilde Street/Aspal Lane

Beck Row

1.3

Yes

WS019

Site at Stock Corner Farm, Beck Row

Beck Row

0.6

Yes

WS027

Land adjacent to Beck Lodge Farm

Beck Row

0.6

Yes

WS021

Land east of Skelton's Drove, Beck Row

Beck Row

25.2

WS022

Land between Aspal Land and Wildmere Lane

Beck Row

22.4

WS020

Land at Stock Corner, Beck Row

Beck Row

11.8

WS023

Land south of Rookery Drove

Beck Row

5.3

WS028

Aspal Nursery, Aspal Lane

Beck Row

3.1

WS029

Land at Junction of Aspal Lane & Johns Street

Beck Row

1.9

WS654

Land north of Holmsey Green, Beck Row

Beck Row

1.0

WS680

Bradfield St George Oakage Freewood Street

Bradfield St George

0.3

WS033

Warren Close, Brandon

Brandon

0.7

Yes

WS032

Land off Gas House Lane

Brandon

0.3

Yes

WS051

North West, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

78.2

Yes

WS040

North East, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

75.1

Yes

WS048

South East, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

74.7

Yes

WS041

Land at Bury West, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

44.7

Yes

WS047

Moreton Hall, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

28.5

Yes

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Scrapyard, Skeltons Drove

Grade 1 or grade 2

WS030

Grade II listed building

Yes

Grade II* listed building

2.3

Grade I listed building

Beck Row

Conservation area

Lamble Close

Village or community hall

WS025

Health facility

Yes

Education facility

4.2

FZ2

Beck Row

CWS

Land adjacent to and south of Caravan Park on Aspal Lane

SSSI

WS026

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA
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Bury St Edmunds

4.1

Yes

WS050

Land at Ram Meadow, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

3.7

Yes

WS053

Land at Jacqueline Close, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

2.0

Yes

WS052

Bury St Edmunds Garden Centre, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

1.8

Yes

WS054

Hospital site, Hospital Road, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

1.6

Yes

WS056

Garages and Bus Depot, Cotton Lane, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

0.6

Yes

WS055

Weymed Site, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

0.4

Yes

WS214

Tayfen Road (South), BSE

Bury St Edmunds

0.4

Yes

WS548

Sentinel Works, Northgate Avenue, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

0.3

Yes

WS656

6 Norfolk Road, BSE

Bury St Edmunds

0.3

Yes

WS039

Orttewell Road, South East, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

110.1

WS042

Land east of Westley Lane, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

63.0

WS044

Land off Mount Road, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

26.8

WS543

Land north of Barton Hill and west of A134

Bury St Edmunds

6.8

WS552

Rathkeltair Lodge, Barton Hill, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

6.6

WS035

Land at Hollow Road Farm, Barton Hill, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

5.9

WS046

Westley Road, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

2.5

WS045

St. Louis Middle School, Bury St Edmunds

Bury St Edmunds

1.8

WS553

Thingoe Hill, BSE

Bury St Edmunds

1.4

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Land at Tayfen Road, Bury St Edmunds

Grade 1 or grade 2

WS273

Grade II listed building

Yes

Grade II* listed building

5.9

Grade I listed building

Bury St Edmunds

Conservation area

Station Hill, Bury St Edmunds

Village or community hall

WS049

Health facility

Yes

Education facility

17.9

FZ2

Bury St Edmunds

CWS

Land to south of Rougham Road, Bury St Edmunds

SSSI

WS034

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA
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WS057

Blacklands, Cavendish

Cavendish

4.8

WS065

Land south of Queens Lane, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

0.6

WS556

Various parcels around Chedburgh inc SS29, SS30,

Chedburgh

33.9

WS555

Land to the north of Elizabeth Drive, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

4.2

WS554

Land to the west of Elizabeth Drive, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

