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10 Executive Summary
Introduction
1.1 This Study, prepared by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP), considers the

environmental capacity of settlements and the need for and means of providing
and maintaining social, physical and environmental infrastructure to support
growth in the Forest Heath District Council (FHDC) and St Edmundsbury
Borough Council (SEBC) areas, for the periods to 2021 and 2031.

Guide to the Study

1.2 The Study comprises the following key components (with the relevant section of
the main report identified in brackets):

a A background review of evidence, including the development of three
different growth scenarios (Low, Medium, and High) for future levels of
population increase based on the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) and
National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit (NHPAU) supply range which
set the context against which to consider infrastructure requirements and
environmental capacity (Section 4);

b A baseline assessment of the current infrastructure provision in the Study
area, identifying tipping points or thresholds where existing infrastructure
will reach a theoretical capacity for each settlement (Section 5);

¢ An assessment of the physical and environmental constraints to growth in
settlements within the Study Area, based on the emerging core strategies
respective settlement hierarchies; the formulation of opportunity growth
areas, where future development might be possible, based on the
settlement hierarchy, the baseline assessments and feedback from
stakeholders on identified environmental constraints, giving a capacity
range for each settlement against which to test future infrastructure
requirements (Section 6);

d The application of a set of benchmarked standards of infrastructure
provision and consideration of stakeholder responses to identify
infrastructure requirements to support the identified capacity ranges for
each settlement, including an analysis of the marginal cost impacts
associated with infrastructure provision for additional growth in different
types of settlement (Section 7);

e Use of the growth scenarios (see a above) to provide a strategic indication
of infrastructure requirements and associated costs for different levels of
growth for each district based on the RSS. These are to be considered
alongside, but distinct from, the identified long term environmental capacity
ranges for each settlement which have the potential to be well above the
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level of development capable of coming forward within the plan period
(Section 7);

f A review of the costs of infrastructure provision to support growth and an
assessment of the funding and delivery mechanisms (Section 8);

g An assessment of the infrastructure and environmental constraints and
pressures to define a theoretical environmental capacity range and an
optimal level of growth based on the marginal costs of infrastructure
provision within that range (Section 9 and Appendix 8);

h A series of workshops and follow-up stakeholder consultation to engage
with the Local Authorities, County Council representatives, other agencies,
and infrastructure providers to underpin our knowledge in undertaking all of
the above stages (Appendix 7).

It is important to note that this report and its appendices are the outputs of
NLP, an independent consultancy working to the brief set by SEBC and FHDC.
It will contribute to the evidence base for the respective authorities’ Core
Strategies and support a future Integrated Delivery Plan and Monitoring and
Implementation Plan. For this reason, this report must not be considered in
isolation and forms just one input into a wider suite of evidence feeding into
the Local Development Frameworks. Importantly, the estimates of
environmental capacity and the growth scenarios are not statements of
Council policy and do not take account of other factors that will be relevant,
including market delivery, and various policy choices and judgements that are
outwith the ambit of this work.

This executive summary is presented under the following headings:

» Background
« Approach and Key Findings
« Summary Schedule for “Optimal Range” of Growth

Background

This Study has been developed as a response to SEBC and FHDC’s need to
consider the infrastructure issues and capacity implications of meeting the
adopted RSS growth figures in the current round of Local Development
Documents (LDDs) and to look at longer term requirements.

The RSS housing target for FHDC is 6,400 dwellings to be met between 2001
and 2021 with an indication of post 2021-2031 requirements at 370 per
annum. SEBC has a target of 10,000 dwellings with an indication of post 2021-
2031 requirements at 540 per annum. The RSS designates Bury St Edmunds
as a Key Centre for Development and Change and Haverhill and Newmarket as
part of Cambridge Sub-Region. St Edmundsbury was designated as a Growth
Area in 2008.
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New development should be in accordance with the emerging Core Strategies.
In order to conform with the RSS, the majority of new development should be
located within the towns and key service centres and sustainable primary
villages. The settlement hierarchies identified by the respective authorities
emerging Core Strategies provides the basis and policy grounding for this
Study. These settlements are identified as the ‘preferred settlements’ for
growth, although it is recognised that the settlement hierarchy may change
during the finalisation of the Core Strategies.

This Study also considers the infrastructure and environmental capacity
thresholds which could limit potential housing growth and assesses how these
may be overcome. The purpose of the Study therefore seeks to address the
following key questions:

« What are the constraints, and therefore the opportunities, for growth?
« What infrastructure will be needed to support the growth?

« When will it be needed?

« How can it be funded and maintained in the long term?

« What are the associated risks?

Approach and Key Findings

In order to address these key questions the overall approach and key findings
are outlined below:

Background Review and Development of Growth Scenarios

NLP undertook a review of policy and background evidence to establish the
strategic context and set the parameters of the Infrastructure and
Environmental Capacity Appraisal. It was identified that, although there is an
unprecedented pressure for housing growth, there is also the need to ensure
development can be accommodated in a sustainable manner. Understanding
the infrastructure requirements to support growth is key to creating sustainable
communities in any given location.

Working with the two local authorities and representatives of the County Council
NLP agreed the base growth scenario to 2021 (i.e. the current RSS) and the
three different growth scenarios (Low, Medium, and High) which provided the
context for assessing the future infrastructure need and identifying the
environmental capacity issues in the FHDC and SEBC areas to 2031.

These scenarios were established through the adopted RSS and the NHPAU
supply range for the East of England, pro rata adjusted. The scenarios were
agreed with both authorities and the County Council and used a range of low,
medium and high growth, with medium growth being the current RSS
requirements. The low figures were based on previous RSS targets and the high
figures were added for testing purposes. It should be noted that there is no
requirement for either Council to follow the rates of growth above the RSS
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requirement, and no decisions have been made. Growth beyond the RSS level
does not imply support for such growth by the local authorities. However, within
this Study the high growth scenario allows for greater clarity in testing funding
options for longer term infrastructure projects, especially as growth is unlikely
to end in 2031.

Forest Heath

1.13 The housing requirements for the three growth scenarios for the period of 2008
to 2031 would require the provision of housing across the district equal to
8,470, 10,210 and 13,070 units respectively. This equates to a difference of
4,600 dwellings between the low and high growth scenarios. These figures
include sites with planning permission not yet completed and undeveloped
sites in Local Plans.

1.14

1.15

Low Groyvth Miedium G':OWth High Growth Scenario
Scenario Scenario
2008 - 2021 4,770 5,750 7,360
2021 - 2031 3,700 4,460 5,710
Total 8,470 10,210 13,070
Table 1 Executive Summary: Growth Scenarios for Forest Heath - Source: SCC / NLP analysis

St Edmundsbury

The housing requirements for the three growth scenarios for the period of 2008

to 2031 would require the provision of housing across the district equal to

12,360, 14,900 and 19,070 units respectively. This equates to a difference of

6,710 dwellings between the low and high growth scenarios. These figures
include sites with planning permission not yet completed and undeveloped
sites in Local Plans.

Low Growth Scenario

Medium Growth

High Growth

2008 - 2021

6,960

Scenario

8,390

Scenario

10,740

2021 - 2031

5,400

6,510

8,330

Total

12,360

14,900

19,070

Table 2 Executive Summary: Growth Scenarios for St Edmundsbury - Source: SCC / NLP Analysis

Baseline Analysis

Baseline Infrastructure Assessment

An audit of existing infrastructure and an assessment of the current

infrastructure pressures has been undertaken, and considers a broad spectrum
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of infrastructure classes which include various types of social, green and
physical infrastructure.

The assessment also includes an analysis of the current infrastructure tipping
points i.e. how much development can be accommodated in each settlement
before provision of any new infrastructure is required, taking into account the
relative prioritisation of infrastructure set out within the introduction of this
report.

In general, across the identified settlements, the provision of infrastructure
currently reflects the size of the settlements it serves. Social infrastructure
types such as schools, health and community facilities are particularly well
provided in the towns as there is sufficient critical mass of population to
support them. The smaller settlements, however, lack some elements of basic
social infrastructure which is a common problem for rural communities. In
contrast outdoor sports facilities tend to have good provision in rural smaller
settlements, potentially explained by the historic role that recreation fields have
played in rural areas, and the more intense use of play pitches in urban areas.
The larger settlements also tend to have better physical infrastructure
provision, with utilities networks and transport networks better equipped for
serving large numbers of people, although in some areas these are coming
under increasing pressure.

Overall, it is clear that the most suitable and sustainable location for further
growth is principally within the larger settlements. However, there will also be
situations where there is a need for smaller settlements to grow to support
local services and ensure their long term viability. These more general spatial
priorities are ultimately a matter for Core Strategies.

Environmental Constraints

A strategic assessment was undertaken to identify major physical and
environmental constraints to development in and around each of the preferred
settlements. This included environmental designations and other factors which
‘rule out’ certain locations from potential development as they are either
‘showstoppers’ to development or issues where the risks and impacts cannot
be mitigated. These include landscape character and environmental
designations such as Flood Zones or Special Protection Areas (SPA’s).
Consideration is also given to issues such as defensible development
boundaries, prevention of settlement coalescence and maintaining the
character and structure of settlements.

In Forest Heath the nationally important landscape and heritage value of the
studland both within and surrounding Newmarket was identified as a
fundamental environmental constraint. The horse racing industry as a whole
was also identified for its important role in the economy of the Forest Heath. In
addition, to the north and east, fundamental constraints from SSSI/SPA
designations and flood risk were found to have a significant role in defining
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opportunities for growth. In St Edmundsbury a wide range of environmental
constraints combine to restrict growth opportunities for each settlement,
proving a settlement focussed approach is essential for establishing
constraints.

Defining Opportunities for Growth

Opportunities for growth were identified across the Study Area based on
assessment of broad locations in and around preferred settlements. The
methodology established a filtering process to define the identified
opportunities allowing the unique characteristics of Forest Heath and St
Edmundsbury to play a key role in identification of potential growth. In this
respect, detailed geographic information (from topography to flood risk) was
interpreted alongside other factors, including the need to protect sensitive
areas and prevent coalescence as well as cumulative impacts of growth.

This produced a series of defined Opportunity Areas for which a strategic level
dwelling capacity was estimated based on a density range (in other words,
identifying a theoretical capacity for further development in and around each
settlement). These density assumptions do not reflect site-based
masterplanning or other detailed appraisal work, but reflect a strategic estimate
for the Opportunity Areas identified. The figures are based on housing capacity
but it is important to recognise that sustainable growth will require jobs,
community, social and recreational facilities too. These test capacity figures
were designed to provide an upper range below which actual growth might sit,
the higher end of which also gives an indication of the environmental capacity
of individual settlements from a strategic perspective. In some cases, the
identified capacity is greater than the level of development that would ever be
allocated for the period to 2021 or 2031 or could be delivered by the market,
and does not therefore suggest that housing requirements should be
increased. These key considerations and environmental capacities are
identified in Table 4.

A programme of workshops and other forms of stakeholder engagement was
employed to refine and re-test the preliminary dwelling yields identified for both
Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury, to ensure robust figures were taken forward
into analysis of tipping points for new infrastructure, costs, and conclusions.

Infrastructure Requirements

Using the estimates of future housing requirements for each local authority
area and the dwelling capacity of each settlement, the scoping of infrastructure
needs was undertaken at both the settlement level to underpin the growth
Opportunity Areas and also at the strategic level to underpin overall
infrastructure requirements to support the identified growth scenarios. NLP
developed an infrastructure model which was established to apply a set of
standards of provision (which includes a series of calculations based on
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predicted population numbers), an estimate of existing shortfalls or excess
infrastructure capacity, and benchmarked unit costs, to provide a broad
indication of the level of infrastructure required and associated costs of
provision.

Infrastructure by Settlement and Marginal Cost and Impact

An assessment of the infrastructure that would be required to support the
number of new homes within the environmental capacity range has been
undertaken to identify where infrastructure to support development is either
relatively costly (i.e. of less marginal benefit) or relatively economical (i.e. of
more marginal benefit).

This marginal cost and impact analysis supports the policy proposition for
locating higher levels of growth in the towns, as it is likely that the most
marginal benefit arises with higher levels of growth in towns, with the cost per
dwelling of providing infrastructure lower. Conversely, although with some
exceptions where no services exist, smaller settlements can accommodate
small levels of growth within existing infrastructure provision, but higher levels
of growth require provision of more costly infrastructure, which may be less
economically efficient at the higher levels of growth the settlement can
theoretically accommodate in environmental capacity terms.

Overall Costs of Infrastructure

Based on the agreed growth scenarios the overall requirements and associated
costs of infrastructure to support growth across the whole Study Area were
identified. The costs from the analysis undertaken for infrastructure are
summarised below:
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2008 - 2031
Infrastructure Type e
yp 2021 (RSS) e
Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth
Green Infrastructure & £35.1m £58.30m £69.20m £87.10m
Outdoor Sport
Health £31.7m £56.40m £68m £87m
Emergency Services £4.9m £8.80m £10.60m £13.50m
Education £13.1m £42.90m £60.80m £89.90m
Community Facilities £5.5m £9.90m £11.90m £15.30m
Leisure, Culture & Indoor | o5 7 £8.40m £9.70m £12m
Sport
Retail & Key Services N/A

Overall transport costs are not available in advance of ongoing work

Transport by SCC Highways Department
Total (excl. Affordable £96m £184.70m £230.20m £304.80m
Housing)
Cost Per Dwelling excl.
Affordable Housing £4,600 £8,900 £9,200 £9,500
Affordable Housing £205m £363m £438m £560m
Cost Per Dwelli_ng (incl. £14.450 £26,300 £26,600 £26,900
affordable housing) !

Table 3 Executive Summary: Infrastructure Costs

These costs allow for discussion on the implications of housing growth across
the two authorities. The uncertainties inherent in this type of work, and
highlighted in the Study, mean that these costs are seen as a starting point for
assessment rather than final budgeting figures. As the Core Strategy process
continues, with greater information on spatial priorities and, ultimately, site
allocations, the level of certainty on costs will increase.

Costs are generated through calculation of the infrastructure needed to support
growth. Where investment in new infrastructure is required as a result of this
growth, above existing capacity to meet the needs of residents, this is referred
to as a tipping point. The costs demonstrate that it is the post 2021 period
where the costs per dwelling are significantly increased (even averaged out over
the whole 2008-2031 period). The total costs within the table above potentially
represent an overall infrastructure ‘tipping point’ for the Study Area beyond
2021 that requires careful consideration.

Delivery and Funding Key Messages

Another key challenge for housing growth is the funding and delivery of
infrastructure needed to support this growth. The costs have been identified
based upon the calculated requirements which are potentially significant, circa
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£96-150m to 2021 and £185-305m; this excludes transportation and
affordable housing which could increase these costs significantly.

In general terms public sector funding is constrained by Spending Review
Periods meaning that it is difficult to have certainty on the ability to secure
resources for long term investment. Robust funding and appropriate delivery
mechanisms need to be in place for infrastructure to be delivered alongside
housing growth, particularly in the medium term when there is greater
uncertainty over funding resources.

Capturing land value through Section 106 or Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) is a key source of potential funding but is a complex issue. The current
approach to S106 in the Study Area can be improved and a planning
obligations SPD as part of the LDF suite of documents is recommended to
address current gaps. CIL is still in the process of being introduced and there is
a degree of uncertainty around its application and whether it will fill the
infrastructure funding gap due to the regulations not being finalised at the time
of this Study. This Study has illustrated the potential impact of different CIL
tariff levels on the meeting the cost of infrastructure, but further work on
viability issues is needed before setting a tariff level.

Under a ‘High’ level of growth for the 2008 — 2031 period, both authorities
could potentially secure the funding necessary to meet the infrastructure
requirement (excluding transport and affordable housing) through developer
contributions, albeit only by assuming a high level of contribution of circa
£15,000-£20,000 per market unit — which is potentially ambitious. However,
this would still leave a significant gap in overall funding, the principal cause of
which is the cost associated with affordable housing provision even taking
account of potential National Affordable Housing Programme (NAHP), Homes
and Communities Agency (HCA) and Registered Social Landlord (RSL)
investment. This reflects the wider debate currently ongoing regarding the
delivery model for affordable housing provision.

The impact of affordable housing levels also reduces the number of private
homes built on a given site and hence the gross development value available to
support developer contributions.

The addition of transport costs to the overall infrastructure costs, which would
also be expected to form a substantial element of infrastructure costs, are
likely to expand the funding gap. This highlights the key need to ensure
alternative funding mechanisms are in place including county, regional and
national funding streams and to flow through to the Regional Funding Advice
process.

The challenge is accentuated by the recent decline in the market and
uncertainty over its future recovery and it is for the local authorities to use the
evidence base to inform the strategic decisions that need to be made around
the specific choices and trade offs for infrastructure investment and delivery
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aligned to the spatial strategy. These considerations have been taken into
account when identifying the suggested optimal range of growth for each
settlement.

Summary Schedule for ‘Optimal Range’ of Growth

Consideration has been given to the way growth and infrastructure should be
delivered together, to ensure that the people living and working in settlements
derive the most benefit from infrastructure and that it is provided to ensure that
needs are met sustainably with the greatest benefit from the investment
providing it.

The upper limit range of environmental capacity, which was derived from the
environmental and physical constraints and opportunities analysis, has been
tested against the infrastructure impacts and the tipping points this would
trigger for new provision. By looking at the infrastructure requirements to
support the range of growth at each settlement, as well as wider settlement
suitability issues, a judgement has been made on what the 'optimal growth’
within that range might be. This ‘optimal’ range is based purely on
infrastructure requirements and does not take account of other planning
issues material to the identification of levels of growth. The optimal growth
may also be greater than the level of development that it might be appropriate
to consider within the current plan period, and reflects a longer term view.

The ‘optimal’ growth range represents long term growth potential as part of a
filtering process from the full environmental capacity range identified by
analysis of constraints and opportunities. The actual level of growth in each
location will result from further filtering of these ranges, based on phasing,
market capacity or housing need, down to detailed settlement analysis and site
masterplanning. In this respect, the precise definition of growth in each
settlement will be determined through the LDF process.

The upper limit range of environmental capacity and the headline infrastructure
issues are provided in the following summary table (Table 4). The final column
in the table sets out the optimal range identified through the analysis in report.
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

The analysis contained within this Study identifies that taking account of the
environmental capacity and the infrastructure requirements to support growth,
there are sufficient opportunities for both St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath to
meet their RSS housing targets over the period to 2021 and 2031. The
evidence also suggests there is scope for further growth beyond the period.
However, the funding and delivery of sufficient infrastructure to meet the
targets at the right time may be an issue without the appropriate funding
mechanisms being in place. Site specific analysis may identify further barriers
to delivery and the deliverability of opportunities will be subject to the
respective strategies set our in the local authorities’ LDFs.

Appendix 8 provides an overall summary on each settlement including existing
infrastructure, environmental/physical constraints, a description of the
Opportunity Areas, optimal growth level, the risks and contingencies and an
overview of the tipping points for infrastructure. This appendix provides a
summary of the key outputs for each settlement and in that respect
complements this Executive Summary.

Next Steps

The Study has identified general scales of growth, infrastructure and cost and it
is for the LPAs to use this evidence to inform the strategic choices and trade
off decisions that need to be made within this context as part of the LDF
process.

The next steps for the two respective authorities is to synthesise the results of
this Study with the multiple strands of ongoing work as part of the spatial
planning process, these include;

« The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), Affordable Housing Viability Study,
and Employment Land Review;

«  Emerging outputs from further analysis within the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (SFRA) Study and the County Council’s Transport Analysis;
and

« The planning strategy process.

Further site specific analysis will be required to ascertain specific impacts of
infrastructure requirements. A co-ordinated approach to working jointly with
infrastructure providers needs to be adopted. This may be a role for the Local
Strategic Partnership.

There are three areas of emerging change that will complete the basis upon
which these strategic choices and trade offs around growth and infrastructure

can be made. These comprise:

a the restructuring of schools;
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1.48

b local government reorganisation; and

¢ the integration of transport issues which is subject to work by the County
Council.

The results from these strands of work are imminent and will help provide a
sound base for the LPA’s to engage with the agencies responsible for these
inputs in shaping the strategic planning and infrastructure decisions that flow
from them.

There is an obvious need to continue to work to shape the approach to housing
growth and infrastructure provision and begin to map land values and their
synergies with other funding sources to positively influence the decisions that
need to be made between competing priorities in the face of limited resources.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

2.7

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Introduction

Background

In August 2008, Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP) was appointed to
undertake an Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal on behalf of
St Edmundsbury Borough Council (SEBC) and Forest Heath District Council
(FHDC).

This Study seeks to assess the need for and means of providing and
maintaining social, physical and environmental infrastructure to support growth
in the Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury area, for the period to 2021 and
2031.

The Study Area covers the borough of St Edmundsbury, including Bury St
Edmunds and the market town of Haverhill, and the district of Forest Heath,
which includes the large market towns of Newmarket, Mildenhall and Brandon.
Both areas are within the County of Suffolk and fall within the East of England
Region.

The role of the Study is to consider the infrastructure issues and environmental
capacity implications of meeting the adopted Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
growth figures in the current round of Local Development Documents.

The Study also considers the infrastructure/environmental capacity thresholds
which might limit the scope for growth beyond existing Regional Spatial Strategy
proposals and examines how these might be overcome.

Objectives

This Study considers the infrastructure and environmental capacity thresholds
which could limit potential housing growth and assesses how these may be
overcome. The Study therefore seeks to address the following questions:

« What are the constraints, and therefore the opportunities, for growth?
« What infrastructure will be needed to support the growth?

« When will it be needed?

« How can it be funded and maintained in the long term?

« What are the associated risks?

In response to these questions, the Study aims to achieve five key objectives.

1 An assessment of the physical and environmental constraints to growth in
settlements within the Study Area, based on the emerging core strategies
respective settlement hierarchies; the formulation of opportunity growth
areas, where future development might be possible, based on the
settlement hierarchy, the baseline assessments and feedback from
stakeholders on identified environmental constraints, giving a capacity
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

range for each settlement against which to test future infrastructure
requirements (Section 6);

2 The application of a set of benchmarked standards of infrastructure
provision and consideration of stakeholder responses to identify
infrastructure requirements to support the identified capacity ranges for
each settlement, including an analysis of the marginal cost impacts
associated with infrastructure provision for additional growth in different
types of settlement (Section 7);

3 Use of the growth scenarios to provide a strategic indication of
infrastructure requirements and associated costs for different levels of
growth for each district based on the RSS. These are to be considered
alongside, but distinct from, the identified long term environmental capacity
ranges for each settlement which have the potential to be well above the
level of development capable of coming forward within the plan period
(Section 7);

4 A review of the costs of infrastructure provision to support growth and an
assessment of the funding and delivery mechanisms (Section 8);

5 An assessment of the infrastructure and environmental constraints and
pressures to define a theoretical environmental capacity range and an
optimal level of growth based on the marginal costs of infrastructure
provision within that range (Section 9 and Appendix 8);

In order to achieve these objectives the Study also includes a background
review of evidence, including the development of three different growth
scenarios (Low, Medium, and High) for future levels of population increase
based on the RSS and National Housing and Planning Advisory Unit (NHPAU)
supply range which set the context against which to consider infrastructure
requirements and environmental capacity (Section 4). A baseline assessment
of the current infrastructure provision in the Study Area, identifying tipping
points or thresholds where existing infrastructure will reach a theoretical
capacity for each settlement (Section 5) is used to generate a starting point for
assessment of future infrastructure needs.

At key stages throughout the Study, workshops and follow-up stakeholder
consultation has been used in order to engage with the local authorities,
County Council representatives, other agencies, and infrastructure providers to
underpin our knowledge in addressing the three key objectives of this Study
(Appendix 7).

Where appropriate in responding to these objectives, the analysis identifies
specific thresholds which may be relevant in determining the appropriate scale
of development at any time, recognising that:

a Environmental constraints are in many cases a function of judgements
made around the weight that should be attached to the protection of certain
assets or features from the impacts of development, and an assessment of
the extent to which the impacts of development can be mitigated or
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

avoided. In this context, the assessment is necessarily strategic and made
without reference to specific proposals or site-specific masterplanning; and

b The need for and provision of infrastructure is a function of underlying and
often changing demands for services, and evolving models of provision,
many of which respond to operational and policy changes as well as the
scale of need or demand. A good example of this is the changing model of
school provision and move from three to two-tier schooling, which makes it
difficult to be precise about the impact of growth on schools that are in any
case likely to evolve in their scale and in some cases location.

The Study will contribute to the evidence base for the respective authorities’
Core Strategies and support a future Integrated Delivery Plan. This report must
not be considered in isolation and forms just one input into a wider suite of
evidence and documentation feeding into the Local Development Framework,
and should therefore be considered alongside the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment (SHLAA), Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), affordable housing viability assessment and other inputs as illustrated
in figure 1 below.

Infrastructure Strategic
and Housing
Environmental Land

Strategic Affordable

Housing Housing Core Strategy

Issues and
Options

Market Viability
Assessment Assessment

Capacity Availability
Assessment Assessment

LDF Approach to Housing

Fig 1 Role of the Study in Shaping LDF Approach to Housing

In particular, caution should be applied to assessing the implications of the
‘theoretical’ environmental capacity estimates of housing growth that might be
possible in and around preferred settlements. These estimates are based on a
physical and environmental analysis focused on identifying ‘fundamental
barriers’ to development, and are not proposals for growth. Although certain
policy objectives have been accommodated (for example, the use of the
emerging settlement hierarchy to define the settlements to be considered, and
policy objectives around, say, the desire to prevent coalescence) others have
not, due to the strategic focus of the Study. As a result the estimates of
environmental capacity are found to be in excess of:

« What is required to meet the requirements set by the RSS;
« What the market would be capable of bringing forward in a phased and
coordinated manner.
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

2.3 Equally, market deliverability and viability factors that are considered within the
SHMA and SHLAA process have not been considered. This Study is not,
therefore, intended to form a robust justification for housing allocations.

2.14 For these reasons, the outputs of this Study, particularly as they relate to the
scale of housing development and infrastructure provision in each location,
should not be considered in isolation, and will be one input for consideration
alongside others in the LDF process. For ease of co-ordination, this Study is
based upon and structured around the settlement hierarchy identified in the
respective authorities’ emerging core strategies as set out below:

f Edmundsbury Core Strategy Preferred Ll;orest Heath Core Strategy Final Policy
Options (Dec 2008) Settlement Hierarchy ption (Aug 2008) Settlement Hierarchy
Towns Towns
Bury St Edmunds Brandon
Haverhill Newmarket
Key Service Centres Mildenhall
Barrow Key Service Centres
Clare Lakenheath
Ixworth Red Lodge*
Kedington Primary Villages
Risby Beck Row
Stanton Kentford
Wickhambrook Exning
Service Centres West Row
Bardwell Secondary Villages
Barnham Barton Mills
Barningham Icklingham
Cavendish Eriswell
Chedburgh Moulton
Great Barton Freckenham
Great & Little Thurlow Tuddenham
Great & Little Whelnetham (Sicklesmere) Gazeley
Hopton Worlington
Horringer Holywell Row
Hundon Small Settlements
Ingham Cavenham
Pakenham Herringswell
Stoke by Clare Dalham
Rougham Higham
Elveden
Santon Downham
Sustainable Military Settlements
RAF Lakenheath
RAF Mildenhall
Table 5 Settlement Hierarchy
Source: St Edmundsbury Borough Council Core Strategy Preferred Option (December 2008) Policy CS2
and Forest Heath Final Policy Option CS1 (August 2008)
* Red Lodge is classified as a Primary Village until such a time as the Red Lodge Master Plan
(1998) has been fully implemented.
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Priorities and Trade-offs in Infrastructure Provision

When assessing the requirement for infrastructure associated with housing
growth, in a policy and delivery environment where resources are limited, there
is a need to focus on what is most needed, and to make choices and trade-offs
between the costs and benefits associated with different requirements.
Particularly at a time when public finances are likely to be constrained, and
where development values are pressured by a difficult market and increasing
regulatory burdens, for example, achieving the Code for Sustainable Homes

For this reason, the Study has sought to categorise different infrastructure
types based on a high level view of its necessity in bringing forward
development. It seeks to distinguish between:

a ‘Fundamental’ infrastructure required to overcome development
‘showstoppers’. This category includes infrastructure that is so fundamental
to growth taking place that without it development (or occupancy of
development) could not occur (e.g. supply of water, utilities or access).
These are infrastructure types that must be provided up-front to support
development;

b ‘Essential’ infrastructure required to ensure development can be
implemented with no detrimental effects on site, to the settlement and
beyond. Infrastructure in this category will be essential to achieving growth
in a timely and sustainable manner, and which must be delivered at least in
the medium to long term or to allow later phases to proceed, but where
(subject to location) a short term alternative might be possible (e.g. school
provision, where the possibility exists to bus children to a nearby town); and

¢ ‘Required’ infrastructure to ensure sustainable communities are created.
This category includes infrastructure which is deemed necessary by virtue of
legitimate policy objectives (e.g. around access to amenities) and the desire
to achieve high quality and sustainable development.

For clarification, the third category ‘Required’ does not imply that it is not
legitimate to seek provision of such infrastructure through Section 106
agreements in accordance with the relevant guidance/SPD.

By definition, the exercise of defining the above is one that is strategic, largely
location blind and is a function of policy weight attached before the
establishment of a formal pattern of growth. As the Core Strategy proceeds
there will, undoubtedly, be legitimate debate around which infrastructure falls
into which category, and it is wholly possible for infrastructure to sit within
different categories in different locations/developments.

As the Study seeks to assess a broad spectrum of infrastructure classes these
have been categorised into the three guiding principles ‘fundamental’,
‘essential’ and ‘required’. The rationale for the classification of each
infrastructure type is included in Table 9.
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‘ Infrastructure Type Fundamental ‘ Essential Required

Natural Environment and Green Infrastructure

Local/National Nature Reserves

Sports Pitches

Non-Pitch Sports Areas

Amenity Open Space

Allotments

ANRSERAANRN

Children’s Play Areas

Social Infrastructure
Health - GPs

AN

Health — Dentists

Nursing Homes — Social Care v

Education - Primary Schools (pupil places)

Education - Middle Schools (pupil places)

ANANEN

Education - Upper Schools (pupil places)

Community Centres

AN

Libraries

Emergency Services

Police, Ambulance, Fire and Rescue ‘/

Transport
Road Network

Public Transport

Utilities
Water

ANANERRNAN

Energy

Leisure, Business and Retail

Swimming Pools

Sports Halls

Indoor Bowls

Business Support

ANRNANENAN

Arts and Culture (Galleries)

Local Convenience Shop ‘/

Other Retail (Including Town Centre and Key Service

<

Centre Provision)

Table 6 Classification of Infrastructure Types

2.20 It should be stressed that this assessment has been made on the information
that was available during the Study. As part of managing the growth agenda the
recommendations should be monitored and updated when new information
becomes available or as external factors change.

P22/192 Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



2.21

2.22

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Outputs

The outputs of the Study are set out in this Report and will help provide the
basis for the two authorities to inform their Local Development Frameworks.
The outputs are aligned with the objectives of the Study and are summarised
below:

Identifying the theoretical environmental capacity for growth in and around
preferred settlements defined in the hierarchy for each local authority,
based on application of environmental constraints, but without reference
to market capacity, SHLAA analysis, or application of policy priorities to
achieve an optimum scale and distribution of development;

Identification of infrastructure requirements associated with identified
environmental capacity in each settlement, from the development of a
Study specific Infrastructure Model, including tipping points/thresholds
and cumulative impacts where known;

Identification of high level district/borough-wide infrastructure
requirements and costs for levels of growth to 2021 and 2031,
recognising the absence of a defined spatial strategy at local level which
will ultimately determine precise requirements and costs;

A review of the costs of infrastructure to support growth and assessment
of the funding and delivery mechanisms, referred to as a ‘Delivery Toolkit’.
Identification of key environmental and Infrastructure criteria to guide
future spatial strategy in respect of preferred settlements’ ‘optimum’
range for development.

Mapping

In addition to the outputs above, baseline spatial analysis accompanies this
report in the form of a Spatial Plan Document in Appendix 2 this comprises of
the following:

Nine Overall Strategic Plans including; Recommended Distribution of
Potential Growth Areas, Settlement Hierarchy, Walking Catchments Plan,
Green Infrastructure, Contours Plan, Agricultural Land Classifications,
Water Constraints Plan, SSSI and SPA Buffer Zones Plan, an Airbase
Safeguarding Plan and an Education Plan.

Due to the large scale nature of the Study Area it has been divided into
sectors and numbered to navigate the reviewer through the correct set of
plans based on the settlement hierarchy:

. Brandon and Lakenheath
. Newmarket

. Mildenhall and Red Lodge
. Bury St Edmunds

. Haverhill and Kedington

. Barrow and Risby

. Ixworth and Stanton

. Clare

. Wickhambrook

00O~NOOTDWNBRE

©
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« Each sector has a set of three plans which identifies key designation
constraints, highlights locations of existing infrastructure provision, and
identified constraints and their resultant potential opportunity development
patterns.

Structure of the Report

This report is structured as follows:

« Section 3.0 explains the methodology adopted to meet the Study’s overall
objectives;

e  Section 4.0 provides a background review of policy and the evidence,
including the growth scenario context upon which the Study has been
based;

« Section 5.0 informs the baseline infrastructure position and acts as a
platform upon what future growth has been defined within each
settlement;

e« Section 6.0 illustrates the approach undertaken to define opportunity
areas and explains the application of environmental constraints and
identification and appraisal of Opportunity Areas in and around
settlements;

« Section 7.0 sets out the assessment of infrastructure requirements
associated with growth levels to 2021 and 2031

« Section 8.0 identifies appropriate funding and delivery mechanisms

« Section 9.0 sets out the overall conclusions and recommendations

Appendix Schedule

¢ Appendix 1 — Detailed Policy Summary

¢« Appendix 2 — Spatial Plan Document

¢« Appendix 3 — Settlement Pro-formas

« Appendix 4 — Overall Requirement Costs

¢« Appendix 5 — Settlement Tipping Points

e Appendix 6 — Phasing and Marginal Impact Assessment
« Appendix 7 — Statement of Stakeholder Engagement

¢« Appendix 8 — Settlement Overviews

The Spatial Plan Document (Appendix 2) is a ‘map-book’ and includes all Plans.
This Final Report necessarily summarises much of the analysis in the
appendices and does not contain all the information used to reach conclusions.
It should therefore be read in tandem with the Appendices. In particular, the full
set of Maps in the accompanying Spatial Plan Document provides the
background information on the constraints and infrastructure baseline.
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Methodology

This Section provides an explanation of the methodology to the Study setting
out the Phases of work used to meet the objectives described in the
introduction. The five Phases of the Study do not directly correlate to the
Objectives previously outlined, as the process involved necessarily involved a
significant amount of co-development of both evidence and conclusions.

Overall Approach

The methodology for undertaking the Study is set out within a series of five
phases as illustrated on Figure 2 below.

D XD I TR LD

Sub-Regional/
Study Area-Wide

Infrastructure Finalise
Needs and g Infrastructure
Tipping Points Requirements
Project

e A Infrastructure
Initiation Requirements

Agree and Settlement
Develop Focus L 2 Develop
Growth Future

Inception Scenarios Prelimina Potential Draft and Final

° Report i Opportunity [ECLCHED Report

Areas for

Internal A Testing

Research

Workshops

Scope
Policy / Infrastructure Delivery
Strategic Requirements v Toolkit
Context

Scope Themes Identify Identify Delivery
and Environmental Partners

Delivery Capacity and Mechanisms

External
Research

Fig 2 Methodology - Source: NLP

Phase 1 - Project Inception

Following an inception meeting, at which key data sources and stakeholder
contacts were agreed, NLP undertook a policy review to establish the strategic
context and parameters of the Study. A synopsis of the national, regional and
local policy context was developed with a tabulated overview of policy relating to
each environmental and infrastructure theme with their relevant key messages
as they related to the Study (Refer to Appendix 1 for a detailed policy
summary). This set the policy platform upon which the subsequent analysis was
developed.
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Phase 2 - Development of Growth Scenarios

Working with the two local authorities and the County Council, NLP agreed the
base growth scenario to 2021 (i.e. the current RSS) and the three different
growth scenarios (low, medium and high) which provided the context for
assessing infrastructure need and environmental capacity issues in the FHDC
and SEBC areas to 2031. These scenarios were based on extrapolations of the
adopted RSS and the NHPAU supply range which were agreed with both
authorities and the County Council. However it should be noted that neither
Council is required to accept the higher rates of growth and these have just
been applied for testing purposes, in the context of the current roll forward of
the RSS.

This lead to the scoping of infrastructure requirements and the development of
an Infrastructure Model which was established to use a set of standards of
provision (which includes a series of demographic based need multipliers for
infrastructure), an estimate of existing shortfalls or excess infrastructure
capacity, and benchmarked unit costs to provide a broad indication of the level
of infrastructure required and associated costs for provision with different
levels of growth.

Phase 3 - Infrastructure Requirement and Programmes/Scope Thematic
Issues

This phase included a series of six mini-workshops with statutory and other
stakeholder consultees who were invited to discuss key issues relating to the
existing level of infrastructure provision and its capacity within the Study Area,
identify key challenges, and barriers to development, the resulting key risks and
mitigating factors. The conclusions from these discussion groups and the
feedback received were incorporated into the evidence base to frame the
generation and appraisal of possible opportunity areas. (Details of the
consultation process and key issues discussed are contained in Appendix 7).

Based on the outcomes of the stakeholder workshops and the underlying
infrastructure model, NLP undertook a review of likely infrastructure needs for
the period to 2021 (including settlement by settlement ‘tipping points’) and at
a more strategic level to 2031. Detailed analysis is contained in Appendix 4
and Appendix 5.

This stage began to develop the Delivery Toolkit and considered a range of
factors that influence the funding and delivery of infrastructure identified.

Phase 4 - Identification and Testing of Future Potential Opportunity Areas

This phase involved the collation, analysis and mapping of key environmental
and infrastructure constraints to growth in and around the defined settlements,
producing a series of strategic maps and plans to support the analysis. This
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focused on ’'ruling out’ locations where, in NLP’s opinion, development could or
should not take place (based on key infrastructure of environmental
constraints, or self-evident planning barriers). From this, a series of
Opportunity Areas were identified, which were then appraised against a set of
criteria.

NLP identified physical capacities which have been used for testing
infrastructure costs which are tabled in Section 6.0 and have been used to
inform the infrastructure tipping points assessment explained in Section 7.0.

The mapping and accompanying documentation, including the evidence to
support identified areas of potential growth, were prepared to form the focal
point for discussion at a stakeholder workshop on 30th January 2009. The
Opportunity Areas were presented at the workshop to provide the basis for
wider discussion including the testing of different choices and trade-offs around
infrastructure provision, different policy and delivery responses to thematic
issues. The outputs of this were incorporated into the final stages of the Study.

This phase developed the environmental capacities for each preferred
Settlement and informed the identification of an ‘Optimum’ range for
development through consideration of potential growth in conjunction with the
Infrastructure Model and Delivery Toolkit developed in Phases 2 and 3.

