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1. Non-technical summary 

1.1 Overview 

1.1.1 This section provides a summary of the key findings from the Sustainability Appraisal of the East 
Cambridgeshire Local Plan. This is the final version of the Sustainability Appraisal report, to 
accompany the adopted Local Plan. 

1.1.2 The Local Plan policies have been considered in relation to the key themes which are set out in 
the Sustainability Framework as follows: 

¶ Land and water resources (Sustainability Appraisal objectives: 1.1, 1.2 and 1.3) 

¶ Biodiversity (SA objectives: 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3) 

¶ Landscape, townscape and archaeology (SA objectives: 3.1, 3.2 and 3.3) 

¶ Climate change and pollution (SA objectives: 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3) 

¶ Healthy communities (SA objectives: 5.1, 5.2 and 5.3) 

¶ Inclusive communities (SA objectives: 6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4) 

¶ Economic activity (SA objectives: 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) 

1.1.3 The district wide policies set out in Part 1 of the Local Plan and the site specific allocations for 
each town and village where growth is proposed have been considered together against these 
objectives.  

1.2 Strategic Growth Policies (Policies GROWTH 1 ï 6) 

Land and water resources 

1.2.1 The majority of the strategic growth policies are expected to have a neutral or minor positive 
impact on these objectives. However Policy GROWTH 1 (Levels of housing, employment and retail 
growth) is expected to have a significant adverse impact on objectives 1.1 (undeveloped  land), 1.2 
(energy use) and 1.3 (water consumption). This is because additional growth will require the use of 
Greenfield sites and impact on energy and water demand.  

 Biodiversity 

1.2.2 The majority of the strategic growth policies are expected to have a neutral or minor positive 
 impact (in the case of Policy GROWTH 2) on these objectives. No significant adverse impacts 
 have been identified for any of the strategic growth policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.2.3 Policy GROWTH 3 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 2.3 (access to 
wildlife). This is due to the proposed requirement for green infrastructure provision as a result of 
development which can serve a number of functions including access to wildlife and wild places. 
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Landscape, townscape and archaeology 

1.2.4 The majority of the strategic growth policies are expected to have a neutral impact on these 
objectives.  

1.2.5 However Policy GROWTH 3 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 3.3 
 (design and layout). This is due to the requirement for physical, social and environmental 
 infrastructure to be provided which will contribute to developments being of a high quality 
 design. 

 Climate change and pollution 

1.2.6 Many of the strategic growth policies are expected to have a neutral or uncertain  impact on these 
objectives.  

1.2.7 However, significant potential adverse impacts are expected on all 3 objectives as a result of 
Policy GROWTH 1 which sets out the expected scales of housing, employment and retail growth 
within the district. This will have negative impacts as a result of increased emissions, waste and 
the potential for developments being located at risk of flooding. 

1.2.8 However Policy GROWTH 3 is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on objective 4.2 
(waste) as new waste recycling infrastructure will help to assist the recycling of waste products. 

Healthy communities 

1.2.9 The strategic growth policies are mainly expected to have a neutral or uncertain impact on these 
objectives. However, for Policy GROWTH 1 a significant adverse impact is predicted in relation to 
objective 5.2 (crime) as an increase in population could lead to increased levels of crime/fear of 
crime.  For Policy GROWTH 3 a significant beneficial impact is predicted on objectives 5.1 (health) 
and 5.3 (open space) as the policy requires the provision of additional physical, social and green 
infrastructure to serve the needs of new development. 

 Inclusive communities 

1.2.10 Generally the strategic growth policies are expected to have a significant positive impact on these 
objectives. However, Policy GROWTH 1 is expected to have a significant adverse impact on 
objective 6.1 (accessibility), because although new/improved community facilities will be sought in 
connection with new development, the infrastructure gap means that peopleôs access to 
community facilities is likely to be worse than currently.   

1.2.11 Policies GROWTH 2, 3 and 4 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 6.1 
(accessibility) by focusing development in the main settlements within the district and enabling 
infrastructure to be provided alongside growth.  

1.2.12 Policies GROWTH 1, 2, 3 and 4 are also expected to have a significant positive impact on 
objective 6.3 (housing) as they should help to increase the provision of housing in the district. 

1.2.13 Policies GROWTH 3, 4 and 6 are also expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 
6.4 (community involvement) as additional infrastructure and provision of community-led 
development could help to assist community cohesion.  

Economic activity 

1.2.14 Generally the strategic growth policies are expected to have a significant positive impact on 
 these objectives. No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the strategic 
 growth policies in relation to these objectives. 
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1.2.15 Policies GROWTH 2, 3, 4 and 5 are expected to have a significant positive impacts on objective 
 7.1 (access to work). 

1.2.16 Policies GROWTH 2, 4 and 5 are also expected to have a significant positive impacts on 
 objective 7.2 (investment) and 7.3 (local economy). 

1.3 Housing Policies (Policies HOU 1 ï 9) 

Land and water resources  

1.3.1 The housing policies are generally expected to have a minor positive or neutral impact on these 
objectives.  However, Policies HOU 2 and HOU 7 are predicted to have a significant positive 
impact on objective 1.1 (undeveloped land) as they involve achieving higher densities and 
intensification of use on brownfield sites.  

1.3.2 However some minor adverse impacts have been identified where certain types of housing 
 development will be allowed on undeveloped sites outside of identified settlement boundaries 
 (Policies HOU 5, 6 and 9). 

Biodiversity 

1.3.3 The housing policies are generally expected to have a neutral or uncertain impact on these 
 objectives. No significant adverse or positive impacts have been identified for any of the housing 
 policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.3.4 Policy HOU 2 (Housing density) is expected to have a minor positive impact on objectives 2.1 
 (Nature sites and species) and 2.2 (Biodiversity) as it will limit potential impacts on designated 
 and non-designated nature conservation sites and priority species of biodiversity importance. 

Landscape, townscape and archaeology 

1.3.5 The housing policies are generally expected to have a positive impact or neutral impact, with no 
significant adverse impacts identified for any of the housing policies in relation to these objectives. 
Although minor adverse impacts are predicted for Policies 4, 5 and 6 in relation to objective 3.2, as 
the policies allow for development in the countryside which may impact the landscape character. 

1.3.6 Policy HOU 2 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 3.1 as it promotes a 
more sensitive approach to the design of housing developments, which take account of the 
importance of heritage assets. Policies HOU 1 and 2 are expected to have a significant positive 
impact on objective 3.2 by promoting a range of house type and styles and ensuring that the 
character of an area is considered as part of the design process. 

1.3.7 Policies HOU 1, 2, 8 and 9 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 3.3 by 
 ensuring that the character of an area is considered as part of the design process and ensuring 
 buildings in the countryside have regard to the setting and are of a high quality. 

Climate change and pollution 

1.3.8 The housing policies are generally expected to have a neutral impact on these objectives.  No 
significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the housing policies in relation to these 
objectives. 

1.3.9 Policies HOU 2, 4, 5 and 7 are expected to have a minor positive impact in relation to objective 4.1 
(pollutants) by providing housing in locations which will reduce the need to travel e.g. closely 
related to existing settlements and public transport routes. However, Policies HOU 6 and 9 are 
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expected to have a minor adverse impact on this objective, as development will be located in the 
countryside so could increase car travel. Policy HOU 7 is expected to have a significant beneficial 
impact on objective 4.3 (effect on climate change), as the policy restricts location of housing in the 
countryside reducing the car journeys made to places of work and local services.  

Healthy communities 

1.3.10 The housing policies are generally expected to have a neutral impact. However Policy HOU 9 
could have a potentially significant beneficial impact in relation to objective 5.1 (health) by 
providing permanent pitches for Gypsies and Travellers, enabling them to access healthcare more 
easily and have access to utilities and other services.   

Inclusive communities 

1.3.11 The majority of housing policies are expected to have positive impact on objective 6.3 (housing 
need) with a neutral or beneficial impact on the other objectives. No significant adverse impacts 
have been identified for any of the housing policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.3.12 Policies HOU 1, 3, 4, 6 and 9 are expected to have a significant positive impact in relation to  
objective 6.3 (housing need) by providing a suitable mix of housing and further opportunities for 
housing/traveller accommodation on exception sites.  

1.3.13 Policies HOU 1 and 9 are expected to have a potentially significant positive impact in relation to 
objective 6.2 (inequalities) as Policy HOU 1 involves promoting a range of house sizes (for people 
on different incomes) and Policy HOU 9 should assist Gypsies and Travellers, who are recognised 
as an ethnic minority.   

Economic activity 

1.3.14 The majority of housing policies are expected to have a neutral impact on these objectives. No 
significant adverse or beneficial impacts have been identified for any of the housing policies in 
relation to these objectives. 

1.3.15 Minor beneficial impacts have been identified for Policies HOU 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 and 9 in relation to 
objectives 7.1 (Access to work), Policy HOU 3 in relation to objective 7.2 (investment) and Policies 
HOU 3, 4 and 5 in relation to objective 7.3 (local economy).  

1.4 Employment Policies (Policies EMP 1 ï 9) 

 Land and water resources 

1.4.1 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have a neutral impact on these 
objectives. No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment policies 
in relation to these objectives. 

1.4.2 Policy EMP 1 (Retention of existing employment sites and allocations) is expected to have a 
 potentially significant positive impact on objective 1.1 (Undeveloped land) by retaining existing 
 employment land and allocations which will help to prevent the use of greenfield land. 

Biodiversity 

1.4.3 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have a neutral or uncertain impacts on 
 these objectives. No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment 
 policies in relation to these objectives. 
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1.4.4 Policy EMP 9 (Holiday and seasonal occupancy conditions) is also expected to have a minor 
positive impact on objective 2.1 (Nature sites and species) through the application of seasonal 
planning conditions. 

Landscape, townscape and archaeology 

1.4.5 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have a neutral or uncertain impacts on 
 these objectives. No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment 
 policies in relation to these objectives.  

1.4.6 Policy EMP 4 (Re-use and replacement of existing  buildings in the countryside) is expected to 
have a potentially significant positive impact on objective 3.2 (Landscape and townscape 
character) by helping to preserve and enhance buildings of visual or architectural merit. 

Climate change and pollution 

1.4.7 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have neutral impacts on these objectives. 
No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment policies in relation 
to these objectives. Policies EMP 2, 4 and 7 are expected to have a minor negative impact on 
objective 4.1 (Pollutants) by allowing additional development in the countryside (which is unlikely 
to reduce the need to travel). Policy EMP 4 is expected to have a minor negative impact on 
objective 4.3 (climate change) as some rural buildings are located in fenland locations in areas of 
medium to high flood risk.  

1.4.8 Policy EMP 1 and 3 are expected to have a minor positive impact on objective 4.1 (pollutants), as 
they promote employment development in accessible locations on the edge of settlements, 
thereby reducing the need to travel by car and enabling walking and cycling options.  

Healthy communities 

1.4.9 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have a neutral impact on these 
objectives. No significant adverse or beneficial impacts have been identified for any of the 
employment policies in relation to these objectives. Policies EMP 5 and 8 are expected to have a 
potentially minor positive impact on objective 5.1 (Health) as Policy EMP 5 will provide 
opportunities for exercise and recreation, and Policy EMP 8 seeks to ensure new holiday 
accommodation is directed towards town centres, which are accessible by walking and cycling. 

Inclusive communities 

1.4.10 The majority of the employment policies are expected to have a neutral impact on theseobjectives. 
No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment policies in relation 
to these objectives. Policy EMP 1 is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on objective 
6.1 (accessibility) as many employment sites and premises which may experience pressure for 
change of use are located within or close to settlement boundaries. Retaining employment 
opportunities in these locations can reduce the need to travel to work, and support walking and 
cycling options. 

Economic activity 

1.4.11 The employment policies are expected to have a generally positive impact on these objectives. 
Policy EMP 1 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 7.1 (Access to work)  by 
providing a range of employment sites in accessible locations. 

1.4.12 Policies EMP 1, 3, 5 and 6 are also expected to have a potentially significant positive impact on 
 objective 7.1 (Access to work) by supporting the rural economy and the horse racing industry. 
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1.4.13 Policies EMP 1, 4 and 6 are expected to have a potentially significant positive impact on  objective 
7.2 (Investment). 

1.4.14 Policies EMP 1 to 7 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objectives 7.3 (Local 
economy), with Policies 8 and 9 expected to have a minor beneficial impact.   

1.5 Environment and Climate Change Policies (Policies ENV 1 ï 16) 

Land and water resources 

1.5.1 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a positive or a neutral 
 impact on these objectives. No adverse impacts have been identified for any of the 
 environment policies in relation to these objectives 

1.5.2 Policies ENV 1, 2 and 10 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 1.1 
(Undeveloped land) by seeking to conserve the natural landscape of the district and conserving 
undeveloped land in located in the Cambridge Green Belt. 

1.5.3 Policies ENV 2, 4, 5 and 6 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 1.2 
(Energy use) as they promote development which incorporates sustainable construction principles 
and methods, and reduction of energy and water use.  

1.5.4  Policies ENV 2, 4 and 6 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 1.3 (water 
consumption) as they promote development which incorporates sustainable construction principles 
and methods, and reduction of energy and water use. 

Biodiversity 

1.5.5 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a positive or a neutral 
 impact on these objectives. No adverse impacts have been identified for any of the 
 environment policies in relation to these objectives 

1.5.6 Policies ENV 1 and 7 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 2.1 (Nature 
sites and species), and Policies ENV 4 and 7 on objective 2.2 (biodiversity), as they seek to 
protect nature conservation sites and species. 

1.5.7 Policies ENV 1, 4, 7 and 8 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 2.3 
(access to wildlife) as they seek to conserve the natural habitats and species in the District. 

Landscape, townscape and archaeology 

1.5.8 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a positive or a neutral 
 impact on these objectives. No adverse impacts have been identified for any of the 
 employment policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.5.9 Policies ENV 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 are expected to have a significant positive impact 
on objective 3.1 (Historical assets) as they seek to protect and enhance the historic fabric.  

1.5.10 Policies ENV 1, 2, 10, 11, 12, 13 and 15 are expected to have a significant positive impact on 
objective 3.2 (landscape and townscape character) as they seek to protect and enhance the 
quality of the landscape and townscape.  

1.5.11 Policies ENV 1, 2 and 11 are expected to have a potentially significant positive impact on 
 objective 3.3 (design and layout) as they seek to promote good quality design and layout.   
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Climate change and pollution 

1.5.12 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a positive or a neutral 
 impact on these objectives. No adverse impacts have been identified for any of the 
 employment policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.5.13 Policies ENV 2, 4, 5, 6 and 9 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 4.1 
(Pollutants) as they promote sustainable construction principles and methods.  

1.5.14 Policies ENV 4 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 4.2 (waste) as it 
involves promoting reduction of waste.   

1.5.15 Policies ENV 6 (Renewable energy developments) is expected to have a significant positive 
 impact on objective 4.1 (pollutants) by increasing the use of renewable energy.  

1.5.16 Policies ENV 1, 4, 6 ,7 and 8 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 4.3 
 (climate change) as they promote resilience/mitigation against climate change.  

Healthy communities 

1.5.17 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a neutral impact on these 
objectives with a number of policies having a positive impact as set out below. No adverse impacts 
have been identified for any of the environment policies in relation to these objectives. 

1.5.18 Policies ENV 1, 2, 4, 7 and 9 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 5.1 
(Health) as they seeks to ensure that housing is built to good standards, that walking and cycling 
are encouraged and that pollutants are reduced. 

1.5.19 Policy ENV 2 is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on objective 5.2 (Crime) as the 
policy seeks to create high quality places that contribute to the development of sustainable 
communities, where people can live in greater harmony and with a greater sense of belonging. 
This contributes to community safety. The policy also specifically requires development to address 
crime prevention and community safety.  

1.5.20 Policies ENV 1 and 2 are expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 5.3 (open 
space) as they seek to enhance the landscape and provide quality open space.  

Inclusive communities 

1.5.21 The majority of the environment and climate change policies are expected to have a neutral impact 
on these objectives with a number of policies having a positive impact as set out below. No 
adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment policies in relation to these 
objectives. 

1.5.22 Policy ENV 2 is expected to have a significant positive impact on objective 6.1 (Accessibility) by 
protecting and enhancing the open landscape and maintaining and creating attractive town and 
village centres.  

Economic activity 

1.5.23 The environment and climate change policies are expected to have a positive impact on these 
objectives. No significant adverse impacts have been identified for any of the employment policies 
in relation to these objectives. 

1.5.24 Policy ENV 1 is expected to have a potentially significant positive impact on objectives 7.1 (Access 
to work) as it seeks to protect natural and manmade features in the landscape. This will improve 
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the quality of the environment and overall make the District a more attractive place in which to live, 
work and invest. This has the potential to encourage business development. 

1.6 Community Facilities and Services Policies (Policies COM 1 ï 8) 

Land and water resources 

1.6.1 The majority of the community facilities and services policies are expected to have a neutral or 
minor beneficial impact on these objectives. However Policy COM 7 (Transport impact) is 
expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective 1.2 as it will encourage 
transport modes other than car which will reduce the use of non-renewable resources. 