2.9

WS061

Oak Tree Farm, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

2.7

WS060

8 Acres Queens Lane, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

2.3

WS064

Land north of Majors Close, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

1.9

WS063

Land west of Queens Lane, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

1.5

WS062

Land south west of Chevington Road, Chedburgh

Chedburgh

1.4

WS070

Land adjoining Maltings Close, Chevington

Chevington

6.5

WS069

Land at New Road, Chevington

Chevington

5.5

WS066

Land at Old Post Office Road, Chevington

Chevington

4.6

WS068

Land west of Mill Road, Chevington

Chevington

3.2

WS199

Land east of Chedburgh Road, Chevington

Chevington

1.5

WS067

Land east of Church Road, Chevington

Chevington

0.5

WS076

Land off Cavendish Road, Clare

Clare

2.3

WS073

Land at Stoke Road, Clare

Clare

24.0

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

0.4

Grade 1 or grade 2

Cavendish

Grade II listed building

Land at the end of Nether Road, Cavendish

Grade II* listed building

WS058

Grade I listed building

0.3

Conservation area

Bury St Edmunds

Village or community hall

Land at Barn Lane, Bury St Edmunds

Health facility

WS276

Education facility

1.3

FZ2

Bury St Edmunds

CWS

Land at Cornwallis Court, Bury St Edmunds

SSSI

WS036

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes

Yes

Yes
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WS072

Townsend Nurseries, Clare

Clare

0.8

WS077

Land at Queen Street, Cowlinge

Cowlinge

1.1

WS078

Land east of Queen Street, Cowlinge

Cowlinge

1.0

WS079

Land at Burwell Road, Exning

Exning

14.9

WS080

Land off Heath Lane, Exning

Exning

11.7

WS327

Hall farm, Fornham St Martin

Fornham St Martin

422.2

WS216

Land at Fornam St Martin

Fornham St Martin

16.4

WS081

Land at School Lane, Fornham St Martin

Fornham St Martin

6.5

WS082

Land fronting The Street, Fornham St Martin

Fornham St Martin

0.4

WS570

Land west of Thetford Road, Fornham St. Martin

Fornham St. Martin

5.3

WS085

Land at Fordham Road, Freckenham - Suffolk County

Freckenham

4.1

WS083

Land east of North Street, Freckenham

Freckenham

2.2

WS084

Land adjacent Freckenham House, Freckenham

Freckenham

1.3

WS683

Land at Freckenham

Freckenham

0.0

WS086

Land east of The Street, Gazeley

Gazeley

2.3

WS087

Land east of All Saints Close, Gazeley

Gazeley

0.5

WS092

Land at School Road, Great Barton

Great Barton

11.9

WS573

Land to the west of Livermere Road, Great Barton

Great Barton

8.7

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

3.8

Grade 1 or grade 2

Clare

Grade II listed building

Land at Snow Hill, Clare

Grade II* listed building

WS075

Grade I listed building

5.4

Conservation area

Clare

Village or community hall

Land along Cavendish Road, Clare

Health facility

WS071

Education facility

15.4

FZ2

Clare

CWS

Land north of Cavendish Road, Clare

SSSI

WS074

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes

Yes
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0.9

WS093

Land adjacent to Coach House, Great Bradley

Great Bradley

0.7

WS094

Goldings Farm, Great Thurlow

Great Thurlow

0.2

Yes

WS095

Land to the N&W of Erskine Lodge, Stanningfield Rd, Gt. Whelnetham

Great Whelnetham

2.0

Yes

WS097

Land south of Haverhill

Haverhill

295.0

Yes

WS681

Land North East of Haverhill

Haverhill

175.8

Yes

WS098

North West Haverhill

Haverhill

47.4

Yes

WS102

Land south of Chapelwent Road, Haverhill

Haverhill

3.0

Yes

WS104

Wisdom Toothbrush Factory, Haverhill

Haverhill

1.5

Yes

WS100

Former Westfield Primary School, Haverhill

Haverhill

1.2

Yes

WS099

Former Castle Hill Middle School, Haverhill

Haverhill

0.9

Yes

WS103

Former Gasworks, Withersfield Road, Haverhill

Haverhill

0.3

Yes

WS096

Land at Haverhill Research park, Haverhill

Haverhill

5.6

WS581

Gurteens Site, Haverhill

Haverhill

1.2

WS668

Jubille Walk Car Park, Haverhill

Haverhill

0.9

WS217

Atterton and Ellis Site, Haverhill

Haverhill

0.8

WS106

Land at The Street, Hepworth - Suffolk County

Hepworth

11.3

WS354

Land at Higham Estate, Higham

Higham

132.9

WS108

Land south of Laurel Close, The Street, Holywell Row

Holywell Row

Appendices

0.5

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Great Barton

Grade 1 or grade 2

Land adjacent to Free Church, Mill Lane, Great Barton

Grade II listed building

WS091

Grade II* listed building

5.3

Grade I listed building

Great Barton

Conservation area

Site A at Livermere Road, Great Barton

Village or community hall

WS089

Health facility

5.6

Education facility

Great Barton

FZ2

Site B at Livermere Road, Great Barton

CWS

WS088

SSSI

Location

SAC

Name

AQMA

Ref

SPA

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes
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5.6