Phase 5 — Reporting

This report takes the outputs from the appraisals undertaken in Phase 4 and
presents the evidence upon which the potential development patterns identified
in Phase 4 have been based on. This includes appropriate maps, charts, and
schedules to illustrate key aspects of the Study. Appendix 8 contains
settlement overviews which summarise baseline infrastructure position,
constraints, infrastructure tipping points, the risks associated with these and
the identification of appropriate delivery partners.

NLP’s reporting has been structured in order to navigate the reader through the
logical sequence of outputs required to undertake this methodology and
enables them to understand the salient points within the course of the main
report and refer to the corresponding appendices which contain the detailed
analysis to support the overall assumptions and conclusions made within the
report.
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Background

This Section provides a summary policy review giving a synopsis of the national,
regional and local strategic policy context. It also provides a brief overview of
the key themes that flowed from the review of this evidence base. This Section
then sets out the context for future housing growth and scenarios for housing
growth to 2021 and 2031 as the basis for estimating future infrastructure
requirements.

Policy Context

A more comprehensive policy review is contained within Appendix 1
accompanied by a tabulated overview of how the policy relates to each
individual recurrent theme when considering housing growth and infrastructure
provision, for example, affordable housing and sustainable travel.

The key messages from this overall review can be summarised by the following
points:

« The Government has introduced a number of national initiatives to deliver
sustainable communities in specific growth areas, in order to address
housing supply, infrastructure and transport issues, and to support the
economic prosperity of the wider South East. The Government has
designated St Edmundsbury as a Growth Area;

« Infrastructure requirements and environmental constraints must be
considered when bringing forward and allocating sites for development, to
ensure that the principles of sustainable development are adhered to;

« The East of England Plan identifies Bury St Edmunds and Thetford as Key
Centres for Development and Change, where provision should be made for
further employment, service and housing development;

« Parts of Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury both fall within the Cambridge
Sub-Region, which has a vision to continue its development as a centre of
excellence and world leader in higher education and research.

National Policy

Housing Growth Agenda

In 2003 the government launched its Sustainable Communities Plan (SCP).

The SCP aimed to tackle housing supply issues in the wider South East and low
demand in other parts of the country, particularly in northern areas. It aimed to
do this through setting out a long-term programme of action for delivering
sustainable communities in both urban and rural areas. To tackle the housing
supply issues in the South East the Sustainable Communities Plan identified
four specific growth areas, the Thames Gateway, London-Stansted-Cambridge,
Ashford and Milton Keynes/South Midlands. In these areas, the SCP sought to
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ensure growth in housing supply, tackle infrastructure and transport issues and
improve skKills to support the economic success of the wider South East.

In 2006 the government announced 29 new growth points through The New
Growth Points initiative which was designed to support local communities who
want to pursue large scale and sustainable growth outside of the Growth Areas.
These new growth points included Norwich, Thetford and the Haven Gateway.

The Housing Green Paper ‘Homes for the future: more affordable, more
sustainable’ was published in July 2007 and identified that growth in the
number of households was outstripping housing stock growth. To meet this
demand the Housing Green Paper proposed to deliver two million new homes by
2016 and three million new homes by 2026, highlighting the continued housing
growth agenda. Some of the principal ways that were highlighted to meet this
target included the existing growth areas and growth points, as well as new
growth points and eco-towns. In August 2007 the government announced the
intention, subject to the final content of the RSS, to designate St Edmundsbury
as a Growth Area. This intent was confirmed with the publication of the East of
England Plan in May 2008, highlighting the drive for housing growth in the area.

Planning Policy Statements

Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (PPS1) sets
out the overarching principles for the planning system, setting out key national
policies for the delivery of sustainable development. The principles for planning
for sustainable development include; social cohesion and inclusion; protection
and enhancement of the environment; prudent use of natural resources; and
sustainable economic development. These principles of sustainability should
be integrated into development plans.

PPS1 specifically identifies that local authorities should take into account
infrastructure requirements and environmental constraints when preparing
development plans and bringing forward land for development, including
housing. Para 27 states that in delivering sustainable development local
authorities should:

“(iv) Bring forward sufficient land of a suitable quality in appropriate locations to
meet the expected needs for housing, for industrial development, for the
exploitation of raw materials such as minerals, for retail and commercial
development, and for leisure and recreation - taking into account issues such as
accessibility and sustainable transport needs, the provision of essential
infrastructure, including for sustainable waste management, and the need to
avoid flood risk and other natural hazards.

(v) Provide improved access for all to jobs, health, education, shops, leisure and
community facilities, open space, sport and recreation, by ensuring that new
development is located where everyone can access services or facilities on foot,
bicycle or public transport rather than having to rely on access by car, while
recognising that this may be more difficult in rural areas.”
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In the context of assessing infrastructure and environmental capacity for
housing growth, many of the 25 national planning policy documents (both
current Planning Policy Statements and Planning Policy Guidance Notes) are
relevant.

Regional

East of England Plan (RSS 14)

Regional plans provide a strategic policy framework for planning, transport,
economic development, housing, the environment, waste management, culture,
sport and recreation, and mineral extraction to inform preparation of local
strategies and policies such as Local Development Frameworks and Local
Transport Plans. The RSS identifies required investment in social,
environmental, physical and economic infrastructure for the region.

A revision to the first East of England Plan was first published in 2004
(December) for consultation which was subsequently assessed through
Examination in Public (EIP) during the period of November 2005 to March 2006.
The EIP panel recommended the Plan for approval in June 2006. A review of
the panel report by the Secretary of State with proposed changes was
published for consultation in the period of December 2006 to March 2007.
Further proposed changes to the draft RSS were published for consultation
from December 2007 to May 2008. The final RSS was issued on 12 May
2008. The East of England Plan currently covers the period to 2021.

The East of England Plan designhates Bury St Edmunds as a Key Centre for
Development and Change where provision should be made for further
employment, service and housing development that reflect the role of Bury St
Edmunds as an important service centre between Cambridge and Ipswich.

Although only bordering the Study Area, Thetford is also designated in the RSS
as a Key Centre for Development and Change and, as a growth point, will
impact on the planning considerations for the Study Area.

The East of England Regional Assembly has programmed an early review of the
RSS to ensure a robust plan for the period up to 2031 is adopted. The RSS
review is due to be completed by 2011 and will test a range of options for
housing targets, including the NHPAU housing figures, to recommend housing
targets required by each local authority area to 2031. The review will also look
at broad locations for new development and also regional infrastructure needs
such as transport, which will particularly complement this Study going forward
over the long term, in terms of strategic transport infrastructure development.
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Sub Regional

The East of England Plan sets out the five sub regions within the region and
their policies. Haverhill and Newmarket both fall within the Cambridge Sub
Region and are subject to the relevant polices of this area. The overall vision
of the sub region is to continue its development as a centre of excellence and
world leader in higher education and research.

Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury both fall within the Cambridge Housing
Strategy Sub Region.

Suffolk County Council’s Structure Plan was adopted in 2001 and covers the
15 year period of 2001 to 2016. As of September 2007, under the Planning
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the Structure Plan as a whole was no longer a
part of Suffolk’s Development Plan. Under the direction of the Secretary of
State, 13 of the Structure Plan policies were ‘saved’ for a further three year
period.

Local Plans and Local Development Framework (LDF)

Forest Heath’s Local Plan was adopted in 1995, with a number of policies
being saved under the direction of the Secretary of State in September 2007.
Public consultation on Forest Heath’s Issues and Options was undertaken in
2005 and a Preferred Options consultation followed in 2006. Consultation on
Forest Heath’s Core Strategy ‘Final Policy Option’ document was held between
August and September 2008.

St Edmundsbury’s Replacement Local Plan was adopted in 2006 and covers
the plan period to 2016. As the plan was adopted in June 2006, the policies
are saved until June 2009; therefore the entire plan is still valid. The
Government Office has confirmed that a large number of policies are saved
from June 20009.

For further detailed local policy analysis refer to Appendix 1.

Background Review of Evidence

The detailed review of relevant documents was used to create an evidence
base facilitating positive stakeholder engagement.

The key themes are summarised below and set out in full in Appendix 1. The
themes are discussed in the following order:

. Housing

« Affordable Housing

. Transport

. Flood Risk and Drainage

. Natural Resources, Waste and Energy Use
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Retail

Health and Social Care

Emergency Services and Community Safety
Education

Arts Culture, Heritage and Leisure

Built Heritage and Archaeology

Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity
Economic Overview and Business Support

Housing

The RSS designates Bury St Edmunds as a Key Centre for Development
and Change where new development should be concentrated;

FHDC has an allocated housing target of 6,400 dwellings as a minimum to
be met between 2001 and 2021 with an indication of post 2021
requirements to 2031 at 370 per annum. SEBC has an allocated minimum
target of 10,000 dwellings to 2021, with indication of post 2021
requirements to 2031 at 540 per annum;

The majority of new development will be focused in accordance with the
emerging Core Strategies which will look at allocating development beyond
existing boundaries to meet housing requirements.

Affordable Housing

Affordable housing provision is not keeping up with the pace of market
housing even though demand for social housing is increasing. The recent
adoption of the RSS, which sets minimum thresholds for providing
affordable housing, and the recent publication of the Cambridge Sub —
Region SHMA, will provide a robust policy and evidence base to inform
affordable housing policy decisions for both FHDC and SEBC.

Transport

The Cambridge Transport Priority Area, within which Forest Heath is
located, is likely to come under increasing transport pressure as the area
develops, in particular as a centre of excellence and world leader in higher
education and research;

Of the few highways improvements programmed for delivery in the RSS,
the works to the A11 between Thetford and Barton Mills to increase
capacity, are the most significant;

The A14 corridor is of national significance for both rail and road, with
large sectors of the economy and the communities of the Study Area being
reliant on it for regional and local movement, and is already operating at or
above capacity in some sections;

Improvements in public transport, cycling and walking networks are
required, particularly in Bury St Edmunds and rural areas, in order to
provide a sustainable integrated transport system; and

Continued growth in the region could have further detrimental impacts on
the transport highway network.
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Flood Risk and Drainage

The use of flood risk maps to identify areas which have a high likelihood of
flooding, and implementation of a sequential approach to ensuring
development is located in areas of appropriate flood risk to their use, is a
key spatial constraint to growth;

The overarching theme for flood risk and drainage policy is the emphasis
that development proposals that avoid areas of flood risk should be
supported and sustainable drainage systems should be incorporated into
all development where possible;

Much of the land in the Study Area is greenfield with much in agricultural
use and it’s role in helping to manage flood risk and drainage needs to be
considered.

Natural Resources, Waste and Energy Use

A key objective of both national and regional policy is reducing the demand
for natural resources and reducing the production of waste. Policy
identifies that these could be reduced by implementing sustainable
resource management strategies and by increasing the rates of re-use and
recycling;

The Minerals & Waste Development Framework Issues and Options
Document identified that 385,000 tonnes of Municipal Waste and 1.04m
tonnes of Commercial Waste is managed in Suffolk. Suffolk survey
projections illustrates that existing permitted non-hazardous landfill
capacity would be exhausted by 2016 if no residual waste treatment plant
(RWTP) were to be constructed;

The RSS and Sustainable Futures, (the Consultation draft of the Revised
Integrated Regional Strategy for the East of England) both advocate
forward planning to ensure the timely provision of appropriate additional
infrastructure for water supply and waste water treatment whilst meeting
surface and groundwater quality standards.

Retail

The RSS identifies Bury St Edmunds as a Major Town Centre, making it the
main retail destination within the Study Area;

Development for retail and other town centre uses is promoted within the
defined town centres subject to them being of an appropriate scale and
function. Proposals outside the defined shopping centres will be subject
to the PPSG6 tests, including the sequential approach to site selection.
Retail proposals within rural housing settlement boundaries are typically
suitable where they are small scale and the proposal meets a local need;
Smaller market towns provide important centres for the rural hinterlands.
Centres such as Brandon, Mildenhall, Lakenheath and Clare, contain
important shops and services which meet the everyday needs of their
populations and neighbouring smaller villages;
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Retail expansion is currently taking place in Bury St Edmunds and
additional retail floorspace capacity has been identified within the Study
Area and should be considered in the light of population growth.

Health and Social Care

It is important to conduct regular Strategic Needs Assessments in order to
understand the growing and evolving needs of a population;

Across the Study Area the elderly population is becoming isolated from key
services and support in rural locations, and with a projected rise in this
demographic any new infrastructure should address this issue;

Bury St Edmunds hospital is exploring relocation options, where a
preferred option has been indicated to the Western side of Bury St
Edmunds. The hospital is a key health service provider within the County
as a whole and a major employer;

NHS Suffolk are making strategic efforts across the district to ensure
strategic satellite services are provided especially within the rural
locations across the districts to alleviate the pressures that are placed on
the Bury St Edmunds hospital currently. Despite this FHDC indicated that
information from the PCT identified that Newmarket hospital is surplus to
capacity, with the hospital reducing in size, suggesting that some satellite
services are not being utilised.

Emergency Services and Community Safety

There are no standard guidelines for the development of emergency
services in line with population growth; however there are clear strategic
drivers for improving the quality of the delivery of emergency services
particularly with regard to improving efficiency and meeting defined targets
set through Public Service Agreements and Local Area Agreements.

Whilst emergency services may deliver on efficiency and response targets,
an assumption needs to be made that to continue the level of provision in
line with housing growth new infrastructure will also be required. Where
specific strategies have not identified a particular need to expand to meet
population growth pressures, consideration of how services can be
managed in light of growth is required.

Education

Suffolk is currently experiencing an ongoing transformation within its
schools. This transformation has three key strategic components the
Building Schools for the Future Programme, School Organisation Review
and review of Special Educational Needs Provision;

This overall transformation forms an integral part of Suffolk’s Community
Strategy and links to the key theme Learning and Skills;

A key element of the strategy for the School Organisation Review (SOR)
has been to link with the future development of secondary schools with
the Building Schools for the Future Programme as the major source of new
investment across the whole county;
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The SOR is currently subject to consultation, the outcomes of which will
need to be seriously considered when assessing appropriate levels of
schools provision in light of anticipated growth.

Arts, Culture, Heritage and Leisure

Local authorities should recognise the contribution that cultural sectors
can make to regeneration and urban and rural renaissance, and should
ensure that every resident and visitor has access to a range of cultural
activities across the arts, leisure and heritage spectrum;

New housing development should make appropriate provision for new and
improved sports, leisure, cultural and public art facilities;

The Newmarket horse racing industry has contributed significantly to the
heritage and character of the town and surrounding area, and its role and
function should be protected to ensure its continued vitality as a leisure
and cultural pursuit.

Built Heritage and Archaeology

The policy framework sets out a clear requirement to recognise, protect
and sustainably manage the built heritage, archaeological and historic
landscape resources across the East of England and within the local
authority areas of St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath;

Both local authorities have had an established system of designation,
protection and management of their historic assets in their local plans and
revert to the policy framework of the new East of England Plan where these
have expired;

The consistent theme of preservation and enhancement of the natural,
historic and built environment throughout the policy framework, and the
existence of large quantities of built heritage and archaeology assets
across the Study Area, is likely to represent a significant constraint on
growth in certain areas.

Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity

There is a clear framework for assessing the impacts of development on
Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity where there are a series of
fundamental constraints such as SSSIs, Special Protection Area (SPA)
Designations, Special Conservation Areas (SAC), Nature Reserves and
landscape designations where the longstanding policy assumption has
been to restrict development should any of these protected or designated
areas be at risk or compromised;

Both local authorities have had an established system of designation,
protection and management of their green infrastructure and biodiversity
issues which are identified in their local plans and comply with national
guidance around these;
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« There are also several parts of the Study Area that are within buffer zones
for protection of the Stone Curlew, Woodlark and Nightjar. Forest Heath
has recently completed an HRA to assess these buffer zones and potential
mitigation.

« The consistent theme of preservation and enhancement of green
infrastructure and biodiversity issues throughout the policy framework, and
the existence of large quantities of natural open space across the Study
Area, is likely to represent a significant constraint on growth in certain
areas.

Economic Overview and Business Support

o Overall the local economy is performing well with high inward investment
and low unemployment. It also has attractive urban and rural
environments which attract workers and firms to the area;

» Both districts have undergone strong recent growth in more dynamic
sectors such as banking, finance and insurance, but Forest Heath has
undergone significant manufacturing decline, and the agriculture sector
has contracted significantly in St Edmundsbury. Both areas are under-
represented in terms of knowledge-based firms, particularly Forest Heath;

« There is an obvious sector imbalance particularly in settlements such as
Haverhill;

o Despite outward appearances of prosperity in Bury St Edmunds and
Newmarket, there are some relatively high levels of deprivation in both
urban and rural areas;

« Wages and housing affordability are low, especially in rural areas;

» Although Newmarket and Haverhill function as commuting towns to
Cambridge the districts proximity to the main economic drivers of
Cambridge and Ipswich make commuting unsustainable, with a degree of
self-containment in each district;

«  Tourism will continue to be an important feature of the local economy and
its value should be encouraged to grow.

Context for Growth

It is evident from the policy review that there is a continued pressure for
housing growth within the Study Area and a policy framework for ensuring
development can be accommodated in a sustainable manner. This Study seeks
to identify the opportunities and barriers to accommodating this growth as part
of an input to the evidence base for the Local Development Framework.

Prior to establishing an estimate of theoretical environmental capacity and
opportunity areas across the two authorities, three growth scenarios were
established to provide a broad context for growth. These scenarios have not
represented ceilings for the purposes of identifying potential opportunity areas
based on environmental and infrastructure constraints (the analysis in Section
5.0).
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4.25 Working with the two local authorities and the County Council, NLP agreed the
base growth scenario to 2021 (i.e. the current RSS) and the three different
growth scenarios (low, medium and high) which provided the context for
assessing infrastructure need and environmental capacity issues in the FHDC
and SEBC areas to 2031. These scenarios were based on extrapolations of the
adopted RSS and the NHPAU supply range which were agreed with both
authorities and the County Council. However it should be noted that neither
Council is required to accept the higher rates of growth and these have just
been applied for testing purposes.

Levels of Growth to 2021 and 2031

Forest Heath

4.26 The overall housing requirements for the three growth scenarios for the period
of 2008 to 2031 would require the provision of housing across the district
equal to 8,470, 10,210 and 13,070 respectively. This equates to a difference
of 4,600 dwellings between the low and high growth scenarios. These figures
include sites with planning permission not yet completed and undeveloped
sites in Local Plans.

Low Growth Medium Growth ‘ High Growth Scenario
Scenario Scenario g
2008 - 2021 4,770 5,750 7,360
2021 - 2031 3,700 4,460 5,710
Total 8,470 10,210 13,070

Table 7 Growth Scenarios for Forest Heath - Source: SCC / NLP analysis

4.27 This step change in housing provision from the current RSS requirements, to
the medium growth and high growth scenarios is illustrated in the chart below.
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Forest Heath
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Fig 3 Growth Scenarios for Forest Heath - Source: SCC / NLP analysis

St Edmundsbury

The overall housing requirements for the three growth scenarios for the period
of 2008 to 2031 would require the provision of housing across the district
equal to 12,360, 14,900 and 19,070 respectively. This equates to a
difference of 6,710 dwellings between the low and high growth scenarios.
These figures include sites with planning permission not yet completed and
undeveloped sites in Local Plans.

Low Growth Scenario 1 T ITT) (G

High Growth
Scenario

Scenario
2008 - 2021 6,960 8,390 10,740
2021 - 2031 5,400 6,510 8,330
Total 12,360 14,900 19,070

Table 8 Growth Scenarios for St Edmundsbury - Source: SCC / NLP Analysis

This step change in housing provision from the current RSS requirements to the
medium growth and high growth scenarios is illustrated in the chart below.
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Fig 4 Growth Scenarios for St Edmundsbury - Source: SCC / NLP Analysis

Housing Market

The Cambridge Sub-Region Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
completed in May 2008 looked at housing across the sub-region including the
five Cambridgeshire authorities as well as St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath.

Overall the SHMA identifies that housing affordability (income to price ratio) in
St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath is second and third poorest respectively in
the sub-region only behind Cambridge City. In both St Edmundsbury and Forest
Heath the income required to afford private rent is lower than that to afford a
shared-ownership dwelling. Affordability of intermediate rent in comparison with
private rent is higher in Forest Heath but lower in St Edmundsbury.

The SHMA identifies that housing affordability creates large housing pressures
across the sub-region. Particularly social housing stock is not keeping up with
the pace of market housing even though demand for social housing is
increasing. The SHMA was completed in 2008 and it has not yet been
identified what impact the current market has had on the housing market in
Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury.

Average housing completions over the RSS period (i.e. since 2001) has been
below the RSS annual minimum dwelling provision for both authorities. Only in
2007/2008 were the minimum dwelling numbers exceeded. This has meant
that dwelling completions over the remainder of the RSS period to 2021 will
have to be at a higher rate to meet the RSS targets. This is highlighted in the
graph below.
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4.34 In consideration of the current market conditions it is likely that dwelling

completions for 2008/2009 will be further down on the RSS targets and this
highlights the need for higher levels of growth over the period to 2021 to meet
this requirement.
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Baseline Infrastructure Position

Introduction and Approach

This section of the report summarises the current infrastructure provision in the
Study Area and in each settlement, highlighting where the infrastructure
pressures associated with growth are likely to come from. This also includes
an analysis of the current infrastructure ‘tipping points’ for each settlement i.e.
how much development each settlement can accommodate without the
provision of any new infrastructure, taking into account the prioritisation of
infrastructure typologies, as set out in the introduction, as follows:

a ‘Fundamental’ infrastructure required to overcome development
‘showstoppers’. This category includes infrastructure that is so fundamental
to growth taking place that without it development (or occupancy of
development) could not occur (e.g. supply of water, utilities or access).
These are infrastructure types that must be provided up-front to support
development;

b ‘Essential’ infrastructure required to ensure development can be
implemented with no detrimental effects on site, to the settlement and
beyond. Infrastructure in this category will be essential to achieving growth
in a timely and sustainable manner, and which must be delivered at least in
the medium to long term or to allow later phases to proceed, but where
(subject to location) a short term alternative might be possible (e.g. school
provision, where the possibility exists to bus children to a nearby town); and

¢ ‘Required’ infrastructure to ensure sustainable communities are created.
This category includes infrastructure which is deemed necessary by virtue of
legitimate policy objectives (e.g. around access to amenities) and the desire
to achieve high quality and sustainable development.

To inform the baseline position and to act as a platform upon which to define
future development patterns, an audit of existing infrastructure and an
assessment of the current infrastructure pressures has been undertaken. This
baseline position includes identifying what infrastructure is currently in place
and assessing the extent to which the current infrastructure is ‘fit for purpose’
to support the existing settlements. This baseline picture has been
constructed through the collation of information on the various infrastructure
types from a range of sources and further validation through stakeholder
engagement. Together this ensures that the data reflects actual issues within
the settlements and provides, where applicable, a narrative aspect to the
existing pressures on infrastructure.

The approach taken to assess the baseline involves the use of benchmarking
to assess how well served settlements are for various infrastructure types in
comparison with an identified standard. Where this has not been possible,
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stakeholder engagement has been utilised to provide a qualitative baseline and
narrative which identifies the key infrastructure issues within each

infrastructure theme. These benchmarks are used to construct an infrastructure
model which allows ‘tipping points’ for each infrastructure type to be identified.

Our approach to each infrastructure type is identified below.

Infrastructure Theme

Interpretation

Green Infrastructure —
Nature Reserves

Areas of habitat importance protected by local and/or national policy. Provision
should be in line with English Nature’s Accessible Green Model, although this
is an infrastructure type that is a “desirable” requirement and is not a pre-
requisite for growth, particularly in consideration of other green infrastructure,

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Green Infrastructure —
Sports Pitches

Sports pitches includes all grass pitches marked out for use for sports
(inclusive of wider grass areas around, used as a buffer area). The National
Playing Fields Association (NPFA), recently rebadged Fields in Trust (FiT), set
out robust standards on the provision of sports pitches in their ‘six acre
standard’. Sports pitches help to ensure sustainable, inclusive, communities,
but are not necessarily a pre-requisite or showstopper of growth.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Green Infrastructure —
Non-Pitch Sports

Non-Pitch sports includes all outdoor courts and greens for use for sports such
as Tennis Courts and Bowls Greens. The National Playing Fields Association
(NPFA), recently rebadged Fields in Trust (FiT), set out robust standards on the
provision of non-pitch sports in their ‘six acre standard’. Non-pitch sports
provision helps to ensure sustainable, inclusive, communities, but is not
necessarily a pre-requisite or showstopper of growth.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Green Infrastructure —
Amenity Open Space

Amenity open space is an area primarily of visual importance but may also be
used for recreation either formally or informally. It should be provided as part
of all new developments but is exclusive of verges, structural planting,
woodland and open water. Amenity open space helps to ensure sustainable
communities and development with good design principles. This means that
although not a showstopper for growth, green space is a necessary
requirement as part of any new development.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Green Infrastructure —
Allotments

Allotments provide access to plots of land for growing plants and vegetables.
They are particularly useful in urban areas where access to gardens and open
space may be limited. They help to ensure sustainable communities through
creating a community focus and encouraging sustainable lifestyles through a
small element of self-sufficiency. Allotments are not necessarily a pre-
requisite or showstopper of growth.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Green Infrastructure —
Playgrounds

Playgrounds can encompass Local Areas for Play (LAPs) which are small green
areas suitable for children’s play, Local Equipped Areas for Play (LEAPs) which
are areas within five minutes walk of home with play equipment for younger
children and Neighbourhood Equipped Areas for Play (NEAPs) which are area
within 15 minutes walk of home with play equipment for both younger and
older children. Playgrounds help to create sustainable neighbourhoods with
play opportunities for younger members of society, though these are not
necessarily a pre-requisite or show-stopper of growth.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

P43/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Infrastructure Theme

Interpretation

Health — Hospitals

Hospitals generally serve a wide catchment, particularly in rural areas where
one hospital will serve a dispersed population. Hospitals will provide acute
and/or chronic medical care with larger hospitals also providing accident and
emergency departments. It would be expected that there would be a hospital
within in a reasonable driving distance (e.g. 30-45 minutes drive-time) in most
populous areas, particularly for A&E services. Though clearly a very important
infrastructure type there needs to be an allowance for the varied spatial scale
and wide range of services hospitals provide in considering its importance to
growth.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Health — GPs

GPs provide ‘primary care’ as the first point of contact for most medical
services. They ideally should be located within a neighbourhood scale to
ensure households have easy access to their services. Whilst this is an
essential aspect it is unlikely to constrain growth in the short term as long as
long term plans are identified to ensure provision is adequate to mitigate
development impacts.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Health — Dentists

Dentists provide oral care services. They are not necessarily tied to a specific
neighbourhood and, due to the lower frequency of visits, may often be further
afield than within a walkable distance. Whilst dentists are an essential aspect
of healthcare they are unlikely to constrain growth in the short term as long as
long term plans are identified to ensure provision is adequate to mitigate
development impacts.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Health — Nursing Homes

Nursing Homes are provided as residential institutions for the elderly or
disabled. They are very important in providing ongoing care although they are
locationally transient and are brought forward on a commercial basis. They do
not necessarily constrain growth, but consideration will need to be given to the
needs of an ageing population.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Emergency Services —
Police

Policing is undertaken at various levels from countywide to neighbourhood
policing teams and community support police officers. Whilst policing is a non-
locationally specific requirement, growth will have an impact on the demand for
services, which will need to be mitigated.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Emergency Services —
Ambulance

Ambulance services in the region are provided by East of England Ambulance
Service. This service is not necessarily locationally specific, however,
Ambulance response time targets are eight minutes, which means that areas
within an 8 minute drive time isochrone of an ambulance station will be very
well served. A comprehensive coverage would be expected to be maintained,
though being outside that isochrone does not prevent growth.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Emergency Services —
Fire Service

Fire and rescue services in the region are provided by Suffolk Fire and Rescue.
Fire and rescue response time targets are 15 minutes, which means that
areas within an 15 minute drive time isochrone of a fire station will be very well
served. A comprehensive coverage would be expected to be maintained,
though being outside that isochrone does not prevent growth but is a risk that
will need to be considered, particularly for large scale growth.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure
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Infrastructure Theme

Interpretation

Education — Primary
Schools

Primary Schools are the lower tier of a three tier education system in Suffolk.
There is a requirement to provide school places for pupils and at a primary
level this is ideally located within walking distance of home. Existing capacity
issues can be assessed using a snapshot analysis of existing rolls to existing
capacity. Where areas are outside walkable distance to a primary school it
does not rule out development but mitigation may be required. Capacity issues
may require up front infrastructure works and schools are therefore an
essential infrastructure. Comprehensive schools capacity and a strategy for
school provision over the study period will be brought forward through Suffolk
County Council’s School Organisation Review and this Study does not seek to
pre-empt the conclusion of that process. The issue of ‘catchments’ and
admissions procedures is not considered within this Study.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Education — Middle
Schools

Middle Schools are the middle tier of a three tier education system in Suffolk.
The current Schools Organisation Review will migrate the Study Area to a two
tier system, with middle schools being abolished in the medium term and pupil
places being accommodated elsewhere in the system. Existing capacity issues
can be assessed using a snapshot analysis of existing rolls to existing
capacity. Middle schools tend to only be in the larger settlements meaning
many rural areas are not well located to benefit. Capacity issues may require
up front infrastructure works and schools are therefore an essential
infrastructure. Comprehensive schools capacity and a strategy for school
provision over the study period will be brought forward through Suffolk County
Council’s School Organisation Review and this Study does not seek to pre-
empt the conclusion of that process. The issue of ‘catchments’ and
admissions procedures is not considered within this Study.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Education — Upper
Schools

Upper Schools are the higher tier of a three tier education system in Suffolk.
The current Schools Organisation Review will migrate the Study Area to a two
tier system, with middle schools being abolished in the medium term and pupil
places being accommodated elsewhere in the system. Existing capacity issues
can be assessed using a snapshot analysis of existing rolls to existing
capacity. Upper schools are only located in the larger settlements meaning
many rural areas are significant distances from an upper school, necessitating
a ‘school run’ and also meaning growth across a wider spatial area will have
an impact. Capacity issues may require up front infrastructure works and
schools are therefore and essential infrastructure. Comprehensive schools
capacity and a strategy for school provision over the Study period will be
brought forward through Suffolk County Council’s School Organisation Review
and this Study does not seek to pre-empt the conclusion of that process.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Community Facilities —
Libraries

Libraries in the Study Area are provided by Suffolk County Council. Libraries
help to provide a community focus and also can support skills training and
education. They do not necessarily constrain growth, but are an important
community facility that are required to ensure sustainable settlements.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Community Facilities —
Community Centres

Community facilities encompass many forms of community building from large
town halls to small village halls. They form a focus for community based
activity and are required to ensure residents have access to important
community uses.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Cinemas

Cinemas are provided on a commercial basis and are one of the main
commercial leisure uses. They are not a pre-requisite for growth, but they do
provide an important attraction, particularly diversifying the offer of larger town
centres.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure
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Infrastructure Theme

Interpretation

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Swimming Pools

Swimming Pools provide leisure and recreation opportunities for communities
helping to promote healthy lifestyles and good access to leisure opportunities.
Provision will not constrain growth, but they are a desirable infrastructure.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Sports Halls

Sports Halls provide leisure and recreation opportunities for communities
helping to promote healthy lifestyles and good access to leisure opportunities.
Provision will not constrain growth, but they are a desirable infrastructure.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Indoor Bowls

Indoor Bowls centres provide leisure and recreation opportunities for
communities helping to promote healthy lifestyles and good access to leisure
opportunities. Provision will not constrain growth, but they are a desirable
infrastructure.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Theatres

Theatres are often provided on a commercial basis but may also serve a
community based function through other arts funding. They are an important
cultural attraction although are not a pre-requisite for growth, but do provide an
important attraction, both for residents and as a wider attraction and should be
accessible on a wider basis.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Arts, Leisure & Culture —
Museums, Galleries and
Arts Centres

Museums, Galleries and Arts Centres add cultural and leisure attractions to
local areas. They are difficult to quantify in terms of what is an optimal level of
provision, but they particularly support heritage and educational opportunities
within wider communities.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Transport — Road
Network

The road network is a critical infrastructure. Without safe road access that is
not unacceptably congested, growth cannot occur as the impact on the
highway network would be an absolute constraint. Highways planning is
undertaken by Suffolk County Council and the Highways Agency and cannot be
quantified in the way that many infrastructure types can. Therefore, we have
used qualitative analysis of capacity issues brought through from our
stakeholder engagement.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure

Transport — Public
Transport

Public transport is also a critical infrastructure to underpin sustainable growth.
Without access to either sustainable travel opportunities or public transport,
alternative areas of growth can be highly unsustainable, which would be an
absolute constraint. Public transport planning is undertaken by Suffolk County
Council though is provided on a commercial basis through operating
companies. There is a need for public transport to be viable or subsidised and
a key issue in this is encouraging modal shift and creating growth that has
qualities to support public transport. We have used qualitative analysis of
capacity issues brought through from our stakeholder engagement.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure

Waste and Utilities —
Waste & Recycling

Waste and recycling is provided and planned for at a county wide level,
although individual local authorities run their own waste collection and
recycling services. It is a critical infrastructure as without waste management
capacity growth cannot occur without significant mitigation measures.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure
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Infrastructure Theme

Interpretation

Waste and Utilities —
Potable Water Supply

The potable water supply can become an absolute constraint, particularly
where aquifers are at capacity and further extraction licences cannot be
granted. Mitigation measures such as grey water recycling can help mitigate
this and other physical solutions such as strategic water distribution can
improve supply to an area. Key for growth is consideration of the ability to be
served by mains, although in some areas network upgrades are likely to be
required. These are elements that have been assessed in the separate Water
Cycle Study.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure

Waste and Utilities —
Foul Water Sewerage
and Treatment

Drainage sewers and Wastewater Treatment Works capacity is another
constraint that is critical and prevents growth until further capacity is made
available through infrastructure works. These are elements that have been
assessed in the separate Water Cycle Study.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure

Waste and Utilities —
Energy

The energy network in Suffolk is provided and maintained by EDF Energy.
Energy providers work on an entirely reactive basis to upgrading their network
and schedule ongoing upgrade works to improve capacity, prioritising these
where growth is likely to impact capacity. Therefore, specific future capacity
issues have not been identified, but existing capacity can be given in broad
terms. The national grid is reasonably fluid in its capacity and often where
issues occur energy can be routed differently. Development cannot go ahead
without power supply and therefore energy is a fundamental infrastructure.

Prioritisation: Fundamental Infrastructure

Retail & Services — Town
Centres

Town Centres provide a focus for retail and commercial activity. Particularly
they provide a range of convenience and comparison shopping opportunities
and act as a focus for leisure and services. Access to town centres is
important to ensure sustainable development and sustainable patterns of
travel, however, they are not a major constraint on growth, particularly in rural
areas where emphasis is on local services.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Retail & Services — Key
Local Services

Key local retail services may include a store for top-up shopping, a bank, a
post office, a newsagent, an off licence, a takeaway/café/restaurant, a public
house, hairdressers, a chemist and other such services. These are important
in providing day-to-day functions for a local community reducing the need to
travel and increasing accessibility and sustainability. Whilst clear
consideration needs to be given to access to a range of these services, they
will not prevent growth, although a range will be required to ensure sustainable
neighbourhoods.

Prioritisation: Required Infrastructure

Retail & Services — Local
Convenience Shops

Local Convenience Shops encompass all shops capable of providing for a day-
to-day top-up shopping function. Ideally these should be located within walking
distance of home and underpin sustainability by reducing the need to travel for
every day items. They are essential to underpin growth that does not have a
significant impact on patterns of travel and access to services.

Prioritisation: Essential Infrastructure

Table 9 Summary table of infrastructure types and our approach

Provision of infrastructure in most cases does not represent an absolute
constraint but merely represents a cost of mitigating the impact of development
through provision of new or improved infrastructure. Therefore, whilst
consideration of this baseline is essential, the spatial distribution of growth will
depend on further factors such as the trade-offs between different
infrastructure types, the optimal cost implications associated with the provision
of infrastructure to support growth as well as settlement constraints and the
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environmental capacity to accommodate growth. This approach is adopted
through the Study with identification of the environmental constraints and an
analysis of the marginal costs associated with the infrastructure required to
support the potential growth areas identified.

Full details of all infrastructure types by settlement and the specific
infrastructure’s capacity to support new homes without significant mitigation
(i.e. provision of a new unit of infrastructure or major works with significant
costs) are detailed in Appendix 5.

Infrastructure Pressures by Settlement

A summary of each settlement’s overarching infrastructure picture is identified
based on the tipping points analysis set out in Appendix 5. The suitability for
growth based purely on the level of infrastructure as a baseline is analysed for
each settlement and an indication of how much growth the settlement could
currently accommodate without any further infrastructure improvements (apart
from those purely ancillary to the development) is given. This ‘tipping point’
relates to the point where a fundamental or essential infrastructure type will
reach capacity. This does not represent the absolute capacity of the
settlement and is not a show-stopper of growth, but gives an indication of how
much additional growth the existing infrastructure could accommodate before
investment is required.

NLP have not reviewed infrastructure from the perspective of the quality of
service provision, particularly where information was not readily available — this
is a matter outside the remit of this Study. Assessments of infrastructure
provision are based on the application of the benchmark standards identified,
information and facts provided by infrastructure and service providers and
subsequent feedback from those stakeholders.

Forest Heath

Brandon

Brandon has a mixed provision of existing infrastructure for a town of its size.
Infrastructure types including provision of local shops and services, indoor
sports facilities and capacity of utilities, such as wastewater treatment and
energy infrastructure, are all very good with capacity to accommodate growth.
The primary schools in the town have much capacity for new pupils and the
middle school has a small amount of capacity, though in the medium term the
Schools Organisation Review is likely to alter this position. Pupils in Brandon
may also use schools in Norfolk, although this would need to be agreed with
the respective Local Education Authorities. In contrast, health facilities such as
GPs and dentists are under significant strain with a deficit of 3-4 GPs for a
settlement of Brandon’s size. A Health Centre in Brandon has recently been
given planning permission which will address this deficit, but until then this is a
key infrastructure constraint. Community facilities and green infrastructure
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could also need additional provision, with outdoor sports facilities currently
limited in provision and no existing allotment facilities.

Overall, Brandon has the infrastructure in place to support reasonable levels of
development. A key tipping point has already been reached with the poor
provision of health services, although this is currently being addressed which
will allow growth. Beyond this, growth will be constrained by existing
fundamental and essential infrastructure at circa 300-600 new homes where
capacity in middle schools and upper schools is reached, although this
assumes no new homes are built elsewhere across the northern area of Forest
Heath which these schools also serve.