1.6.2 Policy COM 5 is expected to have a potential minor negative impact on objective 1.1 (undeveloped 
land) as strategic green infrastructure could involve using prime agricultural land. Policy COM 8 is 
expected to have a potential minor negative impact on objective 1.2 (energy use) as it does not 
seek to limit to a maximum the amount of car parking required so does not discourage car 
ownership and use. This may have an adverse impact on the use of non renewable resources.  

 Biodiversity 

1.6.3 The majority of the community facilities and services policies are expected to have a neutral or 
uncertain impact on these objectives. However Policy COM 5 (Strategic Green infrastructure) 
which aims to protect and promote green infrastructure is expected to have potentially significant 
beneficial impacts in relation to objectives 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3. Policy COM 3 is also expected to have 
a significant beneficial impact on objective 2.3, as it seeks to retain community open space.  

Landscape, townscape and archaeology 

1.6.4 The majority of the community facilities and services policies are expected to have a neutral or 
uncertain impact on these objectives. No negative impacts are anticipated.  

1.6.5 Minor beneficial impacts are predicted in relation to: Policy COM 3 on objective 3.1 (historical 
assets), Policy COM 8 on objective 3.2 (landscape and townscape character) and Policies COM 4, 
7 and 8 on objective 3.3 (design and layout).  

Climate change and pollution 

1.6.6 The majority of the community facilities and services policies are expected to have a neutral or 
uncertain impact on these objectives (in the case of Policy COM 1).  

1.6.7 Policy COM 5 is expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective 4.3 
(Climate change) by ensuring natural landscapes are protected it will help to conserve water 
resources and reduce run off during rainy periods. Policy COM 2 is expected to have a minor 
benefical impact on objective 4.3 (Climate change). 

1.6.8 Policy COM 7 is expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective 4.1 
(Pollutants) as it will help to reduce greenhouse gases and emissions by encouraging alternative 
transport modes including walking, cycling and public transport. Policy COM 6 is expected to have 
a minor beneficial impact on objective 4.1. Policy COM 8 is expected to have a minor adverse 
impact on objective 4.1 as it does not seek to limit to a maximum the amount of car parking 
required, so does not discourage car ownership and use. This may have an adverse impact on the 
use of non renewable resources.  
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Healthy communities 

1.6.9 Policy COM 5 is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on objective 5.1 (Health) and 5.3 
(Open space) as it seeks to protect, enhance and improve green and open spaces within the 
district which will have associated health benefits. Similarly Policies COM 3 and 4 are also 
expected to have potentially significant beneficial impacts on objective 5.1 by protecting existing 
open spaces and community facilities as well as promoting the provision of new healthcare 
facilities. 

1.6.10 Policy COM 7 is expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective 5.1 
(Health) by encouraging alternative transport modes including walking and cycling which will have 
health benefits. 

Inclusive communities 

1.6.11 The community facilities and services policies are expected to have a largely positive impact on 
these objectives ï with the exception of objective 6.3 (Housing Need) where neutral impacts are 
anticipated.  

1.6.12 Policy COM 4 is expected to have a significant beneficial impact on objectives 6.2 (inequalities) 
and 6.4 (community Involvement) as it seeks to promote new facilities within communities which 
will provide opportunities for community engagement and promote community cohesion.  

1.6.13 Policies COM 1, 5, 6 and 7 are expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on 
objective 6.1 (Accessibility) by supporting development in town centres, improving the availability 
of leisure opportunities and providing access to services and information on-line. 

1.6.14 Policies COM 4, 6 and 7 are expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on 
objective 6.2 (Inequalities) by protecting community facilities and open spaces which will benefit all 
residents regardless of age or income and by helping to reduce digital exclusion in more rural parts 
of the district.  

Economic activity 

1.6.15 The community facilities and services policies are expected to have a largely positive impact on 
these objectives. However Policy COM 3 (Retaining community facilities) is expected to have a 
significant negative impact on objective 7.3 (Local economy).  

1.6.16 Policy COM 1 and 2 are expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective  
7.3 (Local economy) by encouraging the development of town centres locations and contributing to 
the viability and vitality of these areas.  

1.6.17 Policy COM 6 are expected to have a potentially significant beneficial impact on objective 7.1 
(Access to work), 7.2 (Involvement) and 7.3 (Local economy)  by potentially creating further job 
opportunities, improving access to education and training and improving the competitiveness of 
businesses. 

1.7 Potential effects of the site allocations 

1.7.1 The allocations for employment, residential and mixed use development sites at each town and 
village are shown on inset maps in the Local Plan and set out in the following policies: 

¶ Ely: ELY 1 ï ELY 13 

¶ Soham: SOH 1 ï SOH 15 

¶ Littleport: LIT 1 ï LIT 6 
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¶ Barway:  BAR 1 and BAR 2 

¶ Bottisham: BOT 1 and BOT 2 

¶ Burwell:  BUR 1 ï BUR 5 

¶ Cheveley: CHV 1 and CHV 2 

¶ Fordham: FRD 1 - 8 

¶ Haddenham: HAD 1 ï HAD 3 

¶ Isleham: ISL 1 ï ISL 6 

¶ Little Downham: LTD 1 

¶ Prickwillow: PRK 1 

¶ Pymoor: PYM 1 

¶ Sutton: SUT 1 

¶ Swaffham Prior: SWP 1 and SWP 2 

¶ Wentworth: WEN 1 and WEN 2 

¶ Wicken: WIC 1 and WIC 2 

¶ Gypsy and Traveller site allocations 

 

1.7.2 Each of the site allocations has been considered against the objectives outlined in the 

Sustainability Framework. For each town and village an assessment has been made of the 

available options for housing, employment, retail and mixed use sites against these objectives. 

Further details of which are set out in chapter 4 of this document. The final allocation policies are 

assessed in chapter 5 below. The summary sections below focus on the effects in the Market 

Towns.  

 

Ely 

 

1.7.3 In the case of Ely a variety of options relating to the potential scale of housing growth at North Ely 

have been considered from 1,000 to 5,000 dwellings. The development of Ely North at a scale of 

3,000 dwellings has been identified as the most sustainable option. A number of options have also 

been considered in relation to potential employment led/mixed sites with existing employment sites 

and the Station Gateway identified as the preferred locations.  

 

1.7.4 Potential locations for a new cinema were also considered with the land at Downham Road 

identified as the preferred location. With a number of other potential options within Ely for the 

proposed cinema performing well in relation to the SA Framework. 

 

1.7.5 The detailed wording of the Local Plan policies for Ely were also assessed against the SA 

Framework.  The policies proposing housing development (e.g. Policies ELY 1, 2, 3, 5, 7 and 8) all 

registered strong and significant beneficial impacts in terms of objective 6.3 (housing need). Those 

proposing employment development or an element of employment development or regeneration 

(e.g. Policies ELY 1, 2, 4, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 and 13) registered strong and significant beneficial 

impacts in terms of one or more of the economic activity objectives (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3). Policies 

majoring in the provision of accessible community/retail facilities (e.g. Policies ELY 2, 4, 6, 7, 8 and 

13) registered strong and significant beneficial impacts in terms of objective 6.1 (accessibility). 

Policy 6 relating to Ely Market Square is expected to have a strong and significant beneficial 

impact in terms of objective 5.3 (open space), as it aims to increase the quality of the open area. 
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Policy 10 (Leisure centre and cinema) is expected to have a strong and significant beneficial 

impact in terms of objective 5.1 (health) as it involves new enhanced leisure provision for the area.  

 

1.7.6 The only strong and significant adverse impacts are registered in relation to Policy ELY 11, for 

objectives 4.1 (pollutants) and 6.1 (accessibility). This is due to large scale employment being 

proposed in a rural location which is not well served by public transport. 

 
Soham  

 

1.7.7 In the case of Soham a variety of options relating to the potential scale of housing/mixed use sites 

were considered. The preferred locations benefit from having a positive impact on a number of 

objectives including aiding the vitality and viability of Soham town centre (objectives 4.1, 6.1, 7.2 

and 7.3).  

 

1.7.8 In addition a number of town centre opportunity sites were considered for retail and community 

uses. All of which have been considered to have sustainability benefits in relation to the proposed 

use. 

 

1.7.9 The detailed wording of proposed policies for Soham were also assessed against the SA 

Framework. All of the policies registered strong and significant beneficial impacts in terms of one 

or more of the economic activity objectives (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) ï as they involve the provision of 

employment, retail or community/infrastructure development (or an element of). The policies 

proposing mainly housing development (e.g. Policies SOH 1-8) all registered strong and significant 

beneficial impacts in terms of objective 6.3 (housing need). Policies majoring in the provision of 

accessible community/retail facilities (e.g. Policies SOH 1-9 and 12-15) registered strong and 

significant beneficial impacts in terms of objective 6.1 (accessibility). Policy 15 relating to Fountain 

Lane recreation ground also scored strong and significant beneficial impacts in relation to 

objectives 3.2 (landscape and townscape character), 5.3 (open space) and 6.4 (community 

involvement). Policy 16 relating to the protection and enhancement of the Commons and Green 

Lanes also scored strong and significant beneficial impacts in terms of objectives 2.2 (biodiversity), 

2.3 (access to wildlife), 3.2 (landscape and townscape character) and 5.3 (open space).   

 

1.7.10 No strong and significant adverse effects were identified for the Soham policies. Significant 

adverse effects were only identified in relation to the employment allocation east of the A142 

(Policy SOH 11), for objectives 3.2 (landscape and townscape character) and 4.1 (pollutants). This 

is due to the siteôs location to the east of the bypass in open countryside.  

 

Littleport 
 

1.7.11 In the case of Littleport a number of options relating to the potential of housing/mixed use sites 

were considered. The preferred housing locations (Options 1 and 2) benefit from not being located 

in areas of significant flood risk (flood zone 3) and will have more limited impacts on the landscape 

character in comparison to a number of other available options. 

 

1.7.12 In addition a number of locations were considered for a primary and secondary school (including 

co-location of schools were possible). The land to the west of Camel Road is considered to be a 
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sustainable location for a primary and secondary school subject to resolving the identified issues 

relating to flood risk and the loss of open space. 

 

1.7.13 The detailed wording of proposed policies for Littleport were also assessed against the SA 

Framework. Policy LIT 1 involves a mixed use housing/employment scheme, and therefore 

registers a strong and significant beneficial impact in terms of housing delivery (objective 6.3) and 

economic activity (objectives 7.1 and 7.3). Policy LIT 2 involves a housing only scheme so 

registers a strong and significant beneficial impact in terms of housing delivery only (objective 6.3). 

Policies LIT 3 and 4 are employment allocations and therefore register strong and significant 

beneficial impacts in terms of economic objectives 7.1 and 7.3. Policy LIT 5 relates to regeneration 

of the town centre and is therefore expected to result in strong and significant beneficial impacts in 

terms of objective 6.1 (accessibility to services) and 7.3 (local economy). Policy LIT 6 (school 

provision) is expected to result in a range of strong and significant benefits including access to 

facilities (objective 6.1), community involvement (objective 6.4), investment (objective 7.2) and the 

local economy (objective 7.3).   

 

1.7.14 No strong and significant adverse effects were identified for the Littleport policies. However there 

were potentially significant adverse effects identified for objectives 4.3 for Policy LIT 4 and 6 as 

these sites are located in areas which are at a high risk of flooding. 

 

Burwell 

 

1.7.15 In the case of Burwell a number of options relating to the potential scale of housing/mixed use 

sites were considered. The preferred location (Land off Newmarket Road) benefits from close to 

the centre of Burwell and available services within the village. The other available options are 

considered to have potential for landscape character or other issues (including flood risk and the 

loss of employment). 

 

1.7.16 Similarly the preferred employment allocation is considered to have no adverse impact on the 

character and setting of Burwell (objectives 3.1 and 3.2) and involves the re-use of brownfield land 

(objective 1.1). 

 

1.7.17 The detailed wording of proposed policies for Burwell were also assessed against the SA 

Framework. No significant adverse effects were identified for the Burwell policies.  

 

1.7.18 There were also significant beneficial impacts identified for objectives relating to access to wildlife, 

landscape and townscape character, open space, housing need, access to work, investment and 

the local economy. 

 

 Other villages with potential housing and employment allocations 

1.7.19 Key sustainability issues identified in the consideration of housing and employment allocation sites 
within other villages within the district included landscape and visual impact, the loss of biodiversity 
and flood risk (in the case of Pymoor and Prickwillow).  

1.7.20 The detailed wording of proposed policies for the other villages was also assessed against the SA 
Framework. No significant adverse effects were identified for any of these policies. However a 
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number of significant beneficial impacts were identified for the objectives relating to housing need, 
access to work and the local economy. 
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2. Introduction 

2.1 Background 
 
2.1.1 The Sustainability Appraisal has gone through several iterations as part of the production of the 

Local Plan. Earlier versions of the Sustainability Appraisal can be viewed on the District Councilôs 
website.  

2.1.2 Following the examination of the Local Plan, a series of further modifications to the Local Plan 
were proposed by the Council. The proposed changes were in response to the Inspectorôs 
concerns relating to 5 year housing supply, as outlined in the Interim Conclusions Note issued on 
the 14th July 20141. A number of additional housing allocations were proposed, along with other 
consequential changes to the Local Plan. The key proposed changes required amendments or 
additions to the Sustainability Appraisal.  

2.1.3 This report addresses the requirements of Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) as required 
under the European Union Directive 2001/42/EC, and Sustainability Appraisal (SA), as required by 
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  

2.2 Role of the Local Plan 
 
2.2.1 The East Cambridgeshire District Council Local Plan will guide the growth of the district up to the 

year 2031. The Local Plan includes:  

¶ Strategic vision and objectives 

¶ Spatial development strategy and policies to meet these objectives (including the numbers of 
houses to be built over the Plan period) 

¶ óDevelopment controlô policies for assessing planning applications 

¶ Allocations of land for housing, employment, retail, infrastructure and other land uses.  

2.2.2 The Local Plan forms the main part of the District Councilôs statutory óLocal Development 
Frameworkô (LDF). The LDF will include the Local Plan, associated Proposals Map, and other 
Supplementary Planning Documents which will be produced after adoption of the Local Plan. The 
Local Plan replaces the Core Strategy (2009) which set out the previous strategy for the 
development of East Cambridgeshire.  

2.2.3 The production of the new Local Plan commenced formally in January 2011. However, work on 
site allocations commenced in 2009 as part of the production of a proposed Ely Area Action Plan, 
and (rest of district) Site Allocations DPD. Site allocations are now included in the Local Plan ï 
therefore this work has been incorporated into the Local Plan process.  

2.2.4 The early stages of production involved extensive community consultation on issues affecting the 
local area and options/alternatives for addressing these. A list of key consultation events is set out 
in Appendix 1 to this SA document. A range of technical work has also been carried out ï for 
example, on flood risk, water requirements, and the need for additional housing growth.  

2.3 Role of the Sustainability Appraisal 
 
2.3.1 European Directive 2001/42/EC requires that a óStrategic Environmental Assessmentô (SEA) is 

carried out on plans and programmes which are likely to have significant effects on the 

                                                
1 Inspectorôs Interim Conclusions ï 14th July 2014 (Examination Document IN/15). 
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environment. Therefore an SEA is required on the Local Plan. The purpose is to consider 
environmental effects and look at how to mitigate adverse impacts.  

2.3.2 A óSustainability Appraisalô (SA) is also required by the Planning Act 2004. The purpose of 
sustainability appraisal is to promote sustainable development through the plan-making process. It 
involves appraising the social, environmental and economic effects of plans, strategies and 
policies. It is therefore wider than the SEA process, as it looks at social and economic impacts too. 
Provided it is carried out in accordance with Government guidance, the Sustainability Appraisal 
process full incorporates the requirements of the SEA Directive.  

2.4 Methodology 
 
2.4.1 The SA process is broken down into 5 stages which occur in parallel with the production of a Local 

Plan document ï this integration is fundamental to sound plan-making. These stages are 
summarised in the table below.  

Table 1 - Stages of the SA Process 
 

Stages of the SA Process 

Stage A: Setting the context and objectives, establishing the baseline, and deciding on the scope 

A1: Identify other relevant policies, plans and programmes, and sustainability objectives 

A2: Collecting baseline information 

A3: Identifying sustainability issues and challenges 

A4: Developing the SA framework 

A5: Consulting on the scope of the SA 

Stage B: Developing and refining options and assessing effects 

B1: Testing the DPD objectives against the SA framework 

B2: Developing the DPD options 

B3: Predicting the effects of the DPD, including alternatives 

B4: Evaluating the effects of the DPD, including alternatives 

B5: Considering ways of mitigating adverse effects and maximising beneficial effects 

B6: Proposing measures to monitor the significant effects of implementing the DPD 

Stage C: Preparing the SA Report 

C1: Preparing the SA Report 

Stage D: Consulting on the preferred options of the DPD and SA Report 

D1: Public participation on the preferred options of the DPD and the SA Report 

D2: Appraising significant changes 

D3: Making decisions and providing information 

Stage E: Monitoring the significant effects of implementing the DPD 

E1: Finalising aims and methods for monitoring 

E2: Responding to adverse effects 

 
2.4.2 Stage A involves establishing the framework for undertaking a Sustainability Appraisal. It involves 

producing a set of objectives against which the document can be assessment ï together with the 
evidence base for the appraisal. The framework and evidence base for the Local Plan were set out 
in a óScoping Reportô which was published for consultation in 2011. A óFinal Scoping Reportô, 
incorporating changes, was published in April 2011. A summary of the Scoping Report, including 
changes made, is set out in section 3 of this report. The full version of the Scoping Report can be 
viewed on the District Councilôs website at www.eastcambs.gov.uk 

2.4.3 Stage B focuses on the appraisal of the options (or alternatives). This has been carried out at 
various points throughout the Local Plan issues and options stage. Some of this has been internal, 

http://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/
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but Interim Sustainability Appraisal results have been published at a number of points, including 
alongside the Ely, Soham and Littleport Masterplans, the Ely Area Action Plan Options Paper, the 
Site Allocations Options Paper, and the Housing Requirements Paper. All of the results are 
detailed in this Draft Final Report ï which is Stage C.  

