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NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

1.1 Non-Technical Summary

The aim of sustainability appraisal is to promote sustainable development by ensuring
environmental, social, and economic factors are considered during plan preparation. It is a
statutory requirement stemming from the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004, the
same act that replaced Local Plans with the Local Development Framework. In addition
European Directive 2001/42/EC, requires Strategic Environmental Assessment to be
undertaken to assess the effects of plans and programmes specifically on the environment.
Government guidance (2005) requires Sustainability Appraisal and Strategic Environmental
Assessment to be undertaken together as the processes are very similar. Sustainability
Appraisal encompasses Strategic Environmental Assessment as the former looks at
environmental, social and economic impacts.

This report sets out the results of the sustainability appraisal of Suffolk Coastal District
Council's Reviewed Core Strategy and Development Management Policies (November
2010) as amended following consideration by Cabinet February 2011. These policies will,
when formally adopted, form part of Suffolk Coastal District Council’s Development Plan
Framework.

Baseline information on key aspects of the environment, economy and society published in
the Scoping Report (2006) have been updated and showed significant change. There are
now two Air Quality Management Areas in the District, workplace and resident jobs have
fallen over the last 2 years and unemployment is the 3" highest of the Suffolk Districts
(behind Ipswich and St Edmundsbury) at 7.1%.

Twenty three sustainability objectives spanning environmental, social and economic factors
were used in the appraisal. Their compatibility with the fifteen plan objectives revealed no
plan objectives had more negative compatibilities with sustainability appraisal objectives
than positive. One sustainability appraisal objective that had more negative than positive
compatibilities was the reduction of waste. Statements that support waste minimisation are
absent and this is reflected in the core strategy and development control policies.

Thirty Core Strategic policies and thirty-two Development Management policies were
appraised, the results being compared to the previous policy appraisal.

1.2 Likely significant effects of core strategy policies

Revision of the policy wording has improved the overall sustainability of the plan. The plan’s
greatest impact is likely to be on achieving sustainable levels of prosperity and economic
growth throughout the plan area, offering rewarding employment, improving access to key
services and conserving and enhancing the quality and local distinctiveness of landscape
and townscapes. The policies are well focused on achieving a range of housing for different
needs, although there is now an acknowledgement that certain towns will not be able to
meet the strategic housing needs of the district.

Issues arising are:

Water Quality: Specific water conservation measures are included in a development
management policy but it would be helpful to back this up with strategic guidance requiring
the consideration of water quality and use of resources.

Air Quality : Maintaining and improving air quality is not specifically referred to in the plan
policies but it will be achieved to some extent if the overall need for travel is reduced and is
interpreted as an aspect of pollution as mentioned in the Climate change policy (SP12). A
Strategic Planning Guidance document on Air Quality is currently being prepared jointly by



all Suffolk Districts and the County Council with the intention that each authority adopts it as
Strategic Planning Guidance. There are other air quality hot spots in Suffolk Coastal so an
awareness of the possibility of air quality issues is heeded when determining planning
applications.

Historical and archaeological interest

Policy SP1 Sustainable development refers to conserving and enhancing the built
environment and maintaining a sense of place. This could be interpreted to protect Listed
Buildings and archaeological sites. However there is nothing in any of the core strategy
policies that recognises the distinctive local archaeological asset or seeks to protect and
enhance it. Suffolk Coastal has a rich Bronze Age and Anglo-Saxon heritage that has been
developed as a tourist attraction in the case of Sutton Hoo, making an important
contribution to the cultural offer, rural employment and tourist spend in the District.

The following mitigation proposals incorporate those remaining from previous iterations of
the SA and are still considered relevant:

o Clarify in SP1 that Suffolk Coastal's archaeological asset will be protected and
enhanced. Also consider Strategic Planning Guidance to encourage early
identification of historical asset (including buildings that might need to be Listed,
early identification of archaeology), rescue archaeology and integration of revealed
archaeological asset into the design or landscaping of buildings.

¢ Interms of sustainability it may be better for housing allocations to go to Leiston if
a further nuclear development takes place and the High School for the area is
located in the town, provided sites that respect the nuclear safeguarding can be
found.

e Saxmundham. Consideration needs to be given to improved sustainable transport
links between Leiston and Saxmundham, particularly if Saxmundham Middle
School is to close and children aged 11-13 will need to travel to Leiston High
School.

e Woodbridge. Do not use “Gateway” label in a way that will channel traffic through
the town, thereby exacerbating existing AQMA issues.

e SP20 Area east of Ipswich includes reference to preserving and enhancing
environmentally sensitive locations within the Ipswich Policy Area and surrounding
area. This needs to be followed through into the Area Action Plan to preserve the
sensitive biodiversity of the Deben estuary designated area. A site specific
appropriate assessment will also be required of the Adastral Park site.