Lakenheath

Lakenheath has a good network of existing infrastructure for a Key Service
Centre of its size. Particularly it is well served currently for local services,
though a wider coverage for local convenience shops would enhance provision.
The primary school has a good level of capacity for new pupils and the existing
provision of community centres is good with several facilities. New provision
and improvement of existing provision of green infrastructure such as pitch and
non-pitch sports facilities, allotments and playgrounds needs to be considered.
Whilst GP provision is in line with existing requirements there is an under-
provision of dentists. Lakenheath’s physical infrastructure capacity is mixed,
with the substation currently operating comfortably within capacity but
headroom for only a very small amount of development at Lakenheath
Wastewater Treatment Works. Public transport is another key constraint with
bus services currently requiring continual investment to ensure a frequent
service.

Overall, Lakenheath has a good range of social infrastructure. Existing capacity
issues with Wastewater Treatment means that without investment in this
essential infrastructure Lakenheath’s existing infrastructure can only
accommodate growth of circa 170 new homes.

Newmarket

Newmarket has a very good network of existing infrastructure for a town of its
size. Particularly, it is well served currently for essential infrastructure types
including health, with a large number of GPs and Dentists, and education, with
existing pupil places in all three levels of schools which could support medium-
high levels of growth in the town with tipping points identified between circa
1,500 new homes to 4,600 new homes for these infrastructure types.
Newmarket also has a very good range of local services and a choice of
supermarkets for main food shopping. The provision of outdoor sports facilities
has potential for improvement, although provision of allotments as a green
infrastructure type is excellent. There are 8 identified community facilities and
Newmarket Library is currently adequate, though the location is not ideal. The
key infrastructure pressures for Newmarket at present are Newmarket
substation which is nearing capacity and potential for congestion on the road
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network. There are also environmental constraints with the safeguarding of the
horse racing industry.

Overall, Newmarket’s existing infrastructure is excellent with the exception of
the road network and substation capacity, both of which have identified
capacity issues which may prevent medium-high levels of growth without
investment. Newmarket substation particularly is nearing capacity and will only
accommodate between O and circa 500 new homes although EDF currently has
plans to upgrade the substation.

Exning

Exning has a good network of existing infrastructure for a village of its size and
it is also located nearby to further amenities in Newmarket. Particularly, it is
well served currently for green infrastructure, with a good level of sports pitch
provision, lots of open amenity space and a large allotment site. The primary
school has a reasonable level of capacity for new pupils and middle schools
and upper schools are located nearby in Newmarket, where there are also
places for new pupils. Exning’s physical infrastructure is good, with current
capacity within Exning substation and significant headroom in Newmarket
Wastewater Treatment Works. The key infrastructure pressures in Exning are
the current lack of GPs in the village and also the capacity of junction 37 on the
A14. Exning’s location near to Newmarket means it has many facilities nearby,
but to ensure that it is accessible to residents, consideration should be given
to improving bus services and providing direct and off-road pedestrian and cycle
links between Exning and Newmarket to mitigate the travel impact of growth.

Overall, Exning has the existing infrastructure to support some growth, and
although there is no GP surgery in the village the proximity of Newmarket where
there is excellent provision and the size of the village may have prevented this
from coming forward. The impact on the A14 and the provision of sustainable
transport options to Newmarket are likely to be the key constraints on growth.
Existing infrastructure, assuming use of GPs in Newmarket, could possibly
support circa 500 new homes, though congestion implications would need to
be assessed in detail of any proposal.

Kentford

Kentford has a very poor range of services currently, with most types of
‘required’ infrastructure currently not located in the village including sports
pitches, non-pitch sports, allotments, playgrounds, library and many of the
identified key local services. Although the village had a Village Hall the Built
Facilities Study identified that it is currently not in use, although a new Village
Hall is being proposed but has not yet come forward for development. The
nearest primary school is in Moulton a short distance away, although this does
have good pupil capacity. There are no health facilities in the village, although
it is theoretically not large enough to support a GP or Dentist. Kennet
substation is nearing capacity although Newmarket Wastewater Treatment
Works, which serves Kentford, has significant headroom. The transport
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network has the potential to be good, particularly with the proximity of the A14
and the existing railway station, however, works may need to come forward to
ensure the road network is not congested or hazardous and the station is
accessible. There are further facilities nearby in Kennet, Cambridgeshire,
including a public house and a primary school, although the latter is not well
related to Kentford in terms of walking distance.

5.18 Overall, Kentford’s lack of existing facilities is a constraint that will need to be
addressed to bring forward growth. Circa 50-100 new homes would have a
significant impact on the existing infrastructure which already is nearing a
tipping point. In consideration of the lack of required infrastructure any
development that comes forward should be either minor or of a sufficient level
to attract such services and facilities to the village as part of a larger
development scheme.

West Row

5.19 West Row has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure for a primary
village of its size. The primary school has a reasonable level of capacity for
new pupils and it has retained services such as a post office and a take away.
New provision and improvement of existing provision of green infrastructure
such as non-pitch sports facilities, amenity open space and playgrounds needs
to be considered. West Row’s physical infrastructure is reasonable with some
capacity from Mildenhall substation and good headroom in Mildenhall
Wastewater Treatment Works. The key infrastructure constraints for West Row
relate to its rural road network which is unlikely to be able to support high
levels of development and also its health services, with no GPs currently
serving the Village and no Dentists.

5.20 West Row’s overall infrastructure provision is reasonable although the lack of a
GP to serve the area is a constraint on its suitability for housing growth. The
rural road network around West Row is a constraint to high levels of growth and
it is likely that anything beyond small scale development, e.g. circa 100-200
new homes, would have a significant impact on the road network without further
mitigation.

Mildenhall

5.21 Mildenhall has a very good network of existing infrastructure for a town of its
size. Particularly, it is well served currently for sports pitches and nature
reserves. The health facilities in Mildenhall are also very good with surplus
provision of GPs and Dentists for its population against the benchmark
standard. New provision and improvement of existing provision of green
infrastructure such as non-pitch sports facilities, allotments and playgrounds
needs to be considered. There is some level of capacity in the existing
schools, although Mildenhall College of Technology does serve a wide
catchment beyond the settlement itself. Mildenhall’s physical infrastructure is
reasonable with identified current capacity at Mildenhall Substation and much
headroom at Mildenhall Wastewater Treatment Works.
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The key infrastructure constraint for Mildenhall is the current traffic capacity
within Mildenhall Town Centre. Suffolk County Highways identified that
congestion in Mildenhall was high and that the junctions in Mildenhall town
centre could potentially take no more vehicle movements. This suggests that
upgrades to the existing road network may be required. We understand that
that an A11/A1101 relief road was previously considered, linked with the
potential relocation of Marshall Aerospace to RAF Mildenhall. However, there
were no specific plans by Suffolk County Council (or by other authorities
elsewhere within the region) to implement a Mildenhall bypass and the most
recent position is that the Marshall Aerospace relocation will not be going
ahead. Through our stakeholder engagement Suffolk County Council Highways
have identified a bypass or relief road would have the desired effect of reducing
congestion, although no delivery mechanism or proposal was formally
identified. There is a clear need to tackle congestion as part of growth in
Mildenhall and the surrounding area, and this may include a bypass as a longer
term option or alternative transport mitigation works. This Study is not in a
position to conclude on the most appropriate transport solution that might be
adopted. There is a requirement for work to be undertaken to identify what
transport schemes and delivery mechanisms can be implemented to allow
longer term growth. Once mitigation is provided it will ensure Mildenhall’s
overall infrastructure capacity to support growth is higher than currently.

Mildenhall’s infrastructure is very good, with schools, health and utilities
infrastructure all capable of supporting growth. Growth will undoubtedly have a
cumulative impact on the road network which is already strained. The provision
of a relief road will ease congestion in Mildenhall town centre, as may other
highway improvements, although until that mitigation is brought forward, growth
would appear to be constrained to smaller levels of development e.g. circa 100-
200 new homes.

Red Lodge

Red Lodge has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure, though its
planned expansion will ensure that provision is improved along with growth, in
line with the masterplan. Currently, the provision of Key Local Services is
reasonably poor with a limited number of shops. There is also currently no
outdoor sports provision or allotments in Red Lodge, although these are under
construction. A primary school is yet to be built although it is included as part
of the masterplan and is likely to come forward in the next phase of
development, once there is enough population to support a primary school.
Red Lodge’s physical infrastructure is also currently constrained with Kennet
Substation currently nearing capacity and Tuddenham Wastewater Treatment
Works also likely to reach capacity, with the reasonably limited headroom and
further constraints to upgrade the works. Suffolk County Council Highways
identified that there is also a constraint around the highway network with the
potential for increased traffic impacts on rural roads from development at Red
Lodge. This is partially caused by there being no A11/A14 eastbound junction,
although the cost of funding such a link, for which there are no specific plans
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by Suffolk County Council, would be a hurdle to overcome and likely to be
prohibitive. Therefore, alternative upgrades to the rural road network would
further mitigate the impact of growth, although there is a requirement for work
to be undertaken to identify what transport schemes and delivery mechanisms
can be implemented to allow longer term growth. The provision of dentists and
GPs will also need to be increased to support development.

Overall, the existing infrastructure provision in Red Lodge is reasonably poor
currently although it is clear that with the planned development as identified in
the Red Lodge masterplan that infrastructure will come forward in a co-
ordinated way to support growth. The masterplan addresses its own service
and infrastructure provision, so it is important to consider requirements outside
of this, although it is important as a settlement earmarked for much
development that account is taken of what is likely to come forward. Above and
beyond the circa 1,600 homes planned in the masterplan (a good proportion of
which are already built — circa 1,200) and taking into account the supporting
infrastructure planned (as identified in Appendix D of the Red Lodge masterplan
- Phasing & Implementation of facilities & Improvements) there are potential
capacity issues with wastewater treatment in accommodating growth above and
beyond the planned amount. This could limit growth without further mitigation
to circa 1,000 new homes.

Beck Row

Beck Row has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure for a primary
village, however many of its residents work on the Air Base and may use
services there that are not necessarily open to community use. This means
that provision of many infrastructure types, such as sports facilities, is
relatively poor. There are also no GPs or Dentists which its size would be able
to support. There is a reasonable amount of capacity from Mildenhall
substation, although the Wastewater Treatment Works has significant
headroom. Beck Row Primary school has a small amount of capacity for new
pupils. The existing road network suffers from some congestion and current
public transport is reasonably poor, meaning the transport network is a key
constraint, though may be eased by improvements or a Mildenhall by-pass.

Overall, Beck Row’s current infrastructure could only support a small amount of
growth before investment in infrastructure is required. The lack of health
services is a constraint, particularly given the settlement could support a 2 GP
surgery. Beck Row is constrained by the road network around the Air Base and
for significant levels of growth this would need to be addressed. Assuming
existing good health provision in Mildenhall is accessible there is potential for a
small amount of new development of circa 50-100 new homes. Beyond this
capacity the primary school could accommodate growth of up to 200 new
homes without investment in provision of new infrastructure.
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St Edmundsbury

Bury St Edmunds

In Bury St Edmunds infrastructure types such as shops, built sports facilities,
leisure attractions and open space are all provided in very good quantities and
qualities for a town of its size and status. Currently, there is existing capacity
in the network of schools within the town, although with any potential housing
growth this excess will be quickly taken up. The geographic distribution of the
upper schools, all within the north west parts of the town, does leave some
neighbourhoods beyond a reasonable walking distance to an upper school.
Health provision is also excellent with a large number of GPs and dentists and
also the Study Area’s only hospital with A&E facilities. Bury St Edmunds is
poorly served for sports pitches and non-pitch sports facilities, which should be
improved to support the existing population and any growth.

The transport network is reasonably good, although Bury St Edmunds remains a
car dominated town and one of the key challenges to housing growth will be to
improve the public transport network, reduce congestion and promote a modal
shift, which will potentially require significant infrastructure works. Despite a
reasonable transport network, there are known issues, which have been
identified through stakeholder consultation, with the capacity of the A14
Junctions. Utilities provision has existing capacity meaning that only local
network upgrades may be required to support small levels of growth, although
electricity substation improvements will be needed to support growth in the
medium term. Overall, Bury St Edmunds is well positioned to take a reasonably
large level of growth without significant upgrades to the strategic infrastructure,
although certain areas of social infrastructure, such as outdoor sports
provision, will need to be improved. On this basis Bury St Edmunds could
accommodate 500-1,000 new homes without significant infrastructure
investment to the existing provision. Beyond this upgrades to electricity
substations and new primary schools will be required.

Haverhill

Haverhill has a good network of existing infrastructure with shops, leisure
attractions and open space provision very good in terms of spatial provision.
Currently there is existing capacity within the network of schools in the town,
although with any potential housing growth this excess may be quickly taken
up, particularly as the two upper schools serve a large part of the south of the
Borough. The transport network is reasonable but it is apparent that significant
infrastructure works to the wider road network, including the A1307, are
required to support any growth and that public transport should be improved,
particularly where it could replace commutes by private car. The provision of
outdoor sports facilities (pitches and courts), allotments and playgrounds
should be considered as a priority in new development, as these types of
facility are in under supply compared with the Local Plan’s target ratios.
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One key issue to overcome is the apparent lack of GP facilities as an
‘essential’ infrastructure. Further scoping work to assess current GP lists and
how current GP services are coping should be considered, with sites potentially
safeguarded for new health facilities if they are not coming forward already.
This GP provision should be addressed before any new housing comes forward
as the system is already strained. Beyond this around 500 new homes could
be accommodated without significant infrastructure mitigation.

Kedington

Kedington is well served currently by its local services, particularly with the
parade of shops in the Westward Deals area which includes a post office,
newsagents, hairdressers and butchers. Kedington also has a good range of
community facilities, including a library, and amenity open space. There is also
a good provision of GPs in Kedington. There is a small amount of capacity in
the existing primary school which could accommodate the pupil yield from
around 150 new homes. New provision and improvement of existing provision
of desirable infrastructure such as outdoor sports facilities and playgrounds will
all need to be considered.

The key infrastructure constraints for Kedington relate to transport with
potential capacity issues with the road network due to the rurality of the
settlement, and current bus provision requiring improvement. Kedington could
also potentially support a dentist as a key local health service. Excluding
potential issues with wastewater (as these have not been assessed in the
SFRA and Water Cycle Study) Kedington’s existing infrastructure could support
around 150 new homes before investment in new places at the primary school
would be required.

Barrow

Barrow has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure for a settlement of
its size. In particular it is currently well served for allotments and open amenity
space. Currently there is existing capacity within the primary school, although
with any potential housing growth this excess may be quickly taken up. New
provision and improvement of existing provision of required infrastructure such
as nature reserves, outdoor sports facilities, playgrounds and key local services
will all need to be considered.

The key infrastructure constraints for Barrow are the provision of GPs which is
nearing a tipping point and the consideration of improving public transport
accessibility to ensure sustainable travel patterns where possible. As identified
in the SFRA and Water Cycle Study, Barrow wastewater treatment works has
very little headroom to accommodate growth, which is a critical constraint that
will need to be overcome. Without upgrades to the wastewater treatment works
only around 140 new homes could be accommodated in Barrow. Approximately
175 new homes would also lead to additional primary school places being
required, suggesting Barrow could only take comparatively small levels of
growth without significant infrastructure investment.
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Risby

Risby has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure for a settlement of its
size, though it lacks many services that underpin sustainable and self sufficient
settlements. One key area of potential improvement is the provision of green
infrastructure, with opportunities to enhance outdoor sports provision and open
amenity space. Risby Primary School is currently over-subscribed and this will
mean that there may be significant up front infrastructure required to support
development. It also lacks provision of health facilities and has a poor
selection of key local services, including the absence of a local shop capable of
providing a top-up shopping function, which is key to sustainable settlements.
Risby is located conveniently for the A14 although improved sustainable
transport options may be a requirement to encourage people to not use their
cars.

Overall Risby’s current infrastructure is not well developed to accommodate
further growth. The primary school is already oversubscribed and the lack of
key facilities, such as a local convenience shop will need to be addressed
before any development takes place in Risby.

Ixworth

Ixworth has a very good network of existing infrastructure. In particular it is
currently well served by its range of local services, including a post office, a
number of sports pitches, a library, and a well equipped village hall. There is
also a good provision of GPs in Ixworth. Whilst there is a significant level of
capacity within the middle school, currently the primary school is nearing
capacity, although the school reorganisation may alter capacity. New provision
and improvement of existing provision of desirable infrastructure such as non-
pitch sports facilities, open amenity space and playgrounds will all need to be
considered.

The key infrastructure constraints for Ixworth are the provision of dentist’s
which is nearing a tipping point and the consideration of transport issues if high
levels of growth are to be accommodated. Existing capacity at the primary
school could only accommodate additional pupils equivalent to circa 60 new
homes before additional places may need to be sought.

Stanton

Stanton has a very good network of existing infrastructure and it is currently
well served by its local services, with existing capacity in its primary school and
middle school to support a reasonable level of development. There is an
excellent provision of GPs in Stanton, although there are currently no dentists.
New provision and improvement of existing provision of green infrastructure
such as non-pitch sports facilities, amenity open space, allotments and
playgrounds may be required, although current sports pitch provision is good.
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Stanton’s physical infrastructure is good with substantial capacity for
wastewater treatment and a reasonable transport infrastructure in place. The
key tipping point in relation to infrastructure is around 500 new homes when
additional investment in electricity substation capacity may be required.
Although there is only capacity for pupils from approximately 380 new homes in
the middle school, it is likely the school reorganisation will address this
medium term capacity issue, particularly with many more pupil places in
Stanton Primary School.

Clare

Clare has a good network of existing infrastructure for a settlement of its size.
Particularly it is currently well served for allotments and open amenity space.
There is also a good provision of GPs in Clare. The library and good provision
of community facilities mean that it has a range of facilities to underpin strong
and vital neighbourhoods in the settlement. New provision and improvement of
existing provision of required infrastructure such as nature reserves, outdoor
sports facilities and playgrounds will all need to be considered.

The key infrastructure constraints for Clare are the provision of dentist’s, which
is nearing a tipping point, and the consideration of transport issues if high
levels of growth are to be accommodated. There is also only a small level of
pupil capacity in the settlements existing schools. These three issues are
likely to constrain Clare to less than 100 new homes unless the investment in
infrastructure to mitigate these tipping points comes forward.

Wickhambrook

Wickhambrook is currently well served for a range of infrastructure including
sports pitches and health provision where the three GP surgery is a very
important service. The primary school has a reasonable level of capacity for
new pupils, equivalent to the yield of circa 400 new homes. New provision and
improvement of existing provision of green infrastructure such as non-pitch
sports facilities, amenity open space, allotments and playgrounds needs to be
considered. Wickhambrook’s physical infrastructure requires further
investigation to better understand wastewater capacity as well as further
identification of costs associated with key transport schemes such as bus
investment. Electricity substation capacity is good with no issues identified.

The key infrastructure constraints for Wickhambrook relate to its distance from
Haverhill, Bury St Edmunds and Newmarket as the nearest towns with higher
order facilities, meaning there is an increased need to travel. This means that
Wickhambrook is reasonably isolated from some important infrastructure types,
particularly upper schools and leisure facilities such as cinemas and swimming
pools, which impacts on its sustainability as a location and therefore its
suitability for substantial growth.
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Overall Study Area Wide Impacts and Infrastructure Pressures

As well as identifying individual settlements infrastructure pressures,
consideration should be given to infrastructure pressures at a Study Area-wide
basis, particularly as many residents in the Study Area live in rural areas. An
assessment of the overall infrastructure constraints to inform the testing of
Opportunity Areas has identified a number of key themes in specific
infrastructure types that will need to be taken into account in forming
Opportunity Areas. The key issues for ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’
infrastructure types are as follows:

Education — There are currently surplus school places throughout the
education system in the Study Area. This is particularly pronounced in the
primary school tier. There are some areas with localised capacity issues
as identified that will need to be addressed. Suffolk County Council is
currently in the process of moving from a three tier system to a two tier
system, with middle schools to be entirely removed. The ongoing Schools
Organisation Review (SOR) will consider how current middle school pupil
yield can be accommodated within the system, and will provide a more
detailed overview of the definitive school capacity issues for the future.
Emergency Services — All three emergency services are currently
performing very well in Suffolk and provision of these services are unlikely
to be a major constraint on growth. Consideration should be given to the
likely impacts of development on the continual performance of these
services and how additional infrastructure may be required to continue
levels of performance.

Utilities — Overall utilities provision is currently adequate. The potable
water supply is not a constraint across the Study Area. Wastewater
treatment works have varying capacities, as do electricity substations,
however, for both these utilities the current infrastructure was deemed
adequate for its current purpose. The key issue will be assessing local
infrastructure networks in light of specific development proposals as,
although future development can be accommodated, there is the
requirement for utilities upgrades in some areas.

Health — West Suffolk Hospital is busy but can accommodate growth for
the foreseeable future (to 2021). There are longer term visions to
improve both capacity and the quality of hospital services through a move
from the existing campus with the current hospital campus. This is likely
to occur towards the end of the study period (2031), providing new
facilities to support both the growth that will occur and space for future
upgrades. Until then the existing hospital campus, set in a 19 hectare
parkland site on the edge of Bury St Edmunds, has scope for limited
expansion to meet the developing health care needs of the Study Area.
There are also outpatient services in Newmarket. Overall GP and dentist
provision is adequate for the Study Area, though there are numerous
areas where gaps in the geographic provision have been identified.

P58/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



5.47

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

« Transport — The Study Area has a multitude of transport issues, with
reasonably high levels of commuting in many areas and a generally high
level of car usage necessitated by the rurality of the area. Our
stakeholder consultation identified many schemes that need to come
forward to continue to support growth, including various junction works
along the A14 as well as highways works around Mildenhall, alongside
others. Whilst these issues have been brought out in this Study, specific
capacity issues and costs to mediate these issues were not able to be
identified. In this context specific work should be undertaken to assess
the transport capacity of the Study Area and costs to deliver the required
infrastructure. This may flow from County Council work on analysis of the
transport issues.

In addition to ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’ infrastructure the identification of
‘required’ infrastructure issues across the Study Area has given a context to
how well served the Study Area is for the facilities and services that add
amenity value to development and enhance quality of life for residents. The
overall key issues for ‘required’ infrastructure types are as follows:

. Sports and Leisure — There is an overall good provision of sports facilities
across the Study Area. This is particularly prominent for built sports
facilities, such as swimming pools, sports halls and indoor bowls, where
provision on a Study Area wide basis is above recommended Sport
England levels. The provision of sports pitches and non-pitch sports
facilities is generally poor, with large deficits in the larger settlements,
although provision in smaller settlements, such as village playing fields, is
generally good.

«  Green Infrastructure — The Study Area is overall very well served for green
infrastructure, with several country parks, nature reserves and historic
parks and gardens. The general rurality and low density of many of the
areas particularly lends itself to settlements that have large amounts of
open space. The continued provision of this will be key in growth to
ensure that provision for local residents is good, but also to preserve the
character of settlements in the Study Area.

« Business Support — Notwithstanding the current recession, in general the
local economy is performing well with high inward investment and low
unemployment compared with UK averages. Whilst Forest Heath has seen
a decline in manufacturing and the agricultural sector in St Edmundsbury
has contracted, both areas have witnessed growth on dynamic sectors
such as banking, finance and insurance, although knowledge-based
industries are under-represented which is a potential target sector. A
number of initiatives are in place to develop skills and ensure high-levels
of business support to aid the set-up and survival of small businesses
and it will be imperative that employment growth keeps pace with growth
in the labour force linked to new housing supply.
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Overall Messages

In general, across the settlements identified, provision of infrastructure
currently reflects the size of the settlement it serves. Most social infrastructure
types such as schools, health facilities and community facilities are particularly
well served in the larger settlements, as there is a sufficient population to
justify their viability. In contrast sports facilities tend to be better provided, in
terms of quantity per head of population, in the rural smaller settlements,
potentially explained by the historic role that village recreation fields have
played in the rural communities and the development pressures on land in the
urban areas. Some of the smaller settlements lack elements of basic social
infrastructure, although this is a common problem for rural communities where
some services cannot be feasibly supported by the community that they serve.
This is highlighted by recent trends of post office and public house closures in
rural communities across the country.

The physical infrastructure for utilities and transport varies by settlement.
Particularly for utilities, it is apparent that providers often plan on a reactive
basis and therefore in some areas there is little headroom capacity to support
new growth. However, this may merely be indicative of utility companies not
wanting to future plan capacity but implement a rolling set of upgrades to
capacity as and when development comes forward. Similarly, transport issues
are varied with Suffolk County Highways and the Highways Agency highlighting a
number of local capacity issues as well as more strategic issues that will
require larger schemes to mitigate impacts.

The key message of this baseline infrastructure analysis is that the majority of
the settlements analysed can accommodate only reasonably small levels of
growth without further investment in infrastructure, whether this be new
schools, new wastewater treatment, new roads or other fundamental and
essential infrastructure types. This highlights that the level of growth required
across the Study Area will bring requirements for new infrastructure.

In determining the strategic distribution of growth, one of the factors for
consideration should be the marginal costs and benefits of required
infrastructure provision. This will ensure growth is focused on where
development makes the most efficient use of the infrastructure needed to
support it and help to underpin sustainability by providing infrastructure at a
localised scale, redistributing existing excess capacity or surplus provision.
Clearly, though, infrastructure is just one of a number of factors determining the
scale and location of growth and in defining Opportunity Areas for development
we have taken account of the environmental capacity of each settlement and
tested this against infrastructure requirements, as identified in the following
sections.
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Defining Opportunity Areas

Introduction and Approach

This section identifies the Opportunity Areas where potential development in
and around the defined settlements may occur. Fundamental environmental
constraints to development are defined and identified in the context of the key
policy drivers and the Study Area’s emerging settlement hierarchy. The
methodology set out below enables the identification of broad potential
locations where there are no fundamental barriers to growth. In the
identification of constraints to these areas of growth, where necessary,
appropriate buffers have been used to reflect the proximity of risks and
requirement or ability to mitigate any impacts.

Identified Opportunity Areas have been mapped and associated constraints
have been clearly denoted within the mapping (in Appendix 2) to provide an
initial basis for further exploration and discussion, through the stakeholder
workshop (30 January 2009), in order to identify further detailed key issues or
other constraints and importantly to consider infrastructure barriers and
requirements.

The outputs from this section are the identification of theoretical estimates of
dwelling yield from development in and around the settlements. These
estimates are, in effect, environmental capacity estimates solely for new
homes and do not represent proposals for growth in each settlement.

Methodology

The starting point for the definition of Opportunity Areas is the emerging
settlement hierarchy proposed by the local authorities in their emerging Core
Strategies. In terms of this Study, this is a policy filter that has lead to
concentrating and considering growth mainly in those proposed Towns and Key
Service Centres (and including primary villages for FHDC, due to existing
constraints in the Towns and promotion of rural sustainability for the larger
villages). This has meant ruling out growth in other (smaller) settlements
because they are not in accordance with national policy and do not contain the
sufficient levels of infrastructure and services to underpin growth. In most
cases the use of the proposed settlement hierarchy fits with obvious
constraints and infrastructure issues (e.g. the presence of services within
settlements and/or accessibility).

The process of analysing each settlement to identify potential Opportunity
Areas is based initially on the identification of major physical constraints to
development from environmental designations. This led to a series of
fundamental constraints (e.g. SSSls, nature reserves, landscape designations
— see Table 10 below) where the longstanding policy assumption has been that
development should be restricted. In general terms, this means avoiding
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development on the designated site itself and providing an appropriate ‘buffer’
around the designation. The calculation of these buffers varies depending on
the sensitivity of the designation. Therefore a highest level precautionary buffer
has been established as 1.5km buffer as a starting point for very sensitive
habitats such as the Stone Curlew nesting ground (as advised by the RSPB in
stakeholder engagement and recommended in the Forest Heath HRA) and a
400-500m buffer around national, regional or local designations as advised by
Natural England. However, where development already reaches closer to the
designation that the buffer, the line of the proposed buffer is drawn along the
existing settlement edge.

Development within these identified protective buffers is strongly recommended
to be avoided at this strategic level of assessment, however, emerging Council
policy positions relating to these buffers will confirm whether detailed
development proposals are acceptable on the basis of site specific
assessment or whether it might be possible to identify mitigation for individual
schemes. Other strategic constraints identified (such as flood risk zones)
should be protected from development. However, at a more detailed level, it
might also be possible to identify mitigation for such strategic constraints as
part of an individual scheme (such as flood defences). For the purposes of this
Study, such areas have been ruled out on a precautionary basis.

In addition to the above constraints, identification of more subjective
constraints has been used to guide Opportunity Areas, for example
landscape/topography buffers and settlement coalescence. The approach to
these was to examine each settlement individually using a range of desk based
information including topographical maps, aerial photographs, and landscape
character area descriptions for the two districts identifying areas of particularly
high landscape sensitivity (Countryside Agency — Character of England Project).

The landscape buffers are based on the landform surrounding existing
settlements and initially rule out locations which would cross natural landform
divides between settlements (ridges). Locations which form prominent features
within the landscape were identified and Opportunity Areas constrained by
avoidance of exposed hill sides or slopes where new development may be
viewed out of context with the existing settlement. These buffers were then
discussed with the local authorities to ensure that location specific local issues
could be fully included and then they were tested through the stakeholder
workshop (30 January 2009) specifically requesting stakeholders to comment
on whether the buffers were appropriate given the character of the area.

The starting point for consideration of the coalescence buffers was the
respective size of each settlement and their location with respect to other
settlements, as larger settlements have larger buffers between them (i.e. broad
application of a logical Central Place Theory). These buffers were then
discussed with the local authorities to ensure that location specific local issues
could be fully included, be they historical, landscape, or social based. The
buffers were then also tested through the stakeholder workshop (30 January
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2009) specifically requesting stakeholders to comment on whether the buffers
were appropriate given the character of the specific settlements.

Where none of the above environmental designations apply, the identification of
desirable boundaries to existing development (for example major roads or rail
lines, rivers) has been used to guide identification of Opportunity Areas.
Similarly, where development would not be constrained by any of the above
physical boundaries, the potential risk for an extension to result in an
undesirable urban form, such as a linear or disjointed settlement pattern, has
also been used to guide identification of Opportunity Areas. Such undesirable
urban forms may require a greater reliance on private transport, and walking
distances from existing centres were used to gauge where this would be an
issue, albeit used in consideration with other factors, and not identified as a
showstopper in its own right. Key services are mapped for each settlement and
walking catchments around these are identified. Access to services/public
transport has been identified at a high level and largely drives the settlement
hierarchy at the beginning of the process.

Identification of Constraints

Constraints have been identified across the two districts which inform where
development is possible without fundamental constraint.

The table below sets out the constraints that have been considered,
summarising the scale to which they are designated and their interpretation
and definition for the purpose of identification of potential Opportunity Areas.

Tonstraint name Interpretation

Historic Park & Garden Areas of significant landscape and cultural importance. Highly sensitive to new
development. Development with the potential to impact on the setting of the
garden should be avoided through provision of a suitable visual buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

Area of Archaeological Designation does not prohibit development in all cases and individual desk
Importance and site surveys will be required to establish site sensitivity.

Constraint weighting: Not a fundamental barrier to development for the
purposes of the Study / subject to individual site investigation

Conservation Area (Built Requirement to protect character and appearance of conservation areas.
Environment) Designation does not prohibit development. Individual Conservation Area (CA)
character appraisals will be required to establish site sensitivity of
conservation to new development, particularly where these affect the
landscape setting of rural conservation areas.

Constraint weighting: Subject to detailed site investigation / more likely to be a
fundamental constraint in rural locations due to role of landscape in CA
character.

Scheduled Ancient Requirement to protect setting of SAMs. Designation does not prohibit
Monument (SAM) development. Individual appraisal will be required to establish site sensitivity
of setting of the SAM to new development.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation / more likely to be a fundamental constraint in rural locations
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Constraint name

Listed Buildings

Interpretation

Individually graded buildings of historic value. Designation does not prohibit
development. Individual appraisal will be required to establish sensitivity of
setting to new development. Listed building protection carries the same weight
regardless of location, however, the setting to listed buildings within rural or
open areas may be more sensitivity to new development due to potential
change from rural to urban character.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation / more likely to be a fundamental constraint in rural locations due
to the additional character value of the landscape settings.

Studland

Although specific to Forest Heath District Council the significance of the
horseracing industry to the district is of key importance to the character and
economy of the District and particularly Newmarket. Designated studland
should be protected from potential negative impacts of new development.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint preventing loss of studland

National Nature Reserve

Area of habitat importance protected by national policy. Sensitive development
with an appropriate buffer to designated site may be possible.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

Local Nature Reserve

Area of habitat importance protected by local policy. Sensitive development
adjacent to designated site may be possible, providing suitable mitigation is
proposed.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

RSPB Reserve

Area of bird wildlife protection. Highly sensitive to new development.
Development with the potential to impact on protected habitats should be
avoided through provision of a suitable buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

RAMSAR Site

Area of Habitat Protection. Highly sensitive to new development. Development
with the potential to impact on protected habitats should be avoided through
provision of a suitable buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

SSSI/Special Protection
Area (SPA)

Protected area of geology, topography, or ecology interest. Highly sensitive to
new development. Development with the potential to impact on protected
habitats should be avoided through provision of a suitable buffer — dependent
on the reason for designation.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

SSSI/Special Protection
Area (SPA) — Breckland
Farmland (Stone Curlew
Habitat)

Area of habitat protection for rare and vulnerable birds. Highly sensitive to new
development. Development with the potential to impact on habitat potential of
SPA should be avoided through provision of a suitable buffer. SSSI
designations within the SPA may be related to any habitat plant or animal and
therefore buffers will vary. SSSIs that have been identified by the two Council
as being designated for the protection of Stone Curlews have been mapped
with a precautionary buffer of 1.5km. Other designations have had an assumed
buffer of 400m. In departure from this strategic interpretation, the LPAs may
identify locations where site specific mitigation is being investigated through
the HRA process and where buffers may be relaxed. Where this is the case it
has been clearly identified in the text as an exceptional circumstance and
potential environmental impacts have been highlighted accordingly.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

Special Area of
Conservation (SAC)

Area of habitat protection. Highly sensitive to new development. Development
with the potential to impact on natural quality of SAC should be avoided
through mitigation of impacts or provision of a suitable buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer
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ronstraint name

Interpretation

Heathland Opportunity
Mapping: High Scoring
Ecological Potential
Heathland

Area of high value ecological potential. Sensitive to new development.
Development with the potential to impact on ecological value of area should be
avoided.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

Biodiversity Priority
Habitat: Heathland

Area of high ecological value. Sensitive to new development. Development with
the potential to impact on ecological value of area should be prevented or risks
minimised through mitigation of impacts or provision of a suitable buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

County Wildlife Site

Area of habitat protection. Highly sensitive to new development. Development
with the potential to impact on natural quality of County Wildlife Sites should
be avoided through mitigation of impacts or provision of a suitable buffer.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

Forestry Commission
Land

Area of landscape value or recreational use. Forestry Commission land should
be retained as a valuable natural and recreational resource.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

Country Park

Area of landscape value or recreational use. Country parks should be retained
as a valuable natural and recreational resource.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

Flood Zone 3

Flood Zone 3 is taken as highly prohibitive to new development. Development
proposed within this zone would require extensive Flood risk assessment data
and mitigation of any identified flood risk.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

Flood Zone 2

Development proposed within this zone would require extensive Flood risk
assessment data and mitigation of any identified flood risk.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint

Source Protection Zone
1 (Inner protection zone)

Designated to protect groundwater supply of water. Development within this
zone would require mitigation of any direct discharge into groundwater of
surface water run-off for impermeable areas such as public/amenity use, car
parks, major roads. A consideration for major development proposals however,
not prohibitive of development where suitable mitigation can be established.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation and potential mitigation

Source Protection Zone
2 (Outer protection
zone)

Designated to protect groundwater supply of water. A consideration for major
development proposals however, not prohibitive of development where suitable
mitigation can be established.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation and potential mitigation

Best Most Versatile
Agricultural Land (1-3a)

Criteria taken from national policy in application of this constraint:

“Where significant development of agricultural land is unavoidable, local
planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land (grades
3b, 4 and 5) in preference to that of a higher quality, except where this would
be inconsistent with other sustainability considerations.”

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to preference against
sustainability considerations

B Road, A Road

Potential noise / pollution issues at close proximity to major road
infrastructure. No constraint to development providing suitable mitigation can
be provided.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation
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Constraint name

Interpretation

Railway Line, Railway
Station

Potential noise disturbance issues at close proximity to railway infrastructure.
No constraint to development providing suitable mitigation can be provided.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to detailed site
investigation

Topography (Slope,
ridge, valley heads)

An intrinsic consideration for urban extensions into the countryside.
Topography needs to be considered in relation to where proposed development
will be visible from and whether change in level across the site will restrict
growth potential.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint requiring impact avoidance or site
specific mitigation

Green Corridor (existing
or proposed)

Corridors of open land which perform an important role in linking larger
landscape features and allowing non-human networks to establish,
strengthening and developing habitat cross-fertilisation.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint where potential for retention or
creation of green corridor exist

Avoidance of
coalescence between
settlements

Clear definition between individual settlements is a key consideration in
retaining existing character and community. This is particularly important for
small settlements surrounding large urban areas. For small hamlet and village
developments these buffers may be reduced proportionately to the size of the
settlement providing a sensitive design approach can ensure the settlement
character is maintained.

Constraint weighting: Fundamental constraint including suitable buffer

Road Junction with
potential capacity issues

Identification of existing infrastructure constraint in terms of local road
junctions relate to existing flows of traffic and potential additional burden from
new development. Constraint is location specific and level of overall constraint
is based on advice provided by Suffolk County Council Highways department.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint subject to preference against
sustainability considerations

Sensitive Views

Identification of sensitive views which may be subject to harm as a result of
new development.

Constraint weighting: Recognised constraint requiring impact avoidance or site
specific mitigation

Air Base safeguarded
zone

Buffer surrounding airfield identified by the MOD

Constraint Weighting: Fundamental constraint to development within highest
protection zone (White) all other zones require consultation depending on
height of proposed development.

Table 10

Summary table of constraints identified within the two districts

The constraints above have been mapped using GIS software and professional
desk based cartography to produce base information plans and analysis plans
for identification of Opportunity Areas within the two districts. These plans are
contained within the Strategic Plans Document (Appendix 2).
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Mapping

The baseline analysis plans included within this report comprise the following
which are included in the accompanying Strategic Plans Document (Appendix
2):

«  Green Infrastructure Plan - Denotes all of the relevant green infrastructure
associated within the Study Area

«  Water Constraints Plan - Denotes the relevant obtained water constraints
associated within the Study Area (Including Flood Zones)

« Agricultural Grades - Denotes all of the agricultural grades within the Study
Area

«  Walking Catchments Plan - Denotes the walking catchments from the
centre of local centres

. Opportunity Area Plan - Reference plan denoting all of the Opportunity
Areas being considered across the Study Area

«  Settlement Hierarchy - Identifies the settlement hierarchy and defines
those where more

« Topographical plan — shows contour information across the two districts

« School Locations — identifies current school locations and walking
catchments to upper schools

e«  SSSI/SPA Buffer Plan — identifies a mathematical 1.5km SPA buffer
around Stone Curlew sites and a 400m SPA buffer around Woodlark and
Night Jar sites and around SSSI designations.