2.4.4 Consultation (Stage D) on the SA Report on the pre-submission draft Local Plan took place in 
February 2013. Comments received on the SA and a number of small changes were made as 
detailed above in Section 2.1 above. A second version of the SA was submitted alongside the draft 
plan to Government in August 2013. Further amendments to the SA (third version) took place in 
response to proposed changes to the draft Local Plan, as set out in the Schedule of Pre-Hearing 
Major Modifications (October 2013). A fourth version of the SA was published alongside proposed 
modifications in April 2014. The fifth version was published alongside further post-hearing 
modifications published in September 2014.   

2.4.5 The final stage of the process (Stage E) involves monitoring the significant effects of the Plan. This 
takes place via the Annual Monitoring Report, which sets out indicators and targets for monitoring 
progress of the Local Plan. Some suggested indicators are set out in section 6 of this report.  

2.5 Format of this report 
 
2.5.1 This report comprises Stages C and D of the SA process. It provides an audit trail of the appraisal 

of the Local Plan proposed submission document, and summarises the potential social, 
environmental and economic implications. The report has been prepared to demonstrate that 
sustainability considerations have been incorporated into Local Plan preparation, and to provide 
information for stakeholders.  

2.5.2 The structure of the report is as follows: 

Chapter 3 óThe scoping stageô ï summarises the content of the SA Scoping Report, and 
details the sustainability objectives used in the SA process.  

Chapter 4 óAssessing the optionsô ï sets out the assessment results of the options, with 
information on how the SA informed selection of the final preferred options.  

Chapter 5 óFurther analysis of the preferred optionsô ï further appraisal of the proposed 
policies and proposals in the Local Plan proposed submission version (as amended 
through the óSchedule of Proposed Modificationsô April 2014 and further post-
hearing modifications September 2014).  

Chapter 6 óMonitoringô ï discussion of potential indicators for monitoring the effects of policies 
and proposals.  

2.6 Habitat Regulations Assessment 
 
2.6.1 European Directive 92/43/EEC also requires that a óHabitats Regulations Assessmentô (HRA) is 

carried out to look at the effects of plans on sites of European importance for nature conservation. 
In East Cambridgeshire there are several such sites, including the Ouse Washes and Devils Dyke 
Special Areas of Conservation (SACs).  

2.6.2 The first stage of the HRA involves screening, to identify any ólikely significant effectsô on a 
European designated site. If such effects are anticipated, a full assessment (termed an 
óappropriate assessment) needs to be carried out to look at the impact, and identify whether any 
alternative measures can be adopted to avoid adverse effects. 

2.6.3 A screening assessment was carried out on the Local Plan proposed submission document. 
Natural England highlighted the need for employment sites at Fordham (policies FRD 5 and 6) to 
be appropriately assessed as well as the proposed housing sites. Therefore the Screening Report 
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was updated in July 2013 to include an assessment of these employment allocations. The report 
has also been amended to take account of the proposed main modifications to the wording of 
Local Plan published in October 2013. Natural England has concurred with the results of the 
updated screening report. Following the Local Plan Examination Hearings in February 2014, the 
proposed housing supply figure for the Plan period has been increased from 11,500 to 11,700 
dwellings. Natural England confirmed in an email dated 20th March 2014 that the revision in 
housing figures is minimal and will not require re-assessment through HRA. The correspondence 
with Natural England is attached as Appendix 2 to this SA report.  

2.6.4 A further hearing session was held in June 2014 focused on the Councilôs Post-hearing 
Modifications to the Local Plan. The Inspectorôs Interim conclusions published in July 2014 
outlined the Inspectorôs concerns that the Council is not able to demonstrate a robust 5 year 
housing supply. In response to these concerns the Council included a number of additional 
housing allocations at Soham in the Local Plan. The Council has produced an updated HRA 
Screening Document (August 2014), to take account of the Modifications. Natural England has 
confirmed in an e-mail dated 22nd August 2014 (attached as Appendix 2 to this document) that 
inclusion of additional housing allocations at Soham together with development already proposed 
in the Local Plan is not expected to result in a significant adverse effect on the nearest Natura 
2000 sites (Chippenham Fen and Wicken Fen). Therefore no further stage of assessment is 
required under the Habitats Regulations.  
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3 The scoping stage (Stages A1-A5) 

3.1 Background 
 
3.1.1 This chapter summarises the content of the SA Scoping Report to the Local Plan. The full Scoping 

Report can be viewed on the Councilôs website at www.eastcambs.gov.uk/local-development-
framework/east-cambridgeshire-local-plan. The role of the Scoping Report is to set a framework 
for carrying out the Sustainability Appraisal process. 

3.1.2 Consultation with key environmental bodies was carried out on a draft of the SA Scoping Report in 
2011. A number of comments were received and relevant changes were made. The final Scoping 
Report was approved by this Council in April 2011.  

3.1.3 Further minor revisions were made to the SA Scoping Report in June 2012, and the statutory 
consultees were contacted at this stage for comments/information. This revised Final Scoping 
Report is dated July 2012. These minor revisions included: 

¶ Amendments to the list of plans and programmes reviewed, to reflect the adoption of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and deletion of other national guidance 
documents 

¶ Amended title of the DPD ï now known as the óEast Cambridgeshire Local Planô, rather than 
the Core Strategy Review. This reflects amended terminology in the NPPF and Local Plan 
Regulations.  

3.1.4 A review of the Scoping Report was carried out in July 2013 and July 2014, in order to assess 
whether an update would be required ï for example, to reflect updated legislation, guidance or 
publication of new plans and programmes. Both reviews concluded that the baseline information 
and identification of key sustainability issues remained relevant and appropriate, and further 
changes to the Scoping Report were not required.  

3.2 Review of relevant plans and programmes 
 
3.2.1 The first part of the Scoping process involves reviewing plans, policies, programmes and 

strategies that are relevant to the Local Plan DPD. This allows identification of key sustainability 
issues, and potential objectives which should be reflected in the SA.  

3.2.2 Details of the plans, policies, programmes and strategies and their assessment is set out in the 
Scoping Report.  

3.3 Baseline information 
 
3.3.1 óBaseline informationô is information on the current state of the environment and current issues. It 

helps to identify sustainability problems and potential responses/solutions. It also provides the 
basis for predicting and monitoring the effects of the Local Plan.  

3.3.2 Comprehensive baseline information is contained in Appendix B of the Scoping Report. It looks at 
the key issues and potential responses, and also includes baseline data with indicators and 
regional/national comparators.  

3.4 Key sustainability issues 
 
3.4.1 The review of plans and programmes, and baseline information (as detailed in sections 3.2 and 3.3 

above) has led to the identification of a number of key sustainability issues. These are identified in 
full in the Scoping Report, and are summarised in the table below.  

http://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/local-development-framework/east-cambridgeshire-local-plan
http://www.eastcambs.gov.uk/local-development-framework/east-cambridgeshire-local-plan


East Cambridgeshire Local Plan ï Sustainability Appraisal      April 2015 

 

 21 

Table 2 ï Key sustainability issues for the district  

Summary of Objectives and Sustainability 
Requirements 

Implications for the Local Plan 

Land and Water Resources 

Land Resources: UK government objectives include the use 
of previously developed land where possible. 
 
Water Resources: National water policies are primarily 
driven by the aims of the EC Water Framework Directive. 
Key objectives include improving the quality of rivers and 
waterbodies to ógood ecological statusô by 2015; considering 
flood risk at all stages of the planning process in order to 
reduce future damage to property and loss of life; and 
incorporating water efficiency measures into new 
developments. At a local level, a Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment and Water Cycle Strategy has been produced. 

The Local Plan should strive to locate development 
on previously developed land where possible. 
 
The Local Plan should seek to ensure that water 
quality in the district is not negatively affected by 
planned developments. It should also support water 
efficiency and conservation and use of sustainable 
drainage systems, and avoid development in existing 
or potential (due to climate change) flood risk areas. 
The Local Plan should have regard to the outcome of 
local SFRAs when they become available. 

Biodiversity 

The objectives of policies and plans at all levels focus on the 
conservation of biological diversity, including a reduction in 
the current rate of biodiversity loss and the protection and 
monitoring of endangered and vulnerable species and 
habitats. Emphasis is also placed on the ecological 
importance of brownfield sites, and geodiversity. The 
integration of biodiversity considerations into all 
environmental and socio-economic planning is strongly 
advocated.  

The Local Plan has the potential to impact upon 
biodiversity, particularly in the more rural areas. 
Mitigation will be necessary in many cases to reduce 
the negative impacts associated with development 
including: habitat loss, fragmentation, disturbance 
and pollution. In addition, development allocations 
should seek to identify opportunities for habitat 
enhancement. Allocations should also, wherever 
possible, avoid particularly sensitive areas. 

Landscape, Townscape and Archaeology 

At the EU level, emphasis is placed on the protection of 
landscape as an essential component of peopleôs 
surroundings. Cultural heritage priorities from international 
to local level include protecting designated resources and 
their settings; establishing mechanisms for their protection 
against inappropriate development; recognising the potential 
value of unknown and undesignated resources; and 
preserving sites and landscapes of archaeological and 
historic interest so that they may be enjoyed by future 
generations. 

The Local Plan should support development which 
improves the public realm, built environment and 
townscape/landscape of the district. 
 
The protection and enhancement of cultural heritage 
assets and their settings should be a key 
consideration for the Local Plan, with improvements 
to the public realm, built environment and townscape 
made where possible.  

Climate Change and Pollution 

Climate Change: PPPs focus on mitigating the causes of 
climate change and adapting to its effects. Commitments to 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions range from the 
international level to the regional level. PPPs combine both 
demand management (reduced energy consumption and 
increased efficiency of use) and supply side measures (low 
carbon options and renewables). Adaptation measures 
proposed include a presumption against development in 
flood risk areas, appropriate design of new development and 
promotion of new infrastructure such as SUDs. 
 
Waste: European member states must significantly reduce 

the volumes of waste generated and the quantities going to 
disposal, and give preference to waste recovery and 
recycling. Related objectives include the protection of health 
and the environment against harmful effects caused by 
dumping of waste. 

The Local Plan has a key role to play in East 
Cambridgeshireôs adaptation to and mitigation of 
climate change. The DPD should encourage efficient 
design of new development and redevelopment; 
support layout of development which reduces the 
need to travel and which encourages walking, cycling 
and public transport use; and support the growth of 
renewable energy provision in the district. The DPD 
should also facilitate climate change adaptation, such 
as a presumption against development in higher flood 
risk areas, supporting a growth in green infrastructure 
and promoting the development of sustainable 
drainage systems. 
 
Sustainable waste management should be a 
consideration for the DPD. 

Healthy Communities 

National and regional health-related PPPs focus on 
improving rates of infant mortality and life expectancy; 
reducing work-related illness and accidents; increasing 
participation in sport and physical activity; supporting the 

The Core Strategy Review should support 
developments which encourage walking, cycling and 
more active lifestyles. An improvement in green 
space and provision of sports and play areas will be 
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Summary of Objectives and Sustainability 
Requirements 

Implications for the Local Plan 

public to make healthier and more informed choices; 
improving accessibility to healthcare facilities; and reducing 
health inequalities. 
 
Open space: National, regional and local level policies 
advocate the provision of open space and green networks 
as opportunities for sport and recreation, creating healthier 
communities, reducing the impact of noise and air pollution 
and limiting the risk of flooding. 

key to achieving this. The DPD should also ensure 
the provision of high quality, well located and 
affordable housing appropriate for local residentsô 
needs. 
 
The DPD should support the provision of playing 
fields and other local recreational facilities. 

Inclusive Communities 

A wide range of objectives exists from a European to a local 
level with regards to the creation of inclusive communities. 
In particular these focus on improving social inclusion; 
reducing poverty; improving housing quality and 
affordability; preventing crime and anti-social behaviour; 
improving skill levels and employability and regenerating 
communities. 
 
Housing: Government objectives include improvements in 
housing affordability; high quality housing; a more stable 
housing market; improved choice; location of housing supply 
which supports accessibility and economic development; an 
adequate supply of publicly-funded housing for those who 
need it. 

The Local Plan should aim to increase inclusiveness 
by promoting development layout which improves 
accessibility to services, facilities and amenities; 
enhancing the local environment through appropriate 
land use; incorporation of green infrastructure; and 
improving vitality and viability of local centres. The 
DPD should also support development which reduces 
crime and the fear of crime. 
 
The Local Plan should support new housing that is of 
a high quality, is affordable and supports community 
cohesion and residentsô wellbeing. 

Economic Activity 

The improvement and maintenance of high and stable levels 
of economic growth and employment are key aims of the 
strategies at UK and European levels. At a regional and 
local level, emphasis is placed on attracting the research 
and technology sectors; addressing training and skills 
issues; supporting appropriate farm diversification; investing 
in infrastructure; promoting sustainable tourism and 
supporting Cambridge as a sub-regional centre. 

The Local Plan should secure the provision of high 
quality employment land and draw on the districtôs 
unique natural and cultural assets to boost the visitor 
economy. 

 
3.5 Sustainability Appraisal Framework 
 
3.5.1 The SA framework provides the means by which the sustainability effects of the Local Plan can be 

measured, compared and analysed. The SA framework in Table 3 below is taken from the Scoping 
Report 2012. It sets out 22 SA objectives, along with sub-objectives/decision-making criteria.  

3.5.2 Undertaking the sustainability appraisal involves appraising the options and policies against the SA 
framework, using a scoring system. This scoring system is detailed in Table 4 below. The scoring 
system defines the impact on each objective, ranging from a óstrong and significant beneficial 
impactô, to óstrong and significant adverse impact.ô The assessment also allows for situations 
where there is insufficient information to make an assessment.  
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Table 3 - Sustainability Framework 
 

SA Topic SA Objective Decision-making Criteria 

1 Land and water 
resources 

1.1 Minimise the irreversible loss of undeveloped 
land and productive agricultural holdings 

¶ Will it use land that has been previously developed? 
¶ Will it use land efficiently? 
¶ Will it protect and enhance the best and most versatile agricultural land? 

1.2 Reduce the use of non-renewable resources 
including energy sources 

¶ Will it reduce energy consumption? 
¶ Will it increase the proportion of energy needs being met from renewable sources? 

1.3 Limit water consumption to levels supportable 
by natural processes and storage systems 

¶ Will it reduce water consumption? 
¶ Will it conserve ground water resources? 

2 Biodiversity 

2.1 Avoid damage to designated statutory and non 
statutory sites and protected species 

¶ Will it protect sites designated for nature conservation interest? 

2.2 Maintain and enhance the range and viability 
of characteristic habitats and species 

¶ Will it conserve species, reverse declines, help to enhance diversity? 
¶ Will it reduce habitat fragmentation? 
¶ Will it help achieve Biodiversity Action Plan targets? 

2.3 Improve opportunities for people to access and 
appreciate wildlife and wild places 

¶ Will it improve access to wildlife, and wild places? 
¶ Will it maintain or increase the area of high-quality green space? 
¶ Will it promote understanding and appreciation of wildlife? 

3 Landscape, 
townscape and 
archaeology 

3.1 Avoid damage to areas and sites designated 
for their historic interest, and protect their settings 

¶ Will it protect or enhance sites, features of areas of historical, archaeological, or cultural interest? 

3.2 Maintain and enhance the diversity and 
distinctiveness of landscape and townscape 
character 

¶ Will it maintain and enhance the diversity and distinctiveness of landscape and townscape character? 
¶ Will it protect and enhance open spaces of amenity and recreational value? 
¶ Will it maintain and enhance the character of settlements? 

3.3 Create places, spaces and buildings that work 
well, wear well and look good 

¶ Will it improve the satisfaction of people with their neighbourhoods as places to live? 
¶ Will it lead to developments built to a high standard of design? 

4 Climate change 
and pollution 

4.1 Reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and 
other pollutants (including air, water, soil, noise, 
vibration and light) 

¶ Will it reduce emissions of greenhouse gases? 
¶ Will it improve air quality? 
¶ Will it reduce traffic volumes? 
¶ Will it support travel by means other than the car? 
¶ Will it reduce levels of noise? 
¶ Will it reduce or minimise light pollution? 
¶ Will it reduce water pollution? 

4.2 Minimise waste production and support the 
recycling of waste products 

¶ Will it reduce household waste? 
¶ Will it increase waste recovery and recycling? 
¶ Will it reduce waste from other sources? 

4.3 Limit or reduce vulnerability to the effects of 
climate change (including flooding) 

¶ Will it minimise risk to people and property from flooding, storm events or subsidence? 
¶ Will it improve the adaptability of buildings to changing temperatures? 