¢ The cumulative effect of housing development in Ipswich has been highlighted in
the Appropriate Assessment and need for mitigation in the form of provision of a
country park in the north Ipswich area. Creation of a country park at the Foxhall Tip
site could occur in the longer term, but careful timing of large scale housing
development is required to ensure damage to designated sites does not occur
before it is available.

1.3 Likely significant effects of the development management policies

The range in the sustainability scores for the development control policies was less than
those for the core strategy policies. However for the sustainability objectives the scores
were far more divergent reflecting the specialist aspects the policies are covering and the



need to apply them in the context of other development management policies and core
strategy policies. The development management policies will specifically assist
conservation and enhancement of the quality and local distinctiveness of landscapes,
townscapes and areas of historical and archaeological importance. They would also assist
in improving the quality of where people live and to encourage community participation.
Although these are the areas of significant effects, on balance the policies were stronger in
their social impact.

Only two policies were identified that could benefit from greater clarity as to their intentions:

e DC 7 Houses in multiple occupation needs to include reference to urban areas or
specify that it requires such buildings to be located close to a good range of
services so it will have greater impact on encouraging sustainable transport use.

e DM22 Design — Function should include reference to the need to design space for
the storage of recyclable and non-recyclable waste including composting, to assist
in achieving waste minimisation and recycling as it is not picked up elsewhere.

Looking at the two sets of policies what is striking is their strength in the social SA
objectives, supporting housing, particularly targeting affordable housing where is it is
needed (thereby addressing social inclusion and deprivation issues), maintaining services
and improving the quality of where people live. Economic objectives are well balanced,
seeking to provide employment well located to new housing growth but recognising the
need for evolution of employment in the rural area. The plan is weakest in the minimisation
of waste and encouraging recycling as too much depends on 4 words in one policy (SP12).

1.4 Difference the process has made

This Sustainability Appraisal has provided an independent assessment of the Core
Strategy, development management policies and the strategic housing sites. It follows
appraisals undertaken in December 2007, October 2008, July 2009, June 2010, and
November 2010 of draft core strategy policies. Many of the recommendations made at
those stages have been taken up and are documented in this report, and this new appraisal
confirms that the core strategy policies are sustainable. Hence a thorough independent
check of the sustainability of Suffolk Coastal District Council’s preferred options has been
undertaken as envisaged by government and EU guidance.

The further recommendations made in this report are now available for public consultation
following which Suffolk Coastal District Council has the opportunity to review their policies
to take them into account alongside any public comments.

1.5 How to comment on the report
If you would like to comment on this report, please contact:
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2. Introduction
2.1 Purpose of the report

European Union Directive 2001/42/EC and the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes regulations 2004 require an assessment of the environmental effects of
certain plans and programmes, known as Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA). This
legislation applies to plans and programme, and modifications to them, whose formal
preparation began after 21 July 2004 (or those that have not been adopted, or submitted to
a legal procedure resulting in adoption by 21 July 2006).

The objective of an SEA is to provide for a high level of protection of the environment and to
contribute to the integration of environmental considerations into the preparation and
adoption of plans with a view to promoting sustainable development.

Suffolk Coastal District Council is currently undertaking work on its Local Development
Framework (LDF), in line with the revised planning system for development plans under the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. This legislation also requires a sustainability
appraisal (SA) to be undertaken on all relevant documents. The requirements of the SEA
Directive have been incorporated into the requirements of the 2004 Act. SA is an iterative
process that follows the various stages of plan preparation and looks at likely
environmental, social and economic effects.

Since 2007, a number of sustainability appraisal reports have been prepared for Suffolk
Coastal District Council on its draft Core Strategy and development management policies
and possible strategic housing sites in East Ipswich and Felixstowe. Policy options for the
Core Strategy policies were considered in the October 2008 report and a summary of
decisions made regarding alternatives is included in Appendix 5. The District Council has
revised its policies in the light of SA report findings, public consultation and anticipated
abolition of the East of England Plan. Hence this sustainability appraisal looks at the revised
set of policies plus the development management policies.

There are five sections to this report.

Section A comprises the non-technical summary of the sustainability appraisal or the Core
Strategy policies, development control policies and strategic housing sites.