Because the Study Area is large, and to provide sufficient level of detail for
analysis, the area has been divided into ‘sectors’. For each ‘sector’ of the
Study Area, three or four plans have been produced:

« Designations - Identifies key designation constraints

«  Services / Infrastructure / Facilities - Highlights locations of existing
infrastructure provision

. Constraints and Opportunities Plan - Sets out NLP’s assessment of
constraints to growth and the resultant opportunities interpretation for
new growth

« Topography plans are also provided for larger settlements.

Settlement Hierarchy and Characteristics (Constraints and
Opportunities)

The emerging settlement hierarchy defined by the respective authorities
includes settlements with existing facilities capable of accommodating growth,
or where growth might help support local services. The table below sets out the
emerging settlement hierarchy used as the basis for identifying Opportunity
Areas for potential growth. It identifies the key characteristics of the settlement
and constraints and opportunities which shape its potential. Further detail of
the assessment for each settlement prior to, and as part of, the identification
of Opportunity Areas is included on a settlement by settlement basis in
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Appendix 3, and the conclusions are summarised in Table 11 and Table 12
below. These are discussed in more detail in the following section.

Where Opportunity Areas have been identified they are categorised as either
settlement optimising development or urban extension. The two Opportunity
Area types have the following characteristics:

»  Settlement optimising - this development typology relates to infill and
fringe development, i.e. this development typology is geographically
located towards the centre of the existing settlement but may include both
‘strategic’ (i.e. greenfield) and ‘brownfield’ (i.e. previously developed)
sites. As such it incorporates currently identified SHLAA sites (from Stage
7 of the CLG defined SHLAA process with sites as of 16/01/09). Where
identified sites are on settlement boundaries these are anticipated to
prominently be less than 0.5ha and therefore are not considered major
extensions to the settlement as described below.

« Urban extensions — this development typology is defined as directionally
specific points of growth from the existing urban edge specifically over
previously undeveloped land, beyond existing development boundaries.
Typically these are site of larger than 0.5ha.

Larger settlements may have more than one Opportunity Area identified, of
more than one typology. In addition sites may come forward, which are not
currently identified by the SHLAA, therefore leading to a combined range of
sites, both strategic and brownfield, allowing a robust test capacity to be
identified.

Notwithstanding the above typologies, very small development within rural
locations, typically of less than 10 units is still assumed to continue as
present, although, developments of this scale are not individually identified as
they will have a limited influence on strategic infrastructure, and will be
assessed for environmental constraints at a project level.

The table below summarises where the settlement constraints have been used
as a filter in identifying where growth opportunities exist and where areas are
discounted due to fundamental constraints. The summary of the opportunity
within the zone (North East, West, South and Central) is provided, and either
identifies the relevant Opportunity Area (nos. 1-35) reference for further
assessment, (later in this section) or states clearly that the combination of
constraint results this zone being discounted from further investigation. A
complete summary of the reasons for the discounting of zones and justification
for identified opportunity areas is included in Appendix 3.
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Table 11: Summary of Forest Heath

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement | Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by

Name ID Settlement/Description of Location

Forest Heath District Council:

Existing population 9,440. Settlement
optimisin
Located to the northern border of Forest Heath and ptimising
Thetford District Brandon is the second largest

settlement within Forest Heath.

Significant environmental constraints limit potential for
expansion of the existing town beyond its current
boundaries. Sensitive built form constraints including
conservation area and listed buildings would need to be
taken in to consideration although this does not present
a fundamental constraint potential Settlement optimising
development.

North - No opportunity for major growth has been
identified in this area due to significant flood risk and
protection of identified highly sensitive habitat to the
north west.

East - A linear development form is considered to result
in an unsustainable form of development and therefore
further major development in this location has been
discounted.

South - Although well related to the town centre the
southern boundary of Brandon is of sensitive landscape
value and therefore has been discounted from further
investigation as a location for settlement extension to
protect the environmental and amenity value.

(umo] ) uopueig

West - The western boundary of Brandon is of sensitive
landscape value and therefore has been discounted from
further investigation to protect the environmental and
amenity value.

Central - Opportunity for settlement infill and small scale
urban edge development (<0.5ha), notably to the east
these are likely to exacerbate levels of unsustainable
travel to the existing centre. As identified in the Forest
Heath HRA (March 2009), development may be possible
to the south of Brandon subject to detailed investigation
of impacts to the SPA designations and appropriate
mitigation. The detailed HRA work has identified that
development in this sensitive location may be able to
proceed without harm and therefore justifies a more
flexible interpretation of the buffers around the SPA
designation. This should be regarded as a long term
opportunity subject to detailed ecological investigation.
Further details are provided in the Opportunity Area
Assessment 1.
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Settlement

Name ID

(a13uan 321M3S A3)) Yreayuaye

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 5,285

Located on the border of the Ely District Drainage Board
to the north of Forest Heath district. Lakenheath is the
third largest settlement within Forest Heath.

Flood zones and habitat protection constraints exist to
the west, north and south of the settlement. To the east
the majority of land around Lakenheath is within the
white Airbase Safeguard Zone.

North - Potential for settlement extension. Details are
provided below in Opportunity Area Assessment 3.

East - Potential opportunity for growth to the north east
subject to protection of the SSSI designations and
consultation with the MOD. Further details provided in
Opportunity Area Assessment 4.

South - To the south west an area of land between the
B1112 and the cut-off channel has been identified as an
Opportunity Area for further investigation. See
Opportunity Area Assessment 5.

West - No opportunity for growth has been identified in
this location due to significant flood risk and impact on
existing settlement character.

Central - Opportunity has been identified for infill
development and small scale strategic infill, albeit fringe
development is unlikely to be available on the western
fringe of the development due to the existing boundary
formed by the Cut-off Channel. Further assessment is set
out in Opportunity Area Assessment 2.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising,
north, east
and south
extension
opportunities
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Settlement

Name ID

(umo]) 19)iewmaN

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 20,048

Newmarket is the largest settlement within Forest Heath
located to the far west of the district on the boundary
with East Cambridge District.

Newmarket benefits from a unique heritage and current
economy from the horse racing industry around the town
which should be protected through any further
development within or around the settlement.

North - Potential for expansion including Hatchfield farm,
where a site has been identified for further investigation
as Opportunity Area 7.

East - No opportunity has been identified in this location
due to potential character and landscape impacts to
Newmarket and its stud land resources.

South - No opportunity has been identified for major
extension to the south of Newmarket due to potential
impact on the character and landscape settling of the
settlement and impact on the stud land resources.

West - No opportunity has been identified for major
extension to the west of Newmarket due to potential
impact on the character and landscape settling of the
settlement, and impact on the stud land resources.

Central - Opportunity for settlement optimising
development, however it is unlikely that small scale
fringe development will be possible due to the sensitive
settling of the existing town. Further investigation is set
out in Opportunity Area Assessment 6.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising
and North
(East)
extension
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Settlement

Name ID

(eSeiA Krewpd) Sujux3

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 2,224

Exning is located adjacent to Newmarket to the north of
the A14. The A14 divide means Exning remains a distinct
settlement from Newmarket.

Exning has similar characteristics to Newmarket in that it
is surrounded by stud land. The settlement is also
mostly included within a conservation area, which links
the centre with open countryside to the north. The
sensitive landscape and heritage setting limits the
development potential in Exning.

North - No Opportunity Areas for major growth have been
identified in this area due to potential impact on the
sensitive landscape character and stud land resource.

West - An Opportunity Area has been identified on
agricultural land to the immediate west of the existing
settlement. Potential growth in this area will need to
consider the surrounding sensitive landscape, which is
assessed in more detail in Opportunity Area Assessment
8.

South - No Opportunity Area is identified for potential
growth to the south of Exning due to the A14 barrier.

West - No Opportunity Areas for major growth have been
identified in this area due to potential impact on the
sensitive conservation area character and stud land
resource.

Central — No specific Opportunity Areas for major growth
have been identified in this area due to potential impact
on the sensitive Conservation Area character. Sites may
come forward. However, they are likely to be small and
therefore will not have a significant impact on the
strategic issues considered in this report.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising
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Settlement

Name ID

(aSeA Arewnd) piojjuay

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 1,184

Kentford is located to the east of Newmarket
immediately south of the A14. Kentford is recognised as
a relatively small primary village.

Kentford is limited by the A14 to the north and sensitive
landscape character to the south. Kentford is located
close to Kennet Station but has very few existing
facilities.

North - Major growth in this area has been discounted
from further investigation as it would result in an
unsustainable development form, disjointed from the
remainder of the settlement by the A14.

East - Potential growth in this location has few
environmental constraints. However, given the size of the
existing settlement and the limited access to existing
facilities, major growth in this location has been
discounted, and additional development is explored in
the form of infill and small scale fringe development as
detailed in Opportunity Area 9.

South - Potential growth in this location has few
environmental constraints aside from potential impact on
landscape character. However given the size of the
existing settlement and the limited access to existing
facilities, major growth in this location has been
discounted, and additional development is explored in
the form of infill and small scale fringe development as
detailed in Opportunity Area 9.

West - Major growth in this area is discounted as a result
of the identified area of Flood Zone 3 to the west of the
settlement.

Central - Infill and small scale extension to the existing
settlement have been identified as an opportunity in
Kentford this includes development on the fringes to the
east and south, but not beyond the A14 to the north or
within the identified Flood Zone to the west. This
Opportunity Area is assessed in more detail as
Opportunity Area 9.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising
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Settlement

Name ID

(aSeIA Mrewind) moy 1som

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 1,805

West Row is located to the west of Mildenhall towards
Forest Heath’s boundary with East Cambridgeshire
District.

Potential development within West Row is primarily
affected by the settlement’s close relationship to
Mildenhall and the Mildenhall Airbase.

North - Potential growth in this location is not discounted
by environmental constraints, however it is limited by the
location of Mildenhall Airbase. Overall, given the size of
the existing settlement and the limited access to existing
facilities major growth in this location has been
discounted, and additional development is explored in
the form of infill and small scale fringe development as
detailed in Opportunity Area 10.

East - Potential growth in this location is limited through
the maintaining of a buffer between West Row and
Mildenhall. In addition, given the size of the existing
settlement and the limited access to existing facilities
major growth in this location has been discounted,
however, additional development is explored in the form
of infill and small scale fringe development as detailed in
Opportunity Area 10.

South - No Opportunity Area has been identified in this
location due to constraint from Flood Zone 2/3

West — Potential growth in this location is not
constrained by environmental designations. However,
given the size of the existing settlement and the limited
access to existing facilities, major growth in this location
has been discounted, and additional development is
explored in the form of infill and small scale fringe
development as detailed in Opportunity Area assessment
10.

Central - Small scale infill development and small fringe
sites are considered appropriate development forms for
growth within West Row. This growth is assessed in more
detail as Opportunity Area 10

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising
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Settlement

Name ID

(umoy) jleyuappn

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 9,324

Located within the centre of the district off the A11
Mildenhall is the third largest settlement within Forest
Heath.

Development potential within Mildenhall is limited by
landscape designations to the east of the settlement
and the airbase to the west. Quantum of potential
development may also be affected by limitations in
capacity of the existing road network through Mildenhall.

North - No opportunity for further growth is identified in
this area due to identified environmental constraints, and
constraint from the Mildenhall Airbase.

East - Whilst development within this location may have
an impact on the environmental value of the SPAs /
SSSI, the Council have identified that through
stakeholder consultation with natural England, potential
may exist for release of SPA land if sufficient
replacement habitats can be created elsewhere in the
SPA. An Opportunity Area of urban extension has
therefore been identified in this location in order to test
this potential further through the stakeholder
consultation process. This is assessed as Opportunity
Area 13.

South - No opportunity for growth has been indentified in
this area due to flood zone constraints.

West - Potential risks of coalescence and restrictions
from the cordon to the water treatment works have been
identified. However, these constraints do not
fundamentally prevent development. Therefore this area
is assessed in more detail in Opportunity Area 11.

Central - Infill and small scale fringe development is
identified as potential growth within Mildenhall, and are
assessed in more detail as Opportunity Area 12.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified
West,
Settlement
optimising,
east
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Settlement

Name ID

(a13uan a91Mas A3y ) a8po pay

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 2,261

Red Lodge is located to the north of the A14 on the A11
towards the centre of the district. It is a masterplanned
settlement with extant permission for further growth to
the east and west. It is provisionally identified as a Key
Service Centre, but remains a Primary Village until such
time as the masterplan is complete.

Development to the east of Red Lodge is limited by a
landscape buffer to protect a Stone Curlew nesting
ground. To the west development potential is limited by
the line of the A11.

North — An Opportunity Area is identified for additional

growth to the north east of the existing settlement and
approved Masterplan site. This area is investigated in

more detail in Opportunity Area 15.

East - Area identified for additional growth to the north
east of the existing settlement and approved Masterplan
site, although potentially limited by the SPA designation
buffer to the east. This area is investigated in more
detail as part of Opportunity Area 15.

South - Opportunity for further development has been
identified to the south east, albeit potential may be
limited by environmental constraints related to the SSSI
and the flood zone to the south. Growth in this location
is further investigated as Opportunity Area 16.

West - Development beyond the A11 to the west is
discounted from further investigation. However, land
between the centre of Red Lodge and the A11, not
currently within the masterplan Proposals, is assessed in
more detail as Opportunity Area 14.

Central - No opportunity for settlement optimising
development has been identified within the existing
centre of Red Lodge.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified
West, north,
south
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Settlement

Name ID

(a8elIA Mewilid) moy Yo9g

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 3,752

Beck Row is located to the north west of Mildenhall and
directly north of the Mildenhall Airbase.

Potential development within Beck Row is primarily
affected by the settlement’s close relationship to
Mildenhall and the Mildenhall Airbase.

North - Potential growth in this location is not constrained
by environmental designations. However, given the size
of the existing settlement and the limited access to
existing facilities, major growth in this location has been
discounted, and additional development is explored in
the form of infill and small scale fringe development as
detailed in Opportunity Area 17.

East - Potential growth in this location is not restricted by
environmental constraints, however, given the size of the
existing settlement and the limited access to existing
facilities major growth in this location has been
discounted, and additional development is explored in
the form of infill and small scale fringe development as
detailed in Opportunity Area Assessment 17.

South - No Opportunity Area for further growth has been
identified in this location due to constraint from the
Airbase.

West - No Opportunity Area for major growth is identified
to the west of Beck Row due to constraint from the
airbase and dislocation from existing facilities in Beck
Row.

Central - Settlement optimising development
opportunities have been identified as appropriate form of
development within Beck Row. Further assessment of
this growth is undertaken as Opportunity Area 17.

Opportunity
Areas
Identified

Settlement
optimising

Table 11 Forest Heath Settlement Characteristics

Settlement Hierarchy Source: Forest Heath District Council Final Policy Option CS1 (August 2008)
Population Source: Mid Year 2007 ONS figures rebased to Mid Year 2008 based on best fit output areas
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Table 12: Summary of St Edmundsbury

Settlement Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by

Name ID Settlement/Description of Location

Opportunity
reas
Identified

St Edmundsbury Borough Council:

Existing population 37,575

Located at the centre of St Edmundsbury, Bury St
Edmunds is the largest town in the Study Area.

Bury St Edmunds is constrained to the south by
landscape designations and notably by Ickworth Park
where there is a green corridor to the south east and
across the south between the two registered parks at
Nowton and Ickworth with further green corridor
possibilities along the river corridor of the river Linnet
to the west of Bury St Edmunds.. To the north and
south there are areas of flood risk, however to the
north east and east there are comparatively few
landscape or settlement constraints. The historic core
of the settlement will also need protecting through
sensitive design and appropriate development.

North — An area has been identified for additional
growth to the north east of the existing settlement
beyond the existing sugar factory, and in the long term
potentially to consider inclusion of sugar beat factory
ponds. This area is investigated in more detail as part
of Opportunity Area 21.

East - Area identified for additional growth to the east
of the existing settlement along the line of the existing
railway. This area is investigated in more detail as part
of Opportunity Area 22

(umo]l) spunwp3 3s Aing

South - An area is identified to the south east of Bury
St Edmunds, but this area is limited by flood risk and
landscape constraints from areas of prominent land
form. This area is assessed further as Opportunity Area
23

West - An Opportunity Area is identified to the west of
Bury St Edmunds for potential growth within Opportunity
Area 19.

Central - There is opportunity for development within
the urban area of Bury St Edmunds, small scale
development on the perimeter of Bury St Edmunds may
also be possible (Opportunity Area 18). However, the
majority of fringe locations are assessed in detail as
other Opportunity Areas surrounding the settlement
(Opportunity Areas 19-23).

Settlement
optimising,
west, north
west, north,
east, south
east
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Settlement

Name ID

(umoy) Iysoney

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 23,881

Located to the southern corner of the borough Haverhill
is the second largest settlement in St Edmundsbury.

Haverhill has a strong existing boundary to the south
leaving only opportunities for growth to the north.
However, to the north west existing planning
permissions and landscape constraints limit further
growth. The only available area for expansion is
therefore to the north east of the settlement.

North - The area to the north west — beyond the existing
permission has been discounted due to potential
breaching of the ridge divide between Haverhill and
Great Wratting and impact on Norney Plantation.
However, an Opportunity Area has been identified to
the north east of Haverhill, south of the A143 providing
the close setting of Great Wilsey Farm can be either
protected (as this Study has identified) or appropriately
incorporated into development. Further details on this
opportunity are assessed as Opportunity Area 25.

East - No distinct Opportunity Area has been identified
in this location due to the line of the settlement on the
district boundary. This location is considered to be
appropriate for commercial development to support the
existing concentration of industrial development in this
location. No further investigation of housing growth in
this location has been identified.

South - No growth opportunity has been identified in
this location due to the existing defensible boundary of
the A1017 and the impacts on sustainability of
development form and character of the surrounding
countryside.

West - No Opportunity Area has been identified for this
location due to potential flood risk and landscape
designations to the north west, and the A1017/A1307
boundary to the south west. The triangle site allocated
for a business park in the adopted Local Plan has also
been discounted for housing development due to its
unsustainable relationship to the existing town centre,
but remains suitable for employment development.

Central - An opportunity for settlement optimising
development has been identified within Haverhill. This
growth is assessed as Opportunity Area 24.

Opportunity

reas
Identified
Settlement
optimising,
north
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Settlement

Name ID

(a13uan 321M3S A3)) uoisuipay

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 1,915

Located to the north east of Haverhill, Kedington is a
medium sized key service centre.

A flood zone through the centre of Kedington and
significant changes in level around the existing
settlement restrict any potential growth to small scale
infill development and minor extensions on the
periphery.

North - No major Opportunity Area has been identified
in this location due to the potential impact of
development on the landscape setting of Kedington
and the flood risk to the north west of the settlement.
Notwithstanding this, there may be potential for small
scale development on the fringe of the settlement
providing suitable protection is given to the two
identified County Wildlife sites in this vicinity,
considered as part of Opportunity Area 26.

East - No Opportunity Area has been identified for major
growth in this location due to potential impacts on the
landscape setting of the settlement and the separation
from the main transport network. Notwithstanding this
there may be potential for small scale development on
the fringe of the settlement, considered as part of
Opportunity Area 26.

South - No Opportunity Area for major growth has been
identified in this location due to potential impact on the
landscape setting of the settlement and to the south
east the separation from the main transport network.
Notwithstanding this, there may be potential for small
scale infill development on the fringe of the settlement
particularly to the south west, considered as part of
Opportunity Area 26.

West - No Opportunity Area for major growth has been
identified in this location due to potential impact on the
landscape setting of the settlement and protection of a
defensible boundary on the western fringe of the
settlement and potential impact on the existing visual
separation between Kedington and Haverhill. Given this
sensitivity it is also considered that this location would
be unsuitable for even small scale fringe
developments.

Central - An Opportunity Area has been identified for
infill development and small scale fringe of settlement
development to consolidate the existing settlement and
define existing boundaries. Further assessment of this
potential is assessed within Opportunity Area 26.

Opportunity
reas
Identified

Settlement
optimising
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Settlement

Name ID

(anuan aoiAIag A9)]) molleg

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 1,508

Located to the west of Bury St Edmunds, Barrow is a
medium sized key service centre.

A scheduled ancient monument to the north and
sensitive views to the east limit available areas for

potential growth to the south of the existing settlement.

Any growth is likely to be small scale infill or small
peripheral extension.

North - No Opportunity Area is identified in this location
for major expansion to the settlement. In addition,
small scale fringe development in this location is likely
to impact upon the setting of the Scheduled Ancient
Monument and therefore should be restricted. To the
north east a suitable buffer to Burthorpe should be
retained.

East - Opportunity for expansion in this location has
been identified as the eastern part of Opportunity Area
27.

South - Opportunity for expansion in this location has
been identified as part of Opportunity Area 27.

West - Limited opportunity for expansion in this location
has been identified as part of the western end of
Opportunity Area 27.

Central - Due to the small size of the existing
settlement optimising development has not been
identified as there are likely to be limited opportunities
for infill sites coming forward. Fringe sites to the east,
south and west have been considered as a single
Opportunity Area as detailed above.

Opportunity
reas
Identified

South
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Opportunity
reas
Identified

Existing population 875 South

Settlement Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by

Name ID Settlement/Description of Location

Located to the east of Bury St Edmunds, immediately
north of the A14, Risby is one of the smaller key
service centres provisionally identified in St
Edmundsbury.

Landscape designations prevent development to the
north, east and west, leaving the only development
potential to the south, between the existing settlement
and the A14.

North - No Opportunity Area for growth has been
identified in this location due to habitat protection
buffer to the west and protection of the historical and
landscape character of the settlement to the north
east.

East - No potential growth has been identified in this
location as it would form an unbalanced pattern of
development, adding to commuting into Bury and not
well related to the existing facilities in Risby.

South - An Opportunity Area for extension to the
existing settlement has been located in this location,
providing suitable protection of the SPA designation
can be maintained and the character of the
Conservation Area can be protected. This location is
assessed further as Opportunity Area 28.

(a1uan aoiMas A3y ) Aqsiy

West - No Opportunity Area has been identified in this
location due to potential impact on sensitive habitat
designations.

Central - Due to the small size of the existing
settlement optimising development has not been
identified as there are likely to be limited opportunities
for infill sites coming forward. Fringe sites to the south
have been considered as forming part of a southern
extension Opportunity Area 28, as detailed below. Sites
to the west and north have been discounted due to
historical and landscape constraints.
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Opportunity
reas
Identified

Existing population 2,270 North, east

Settlement | Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by

Name ID Settlement/Description of Location

Located to the north of Bury St Edmunds on a bus
corridor to Diss, Ixworth is a large key service centre.

Ixworth is contained by a flood zone to the south and
existing relief roads to the north and east. Settlement
optimising development within the relief roads provides
an opportunity for growth of the settlement to support
existing facilities.

North - Opportunity has been identified for extension
within the limits of the A1088. This location is
assessed in more detail as Opportunity Area 29.

East - Opportunity has been identified for extension
within the limits of the A1088. This location is
assessed in more detail as Opportunity Area 29.

South - No Opportunity Area has been identified in this
location due to identified flood risk.

West - No Opportunity Area for growth has been
identified in this location due to potential impact on the
landscape setting and character of the settlement.

(a13uan asIMIag A3)) yuomx|

Central - No specific Opportunity Areas for major growth
have been identified in this area due to potential
impact on the sensitive conservation area character.
Sites may come forward. However, they are likely to be
small and therefore will not have a significant impact
on the strategic issues considered in this report. Fringe
sites to the north and east have been considered as
part of Opportunity Area 29.
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Settlement

Name ID

(a1uan aoiMas A9)) uojuels

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 2,696

Located to the northern part of St Edmundsbury,
Stanton is the district’s largest key service centre.

Stanton is restricted in terms of growth to the north
and west by the A143 and to the south east by
landscape and historical designations. Development
opportunities exist for small scale peripheral
development to the south west and to the east.

North - No Opportunity Area has been identified in this
location due to potential impact on the compact
settlement form of Stanton.

East - An Opportunity Area has been identified to the
east of Stanton which will need to be assessed in
terms of potential impact on the County Wildlife site to
the east and the listed Mill to the south east. Further
assessment is included with Opportunity Area 31

South - No Opportunity Area has been identified in this
zone due to potential impact on sensitive landscape
and heritage designations within and surrounding
Stanton.

West - An Opportunity Area for growth has been
identified between the western boundary of Stanton
and the A143. This location is assessed in more detail
as Opportunity Area 30.

Central - No specific Opportunity Areas for major growth
have been identified in this area due to potential
impact on the sensitive conservation area character.
Sites may come forward, however, they are likely to be
small and therefore will not have a significant impact
on the strategic issues considered in this report. Fringe
sites to the east and west have been considered as
part of Opportunity Areas 30 and 31 and are assessed
in more detail below.

Opportunity
reas
Identified

South west,
east
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Settlement

Name ID

(anuan aoiAIag Ady) ale|n

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 1,900

Located on the southern border of the district, Clare is
a medium sized settlement provisionally identified as a
key service centre.

The character of Clare is protected by a large
conservation area covering the majority of the
settlement and large area of common land to the west
giving a unique relationship to the wider countryside.
Opportunity Areas have been identified around the
conservation area to the north, east and the south of
the existing settlement.

North - Very small Opportunity Area has been identified
on the northern boundary of the settlement.
Development in this location will need to be assessed
against its potential impact on the landscape and
historical character around Clare. It is assessed in
more detail in Opportunity Area 32.

East - Opportunity for growth has been identified on the
boundary of the settlement, providing impact on the
landscape character of the area can be adequately
mitigated. Further assessment of this location is
provided in Opportunity Area 33.

South - No Opportunity Area for growth has been
identified in this zone because of flood risk.

West - An Opportunity Area has been identified to the
western boundary of Clare, south of the Common Land,
providing the character of the conservation area of
Clare and the wider landscape can be protected.
Further assessment of this location is contained within
Opportunity Area 34 below.

Central - No specific Opportunity Areas for major growth
have been identified in this area due to potential
impact on the sensitive conservation area character of
Clare. Sites may come forward but, they are likely to be
small and therefore will not have a significant impact
on the strategic issues considered in this report. Fringe
sites to the north, east and west have been considered
as part of Opportunity Areas 32, 33 and 34 and are
assessed in more detail below.

Opportunity

reas
Identified
North, east,
west
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Settlement

Name ID

(a13ua 991M13S A3)]) YoosquieyydIM

Key Characteristics/ Approximate Population by
Settlement/Description of Location

Existing population 880

Wickhambrook is a small key service centre, located
between Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill.
Wickhambrook has a number of outlying hamlets which
mean that growth of the village will require a sensitive
design approach to ensure the character of the village
is respected and coalescence with nearby hamlets is
avoided. Therefore development within Wickhambrook
is limited to small scale Settlement optimising
development.

North - No Opportunity Area has been identified for
major extension to Wickhambrook in this location, due
to potential impact on landscape character of the
surrounding settlements. Notwithstanding this, smaller
infill and fringe development may be possible providing
the distinct rural character of the surrounding
landscape can be protected. Small scale infill and
fringe developments are assessed as part of
Opportunity Area 35.

East - No Opportunity Area has been identified for major
extension to the eastern boundary of Wickhambrook.
Notwithstanding this, smaller infill and fringe
development may be possible providing the distinct
character of surrounding settlements can be protected.
Small scale infill and fringe developments are
assessed as part of Opportunity Area 35.

South - No Opportunity Area has been identified for
major extension to the southern boundary of
Wickhambrook. Notwithstanding this, smaller infill and
fringe development may be possible providing the
distinct character of surrounding settlements can be
protected. Small scale infill and fringe developments
are assessed as part of Opportunity Area 35.

West - No Opportunity Area has been identified for
major extension to the western boundary of
Wickhambrook. Notwithstanding this, smaller infill and
fringe development may be possible providing the
distinct character of surrounding settlements can be
protected. Small scale infill and fringe developments
are assessed as part of Opportunity Area 35.

Central - Small scale infill development and small fringe
infill sites are considered appropriate development
forms for growth within Wickhambrook. Growth in this
location is assessed in Opportunity Area 35, including
the potential from small fringe infill along the entire
perimeter of the settlement.

Opportunity
reas
Identified

Settlement
optimising

Table 12 St Edmundsbury Settlement Characteristics

Settlement Hierarchy Source: SEBC Core Strategy Preferred Option (Dec 2008) Policy CS2

Population Source: Mid Year 2007 ONS figures rebased to Mid Year 2008 based on best fit output areas
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6.22

6.23

6.24

6.25

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

The identification of fundamental constraints for each settlement, has
influenced the identification of potential Opportunity Areas for growth. These
Opportunity Areas are explored in more detail below to establish potential
development capacities.

Constraints and Opportunities by Opportunity Area

The opportunity areas have been identified through a process of sieving in
respect of fundamental constraints. Based on this analysis (with its due
limitations), all opportunity areas identified are deemed capable of supporting a
degree of development without significant impact on these constraints.
However, in order to compare various opportunities, their potential for impact
has been graded based on the relationship of individual settlements or
opportunity areas to identified constraints and infrastructure.

The Opportunity Areas which have been identified using the filtering process
above are set out in detail in the proformas in Appendix 3. The summary tables
below (Table 13 and Table 14) therefore relate to the individual Opportunity
Areas rather than the settlements as a whole. For example Brandon may have
significant environmental constraint to development surrounding the settlement
and therefore infill and urban fringe development areas are identified only - the
table assesses the settlement optimising area only as a way of allowing the
LPAs to make a judgement on which Opportunity Area would result in the least
impact against environmental criteria. For ease of reference these are coloured
green, orange and red. The colour coding relates to potential risk of impact and,
whilst this potential impact should preferentially be kept as low as possible, a
high risk does not necessarily represent a showstopper in relation to the
Opportunity Areas which have been identified, although appropriate mitigation
at a site specific level may need to be sought.

The infrastructure criteria in Table 13 and Table 14, refer to the existing
baseline condition within the settlement and do not include consideration of
additional infrastructure which is discussed in the proceeding section.

A similar approach has been adopted for the relationship of the various
opportunities to existing ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’ infrastructure as these
are the infrastructure types that are most critical to bringing housing growth
forward. These relationships are identified as there either being a ‘current
under-provision’ (high risk), that provision is ‘currently adequate’ but will require
provision with small levels of growth (medium risk) or that there is significant
infrastructure ‘capacity to accommodate growth’ (low risk). These are identified
on the basis used in the tipping points analysis contained in Appendix 5, but
have been related to each individual Opportunity Area based on the catchment
of the infrastructure type. Again these have been coloured green, orange and
red to represent low, medium and high risk.
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6.28

6.29

6.30

6.31

6.32

6.33

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Identification of Potential Future Development Patterns by
Settlement

The following section draws together the evaluation of the settlements and
identification of opportunity areas and identifies the locations where specific
constraints will affect future potential housing yield. This summary includes:

. Conclusions on the Opportunity Areas identified and emerging preference
if more than one has been identified;

« Timing or phasing issues;

. Issues of environmental capacity which need to be considered as
cumulative impacts across the various Opportunity Areas;

« Comments on local facilities provision where relevant; and

« A theoretical capacity yield is shown for the settlement.

This section is a summary of more detailed analysis of the individual
opportunity areas included in Appendix 3, and is illustrated with reference to
mapping — the more complete versions of which (including full Keys) are
included in the Strategic Plans Document in Appendix 2.

The housing yields for settlements (summarised in Table 15 and Table 16)
have been identified as a method of allowing further consideration of the
implications of growth. They are at a broad level, maximum values from the
physical capacity of land available. The current position for infrastructure
provision is identified in the settlement summaries, but at this stage does not
have a direct influence on the capacities shown as infrastructure provision will
be provided commensurate with the additional need generated. These numbers
are provided for further investigation purposes only.

An approximate density range of 20-35 dwellings per hectare gross has been
applied to calculate potential residential output from the Opportunity Areas
identified, to reflect the fact that more detailed or specific dwelling yields would
be a function of site identification (and estimate of net developable area) and
the application of densities based on more detailed analysis (including drawing
on the outputs of viability and market considerations that are considered
through the SHLAA process). Therefore, for the urban extension typology the
Opportunity Areas have been multiplied by the broad density range to provide a
test capacity for each location.

The density range also takes account of the requirement of land for access and
services, other types of uses such as schools, shops, as well as green spaces,
all of which will reduce the overall density of development in the Opportunity
Areas. In line with PPS3 a minimum net density of 30 dwellings per hectare will
be maintained on individual sites for housing.

In relation to the settlement optimising typology, the yields generated relate to
the walking catchments shown on the opportunity plans and the potential of
small settlement fringe sites to be available and are therefore grounded in the
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position of local centres. The identified test capacity yields are then calculated
using SHLAA sites (Stage 7 — 16.01.09) and the UCS, together with a
consideration of historical growth patterns. It is recognised that through the
SHLAA process not all of the currently identified sites will come forward,
However, as this Study is looking to 2021 initially (and 2031 in the long term)
the figures identified for the purposes of testing infrastructure delivery give a
reasonable basis for consideration of potential urban development.

The tables in Section 7 (Table 17, Table 21 and Table 22) demonstrate how,
within the range of development yields identified, infrastructure costs are
incurred. This allows the LPA to test a range of development options against
this analysis rather than providing a single development option and cost which
would not provide any flexibility. However, in the concluding section to this
report, a summary table (Table 29) is provided which synthesises the
infrastructure costs and mechanisms for delivery. This table provides a
recommendation for the most cost effective method of securing growth whilst
meeting the key targets of keeping to a minimum impact on environmental
designations, supporting local facilities in smaller settlements, providing
sustainable development patterns and keeping infrastructure costs to a
minimum.

The following section provides a summary of each settlement and its respective
Opportunity Areas derived from the information in Appendix 3 (The Settlement
Proformas). A snapshot of the Constraints and Opportunities Plans are shown
for each settlement with the full set of plans in the Strategic Plan Document
(Appendix 2). The following key is used for all of the Plans.

KEY

[dentified opportunity for IEI Junction in need of further @
potential growth investigation

Infill # minor extension Ridge I

opportunity
Consenvation Area (approx)

Keyiprotected view ﬁ)

Wiew outfinto conservation
area

Bypass option E

Protected flood corridor

Settlement buffer

Landscape buffer

Slope

Ky infrastructure relevant to
growth (see inset map)

Green corridor

Meed for new boundary to
settlement

Open Access Land

Existing defensible boundary |/ /// Walking catchments = ———1
to settlement

JNHCEE
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The icons used in the above key and shown on the Opportunities and
Constraint Plans align with the constraints identified in Table 6 and is
summarised as:

1 Identified opportunity for potential growth and settlement optimising
opportunity — as defined in paragraph 6.17

2 Protected Flood Corridor — areas at risk of flooding have been identified
through information provided by the Environment Agency as either Flood
Zone 2 or 3.

3 Settlement buffer - protection from coalescence between existing urban
areas and protection of heritage assets such as Scheduled Ancient
Monuments

4 Landscape buffers — including green infrastructure identified on the
Opportunity Mapping, the strategic agricultural grade map, the strategic
green infrastructure plan, SPZ buffer zones,

5 Slopes, ridges and key views - topography and landform information based
on contour plans, aerial photography and Ordinance Survey mapping

6 Need for new boundary to settlement — potential threat where new
development would require a robust boundary to further expansion to be
formed to protect designations identified elsewhere or to prevent a
sustainable pattern of development

7 Existing defensible boundary to settlement — an existing feature defines the
perimeter of a settlement

8 Junction in need of further investigation — Junctions which may have
particular requirement for upgrades or which form part of on-going study into
their capacity

9 Conservation areas — protection of built form heritage assets and their wider
setting

10 View out/into conservation area — location sensitive to impact on setting of
conservation area due to existing relationship between countryside and
urban area

11 Bypass option — indicative location of potential vehicle bypass route

12 Key infrastructure relevant to growth — large scale infrastructures whose
operation and location have significant bearing on distribution of future
growth

13 Open Access Land — open land with public rights of access

14 Walking Catchments — identified at 500m, 800m and 1000m from local
centres to provide an indication of walking and sustainable travel distances,
800m being a 10 minute walking distance and the basis for the Walkable
Neighbourhood as set out in the Urban Design Compendium.

The Opportunity and Constraints Plans and the supporting GIS information used
to create them are included as extracts in Appendix 3 and provided in full in the
Strategic Plans Document: Appendix 2.
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Forest Heath

Brandon

Significant environmental constraints limit potential for expansion of the
existing town beyond its current boundaries. The least sensitive boundary is to
the south west however this location is well removed from the existing town
centre. Settlement optimising development is therefore considered the most
appropriate form of growth for Brandon providing adequate sites can be found
through the SHLAA process in the existing settlement or immediate edge.

Possible development on the south eastern fringe of Brandon has been
identified by the Council for inclusion within the growth opportunity of Brandon
due to a lack of available Brownfield land in the existing settlement. However
as this location, even for small scale growth, as part of the Settlement
Optimising will need to first establish the principle of release of SPA designated
forest and mitigation through creation of replacement habitats away from the
urban fringe it is considered to be a very long term potential, if pursued at all. A
site specific HRA has been produced (March 2009) which provides more detail
on the potential environmental impact of development on the SPA buffers
surrounding Brandon. Detailed work in the HRA provides sufficient justification
to allow some flexibility in the interpretation of the SPA buffers in this location.

Existing key infrastructure provision is good, however, health services are
currently under-represented, although a Healthy Living Centre has recently been
approved. Small scale high quality infill development would take advantage of
these existing local services. Site selection should show preference to
locations within close proximity to the town centre.

It is considered that the level of growth identified as settlement optimising
opportunity within Brandon will not impact the environmental capacity of the
town or surrounding sensitive landscapes although there is likely to be an
increase in recreational use of the Open Access Land to the south. Sensitive
built form constraints including the conservation areas and listed buildings
would need to be taken in to consideration although these do not present a
fundamental constraint to potential settlement optimising development.
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Fig 6 Opportunities and Constraints around Brandon

Whilst Brandon currently has adequate infrastructure provision, the
environmental constraints of the settlement will limit opportunity to infill
development and small scale fringe development, i.e. on strategic and
brownfield land. Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development
in Brandon of 630 to 1,000 units is identified as a baseline figure against
which to test the capacity and cost of infrastructure in the following section.

Lakenheath

Development within Lakenheath is constrained by the MOD safeguard zone
around Lakenheath airbase. Opportunity areas to the north and small scale
settlement optimising development within the centre are least restricted by this
constraint.

Sensitive built form constraints including a conservation area and listed
buildings would need to be taken in to consideration although this does not
present a fundamental constraint to potential infill development and therefore
the Lakenheath Centre Opportunity Area is identified as the preference for
future growth.

The Opportunity Area to the north (3) also has good potential for contained
expansion. Any development within this location will be required to be self
contained providing sustainable urban drainage for all of surface run off in order
to protect the Ely District Water board land and to the west and the cordon
sanitaire to the waste water works.