5 Healthy 
communities 

5.1 Maintain and enhance human health 
¶ Will it reduce death rates? 
¶ Will it encourage healthy lifestyles? 

5.2 Reduce and prevent crime, and reduce the 
fear of crime 

¶ Will it reduce actual levels of crime? 
¶ Will it reduce fear of crime? 

5.3 Improve the quantity and quality of publicly 
accessible open space 

¶ Will it increase the quantity and quality of publicly accessible open space? 
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SA Topic SA Objective Decision-making Criteria 

6 Inclusive 
communities 

6.1 Improve the quality, range and accessibility of 
services and facilities (e.g. health, transport, 
education, training, leisure opportunities) 

¶ Will it improve accessibility to key local services and facilities? 
¶ Will it improve accessibility by means other than the car? 
¶ Will it support and improve community and public transport? 

6.2 Redress inequalities related to age, gender, 
disability, race, faith, location and income 

¶ Will it improve relations between people from different backgrounds or social groups? 
¶ Will it reduce poverty and social exclusion in those areas most affected? 
¶ Will it promote accessibility for all members of society? 

6.3 Ensure all groups have access to decent, 
appropriate and affordable housing 

¶ Will it support the provision of a range of housing types and sizes to meet the identified needs of all sectors of 
the community? 
¶ Will it reduce the number of unfit homes? 
¶ Will it meet the needs of the travelling community? 

6.4 Encourage and enable the active involvement 
of local people in community activities 

¶ Will it increase the ability of people to influence decisions? 
¶ Will it encourage community engagement? 

7 Economic activity 

7.1 Help people gain access to satisfying work 
appropriate to their skills, potential and place of 
residence 

¶ Will it encourage business development? 
¶ Will it improve the range of employment opportunities? 
¶ Will it improve access to employment / access to employment by means other than the car? 
¶ Will it encourage the rural economy and diversification? 

7.2 Support appropriate investment in people, 
places, communications and other infrastructure 

¶ Will it improve the level of investment in key community services and infrastructure? 
¶ Will it support provision of key infrastructure? 
¶ Will it improve access to education and training, and support provision of skilled employees? 

7.3 Improve the efficiency, competitiveness, vitality 
and adaptability of the local economy 

¶ Will it improve business development and enhance competitiveness? 
¶ Will it support Cambridgeshireôs lead role in research and technology based industries, higher education and 

research? 
¶ Will it support sustainable tourism? 
¶ Will it protect the shopping hierarchy, supporting vitality and viability? 

 
Table 4 ï Key to appraisal symbols 

 

Symbol Likely effect upon the SA Objective 

+++ Strong and significant beneficial impact 

++ Potentially significant beneficial impact 

+ Policy or proposal supports this objective although it may only have a minor beneficial impact 

~ Policy or proposal has no impact or effect is neutral insofar as the benefits and drawbacks appear equal and neither is considered significant 

? Uncertain or insufficient information on which to determine the assessment at this stage 
- Policy or proposal appears to conflict with the objective and may result in adverse impacts 
-- Potentially significant adverse impact 
--- Strong and significant adverse impact 
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4 Assessing the options (stages B1-B6) 

4.1 Introduction 
 
4.1.1 The purpose of this stage of the SA is to test reasonable alternative options for the Local Plan, 

and identify and evaluate their sustainability effects. This chapter sets out how the 
options/alternatives were selected; and the results of the sustainability appraisal assessment. This 
is in line with the SEA Directive which requires that the SA report identifies: 

¶ The reasons for selecting the alternatives tested in light of the others available; and 

¶ The likely significant effects on the environment of the reasonable alternatives 

4.2 Testing the Local Plan objectives 
 
4.2.1 The objectives of the Local Plan set out what the District Council is trying to achieve in spatial 

planning terms, and sets the context for the options and preferred options. It is therefore important 
to ensure that the objectives are in accordance with the principles of sustainability. The spatial 
objectives are therefore tested for compatibility with the sustainability appraisal objectives. The 
spatial objectives are listed in Table 5 below, with details of the assessment in table 6.  

 Table 5 ï The Local Plan objectives 

Local Plan objectives 

1 
Support the local economy and help create more jobs in the district, which meet local employment 
needs, reduces out-commuting, and helps to increase the sustainability and self-containment of 
communities in East Cambridgeshire. 

2 
Provide a range of new housing in appropriate locations, which meets local housing needs as far as 
possible. 

3 
Support and enhance the vitality and viability of town and village centres, as places for shopping, 
leisure and community activities. 

4 
Ensure that new development is of high quality and sustainable design which reflects local character 
and distinctiveness, provides attractive and safe environments, and is supported by appropriate 
facilities and services. 

5 
Protect and enhance the quality, local distinctiveness and diversity of the natural, historic and built 
environment.  

6 
Protect the open countryside and land within the Green Belt against insensitive and sporadic 
development.  

7 

Reduce the environmental impact of development and vulnerability to the impacts of climate change 
by reducing pollution and waste, maximising water and energy efficiency, dealing with flood risk and 
surface water management, and promoting the use of renewable energy sources and sustainable 
construction methods. 

8 
Provide greater opportunities to reduce car use, by locating most development where there is good 
access to jobs, services and facilities, and supporting improvements in public transport and 
walking/cycling networks. 

9 
Ensure a high quality of life by maintaining and delivering strategic and local infrastructure and 
facilities needed to support local communities. 

10 
Support the expansion of the tourist economy and the ability of the district to act as a tourist 
destination which attracts high numbers of visitors for longer stays.   
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Table 6 ï Testing the Local Plan objectives against the sustainability appraisal objectives 

 Local Plan objective 

SA objectives 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1.1 Undeveloped land - - ? ? ? +++ ? ? ? ? 
1.2 Energy use  ? ? ? ~ ? ? +++ + ? ? 

1.3 Water consumption - - ? ~ ? ? +++ ? ? ? 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? ? ++ + ? ? ? + 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ++ + ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? ? + ? ? ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? + ~ +++ ? ? ? ? +++ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ? ? ++ +++ ++ ++ ? ? ? ++ 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ++ +++ ? ? ? ? ? + 

4.1 Pollutants - - ? ~ ~ ~ +++ + + ~ 

4.2 Waste production - - ? ~ ~ ~ ++ ? ? ~ 

4.3 Climate change ? ? ? + ~ ~ +++ ~ ? ~ 

5.1 Health ? ? ? ~ ~ ~ ~ +++ ~ ? 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ? +++ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ? + ? ? ? ? ~ + + 

6.1 Accessibility ? ? ++ ? ~ ~ ? ++ +++ + 

6.2 Inequalities + +++ ? ~ ~ ~ ~ +++ + + 

6.3 Housing need ~ +++ ~ + ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ? ? ? ~ ? ? ? + + 

7.1 Access to work +++ ? ++ ? ~ ~ ? +++ ? ++ 

7.2 Investment ++ ? + ? ~ ~ ? ~ + ++ 

7.3 Local economy ++ ? ++ ? ~ ~ ? ~ + ++ 

 

4.2.2 It is not necessary to remove or alter the Local Plan objectives due to their potential conflict. 
Highlighting these issues is valuable when carrying out the appraisal as it identifies areas where 
objectives need to be balanced and any harmful effects mitigated.  

4.3 Developing the Local Plan options 
 
4.3.1 There are a number of alternative ways to achieve the Local Plan objectives. This section sets out 

how the different alternatives or options have been identified and selected. This process is a 
necessary precursor to an assessment of the effects of alternatives.  

4.3.2 The various options were developed by taking account of national, regional and local policy 
frameworks, and other local information, including the following sources: 

¶ National policy guidance 

¶ Existing consultation feedback (e.g. through the Site Allocations consultation and Ely Area 
Action Plan consultation in 2010, and the Ely, Soham and Littleport Masterplan consultation in 
2009/10/11).  

¶ Workshops held with Parish Councils and District Councillors in Summer 2010 

¶ Evidence base of technical studies (e.g. Water Cycle Study, Green Belt Assessment, 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment etc) 

¶ Other plans, policies, strategies and programmes identified in the SA Scoping Report (and the 
analysis of sustainability issues and problems) 

¶ Research on the suitability, deliverability and availability of specific development site options ï 
including: 

o Consultation with the Local Highways Authority, Cambridgeshire County Council 
Archaeology, Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Biological Records Centre, ECDC 
Travellers Liaison Officer and ECDC Environmental Health (Contamination) 
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o Desktop research, including a planning history review and utilising GIS data relating to 
matters such as Flood Zones, Development Envelopes, Green Belt boundaries, 
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings etc. 

o Site visits and investigation 

o Contact with landowners and developers. 

 
4.3.3 The SA process requires assessment of all óreasonable alternatives.ô For some policy areas there 

are limited or no alternative options. For example, many of the environmental policies such as 
protection of nature conservation sites, and historical assets ï where strategy is dictated by 
national planning policy. There are also limitations in the case of site options. For example, where 
a new housing site is being sought on the edge of a village, reasonable options include logical 
extension sites which adjoin the current development envelope or built-up part of the village ï 
rather than those located in the open countryside at a distance from the village (where access to 
services and shops in the village is harder, and there is likely to be a greater adverse impact on 
the character of the countryside and surroundings). For the purposes of the SA process, these 
other options have therefore not been individually assessed for every settlement. Instead, this 
matter has been tested under the óapproach to housing allocationsô strategy below.  

4.3.4 Details of the reasonable alternative options are set out in the following section, along with the SA 
results which detail the social, environmental and economic effect of each option 
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4.4 Option assessment results - general strategy 
 

Development strategy  

SA Objective 

Option 1   
Focus majority of 
growth on Market 
Towns, with some 
growth in villages 

Option 2 
Development 

focused on the 
Market Towns 

only 

Option 3 
Development more 

evenly spread 
between all 
settlements 

Option 4 
Development 

focused in a new 
settlement 

1.1 Undeveloped land - - - - 

1.2 Energy use  + + - - 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape / townscape 
character 

? ? -/? -/? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants + ++ - - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ ++ - + 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + - ++ + 

6.4 Community involvement ++ + + --- 

7.1 Access to work + ++ - - 

7.2 Investment ? ? ? ? 

7.3 Local economy + + - -- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 2 score best as they involve focusing development on the existing Market 
Towns with their established community facilities and job opportunities. Option 1 is a slightly more sustainable 
option, as it would allow the delivery of additional affordable housing in villages where it is needed (6.3), and 
support the retention and viability of local community facilities and services in villages (6.4). Option 3 scores 
relatively poorly due to the fact it would increase the need to travel to access jobs and services (7.1), and increase 
pollutants (4.1) and energy use (1.2).  Option 4 scores poorly as new communities do not benefit from established 
community facilities, community networks, job opportunities and infrastructure, and people would continue to need 
to travel - therefore 1.2, 4.1, 6.4, 7.1 and 7.3 score poorly.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Establishment of community facilities, community networks and jobs may take 
longer to achieve in a new settlement.   

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure that new developments are accompanied by necessary 
improvements in infrastructure and community facilities ï and by local jobs growth. Need to ensure new 
developments are of high quality design and minimise impact on the natural and built environment.  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Development envelopes  

SA Objective 

Option 1   
Current approach - continue to 

define development envelopes for 
all settlements, except the 

smallest hamlets (incorporating 
housing but excluding 

existing/proposed employment 
uses) 

Option 2 
Extend existing 

development 
envelopes 

(incorporating both 
housing and 

existing/proposed 
employment uses) 

Option 3  
Replace all 

development envelopes 
with a policy that seeks 
to assess applications 
against a set of criteria 

1.1 Undeveloped land + + ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species + + ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity + + ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife + + ~ 

3.1 Historical assets + + ? 

3.2 Landscape / townscape 
character 

+ + ? 

3.3 Design and layout + + ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ? 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ? 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ? 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ? ? ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ?/- ? 

7.2 Investment ~ ?/- ~ 

7.3 Local economy - ?/- ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï In principle, development envelopes are sustainable if they help to concentrate 
development in the most sustainable locations, creating critical mass of services, jobs and homes (Options 1 and 
2). Without knowledge of the criteria to be used to assess applications under Option 3, it is not practical to 
undertake SA. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï With Option 2, there is a medium/long-term risk that employment sites will be 
lost to other uses if they are included within development envelopes due to pressures for new housing. This would 
have negative impacts on 7.1-7.3. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure boundaries of development envelopes are logical and 
consistently applied. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Amount of housing  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
óCommitted 

growth2ô with 
no new 

allocations 
(c.4,000 

dwellings) 

Option 2 
óContinuation 
of growthô, as 
identified in 
the Housing 

Requirements 
Paper3 

(c.9000-
10,000 

dwellings 

Option 3 
Amount of 
housing 

identified in 
the 

Memorandum 
of Co-

operation4  
 (in the region 

of 11,500 
dwellings) 

Option 4  
Amount of 
housing 

identified in the 
SHMA and 
Technical 

report5  
 (13,000 

dwellings) 

Option 5  
Significantly 

increased 
levels of 
housing 
growth 
 (16,000 

dwellings) 

1.1 Undeveloped land +++ -- -- --- --- 

1.2 Energy use  - - -- --- ---- 

1.3 Water consumption - - -- --- --- 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

+ ? ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity + ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants - - -- --- --- 

4.2 Waste production - - -- --- --- 

4.3 Climate change - - -- --- --- 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime - -- -- --- --- 

5.3 Open space ? ? ? ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility - - -- -- -- 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need -- ++ +++ +++ +++ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ + + + + 

7.2 Investment ? ? ? ? ? 

7.3 Local economy - + + + --? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï The results show that Option 1 is the most sustainable option in terms of the 
environment, scoring better than the others in terms of usage of greenfield land, energy and water, biodiversity, 
pollution, waste, and climate change. However, it scores poorly on social and economic factors, including access to 
housing and effectiveness of the local economy. In particular this option would be insufficient to meet the need for 
housing and affordable housing within East Cambridgeshire.  

Overall, it could be concluded that Options 2 and 3 are probably the most sustainable options. Option 2 has less 
environmental impact than Option 3 but scores worse than Option 1 in terms of social factors (housing need). 
Option 4 scores poorly in terms of unsustainable patterns of development and impact on the environment.  

Option 5 is the least sustainable option as it would have a significant adverse impact on the environment and local 
communities and may be detrimental on the local economy due to increased pressure on the road network and the 
other infrastructure. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï As more housing growth takes place, the impacts are likely to increase over 
time. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Additional growth needs to be supported by infrastructure and 

                                                
2 Housing Supply Paper ï September 2013 
3 Housing Requirements Paper ï January 2013 for period 2011 to 2031 
4 Memorandum of Co-operation between Cambridgeshire and Peterborough authorities ï May 2013 
5 óStrategic Housing Market Assessmentô May 2013; óPopulation, housing and employment forecasts: Technical Reportô ï May 
2013 
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Amount of housing  

facilities. This can help ensure the impact on certain sustainability objectives is minimised ï for example, improving 
opportunities to access wildlife (2.1), reducing pollution (4.1), providing open space (5.3), improve accessibility of 
services (6.1) and supporting investment in infrastructure (7.2). Through the Local Plan, the District Council will 
need to plan for the timely delivery of infrastructure ï this will involve establishing a strategy for the delivery of 
infrastructure and the identification of sites for infrastructure provision. The District Council will also need to ensure 
that developers make appropriate contributions towards infrastructure costs, through Section 106 agreements and 
the Community Infrastructure Levy.  

Adverse impacts on sustainability objectives can also be reduced if the District Council works to ensure that 
individual new development schemes are of the highest quality, fit with the local area, and minimise impact on the 
environment. For example, a well-designed housing development could potentially score well in terms of impact on 
biodiversity (2.2), avoiding damage to historic areas/settings, maintaining landscapes/townscapes (3.2), creating 
places that work well (3.3) and reducing crime/fear of crime (5.2). The inclusion of suitable policies in the Local Plan 
is part of this process, but the application of policies is equally if not more vital.  

Some of the adverse impacts of additional housing growth will be less if more jobs are created in East 
Cambridgeshire. This would help to reduce out-commuting, and therefore have a positive effect in terms of energy 
use (1.2), pollution (4.1), climate change (4.3), and access to work (7.1). The District Council is seeking to achieve 
continued economic growth and is committed to trying to maximise the effectiveness of the local economy. The 
current production of a óJobs Growth Strategyô is an important part of this process, and will hopefully identify 
appropriate measures which the Council can implement to boost economic growth.  Part of this is likely to include 
the need for supportive policies and sufficient identification of employment land in the Local Plan. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Additional housing can in itself help to stimulate jobs growth in certain sectors 
(7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) ï for example, retail and service-related jobs.  Additional housing may also help to bring about the 
delivery of key bits of infrastructure currently required, by providing an opportunity for developer funding or leverage 
of other funding sources ï thereby improving the quality of peopleôs lives (6.1, 6.2, 6.3 and 6.4). Conversely, if there 
is insufficient funding for necessary infrastructure, additional housing growth coming forward can create significant 
problems, and have an adverse impact in terms of the quality of peopleôs lives. This may especially be the case 
with very high levels of growth ï in some cases pressures on infrastructure may have an adverse impact on the 
local economy. 