Section B Sets out the approach taken to SA, method of assessment, background
information on the current issues in Suffolk Coastal District, describes the sustainability
objectives and looks at the compatibility between the SA and Plan objectives. With sections
C and D it fulfils “Stage B” of the SA requirements for the two sets of policies.

Section C contains the SA of the 30 Core Strategy policies.
Section D contains the SA of the 33 Development Management policies.

The report has been written so Section D can be published with Sections A and B as a
sustainability appraisal to support the Development Management policies.

2.2 Compliance with SEA directive and regulations

This SA is intended to fully comply with the requirements of the SEA Directive, as set out in
“A Practical Guide to the Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive” September 2005.
Appendix 4 sets out a quality assurance checklist designed to illustrate how the technical
and procedural elements of the SEA process have been handled in this appraisal.
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3. METHOD OF APPRAISAL
3.1 Approach to Sustainability Appraisal

Sustainability appraisal (SA) is an iterative process that follows the various stages of plan
preparation. It is a statutory requirement stemming from the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004, the same act that replaced Local Plans with the Local Development
Framework (LDF). In addition European Directive 2001/42/EC, transposed into UK law in
July 2004, requires Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) to be undertaken to assess
the effects of plans and programmes specifically on the environment. Government guidance
(2005) requires SA and SEA to be undertaken together as the processes are very similar.
SA encompasses SEA as the former looks at environmental, social and economic impacts.

The stages in developing the SA of the policies in Suffolk Coastal’'s Core Strategy are set
out below. These are the same as those for a SEA.

Table 3.1: The stages of a Sustainability Appraisal

Stage A: Setting the context and establishing the baseline

1. ldentifying other relevant plans, programmes and environmental protection objectives
2. Collecting baseline information
3. ldentifying environmental problems
4. Developing SA objectives and testing their compatibility
5. Consulting on the scope of the SA
Output: Scoping Report

Stage B: Developing and refining alternatives and assessing effects

1. Testing the plan objectives against the SA objectives

2. Appraising strategic alternatives

3. Predicting the effects of the plan, including alternatives

4. Evaluating the effects of the plan, including alternatives

5. Mitigating adverse effects

6. Proposing measures to monitor the environmental effects of implementing the plan

Stage C: Preparing the Sustainability Appraisal Report

1. Preparing the Sustainability Appraisal Report
Output: Sustainability Appraisal Report

Stage D: Consulting and decision making

1. Consulting on the draft plan and Sustainability Appraisal Report
2. Appraising significant changes
3. Appraising significant changes resulting from representations at the DPD Examination
4. Decision making and provision of information
Output: Sustainability Appraisal Statement

Stage E: Monitoring implementation of the plan

1. Finalising aims and methods for monitoring
2. Responding to adverse effects
Output: Included in Annual Progress Report on Plan implementation

The iterative nature of the SA process is demonstrated by the list of documents that have
been prepared, some of which have been made available for public consultation, whilst
others have been used internally by plan makers or used to brief Cabinet members at
various points of plan preparation. There have been a number of reviews triggered by
internal or national policy changes, that have been accompanied by SA, representing good
practice. Public consultation on SA is required when policy documents are published for
public consultation as part of the process of Local Development Plan preparation.
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e June 2006 - SA Scoping Document. Prepared by SCDC covering both the Core
Strategy and Site Specific documents.

e December 2007 SA of Core Strategy and Development Policies (Preferred
options) not published, used internally and updated for next document.

o December 2008 SA of Core Strategy and Development Policies (Preferred
options). Published for public consultation with the Plan documents.

e Jan 2009 Strategic housing sites (not published, used internally)

e June 2009 SA of revised core strategy and Development management policies and
Strategic housing sites (Felixstowe and East Ipswich) Reported to SCDC Cabinet in
July 2009.

e July 2009 - Full SA document provided in relation to all updated policies. Reported
to SCDC Full Council in March 2010.

e May/June 2010 - Full SA document produced in preparation for publication with
Pre-Submission Core Strategy consultation. Change of government triggered
rethink before publication.

e Nov 2010 Updated SA published with full text of June 2010 SA with Revised Core
Strategy and Development Policies for public consultation

This SA combines the November 2010 update, with the substantive SA of June 2010 but it
also updates the baseline data for Suffolk Coastal and takes into account a research report
by Footprint Ecology “South Sandlings Living landscape Project Visitor Survey report”
February 2011. This report has been used to update the Appropriate Assessment of the
SCDC Revised Core Strategy and Development Policies (by The Landscape Partnership)
and hence has also been used to update this SA. Some minor wording changes have also
been made by SCDC at their Cabinet meeting on 17" February 2010 and these have also
been taken in to account.