Key infrastructure capacity in Lakenheath is reasonable although regard must
be had to capacity issues at Lakenheath Wastewater Treatment Works. In
addition the linear form of the settlement means the central area of the
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settlement where many of the key services, such as the Co-op convenience
store, are located is beyond walking catchment of peripheral areas of
Lakenheath to the north and south.
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Fig 7 Opportunities and Constraints around Lakenheath

6.47 Lakenheath has potential to accommodate growth primarily to the north and
within the centre based on a combination of strategic sites, and brownfield
sites. Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for total development in
Lakenheath of 2,660 to 4,660 units is identified as a baseline figure against
which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following
section.

Newmarket

6.48 The highly sensitive landscape character of Newmarket creates a fundamental
constrain to the majority of locations where potential growth, not bounded by
other constraints, could occur. Settlement optimising development within the
existing settlement should be investigated as a preference. However,
settlement optimising development will also need to respect the requirements
of the horse racing industry as a major economic driver for the town.

6.49 Newmarket is considered to be unique in that it has to cope with extreme
peaks of activity on race days and relative low levels of activity for the rest of
the time. Safeguarding its existing character based on the horse racing industry
is already well established in the Local Plan and further development within the
town should seek to enhance or protect the existing character, particularly
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ensuring that cumulative impacts of growth do not impact on the Horse Racing
industry. Whilst the protection of studland will minimise the direct impacts of
development on the horse racing industry, cumulative development may have
indirect impacts such as increasing traffic causing more road user conflict
between horses and vehicles (e.g. where horses are required to cross roads),
and this may need to be managed at a local level.

In addition a potential growth to the north of Newmarket has been identified as
this location, Hatchfield Farm, is separated from the wider character of the
studlands. Consideration however, should be given to retaining the buffer
between Newmarket and Exning to the north and protection of the character of
the Newmarket Conservation Area to the south of the farm.

Newmarket is very well served for key infrastructure, with a well developed

education provision, with existing pupil capacity, and a good range of key
services.

i Devil's Ditch|

Newmarket Heath|

Fig 8 Opportunities and Constraints around Newmarket

Newmarket has two identified Opportunity Areas for growth. Settlement
optimising development based primarily on brownfield development and limited
green infill. Strategic sites at Hatchfield Farm are also identified.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Newmarket of
1,740 to approximately 3,000 units is identified as a baseline figure against
which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following
section.

P98/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



6.54

6.55

6.56

6.57

6.58

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Exning

Similar to Newmarket potential growth within Exning is fundamentally
constrained by the sensitivity of the landscape character of the stud lands.
Development is also limited to the north by the conservation area and its
relationship with the wider landscape. Development potential exists to the east
of the settlement albeit fundamentally limited in extent by potential impact on
the landscape setting of the Devil’s Dike.

Exning has a good provision of key local services, although consideration of
improvement of provision of GPs will reduce any reliance on Newmarket for this
service. Development in Exning will support local facilities within walking
distance of the Opportunity Area but it is important that any development in this
location seeks to achieve improvements to sustainable links to Newmarket
itself to reduce as far as possible the use of private cars. In terms of the
overall capacity in Newmarket development in Exning has potential to add
greater strain to the sensitive historic centre of the town if adequate cycle and
bus networks are not in place.
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Fig 9 Opportunities and Constraints around Exning (map ref 8)

Growth around Exning is identified primarily on strategic sites to the west of the
settlement.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Exning of
1,240 to 2,170 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost
and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Kentford

Fundamental constraints surrounding the existing settlement of Kentford limit
extent of the potential growth to both north and west. However, potential for
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small scale infill or minor extension exists to the south, and between the
existing settlement and the A14, providing impact on landscape character can
be mitigated.

There are limited facilities in Kentford indicating that it is currently not a
sustainable settlement and as such not a preferred location for growth from a
highways perspective. Development around the existing cross roads in the
centre of Kentford may also result in highways safety issues due to potential
additional traffic generated from development around Red Lodge using Kentford
to cut through to Bury. Despite the proximity of Kennet rail station significant
development in Kentford is likely to put pressure on the rural road network and
approach roads to Newmarket due to a lack of existing facilities in Kentford
itself.
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Fig 10 Opportunities and Constraints around Kentford

Opportunities in Kentford are primarily on strategic sites which form small scale
fringe development on the periphery of the existing village. Based on this
analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Kentford of 480 to 840 units
is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of
infrastructure can be tested in the following section.
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West Row

6.61 Potential growth at West Row is fundamentally constrained by buffer zones to
coalescence with Mildenhall and Thistley Green. The relatively remote nature of
the settlement and potential knock on effect on infrastructure within Mildenhall
means that only small scale settlement optimising development is likely to be
appropriate in this location.

6.62 West Row has a reasonable network of existing infrastructure for a Primary
Village of its size. The primary school has a reasonable level of capacity for
new pupils and it has retained services such as a local convenience store, a
post office and a café.

6.63 Development within West Row should be considered in combination with
proposals for Mildenhall. Although the scale of development proposed is
relatively small the cumulative impacts of development on the congestion within
Mildenhall means that adequate sustainable travel options need to be in place
prior to significant new development proposals coming forward.
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Fig 11 Opportunities and Constraints around West Row and Mildenhall
6.64 Within West Row primarily strategic sites on the periphery of the settlement

have been identified for small scale development. Based on this analysis, a
theoretical capacity for development in West Row of 140 to 250 units is
identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of
infrastructure can be tested in the following section.
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Mildenhall

6.65 Fundamental landscape constraints to the east and south of the existing
settlement of Mildenhall limit potential growth. There are few fundamental
constraints to development to the west of Mildenhall, however, it has been
noted that limitations of infrastructure capacity may reduce this potential,
particularly with regard to the road network. In general social infrastructure
provision is very good, with a good local school network, good health facilities
and a range of local services.

6.66 Very small scale extension to the east of the existing settlement has been
identified as an opportunity due to a lack of available Brownfield land in the
existing settlement. However as this Opportunity Area will need to first
establish the principle of release of SPA designated forest and mitigation
through creation of replacement habitats away from the urban fringe it is
considered to be a very long term potential, if pursued at all.
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Fig 12 Opportunities and Constraints around Mildenhall showing SPA to east of the settlement
6.67 Mildenhall’s potential growth is based on a humber of Opportunity Areas. Most

notably to the west. In the existing settlement the infill sites identified are all
likely to be brownfield development. In the east, strategic Greenfield land would
be required for development. Based on this analysis, a theoretical combined
capacity for development in Mildenhall of 3,340 to 5,860 units is identified as
a baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be
tested in the following section.

Red Lodge

6.68 Fundamental constraints limit potential development of Red Lodge but do not
prohibit all available land surrounding the settlement. Small scale development
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potential may exist particularly to the north and south and to the west where
development proposals have not already been put in place.

6.69 There are also key infrastructure constraints to be overcome with Kennet
Substation currently nearing capacity and Tuddenham Wastewater Treatment
Works also identified as having limited headroom capacity to accommodate
much future growth, with further constraints on upgrading the treatment works.

6.70 Land is available within Red Lodge, however, the settlement’s current low level
of facilities and the slow uptake of employment generating development would
result in more residential growth creating a very unsustainable pattern of
development. It is considered that development around Red Lodge should only
be considered once the existing masterplan has been fully completed and
supporting facilities and employment uses are given opportunity to establish in
order for the wider cumulative impacts on further growth in this location to be
properly evaluated.
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Fig 13 Opportunities and Constraints around Red Lodge

6.71 Notwithstanding the above, development opportunities at Red Lodge identify
strategic sites beyond the extent of the existing masterplan. A current under
provision of employment would need to be addressed alongside potential future
development, with the need to ensure that land allocated for employment
purposes in Red Lodge comes forward, with the balanced growth of housing
and employment to reduce commuting.

6.72 Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Red Lodge of
1,140 to 2,000 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost
and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.
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Beck Row

6.73 Beck Row forms an unusual development pattern elongated over the perimeter
of the Airbase. Development within the settlement requires consultation with
the MOD and faces potential restrictions on development within the white
consultation zone. Flooding constraints and coalescence issues existing to the
north however potential exists for small scale strategic infill in this direction
providing a defensible settlement boundary can be established. Development to
the east is limited by potential coalescence with Holywell Row and to the west
through unsustainable separation from the existing services within the
settlement.

6.74 Small scale settlement optimising development identified for Beck Row should
be considered in relation to cumulative impacts on the infrastructure around
Mildenhall. Any transport mitigation, including potential highway works or a new
relief road, at Mildenhall would significantly reduce the impacts of additional
growth within Beck Row and therefore consideration should be given to phasing
any proposed development in this location in conjunction with growth in
Mildenhall.

6.75 Beck Row has poor provision of health infrastructure although the primary
school helps to minimise the need to travel to Mildenhall for school functions.
There is only a small amount of capacity off of Mildenhall substation, which
cumulative development around the Airbase is likely to take, although the
Wastewater Treatment Works has significant headroom.
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Fig 14 Opportunities and Constraints around Beck Row
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Opportunities within Beck Row include small infill on brownfield and strategic
sites around the settlement.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Beck Row of
240 to 420 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and
capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

St Edmundsbury

Bury St Edmunds

Several areas of potential growth without any fundamental constraints exist
around Bury St Edmunds. Development potential of these locations is limited
to a greater and lesser extent by buffer zones to surrounding sensitive
landscape and historical features as well as neighbouring settlements.
Conversely, Opportunity Areas for growth will be sensitive to existing industrial
uses such as the Sugar Beet factory to the north of the settlement or proposed
large industrial estate to the east.

The railway and A14 are major accessibility barriers in Bury St Edmunds with
few crossing points, especially for pedestrians and cyclists. This creates a
physical barrier, detaching the north areas of Bury St Edmunds from the town
centre. This is an important consideration and an issue that will need to be
addressed if development takes place in the north of the town.

Opportunity Areas to the north and east of the settlement provide clear
opportunities to minimise any potential impact on sensitive landscapes,
however, development to the south east and the west have benefits of better
opportunities for creating sustainable links into the facilities of the town centre.
The town centre has a distinctive character and there is a need to maintain the
quality of the historic environment. There is limited capacity within the town
centre for additional car parking and an important part of growth in Bury St
Edmunds will be providing suitable access options from surrounding urban
areas and other settlements. This could include walking and cycling routes, bus
services and other traffic management systems, such as park-and-ride, which
would minimise the risk of additional impacts to the town centre from
congestion. There is also the opportunity to improve the public realm in the
future to increase pedestrian capacity in the town centre.

The sensitivity of Bury St Edmunds town centre to accommodate additional
activity should be considered in selecting preferred Opportunity Areas for
development. Sustainable links to the town centre, possibly through increased
bus services, cycle and walking routes, are a significant tool in reducing the
impact of growth and the impacts this can have on historic centres. Opportunity
Areas which facilitate new robust sustainable transport links should be brought
forward as a priority.
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Bury St Edmunds has a comprehensive network of existing infrastructure.
There are reasonable levels of existing capacity in both energy and wastewater
networks. Generally levels of social infrastructure provision is very good,
although regard must be had to spatial coverage within Bury St Edmunds,
ensuring it provides services at a neighbourhood level to allow for access by
foot. The Opportunity Areas on the edge of Bury St Edmunds will need to have
regard to this with a potential requirement for new local centres to
accommodate key services. However, a key constraint identified in the current
infrastructure network is the ability of the A14 junctions to accommodate
increased traffic.

Potential Hospital Relocation

In addition to the Opportunity Areas identified for Bury St Edmunds,
consideration needs to be given to the potential relocation of the West Suffolk
Hospital. Should the Hospital relocate within the timespan of this Study, then
there will be implications for the distribution of residential growth within Bury St
Edmunds, dependent on the location of the site used for any relocation. This
may reduce capacity for growth on an identified Opportunity Area. The current
hospital site may provide an opportunity for redevelopment, being brownfield
land, although there are significant environmental constraints on the site
including TPO’s and the adjoining Special Landscape Area, as well as any
elements of the site which remain in use, which will need to be considered.
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Fig 15 Opportunities and Constraints around Bury St Edmunds.
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Potential growth opportunities for Bury St Edmunds include both strategic and
brownfield infill and urban extensions on strategic sites. Based on this
analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Bury St Edmunds of 11,800
to 20,670 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and
capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Haverhill

There are fundamental constraints to development along the entire southern
boundary of this settlement and the majority of the area to the west and north
west. Small scale extension to the north east and east could be considered
providing appropriate buffers or suitable mitigation in development can be
provided to the Scheduled Ancient Monument and that development doesn’t
breach the visual boundary of the ridge between Kedington and Haverhill.

Haverhill is not constrained in terms of its built heritage to the extent of
Newmarket and Bury St Edmunds. It is considered that medium to high levels
of growth can be supported within the town without significant impact to either
historical or natural features. Any development, however, should be closely
linked with the employment development to the south and east of the
settlement encouraging sustainable links between new residential development
and employment uses.

Haverhill has a good provision of infrastructure. There appears to be emerging
capacity in the energy infrastructure and wastewater treatment has some
existing headroom. One key issue in Haverhill is the current under provision of
GPs. Although temporary provision is being made, further scoping work to
assess current GP lists and how current GP services are coping should be
considered to secure a long term option. The A1307 is also a key constraint
with high levels of congestion, which will need addressing in line with growth at
Haverhill.
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Fig 16 Opportunities and Constraints around Haverhill

Growth opportunities for Haverhill have been identified in two locations, fringe
sites and brownfield land within/on the peripheral of the settlement and on
urban expansion on strategic sites to the north east. Reflecting the strategic
perspective of this Study, this has been identified on a pre-cautionary basis
with a buffer around Great Wilsey Farm and the Scheduled Ancient Monument
(SAM) designation. However, if the buildings at Great Wilsey, including the SAM
designation, are integrated (protecting the SAM as appropriate) as part of the
development through appropriate site-specific master planning, this Opportunity
Area could theoretically be expanded, potentially for a further circa 1,500-2,000
units although this has not been tested as part of this Study and would need to
be considered on a site specific basis.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical composite capacity for development in
Haverhill of 1,480 to 2,600 units is identified as a baseline figure against
which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following
section. However, depending on the site specific design and masterplanning of
any north east urban expansion area, this capacity could be increased, subject
to mitigation or avoidance of any issues arising.

Kedington

Topographical features combined with flooding are fundamental constraints to
extensive development around the majority of this settlement. Small scale
settlement optimising development should be investigated to support the
existing services, such as the GP surgery and the primary school, in the
settlement. This Opportunity Area should be encouraged to develop as part of a
strategy for strengthening local employment opportunities within Kedington and
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the adjacent settlement of Haverhill and enhancing sustainable travel links
between the two.
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Fig 17 Opportunities and Constraints around Kedington, including flood zone and changes in level to

the north east and south west

Kedington has potential growth identified as settlement optimising development
on available infill, fringe and brownfield sites. Based on this analysis, a
theoretical capacity for development in Kedington of 130 to 220 units is
identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of
infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Barrow

Growth in this settlement is fundamentally constrained to the north by the need
to protect the setting of the adjacent Scheduled Ancient Monument. Buffers
between Barrow and Burthorpe to the east and Denham End to the south west
create fundamental constraint to growth of the settlement. With additional
consideration being given to the impact on views from the west of the
settlement around Denham Castle. Although a buffer is required to the County
Wildlife Site to the south there may be potential to extend the settlement in
this direction providing suitable mitigation can be achieved and a defensible
boundary to further development formed.

The key infrastructure constraints for Barrow are the provision of GPs which is
nearing a tipping point and the consideration of improving public transport
accessibility to ensure sustainable travel patterns where possible.
Development of the Opportunity Area would support existing facilities and
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support continuation of a bus service reducing the impact of the growth. In
addition Barrow wastewater treatment works has very little headroom to
accommodate growth, which is a critical infrastructure constraint that will need
to be overcome.
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Fig 18 Opportunities and Constraints around Barrow

The compact nature of Barrow, identified little potential for edge of settlement
and brownfield sites. All potential growth has therefore been identified to the
south east and south west of the settlement and constitutes an urban
expansion albeit of limited size.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Barrow of 420
to 740 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and
capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Risby

Development to the west, north and east of the settlement would impact on
designated areas of wildlife protection. There would also be an additional
impact on the setting of the conservation area from development to the north
east of the settlement. Development of a small scale to the south of the village
would have least impact on the landscape character surrounding the settlement
due to the existing relationship to the A14 and railway.

The Opportunity Area’s proximity to existing employment opportunities and bus
links into Bury offer the potential to increase sustainable links from the
Opportunity Area. However, detailed investigation would be necessary of the
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limits to growth from the settlement’s close proximity to a protected Stone
Curlew habitat.

6.98 Risby has a number of social infrastructure pressures. Risby Primary School is
currently over-subscribed and this will mean that there may be significant up
front infrastructure required to support development. It also lacks provision of
health facilities and has a poor selection of key local services, particularly
lacking a local convenience shop.
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Fig 19 Opportunities and Constraints around Risby highlighting buffer to SPA and Calor Gas storage
works HSE consultation zone.

6.99 Opportunity for growth within Risby, similar to Barrow, is focused in one location
and is in the form of a small urban extension. Constraints to the north, east
and west limit locations for potential growth and the lack of existing facilities
needs to be considered alongside implications for sustainable travel. Based on
this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Risby of 440 to 770
units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of
infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Ixworth

6.100 Ixworth is severely constrained by existing defensible boundaries and flood risk
to the south and west. Extension to the existing settlement is likely to be
feasible to the north and east up to the defensible barriers created by the A143
and A1088. The identified Opportunity Area in Ixworth is considered appropriate
for additional growth subject to detailed site investigation. Land at the
southern end of the Opportunity Area is already allocated in the Local Plan for
housing.
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Ixworth has a good provision of infrastructure with several GPs and a significant
capacity within the middle school. Currently the primary school is nearing
capacity, although the School Reorganisation may alter capacity.
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Fig 20 Opportunities and Constraints around Ixworth including Conservation Area and Listed Buildings

and flood zone to the south

Potential growth in Ixworth is in the form of small urban extensions, not
classified as infill due to their size. However, characteristically the sites infill to
the existing defensible boundary of the settlement formed by the A143 and
A1088. Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in
Ixworth of between 600 to 1,000 units is identified as a baseline figure against
which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following
section.

Stanton

Development potential around Stanton is limited by landscape designations to
the east, south and south west. However, to the east and south west there is
potential for small scale extension without impacting on a protective buffer
around the landscape designations. Development potential to the north is
fundamentally constrained by the A143.

The identified Opportunity Areas in Stanton are considered appropriate for
additional growth as a preferred location on an existing bus corridor along the
A143. Development in both Opportunity Areas will however be subject to
detailed design mitigating any potential impacts on adjacent landscape and
heritage designations. The Opportunity Area to the east of the settlement,
although small, is likely to have the least significant impact and should be

P112/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

investigated as a preferred location. Land is already allocated for housing in
the Local Plan in this location.

6.105 Stanton has a very good network of existing infrastructure for a Key Service
Centre of its size. Particularly it is well served currently by its local services,
with existing capacity in its primary school and middle school to support a
reasonable level of development. There is an excellent provision of GPs in
Stanton, although there are currently no dentists.
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Fig 21 Opportunities and Constraints around Stanton identifying protected green corridor and buffers to
SSSI designations

6.106 Potential growth opportunities for Stanton are based on two urban extensions
on strategic sites to the east and south west. Based on this analysis, a
theoretical capacity for development in Stanton of approximately 1,000 to
1,700 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and
capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Clare

6.107 Significant flooding constraint limits potential development to the northeast and
southern boundaries of the settlement. Development is further limited to the
east through a rise in the land and to the west from the requirement to protect
the character of the conservation area and landscape setting of the settlement.
Any large scale development is likely to negatively impact on the character of
the settlement, however small scale peripheral extensions may be possible.

6.108 All three Opportunity Areas identified will require a sensitive design approach to
ensure the character of the Clare Conservation Area is not affected.

6.109 Overall infrastructure provision is good. The Key Infrastructure constraints for
Clare are the provision of dentists which is nearing a tipping point and the
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consideration of transport issues if high levels of growth are to be
accommodated. There is also only a small level of pupil capacity in the
settlements existing schools, but capacity may change as a consequence of
the School Organisation Review.

& vGountry Pafk—"

.f’ .
-
e __‘./- '3
k= et = 4
Fig 22 Opportunities and Constraints around Clare including inclusion of common land within the

conservation area, green corridor along the disused railway and flood zone

Potential opportunities for growth at Clare comprise three small extensions on
primarily strategic sites. Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for
development in Clare of approximately 500 to 900 units is identified as a
baseline figure against which the cost and capacity of infrastructure can be
tested in the following section.

Wickhambrook

The settlement pattern, including the close proximity to the outlying hamlets
which form part of Wickhambrook, mean that new residential development and
the growth of the village will require a sensitive design approach to ensure the
character of the village is respected and coalescence with nearby hamlets is
avoided. The fundamental constraint of the flood zone to the east of the
existing settlement means that any small scale fringe development should be
located towards the western edge of the settlement near the B1063.
Development should be considered as a means of supporting local facilities.
However, due to the settlement’s lack of sustainable links to significant
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employment opportunities, development within Wickhambrook should be limited
to infill and small scale fringe development only, unless provision of such links
can be secured.

Wickhambrook has a three GP surgery providing an important service and the
primary school has a reasonable level of capacity for new pupils. Further
investigation into the capacity of water and wastewater networks to support
growth should be undertaken to underpin future development as this
information has not been identified in the Water Cycle Study.
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Fig 23 Opportunities and Constraints around Wickhambrook highlighting relationship of the settlement
to surrounding villages

Growth opportunities for Wickhambrook are based on infill development on
brownfield and fringe sites resulting in very limited change to the existing extent
of built form of the settlement. The areas most suitable for this will be within
and on the fringe of the main centre of Wickhambrook, to minimise impacts
growth could have on the character of the outlying hamlets.

Based on this analysis, a theoretical capacity for development in Wickhambrook
of 240-420 units is identified as a baseline figure against which the cost and
capacity of infrastructure can be tested in the following section.

Summary of Capacity Ranges

The outputs in the mapping and schedule below are a baseline of fundamental
constraints and opportunities used in stakeholder discussion and intended for
further analysis through the planning process, including in terms of
infrastructure thresholds and requirements outlined in this Study.
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These test capacity figures are used in the following section (Section 7) as a
guide for identifying the infrastructure costs through a range of development
potential for each settlement. The figures do not represent the probable actual
level of growth in each settlement or overall in the Study Area. Instead they
identify maximum capacity figures of the Opportunity Areas based on physical
constraints, consideration of the settlement structure and relationships with
existing infrastructure. They have been identified through an analysis of
strategic opportunities for growth, applying a dwelling yield range to the
potential areas for growth identified through this Study, to provide a low and
high dwelling capacity.

The following schedule summarises the outputs in terms of dwelling yield to
present a settlement by settlement picture.

Settlement Growth Opportunity ID: Name Approximate Dwelling Yield Range
Low High
FHDC: 2008-2021 Overall growth figure 4770 to 2021 based on RSS
The strategic split across the districts is currently unknown
Town: Brandon 1: Brandon Central 630 1,000
Town: Newmarket 6: Newmarket Central 540 950
7 Newmarket East 1,200 2,100
Total: 1,740 3,050
Town: Mildenhall 11 Mildenhall West 3,000 5,260
12 Mildenhall Central 240 420
13 Mildenhall East 100 180
Total: 3,340 5,860
Key Service Centre: 2: Lakenheath Central 600 1,050
Lakenheath 3: Lakenheath North 1,220 2,140
4: Lakenheath East 640 1,120
5: Lakenheath South 200 350
Total: 2,660 4,660
Key Service Centre: 14: Red Lodge West 600 1,050
Red Lodge 15 Red Lodge North 200 350
16 Red Lodge South 340 600
Total: 1,140 2,000
Primary Villages: 8: Exning 1,240 2,170
9: Kentford 250 440
10: West Row 140 250
17: Beck Row 240 420
Total: 1,870 3,280
Forest Heath: Overall Total: 11,380 19,850

Table 15 Summary of Preliminary Dwelling Yield for Forest Heath
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$ettlement )Growth Opportunity ID: Name Approximate Dwelling Yield Range

Low High

SEBC: 2008-2021 Overall residual growth figure to 2021 based on RSS - 6,960 where the strategic split

identified within the Core Strategy Issues and Options Document is Circa 40% Bury Circa 40% Haverhill
Circa 20% in the remaining area

Town: Bury St 18: Bury St Edmunds Central 360 630
Edmunds 19: Bury St Edmunds West 3,440 6,020
20: Bury St Edmunds North West 980 1,720
21: Bury St Edmunds North 4,340 7,600
22: Bury St Edmunds East 980 1,720
23: Bury St Edmunds South East 1,900 3,330
Total: 12,000 21,020
Town: Haverhill 24: Haverhill Central 60 110
25: Haverhill North 1,420 2,490
Total: 1,480 2,600
Key Service Centre: 26 Kedington 130 220
27 Barrow 420 740
28 Risby 440 770
29 Ixworth 560 980
30 Stanton South West 640 1,120
31 Stanton East 380 670
32 Clare North 80 140
33 Clare East 240 420
34 Clare South 200 350
35 Wickhambrook 150 250
Total: 3,240 5,660
St Edmundsbury: Overall Total: 16,720 28,280

Table 16 Summary of Preliminary Dwelling Yield for St Edmundsbury

The above summary analysis identifies is a total initial capacity, after the
application of the fundamental constraints identified in this section, with
benchmark density assumptions, but before the application of infrastructure
thresholds, or policy judgements on housing allocations of around 11,000 —
20,000 dwellings in the FHDC area and 16,500 — 29,000 for the SEBC area.
These figures take no account of market or delivery capacity or viability in either
area and, quite clearly, would not be capable of being brought forward in
totality. To be clear, it is not the conclusion of this Study that this is the total
amount of development that should be planned for in the Local Development
Frameworks. Nevertheless, this initial capacity is clearly in excess of the total
identified housing requirement between 2008-2021 to meet RSS minimum
requirements in each location of 4,770 and 6,960 respectively, indicating that
there is scope to:
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a ensure that infrastructure thresholds and identified requirements are
focused on achieving, as far as possible, the optimum outcomes and,
where appropriate, value for money in utilising existing infrastructure;

b apply greater weight and priority to further environmental and infrastructure
considerations in defining the most appropriate locations for development;
and

c if appropriate, test, in the case of St Edmundsbury, the indicative strategic
split of housing allocations (of ¢. 40:40:20 between Bury St Edmunds,
Haverhill and remaining rural area - identified in the Core Strategy Preferred
Options) and consider, in the case of Forest Heath, how capacity might
shape the strategic focus of growth.

Appraisal of Indicative Development Patterns

As discussed above, many of the constraints identified are based on clear
identified barriers to development. Many are formal designations. Others are an
attempt to capture clear policy objectives (e.g. around focusing growth in
locations with services; avoiding development in visually prominent locations,
preventing coalescence of settlements, maintaining ‘buffers’ around sensitive
locations) where there is always a matter of judgement being applied, drawing
on both policy and accepted practice. A significant degree of confidence can be
attached to the robustness of this analysis and any proposal for development
outside these areas would need to present compelling evidence to justify it.
Ultimately, there is always the possibility that there may be scheme-specific
reasons that justify development in what has been identified as a strategically
inappropriate location. In the majority of cases the fundamental environmental
and policy designation constraints identified by the Study will rule out any
additional sites except in exceptional circumstances. However, it is not for this
Study to pre-empt such possibilities.

The Opportunity Areas have been identified carefully to avoid locations with
potential significant impact on fundamental constraints to development.
However, there is also a need to recognise that whilst individual development
may avoid impact on sensitive features, the cumulative impact of development
within the various Opportunity Areas will also need to be considered. The
potential for cumulative impacts to arise has been factored into the
identification of Opportunity Areas where appropriate, (referenced in Appendix
3) but there is still a need to recognise that in totality, certain combined levels
of growth over a sustained period of time (even in locations that in themselves
are appropriate) may present significant issues around the way in which
settlements function, and in the demands placed on the built and natural
environment.

The analysis has therefore essentially identified the key environmental
constraints on the settlements within the two districts. These identified
capacities are considered to be broad environmental tipping points beyond
which there would be significant environmental impacts (commonly referred to
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as Environmental Capacity). These test capacities are identified in order to
examine the infrastructure issues in more detail which will necessarily provide
ranges of development scales within each settlement. It should however be
recognhised that all development has the potential to damage the environment if
not carried out to a high quality and if consideration of site specific issues are
not included in the detail design process (for example the Sustainability
Appraisal process).

Given this context, NLP have identified two key areas where there is a greater
risk of ‘Environmental Capacity’ impacts that should be subject to more
detailed appraisal at a site and scheme specific level as a strategy for
development emerges and is tested:

. landscape and natural features; and,
« conservation and heritage features.

This will ensure that the impact of individual development schemes does not
adversely affect these features and also that the cumulative impact of
particular developments does not adversely affect the environment they will sit
within.

Landscape and Natural Features

Increased development near open access land (particularly likely in Forest
Heath) will have a general landscape value impact from increased leisure
activity, for example cycling and walking, which will require in the short term
greater expenditure on localised management and facilities such as upkeep to
paths and cycle ways. In the long term, significant increase in leisure use of
natural areas may affect wildlife habitats of value and therefore wider scale
management practices such as restricting access to certain areas may need to
be undertaken.

Whilst the Opportunity Areas have been carefully identified to ensure that there
are no direct impacts on natural features, the wider indirect impacts of
additional growth may have to be assessed through the use of a Habitat
Regulations Assessment (HRA).

Conservation and Heritage Capacity

In terms of the capacity of historic settlements, particularly Newmarket and
Bury St Edmunds (which contain significant concentrations of heritage value)
but also in smaller historic rural settlements, the impacts of cumulative
residential growth are formed by a complicated relationship between the level
of activity, the existing infrastructure and the policy approach to locating and
linking new development with the settlement. Types of impact include:
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. Pressures associated with traffic flows, including the potential
requirement to widen arterial and circulatory routes into the settlement;

« The pressure to provide increased levels of car parking in and around the
historic town centre;

« The pressures to provide increased pedestrian space and balance town
centre public realm between pedestrians and vehicles;

. The pressures that flow from increased resident demand for economic,
retail and leisure activity, which leads to demands for development in
central locations, notably retail premises with large footplates, which can
pose challenges for historic locations (the City of Durham is a good
example of a town that has faced these pressures, for example the Prince
Bishop Shopping Centre);

» Pressures from specific activities need to be individually considered and
assessed to generate bespoke solutions, for example race days in
Newmarket which requires large volumes of additional visitors to be
accommodated. Adverse impact on this unique function of Newmarket
could potentially damage the horse racing industry and have knock on
effects on the economy and character of Newmarket, although this will
have to be assessed on a scheme specific basis. There is no evidence of
a particular strategic tipping point, although there are constraints on land
supply and potential localised effects.

Retail and Town Centre Issues

For Bury St Edmunds, growth will undoubtedly generate further retail
expenditure and in turn place additional pressure on retailing in the town
centre. Unconstrained or uncontrolled, this could risk detrimental impacts on
the historic core of the settlement. Figures from the Bury St Edmunds and
Haverhill Retail, Leisure and Offices Study 2007 (‘Retail Study’) forecast that a
12,000 estimated increase in population in and surrounding Bury St Edmunds
(Zones 1 and 2) to 2021 would yield a requirement of 22,100 sq m of
comparison shopping floor space within the town centre and 17,550 sq m of
non-central comparison shopping floor space. There is no evidence within the
NLP work on environmental capacity and infrastructure that suggests this is not
an appropriate basis for planning — this is a matter for the spatial planning
process.

Looking beyond this, the environmental capacity identified in this Study for Bury
St Edmunds, at a high yield, is circa 20,000 new homes (48,400 new
residents) although if this growth were to happen, it would only occur
substantially beyond 2031. A simplistic application of the earlier ratio might
suggest significant further increases, but to do so would not be appropriate.
Long term forecasts of retail expenditure and hence floor space become
substantially less reliable as the time horizon lengthens beyond the medium
term and NLP would caution against applying ratios of population, expenditure
and floor space associated with the period to 2021 (as defined by the existing
Retail Study) beyond this.
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6.129 There are a number of factors that could shape the potential future demand for
retail and floor space beyond the 2021 time horizon of the current retail
analysis:

« Underlying patterns of household expenditure may change;

« The Comparison/convenience split may change;

« Changing trends in retailing, including the growth in multi-channel (e.g.
online) shopping;

« The growing move by larger brands (who had previously been moving to
larger formats) to a mix of smaller stores; and

« Changing patterns in the supply chain and in storage and distribution of
goods meaning changes in sales densities and gross-net ratios in stores.

6.130 These and other factors may mean that future demand for floor space will not
equate to population growth in the way that it has in the past or is projected to
do so to 2021.

6.131 Nevertheless, it is reasonable to assume that further growth in the long term
will generate further demand for retail floor space in the town. However, there is
no evidence to suggest that Bury St Edmunds town centre cannot
accommodate some new retail development or that points to a defined
threshold of population growth linked to retail demand that must not be
exceeded. The ability of Bury St Edmunds town centre to accommodate further
demand without this prejudicing its historic core will depend on the following:

« The availability of sites for new development capable of being developed
taking account of draft PPS4 and other policy — although NLP has not
carried out a retail assessment as part of this Study there is some initial
evidence of sites being available that could do this;

« The application of appropriate design and conservation policies to ensure
that scale, massing, and detailed design are adequately controlled to
respect and reflect the historic character of the town. This may result in
retail operators being required to deviate from their typical footprints and
operating models. There are examples of successful developments in
other historic centres that have achieved this.

« Other factors, including car parking, public realm and other ancillary
aspects of town centre management continuing to be aligned to
preservation of the historic core alongside the maintenance of a thriving
town centre.

6.132 There are other factors that will be relevant, drawing on experience of how other
towns with constrained land use/conservation issues have met the retail needs
of their growing population (some more or less successful), and which give
confidence that Bury St Edmunds can accommodate further retail demand:

« Floorless retail growth through increased sales densities in existing shops
(i.e. the consumer expenditure per square metre in the town increases).
The current comparison sales density for Bury St Edmunds is low (£5,800
per m? in 2006) compared to other locations;
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« Innovative development and forms of retailing maximising the use of sites
that do come forward through good design;

« Use of upper floors for retail which may occur if the pressure on retail
development cannot be met at ground floor levels — current indications are
that there may be significant scope for further upper floor use in Bury St
Edmunds, subject to the ability of the many listed buildings to
satisfactorily accommodate such uses; and

« Dispersal of some retail floorspace to district centres outside of the town
centre — recognising the planning implications of this.

In light of the potential additional growth of Bury St Edmunds (to 2031 and
beyond) an update to the Retail Study might provide more definitive levels of
retail capacity and the ability of the town to accommodate it, although longer
term estimates should be treated with caution. It is also the case that
strategies for growth in historic settlements need to be accompanied by proper
consideration of the future of key transport solutions, and the function and
future role of the town centres within their historic contexts.

These issues and opportunities are also applicable to other historic town cores,
such as Newmarket and Haverhill. Haverhill is subject to a significant
regeneration initiative and a Haverhill Town Centre Masterplan is in place to
support this.

Although Newmarket does not have the same role in the retail hierarchy as Bury
St Edmunds, there could still be risks to its historic core from related town
centre retail growth. The Forest Heath Retail and Town Centres Study (2006)
identifies that a 2,766 increase in population to 2021 in or around Newmarket
(Zone 2) alongside other growth elsewhere (of which Newmarket attracts only
limited amounts of available expenditure from) would lead to a comparison
floorspace requirement of 10,766 sq m net. Potential growth in Newmarket
and Exning of circa 5,000 new homes (12,500 new residents) could generate
further requirement for retail floorspace.

As with Bury St Edmunds, if there is the demand for additional retail floorspace
in Newmarket in the future, this could be accommodated in a variety of ways,
including through use of upper floors or dispersal of retail floorspace to other
locations. In particular, Newmarket could accommodate floorless retail growth
with increased sales densities which in 2006 were as low as £4,136 per m?
compared with £8,545 per m?in Cambridge (Cambridge Sub-Region Retail
Study 2008).

Transport and Movement Issues

It is also the case that strategies for growth in historic settlements need to be
accompanied by proper consideration of the future of key transport solutions,
and the function and future role of the town centres within their historic
contexts.
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To avoid the cumulative impacts and avoid creating or exceeding thresholds for
growth in the settlement (within the ambit of the physical capacity identified
earlier in this section), the following criteria should be applied when examining
the spatial pattern of development for growth in order to assess the cumulative
impact of growth opportunities on a historic or sensitive settlement:

« To what extent does the proposed development allow for linkages into (or
enhance) the existing or planned sustainable travel network?

. Do opportunities for growth allow for strengthening and supporting local
centres within the larger settlement?

« Are proposed opportunities well located in relation to major public
transport hubs such as train stations and bus stations?

« Would increase pedestrian space in the core area of the town have a
detrimental impact on retail activity or would it improve the quality of the
pedestrian environment particularly during peak traffic times?

«  What opportunities arise from developments to contribute to the addition
of new sustainable infrastructure facilities, for example investment in
sustainable transport solutions (e.g. park and ride sites if appropriate or
priority bus routes?) and the public realm?

In Newmarket, particular consideration should be made on the possible impact
that increased traffic could have on the horse racing industry, with the
suggestion having been made that there is an increasing risk to easy
movement of horses between studlands that require crossing roads.
Opportunities such as horse crossings or further traffic management may help
to mitigate such risks and these should be explored further in conjunction with
the relevant stakeholders. In general terms, beyond some anecdotal
suggestion, there was limited evidence at this stage of any measurable impacts
of future traffic growth upon the horse racing industry. For this reason, this
study can do no more than hypothesise the potential impact and highlight the
need for future consideration of economic and/or cultural impacts.

Summary on Conservation and Heritage

In summary, there is no evidence that points to there being a defined tipping
point for when the impacts of these manifest themselves in a way that cannot
be mitigated. Ultimately, there is no evidence that sensible planning and
appropriate mitigation will not be able to ensure that such impacts are avoided
in both large settlements already dealing with high volumes of traffic and
pedestrians and smaller historic settlements which may experience
proportionately larger levels of growth.

For example, proposed growth, whilst increasing activity and pressures, may
also allow for funding to mitigate the impacts of damaging activities such as
heavy congestion within historical centres. Examples include public realm
investment, demand management, park and ride and sensitive design of
infrastructure and development. The recent and proposed scale of growth in
Cambridge is a case in point, whilst the cities of York and Bath also seek to
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tackle these pressures (with inevitable tensions, some successes and some
less positive outcomes). Ultimately, any impacts need to be traded-off against
the potential benefits of growth, including the meeting of housing needs and
opportunities for employment.

Conclusions

This section has identified the key environmental constraints, defined and
quantified the Opportunity Areas for development in and around each
settlement and summarised the environmental capacity issues that will need to
be considered moving forward.