Preferred option ï Options 2 or 3 
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Distribution of new housing  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Distribute housing to 

areas on the basis of the 
needs, size and role of 

settlements 
 

Option 2 
Distribute housing to areas taking 

account of the needs, size and 
roles of settlements, and desire of 

local communities for growth 

Option 3 
Distribute housing 

based on 
proportionate 
increase in all 
settlements 

1.1 Undeveloped land - - - 

1.2 Energy use  - -- -- 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants + - -- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health + + - 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ? ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility +++ ++ - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need +++ ++ + 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

- +++ - 

7.1 Access to work +++ ++ + 

7.2 Investment + + - 

7.3 Local economy ++ + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 and 2 score well, as they are based on a technical assessment of the needs 
and role of a particular settlement ï thereby ensuring that access to jobs, services and housing is maximised (7.1, 
6.1 and 6.3) and that local business is supported (7.3). Whilst the pure technical assessment (Option 1) scores 
slightly better on these categories, Option 2 scores better in terms of engagement in people (6.4), as it involves 
taking account of local peopleôs desire for growth. However, overall Option 2 is judged to be the most sustainable 
option, as the Council attaches great significance to the localism agenda and the importance of helping people to 
shape their local area. The option is still informed by the technical assessment, but takes account of the views of 
the local community.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure new developments are of high quality design, minimise impact 
on the natural and built environment, and deliver required infrastructure.  

Preferred option ï Option 2 
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Distribution of housing allocations as set out in the Proposed Modifications September 2014 

SA Objective 

Option 1   
Focus housing growth on Market 

Towns 

Option 2  
Focus housing 

growth on Villages 

Option 3  
Housing growth 

distributed between 
market towns and 

villages 

1.1 Undeveloped land - - - 

1.2 Energy use  - - - 

1.3 Water consumption - - - 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape / townscape 
character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants + --- - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space + + + 

6.1 Accessibility ++ -- - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need +++ +++ +++ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work +++ + ++ 

7.2 Investment +++ + ++ 

7.3 Local economy +++ + ++ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï The Planning Inspector identified a shortfall in the Councilôs 5 year housing supply (320 
dwellings) in the Interim Conclusions Report published in July 2014. The Council has identified three broad 
potential strategic options for where the additional housing allocations could be located in addition to those already 
identified in the Local Plan. 

Option 1 (market towns) scores best overall in relation to the sustainability criteria. In relation to pollution, 
accessibility and access to work, option 1 scores better than options 2 and 3 as the market towns have a greater 
range of shops, services, employment opportunities and public transport (objectives 4.1, 6.1 and 7.1). Additional 
housing growth at the market towns would also support the established city/town centres which are identified as the 
focus for additional retail and service development (objective 7.3).  

Option 2 and 3 would result in a more dispersed form of housing development which could potentially lead to 
increased traffic levels within the district particularly where there is lack of public transport (objective 4.1). Additional 
housing development at villages (Option 2) would support existing community facilities and services including local 
shops but this would not support existing retail centres within the market towns. 

Option 3 scores better than option 2 as additional housing development at both the market towns and villages 
would help to support the existing city/town centres together with local shops (objective 7.3). It would also provide 
better access to existing employment opportunities than option 3 in that there a greater number of businesses 
located in or close to the market towns within the district (objective 7.1). 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure that new developments are accompanied by necessary 
improvements in infrastructure and community facilities ï and by local jobs growth. Need to ensure new 
developments are of high quality design and minimise impact on the natural and built environment. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Delivery of housing  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allocate sites for all 

sizes of 
development 

Option 2 
Remove development 
envelopes and assess 

proposals on their merits 

Option 3 
Allocate sites for strategic 

developments only and 
allow others to be assessed 

on their merits 
1.1 Undeveloped land - - - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species + ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity + ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife + ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets + ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

+ ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + ? ? 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ? ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility + ? ? 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + ? ? 

6.4 Community involvement +++ -- - 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ++ -- - 

7.3 Local economy + - - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option. Critically it maximise the involvement of local 
communities in decision-making (6.4), but also allows the Council to identify development sites which do not harm 
biodiversity, landscape/townscape character, nature sites and which are accessible (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 6.1). 
For Options 2 and 3 there are question marks over delivery of these aspects, which will only be finalised through 
windfall planning applications. Having certainty over land allocations should also help to encourage investment in 
infrastructure (7.1) and the local economy (7.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï For Options 2 and 3, sites are not yet known so many of the criteria cannot be 
judged at this stage.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 1 is likely to save the District Council money and resources, 
by avoiding significant numbers of applications and potential appeal situations. Option 1 is also likely to save Parish 
Councils money, as there is less reason to produce Neighbourhood Plans.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Affordable housing development and community-led development could be 
permitted as an exception beyond development envelopes, to provide some flexibility in housing delivery for Option 
1.  

Preferred option ï Option 1 

 
  



East Cambridgeshire Local Plan ï Sustainability Appraisal  

 35 

Delivery of housing  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Deliver sufficient housing by allocating 
sites to meet any shortfall against the 

housing target 

Option 2 
Deliver sufficient housing by allocating 

specific sites and identifying broad 
locations (with specific sites in the 

broad locations to be identified in the 
next review of the Local Plan) 

1.1 Undeveloped land - - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species + + 

2.2 Biodiversity + + 

2.3 Access to wildlife + + 

3.1 Historical assets + + 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

+ + 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + + 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility + + 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + + 

6.4 Community involvement +++ ++ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ++ ++ 

7.3 Local economy + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 has the benefit of providing greater certainty to the district council, developers 
and the public by identifying specific sites for housing to meet the identified housing shortfall (6.4). However Option 
2 would provide greater flexibility to take account any change of circumstances that may arise in the short term. 

Both options would enable the District Council to identify specific housing sites which do not harm biodiversity, 
landscape/townscape character, nature sites and which are accessible (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 6.1). 

Option 1 would also provide greater certainty in relation to the delivery of additional infrastructure as specific 
housing sites to meet the identified shortfall would be identified at an earlier stage (7.2). However any benefit would 
be limited to the short/medium term as specific sites would be identified at a later stage in Option 2. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï For Option 2 specific sites are not yet known at this stage therefore any impacts 
would be delayed to the longer term. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Both Options 1 and 2 could have cumulative effects with housing 
and employment allocations (dependent upon the proposed location). This could contribute to the delivery of 
additional housing including affordable housing (6.3) and may lead to an improvement to public transport services 
(6.1). However there could also be negative effect where existing infrastructure has insufficient capacity to meet the 
level of proposed growth (7.2). 

Summary of mitigation measures ï For both options there would be a need to assess the impacts of additional 
development on the historic and natural environment and the availability of existing infrastructure. 

Preferred option ï Options 1 or 2 
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Amount of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Meet accommodation needs 
as identified in GTANA for 

additional pitches and plots 

Option 2 
Provide a greater number of 
pitches and plots than that 

identified in the GTANA 

Option 3 
Do not meet 

accommodation needs 
of Gypsies, Travellers 

and Travelling 
Showpeople 

1.1 Undeveloped 
land 

- -- + 

1.2 Energy use  - -- ~ 

1.3 Water 
consumption 

- 
-- ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

? ? + 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? + 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? + 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ~ 

3.3 Design and 
layout 

? 
? ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste 
production 

- 
-- ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health + + - 

5.2 Crime + + -- 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + + -- 

6.2 Inequalities + + -- 

6.3 Housing need ++ +++ --- 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + - 

7.2 Investment ? ? ? 

7.3 Local economy ? ? ? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 3 assumes that no additional Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites 
are developed and therefore scores better than the others in terms of the usage of greenfield land, resource 
consumption, biodiversity and the historic environment. However Option 3 scores poorly in relation to social and 
economic factors including housing need, access to work/services and addressing existing inequalities. 

Overall, the results suggest that Option 1 is the most sustainable option, as it has less environmental impact than 
Option 2, but scores better than Option 3 in terms of social and economic factors. Option 3 is the least sustainable 
option. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï As more Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites are developed the 
impact on undeveloped land and resource consumption are likely to increase over time. If no additional sites are 
developed there will be long term negative impacts as a result of not addressing housing needs and existing 
inequalities relating to health and education. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï none identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï none identified. 

Preferred Option 1 
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Distribution of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
New Gypsy, Traveller and 

Travelling Showpeople sites to be 
focused on the edge of 

settlements close to schools, 
shops and community facilities 

Option 2 
Allow new Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople sites in 
the countryside relatively close 

to schools, shops and 
community facilities 

Option 3 
Allow Gypsy, 
Traveller and 

Travelling 
Showpeople sites 

anywhere ï no 
restrictions 

1.1 Undeveloped 
land 

- -- --- 

1.2 Energy use  - - - 

1.3 Water 
consumption 

- 
- - 

2.1 Nature sites 
and species 

? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to 
wildlife 

? ? ? 

3.1 Historical 
assets 

? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape 
and townscape 
character 

~ - -- 

3.3 Design and 
layout 

~ 
~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ++ + -- 

4.2 Waste 
production 

- 
- - 

4.3 Climate 
change 

~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health + + - 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + + -- 

6.2 Inequalities + + ? 

6.3 Housing need + ++ ++ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to 
work 

++ + ? 

7.2 Investment ? ? ? 

7.3 Local 
economy 

~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 2 both perform well in relation to reducing the need to travel and 
providing greater access to services and facilities for the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople communities. 
Both Options 1 and 2 positively address housing need and access to services by providing sites within close 
proximity to settlements with a range of services.   

Option 3 is considered to be the least sustainable option as it would have the greatest impact on the usage of 
greenfield land, pollutants and would not provide good access to services and facilities for the Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople communities. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites are of high 
quality design, minimise impact on the natural and historic environment and the landscape. 

Preferred Option 2 
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Scale of jobs growth  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Jobs growth based 
on historical rates 

(10,000) 

Option 2 
Jobs growth based on 

local economic 
forecasts (7,900) 

Option 3 
Jobs growth taking account of 
historical rates, local forecasts, 

and aim of increasing jobs density 
ratio to Cambs average of 0.75 

(9200) 
1.1 Undeveloped land --- - -- 

1.2 Energy use  --- - -- 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants --- - -- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work +++ + ++ 

7.2 Investment +++ + ++ 

7.3 Local economy +++ + ++ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 3 appears to be the most sustainable option, as it offers a balance between the 
environmental dis-benefits of growth (1.1, 1.2 and 4.1), and the economic benefits of growth (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï The Plan can set a ótargetô and a strategy for economic growth, but 
the delivery of a jobs target will be largely dependent on the ability of the market and other factors.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï The retention of existing land and premises in or last used for employment 
purposes can help to reduce the amount of greenfield land required (1.1) as well as benefiting the local economy 
and investment (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) by retaining a range of different size and types of sites, often on sites in 
accessible locations.  Will also be important to ensure transport infrastructure in particular is suitable, to cater for 
additional trips anticipated, and help promote more cycling and walking.  

Preferred option ï Option 3 
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Provision of employment sites  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allocate sites close to the main 

settlements or in strategic locations, 
and support other sustainable 

proposals such as extensions to 
businesses and re-use of rural 

buildings 

Option 2 
No restrictions on 

the location of 
allocations or 
development 

proposals  

Option 3 
Focus most new 

employment 
development within 

settlement 
boundaries  

1.1 Undeveloped land + -- +++ 

1.2 Energy use  + - ++ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? + 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants + --- ++ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - + 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + --- ++ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ++ -- +++ 

7.2 Investment + - --- 

7.3 Local economy + ++ --- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option, as it should help to support provision of new 
jobs and the expansion of the local economy (7.2 and 7.3), whilst limiting the impact on the environment through 
focusing on land close to settlements or re-use of buildings (1.1, 1.2, 4.1 and 4.3). It should also enable a 
significant proportion of new jobs to be in accessible locations (6.1 and 7.1).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Limiting the impact of development on the countryside may boost the 
attractiveness of the area for further economic investment.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure new developments are of high quality design, minimise impact 
on the natural and built environment and countryside, and deliver required infrastructure. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Retail hierarchy  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Ely as the main focus for major retail 

development, with some in Soham and 
Littleport. Villages focused on local 

needs 

Option 2 
Major retail development 
to be distributed between 

the Market Towns 

Option 3 
Allow development of 

any scale in any 
location 

1.1 Undeveloped 
land 

~ ~ -- 

1.2 Energy use  - - - 

1.3 Water 
consumption 

~ 
~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites 
and species 

? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to 
wildlife 

~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical 
assets 

? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape / 
townscape 
character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and 
layout 

? 
? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ++ -- -- 

4.2 Waste 
production 

~ 
~ ~ 

4.3 Climate 
change 

~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility +++ ++ ? 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ? 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ++ + ? 

7.2 Investment + + ? 

7.3 Local economy ++ + ? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 would help to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and other pollutants and increase 
accessibility to shops. Ely is the largest and most accessible settlement in the district, and the dominant centre for comparison 
shopping. Therefore, there are greater opportunities to access shops by means other than the car, and opportunities for linked 
trips (which reduces car usage). Option 2 would do little to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases and other pollutants, or 
increase accessibility of shops. Option 1 would also help to consolidate Elyôs position as the main centre for non-food shopping 
and improve the competitiveness of the local economy. The Councilôs Retail Study recognises that Ely has a different role to 
Soham and Littleport, and is the main Market Town in East Cambridgeshire. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 2 (concentrating additional non-food retail growth in Soham and Littleport, as well as 
Ely) could have an adverse impact on the health of Ely town centre over the medium to long term, and its role in the settlement 
hierarchy as the dominant centre for comparison shopping. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Options 1 and 2 would concentrate retail uses within town centre boundaries, and 

therefore indirectly may make residential uses more likely outside of those boundaries.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Option 3 would require various controls to mitigate its impact if development outside town 
centres was to be permitted. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Amount of new retail floorspace 

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Floorspace target to meet 

population needs, based on the 
óhigher growth rateô as set out in 
the Councilôs Retail Study 

Option 2 
Higher floorspace targets 
assuming greater capture 

of market share 

Option 3 
Lower 

floorspace 
target 

1.1 Undeveloped land -- --- - 

1.2 Energy use  - -- - 

1.3 Water consumption ? ? ? 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape / townscape 
character 

~ ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants - -- - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ +++ + 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + + 

7.2 Investment ++ ++ + 

7.3 Local economy ++ ++ + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Overall Option 1 appears to score slightly better, as whilst it involves some environmental harm 
through use of Greenfield land and increased energy use and pollutants through construction and commercial operations (1.1, 
1.2 and 4.1) it would have a positive effect in terms of strengthening the health of the districtôs town and village centres (6.1). 
Option 2 would result in the greatest environmental harm, as it involves highest growth levels ï although it scores well in terms 
of accessibility of services (6.1). It should be noted that the adverse environmental score for option 2 is partly tempered by the 
fact that additional development will help to reduce traffic and emissions from shoppers as less people travel to access retail 
provision elsewhere. Option 3 will have the least environmental impact, but will fail to meet the retail needs of the local 
community.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 2 would initially help to increase the range of shops ï however, if the market cannot 
support this level of development, this will cause other local businesses to close. The domination of a small number of large 
stores would not help to increase choice for local people. In addition, a significant number of these new stores are likely to be in 
locations outside town centres, and be less accessible by non-car modes. Therefore, it is considered that the initial benefits of 
Option 2 could be affected by drawbacks. For the same reason it is possible that Option 2 may not benefit the vitality and 
viability of the existing town centres. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 3 would not provide sufficient retail floorspace to meet community needs. 
As a result, little money would be raised through planning obligations to improve access to services and facilities, or provide the 
infrastructure to support the growth of the economy.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï none identified. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Delivery of retail development 

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Allocate key opportunity sites in and 
adjacent to town centres 

Option 2 
Do not allocate sites 

 
1.1 Undeveloped land + ? 

1.2 Energy use  ? ? 

1.3 Water consumption ? ? 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ? 

3.1 Historical assets + ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

+ ? 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health + ? 

5.2 Crime ? ? 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ ? 

6.2 Inequalities ? ? 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + ? 

7.2 Investment + ? 

7.3 Local economy ++ ? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option. Critically it maximise the involvement of local 
communities in decision-making (6.4), but also allows the Council to identify development sites which do not harm 
biodiversity, landscape/townscape character, nature sites and which are accessible (2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2 and 6.1). 
For Option 2 there are question marks over delivery of these aspects, which will only be finalised through windfall 
planning applications. Having certainty over land allocations should also help to encourage investment in 
infrastructure (7.1) and the local economy (7.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï For Option 2, sites are not yet known so many of the criteria cannot be judged at 
this stage.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 1 is likely to save the District Council money and resources, 
by avoiding significant numbers of applications and potential appeal situations. Option 1 is also likely to save Parish 
Councils money, as there is less reason to produce Neighbourhood Plans.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified.  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Infrastructure delivery  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Seek developer 

contributions from all 
sizes of schemes 

towards necessary 
infrastructure 

Option 2 
Seek developer contributions from 

all sizes of schemes, with the 
exception of affordable housing 

and open space where schemes of 
5+ only will deliver 

Option 3 
Do not seek 

contributions from 
developers towards 

necessary 
infrastructure 

1.1 Undeveloped land ? ? ~ 

1.2 Energy use  - - ~ 

1.3 Water consumption - - ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ~ 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ~ 

3.3 Design and layout + + -- 

4.1 Pollutants ? ? ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + + ~ 

5.1 Health + + ~ 

5.2 Crime + + - 

5.3 Open space + + - 

6.1 Accessibility + + - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ - 

6.3 Housing need - ++ -- 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + - 

7.2 Investment + + -- 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ -- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is likely to reduce the financial viability of developing affordable housing, which 
would reduce access to housing of an appropriate type and amount which would meet the needs of the local 
community. Option 2 would also encourage the development of smaller developments as well as the need for on-
site provision of infrastructure on larger sites. 