The following summarises the approach taken at each stage of the appraisal.

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

Suffolk Coastal published a Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report for Core Strategy and
Policies and Site Specific Allocations in February 2006. Following consultation, the scoping
report was revised and republished in June 2006. In March 2006 the Core Strategy
(including Development Control Policies) and Site Specific Allocations and Policies was
published. A consultation was held on the document between March and May 2006. In
autumn 2007 an initial SA was undertaken of the draft Core Strategy preferred options and
at this stage baseline data was updated and consultation comments reviewed for relevance
to the SA objectives. The baseline was updated again in June 2009 and June 2011 for use
in this SA report.

Stage B: Developing and refining options and assessing effects

There have been two iterations of this stage. An initial SA commenced looking at the
options published in the Core Strategy Issues and Options paper published in February
2007. However Suffolk Coastal District Council (SCDC) continued to refine objectives and
policies as they took papers on the results of consultation to Councillors during 2007. A
draft set of preferred options was available for appraisal in November 2007 and it was
agreed that these should be assessed alongside realistic alternatives taken from the Issues
and Options paper. As government guidance says (ODPM 2005 p14) “A SA need not be
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done in any more detail, or using more resources, than is useful for its purpose”. It was
considered that what would be helpful in taking the process of plan development forward
would be an assessment of the collective impact of the emerging policies. This was
completed in December 2007.

In October 2008 Suffolk Coastal produced a revised set of Objectives and Core Strategy
policies plus development control policies and a sustainability appraisal was undertaken.
Public consultation took place. In June 2009 a further version of the Core Strategy and
Development Management policies was finalised, and a further SA was completed and
reported to SCDC cabinet in July 2009.

Strategic housing sites appraisal is a form of site specific assessment used to inform
Councillors of the sustainability issues regarding potential sites for larger scale housing
allocations. The sites were originally assessed looking at 1000 new dwellings in 2008 and
was included in the December 2008 SA. Further work was done in December 2009 to look
at the implications of 2000 dwellings. This is not included in the report as it is background to
the final spatial distribution now included in the policies assessed in this SA.

As there have been a number of iterations in the development of the policies, Appendix 5
summarises the choices made in the light of SA and other considerations.

Stage C: Preparing the Sustainability Appraisal Report

Regular discussions took place with SCDC staff to help refine understanding of policies to
assist their appraisal in terms of sustainability. Previous SA Reports on the Core Strategy
Policies and development management policies have already been considered by Suffolk
Coastal District Council and the changes made are recorded in Appendix 5. This report
looks at the sustainability of the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies and
has been produced to go out with the DPD for public consultation.

Stage D: Consulting on the draft DPDs and Sustainability Appraisal Report

SCDC will consult with the public, statutory consultees, stakeholders and any other
interested parties on the Core Strategy Policies and Development Management DPD and
the Sustainability Appraisal. Comments received on these documents will be taken into
consideration when finalising the plan policies. This also presents an opportunity to make
changes suggested by this SA.

3.2 When the Sustainability Appraisal was carried out
The SA was carried out in June 2011.

3.3 Who carried out the Sustainability Appraisal

This sustainability appraisal update was carried out by Business Development staff in
Resource Management having been assisted with previous drafts by an Ecologist,
Landscape officer, SEA officer and Archaeologist in Environment & Transport (now
Environment, Skills and Economy) at Suffolk County Council.

3.4 Who was consulted, when and how

The SA Scoping Report went to consultation in February 2006, and was sent to the
statutory bodies, i.e. the Environment Agency, English Heritage, the Countryside Agency
and English Nature (before their merger), as well as Suffolk County Council. Following the
responses, the document was updated and went out to a second period of consultation in
June 2006. Only two responses were received, as shown in October 2008 SA Appendix 2.

Whilst most recommendations were acted upon in the updated June 2006 Scoping Report,

a few were not. The June SA has carried out more of the recommendations including the
scoping of the documents recommended by the Environment Agency which are now
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available, i.e. the East Suffolk Catchment Flood Management Plan and PPS25, though the
others (the Suffolk Estuarine Flood Management Strategies, the Alde, Ore and Deben
Flood Risk Study and the Thorpeness to Hollesley Strategy Plan) are still not available.