The next section outlines the infrastructure that will be required for different
levels of growth in each settlement to inform how infrastructure does need to
be reflected in determining the distributions of development. It also estimates
the total costs of infrastructure required for the period to 2021 and 2031
based on the growth levels set out in Section 4.0.
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Infrastructure to Support Growth

Introduction

Growth will create a requirement for infrastructure to support development.

This section tests the infrastructure requirements of the environmental capacity
upper range limits, set out in Section 6.0, to identify what infrastructure would
be required in each settlement at that level of growth and the cost implications
of this. The testing reflects long term opportunities for growth and looks at the
relative marginal benefits of growth in relation to infrastructure in different types
of settlement. This section also seeks to identify the level of infrastructure
provision required to support the housing growth proposed by the RSS and to
identify, at a high level, the potential scale of costs associated with provision of
that infrastructure. As part of this an analysis of the infrastructure
requirements to support the likely levels of growth to 2021 and 2031 has been
undertaken, also allowing consideration of the required funding and delivery
mechanisms in Section 8.0.

Identifying infrastructure requirements has been done with an infrastructure
model using a system of benchmarking, as introduced in Section 5.0, whereby
existing provision is measured against locally or nationally identified ratios or
standards to give an overview of the existing level of provision of an
infrastructure type. This baseline position seeks to understand whether there
are existing levels of ‘under provision’ that will need to be considered and
accounted for or ‘surplus’ provision which may meet some future demand
without the need for additional infrastructure. The baseline position also helps
to provide a context for the existing quality of provision, particularly for public
services such as health and emergency services which will require additional
infrastructure to maintain and improve standards as the areas they serve grow.
Where a baseline requirement is identified, it is included in the required
infrastructure levels for 2021 and 2031.

These standards can then be applied to housing growth to yield a theoretical
requirement for additional infrastructure that will accompany an identified level
of development. We have used standards of provision either promoted through
local or national policy or guidance, or where these are not suited, an approach
to maintain the existing status quo of provision is adopted. Once a
requirement is identified it is possible to apply a unit cost to the infrastructure
requirement to gain an indication of the likely capital costs associated with
provision of that infrastructure.

There are two aspects to the estimate of infrastructure requirements:
a The infrastructure required within each settlement to reflect different levels

of growth within the ‘test range’ defined in Section 6.0. This analysis is
settlement focused.

P125/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



7.5

7.6

7.7

7.8

7.9

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

b The infrastructure required district/borough-wide to deal with overall growth
levels to 2021 and 2031. This analysis is carried out district-wide.

A full summary of the infrastructure model outputs and rationale behind the
identified levels of required provision to support housing growth are included in
Appendix 4. A full summary of the baseline analysis is provided on a
settlement by settlement basis in Appendix 5.

Limitations of a Benchmarking Approach

There are numerous limitations to using a benchmarking approach, although
such an approach is very useful in providing an overview of current provision
and future requirements as a starting point for more in-depth analysis. In this
context a benchmarking approach should not be used as a substitute for site-
specific analysis that can provide a much more in-depth assessment of the
quantitative and qualitative provision.

The levels of infrastructure identified are broad level requirements based on
either identified standards, the ratio of existing provision or average levels of
provision across varying spatial scales. In each case the standards used are
based on a sound rationale and also rely on information obtained from
stakeholder consultation on specific infrastructure characteristics and issues
within the Study Area. However, the identified requirements are not to be taken
as a definitive level of requirement, recognising that location specific issues
may present themselves, and that certain infrastructure classes are undergoing
reviews of provision and operational models that will have an impact. However,
it can be used as a strategic tool in assessing the total level of infrastructure
requirement that would reasonably be required to support such levels of growth.
Similarly, the costings for buildings are estimates based either on comparable
schemes or identified build costs and should not be used as a definitive level
of capital cost in advance of a precise specification, merely an indicative
amount to give an estimate of the likely level of costs. These should not be
used as a basis for s.106 negotiations on individual sites without validating the
precise requirement.

A benchmarking approach has not been suitable for all infrastructure themes
due to the complexities of certain infrastructure types and where there are gaps
in baseline data. Where a benchmarking approach has not been suitable, a
fully qualitative approach is taken, using information obtained from our
background review and stakeholder consultation to identify key future
requirements.

Physical, Social and Community Infrastructure Requirements

The infrastructure types being assessed are grouped into a series of themes
around which the analysis infrastructure requirements have been undertaken.
These are set out as follows:
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« Transport (Roads and Highways, Public Transport, Cycle and Public
Footpaths);

. Utilities (Waste and Recycling, Water, Wastewater and Energy);

. Retail centres and services;

. Education and Skills;

. Health and Social Care (GP Surgeries, Dentists, Hospitals, Health Centres
and Nursing Homes);

«  Community Facilities (Village Halls, Community Halls and Libraries);

e Arts, Culture and Leisure (Galleries, Museums and Indoor Sports
Provision);

«  Community Safety/Emergency Services (Police Services, Ambulance
Services, and Fire Services);

«  Green Infrastructure and Outdoor Facilities (Parks, Recreational and
Amenity Open Space, Sports Pitches, Courts and Nature Reserves);

. Business Support Services; and

« Affordable Housing

Where evidence is available the analysis has quantified likely relevant
infrastructure (physical and non-physical) needs and cost by type. However, it
is important to recognise that not all infrastructure can be quantified and
therefore qualitative assumptions have been made in assessing the potential
impact of growth. Where this is the case, relevant and available data, as well
as stakeholder consultations, have been utilised to provide an overall picture of
infrastructure provision and requirements, although due to a lack of quantitative
data, costs have not always been identified. Transport is a key area where,
although preliminary thoughts on potential transport solutions to growth have
been identified, worked through costs have not. Transport issues are currently
being considered by the County Council in a separate assessment, the results
of which were not available in the timeframe for this Study.

It should also be recognised, in respect of education that this is subject to a
strategic review that is moving the structure of provision from three to two tiers.
At the current time, there is no evidence on how this process will manifest itself
in the Study Area, beyond the general observation that in many cases, the
proposal is for middle schools to close and for first and upper schools to be
expanded to primary and secondary schools respectively. This presents
opportunities for synergy with the investment needed to take account of future
housing growth, but it means the analysis of existing capacity, particularly in
first schools, in individual settlements needs to be qualified by the fact that the
restructuring programme is likely to change what is available.

Infrastructure Requirements by Settlement

In producing a pattern of development for the Study Area regard has been made
to the baseline infrastructure position and infrastructure requirements derived
from future housing growth. This has enabled NLP to undertake an analysis of
the overall infrastructure requirements to support the new housing development
at the three identified growth levels as well as providing overall costs.
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7.13 To identify infrastructure requirements on a settlement by settlement basis an
analysis of so-called ‘tipping points’ has been undertaken. This analysis
measured existing provision of different infrastructure types in each settlement
against identified standards to identify levels of surplus provision or levels of
under provision. Where there are levels of surplus provision a ‘tipping point’
has been identified which gives an estimation of how many more houses can
be accommodated within the settlement before an additional unit of any
infrastructure type is required. This analysis is identified in Appendix 4 and has
been summarised for each settlement in Section 5. Current infrastructure
provision identified in the ‘tipping point’ analysis has been mapped to illustrate
the spatial provision of infrastructure and is included in the mapping appendix.

7.14 The total infrastructure required to support different levels of growth in each
settlement and the cost of this provision is identified in Appendix 6. The table
below summarises this to give an idea of likely requirements, costs and
phasing of the fundamental and essential infrastructure that is critical to
supporting growth. The indicative levels of growth are related to the potential
capacities identified through the screening of environmental and locational
constraints and are therefore not standardised in this summary, but respond to
the levels of growth that may occur in each settlement based on the test range
of the Opportunity Areas defined in Section 6.0. Other levels of growth from
those listed below may be possible.

Fundamental and Essential Partners with Council
Infrastructure Required for Level

of Growth

Forest Heath
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
3 GPs (existing deficit) £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g" 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
g_ 4 GPs £2.2m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g 2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
4 GPs £2.2m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
New/Upgraded Wastewater Treatment | £n/a Anglian Water
2 Dentists (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
1y New/Upgraded Wastewater Treatment | £n/a Anglian Water
3 4 Dentists £2.2m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
E 1GP £545k NHS/PCT, Private Sector
g New Primary School £4.9m SCC; Learning Skills Council
= 2,000 Local Highway Works £800k Highways Agency; SCC
New/Upgraded Wastewater Treatment | £n/a Anglian Water
5 Dentists £2.7m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
3 GP £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
New Primary School £4.9m SCC; Learning Skills Council
> 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
9-;_ ® Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
o § 500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
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Fundamental and Essential
Infrastructure Required for Level

f Growth

Partners with Council

2,000 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
Traffic Calming & Traffic Flow Works c£im Highways Agency; SCC
A14 Junction Improvements c£2m Highways Agency; SCC
New Local Convenience Shop £n/a Private Sector; SCC
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
1 GP (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
2 GPs £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
"x"' Newmarket Cycle Connection £500k Highways Agency; SCC
3. 2,000 Local Highway Works £800k Highways Agency; SCC
R 4 GPs £4.4m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Newmarket Cycle Connection £500k Highways Agency; SCC
New Primary School £2.5m SCC; Learning Skills Council
2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
1GP £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
§ Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
3 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
° 2 GPs £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
s 2 Dentists £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
T-Junction upgrade on Newmarket Rd £500k Highways Agency; SCC
Off-Road Cycle Connection to Station £1m Highways Agency; SCC
New Primary School £2.5m SCC; Learning Skills Council
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
1 GP (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
5 1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
o Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £500k Highways Agency; SCC
b 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
g 1 GP (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £1.25m Highways Agency; SCC
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £1.25m Highways Agency; SCC
2 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
5 Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £5m Highways Agency; SCC
g Upper School £14.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
3 2,000 Local Highway Works £800k Highways Agency; SCC
= Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £10m Highways Agency; SCC
Upper School £14.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
- 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
[ 2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
'E 1GP £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g_ Cycle Network £500k Highways Agency; SCC
ch Rural Road Network Improvements £1m Highways Agency; SCC
Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
New Wastewater Treatment £n/a Anglian Water
New Primary School £4.9m SCC; Learning Skills Council

P129/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath




Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Fundamental and Essential
Infrastructure Required for Level

of Growth

Partners with Council

2,000 Local Highway Works £800k Highways Agency; SCC
3 Dentists £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
3 GP £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Cycle Network £500k Highways Agency; SCC
Rural Road Network Improvements £2m Highways Agency; SCC
Upgrade to Substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
New Wastewater Treatment £n/a Anglian Water
New Primary School £4.9m SCC; Learning Skills Council
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
2 GPs (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £500k Highways Agency; SCC
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
w 2 GPs (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 2 Dentists (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
x Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £1.25m Highways Agency; SCC
?5' 500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
2 3 GPs (existing deficit) £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 Dentists (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Mildenhall Transport Mitigation £2.5m Highways Agency; SCC
Cycle Connection £500k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to/new Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
St Edmundsbury
5,000 Local Highway Works £2m Highways Agency; SCC
New Link Roads £1.5m Highways Agency; SCC
New Primary School £7.3m SCC; Learning Skills Council
New Upper School £14.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Upgrade to substations £n/a EDF; National Grid
East Dedicated Bus Route £1m Highways Agency; SCC
Replacement Junction 43 on A14 £10m Highways Agency; SCC
New Local Convenience Shop £n/a Private Sector; SCC
Cycle Network £1m Highways Agency; SCC
10,000 | Local Highway Works £4m Highways Agency; SCC
New Link Roads £1.5m Highways Agency; SCC
w 3 New Primary Schools £21.9m SCC; Learning Skills Council
é 2 New Upper Schools £29.6m SCC; Learning Skills Council
n Upgrade to substations £n/a EDF; National Grid
; East Dedicated Bus Route £1m Highways Agency; SCC
o Replacement Junction 43 on A14 £10m Highways Agency; SCC
g New Local Convenience Shops £n/a Private Sector; SCC
g_ 4 New GPs £2.2m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
® Cycle Network £2m Highways Agency; SCC
15,000 | Local Highway Works £6m Highways Agency; SCC
New Link Roads £1.5m Highways Agency; SCC
5 New Primary Schools £36.5m SCC; Learning Skills Council
2 New Upper Schools £29.6m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Upgrade to substations £n/a EDF; National Grid
East Dedicated Bus Route £1m Highways Agency; SCC
Replacement Junction 43 on A14 £10m Highways Agency; SCC
New Local Convenience Shops £n/a Private Sector; SCC
New Wastewater Treatment £n/a Anglian Water
7 New GPs £3.8m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Cycle Network £3m Highways Agency; SCC
- 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
=) 8 GPs (existing deficit)* £4.4m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
=3 1 Dentists (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
B Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
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Fundamental and Essential
Infrastructure Required for Level

f Growth

Partners with Council

1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
9 GPs (existing deficit)* £4.9m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 Dentists (existing deficit) £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
2,000 Local Highway Works £800k Highways Agency; SCC
11 GPs (existing deficit)* £6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
3 Dentists (existing deficit) £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
New Wastewater Treatment £n/a Anglian Water
New Upper School £14.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
New Local Convenience Shop £n/a Private Sector; SCC
Cycle Network £500k Highways Agency; SCC
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
1 GP £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g New/Extended Wastewater Works £n/a Anglian Water
g Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
s 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
1 GP £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 Dentist £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
New/Extended Wastewater Works £n/a Anglian Water
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
100 Local Highway Works (£40k) £40k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
bl 1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g 1 GP £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
< 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to Primary School and New £6.7m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Primary School
2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 GPs £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
2 | 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
g: Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
0w 1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
] 500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
=3 500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
s Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
g_ 1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
= 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
@ 1 Dentist (existing deficit) £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g 1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
g 2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
S Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
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Fundamental and Essential Partners with Council
Infrastructure Required for Level
of Growth
2,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
3 Dentists £1.6m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Extension to Primary School and New £6.7m SCC; Learning Skills Council
Primary School
Upgrade to substation £n/a EDF; National Grid
New Local Convenience Shop £n/a Private Sector; SCC
New/Extended Wastewater Works £n/a Anglian Water
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
g’ 1 Dentists £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
3 Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
1,000 Local Highway Works £400k Highways Agency; SCC
2 Dentists £1.1m NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council
100 Local Highway Works £40k Highways Agency; SCC
= § 250 Local Highway Works £100k Highways Agency; SCC
- % 1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
g_ 3 | 500 Local Highway Works £200k Highways Agency; SCC
3 1 Dentist £545k NHS/PCT; Private Sector
Extension to/New Primary School £1.8m SCC; Learning Skills Council

Table 17 Infrastructure to Support Growth by Settlement

*Haverhill GPs doesn’t account for the temporary polyclinic provision recently approved as this
will in the long term need to find a permanent site and suitable funding.

7.15 Table 17 summarises the key infrastructure required to support different levels
of growth in each settlement. It should be noted that highways infrastructure
costs are proxies related to the relative risks associated with each project as
identified in consultation with Suffolk County Highways. In addition funding for
transport works around Mildenhall could be included as a funding pot, which
may be used to fund any works identified as being required to enable growth of
that scale, with s.106/CIL receipts from developers contributing. Substation
and wastewater treatment works upgrades have not been costed due to the
inherent problems associated with projecting the costs of future provision as
they are dependent on so many variables. The funding streams for upgrades to
utilities tend to be raised through utilities companies’ agreements with
developers to enable network connections and much of this funding will not
come through public sources. However, consideration must be given to impact
on development viability in providing upgrades to these services and we have
sought to build this into our analysis.

7.16 Certain types of social infrastructure and public service provisions are based on
benchmarks rather than detailed proposals. It does not take account of the
potential for economies of scale that might be possible if, say, two smaller
settlements pooled their requirement for medical provision and provided one
large facility instead of two smaller ones.
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Total cost of infrastructure to deliver growth to 2021 and 2031

In order to give a figure for the total infrastructure costs to deliver growth to the
levels set by RSS to 2021 and potential future growth to 2031, the total level
of infrastructure required to support growth has been estimated. The benefit of
this approach is that it gives an overall quantity of the infrastructure required to
support growth taking into account populations in rural areas that utilise
infrastructure types within towns and the larger settlements which serve a rural
hinterland. This should then be located at an appropriate spatial scale and in
relation to areas of existing deficiency and areas of identified growth in order to
support development.

The following table identifies the overall infrastructure requirements and costs
associated with the three identified levels of housing growth defined in Section
4.0. It also provides a summary of the key issues for each infrastructure type
and potential delivery issues.

This table does not provide a summary of the cost per dwelling for each
infrastructure type, as costs per dwellings would include costs associated with
existing infrastructure deficits, or may equal nothing where there is existing
surplus provision against a benchmark. Such an exercise would therefore be of
limited benefit. However, an estimate could be identified by considering the
growth level from the relevant scenario against the cost identified in the table.
Similarly, unit prices for infrastructure provision, standards for provision against
population and the average occupation rate for dwellings are identified in
Appendix 4 allowing absolute costs per dwelling for infrastructure type
requirements to be identified, without taking into account deficits or surplus in
provision. For the majority of infrastructure types, costs will be met by a range
of funding sources (recognising the significant capital sums being made by
Government, often through standard funding formulae unrelated to
development), and as such the cost per dwelling does not necessarily indicate
a cost to be levied against that dwellings development (i.e. through commuted
sums), but will depend on what funding elements are available at any such
time.
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

7.20 Overall costs of infrastructure to support growth have been calculated based on
a cost per dwelling of costs reasonably falling on the public purse. This
includes costs such as provision of community sports facilities, hospital
facilities, emergency services, community facilities and education, but does not
include costs associated with GP surgeries, dentists, retail or commercial
leisure facilities, which are all provided with costs falling on the operator.

7.21 Key utility requirements were scoped with operators and key constraints
factored into the analysis in Section 5.0. Investment will be required, notably in
hydrology and energy, but NLP were presented with no evidence that this
provision was likely to have financing challenges that would act as a barrier to
growth.

Low Growth Cost to Medium Growth Cost High Growth Cost to
2021 to 2021 2021

‘ Infrastructure Type

gﬁﬁg(}'pgiiﬁ“cwm & £35.1 million £41 million £51.3 million
Health £31.7 million £38 million £49 million
Emergency Services £4.9 million £6 million £7.6 million
Education £13.1 million £19.9 million £32.8 million
Community Facilities £5.5 million £6.7 million £8.6 million
;iijrf‘tre' Culture & Indoor £5.7 million £6.3 million £7.9 million
Retail & Key Services n/a n/a n/a
Transport Overall transport costs are not available

ﬁ;’fztr d';‘:::’_l"s:'s?fé)exc" £4,600 £4,700 £4,900
Affordable Housing £205 million £247 million £316 million
Cost Per Dwelling £14,450 £14,550 £14,700

Table 19  Overall Costs of Infrastructure to Support Growth to 2021 across the Study Area

7.22 To 2021 the overall cost of infrastructure falling on the public purse (excluding
transport, where no costs were able to be identified in consultation with Suffolk
County Highways department) is equivalent to between £14,450 and £14,700
per dwelling. The costs identified as per dwelling are across the housing unit
numbers and therefore include affordable housing making an equal contribution
to all infrastructure types (including affordable housing provision itself). A large
proportion of the costs are associated with affordable housing provision, which
means that St Edmundsbury is likely to face higher costs than that of Forest
Heath, due to the higher affordable housing requirement. Other major costs
will fall into the provision of green infrastructure (which may partly fall on
developers if promoted as part of scheme), provision of hospitals, (potentially
including pooling of funds for a replacement to West Suffolk Hospital in the long
term) and education.
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Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

7.23 A potential cost of circa £14,500 per dwelling, which is likely to rise on account
of the costs associated with transport infrastructure, illustrates the overarching

costs of providing the infrastructure required to support housing in the two

Local Authority areas.

\ Infrastructure Type

%

ow Growth Cost

Medium Growth Cost

High Growth Cost to

to 2031 to 2031 2031
Green Infrastructure & £58.3 million £69.2 million £87.1 million
Outdoor Sport
Health £56.4 million £68 million £87 million
Emergency Services £8.8 million £10.6 million £13.5 million
Education £42.9 million £60.8 million £89.9 million
Community Facilities £9.9 million £11.9 million £15.3 million
Leisure, Culture & Indoor £8.4 million £9.7 million £12 million
Sport
Retail & Key Services n/a n/a n/a
Transport Overall transport costs are not available
Cost Per Dwelling (excl.
Affordable Housing) £8,900 £9,200 £9,500
Affordable Housing £363 million £438 million £560 million
Cost Per Dwelling £26,300 £26,600 £26,900
Table 20 Overall Costs of Infrastructure to Support Growth to 2031
7.24 To 2031 the overall cost of infrastructure falling on the public purse (excluding

transport, where no costs were able to be identified in consultation with Suffolk
County Highways department) is equivalent to between £26,300 and £27,000
per dwelling. This is higher than the cost to 2021, which reflects the surplus
infrastructure capacity which will be utilised to 2021. This is particularly
attributed to existing capacity in schools, which is a major cost associated with
growth. An analysis of the funding mechanisms available to bring forward the
investment required is contained in Section 8.

7.25 The additional costs faced to 2031 in comparison to 2021 highlights a major
tipping point in infrastructure in the Study Area associated with growth beyond
2021. In effect the infrastructure cost per dwelling for houses built between
2021 and 2031, compared with those built up until 2021, is disproportionately
high. This reflects the major investment in infrastructure required to support
growth beyond 2021.

7.26 Whilst this analysis provides an overview of the total level of infrastructure
required to support housing growth over the study period, consideration needs
to be given to how and when this is delivered in relation to the Opportunity
Areas. The total quantum of infrastructure required will need to be
geographically located to meet local needs where there are existing pressure
points or gaps in provision. In consideration of how the levels of growth are to
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7.28

7.29

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

be distributed across the Opportunity Areas identified, regard should be had to
how development relates to infrastructure provision and how access to services
can underpin a sustainable spatial pattern of growth. In some settlements,
even where large levels of growth are not proposed, there may be existing
deficits in social infrastructure provision which will need to be addressed.

Phasing Infrastructure and Marginal Costs

To investigate the phasing of infrastructure and to help formulate a baseline
picture of the implications of infrastructure phasing to the potential levels of
growth at each settlement, an infrastructure marginal impact assessment has
been undertaken. This assessment builds upon the tipping point analysis
undertaken, and illustrated in Appendix 5, to build a likely picture of when
various infrastructure types will need to be brought forward in relation to the
number of new units built, and particularly the marginal cost impact of these.
This will allow Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury Council to secure a view on
the levels of growth where the best ‘economies of scale’ in infrastructure
provision exist in relation to phasing of requirements.

The analysis is undertaken on a settlement by settlement basis and assumes
that settlements are wholly contained for provision of the settlement specific
infrastructure as identified in the tipping points analysis. This analysis does
not seek to quantify phasing in terms of when in the study period infrastructure
will need to come forward as this is dependent on build rates and the finalised
growth strategy that will come forward through the LDF process. In this context
the analysis is undertaken based on the infrastructure requirements at defined
levels of housing growth (100, 250, 500, 1,000, 2,000 and 5,000 new homes)
for each settlement. This enables the analysis of what impact different housing
growth has on different settlements, although it is acknowledged that some
settlements do not have the environmental capacity to accommodate the higher
numbers of homes and, based on the capacity of our identified Opportunity
Areas, these areas of analysis are identified in the tables, but are included for
context and comparative value. Essentially these tables build upon the test
capacities identified in Section 6 and identified within the broad physical range
of potential capacity where infrastructure constraints limit potential, within, up
to or over, cost infrastructure tipping points identified in the baseline section
(Section 5). The most efficient scale of development for each settlement
identified by these tables is summarised in the conclusions section giving a
guide to development locations but recognising that the Councils will wish to
adjust these recommendations on the basis of further studies being produced
throughout the LDF process.

Based on the definitions set out in paragraph 2.15, the infrastructure required
is split into two sections:

« ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’; and
e ‘required’
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7.33

7.34
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This allows a distinction between those infrastructure requirements that are
prerequisites and those that add to the liveability and quality of settlements but
may not be absolute requirements.

It should be recognised that these do not take account of potential transport

costs, which will flow from the more detailed work being undertaken by the

County Council.

The full marginal cost impact analysis is included in Appendix 6

Marginal Costs of Additional Infrastructure in Forest Heath

In Forest Heath the settlements are split in terms of their geographic location

and the infrastructure pressures in those areas which have created higher
marginal costs associated with providing infrastructure at different levels of

growth for different parts of the district. This is particularly highlighted by the

additional costs that Mildenhall, West Row and Beck Row could potentially face
in the funding of improvements to the road network around Mildenhall,
potentially in the long term including a relief road/by-pass, although Suffolk
County Council do not have any specific plan currently. This would relieve

traffic around the whole airbase particularly through Mildenhall where junctions

are very close to capacity. This has been taken into account through a
Mildenhall transport improvement fund spread across all housing growth,
despite likely capital costs coming early on in the growth period to underpin
higher levels of growth in the long term.

The marginal costs are identified in Table 21 below. This table highlights the

cost per new dwelling for the different levels of growth using a colour coding

system to identify costs that are significantly above average (red), costs that

are within a reasonable level (amber) and costs that offer the greatest marginal
benefit (green). For each settlement housing growth levels that cannot be

delivered within Opportunity Areas based on NLP’s constraints analysis have
been indicated in grey.

New Homes‘ 100 250 500 1,000 2,000 5,000 ‘
Fundamental | = ¢/ | £400 | £400 | £1,400 | £1,900 | £2,000
& Essential

New-
Total: £27,700 | £22,400 | £12,400 | £8,600 | £6,500 | £4,800
Fundamental | o5 160 | £5,400 | £5,400 £13,000 | £10,200
& Essential

Milden-

hal | Town Required _£12,ooo £7,800 | £4,300 | £3,600 | £2,700
Total: £27,400 | £17,400 | £13,200 | £24,500 | £16,600 | £12,900
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New Homes

100

500

1,000

2,000

5,000

Fundamental \ | | £11,100 | £11,400
& Essential ‘ ‘ ‘
Brandon | Town Required £4,400 | £3,000
Total: £42,700 | £29,900 | £17,400 | £16,300 | £15,500 | £14,400
Fundamental !
& Essential | ‘ ‘ ‘
Laken- g:?r/v'ce i
heath I Required
Centre
Total: £32,100 | £17,200 | £10,800 | £13,000 | £8,900 | £14,200
Fundamental
& Essential ‘ ‘ ‘ 25600
Red  |K&Y
Service Required £2,500
Lodge Centre \ \ ‘
Total: £11,200 | £8,000 £7,500 | £12,700 | £8,800 £8,100
Fundamental w £11,000 | £9,000 | £9,900
& Essential ‘
Beck Prima — —— ——
Row Villagéy Required ! / £5,300 £3,800 £2,700
Total: £37,000 | £21,300 | £22,670 | £16,300 | £12,800 | £12,600
Fundamental | | £6,600 | £4,000 | £5,700
& Essential ‘ ‘
Primary ] ‘ \
Kentford| \/y1age Required ! ! £2,300 | £2,600 | £2,200
Total: £6,300 £8,400 £6,600 | £8,900 £6,600 £7,900
Fundamental | | | £3,600 | £5,700
& Essential ‘ ‘ [
Exnin Primary ] ‘
g Vlllage Requwed J £2,400 £1,900
Total: £6,350 £3,100 £8,200 | £7,800 £6,000 £7,600
Fundamental £8,600 |£10,600 | £8,800 |£10,800
& Essential |
West Primary ) ‘
Row Village Required j £1,400 | £2,200 £2,100 £1,800
Total: £19,200 | £11,200 | £10,000 | £12,800 | £10,900 | £12,600
Table 21 Marginal Costs of Required Infrastructure Provision per Dwelling — Source: NLP

Infrastructure costs for ‘required’ infrastructure types are generally high for the

larger settlements reflecting current deficits in provision of outdoor sports
infrastructure, which is a characteristic across the Study Area. This means that
generally for the towns the higher levels of growth provide the most marginal
benefit from infrastructure provision, which also reflects the fact that current
critical infrastructure that has high associated costs, such as schools, are

sufficiently well developed to support further growth before additional provision

is required. Development in Mildenhall will particularly need to account for
costs of providing a new Secondary School at the identified tipping point of
circa 700 new homes, albeit taking account of the restructuring proposals.

P147/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

7.36 The Key Service Centres differ slightly from each other. Lakenheath is
identified as particularly needing an improved bus service and combined with a
deficit in outdoor sports and dentists currently small amounts of growth will
face greater costs, though as more homes are built there is greater marginal
benefit, coming from the critical mass to support services that the higher
population brings. Red Lodge as an area currently undergoing much
development has a reasonably planned approach to infrastructure which means
that the marginal costs are kept relatively low, however, the likely impact on
rural roads means mitigation will need to be sought. An eastbound connection
to the A14 is identified as being potentially prohibitively expensive and is not
currently being considered as a viable solution. Therefore, alternative
mitigation that is more viable should be sought, which may increase costs at
Red Lodge.

7.37 Kentford, Exning and West Row can all accommodate reasonably small levels of
housing growth within existing infrastructure, meaning that marginal benefit is
most at 100-500 new homes. Beck Row would potentially require significant
expenditure on health to rectify current deficits meaning the cost per dwelling of
infrastructure is relatively high (although there may be limited demand with
residents using private medical facilities on the RAF base or using facilities in
Mildenhall, which has not been quantified). Figure 24 shows the average
infrastructure costs per dwelling for the Towns, Key Service Centres and
Primary Villages.

30,000

20,000

£ per dwelling

10,000

100 600 1,100 1,600 2,100 2,600 3,100 3,600 4,100 4,600
Number of Units

== Town (Fundamental + Essential) Key Service Centre (Fundamental + Essential) *===Primary Village (Fundamental + Essential)
Town (Required) Key Service Centre (Required) e Primary Village (Required)
== Town (Total Average - Key Service Centre (Total Average) e Primary Village (Total Average)

Fig 24 Cost per Dwelling of Infrastructure Provision in Forest Heath
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This illustrates the infrastructure costs associated with developing different
types of location in Forest Heath. At the lowest growth levels, costs are high
for Towns (blue colours) but gradually reduce, with the most marginal benefit for
towns occurring at the high growth scenarios. This perhaps supports the
proposition that it is the towns that should support the most levels of growth.
The Key Service Centres (red colours) experience low costs at small growth,
which rise as key infrastructure is required before large levels of growth ensure
the marginal benefit increases with costs per dwelling falling. This suggests
that the Key Service Centres received most marginal benefit at either low or
higher growth, but require significant infrastructure investment at medium
levels, where they may not be a critical mass of infrastructure that needs to
come forward to support more significant growth.

The Primary Villages (green colours) have relatively high initial costs reflecting
current lack of services, such as GPs, and receive most marginal benefit at
small to medium levels of growth once initial investment has been made. At
high levels of growth in the Primary Villages it becomes necessary for major
infrastructure works, such as new road networks and new schools, to come
forward to support the greatly expanded population, suggesting that potentially
these areas are not suited, in infrastructure terms, for much growth (i.e. beyond
the identified tipping points for these ‘costly’ infrastructure types for each
settlement), unless growth goes well beyond this to alter the nature of the
settlement and justify costs through maximising the cost benefit per dwelling.

Marginal Costs of Additional Infrastructure in St Edmundsbury

In St Edmundsbury the two towns and the seven Key Service Centres identified
in the Draft Core Strategy (December 2008) have very different profiles in terms
of their infrastructure requirements and the marginal costs associated with
providing infrastructure at different levels of growth. This has been particularly
skewed by the large deficits in sports pitch and non-pitch provision in Bury St
Edmunds and Haverhill, which significantly increase the upfront costs of
‘required’ infrastructure. In light of this requirement, additional provision has
been phased across the number of new homes tested, as is likely if provision
were to be brought forward.

The marginal costs are identified in Table 22. This table highlights the cost per
new dwelling for the different levels of growth using a colour coding system to
identify costs that are significantly above average (red), costs that are within a
reasonable level (amber) against the average, and costs that offer the greatest
marginal benefit (green). For each settlement housing growth levels that
cannot be delivered within the identified Opportunity Areas (identified in Section
5.0) based on our constraints analysis have been indicated in grey.
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New Homes

2,000

5,000

Fundameqtal £400 £400 192 400 y
& Essential ‘ ‘ ‘
Bury St ) — I I e
Edmunds | TOWN Required } ;
Total: £20,400 | £12,400 | £10,700 | £10,500 | £20,000 £15,100
Fundamental J [
& Essential | | £7,600
Haverhill | Town Required | § £6,600
Total: £82,000 | £36,000 | £22,000 | £16,500 | £19,500 £14,200
Fndamental I | £5,000 | £10,000
Key !
Barrow | Service | Required | | £2,250 £2,000
Centre
Total: £3,600 £13,500 | £7,500 £6,000 £7,250 £12,000
Fundamental | £4,500 | £9,000
K & Essential ‘ ‘
ey
Clare Service | Required 1 | £2,200 £2,200
Centre
Total: £6,500 £10,450 | £7,400 £5,400 £6,700 £11,200
Fundamental ‘ £4,600 | £9,000
K & Essential ‘ ‘
ey
Ixworth | Service | Required } | £2,000 | £2,000
Centre
Total: £6,300 £10,200 | £7,600 £5,500 £6,600 £11,000
Frdamental | ¢ | £6,300 | £6,600 | £10,000
Key Essential
Kedington | Service |  Required } | £2,300 | £2,300 £2,000
Centre
Total: £6,300 £10,200 | £7,800 £8,600 £8,900 £12,000
Frdamental | £5,900 | £9,700
Key ssentia
Risby Service | Required } | £2,300 | £2,300
Centre
Total: £18,800 £8,000 £8,700 £6,150 £8,200 £12,000
Fundamental ‘ ;
. £8,900
Key & Essential ‘ ‘
Stanton | Service | Required ‘ £2,200
Centre ‘ :
Total: £6,400 £3,040 £6,640 £4,700 £6,900 £11,100
Fundamental |8 | £2,600 | £6,700 | £9,800
_ Key & Essential
Wickham- . S
brook Service Required : ‘ £1,700 £1,300 £1,700
Centre
Total: £800 £3,040 £5,540 £4,300 £8,000 £11,500

Table 22 Marginal Costs of Required Infrastructure Provision per Dwelling — Source: NLP

The marginal costs of infrastructure highlight the levels of growth in each

settlement that provide the maximum marginal cost/benefit from infrastructure
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provision. In Bury St Edmunds up front costs for ‘fundamental’ and ‘essential’
infrastructure at the lower levels of growth is minimal, highlighting the existing
infrastructure capacity of schools, health services and the transport network,
however ‘required’ infrastructure is at its maximum cost/benefit at the higher
levels of growth, illustrating that infrastructure provision to support growth in
Bury St Edmunds achieves critical mass at higher levels of growth.

In Haverhill a current deficit in the provision of GP’s (‘essential’ infrastructure,
although there are planned improvements which will have an attendant cost)
and a deficit in the provision of allotments and outdoor sports provision
(‘required infrastructures’) means costs at the low growth scenarios are high.
Growth and infrastructure provision in Haverhill is optimal at 1,000 homes or
more. In the Key Service Centres ‘required’ infrastructure generally has good
provision, though only small levels of growth in a number of the Key Service
Centre’s yield requirements for significant levels of investment in key
infrastructure. High levels of growth in the Key Service Centres require more
significant investment in ‘fundamental’ infrastructure, particularly the road
network, although constraints make higher levels of housing growth unfeasible
in most of these settlements. Figure 25 shows the average infrastructure
costs for the two towns in comparison with the Key Service Centres in St
Edmundsbury.

Fig 25 Cost per Dwelling of Infrastructure Provision in St Edmundsbury

This illustrates the infrastructure costs associated with developing different

types of location in St Edmundsbury. Existing deficits in provision of outdoor
sports facilities in Bury St Edmunds and health services in Haverhill mean lower
growth costs per dwelling are high. Though this falls as growth increases, the
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requirement for new schools increases the costs at a medium growth. At high
growth levels the towns receive most marginal benefit, with costs per dwelling
reasonably low, reflecting the existing network of infrastructure in the two
towns. Notably, whilst total costs remain above those of the Key Service
Centres, the costs associated with ‘fundamental and essential’ infrastructure
for the Towns is lower at the higher growth scenario than Key Service Centres,
reflecting the substantial infrastructure that would be required to support high
levels of growth in the Key Service Centres.

The marginal costs for infrastructure at the Key Service Centres are generally
greatest at reasonably small growth levels of circa 1,000 units. This underlines
the importance of creating a critical mass of people that is sufficient to support
services and ensure their provision is efficient, without tipping the balance to a
point where a Key Service Centre becomes a Town and will require a much
greater level of infrastructure provision. This balance should be a key
consideration in distribution of growth within the spatial pattern of
development, to reach St Edmundsbury’s housing targets.

Consideration of Phasing and Marginal Costs

Locational Benefits

The analysis of phasing and the costs associated with provision of
infrastructure at different levels of growth is a key consideration in the levels of
growth that should come forward in each settlement. This analysis supports
the policy proposition for locating higher levels of growth in the towns as it is
likely that the most marginal benefit arises with higher levels of growth in the
towns. However, consideration must also be given to the role growth can play
in the rural areas.

Rural Growth

Key Service Centres need a critical mass of enough population to support
services and, as identified in our tipping point’s analysis, between 250-1,000
new homes in some of the Key Service Centres will help support their viability
and ensure the smaller settlements can sustain their roles. It is acknowledged
that this represents a significant level of growth for some settlements and this
does not mean that smaller levels of growth cannot sustain shops and services
where they are viable within the community they serve. This highlights the need
to consider rural growth carefully and balance its sustainability benefits and
drawbacks.

Going beyond 1,000-2,000 new homes will generally create thresholds beyond
which significant investment is needed. Very small or no growth in the Key
Service Centres (and particularly Primary Villages in Forest Heath) may mean
services become unviable over time, as has occurred to many post offices in
rural areas, and will increase the reliance of those settlements on other larger
centres for services, with attendant travel and amenity implications.

P152/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



7.49

7.50

7.51

7.52

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

This approach was highlighted in Matthew Taylor’'s report ‘Living Working
Countryside - The Taylor Review of Rural Economy and Affordable Housing’. The
Taylor Review advocated that the characteristics of rural economies and rural
demographics impact on the ‘demand for local services, particularly schools,
Post Offices and public transport, and so their overall viability’. It highlights that
in both larger and smaller rural settlements growth can help to underpin rural
economies and the viability of local shops. The Review also discusses the
‘sustainability trap’ whereby beneficial development may be stymied because
the settlement is not considered sustainable in the first place, when in essence
development may help to contribute towards sustainability, by underpinning the
viability of shops, services and economies that may already exist or may be
attracted to the area due to development. The Review states:

‘Since we are not going to bulldoze our villages and start again, and people are
going to continue to live in them, the key emphasis of the planning system (at all
levels) needs to move away from asking “is this settlement sustainable?”, to “will
this development enhance or decrease the sustainability of this community -
balancing social, economic and environmental concerns?”’