Option 3 assumes that no contributions are made by developers to provide new and improved infrastructure 
associated with new development in the district. This is considered to be the least sustainable option due to its 
negative impact on the design of new developments and access to infrastructure and services. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Developer contributions are a significant source of infrastructure funding the 
impacts of which will increase as contributions are made over time. 

If developers are not required to provide contributions towards new and improved infrastructure there will be long 
term impacts on the quality of the environment. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified. 

Preferred Option 2 
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4.5 Option assessment results - other housing policies 
 

Housing size mix  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Require a mix of housing types and 

sizes on open market housing 
including lifetime home standards or 
equivalent and self build properties 

(with defined thresholds) 

Option 2 
Provide no 

guidance on 
housing type 
and sizes on 
open market 

sites 

Option 3 
Require a mix of housing 
types and sizes on open 
market sites including 

lifetime home standards or 
equivalent and self build 

properties (without 
thresholds) 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

+ - + 

3.3 Design and layout + - + 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + -- + 

6.2 Inequalities + --- + 

6.3 Housing need +++ - ++ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + ~ + 

7.2 Investment + ~ + 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 3 positively address housing need by ensuring a mix of housing types 
are provided which meets the households within the district (including the specific needs of the elderly and 
disabled). These options would also have a positive effect on landscape/townscape character and design quality 
by providing a varied townscape. Option 2 has a negative effect on housing need as it could result in a lack of 
residential properties being available to meet the housing needs of specific households e.g. 1 or 2 bedroom 
properties. 

Option 1 scores higher for housing need than Option 3 as the application of thresholds is expected to provide a 
greater range of different housing types and sizes than Option 3 without discouraging housing development 
coming forward. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï As more housing growth takes place, the impacts are likely to increase over 
time. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Leaving housing mix to the market will have a long term effect on 
housing supply. This may increase the existing gap between the need for residential properties of a particular size 
and the availability of such properties. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified. 

Preferred Option 1 
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Housing density 

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Housing density to be 

determined on a site by site 
basis taking account of 
character, features and 
transport accessibility 

Option 2 
Provide no specific 

guidance on 
density 

 

Option 3 
Set a minimum 

density target for 
all development 

1.1 Undeveloped land ++ --- +++ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ++ -- + 

3.3 Design and layout ++ - + 

4.1 Pollutants ++ - + 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ - + 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + ~ + 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 3 would provide a number of environmental, social and economic 
benefits in relation to making efficient use of land, landscape/townscape character, good quality design and 
infrastructure investment. Option 2 is the least sustainable option due to its negative impact on the usage of 
greenfield land, townscape/landscape character and increased pollution. Option 1 scores better than Options 2 and 
3 in relation to potential benefits relating to landscape/townscape character, accessibility and access to work. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 3 could result in housing developments which do not make effective use 
of the available land 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies relating to 
employment and retail development. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Option 1 would require controls that would establish the criteria, which will be 
used to define what is an appropriate housing density in a particular location. 

Preferred Option 1 
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Affordable housing provision 

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Seek 30/40% affordable 
housing 

Option 2 
Seek higher levels  

Option 3 
Seek lower levels 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ? ? ? 

6.2 Inequalities + + - 

6.3 Housing need +++ + -- 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + + 

7.2 Investment + + + 

7.3 Local economy ? ? ? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 3 would require a relatively small amount of affordable housing. Although most 
housing developments would be able to meet this requirement it would have a negative impact on housing need, as 
it is unlikely to be sufficient to meet the need. Requiring a higher level of affordable housing, as set out in Option 2 
is likely to discourage housing development due to a lack of financial viability. 

It is considered that Option 1, to require a minimum of 30% affordable housing in the north of the District and 40% 
in the south would deliver the correct balance of requiring affordable housing and not discouraging housing 
development coming forward in the District. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï As more affordable housing growth takes place, the impacts are likely to 
increase over time. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies relating to 
affordable housing in the countryside. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified. 

Preferred Option 1 
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Affordable housing as an exception in the countryside 

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Allow as exception on edge of 
villages according to criteria 

Option 2 
Allow anywhere 

Option 3 
Donôt allow  

1.1 Undeveloped land - -- + 
 1.2 Energy use  - - + 

1.3 Water consumption - - + 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - + 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + -- ~ 

4.2 Waste production - - ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space + + ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ ++ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities + + -- 

6.3 Housing need + + -- 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + ~ 

7.2 Investment + + ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 3 assumes that no affordable housing is provided in the countryside and scores 
better than the other options in terms of usage of greenfield land, energy and water and landscape character. 
However Option 3 has a negative effect on housing need as it limits provision of affordable housing in the 
countryside, an objective which Options 1 and 2 positively address. Option 1 would limit the development of 
exception sites to edge of village locations. Therefore Option 1 scores better than Option 2 in relation to the 
potential impact on the environment, resources and landscape character. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Both Options 1 and 2 would involve the development of affordable housing in 
the countryside. Option 2 would have a greater impact on the landscape character of the countryside and resources 
in the long term. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies relating to housing 
and employment development in the countryside. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Option 1 would require controls to ensure that the inclusion of general market 
housing is required to bring the development forward and that the benefits to the community are significant (in 
comparison to other housing schemes). 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Delivery of affordable housing in the countryside  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allow element of general 
market to provide cross-

subsidy provided it does not 
increase land value and 

delivers significant community 
benefits 

Option 2 
Donôt allow element of general market 

1.1 Undeveloped land - + 

1.2 Energy use  - + 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space + ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ++ + 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 2 assumes that no general market housing is provided as part of affordable 
housing exception sites. This would suggest that any development would require less land and fewer resources. 
Option 1 would have a positive impact on housing need by enabling the development of affordable housing on sites 
in rural areas (where government grant is not available). It would also have a number of social and economic 
benefits by providing significant new facilities or infrastructure (which would not otherwise be provided) as part of 
the development. Option 2 would also have a positive impact on housing need but this would be more limited due 
to likelihood of sites coming forward for affordable housing. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Both Options 1 and 2 would involve the development of affordable housing in 
the countryside. Option 1 would have a greater impact on the landscape character in the long term as a result of 
allowing general market housing in the countryside. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies relating to housing 
and employment development in the countryside. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Option 1 would require controls to ensure that the inclusion of general market 
housing is required to bring the development forward and that the benefits to the community are significant (in 
comparison to other housing schemes). 

Preferred option ï No clear result 
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Mobile homes and caravans  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Restrictive approach ï allow 
new/expanded sites within 

settlements only 

Option 2 
Permissive approach ï allow as 

exception in the countryside 

1.1 Undeveloped land ++ -- 

1.2 Energy use  + - 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need - + 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + - 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 provides the most benefits to use of undeveloped land and the landscape by 
restricting development to within settlement boundaries. It also has a positive effect on energy use and pollutants 
by reducing travel by car and providing better access to work and local services. Option 1 has a negative effect on 
housing need as it limits provision of a low-cost housing option, an objective that Option 2 positively addresses. 
However, Option 2 scores negatively on landscape and energy/pollution objectives as it would allow development 
on undeveloped land and increase the need for travel by car. Allowing development outside of settlements would 
reduce accessibility to work and local services. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 1 will provide long term protection of the countryside and impact of 
reducing climate change. Option 2 may address short/medium term low-cost housing need, but would have an 
irremediable impact on the countryside. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 2 would impact the countryside greater with time as more 
developments are built or extended and would have an irremediable negative impact on the landscape. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Where development is permitted, strong regard to colour, massing and 
materials will be needed to ensure there is no adverse impact on the character of the area or amenity of nearby 
residents. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Residential care accommodation 

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Restrict all 

development within 
settlements only 

Option 2 
Allow residential care 
homes outside as an 

exception 

Option 3 
Allow any residential care 
accommodation outside 

settlements 
1.1 Undeveloped land + - -- 

1.2 Energy use  + - -- 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - -- 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + - -- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - -- 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + - -- 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need - ++ ++ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 provides good accessibility to local services for residents, and supports travel 
by other means than by private car so would reduce greenhouse emissions and pollutants, whereas Option 2 and 3 
may increase car use. Option 2 and 3 will also put pressure on use of undeveloped land and may result in a 
negative impact on landscape character. Although there are clear positives to Option 1, it responds negatively to 
housing need. This is an important consideration as there would be a limited amount of available and affordable 
sites within settlements for residential care accommodation. Option 2 mitigates against this by allowing some 
development of care homes outside development boundaries, but still only allowing development of other care 
accommodation within settlements. This approach creates fewer negatives than Option 3 which would put too much 
pressure on undeveloped land and negatively impact the countryside. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 2 and 3 addresses the long term need for residential care 
accommodation due to the growth of the elderly population. However, Option 3 would create long term negative 
impacts on the landscape and undeveloped land in the countryside. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Option 2 would require various controls to mitigate its impact where 
development outside settlements may be permitted. To improve access to local services and reduce the need to 
travel by car, the location of development will need to remain close to the edge of the development boundary of 
settlements which offer a range of services. 

Preferred option ï Option 2 
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Extensions and replacement of dwellings in the countryside  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allow scale according 
to character of locality 

Option 2 
Allow any scale 

Option 3 
Restrict scale to 

certain % of original 
dwelling 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - + 

3.3 Design and layout ++ -- + 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + + + 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï All options positively address housing need by supporting development of decent 
homes appropriate to need. Option 1 and 3 has positive results for both landscape character and design and layout 
as a good quality proposal can enhance the aesthetics of the site as long as it appropriate to its setting. Option 2 
therefore scores negatively for both objectives as a proposal may not be at a scale appropriate to its locality and 
negatively impact on its surroundings. Option 1 scores higher for design and layout than Option 3 as relating scale 
to the locality creates better opportunity for high quality proposals, whereas relating scale to the original dwelling 
restricts the potential for improved design.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 2 may have a negative secondary impact on the housing 
stock in the countryside, possibly reducing the amount of smaller houses available for future housing markets. 
Option 3 would maintain the stock at a similar scale to that currently so would have less of an impact on housing 
stock. Option 1 would be determined on a site basis which would vary the size increase of housing stock, but limit 
the number of large houses built. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï All options would require measures to reduce the adverse impact on the 
countryside landscape. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Rural worker dwellings  

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Allow as exception 
where criteria are met 

Option 2 
Donôt allow as 

exception 

Option 3 
Allow as an exception 

with no criteria 
1.1 Undeveloped land - + -- 

1.2 Energy use  + - + 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character - + -- 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + - + 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - + 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + - + 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + - + 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy + - + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 and 3 will negatively impact the use of undeveloped land and the character of 
the landscape. There will be a greater impact for Option 3 as the lack of criteria could lead to more and/or larger 
developments. Option 2 responds positively to these objectives, but would not address housing need for rural 
workers. Option 1 and 3 supports this objective, which will also have a positive impact on accessibility to work.   

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Allowing rural worker dwellings in the countryside could have a positive impact 
in the short and medium term by improving business efficiency, which could have long term positive impacts on the 
local economy. However, strong regards to quality design appropriate to the landscape will be important to ensure 
there are no irremediable negative impacts on the countryside character. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 1 and 3 has a positive secondary effect on reducing energy 
use, pollution and climate change due to the reduction of agricultural vehicles on the public highway and distances 
travelled from existing accommodation. Option 2 has a negative impact on these objectives. Option 1 and 3 may 
also improve the efficiency of the business improving the local economy. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï To reduce the impact of development on the character of the countryside, there 
will need to be restrictions on the scale and location of proposals. Criteria relating development to business need 
rather than personal need would ensure housing in the countryside is not allowed for personal gain. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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4.6  Option assessment results - other employment policies 
 

Retention of employment sites  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
A restrictive approach ï 
retain employment sites 

and allocations (B1/B2/B8 
uses) 

Option 2 
A permissive 

approach ï allow 
change of use from 

employment 

Option 3  
A mixed approach ï retain key 

identified employment sites 
and allocations and allow 
change of use elsewhere 

1.1 Undeveloped land ++ -- + 

1.2 Energy use  + -- - 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

~ ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + -- - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ? ? ? 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility +++ -- - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work +++ -- - 

7.2 Investment +++ -- - 

7.3 Local economy +++ -- - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option as it would help to provide a suitable supply of 
land to underpin economic growth and investment (7.2 and 7.3), often in locations which are accessible (7.1). It 
also scores well in terms of environmental sustainability as retention would use less land, energy and resources 
than new construction (1.1 and 1.2) and cause less pollution (4.1) as many sites are within or close to settlement 
boundaries.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Retention is likely to be particularly important in the short term prior to delivery of 
new strategic employment allocations. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to allow some flexibility in the policy criteria to account for exceptional 
circumstances where lack of financial viability or environmental problems can be demonstrated.   

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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New employment development in the countryside  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allow small scale new build 

employment development in the 
countryside close to settlements, 

where there is lack of 
premises/sites within the 

settlement and no opportunities 
for re-use of buildings 

Option 2 
Permissive approach 
allowing any scale of 

new build employment 
development anywhere 

in the countryside 

Option 3 
Restrictive approach 
ï donôt allow any new 

build employment 
sites in the 
countryside  

1.1 Undeveloped land + -- ++ 

1.2 Energy use  - -- + 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? --? ++ 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants + --- ++ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + -- ++ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + -- + 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + --- - 

7.2 Investment ++ +++ --- 

7.3 Local economy ++ +++ --- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option, as provides some positive economic benefits 
(7.1, 7.2 and 7.3), whilst minimising the impact on the environment (1.1, 1.2, 4.1 and 4.3). Allowing employment 
development of any scale anywhere (option 2) could help to boost the economy in the short term, but would have 
an adverse impact on the character of the countryside, increase the need to travel, and place pressure on the road 
network. Option 3 is too restrictive and would not allow the districtôs economy to continue to grow.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Option 2 would boost the economy in the short term but have adverse long term 
environmental impacts.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Option 2 could lead to infrastructure problems due to increase 
pressure on the road network.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure new developments are of high quality design, minimise impact 
on the natural and built environment and countryside, and deliver required infrastructure. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Re-use and replacement of existing rural buildings  

SA Objective 

Option 1  
Allow re-use and replacement of 
buildings for business, tourist, 

outdoor recreation or community-
related uses (with residential re-use 
permitted if business use not viable) 

Option 2 
More permissive - 
allow reuse and 

replacement for any 
use, with no 
restrictions 

Option 3  
Restrictive ï do 

not allow the 
reuse or 

replacement of 
rural buildings 

1.1 Undeveloped land + + -- 

1.2 Energy use  - -- - 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets +? +? -? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

++ +? -? 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants - -- ++ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility - -- ? 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need - + - 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ++ - + 

7.2 Investment ++ - -- 

7.3 Local economy ++ - -- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option as it would help to bring under-used rural 
buildings back into use - thereby reducing the amount of greenfield land needed (1.1) whilst helping to protect 
buildings of visual or architectural merit (3.1 and 3.2) and boosting the local economy (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3). Restricting 
uses to exclude residential as a first choice would help to provide a stock of buildings for employment purposes and 
support local economic expansion (7.2 and 7.3).  If housing re-use is permitted openly (option 2) there will be 
considerable pressure to re-use most rural buildings for this purpose. However, recent changes to the General 
Permitted Development Order (as amended) now permit the conversion of agricultural buildings to residential and 
other uses in some circumstances ï therefore the potential economic benefits of this approach are unlikely to be as 
strong as previously. Option 2 is less sustainable as it would not support economic growth (7.2 and 7.3). Option 3 
would be more sustainable in environmental terms as it would reduce the need to travel (4.1 and 7.1) but would fail 
to support the local economy (7.2 and 7.3) ï and could result in the loss of attractive rural buildings or historical or 
architectural merit (3.1 and 3.2).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Re-use of buildings for employment purposes is particularly important in the 
short term prior to the delivery of large strategic employment allocations. The cumulative impact on the transport 
network could become significantly greater over time. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Need to ensure new developments are of high quality design, minimise impact 
on the natural and built environment and countryside, and deliver required infrastructure.  

Preferred option - Option 1  
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Horse racing and equestrian development  

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Supportive policy approach 
to equine development 

Option 2 
Rely on the NPPF and local employment 

policies 
1.1 Undeveloped land ? ? 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character - -- 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ++ + 

7.2 Investment ? ? 

7.3 Local economy ++ + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Positive outcomes include the growth in employment related developments, providing opportunities 
for economic growth and potentially tourism. Potential negative impacts include the effects on the landscape from equestrian 
buildings, which are often located in fields away from other development.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Permanent, once development has been directed to a location it becomes a fixed feature of 
the landscape. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Where there are a number of equestrian developments in an area this could 
cumulatively change the nature of the landscape, particularly in the case of smaller scale domestic size developments. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The policy framework will need to ensure that developments are well integrated with the 
local landscape, through appropriate location, scale, design and materials. Commercial or large domestic developments should 
also be required to demonstrate that they do not result in an unacceptable increase in traffic. 