WS111

Land to north east of Horringer

Horringer

1.9

WS113

Land at Sharpes Lane, Horringer

Horringer

1.0

WS595

Corner of Westley Lane and A143, Horringer

Horringer

0.8

WS593

Land off Manor Lane, Horringer

Horringer

0.5

WS115

Land north of Mill Road, Hundon

Hundon

20.3

WS200

Land at Whitings Hill Field, Hundon

Hundon

3.9

WS116

Site between Church Street and Lower Road, Hundon

Hundon

2.9

WS117

Land at Mill Road, Hundon - Suffolk County

Hundon

0.5

WS118

Land north of Culford Road, Ingham

Ingham

25.8

WS120

Land south of Culford Road, Ingham

Ingham

12.3

WS123

Land west of the A143 and south of A1088, Ixworth

Ixworth

10.8

Yes

WS122

Land off Crown Lane, Ixworth

Ixworth

2.6

Yes

WS121

Land at Bardwell Road, Ixworth

Ixworth

9.9

WS124

Land at Hundon Road, Kedington

Kedington

11.6

Yes

WS126

Land adjacent The Limes Cottage, Mill Road, Kedington

Kedington

1.8

Yes

WS125

Land east of Haverhill Road, Kedington

Kedington

3.3

WS201

Meddler Stud Bury Road

Kentford

6.9

Yes

WS128

Land to rear of the Kentford

Kentford

2.0

Yes

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Horringer

Grade 1 or grade 2

Land North West of Horringer

Grade II listed building

WS112

Grade II* listed building

6.7

Grade I listed building

Horringer

Conservation area

South east of Hornbean Drive, Horringer

Village or community hall

WS594

Health facility

Yes

Education facility

2.7

FZ2

Hopton

CWS

Land at Bury Road, Hopton

SSSI

WS110

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA
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Lakenheath

9.2

Yes

WS132

Rabbithill Covert, Station Road

Lakenheath

3.5

Yes

WS130

Land off Briscoe Way

Lakenheath

2.8

Yes

WS605

Land South of Station Road

Lakenheath

1.9

Yes

WS133

Land west of Eriswell Road

Lakenheath

5.3

WS131

35 Station Road

Lakenheath

0.5

WS136

Site C, Market Weston - Suffolk County

Market Weston

8.1

WS135

Site B, Market Weston - Suffolk County

Market Weston

1.4

WS137

Site D, Market Weston - Suffolk County

Market Weston

1.1

WS138

Land west of Mildenhall, South of West Row Road

Mildenhall

95.4

Yes

WS204

Land South Worlington Road & adjacent to former Dairy Sites

Mildenhall

3.1

Yes

WS139

District Council Offices, College Heath Road

Mildenhall

2.0

Yes

WS142

Land at 54 Kingsway

Mildenhall

0.6

Yes

WS420

Land off West Row Road, Mildenhall

Mildenhall

12.6

WS141

Land to west of Folly Road

Mildenhall

8.1

WS140

Land at Wamil Court

Mildenhall

0.6

WS144

Land off Newmarket Road, Moulton

Moulton

5.3

WS143

Land east of Chippenham Road, Moulton

Moulton

1.8

WS145

Land at Hatchfield Farm, Fordham Road, Newmarket

Newmarket

26.1

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Land north of Burrow Drive and Briscoe Way

Grade 1 or grade 2

WS604

Grade II listed building

Yes

Grade II* listed building

22.3

Grade I listed building

Lakenheath

Conservation area

Land north of Station Road, Lakenheath

Village or community hall

WS203

Health facility

Yes

Education facility

1.6

FZ2

Kentford

CWS

Herringswell Road, Kentford Lodge

SSSI

WS127

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes
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Newmarket