Recommendations 1 and 2 of the Taylor Review relate to: creating a more
coherent planning policy to reduce apparent conflicts between interpretations of
sustainability; and clearly setting out the requirement to take account of the
strands of sustainability in a balance way and to have a long term vision of the
contribution that planning can make to enhancing sustainability, economically,
socially and environmentally. These recommendations were well received by
the Government in their response to The Review in March 2009, with a
‘generally agree’ summary response and highlighting the intention to ‘rural
proof’ planning policy.

The provision of rural shops and services is not static, and as such will change
over time. Consideration should particularly be given to secure sufficient
growth in smaller settlements so that either existing services and rural
economies can be sustained and enhanced, or where there are existing deficits
to use growth as a catalyst for the provision of such shops and services.

This Study is one input to the process of looking at a spatial pattern of
development and the allocation of sites should take consideration of all
material factors, including the planning strategy for each local authority.
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Costs, Funding and Delivery

The challenges of delivering the scale of growth outlined in the preceding
sections are multiple, and include major decision-making in terms of spatial
strategy, phasing, and masterplanning — many of these are matters for other
parts of the LDF and planning process.

This section of the Study focuses on the other key challenge for housing growth
— the funding and delivery of infrastructure needed to support growth, in what is
referred to as a ‘Delivery Toolkit’. In this case, the costs are potentially
significant, circa £96-150m to 2021 and £185-305m for the period to 2031
excluding transportation and affordable housing, which has the potential to add
significant further costs.

In order for required and identified infrastructure to be delivered alongside
housing growth, robust funding and delivery structures need to be in place.
This section first looks at the appropriate funding mechanisms for government,
local authorities, private or public and private partnerships.

Next, the current funding sources and delivery models for the different
infrastructure types and scales of infrastructure are set out and analysed in
terms of opportunities and risks.

This section then suggests the possible approaches to the existing and future
role of developer contributions and emerging infrastructure funding
mechanisms, including the potential role of the Community Infrastructure Levy
(CIL) and rolling funds which finance sub regional strategic infrastructure.

To conclude, this section considers the coordination and management critically
required to govern and manage the delivery of strategic and local infrastructure
in light of potential local government reorganisation

Costs of Infrastructure

The costs identified in the preceding analysis for infrastructure are summarised
below:
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2008 - 2031

Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth

Cost to 2021
Infrastructure Type (RSS)

Green Infrastructure
& Outdoor Sport £35.1m £58.30m £69.20m £87.10m
Health £31.7m £56.40m £68m £87m
Emergency Services £4.9m £8.80m £10.60m £13.50m
Education £13.1m £42.90m £60.80m £89.90m
Community Facilities £5.5m £9.90m £11.90m £15.30m
Leisure, Culture & £5.7m £8.40m £9.70m £12m
Indoor Sport
Retail & Key
Services N/A
Transport Overall transport costs are not available
Total (excl.
Affordable Housing) £96m £184.70m £230.20m £304.80m
Cost Per Dwelling
excl. Affordable £4,600 £8,900 £9,200 £9,500
Housing
Affordable Housing £205m £363m £438m £560m
Cost Per Dwelling
(incl. affordable £14,450 £26,300 £26,600 £26,900
housing)
Table 23 Infrastructure Costs across the Study Area
8.8 These costs should be regarded as a starting point for discussion on the

implications of housing growth across the two authorities. This is because
there are a number of uncertainties, highlighted in the Study, and summarised
below:

. In many cases, these estimates will not include the investment that is
required to address underlying investment requirements or restructuring.
For example, the costs for education (which are relatively low at just
£13.1m in SEBC and nil in FHDC) are based on assumptions around the
use of existing capacity (there is surplus capacity in a number of schools
in the two districts, especially Forest Heath) and do not take account of
the restructuring that is currently underway (the move from three to two
tier)

. Importantly, the costs above exclude transport, which is generally among
the most significant costs to be born by development. The County Council
has just commenced a study to investigate the transport issues
associated with growth and the outputs of this and the associated costs
will need to be built into future infrastructure planning.
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« The costs do not reflect the distribution of housing numbers within the
districts or the types of infrastructure that might be required in one
location and not another

o Costs are estimates based on benchmark unit costs and not location
specific or based on precise requirements that might be needed on
particular locations. More detailed planning and feasibility studies will be
needed to refine these.

« Costs are expressed at 2008 prices. Infrastructure costs can change
markedly, including as a result in different requirements for specification,
and construction cost inflation. Thus, something delivered in 2021 may
cost more (or possibly less) than something to be delivered in 2010.

« The above figures should therefore be treated as a starting point.

What these costs do show is that it is the post 2021 period where the costs
per dwelling are significantly increased (even averaged out over the whole
2008-2031 period). This potentially represents an overall infrastructure ‘tipping
point’ for the Study Area that requires careful consideration.

Infrastructure Prioritisation and Phasing

As discussed earlier in the report, there will be a need, as the spatial strategy
for growth is refined through the LDF process, for a framework to support the
local planning authorities and other stakeholders in prioritising the provision of
infrastructure and making, where appropriate, the trade-offs and choices about
what is provided and when, taking account of emerging picture on viability,
phasing, and funding. This is particularly relevant for the so-called ‘Essential’
and ‘Required’ infrastructure types.

In advance of having a more detailed phasing programme for development
(based upon the identification of sites for development), it would be
inappropriate to determine the approach to phasing of infrastructure.
Cambridgeshire Horizons, for example, did not identify its Long Term Delivery
Plan and total costs and phasing judgements until it had established its key
sites for development.

Funding and Delivery Mechanisms

Infrastructure requirements associated with growth, alongside other underlying
investment, may have access to various funding streams. In general terms, the
funding sources, like most public sector funding, is constrained by Spending
Review periods meaning that it is difficult to have certainty on the ability to
secure resources for long term investment. Notwithstanding, it should be
recoghised that infrastructure costs do not fall exclusively on development.
Some of the increased demand for infrastructure flows from existing
demographic dynamics and investment plans, and the Government’s existing
and future capital programme will therefore have significant potential. Although
it has not been possible to quantify this, it should be taken into account in
future funding and delivery plans.
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Although St Edmundsbury is a designated Growth Area these funds (GAF) are
for the short term only and therefore only cover the period 2008-2011. Beyond
this it is unknown whether this funding will be available in subsequent
allocation rounds. It should also be noted that emerging ideas for funding such
as Tax Increment Financing/Accelerated Development Zones, alongside policy
proposals relating to retention of local Council Tax revenue could play a role in
supporting future infrastructure delivery but are not currently available for
consideration in this study.

The following paragraphs outline the headline delivery issues for different types
of infrastructure.

Green Infrastructure & Outdoor Sport

The need for green infrastructure and outdoor sport facilities will increase with
a growing population and the growing multi-generational demand for increased
participation in sport and recreation.

Green infrastructure, including open space and recreation areas in new
developments are typically funded through developer contributions. With ever
changing trends in sport and fitness activity, it can be difficult to predict with
certainty the future needs and the form this infrastructure will and should take.

In terms of service, there has been a recent trend which is likely to continue
whereby local authorities commission services rather than being the main
supplier.

Sport England

EEDA

SEBC / FHDC

Suffolk County Council

Lead Agencies

Mixed market including public, private and third sector provision
Requirement for new and expanded facilities

Funding pressures in local government as a result of Comprehensive
Spending Review

Infrastructure Issues

Developer Contributions

Prudential Borrowing

PPP Joint Venture

Asset Disposal

Sport England

Suffolk County Council

Lottery

Department for Culture, Media and Sport

Funding Sources

Public Sector Joint Ventures
. Local Authority Led

Delivery Models
Trust Structures

PPP models, including PFI and joint ventures
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Health

With an ageing population and changing demographic, future healthcare will
need to reflect the needs of a changing society. The restructuring of these
services includes a shift to greater provision in primary care located in
community settings, integrated with social care services.

The provision of future healthcare in the Study Area will be primarily funded by
the Department of Health, which allocates funding to primary care trusts
(PCTs). This funding is based on a formula that calculates the needs of a given
population.

PCT’s

Lead Agencies )
Hospital Trusts

Funding required facilities to accommodate housing growth
The LAA and Strategic Commissioning environment
Infrastructure Issues Funding pressures of a changing demographic

Funding of developments in medical treatment, demand for drugs
and staffing

PFI

PCT

Private sector - GP Practices
Third Sector

Restructuring of property assets
Developer contributions

Funding Sources

PFI
Delivery Models LIFT
Commissioning

Emergency Services

The Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service, Suffolk Police Authority and Suffolk Joint
Emergency Planning Unit are the emergency service providers in the Study Area.
Although separate services, they aim to deliver an integrated service.

The Suffolk Police Authority agrees a budget annually with the Suffolk
Constabulary and sets its priorities and targets for policing each year in line
with the national policing plan as well as local strategies and needs.

The Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service, Service Plan (2008 — 2009) sets out its
major projects for 08/09 period which includes working with the County Council
to deliver the ‘Securing the Future’ project which will create a new structure and
support system in the County for this and other services. Additionally, a new
National Framework document for Fire and Rescue Services was issued by CLG
in May 2008 setting out the Government’s objectives and expectations for a
modernised fire and rescue service.

P158/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



8.23

8.24

8.25

8.26

Infrastructure and Environmental Capacity Appraisal

Suffolk Fire and Rescue Service
Lead Agencies Suffolk Police Authority
Suffolk Joint Emergency Planning Unit

Aligning Emergency Business Strategies with emerging / adopted
growth strategy

Growing delivery pressures for emergency services to address
counterterrorism, and serious organised crime.

The need for enhanced collaborative back office activities across
forces

Infrastructure Issues

Developer Contributions

Funding Sources .
Third Sector

Range of different PPP models, including both PFI and joint ventures
Delivery Models Public Sector Joint Ventures

Education

As Suffolk is currently undergoing a School Organisation Review which involves
the proposal of significant changes (around the shift from three to two-tier), it is
an opportune time for the long-term future of education across the Study Area
to be considered alongside housing growth.

Discussion with SCC’s education departments indicates that SCC is examining
the Building Schools for the Future Programme (BSF) as a key element to aid in
funding changes as a part of the reorganisation of schools in Suffolk. However,
SCC are only considering BSF for the first wave of schools in the overall
transition which only includes schools in the south and east of the county
including part of the south of SEBC covering Haverhill.

As a number of middle schools throughout the County are likely to close as a
result of the restructuring, the second stage of the School Organisation Review
will need to consider how this shift in provision can be accommodated
elsewhere through forms of entry. Discussions indicated that although in some
cases this may mean the closure of middle schools and the expansion of first
schools to become Primary schools, and High Schools to become Secondary
Schools, there will be locations where different shifts may take place.

This could include, for example, a middle school site being redeveloped to
provide a primary school and the first school site being used for another
purpose. It may involve middle school sites providing other educational services
(e.g. off-shoots of secondary or further education). Any of this could involve
more complicated approaches to funding and delivery, including the potential
use of site value from surplus land and buildings, and the adoption of further
PPP models.
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Suffolk County Council

Lead Agencies . . .
Learning and Skills Council

Ongoing review of education provision in light of growth and existing

facilities.
Infrastructure Issues . o .
Investment needed in existing school and further education

infrastructure.

BSF

DfES funding

Funding Sources Private Sector sponsorship

Developer Contributions

Third Sector (including faith organisations)

BSF is the funding, but a Local Education Partnership (LEP) is a
delivery model that allows local authorities to procure all the
requirements of their local BSF projects through a single long-term
Delivery Models partnership with a private sector partner and PfS in a joint venture
company.

Investment from faith-based school, Academy school routes,
independent bodies / trusts or through the LEA.

Community Facilities

With local authorities struggling to maintain their current provision of libraries,
without considering creating increased provision, there is a need to establish
innovative funding tools and partnerships to deliver community facilities which
will form an essential part of civic life in the Study Area for the plan period and
beyond.

Determining the location for future need of community facilities will enable the
local authority to ensure funding will be provided either through developer
contributions which is the most likely source of funding or through any of the
potential sources set out below. The determination of existing deficiencies in
community facility provision will also need to be assessed and programmed for
delivery.
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Suffolk County Council
Lead Agencies SEBC / FHDC
Other agencies (for shared / community hubs)

New facilities will need to cater for growth in new developments
Funding pressures of future financial savings
Infrastructure Issues | Capturing appropriate development value for funding

Existing community facilities within existing settlements will need to
be enhanced

Developer Contributions

Third Sector (Trusts and Foundations)
DCMS

Lottery

Sponsorship

Prudential Borrowing

Funding Sources

Public Sector Joint Ventures

Local Authority Led

Trust Structures

PPP models, including PFl and joint ventures

Delivery Models

Leisure, Culture & Indoor Sport

Nationally there is a backlog of investment in local authority sport and leisure
facilities of circa £4.5 billion.

With Government funding concentrated on delivering sports and leisure
facilitates for the 2012 London Olympics, there are significant constraints in
the current grant regimes for areas not hosting the Olympic games or linked
activities.

With this lack of dedicated national capital investment and a limited amount of
PFI credits, local authorities are required to work more effectively and efficiently
with partners to deliver these important infrastructure types that help ensure a
high ‘quality of life’ across the Study Area. There is a particular issue for the
Study Area, where much of the identified ‘required infrastructure’ costs that are
front loaded for many settlements are a function of addressing this backlog.
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Sport England

EEDA

SEBC / FHDC

Suffolk County Council

Lead Agencies

New facilities will need to cater for growth in new developments
Funding pressures of future financial savings
Infrastructure Issues Capturing appropriate development value for funding

Existing community facilities within existing settlements will need to
be enhanced

Developer Contributions

Prudential Borrowing

Private Sector

Asset Disposal

Sport England

Suffolk County Council

Lottery

Department for Culture, Media and Sport initiatives

Funding Sources

Public Sector Joint Ventures

Local Authority Led

Trust Structures

PPP models, including PFl and joint ventures

Delivery Models

Retail & Key Services

The delivery of retail and key service infrastructure is essential to the vitality
and viability of towns throughout the Study Area. In determining retail need and
potential location, it is essential to consider and deliver key services alongside
retail uses.

The provision of retail and key services are normally provided for by the market,
with the local authorities setting the overall retail and hierarchy strategy.
However, there are opportunities for local authorities to enter into partnership
with developers to help deliver regeneration and more sustainable patterns of
development such as land exchanges, various public-private partnership models
as well as the use compulsory purchase order (CPO) to assist with site
assembly.
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SEBC
Lead Agencies FHDC
SCC

Ensuring retail is phased appropriately alongside housing growth
Forecasting demand

Delivery of appropriate level and type of retail to serve existing and
new housing developments

Infrastructure Issues

Developer Funded

Funding Sources
Land Exchange

Privately Funded
Delivery Models PPP Models
CPO

Transport

Transport funding was originally anticipated to be an infrastructure sector where
more innovative models might be applied. Transport 2010, issued by DfT, was
anticipated to increase predictability of funding and planning, including the use
of road user (e.g. congestion) charging to fund improvements. However, high
profile failures to secure public support in Edinburgh and Manchester, and the
reversal of the West London Congestion Charge Zone have stymied growth in
that direction.

Clearly identified sources include the Community Infrastructure Fund (CIF) and
Local Transport Plan.

The Housing Green Paper (July 2007) announced a £300m Community
Infrastructure Fund available for transport schemes to support Growth Areas,
Growth Points and Eco-towns. The CIF is designed to complement mainstream
transport funding, linking the provision of funding for transport infrastructure to
the delivery of housing. The CIF is designed to unlock large housing
development sites, to enable housing development to move forward in growth
areas.

Bids for CIF were welcomed from designated growth areas in the East of
England including St Edmundsbury. St Edmundsbury submitted to DfT for
North-West Haverhill Relief Road for £6.5 million, however, the scheme was not
determined to be a regional priority. A bid for the Tayfen Corridor Urban Traffic
Management and Control (UTMC) System of £1.43 million which would have
helped fund improvements to the access arrangements around Station Hill and
Tayfen Road areas was not chosen as its impact on supporting housing for the
cost were not considered a viable option.

Transport Block Allocations are made to implement projects below £5m that
are set out in Local Transport Plans.
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In addition to funding for major transport schemes, funding for improvements to
the wider public realm can be sought through developer contributions.
Alternative funding sources for public realm improvements could include a
Business Improvement District (BID) whereby businesses in an area elect to
pay an additional tax (e.g. a percentage based levy against their rateable value)
to fund improvements to the areas public realm. If agreed by the businesses
this could be a viable option in the Study Area’s town centres with Bury St
Edmunds Town Centre Management currently exploring possibilities, with a
ballot anticipated in early 2010.

Local Authorities / County Council
DfT

Network Rail

Highways Agency

Lead Agencies

Upfront funding to deliver infrastructure to enable development

Underlying improvements in highways to address localised
Infrastructure Issues | congestion and road safety

Improvements to public transport

Improvements to public realm

Local Transport Plan

CIF

DfT Major Schemes

Funding Sources Network Rail

Developer Contributions

Revenue from parking/road user charging
BID Levy

Range of PPP models for delivering infrastructure schemes on top of
Delivery Models direct grant. Examples, such as street lighting PFls, may have
benefits in enabling up-front funding of early phase infrastructure.

Utilities

Asset Management Plans (AMPs) are submitted by utility companies to their
regulators. For example, Anglian Water submits its AMP to OFWAT for its
development commitments for the next five years. The coordination of utility

AMPs and housing growth strategies is crucial in ensuring that utilities are
planned alongside the LDF.
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Lead Agencies

Suffolk County Council
National Grid
All major utility providers

Infrastructure Issues

Lead in times for certain infrastructure types and cash flow issues,
including uncertainty of take-up

Emergence of higher environmental standards, increasing the
specification of service delivery

Funding Sources

Developer Contributions

Private Sector / Utility Providers
PFI Credits (Waste)

Customers

Delivery Models

Rolling Fund
Developer — Delivered
PFl / PPP Models

Affordable Housing

8.42 The funding of affordable housing will come principally from a mixture of
National Affordable Housing Programme (NAHP) funding from the Homes and
Communities Agency (HCA) allocated according to regional allocations; RSL
investment (generally based on debt securitised against its asset base), and
developer contributions (in the form of land and direct contributions).

8.43 The impact of affordable housing levels is also that it reduces the number of
private homes built on a given site and hence the gross development value
available to support developer contributions.

Lead Agencies

Housing Corporation
SEBC / FHDC (Strategic Housing)

Infrastructure Issues

Availability of NAHP Funding
Funding to deliver affordable housing on non-strategic sites

Ensuring adequate funding is secured through Section 106
agreements

Funding Sources

Developer Contributions
National Affordable Housing Programme
RSL resources / borrowing

Delivery Models

RSL Development
Joint Venture with private developers

8.44 Affordable housing, according to PPS 3

“includes social rented and intermediate housing, provided to specified
households whose needs are not met by the market”.

8.45 Forest Heath’s adopted Local Plan affordable housing policies have been
superseded by an interim statement that reflects national and regional
guidance whereby planning decisions will have regard to the 15 dwelling
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threshold set out in PPS 3 and the percentage of required affordable housing
provision at or above this threshold will be 35%. FHDC’s emerging Core
Strategy suggests a requirement 35% affordable housing in new developments
in the towns and key service centres, with affordable housing contributions
required in all proposals of five dwellings and above.

St Edmundsbury’s affordable housing policies in the Replacement Local Plan
set a threshold for providing affordable housing and introduce site area
thresholds depending on the location of the site. SEBC’'s emerging Core
Strategy provides alternatives to this policy in order to deliver more affordable
housing than has been achieved recently.

Policy H3 of the SEBC Replacement Local Plan sets a 40% affordable housing
requirement on sites of: 0.5 hectares and above or 15 dwellings or more in
settlements of 3,000 population and above; sites of 0.17 hectares and above
or five dwellings or more, in settlements, of less than 3,000.

SEBC’s Core Strategy (Preferred Options November 2008) suggests the
following affordable housing policies:

e  Bury St Edmunds and Haverhill:

40% on sites of 0.5 and above or 15 dwellings or more;

30% on sites between 0.3 and 0.5 hectares or between 10 and 14
dwellings;

20% on sites between 0.17 and 0.3 hectares or between 5 and 9
dwellings

o Other Settlements:
40% on sites of 0.17 hectares and above or 5 dwellings.

Utilising the two authorities’ emerging LDF affordable housing policies, it is
possible to make a calculation of the affordable housing units to be built under
the low, medium and high levels for the periods of 2008 — 2021, 2021 - 2031
and 2008 — 2031. For FHDC, 35 % affordable housing is assumed for the
growth figures set out earlier in this report. For SEBC 40% affordable housing
is assumed. Clearly, the precise requirements for affordable housing will need
to be tested and will be subject to the findings of the SHMA and take account
of an assessment of affordable housing viability, in line with PPS3.

To arrive at a cost for affordable housing given these growth assumptions, NLP
has assumed that the NAHP will fund 50% of the affordable housing through
grants. The other 50% is assumed to be funded by RSLs and Section 106
Agreements. For the purpose of this Study NLP has assumed that RSLs and
Section 106 Agreements will each split the residual cost; (i.e. each taking 25%
of the total build cost). Recent work by the Housing Corporation (now HCA) has
benchmarked the costs of social rented and low cost housing in the East of
England of an average total build cost per unit of £80,000. With the recent
introduction of required enhanced design standards including the requirement
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to meet the Code for Sustainable Homes Level 3 minimum requirements and
the high spec this entails, we have calculated an additional 15% onto this
resulting in an average build cost per unit of £92,000.

8.51 The implications of this are set out below.
‘ ‘ Low Medium High
2008 - 2021 1,670 2,013 2,576
2021 - 2031 1,295 1,561 1,999
Total 2,965 3,574 4,575
Estimated S106 Costs
£68.2m £82.2m £105.2m

2008 - 2031

Table 24 Forest Heath Affordable Housing Requirements

Medium
2008 - 2021 2,784 3,356 4,296
2021 - 2031 2,160 2,604 3,332
Total 4,944 5,960 7,628
Estimated S106 Costs
£113.7m £137.1m £175.4m

2008 - 2031

Table 25 St Edmundsbury Affordable Housing Requirements

8.52 There is a real debate underway as to the appropriateness of the current

delivery model for affordable housing in light of the fall in house prices and land

values, and both LPA’s will need to monitor the situation going forward.

Economic Development

8.53 Economic development activities are currently provided by the local authorities,
including the County Council and a range of other organisations. Activities
include the following:

. MENTA - An organisation to help businesses start and grow, improve their
performance and encourage their potential through advice, workshops and
network opportunities. It runs two business centres; Bury St Edmunds
and Haverhill, which provide 49 small business units.

. Business Link — Free advice through a team of business advisers helping
business on a one-to-one basis analyse needs and develop plans of
action. They have an office in Bury St Edmunds, but also work on-site.
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« Choose Suffolk — Inward investment agency for the county run by the
Suffolk Development Agency. They provide information on premises for
firms looking to expand or relocate in Suffolk, as well as providing
economic and business information for all Suffolk companies.

. Foundation East — A not for profit organisation that lends money to new
businesses, existing business, charities and social enterprises that
cannot get a loan from a bank or need additional funds to match bank
lending.

There is no evidence around the current effectiveness of these agencies or
proposals for change. The output of the Employment Land Review and any
wider economic strategy review may result in evolution of the current approach
to business support and economic development, but for the purposes of this
Study, it is considered that there is unlikely to be a need to provide more
business support initiatives in the period to 2021, but to grow the existing
services in line with demand, subject to the revenue and grant resources of the
local authorities and agencies, in liaison with EEDA. This may need to be
reassessed following possible local government reorganisation, to analyse
whether gaps have occurred in the provision of such a network of business
support agencies.

Capital and Revenue Costs of Providing Identified Infrastructure

The Study has principally identified the capital costs of infrastructure. In terms
of revenue costs, it is more difficult. This is because, firstly, revenue costs for
different infrastructure varies enormously from area to area, and depends on
the operational model applied, as well as the challenges of unpicking different
accounting treatments (e.g. around how centralised costs are treated etc).
Secondly, the bulk of revenue costs will be met by the local authorities or
existing providers based on the application of funding allocations. For this
reason, it is not considered appropriate to seek developer or specific funding
for the revenue costs associated with many types of infrastructure (e.g.
schools, etc)

However, revenue costs can be relevant to developer contribution negotiations
where particular type of infrastructure (typically strategic open space/public
realm) are considered to give rise to particular management and maintenance
costs that could not be absorbed through existing local authority revenue
streams. Here, a typical model is to transfer the facility over to either the local
authority or some type of management body or Trust with a commuted
sum/endowment that ‘capitalises’ the revenue cost for a set period, to provide
the basis for its ongoing management. The precise quantum is difficult to
estimate centrally, and will depend on precise specification, and negotiations
between the developer, local authority, and management body.

Developer Contributions

The use of developer contributions will obviously form a crucial component to
funding infrastructure for growth in the Study Area. The current and future
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means by which the local authorities obtain contributions from developers to
fund identified infrastructure is considered below.

Section 106 Agreements

Currently Section 106 agreements are being used in the Study Area as the lone
mechanism for developer contributions. These contributions must relate to the
development itself and do not fund wider infrastructure projects such as
strategic transport projects and other identified infrastructure requirements.

The current policy position in respect of developer contributions is the use of
Suffolk County’s Supplementary Planning Guidance Relating to Section 106
Obligations adopted in 1999 by both local authorities and the Obligations and
Circular 05/2005 which was published by the Government in July 2005.

Through NLP discussions with numerous stakeholders including statutory
infrastructure providers, it is apparent that the current mechanism and policy of
using Section 106 agreements in the Study Area can be improved. Agencies
such as the Highways Agency report that they have been unable to regularly
secure required developer contributions through Section 106 agreements.

An example of an area for improvement in policy relates to education, whereby
the current Section 106 SPG only requires developer contributions for
education provision on residential development proposals of 15 or more
dwellings. Unique to the East of England, affordable housing is exempt from
developer contributions in the County’s SPG even though more pupils are now
coming from affordable housing. This was identified as another issue for
schools receiving appropriate levels of funding from developers.

The Housing Corporation (now HCA) on the other hand has been a vocal
advocate of using Section 106 agreements to fund necessary affordable
housing as part of new developments.

Section 106 agreements clearly still have a useful, if not always integrated,
function in securing funding for new developments. There are a number of
issues that need to be addressed however in taking Section 106 agreements
forward to ensure adequate infrastructure funding at the local and sub regional
level. These are:

« A common failure to establish requirements with sufficient clarity at an
early enough stage to enable developers to plan their developments
accordingly;

« The difficulties of establishing apportionment of cost of local infrastructure
between two or more planning applications / ownerships within a
comprehensive development, particularly spanning across local authority
boundaries;
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. Difficulties of establishing a shared approach to pooling contributions to
pay for sub-regional infrastructure;

« The difficulty in estimating the values of a development as a means to
establishing the amount it can contribute to Section 106 agreements,
specifically to infrastructure requirements.

In order to address the above issues and to ensure infrastructure requirements
for new developments are realised through Section 106 agreements, a planning
obligations SPD as part of the LDF suite of documents is recommended for
both local authorities. Depending on delivery and governance arrangements, a
joint LDD should be considered and should obviously be linked to other LDDs.

There is also a need to ensure there are adequate contributions made to
managing developer contributions and possibly top slice any S106
contributions to fund a S106 officer position.

Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)

CIL is a new charge that will be discretionary for local authorities (LAs) to
choose to introduce but mandatory in its application to all qualifying
development proposals once a charging scheme has been implemented in a LA
area. The CIL will then be payable on most types of development, with the
proceeds from the levy being used to help fund (usually) previously identified
local and sub-regional infrastructure needed to support new development in the
area.

Regulations to introduce the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will not be
finalised before Spring 2010, it has emerged. The CLG is looking to consult on
draft regulations in the summer 2009 (now expected to be delayed further) but
the powers will not come in until April 2010 at the earliest.

Currently, it is unclear whether CIL will fill the infrastructure funding gap,
assuming one exists, in light of strategic and local infrastructure requirements.
The detailed design of CIL is on-going with stakeholders.

Despite the uncertainty around its implementation detail it is clear that
authorities need to anticipate and prepare for its formalisation. In doing so
there are a number of issues for local authorities planning to utilise CIL to
consider, prior to adopting a CIL approach to securing developer contributions.
These are notably around developing a robust evidence base and mechanism
for:

o  Determining infrastructure need

. Linking CIL with Development Plan Documents
« Delivery of infrastructure provision

«  Cross-boundary working where appropriate
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«  Where CIL will be operating across local authority boundaries, putting in
place the appropriate mechanisms for governance of CIL receipts and
investment:

o Alignment of CIL with infrastructure need

. Prioritising Spending — who decides?

« Linking to other infrastructure funding and financing mechanisms (e.g.
Regional Infrastructure Funds / Rolling Funds)

8.70 The local authorities will need to coordinate these multiple strands of work,
whilst managing the delicate balance with viability, particularly in the downturn,
whilst ensuring uplift is captured as the market recovers.

8.71 A standardised ‘roof tax’ (or tariff) mechanism whereby developers pay, for
instance, £10,000 per home, as a developer contribution to fund required
infrastructure has been utilised in Milton Keynes to fill the gap of infrastructure
funding required for the city’s growth. However, there has been criticism of this
standardised tariff approach as it does not reflect differing land values across a
sub region or local authority area, and in Milton Keynes it is also, in effect,
underwritten by English Partnerships (now HCA) funds to up-front fund
infrastructure.

8.72 In this context, a variable tariff, applied to different locations and site sizes may
be appropriate, subject to detailed viability testing.

8.73 The use of a central resource to fund up-front is a model that is being explored
further through so-called Infrastructure Funds and Rolling Funds being
considered by RDAs including EEDA, SEEDA, SWRDA, AWM and by SPVs in
Growth Areas. Such funds use public sector investment to fund investment in
up-front infrastructure and then recycle subsequent receipts from either land
sales or S106/CIL.

How much can development value contribute to infrastructure costs?

8.74 This question has dogged the land use planning system since its inception in
1947. The ultimate ability of development to make a contribution to meet
infrastructure costs is a function of the complex ‘balance sheet’ of
development, which can be summarised below:
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Economics of Balance Sheet of Development
Development

Capital Costs
Consumer Demand

: « Acquisition of Land Site / Phasing / Time
3 » Planning and Legal Df"ekl’p".'em
! « Site Preparation ypologies + Timing of site
Form of Developer ; « Infrastructure Acquisition
' « Construction « Phasing of
* Interest of Capital Construction
Programme/ Plan ! « Profit Financial - Time of
of Development ! » Sales/Disposal Calculations for Sales/Disposal
3 « Regulation / S.106 / _ owlpmem
Ability to carry out ! CIL Tests With
Development ' Financing
Access to Land ‘ .
i Annual Costs Tests without .
Industry ! Financing Yield / Value
Capacity | « Return on Investment e
Availability of ! * Interest/repayment of e
n ! « Rental Value
Capital ; any loan .
Regulation i « Depreciation . _Shared Equity
3 » Occupation and * Retain and Occupy
\ ! Ownership expenses Housing .
Access to Finance ‘ . Tax P exp Market Areas * Public Sector
- Credit : Subsidy / Funding
PS Funding w
Fig 26 Development Economics Framework
8.75 The above framework, which should be applied in considering affordable

housing viability, drawing on SHMA data, and engagement with developers and
market information, is not applied as part of this Study.

8.76 However, in order to arrive at a high level estimate of the potential quantum of
development value that might contribute to the costs of infrastructure, NLP
have applied three broad tariff rates to give a flavour to the scale and range of
receipts. This is done without reference to viability tests, or site specific issues,
and should not be taken to imply what the rate should be. Tariff rates of
£10,000, £15,000 and £20,000 were applied against market housing (i.e.
total requirement net of affordable provision) to be delivered under low, medium
and high growth rates as set out earlier in this report.

8.77 Under a ‘High’ level of growth for the 2008 — 2031 period, FHDC could

potentially secure between £85 and £170 million if the average CIL rate was
between £10,000 and £20,000 respectively.

Level of Growth

CIL Rate

2008 - 2021 £31.0 £46.5 £62.0 £37.4 £56.1 £74.8 £47.8 £71.8 £95.7
2021 - 2031 £24.1 £36.1 £48.1 £29.0 £43.5 £58.0 £37.1 £55.7 £74.2
Total (Millions) £55.1 £82.6 | £110.1 | £66.4 £99.5 | £132.7 | £85.0 | £127.4 £170

Table 26 Forest Heath Developer Contribution Rates - Numbers do not add due to rounding.
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8.78 Under a ‘High’ level of growth for the 2008 — 2031 period, SEBC could
potentially require from developers between £114.4 and £228.8 million if the
average CIL rate per dwelling was between £10,000 and £20,000 respectively.

Level of Growth Low ‘ Med ‘ High

CIL Rate 10 K 15 K 20 K ‘ 10 K H 15K ‘ 20 K ‘ 10K 15 K 20 K
2008 - 2021 £41.8 | £62.6 | £83.5 | £50.3 | £75.5 | £100.7 | £64.4 | £96.7 | £128.9
2021 - 2031 £32.4 | £48.6 | £64.8 | £39.1 | £568.6 | £78.1 | £50.0 | £75.0 | £100.0
Total (Millions) £74.2 | £111.2 | £148.3 | £89.4 | £134.1 | £178.8 | £114.4 | £171.6 | £228.8

Table 27 St Edmundsbury Developer Contribution Rates - Numbers do not add due to rounding.

8.79 To give a flavour of how these scale of receipts relate to the costs of
infrastructure outlined earlier, the charts below show the total costs of
infrastructure (excluding transport costs) and affordable housing (assuming
50% of the cost is met by NAHP/RSL investment), compared to potential
S106/CIL receipts at rates of £10K, £15K, and £20K per unit of market
housing (i.e. net of affordable housing provision). This assumes, in contrast to
the current situation, that all market housing irrespective of site size, makes a
contribution, but that affordable housing developed does not make a
contribution. If this proved not to be the case, obviously, the burden would
need to be born by a smaller amount of development. Clearly, this is based on
assumptions around the extent to which affordable housing is able to make a
contribution. It is assumed in the above, that it makes no contribution (on the
basis that any contribution would need to be delivered through funding or land
value).

£1,000,000,000

£900,000,000

£800,000,000

£400,000,000

£300,000,000

£200,000,000

£100,000,000
£0

Develope! Costs | Developer Developer
0 Contribution Contribution Contribution

Costs Developer Contribution

W Infrastructure m Affordable Housing Cost m Infrastructure m Affordable Housing Cost

erunit 15K per unit m 10K per unit m 15K per unit

m 20K per unit

Fig 27 Infrastructure Costs against potential Developer Contributions 2021 (left) and to 2031 (right)

8.80 What this shows is that, at the £20 or £15K level per unit of market housing,
the scale of developer contributions equates broadly to the infrastructure costs
(excluding transport and affordable housing), but that delivering even 25% of
the cost of the respective portions of affordable housing will add significant
cost and give rise to a major funding gap. Obviously, if the proportion of
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affordable housing delivered was lower than the 40% and 35% targets, this
would increase the CIL yield.

£700,000,000

£600,000,000 ~

£500,000,000

£400,000,000 -

£300,000,000 +

£200,000,000 -

£100,000,000 -

£0 1
Medium High

Grow th to 2021 2031

m Funding Gap 20k per unit m Funding Gap 15k per unit m Funding Gap 10k per unit

Fig 28 Funding Gaps to 2021 and 2031

8.81 What this implies is one or more of the following;:

a Making trade-offs/choices over what infrastructure needs to be provided,
including identifying whether some of the ‘required infrastructure’ can
actually be provided;

b Pushing efficiencies in the cost of infrastructure below the benchmark costs
identified in his report;

¢ Identifying other funding sources (no external funding is assumed within the
above calculations — and as stated above, a degree of capital funding can
be anticipated from other sources)

d Identifying whether it is possible to capture increased share of development
value, perhaps by trading off the requirements for infrastructure against
regulatory costs (e.g. around the Code for Sustainable Homes)

8.82 In respect of d. above, the sensitivity of the local market and location of
development will play a crucial determinate role in shaping the extent of
developer contributions and in ensuring viability for developers and delivering
required infrastructure across the Study Area. This is particularly acute in the
context of the recent market changes and the fall in values, which gives rise to
the challenges illustrated in Figure 30:
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2007 2008

Gross Development Value

Construction Costs

Costs

Land

\

--- /5.106 Obligations and CIL

Developer Margin and Financing

E— ‘1\ Cost of Regulation (e.g.
', Energy Efficiency)

Policy
Choices /
Trade-offs

N ---  Affordable Housing

Fig 29

Development Viability and Policy Trade-offs

To demonstrate the sensitivity and variability of the local housing and land
market to the costs of development, the table below illustrates a typical (and
very much simplified) residual valuation of a development scheme using
benchmarked costs:

—

Q

Gross Development Value

SCENARIO: 2007 PEAK OF
MARKET

£22,500,000

MARKET OF 15%
£19,125,000

‘ SCENARIO: 2009 FALL IN

Cost of Development

£10,136,000

£10,136,000

Affordable Homes (assume
25% of total cost of
affordable housing)

£920,000

£920,000

Developer Margin on
Construction Cost

£1,437,280

£1,437,280

Land

£6,000,000

£4,500,000

Residual (a-b-c-d-e)

£4,006,720

£2,131,720

Amount for s.106/CIL e.g.
@£20k per unit)

£2,000,000

£2,000,000

Amount for Regulatory Costs
(e.g. at 15% of total build
cost)

£2,534,000

£2,534,000

Gap (f-g-h)

-£527,280

-£2,402,280

Table 28

Simple Development Viability Scenario

What this illustrates is that a 15% fall in sales value (even if accompanied by a
15% fall in land values) results in the amount of residual value available for
S106/CIL and cost of regulation (e.g. to achieve increased standards of energy
efficiency) reducing by ¢.45%, all other things being equal.
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8.85 There is a need for the above, which will change over the lifetime of the plan
period (e.g. with potential market values recovering to their 2007 peak by
2012/13) to drive the creation of a cohesive and strategic approach to making
trade-offs over infrastructure requirements, taking account of funding,
recognising that it may not be possible to deliver all the ‘required infrastructure’
or the ‘essentials’ either at all or at the right time. This should be the function
of a Long Term Delivery Plan once the spatial strategy for Growth begins to take
shape through the planning process, and the specific infrastructure
requirements are identified.

Rolling Fund/Infrastructure Fund Mechanisms

8.86 One of the issues for provision of infrastructure is the need to upfront fund
delivery, particularly for infrastructure that is not directly related to individual
sites, where the need is cumulative, or where development value is not
available to cash flow up-front delivery.

8.87 The approach to infrastructure funds is one that involves the use of funds to
upfront infrastructure delivery, the capture of the development value released
by the investment (or captured from multiple developments) through tariff or
Section 106, and use of the funds to then delivery future projects.