Preferred option - Option 1 
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Tourist facilities and attractions  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Direct tourist facilities and attractions 

to town centres but allow some 
development in the countryside 

where appropriate 

Option 2 
Restrict tourist facilities 
and attractions to town 

centres only 

Option 3 
Do not restrict the 
location of tourist 

facilities and 
attractions 

1.1 Undeveloped land ? + - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water 
consumption 

~ 
~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ + -- 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ + -- 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ + -- 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ -- 

3.2 Landscape / 
townscape character 

? + -- 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + + -- 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ - 

5.3 Open space ? ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility ~ + - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ? + - 

7.2 Investment + + + 

7.3 Local economy ++ - - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 may potentially have a significant adverse environmental impact upon biodiversity, as the 

countryside developments may compromise habitats and biodiversity and affect landscape quality. There would be a likely 
positive economic effect, as tourist attractions and facilities within the countryside would be enabled, allowing the growth of 
tourism in this sector, which is particularly important owing to the predominantly rural character of the plan area. 

Option 2 would protect the landscape, reduce climate change mitigation and vulnerability (through reduced emissions of 
greenhouse gases from transport sources), protect and enhance conservation interests and improve access to recreational and 
leisure facilities by sustainable modes of transport through the provision of tourist facilities and attractions within the towns. 
However, there would be a negative impact upon the economy, as the development and growth of tourist facilities in out of town 
locations would be prohibited, which would unreasonably restrict the growth of these facilities and attractions and stifle economic 
growth within the tourism sector. 

Option 3 is likely to have strong adverse environmental impacts upon biodiversity, as countryside developments may 
compromise habitats and biodiversity, result in the loss of landscape quality and the setting of historic and cultural features. It is 
likely that this option would result in development in locations that are not accessible by sustainable transport means. Option 3 is 
likely to encourage a large amount of tourist development. However, some of these facilities are likely to be accessible only by 
non-sustainable transport means. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Permanent, once development has been directed to a location it becomes a fixed feature of 
the landscape.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Tourist facilities and attractions are lower impact in terms of sustainability than 
residential developments, such as not needing access to the same level of services, and generating lower carbon emissions 
because they tend to be less frequently used during autumn/winter, when more fuel would be needed to heat them. Indirect 
effects could include the boost to rural incomes, particularly in cases where farm owners wish to diversify their activities. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Developing within the open countryside (Option 3) could impact negatively on the landscape, 
however to a degree this could be mitigated by policy requirements to respect local character and appearance and achieve high 
quality design.  

Preferred option - Option 1 
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Tourist accommodation  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Focus tourist accommodation 
within development envelopes 

but allow some extension and re-
use of existing buildings 

elsewhere, or where need for 
rural location 

Option 2 
Allow tourist 

accommodation 
anywhere 

 

Option 3 
Restrict tourist 

accommodation to 
sites within 

development 
envelopes 

1.1 Undeveloped land ? ? ? 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity + -- + 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ~ - ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + -- + 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - + 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility - + ++ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + ++ - 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work - + + 

7.2 Investment ? ? ? 

7.3 Local economy + + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 3 would guide development to locations within settlements where attractions and 
facilities are concentrated and where there are more opportunities for travel other than by car. Hotels are town centre uses 
which are most appropriately located at the town centres. Allowing extensions to appropriate accommodation (Option 1) may 
help to ensure its viability and/or enhance its standard. 

Option 2 would not restrict the location of built holiday accommodation, which could result in an increased stock of holiday 
accommodation, in a wider range of locations, encouraging an increased number of visitors to the area. However, the economic 
benefits of this approach could come at the cost of the environment. There are likely to be strong negative impacts upon 
landscape (owing to the likelihood that holiday accommodation would be favourably built in areas of landscape beauty), the 
setting of historic and cultural features, and water quality (through the potential loss of productive agricultural land). This could 
allow development in rural and isolated locations where there is little opportunity to access attractions, services and facil ities, by 
sustainable transport means. This would be contrary to the aims of achieving sustainable development. 

Option 3 would restrict the development of built holiday accommodation in the countryside, thus minimising the impact on 
landscape, biodiversity and water (by protecting productive agricultural land) and reducing climate change mitigation and 
vulnerability (by reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from transport sources and reducing vulnerability to flooding). 
However, it would have the least beneficial impact on the rural economy. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Permanent, once development has been directed to a location it becomes a fixed feature of 
the landscape. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Consideration would need to be given to the size of the extension approved against Option 1 

as a proportion of the existing building, and also the location of the accommodation in relation to nearby settlements. 

Preferred option - Option 1 
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Holiday occupancy of non-serviced tourist accommodation  

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Seek to restrict occupancy 
to holiday lets 

Option 2 
Donôt restrict to holiday lets 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants ~ -- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ -? 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ + 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + - 

7.2 Investment ++ -- 

7.3 Local economy ++ -- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is considered to be more sustainable, as it would benefit the local economy 
and tourism (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3), by ensuring that holiday accommodation is retained for its intended purpose, and not 
altered to become permanent residential accommodation. Change of use to permanent dwellings may also have a 
negative impact on the character of the countryside, by increasing the distance which local residents need to travel 
to work and to access infrastructure and services (4.1 and 6.1).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified 

Summary of mitigation measures ï If option 1 as implemented it will require careful monitoring and wording of 
conditions on planning permissions to be deliverable. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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4.7 Option assessment results - natural and built environment policies 
 

Design  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Development should reflect local 

character and reinforce local 
distinctiveness 

Option 2 
No requirement for development to 

reflect the surroundings 

1.1 Undeveloped land ++ - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ++ - 

2.1 Nature sites and species + - 

2.2 Biodiversity + - 

2.3 Access to wildlife + - 

3.1 Historical assets ++ -- 

3.2 Landscape and townscape 
character 

+++ --- 

3.3 Design and layout +++ --- 

4.1 Pollutants ++ -- 

4.2 Waste production + - 

4.3 Climate change + - 

5.1 Health + - 

5.2 Crime + - 

5.3 Open space ++ -- 

6.1 Accessibility ++ -- 

6.2 Inequalities + - 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement + - 

7.1 Access to work + - 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 will deliver a wide range of social, economic and environmental benefits 
relating to high quality design of new development, including protection of the natural and built environment (2.1, 
2.2, 2.3 and 3.2), provision of accessible attractive and safe living environments (5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 6.1, 6.2 and 7.1) and 
economic benefits from creating high quality schemes (7.2 and 7.3). Option 2 would deliver no benefits.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Benefits will be felt more strongly in the medium/longer term as new 
development schemes are constructed and brought into use.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach to design should complement and reinforce other policy 
areas relating to resource use, open space, natural environment, climate change and the economy.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Renewable energy development 

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Allow energy schemes where 
appropriate for the location 

Option 2 
Allow energy schemes 

anywhere, regardless of 
constraints 

Option 3 
Identify specific areas 

where energy schemes 
are appropriate 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  +++ +++ +++ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ? ? 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ? ? ? 

3.1 Historical assets ? - ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape 
character 

? -- + 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ++ ++ ++ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ++ ++ ++ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + + + 

7.3 Local economy ++ + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 3 have no outright negative impacts, and a number of positive benefits. These options 
would require development proposals to take account of landscape character and heritage assets, which could be detrimentally 
affected by renewable technology development, for example where solar panels are proposed on listed buildings or buildings in 
a conservation area. Option 2 could allow these negative impacts. Option 1 is more permissive and likely to encourage the most 
appropriate developments. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Many renewable energy technologies will have a temporary effect on the landscape, as they 
can be removed and the former use of the land restored, in order to protect the landscape and best agricultural land. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Wind turbines can have cumulative impacts on a landscape, particularly where 
isolated small scale developments are granted, eventually dotting the landscape. The policy requires development not to have 
significant adverse impacts, including cumulative impacts in relation to other similar developments. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Options 1 and 2 would not allow schemes that would have negative impacts on landscape 

character and heritage assets. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Sustainable building standards  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
All developments should 

explore options for 
maximising energy 

efficiency and including 
renewable energy or low 
carbon energy sources 

Option 2 
All developments 

required to meet a higher 
standard than current 
Building Regulation 

requirements or Code for 
Sustainable Homes level  

Option 3 
All developments to meet 

minimum Building 
Regulation requirements 
(i.e. no policy required) 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  +++ ++ + 

1.3 Water consumption +++ ++ + 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ? ? ? 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

? ? ? 

3.3 Design and layout + + + 

4.1 Pollutants +++ ++ + 

4.2 Waste production ? ? ~ 

4.3 Climate change ++ + + 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ? ? ? 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + + 

7.2 Investment + + + 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï The appraisal demonstrates that all policy options are positive in their impacts to varying degrees, 

with Option 1 maximising the potential benefits. Option 2 may have fewer positive benefits since it may result in some 
developments becoming unviable. The most positive impacts will be on reducing water consumption and the use of non-
renewable resources.  
  
Short/medium/long term impacts ï Long-term impacts should be positive in improving resilience to climate change effects. 
 
Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 
 
Summary of mitigation measures ï It is possible that there could be some negative impacts arising from the requirement to cut 
carbon emissions, particularly by using more visual forms of renewable energy technologies. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Historic conservation  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Level of protection to reflect the 

type and significance of the 
heritage asset 

Option 2 
All heritage assets considered as 

significant 

1.1 Undeveloped land ? ? 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ++ +++ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character - + 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ - 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + - 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is likely to give protection to the heritage buildings of the greatest importance, preserving 
cultural activities whilst enabling those buildings that are considered less significant to be redeveloped for other purposes. The 
loss of these properties, considered to be important to the character of the built environment, is likely to impact negatively upon 
townscape.  

Option 2 offers greater protection to heritage buildings, restricting their redevelopment for other purposes. Whilst access to 
cultural activities will not be adversely impacted upon, the redevelopment of these buildings for housing and infrastructure would 
not be permitted.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Since heritage buildings are generally considered to be less energy efficient and less suitable 

for renewable energy technologies and therefore not as self-sufficient in energy terms, the stricter approach of Option 2 could 
compromise climate change mitigation and vulnerability. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Providing appropriate protection to heritage assets should result in no 
incremental or cumulative loss of historic character or gradual fragmentation of conservation areas across the district. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Biodiversity and geology  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Require development to protect 

biodiversity and geology and minimise 
harm to environmental features 

Option 2 
Donôt require protection or 

minimisation of harm 

1.1 Undeveloped land + - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption + - 

2.1 Nature sites and species +++ --- 

2.2 Biodiversity +++ --- 

2.3 Access to wildlife ++ -- 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - 

3.3 Design and layout + - 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ++ -- 

5.1 Health + - 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space + - 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities + - 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 will deliver significant environmental benefits (2.1, 2.2, 2.3 and 4.3) and also 
help to create development schemes which are attractive and healthy places to live (5.1, 5.2 and 6.2) and enhance 
the local economy (7.2 and 7.3). Option 2 will fail to deliver any benefits.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï The approach will compliment and help to reinforce other policy 
areas relating to open space, natural environment, place making and the economy.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Flood risk  

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Limit development in areas 
of medium/high flood risk 

Option 2 
Donôt restrict development in areas of 

medium/high flood risk 
1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species + - 

2.2 Biodiversity + - 

2.3 Access to wildlife + - 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ++ -- 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change +++ --- 

5.1 Health ++ -- 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable approach as it will help to limit vulnerability to flooding 
(4.3) and thereby protect people and property (which brings social and economic benefits as in 5.1, 7.2 and 7.3). 
Limiting development in areas of medium/high flood risk may also protect biodiversity and wildlife sites in East 
Cambridgeshire as many of the most of the important nature sites are wetland based (e.g. Wicken Fen, 
Chppenham Fen and the Ouse Washes ï 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach needs to be complemented and reinforced by other policy 
areas such as design, sustainable construction, open space and natural environment.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Pollution  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Require development to 

minimise and reduce emissions 
and pollution 

Option 2 
Donôt require development to minimise 

and reduce emissions and pollution 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species + - 

2.2 Biodiversity + - 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - 

3.3 Design and layout + ~ 

4.1 Pollutants +++ --- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health +++ --- 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + - 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable approach as it will help to protect human health (5.1) 
and provide better living environments (3.2 and 3.3). It could also bring economic benefits by creating attractive 
environments in which to invest in jobs and infrastructure (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) ï although this need to be weighed 
against potential costs of pollution control and remediation.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach will be complimented by and reinforce other policy areas 
relating to the environment, economy and the location of development.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Green Belt  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Restrict development in the 
Green Belt in accordance 
with its designated status 

Option 2 
Donôt restrict development in the Green 
Belt in accordance with its designated 

status 
1.1 Undeveloped land ++ -- 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption + - 

2.1 Nature sites and species + - 

2.2 Biodiversity + - 

2.3 Access to wildlife + - 

3.1 Historical assets ++ -- 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ++ -- 

3.3 Design and layout + - 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - 

5.1 Health + - 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space + - 

6.1 Accessibility + - 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need + - 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable, bringing environmental benefits relating to the 
protection of the open character and landscape setting of the area and biodiversity value (1.2, 2.1, 2.2, 2.3, 3.1, 3.2 
and 3.3). Whilst it can help to make the district more attractive for investment, the Green Belt is restrictive on 
development not compatible with its purposes ï the overall economic effect is therefore likely to be neutral.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach complements and reinforces policies relating to land 
allocation, open space, natural environment and the economy. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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4.8 Option assessment results ï services and infrastructure policies/proposals 
 

Retail frontages  

SA Objective 
Option 1 

Include a specific policy 
Option 2 

Rely on general design policy 
1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ++ + 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

+ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ++ + 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

+ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment ~ ~ 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option. Critically it maximise the involvement of local 
communities in decision-making in defining the preferred criteria (6.4), but also provides the Council with more 
control over ensuring that developments do not harm townscape character.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Sites are not yet known so many of the criteria cannot be judged at this stage.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Retaining community facilities and open space  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Require retention of community 
facilities and open space, unless 

no community need or not 
financially viable 

Option 2 
Donôt require 
retention of 

community facilities 
and open space 

Option 3  
Require 

retention in all 
circumstances 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ++ - +/- 

4.1 Pollutants ~ ~ ~ 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health + - + 

5.2 Crime + - + 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + - + 

6.2 Inequalities + - + 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ++ -- ++ 

7.1 Access to work + - - 

7.2 Investment + - - 

7.3 Local economy ~ ~ - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable option, as retaining community facilities can benefit 
peopleôs health (5.1), fosters community engagement (6.4) and ensures communities work well (3.3). Option 1 may 
also help to ensure retention of investment in vulnerable rural communities where schemes are still financially 
viable. Option 2 would fail to deliver any of these benefits and would result in the loss of key facilities in the district. 
Option 3 would bring many of the social benefits of Option 1, but would potentially cause adverse economic 
impacts (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3) as preventing change of use in all circumstances could result in the closure of community 
facilities and their non-replacement which may involve abandoned buildings.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach needs to compliment and reinforce policies relating to 
health and community cohesion. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified.  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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New community facilities and open space  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Focus new community facilities and open 

space within development envelopes, 
except where lack of land or requirement 

for rural location 

Option 2 
Allow new community 

facilities and open space 
anywhere 

1.1 Undeveloped land + - 

1.2 Energy use  ~ ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character + - 

3.3 Design and layout ++ -- 

4.1 Pollutants + - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ++ -- 

5.2 Crime + - 

5.3 Open space + - 

6.1 Accessibility ++ -- 

6.2 Inequalities + - 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement +++ -- 

7.1 Access to work + - 

7.2 Investment + - 

7.3 Local economy + - 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable approach, as it would bring strong benefits in terms of 
healthy and inclusive communities (5.1, 6.1 and 6.4) and create places that work well (3.3). It would also benefit the 
economy by helping to provide employment opportunities and attractive environments in which to invest (7.1, 7.2 
and 7.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach would compliment and be reinforced by policies relating to 
community facilities, health and quality of life.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï None identified 

Preferred option ï Option 1 

 
  



East Cambridgeshire Local Plan ï Sustainability Appraisal  

 71 

Telecommunications  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Support expansion and provision of 

communications infrastructure, 
including superfast broadband 

Option 2 
Do not allow any communication 

infrastructure development 
 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ? ? 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ? ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ~ ~ 

4.1 Pollutants + - 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change + - 

5.1 Health ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ -- 

6.2 Inequalities ++ -- 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement + - 

7.1 Access to work ++ -- 

7.2 Investment ++ -- 

7.3 Local economy ++ -- 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 creates many positive impacts for local people and businesses. Improvements 
to communication infrastructure is essential for the continued growth and competitiveness of businesses, as well as 
creating opportunities for rural diversification (7.1, 7.2 & 7.3). Option 2 would heighten the digital divide between 
those who do and do not currently have access to advanced communications networks such as the Internet and 
wireless technologies (3G). Option 1 would address these objectives (6.1, 6.2 & 6.4)) by eliminating digital 
exclusion and encourage the opportunity to access the increasing amount of information and services available 
online.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï Short and medium term impacts of Option 1 are the improvements to the local 
economy and reducing digital exclusion. Option 2 would create severe long term impacts as the district would be at 
a disadvantage to other surrounding areas with advanced communication infrastructure and would require much 
more investment in the future. The only negative effect of Option 1 is the possibility that internet shopping may 
impact the vitality of local shopping centres (7.3). However broadband is important for long-term business 
development so the overall benefit to the economy creates an overall potentially significant beneficial impact. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Telecommunication infrastructure improvements can reduce the 
need to travel for many journeys such as to work or for shopping. This will help reduce the use of non-renewable 
resources and greenhouse gas emissions reducing the effects of climate change (1.2, 4.1 & 4.3). 