2.9

Yes

WS148

Land at Phillips Close & grassland off Leaders Way & Sefton Way

Newmarket

2.1

Yes

WS205

Exning Road, South Drive

Newmarket

0.9

Yes

WS153

Land at Manor Farm House, Pakenham

Pakenham

1.4

WS151

Land at Pakenham Lodge, Pakenham

Pakenham

0.9

WS152

Land at Fen Road, Pakenham

Pakenham

0.8

WS208

Land north of Red Lodge

Red Lodge

27.0

Yes

WS207

Land south east of Larch Way, Red Lodge

Red Lodge

14.4

Yes

WS155

Land off Turnpike Road and Coopers, Red Lodge

Red Lodge

6.9

Yes

WS206

Land east of Warren Road, Red Lodge

Red Lodge

5.6

Yes

WS157

Land west of Newmarket Road

Red Lodge

4.1

Yes

WS154

Land south of The Carrops, Red Lodge

Red Lodge

1.4

Yes

WS156

The 'Gateway Site', Kings Warren

Red Lodge

0.5

WS158

Land west of Kingshall Street, Rougham

Rougham

2.1

WS160

Land north west of Beechcroft, Stanningfield

Stanningfield

2.7

WS167

Land south of Pippin Post Close, Stansfield

Stansfield

2.3

WS165

Land at Bayments Farm, Stansfield

Stansfield

1.3

WS166

Land north of Pippin Post Close and Lower Street, Stansfield

Stansfield

0.8

WS163

Land west of Lower street and north of High Street, Stansfield

Stansfield

0.6

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Southern portion of Brickfield Stud, Exning Road

Grade 1 or grade 2

WS147

Grade II listed building

Yes

Grade II* listed building

3.6

Grade I listed building

Newmarket

Conservation area

Land at Fitzroy Stables, Rowley Drive

Village or community hall

WS149

Health facility

Yes

Education facility

4.9

FZ2

Newmarket

CWS

St Felix Middle School Site

SSSI

WS146

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA
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14.6

WS168

Land at Fordhams Farm, Stanton

Stanton

10.4

WS171

Land between Bury Lane and Wyken Road, Stanton

Stanton

2.8

WS172

Land at Little Hill Farm, Stanton

Stanton

2.4

WS169

Land off Old Barningham Road, Stanton

Stanton

0.7

WS170

Land west of Duke Street, Stanton

Stanton

0.6

WS173

Little Hill Farmhouse, Barningham Road, Stanton

Stanton

0.3

WS174

Land at Ashen Lane, Stoke by Clare

Stoke by Clare

23.0

WS209

Land adjacent Little Paddocks, Stoke by Clare

Stoke by Clare

1.6

WS175

Land east of The Street, Troston

Troston

4.5

WS176

Land at Livermere Road, Troston

Troston

0.3

WS181

Access between 45 & 55 Beeches Road

West Row

7.4

Yes

WS637

Land adjacent to Park Garden, Friday Street

West Row

0.6

Yes

WS635

Land off Manor Farm Road

West Row

0.5

Yes

WS188

Land off West Row Road, West Row - Suffolk County

West Row

13.5

WS185

Land to north of Ferry Lane

West Row

3.2

WS180

Land south of Chapel Road

West Row

2.6

WS178

Land at Williams Way, West Row

West Row

1.8

WS177

Land at Potts Hall Road, West Row

West Row

1.5

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

Stanton

Grade 1 or grade 2

Land at Shepherds Grove, Stanton

Grade II listed building

WS467

Grade II* listed building

0.4

Grade I listed building

Stansfield

Conservation area

Land east of High Street, Stansfield

Village or community hall

WS162

Health facility

0.5

FZ2

Stansfield

CWS

Land north east of High Street, Stansfield

SSSI

Area

WS164

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Education facility

Interim SA Report

Committed?

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes
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WS187

Land off Parker's Drove

West Row

0.4

WS210

Site B, Mildenhall Road, West Row

West Row

0.3

WS186

Land to rear 82/84 Church Road

West Row

0.3

WS211

Land south of Chedburgh Road, Whepstead

Whepstead

0.4

WS193

Land at Nunnery Green and Cemetery Hill, Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook

1.5

WS195

Land to the east of Gaines Hall, Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook

15.0

WS191

North of Nunnery Green, Wichambrook

Wickhambrook

8.9

WS190

Land south of Bunters Road, Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook

1.5

WS192

Land north of Bunters Road, Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook

1.3

WS212

Land at Cemetery Hill, Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook

1.1

WS196

Land at The Street, Worlington

Worlington

4.3

WS198

Land north of the Street (up to cricket pitch)

Worlington

0.7

WS197

Land north of Manor Farm

Worlington

0.5

Appendices

Grade 1, 2 or 3

0.6

Grade 1 or grade 2

West Row

Grade II listed building

Land off Pott Hall Road

Grade II* listed building

WS182

Grade I listed building

0.9

Conservation area

West Row

Village or community hall

Land off Chapel Road

Health facility

WS184

Education facility

0.9

FZ2

West Row

CWS

Land at the junction of Jarman's Lane and Beeches Road

SSSI

WS183

SAC

Location

SPA

Name

AQMA

Ref

Committed?

Interim SA Report

Area

West Suffolk Local Plan SA

Yes
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