8.88 This is illustrated below:

Public Sector
Funding (e..g

X 4 Infrastructure
Fund

p-front
unds Road

mCc

+ Up-front
+*  funding for
o infrastructure

Secondary

) +*  Return via
School o* ‘0’ s.106/CIL/
- ‘ M Contract
I - Bl
- g to
* next phase of
investment

-

New Road serving Developmen R
Developments developments and wider evelopments

area

Fig 30 Illustration of Rolling Fund Principles

8.89 Some key issues for funds of this sort relate to:

. Scope — what will it fund?
«  Funding — where will it secure resources from?
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. Control — who determines what infrastructure it funds and monitors its
performance?

. Delivery — what will it actually do?

e Time — how long will it last?

« Exit — what happens when it is completed?

Decisions on this will need to flow from assessments around the infrastructure
programme once it is developed, and the relationship to broader issues of
coordination which are discussed below.

Coordination of Development and Infrastructure Provision

Currently SEBC and FHDC function within an established two tier framework as
local authorities with a range of shared and individual governance and
management responsibilities alongside Suffolk County Council.

In a number of locations where housing growth and other planning issues span
local authority boundaries, there has been a move towards increased cross-
boundary working. Indeed, this Study is an example of this. Other examples in
the Study Area include the West Suffolk Local Strategic Partnership which
includes Forest Heath, St Edmundsbury and the western part of Babergh. The
two authorities are currently finalising their work on a joint Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) which was undertaken with Mid Suffolk
District and Babergh District Councils. An Employment Land Review for the
two districts and other parts of the County is also under preparation.

In some locations, the joint working has included the move towards cross-
boundary policy and decision making, and even delivery. Examples include:

« the formation of Cambridgeshire Horizons as an SPV responsible for
coordinating growth, and the use of joint development control committees
(partly in response to some specific cross boundary planning issues with
major development sites). It is also looking at the establishment of a
Rolling Fund covering the sub-region;

« The establishment of Development Corporations in some other Growth
Areas (e.g. Northampton, Thames Gateway)

. The formation of unincorporated bodies, such as Housing Growth
Partnerships (e.g. the Greater Norwich Partnership) which have a
coordination role.

Any or a combination of these might be a possibility for the Study Area.
Although the cross-boundary planning issues associated with individual
schemes are less likely to be relevant (with the likely growth areas being fairly
well defined), there are a number of potential areas for progressing further
cross-boundary working;:

. Defining the evidence base for complex issues and best practice for
infrastructure provision and delivery
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. Establishing a consistent approach to policy, including on use of
s.106/CIL and application of appropriate site thresholds/standard tariffs
consistent across the two authorities;

« SEBC already has an established Growth Area Partnership Board. However
it might be necessary to develop a group or an accountable body to
manage some form of infrastructure fund if required to cash flow
infrastructure provision — the issue would be in judgements on the
governance arrangements associated with co-funding/co-decision making
especially on cross border decision making; and

. Decision making and prioritisation over key infrastructure; including
apportionment of costs to developments, particularly for sub-regional or
town-wide infrastructure, notably transport and/or education.

As there is current uncertainty over Local Government Reorganisation it is
difficult to arrive at any definitive conclusions.

In advance of the conclusions on these models, any of which would impact on
the structures for taking forward and overseeing housing growth, it is
recommended that the local authorities:

1 Continue to work together to develop and frame their approach to housing
growth and infrastructure provision. NLP’s initial view, based on the Study,
is that a key area to focus on is around the integration of transport issues,
and linking the outputs of this and other planning work to the transport
analysis recently commenced by the County Council;

2 Begin to work through what the alternative scenarios around local
government structures might mean for delivery — having a strong story to tell
on approach to delivery will be important for any funding bids made in
advance of any local government reorganisation taking effect.
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9.0 Conclusions and Recommendations

9.1 This Study presents the findings of the environmental and infrastructure
capacity Study. The findings are wide ranging and cover a broad canvas of
issues. The five objectives indentified in the introduction have been drawn
together in order to present the environmental capacity identified for each
settlement together with the understanding of infrastructure requirements (in
the form of tipping points developed by the Infrastructure Model) to generate
‘optimum’ levels of growth by settlement. The optimum levels of growth are
used to test and confirm the funding toolkit and are presented in a summary
table for ease of reference (Table 29).

9.2 This section therefore summarises the salient points of these interrelated
objectives and then identifies key issues for moving forward.

Environmental Capacity Conclusions

9.3 The environmental capacity has been identified based on the following
approach to identified constraints:

« An overall policy assumption has been taken that where there are
identified fundamental constraints development should be avoided
pending further analysis at a detailed level.

«  Opportunity areas have been identified by a process of elimination in
respect of fundamental constraints and imposed buffers to potential
growth.

. All opportunity areas are capable of supporting a degree of development
without significant impact on these constraints.

9.4 A preliminary dwelling yield has been identified as a total initial capacity, after
the application of the fundamental constraints. Using benchmark density
assumptions a yield of circa 13,000 — 22,500 dwellings has been identified in
the FHDC area and 16,500 — 29,000 identified for the SEBC area.

9.5 However it should be noted that it is unlikely that this total will be or should be
built by 2031.
9.6 Opportunity Areas have in part been determined by protection buffers around

landscape and settlement features. These buffers are, in turn, related to policy
decisions taken independently by each Council. The two Councils therefore may
decide that specific benefits of development warrant negotiation with the
relevant bodies over reduction in the buffer to either a landscape (for example,
SPA) or between settlements allowing coalescence for the benefit of combined
provision of services and facilities.

9.7 Certain designations, for example locally designated nature reserves, will be
open to mitigation from carefully designed development proposals and thereby
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reduce the constraint from potential impact or need for a protective buffer to
development. There may be scheme-specific reasons that justify development
in what would otherwise be inappropriate locations. It is not for this Study to
pre-empt such possibilities. The identified Opportunity Areas, however, are
considered preferable location in comparison to additional sites which rely
heavily on mitigation to overcome impacts.

The Opportunity Areas identified have been carefully located to avoid significant
impact on fundamental constraints to development. However, there is also a
need to recognise that whilst individual development may avoid impact on
sensitive features, the cumulative impact of development within the various
Opportunity Areas will continue to need to be considered. These should be the
subject of a detailed Habitat Regulations Assessment at a district level.

Encouraging sustainable growth requires the provision of facilities and
employment linked by sustainable networks to growth areas, rather than a
focus specifically on avoiding congestion. Congestion, for private vehicles at
least, may encourage people to use more sustainable options if they exist
reducing the overall perceived constraint. Therefore large scale development
needs to ensure that it fulfils infrastructure requirements at a local level within
the development but also to address the need for sustainable links to the
centre of the settlement.

Opportunities should be taken in strategic locations to create and protect
beneficial green infrastructure links. Identifying at an early stage where existing
green infrastructure designations can be linked by green corridors and the
critical role that development can play in protecting and funding the
maintenance of these links can be a major benefit to arise from large scale
developments. Particular examples where the benefits could be realised are the
maintaining and enhancing of a river corridor along the River Linnet to the west
of Bury St Edmunds creating a green link from the town centre to Ickworth Park,
and the potential opening of culverts through Newmarket to reduce potential
flood risk and create small scale green links through the town.

It is important to note overall across the Study Area, that the two authorities
are distinctive and in respect of the constraints it must be realised therefore
there are far more significant constraints to be mitigated within the district of
Forest Heath than in St Edmundsbury. This highlights the need for further site
specific analysis before any development is planned.

Environmental Capacity Key Findings

The Study has identified that, as expected from the outset, settlement
optimising development across the two districts is the development type least
likely to impact on existing green infrastructure within the two districts.

Small scale growth within settlements towards the lower end of the settlement
hierarchy can be accommodated in all identified Opportunity Areas without
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fundamental impact to existing landscape, habitat or settlement constraints.
However, Opportunity Areas with potential to link to or create and sustain long
term sustainable infrastructure networks should be considered in preference,
for example Stanton and Ixworth.

Existing congestion in and around Mildenhall is likely to require mitigation as a
result of potential development within Mildenhall and the surrounding
settlements. Mitigation options should be investigated prior to further
development, potentially including the previously identified relief road linking to
the A11, particularly in light of alternative growth and funding options as a long
term strategy, not necessarily linked to the Marshalls Aerospace relocation as
previous discussions have been. A strategic approach to the relief of
congestion within Mildenhall should have the additional benefit of freeing up
capacity in other locations within the district.

Mildenhall East Opportunity Area would require significant mitigation of
potential impacts to the Special Protection Area to the east. Any development
in this location should be negotiated in detail on a site specific basis with
Natural England.

Lakenheath, Beck Row, West Row and Mildenhall opportunities must be
considered in further consultation with MOD as they fall within airbase
safeguarding zones and should be developed in discussion over any long term
expansion plans for the Airbases.

It is recommended that any further greenfield development in Red Lodge should
be considered once the existing masterplan is completed in order to allow
employment uses and service opportunities to establish. This will allow wider
cumulative impacts on further growth in this location to be properly evaluated
as Red Lodge currently performs as an unsustainable development location in
comparison to other Opportunity Areas within the district. Notwithstanding this,
brownfield allocations may still be considered in accordance with PPS3.

Safeguarding the unique character and economy of Newmarket (Horse Racing
Industry) and Bury St Edmunds (Rich Heritage and Historic Culture) are integral
to the Study Area as they are both valued assets for the areas economic and
lifestyle offer to residents.

Bury St Edmunds has the capacity to accommodate growth in several locations
around the existing settlement. Opportunity Areas to the north and east of the
settlement provide clear opportunities to minimise any potential impact on
sensitive landscapes however, development to the south east and the west
have benefits of opportunities for creating sustainable links into the facilities of
the town centre minimising the risk of additional impacts to the town centre
from congestion. Given the key aim of safeguarding the historical assets of
Bury St Edmunds, this includes Ickworth Park although not in the centre of the
settlement, these two potential impacts will need to be balanced. The
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Opportunity Area to the west of Bury St Edmunds appears to offer the greatest
potential in achieving this balance.

Infrastructure Conclusions

Infrastructure

Infrastructure requirements have been identified using a benchmarking
approach to identify existing surplus provision or under provision. These
benchmark standards have then been used to calculate what the requirement
for infrastructure related to different levels of housing growth is. Where using
standard ratios was not applicable or the baseline data to use this approach
was not available NLP has used qualitative assessments to identify required
provision. This has been supported by the key infrastructure issues identified
through stakeholder consultation.

Infrastructure Key Findings

Overall both Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury have good infrastructure
provision, particularly in the higher order settlements, which, dependent on
location, can generally support growth to 2021. This is underlined by the cost
of infrastructure to support planned growth up until 2021 being comparatively
low (excluding transport). Beyond 2021 there is an overall infrastructure tipping
point with infrastructure costs per dwelling disproportionately high for growth
between 2021 and 2031.

This infrastructure costs (identified in the table below) illustrate how the costs
per dwelling rise between 2021 and 2031. The cost of infrastructure including
affordable housing at the low growth (RSS) scenario to 2021 is £14,450. At
the same trajectory of growth dwellings built between 2021 and 2031 will have
an associated infrastructure cost of £27,100 per dwelling.

Cost to 2021 Lo cs

Infrastructure Type (RSS)
Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth

Green Infrastructure
& Outdoor Sport £35.1m £58.3m £69.2m £87.1m
Health £31.7m £56.4m £68m £87m
Emergency Services £4.9m £8.8m £10.6m £13.5m
Education £13.1m £42.9m £60.8m £89.9m
Community £5.5m £9.9m £11.9m £15.3m
Facilities
Leisure, Culture & £5.7m £8.4m £9.7m £12m
Indoor Sport
Retail & Key
Services N/A
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Cost to 2021 Lz

Infrastructure Type (RSS)
Low Growth Medium Growth High Growth

Transport Overall transport costs are not available
Total (excl. £96m £184.7m £230.2m £304.8m
Affordable Housing) ’ ) )
Cost Per Dwelling
excl. Affordable £4,600 £8,900 £9,200 £9,500
Housing
Affordable Housing £205 £363 £438 £560
Cost Per Dwelling
(incl. affordable £14,450 £26,300 £26,600 £26,900
housing)

One key finding is that smaller settlements require some levels of growth to
ensure they have a critical mass of population that is sufficient to ensure the
provision of local services is viable. This will also ensure that such settlements
are sustainable by minimising the need to travel for key services.

Infrastructure Conclusions and Recommendations

When identifying a finalised pattern of growth and assessing the identified
Opportunity Areas, consideration should be made to the level of existing
infrastructure provision in supporting growth and the infrastructure
requirements that are likely to come forward from the level of development.
Particularly in small settlements growth should reflect the level of growth
required to underpin the key services that will ensure sustainability in rural
housing growth.

Further work should be undertaken to underpin the transport requirements to
support housing growth. This infrastructure will form a large proportion of the
costs faced in delivering infrastructure to support growth. All further
development of a growth strategy should be undertaken in consultation with
infrastructure providers to ensure that phasing and cumulative impacts do not
overload infrastructure provision.

Overview of Potential Settlement Growth

Taking the range level of capacity derived from the upper level of environmental
and physical capacity identified in the constraints and opportunities analysis as
a basis these have been tested against the infrastructure impacts that growth
at these levels would present. By looking at the infrastructure requirements to
support the level of growth at each location and wider settlement suitability
issues, a judgement has been made using this evidence base as to what the
potential ‘optimal growth’ within that range would be.

‘Optimal growth’ is a judgement on the impact that growth will have on the
provision and requirement for infrastructure and the costs of mitigating this
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requirement. It seeks to identify where abnormal costs may be incurred for
little amounts of growth benefit. For example 8,000 homes may require one
upper school but 10,000 new homes may require two upper schools, meaning
that the cost of a whole new upper school is incurred for only 2,000 additional
homes. The ‘optimal growth’ ranges also seek to take account of the suitability
of the settlement for sustainable growth related to the provision of
infrastructure and factors such as the need to travel. For example a settlement
with a population of 2,000 may not be able to sustain a doctor’s surgery, but
growth to expand the population will create critical mass to support the service
and ensure it remains viable. This can help to ensure the smaller settlements
are well served by key day-to-day services and also reduce the need to travel by
car to larger nearby settlements.

The ‘optimal growth’ does not seek to take account of a wide range of other
factors that will be material to the location and phasing of growth, but does
provide a long term view on the total potential levels of growth achievable within
the constraints identified. Particular regard should be had to the fact that
optimal levels are not tied into RSS housing target figures. Levels of ‘optimal
growth’ do not represent a basis for pushing for higher completions over a
shorter period, although the ‘optimal growth’ may be reached over a longer
period beyond the RSS time-frame. Optimal growth may also practically be
achieved at lower levels of growth below the range of the environmental and
physical capacity upper limit that has been identified. This is likely to include
optimising growth potential within the capacity constraints of existing
infrastructure, which will be the most cost effective way of providing growth in
the short term, but is unlikely to provide the required levels of growth to meet
RSS targets.

The optimal growth range is described in more detail and illustrated in Appendix
8.

Settlement Key Findings

The analysis, findings and conclusions are identified in the following table.

P184/192

Final Report - St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath



U1edH 358104 pue Angspunwp3 1S - Hoday [euld C61/G8Td
‘ymolg Jo aguel Jaddn ayy poddns 031 paiinbal
[ooyos Alewiid mau Aue JO 11Jouaq 1SOW aINSUD |[IM 83uel Byl UIYUM YIMoJ3 JO S|AS| USIH e
Hwi| ‘pajowoid pue y3nos aq p|noys sainol
Jaddn Ajoeded 91040 pue S92IAIBS SNQ SB YoNS SHUI| 9|QRUIRISNS ‘JSASMOY ‘19YJBWMBN 01 Allwixold 8S0|) e
10 93uel Jo P TV 92Ul uo Auoeded uonounl yum Alenoiped ysu Aoy
pus YsiH/pIN B SI YIMoJ3 JO S|9A3] 1URdIJIUSIS 91epOoWWO0dde 01 Yiomiau Aemy3ly Sunsixe ayl Jo Alloede) e 0.T‘C-0vC‘T guiux3
‘ymolag poddns 01 palinbal YIOM}BU PeOJ |einJ Ul JUBWISOAUI [B1lUSYI0d "uonounf
Y TV/TTV PUNOQgISes ue JO Yoe| 01 SNp [9ARI] PIEMISED 10} YIOMISU peol |ednt 9y} uo 1oedw| e
‘uejdialsew 3unsixa ayy
Hwi| Ul sjuswalinbas ayy Jad se passalppe ag 01 PaauU [|[IM UYdIym ‘SadIMas Jo aguel jood Bunsixg e
Jaddn Ayoeded "UMO0J3 10} MO[|e 01 palinbal JuawisaAul Jofew |B1IUS10d “SIUIRJISUOD Jayuny
10 93uel | 01 anp AJj1oe) Jajemalsem ZUilSIXa ay) 4o apelddn ayl punole palyiluapl sanssi Yyim ‘Alioeded
JO pud Mo payiwl| Sey SHYIOM Judwiieal) J1o1emalsem SUilSIXo salluapl ApniS 104D Jo1eM pue YH4S o 000‘C - OVT‘T a3po pay
Hwi| |leyuap|iiA punoJe ymmoig o syoedwl aAlle|nwind
Jaddn Ajoedeos uanIg Apelnaiued ‘padinbal aq ||Im Al1oedeO UONLISONS puk J191emalsem 0] sopeiddn
J0 @3uel ymoJ3 ysiy 1e paALIsp 1UsWISaAUl 81N1oNJSkeILUl 9yl WOJ) 1Jaua(q
10 pua Mo 1SOW YlIM UMoJ3 JO |9A3] 1k palinbal aq [IM S|00yds Jaddn MaN pue S|ooyds Alewiid MaN 099‘V — 099‘C yieayuaye
ymoJag poddns 01 ainjoniiseliul |e1oos pue suods ‘ainjoniiseliul uaaig maN e
uwi| |leyuap|iiN punoJe ymmoig Jo syoedw| aAlle|nwnd
Jaddn Ajoeded uanIg Apeinaiued ‘padinbal aq ||Im Al1oedEO UOIRISONS puk Jo1emalsem 0] sopeiddn
10 a3uel UmmoJ3 ysiy 1e paALIsp 1UsWISaAUL 2N1oNJISeliul 9yl WO 14euaq
10 pua y3IH 1SOW YlIM UYMmoJ3 JO |9A3] 1k palinbal aq [IIM S|ooyos Jaddn MaN pue S|ooyds Alewlid MaN 098‘G — OFE‘E |leyuapliin
19%JeWMSN JO Jajoeleyd Bunsixg e
uwi| [00YOS Alewlid Mau Joj uswalinbal [eualod o
Jaddn Ayoeded 93uel JO pud JaMO| 1B SBJIABS Yljeay ul Alloeded Bunsixg e
1o a3uel UmoJs Jo s|ang| Jaysiy 1e uonesiiw vodsuel) Ja1eals Joy
10 pua Mo 1uswalinbay ‘ymoig d13arelis adie| woddns 01 yiomiau Aemysiy s 19 ewma 1o Aloeded e 0G0‘E - OP.L‘T 19 ewmapN
Hwi| pJemio} awod 03 SJUIeJISUod
Jaddn Ajoedeos adeospue| pue |BJUSWIUOIIAUS INOYLIM SB1IS 3]qelins Jo Alljige uo Juapuadap Ymmolds) e
10 93uel UIMoJZ JO S|9A3| UIRIISUOD 01 A|ayIjun sailljin ul Aioeded pue sjooyos ul Aloede) e
9]0YM SS0.0Y Jood Ajquaiind sI yolym sisnuaq pue sdo 4o uoisiroid poddns 01 yimoln e 000‘T — 0E9 uopuelg
yjeaH }saio04

suoleIapISuU0)
uo paseg
aguey jewndo

SUOI}RISPISUOD YIMOIY) J19Y10 pue ainjoniisesju] paiinbay woiy Jyousg eulSie\ ‘senss| ainjoniysenu]

(sawioH MaN)

Hwiq 19ddn Ayoeden

|ejuswuoiAug

pajsa838ng

Jo aguey

|esieiddy Al1oeded |elUSWUOIIAUT puB ainjonnaselu|



UyeaH 1saio4 pue Aingspunwp3 1S - Yoday leulq C61/98Td

‘vodsuely o1/gnd pue 3uljoAd ‘Suiyiem suoddns 1eyl JUBWISaAU]
Hwi| ainjoniiseljul pue yuswdojanap Jo suianed Zuipiroid Ag Yymmoa3d a|geuleisns ainsug
Jaddn Ayoeded UMoJg Yiim aul| ul paseyd aq 01 paau ||IM Sall1|10.) Yi|eay pue S|o0yds JO UOISIAOId
10 83uel Jo pus ‘Jusuileal) Jajemalsem
ysiy Jo pus J0J s91s mau guipiroad /3uipesgdn pue uonsaguod Aemygiy sunegiiw se yons uolisirnoid
MO 1€ 1ijauaq 2In1onJiskelul [erueISgNS YUM paleloosse S1S00 aSIWIUIW [[IM YIMOJZ JO S|9AS| JaMOT

[euidiew ‘poliad Ja3uo| Ajpuediiugis e Jono op Aew 1ng ‘pouad awil SIYl UIYLIM pJeMIO) SWO0D 10U [|IM spunwp3

UUM ‘pasiie|od | S|9AS] YmolZ yons se pue TEOZ PUB TZOZ 0} S)udswalinbal SSY 8y} puokaq s| a8uel Ymmoi 020'TC - 000'CT 1S Aing

Angspunwp3l 3s

‘|leyuap|iN punole ymmolg Jo s1oedull sAlBINWND

uanIg Apeinaiued ‘padinbal aq |Im Al1oedeO UOIIRISONS puR Jalemalsem 0] sapelddn
*S1UBPISAJ JO JUBWIYIIRD

Sunjlem ulylm ao1Aas |eoo| Jueuodwl ue guipiroid ‘euo poddns Aj(eonelosayl pinod 1 alaym

Hwi| 9ZIS e 1B S| JUBWIN_S ay) Sk AdgIns 4o e Jo uoisinoid poddns pinoys moy 3099 Ul YIMoly)

Jaddn Ajoedeos "UMO0J3 JO S|9A3] ||lewss 104 [00YdS Alewiid mau ajoym e apinoid 0y arenidosdde aq jou

10 93uel | pinom 1 se [ooyos Aewnd 3unsixe ayy 01 uoisuedxa /sapelsddn ygnoiyl payesiniw aq ol pasu
9]0YM SS0.0Y [IIM UdIym pus mo| a3 1e payoeas 3uiaq jutod guiddil e yum Ayoeded [ooyos Aewiid pauwi ozv — ove MOY o989

‘|leyuap|iN punole ymmolg Jo syoedull sAlBINWND

uanIg Apelnaiued ‘padinbal aq ||Im Al1oedeO UOIBISONS puR Ja1emalsem 0] sapelddn

Hwi| ‘ymoig poddns 01 1ys3nos aq p|noys syull yodsuely a|jgeuleisns pue ‘|leyuapliin Alieinoiued

Jaddn Aj1oedeo ‘plolie Jayuny wol Sa2IASS Japlo Jaygiy pue 1uswAojdwa uo Aja) 01 SnUIUOD |[IM S1UBPISaY

10 a3uel "3|geIA Ulewal S99IA8S pue sdoys se yons SadIAIas |BO0] JoYlo pue [ooyds Aewd ay)
9|0YM SS0.Y ainsua 01 d|ay ||Im 1uswdojoAap JO S|9A9] [|lewS pue |00yds Alewrd ayy ul Alloeded 3unsix3 0SZ - OVT MOY 1SOM\

*99oeds uoealIdal J00PINO apIroLd pue AlljIoe) mau e

}88S 10 8J1udd AllUNWWO9 8yl uadoal Jayua ‘|ooyds Aewiid syl Jo) UOLNOIA 03 SHul| arosdwl

01 Y99S Alle|noipyed pinoYs 1UBWISOAUL 8IN1oNASeIUl PIeMIO) 8WO0D 01 UMoJ8 a|geulelsns Jo4

Hwi| 19YJBWMBN Ul S9DIAIBS U0 aoueljal AAeay Yim uondo ajqeuleisns e ag 10U |[IM JUBW|118S

Jaddn Ayoeded U1 puk SJINISS 0] SS90 POOT SARY 10U ||IM PIOJIUSY Ul YIMOJZ Sanlj1oe) 9sayl INOYUM

Jo aguel *UMOoJI3 YlM dul| Ul pJeoq ayl ssoloe paplrold ale
9]0YM SS0.0Y Sa11l|10B) pUB SBJIAISS 1B 8INSUD 0] PadU [IIM ‘SadA} ainjoniiseldiul |e1o0s Jo Ajliofew syoe oty — ove pJojiuayf

suoljelapisuo)
uo paseq
aguey |jewndo
pajsagsng

SUOI}RISPISUOD YIMOIY) 19410 pue ainjoniisesju] paiinbay woiy Jyousg eulSie\l ‘senss| ainjoniysenu]

(sswoH MmaN)

Hwig 1addn Ayoeden

|ejuawuoiiAug
Jo aguey

|esieiddy Aoedes |elusWUOIIAUT puU. ainjonnselu|



UyeaH 1saio4 pue Aingspunwp3 1S - Yoday leulq T61/.8Td

‘Aa3INs 4o ayl se yons Ajoeded pue uoisiroid
Hwi| aJnjonJseljul JUs(|9oxa ZuISIXa JO agelueApe ayel 01 9|ge ag PINOM YIMOoJZ JO S|9A9] JoYSIH
Jaddn Aj1oedeo ‘|elo1jauaq alow [00YOS 8yl Ul JUBWIISaAUl ayew 01 s|idnd jeuonippe 1ualolns
J0 aguel aJe 918y} 2INSud 0} A|YI| S|9AS] UIMO0J3 JayBIY Ylm ‘uoiuipay 1e Yimos3 yum pajeloosse

10 pua y3IH s|idnd |euonippe a1epowwodde 0] JUBWISaAUl aiinbal 01 A|9y1| SI |00YydS Alewlid uoiguipay 0ZZ - OET uol3uipayf
Baly U0I109101d |e10ads AQ apIS UI91SOm U0 paulelisuo)
ajenidosdde S| YiMmol3 JO |9AS] JOMO| B S1UIBIISUOD
UWI| | [eo1sAyd pue |eluswuolIAUS AQ paliwll SI1_Yl UIMOIZ JO S|9A3] 40} ainjoniseliul Suipinoid yum
Jaddn Ajoedeos pajeloosse Ss1S09 |elualod ay) pue aJnjonJiseljul JO UoISInoLd palilli] Juauind S,AQsiy UBAID
10 a3uel 'PaqLIOSQNSIBA0 AjJualind

10 pud Mo S1 ) se s|idnd jeuonippe 91epowwod9e 0] JUBWISSAUI aJinbal |[IM [00YdS Alewld Agsiy 0., - Ov¥ Agsiy
"SHJIOM 1UBWIIBAI] Jo1emalsem ayl 01 sapelddn Jo) Juswalinbay
*S9IIMBS
HWIl | yons Joj spunwip3d 1S Aing 01 [9AeRJ) 0) paau ay} uISIWIUIW ‘SB2IAISS JO ag8uel apim e poddns
Jaddn Ajoeded 0} MmoJleg Ul SSew [B211LD JUSIdILNS B S| 81ay] 1.yl aInsua ||Im Juawdolanap Jo aguel JaygiH
10 a3uel ‘looyos Atewnd papuedxa 10 Mau e

10 pua Y3IH | pue 1snusq e ‘sdo Sulpnjoul ainlonJiselul Mau Jo Uoisinoid 1o} syuswalinbal Ajay1| ale alayl ov. - 0ocvy modleg
‘paliiluap! si sanss| agelllay pue |eluswuolIAuS [ernualod Jo
uonesgniw pue 1sea yuou ayy ul pauuejdiaisew Ajojeudoidde 41 Aoeded 1a1eald 4oy |BIIUSI0d
"YIMO0JZ JO S|9A9| Ja1eald yum
3|geIA 2J0W dW093Q Aew Yolym ‘@gprguie) 01 syull snqg A10-191ul Ul Sjuswaroidwl Se [|am
se ||[IyJaneH ul ymmoug uswAojdwa ajgeyins ygnoayy passaippe aq 01 pjnoys suinuiuwos-ing
Aoeded Jajemalsem pue Alloeded uoneisgns guipnioul SN Ul JUSWISIAU|
*SU0dS JO0PINO pue sdo Sse yons ‘sadAl ainjoniisesul
aWOS UIYUM suo1ap 3unsixa uaAig Aenoiued ‘ainjoniiseljul padinbal Jo uoisianoid ayy
Hwil | ygnoayy sulj|amp [euonippe Jad 11jauaq |euigiewl 1SOW ay3 8JNSud ||IM YMoJ3 JO S|9A3| JoygIH
Jaddn Ajoedeo *9S9U] JO 11JouUaq 1sow apinoad |[IM ymmoad
J0 93uels | y3iH "y3noiog syl JO YINoS ay} SSoJoe uoIsiAoid |00yos Jaddn ul sey ||IyloneH 3|04 JapIM Sy}

4O pud y3iH | Jo uoniudooas ul Aenolued ‘palinbal aq ||IM S|00YIS Alepu0das pue Alewlid mau JO UOISIAOI] 009‘C - 08Y'T |yleneH

SuoIeIapISU0)
uo paseg
aguey |jewndo

SUOI}RISPISUOD YIMOIY) J19Y10 pue ainjoniisesju] paiinbay woiy Jyousg eulSie\ ‘senss| ainjoniysenu]

(sawioH MaN)

Hwiq 19ddn Ayoeden

|ejuswuoiAug

pajsa838ng

Jo aguey

|esieiddy Aoedes |elusWUOIIAUT puU. ainjonnselu|



UyeaH 1saio4 pue Aingspunwp3 1S - Yoday leulq C61/88Td
a|npayds Alewwns 6C 9lgel

*9say} pyoddns 01 8nUIIUOI ||IM YIMOIZ JO S|9A9| ||eWS pue paau |ed0|
Hwi| Kep-01-Aep e Joj apirocid ued 1Byl S83IABS |BO0| J0 d3uel B aAeY SB0p 1l ‘Spunwpl 1S Aing Jo
Jaddn Ajoeded | [|IyJeABH Ul pUNo) S8JIAIBS J8pPJO0 JaygIy Wody pale|os] A|lgeuoseal S| 00iquieyydim Ysnoyyy
10 93uel ‘Jooyos Aewlid ayr uiyum Aroedeos j1dnd aseds

9]0UM SS0.0Y 1O |9A9] p003 e pue uoisinoid 11U pue 4o uiylim Aoeded ainjoniiseljul 3unsixe si aiayl 0GZ — OGST | MooJqueyyoIm
'po03 SI Ja1emalsem o) Alloeded
Hwi| ygnoulie ‘vsu Aay e sI ydiym uoneisqns A110110919 ayl 01 sapeiddn mau asinbai Aew aie|)
Jaddn Ayoeded *2Jnjonsel Ul 12yl 01Ul JUSWISSAUI BY) WOJ) POALIBP S| 14oUaq 1SOW ay) 1Byl 2INsud
Jo a3uel Jo 01 YymoJ3 Jo s|ana] Jaygiy Ag pauoddns aq pjnom ymoig poddns 01 jooyos Aewiid mau

pua ysiH/pPIA e 10J Juswalinbal 8yl se Yyons JuswisaAul agie| sjuasaidal 1eyy ainioniiselsul Jo UOISIAOId 0T6 — 02S ale|n
"SIY} 8NUIIUOD 0] JUBIDILNS 8Qq P|NOM aguel 1S8) paliiuapl
Hwi| U1 WOl YmmoJ3 JO S[OA3] JOMO| pue Sa21A8S 40 aguel pood e suoddns Ajjuaiind uouels
Jaddn Ajoeded "JMo0Jg |euoilippe JO SJUnoWe ||eWS a1epouwwodoe
10 93uel 01 AJIjIge 8y} 4o} S1S090 Y3y e Juasaldal Aew yoiym pansind aje uojuels pue Yuomx|

1O pud MO yioq ul Juswdo|aAap JO S|oA3| Jay3Ily 4 sepel3dn alinbal (1M SHIOM lusW1eal] Jo1emalsem 06.‘T - 02O‘T uojuels
*SIU} 9NUIUOD 0] JUSBIDILNS 8q PINOM dguel 1S8) paliiuapl
3yl WOJ} YMo43 JO S|9AS| JOMO| pue S82IASS JO a3uel poo3 e spoddns AjJualind YuoMmx|
"WB)SAS UOIBINPS JBI} OM] B 0] uolesgiw
Hwi| ay} woJly awod Aew siyy ygnoule ‘pasinbai aq Aew Ayoeded jooyos Aewid jeuonippy
Jaddn Ayoeded "UMO0J3 |euoilippe JO SJUNOWEe ||_eWS 91epouwwodoe
10 93uel 01 AJljIge 8y} Jo} S1S090 Y3y e Juasasdal Aew yoiym pansind aje uojuels pue Yuomx|

1O pud Mo 410q Ul Juswdo|aAap JO S|9A3| Jay3ly 4 sapesddn alinbal |[IM SHIOM JudWILeal] JI91BMIISEM 086 — 09G ULOMX|

suoljelapisuo)
uo paseg
aguey jewndo
pajysagsng

SUOI}RIBPISU0D YIMOIY) 18Y}0 pue ainjoniisesju] paiinbay woiy Jyauag eulSIe\l ‘senss| ainjoniyseyu]

(sswoH maN)

Hwi 12ddn Ayoeden

|ejuawuoiiAug
Jo aguey

|esieiddy Aoedes |elusWUOIIAUT puU. ainjonnselu|



9.31

9.32

9.33

9.34

9.35

9.36

9.37

9.38
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Settlement Conclusions and Recommendations

Consideration needs to be given to the way growth and infrastructure should be
delivered together to ensure that the people living and working in settlements
derive the most benefit from infrastructure and that infrastructure is provided to
ensure the most efficiency and marginal benefit from the investment in
providing it. The optimal growth range represents this over a long term period
up to the existing physical capacity of settlements based on existing
constraints and issues.

In any case, the analysis contained within this Study identifies that in
consideration of the environmental capacity there are ample opportunities for
both St Edmundsbury and Forest Heath to meet their RSS housing targets over
the period to 2021 and 2031. However, the funding and delivery of sufficient
infrastructure to meet the targets at the right time may be an issue without the
appropriate funding mechanisms being in place. Site specific analysis may
identify further barriers to delivery and the deliverability of opportunities will be
subject to the respective strategies set our in the local authorities’ LDFs.

Funding and Delivery

A key challenge for housing growth is the funding and delivery of infrastructure
needed to support growth. The costs are potentially significant, circa £96-150m
to 2021 (and £185-305m for the period to 2031) excluding transportation and
affordable housing, which has the potential to add significant further costs. At
the low growth scenario (RSS aligned) 11,730 homes across the Study Area to
2021 would have an infrastructure cost (excluding affordable housing and
transport) totalling £96 million equivalent to £4,600 per dwelling.

In order for the required and identified infrastructure to be delivered alongside
housing growth robust funding and delivery structures need to be in place.

Funding and Delivery Key Findings

The Study has analysed the current funding sources and delivery models for the
infrastructure that has been considered.

The possible approaches to the existing and future role of developer
contributions (s106) including emerging infrastructure funding mechanisms and
the potential role of the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) has been
assessed.

The current approach to the use of s106 in the Study Area can be improved,
where specific agencies such as the Highways Agency have been unable to
secure developer contributions through s106 agreements.

The key messages from assessing the approach to S106 are that in order to
address its challenges and to ensure infrastructure requirements for new
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developments are realised through Section 106 agreements, a planning
obligations SPD as part of the LDF suite of documents is recommended for
both local authorities. Depending on delivery and governance arrangements, a
joint LDD should be considered and should obviously be linked to other LDDs.

The emerging challenges of applying CIL pose uncertainty around its practical
use due to the regulations not being finalised until autumn 20009. It is also
unclear whether CIL will fill the infrastructure funding gap and the consultation
around the details of its design is still ongoing.

The series of issues identified for local planning authorities to consider prior to
adopting a CIL approach to securing developer contributions notably around
developing a robust evidence base and mechanisms for its application highlight
the need to co-ordinate the multiple strands of work especially within the
current economic climate.

The ultimate ability of development to make contribution to meet infrastructure
costs is a function of the complex ‘balance sheet’ of development illustrated
within this report. In order to arrive at a high level estimate of the potential
quantum of development value that might contribute to the costs of
infrastructure, we have applied three broad tariff rates to give a flavour to the
scale and range of receipts. Application of a range of CIL tariffs illustrates the
impact on funding gaps between the cost of infrastructure and the likely levels
of funding coming forward from development for infrastructure.

Under a ‘High’ level of growth for the 2008 — 2031 period, FHDC could
potentially secure between £85 and £170 million if the average CIL rate was
between £10,000 and £20,000 respectively.

Under a ‘High’ level of growth for the 2008 — 2031 period, SEBC could
potentially require from developers between £114.4 and £228.8 million if the
average CIL rate per dwelling was between £10,000 and £20,000 respectively.
With affordable housing included, these still leave large funding gaps as
identified below.
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Fig 31 Funding Gaps to 2021 and 2031

Funding and Delivery Conclusions and Recommendations

The two respective authorities need to continue to work together to develop and
frame an approach to housing growth and infrastructure provision. A key area to
focus on is around the integration of transport issues, and linking the outputs
of this and other planning work to the transport analysis recently commenced
by the County Council. However, it is already clear that:

a Even with NAHP funding the cost of affordable housing adds significant
costs burden to the private housing development and creates a large part of
the funding gap;

b In light of this, there is a need to consider alternative funding models and
the potential to make choices and trade-offs to achieve the best outcome in
terms of viability, housing mix, and infrastructure provision.

It is necessary for the authorities to begin to work through what the alternative
scenarios around local government structures might mean for delivery — having
a strong story to tell on the approach to delivery will be important for any

funding bids made in advance of local government reorganisation taking effect.

Beyond 2021 the infrastructure required and associated costs increase
incurred by illustrating the significant tipping points that come into play.
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Next Steps for FHDC and SEBC

The key next steps for the two local authorities is to synthesise the results of
this Study with:

« The outputs of the other parts of the planning process (including SHLAA,
SHMA, affordable housing viability and employment land review)

« Emerging outputs from further analysis contained with the SFRA Study and
the County Council’s Transport analysis

« The planning strategy process.

From this, further, more site specific analysis will be required to ascertain
specific impacts infrastructure requirements, with co-ordination and joint
working amongst infrastructure providers. The Study has identified orders of
magnitude at a strategic level and it is for the local authorities to make the
specific choices and trade-offs within these parameters.

There is a need to continue to work together to develop and frame an approach
to housing growth and infrastructure provision, and how this relates to the
capturing of land value and synergy with other funding sources, notably around
school restructuring.

Another key area to focus on is around the integration of transport issues, and
linking the outputs of this and other planning work to the transport analysis
recently commenced by the County Council
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