Summary of mitigation measures ï Controls over expansion of existing infrastructure, including sharing of sites and 
ensuring new infrastructure is well located, designed and possibly camouflaged to reduce the impact on the 
character of the locality. Measures to secure future provision and investment will be required through future-
proofing and reducing retrofitting of infrastructure. 

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Transport impact  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Ensure development does not 
adversely affect road safety, 
and supports pedestrian and 

cycle networks 

Option 2 
Allow development which adversely 

affects road safety, and does not 
support pedestrian and cycle networks 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  ++ -- 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ~ ~ 

3.3 Design and layout ++ ++ 

4.1 Pollutants ++ -- 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ++ -- 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ++ -- 

6.2 Inequalities ++ -- 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + 

7.2 Investment + + 

7.3 Local economy + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable approach as it will help to create places that are 
accessible, safe and work well (3.3, 5.1, 6.1 and 7.1) whilst helping to promote walking and cycling thereby 
reducing car usage (1.2 and 4.1). An efficient transport network also brings benefits in relating to the viability and 
adaptability of the local economy (7.2 and 7.3). Option 2 is not a sustainable approach.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach will compliment and be reinforced by policies relating to 
design, climate change, health and infrastructure. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï  None identified.  

Preferred option ï Option 1 
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Parking provision  

SA Objective 

Option 1 
Apply parking standards to 
new development, but have 

regard to particular local 
needs and the nature of 

development 

Option 2 
Apply parking 

standards rigidly 
to all new 

development 

Option 3 
Donôt require 

certain standards of 
parking 

1.1 Undeveloped land ~ ~ ~ 

1.2 Energy use  - - ~ 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ~ ~ ~ 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and townscape character ++ + ? 

3.3 Design and layout ++ + ? 

4.1 Pollutants - - ? 

4.2 Waste production ~ ~ ~ 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility + + ? 

6.2 Inequalities + + ? 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work + + ? 

7.2 Investment + +/- ? 

7.3 Local economy + +/- ? 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 is the most sustainable approach, as it will deliver necessary parking to 
support peopleôs lives and benefit the economy (6.1, 7.1, 7.2 and 7.3), whilst retaining some flexibility to allow 
different standards which can help protect the environment and character of a locality and create places which are 
more attractive (3.2 and 3.3). This flexibility also benefits the economy/businesses, as it recognises there may be 
some locations where lower standards are acceptable. The only negative result for option 1 relates to the extent to 
which flexibility undermines more sustainable forms of transport (and decreases pollutants, as in 4.1).  

Option 2 does not allow this flexibility to respond to different circumstances and therefore does not bring the same 
benefits to the built environment or the economy.  

Option 3 does not propose any specific standards, so could benefit businesses financially in the short term as they 
determine the amount of parking to be provided. However, in the longer term any lack of parking could affect the 
ability of the economy to prosper (7.2 and 7.3), as well as impact on peopleôs accessibility (6.1 and 7.1). 
Overprovision of parking could adversely affect local character and create unattractive developments (3.2 and 3.3). 
The uncertainty inherent in this approach means option 3 appraisal contains a number of question marks.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified for options 1 and 2. For option 3 a lack of parking could 
benefit businesses in the short term, but have adverse impacts on the economy in the medium and longer term.  

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï Approach compliments and reinforces other policy areas such as 
design and infrastructure.  

Summary of mitigation measures ï Policies which promote sustainable forms of transport such as walking, cycling 
and public transport.  

Preferred option ï Option 1  
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4.9 Option assessment results ï development sites 
 

BARWAY ï housing sites (up to 10 dwellings)  

Proposed allocation sites:  

Option 1: Land east of the Barn, 
Randalls Farm 
Option 2: Land east of 5 Barway 
Road  

Other sites considered:  

Option 3: Barn at Randalls Farm 
Option 4: Land south of Barway Road 
Option 5: Land east of the Old School 
Option 6: Land east of Braeburn 
Option 7: Land south of Braeburn 
Option 8: Land north-east of St. Nicolas 
Option 9: land north of Barway Road 

SA objective 
Site options 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
1.1 Undeveloped land - - + - - + - - - 
1.2 Energy use  - - - - - - - - - 
1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ 
3.2 Landscape and townscape 
character 

~ ~ ~ -- - - -- -- -- 

3.3 Design and layout ? ? ? ? ? ? - ? - 

4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - 

4.2 Waste production - - - - - - - - - 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ - ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + + - + + - + + + 

7.3 Local economy + + - + + - + + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1 and 2 are the most sustainable sites. Options 3 and 6 are partially in current 
employment use, so would result in a loss of local jobs and/or impact on local businesses (7.1, 7.2 and 7.3). Development on 
options 4 to 9 would potentially adversely affect the character and setting of Barway (3.2). Option 4 area is particularly open, 
which options 6 and 9 involve backland development which is at odds with the current frontage character of the village. 
Development on option 8 area could potentially adversely affect the setting of listed building (3.1). Option 9 area partly 
includes an area of open land gifted to the village for provision of a village hall/community garden. The development of this 
area would result in the loss of a vital community facility (6.1 and 6.4).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï No differences identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 

mitigate any adverse effects from housing growth. For example, policies relating to housing design and layout, and 
environmental protection. 
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Barway housing site options: 
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BOTTISHAM ï housing sites 

Proposed allocation sites:  

Option 5: Land east of Bell Road/St Peterôs Field 
 

Other sites considered:  

Option 1: Land east of Tunbridge Lane Business Park 
Option 2: Land north of Beechwood Avenue 
Option 3: Land east of Cedar Walk 
Option 4: Land south of the High Street 
Option 6: Land west of Bell Road 
Option 7: Bottisham Village College 
Option 8: Land west of Lode Road 
Option 9: Land east of Lode Road 
Option 10: Land north of Thomas Christian Way 
Option 11: Land north of Peacock Drive 
Option 12: Land north of Tunbridge Hall 

SA Objective 
Site Option 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.1 Undeveloped land ~ - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.2 Energy use  - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.3 Water consumption ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and species ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets ~ ~ -? -? -? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -? ~ 

3.2 Landscape / townscape 
character 

++ + - - ~ - + - - + - - 

3.3 Design and layout + + + + + + + + + + + + 

4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.2 Waste production - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

6.4 Community involvement ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment - + + + + + + + + + + + 

7.3 Local economy + + + + + + + + + + + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 2, 5 and 10 score the best in terms of sustainability. All areas could potentially be 
developed without harming visual or wildlife interests, are not in areas of flood risk, and would not involve the loss of 
recreational or employment areas. Part of Option 1 area which is not in current employment use also scores highly. Option 7 is 
part of the Village College playing field, and therefore scores poorly in relation to the loss of open space and recreational 
areas. All of the other options score poorly as it is considered that development would cause harm to the character and setting 
of Bottisham and the surrounding Greenbelt. As Bottisham is a relatively small and compact settlement, all of the potential 
areas are located within walking distance of the centre and village facilities.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified. 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies proposing the distribution of 
employment and retail growth. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 
mitigate any adverse effects from housing growth. For example, policies relating to housing design and layout, and 
environmental protection. 
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BOTTISHAM ï employment sites 

Proposed allocation sites:  

Option 1: Land east of Tunbridge Lane Business Park 
 

Other sites considered:  

Option 2: Land north of Beechwood Avenue 
Option 3: Land east of Cedar Walk 
Option 4: Land south of the High Street  
Option 5: Land east of Bell Road/St Peterôs Field 
Option 6: Land west of Bell Road 
Option 7: Bottisham Village College 
Option 8: Land west of Lode Road 
Option 9: Land east of Lode Road 
Option 10: Land north of Thomas Christian Way 
Option 11: Land north of Peacock Drive 
Option 12: Land north of Tunbridge Hall 

SA Objective Site Option 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 
1.1 Undeveloped land ~ - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.2 Energy use  - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.3 Water consumption -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets -? ~ -? -? -? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -? ~ 

3.2 Landscape / 
townscape character 

++ + - - ~ - + - - ~ - - 

3.3 Design and layout + + + + + + + + + + + + 

4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.2 Waste production - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

7.2 Investment + + + + + + + + + + + + 

7.3 Local economy +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ +++ 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 scores the best in terms of sustainability as employment development there would have 
least effect in terms of adverse impact on the character and setting of the settlement and its landscape, as an extension to an 
existing employment area, it would also require less take-up of undeveloped land. Options 2, 5 and 10 follow all areas 
potentially being able to be developed without harming visual or wildlife interests, and they not in areas of flood risk. All of the 
other options score poorly as it is considered that development would cause harm to the character and setting of Bottisham 
and the surrounding Greenbelt. However Option 7 (part of the Village College playing field), scores worst due to the potential 
loss of open space and recreational areas. As Bottisham is a relatively small and compact settlement, all of the potential areas 
are located within walking distance of the centre and village facilities. 

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies proposing the distribution of 
employment and retail growth. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 

mitigate any adverse effects from housing growth. For example, policies relating to housing design and layout, and 
environmental protection. 
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Bottisham housing and employment site options: 

 
 

BURWELL ï housing sites  

Proposed allocation  

sites:  

Option 1: Land off 
Newmarket Road 

Other sites considered:  

Option 2: Land at Judes Holes, North Street 
Option 3: Land rear of 110 North Street 
Option 4: Land west of Ness Road  
Option 5: Land east of Barkways 
Option 6: Land south-east of Isaacson Road 
Option 7: Land North of Heath Road 
Option 8:Land south of Heath Road 
Option 9: Land between Reach Road and 
Swaffham Road  

 
Option 10: Land north of Scotred Close 
Option 11: Land west of Church 
Option 12: Land west of Park Road 
Option 13: Land west of Low Road  
Option 14: Land west of North Street 
Option 15: Land off Howlem Baulk 
Option 16: Former DS Smith site, Reach Road 
Option 17: Land north-east of Ness Road  

SA Objective 
Site Option 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 
1.1 Undeveloped 
land 

- - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - + - 

1.2 Energy use  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1.3 Water 
consumption 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites and 
species 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ --? ~ --? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? --? ? --? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to wildlife ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical assets - - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - --- ~ - - ~ ~ ~ 
3.2 Landscape and 
townscape character 

- - ~ - -- - -- -- - -- -- -- - -- -- ~ --- 

3.3 Design & layout ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
4.2 Waste production - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ 
5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
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5.2 Crime - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 
6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ 
7.2 Investment ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + - + 

7.3 Local economy + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + --- + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 1 scores well overall in sustainability terms, with good access to amenities due to its proximity 
to the centre of Burwell, the majority of the other sites are distant from key facilities in the village. 

Development on many other sites is considered to either have potential for adverse visual impact on landscape-character, or 
other issues. For example options 2, 3, 13 and 14 are considered to have unsuitable access to the public highway (3.3) and 
Options 12, 13, and 14 are within areas of flood risk (4.3). Development on option 16 site would result in the loss of a large 
employment site, having adverse impacts on the local economy and business (7.1 and 7.3).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies proposing the distribution of 
employment growth. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 

mitigate any adverse effects from housing growth. For example, policies relating to housing design and layout, and 
environmental protection. 
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BURWELL ï employment sites  

Proposed 
allocations:  

 

Option 16: 
Former DS 
Smith site, 
Reach Road  
Option 18: 
Land south-
west of Reach 
Road 

Other sites considered:  

Option 1: Land off Newmarket Road  
Option 2: Land at Judes Holes, North Street 
Option 3: Land rear of 110 North Street 
Option 4: Land west of Ness Road  
Option 5: Land east of Barkways 
Option 6: Land south-east of Isaacson Road 
Option 7: Land North of Heath Road 
Option 8: Land south of Heath Road 
Option 9: Land between Reach Road and Swaffham 
Road  

Option 10: Land north of Scotred Close 
Option 11: Land west of Church 
Option 12: Land west of Park Road 
Option 13: Land west of Low Road  
Option 14: Land west of North Street 
Option 15: Land off Howlem Baulk 
Option 17: Land north-east of Ness Road 
Option 19: Land north-east of Reach Road  
Option 20: Extension to Heath Road Industrial Estate 

SA 
Objective 

Site Option 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
1.1 
Undeveloped 
land 

- - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - + - - - - 

1.2 Energy use  - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 
1.3 Water 
consumption 

-? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? -? 

2.1 Nature 
sites and 
species 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
--
? 

~ 
--
? 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 
Biodiversity 

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to 
wildlife 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical 
assets 

~ - ~ ~ - - - ~ ~ - --- ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ 

3.2 Landscape 
and townscape 
character 

- - ~ - -- - -- -- - -- -- -- - -- -- ~ --- - - - 

3.3 Design & 
layout 

? - - ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? - - ? ? ? ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- 
4.2 Waste 
production 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.3 Climate 
change 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ - - ~ ~ ~ - - ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
5.3 Open 
space 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 
Accessibility 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ - - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
6.3 Housing 
need 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to 
work 

++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ - 

7.2 Investment ++ ++ ++ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

7.3 Local 
economy 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 

++
+ 
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Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Option 16 scores best in sustainability terms, as it can be developed with no adverse impact on the 

setting or character of Burwell (3.1 and 3.2), and involves re-use of brownfield land (1.1).  

Development on other sites is considered to either have potential for adverse visual impact on landscape-character, or other 
issues. For example options 2, 3, 13 and 14 are considered to have unsuitable access to the public highway (3.3). Options 10, 
11, 13, and 14, 18 and 19 lie within areas of flood risk (4.3) ï although for employment development this risk is not so critical as 
for residential development.  Option 20 is located a considerable distance from the village, so could increases the need to travel, 
particular by car (4.1 and 7.1).  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï There could be cumulative impacts with policies proposing the distribution of 

housing and retail growth. 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 
mitigate any adverse effects from employment growth. For example, policies relating to design and layout, and environmental 
protection. 
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Burwell housing and employment options: 
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Cheveley ï housing sites  

Proposed allocation sites: 
Option 1: Land rear of Star and 
Garter Lane 
Option 2: Land between 199-
209 High Street 
 

Other sites considered: 
Option 3: Land south of Ashley Road 
Option 4: Land west of High Street 
Option 5: Land north of Park Road 
Option 6: Land adjacent to Brook Stud 
Option 7: Land between Little Green and 
Coach Lane 
Option 8: Land east of Coach Lane 
Option 9: Land south of Home Office 
Bungalows 
 

Option 10: Land west of Home Office Bungalows  
Option 11: Land between Park Road and 
Spurling Close 
Option 12: Land east of the green, High Street 
Option 13: Land south-east of Park Road 
Option 14: Land south of Newmarket Road 
Option 15: Land north of Newmarket Road 
Option 16: Land west of Moulton Road 
Option 17: Land east of Moulton Road 
Option 18: Land north of Ashley Road 

SA Objective 
Site option 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1.1 Undeveloped 
land 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.2 Energy use - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

1.3 Water 
consumption 

~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.1 Nature sites 
and species 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

2.2 Biodiversity ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 

2.3 Access to 
wildlife 

~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.1 Historical 
assets 

-? ~ 
~ -? -? 

-? ~ 
~ ~ ~ -? 

-? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

3.2 Landscape and 
townscape 
character 

~ ~ - ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ -- ~ ~ - - - - - 

3.3 Design and 
layout 

? 
? ? ? ? ? ? - ? -? - 

- ? ? ? ? ? ? 

4.1 Pollutants - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 

4.2 Waste 
production 

- 
- - - - - - - - - - 

- - - - - - - 

4.3 Climate change ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.1 Health ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.2 Crime ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

5.3 Open space ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.1 Accessibility ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.2 Inequalities ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

6.3 Housing need ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ 

6.4 Community 
involvement 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.1 Access to work ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 

7.2 Investment + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

7.3 Local economy + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + 

Commentary  

Summary of assessment ï Options 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 13 appear similar in sustainability terms, as they can be 
developed/partly developed without notable adverse impact on local landscape character (3.2), and can be readily accessed 
(3.3). However, there are some access restrictions at options 1 and 6, so up to 2 dwellings only are suitable in these locations.  

Options at the northern end of the village (3, 14, 15, 16, 17 and 18) have the potential to cause some harm to the setting of the 
village, whilst 4 options in the southern part of the village do not appear to have clear means of vehicular access (options 8, 
10, 11 and 12). Option area 11 is a sensitive part of the village, and development in this locality would cause harm to 
landscape character and historical assets.  

Short/medium/long term impacts ï None identified 

Secondary, cumulative or synergistic effects ï None identified 

Summary of mitigation measures ï The Local Plan will need to include a range of other policies and proposals that will seek to 
mitigate any adverse effects from housing growth. For example, policies relating to housing design and layout, and 
environmental protection. 
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Cheveley housing site options 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 