The consultation on the Core Strategy Issues and Options Paper was held between
February and April 2007. The paper was sent to all parish councils in the district, all parish
councils of parishes adjoining the district, and the consultees below:

Anglian Water, Association of British Insurers, Babergh District Council, British Energy,
British Nuclear Group, Defence Estate East, Defence Estates, the East of England
Development Agency (EEDA), the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA), EDF
Energy, English Heritage, the Environment Agency, Essex & Suffolk Water, Essex County
Council, GO-East, the Health & Safety Executive, the Highways Agency, Ipswich Borough
Council, MEPs and MPs representing Suffolk Coastal, Mid Suffolk District Council, Mitel
Telecoms Ltd, the Mobile Operators Association, the National Grid, Natural England,
Network Rail, Orange Plc, the Planning Inspectorate, Powergen, the Strategic Health
Authority, Suffolk County Council, the Suffolk East Primary Care Trust, the Suffolk Primary
Care Trust, the Theatres Trust and Waveney District Council.

Replies were received from 123 parish, district and county councils, agencies, companies
and individuals.

A summary of the comments received that were considered also relevant to the SA were
provided by SCDC. These are set out in October 2008 SA Appendix 4 along with the
response considered relevant to preparing the SA. SCDC response to the issues raised in
terms of developing plan policy is included in reports to Councillors (Local Development
Framework Panel) made in the autumn of 2007.
https://apps3.suffolkcoastal.gov.uk/committeeminutes/

The key actions taken regarding the sustainability appraisal include:

e SA Objective 17 updated to include reference to geodiversity
e Concerns about the following are noted but are not included in the issues list
because information on the scale of the problems are not currently available:
o the protection of the marine environment
o protection of woodland from land use change
o0 the need to consider the role of semi-natural habitat in Suffolk Coastal.
o the need for very sheltered housing to be included in consideration of social
housing
o evidence of the plan encouraging the movement of freight by rail.

A further consultation on the October 2008 SA took place when it was published in
December 2008. The response to responses received is set out in Table 3.2.

Table 3.2: Response to responses received on SA December 2008

Ref. Comments Response

1164 Mr D Rose - Mersea Homes Ltd Reference added in updated
Lack of reference to testing alternatives. SA.

1164 Mr D Rose - Mersea Homes Ltd Strategic site appraisal has

SP4 Felixstowe: Need to SA dispersed growth | since been completed for
option identifying actual sites before include as a | larger sites and different

Preferred option in the Core Strategy. growth scenarios.

1164 Mr D Rose - Mersea Homes Ltd The SA framework agreed
SP4 Felixstowe: Concern about use of following consultation with
agricultural land quality as a criteria for statutory agencies has to be

14



SP1.

assessment and request for SA to use criteria in

used for the appraisal. PPS9
states that where possible the
best and most versatile
agricultural land should be
protected.

1164 Mr D Rose - Mersea Homes Ltd The concept of distributed
SP4 Felixstowe: Locations of dispersed growth | growth on small sites has
have not been identified so it is not possible to been tested as an option and
complete an adequate sustainability appraisal. compared with concentration

in larger sites. This is
adequate at the strategic
level.

1164 Mr D Rose - Mersea Homes Ltd The SA framework has been
SP4 Felixstowe: Lack of consistency in the used and ODPM guidance
application of the appraisal methodology. followed, to the best of our

ability.

0768 Mr Maydo Pitt - GO- East Noted and subsequently
As DPD progresses it would be helpful to include | published.
details about how each of the site alternatives
perform in relation to SA together with clear
referencing and linkage to more detailed
evidence.

0012 Ms Rose Freeman - The Theatres Trust SA8 To improve the quality of
SP1 Sustainable development. Not consulted on | where people live includes:
Scoping Report so unable to suggest cultural Will it improve access to
activities, other than sport and recreation are cultural facilities? with 3
included in the SA. Baseline does not include indicators relating to the use
contribution cultural activities make to of museums. Broader data is
sustainable communities. Core Strategy is limited. The Development
therefore unable to include guidance on Management policies include
protection and encouragement of cultural policies to protect key facilities
provision. and public buildings.

0824 Mrs Pat Williams - Natural England
Supports SA recognition of possible impacts on | Noted.
the AONB

0822 Mr Andrew Hunter - Environment Agency

Quality of the maps is poor and should be
improved for final submission stage. Description
of baseline characteristics for Suffolk Coastal

charts and maps for representing data and
information.

the area without the plan based on existing
plans, trends and practices.

area could be improved upon with use of graphs,

SA does not get to grip with the likely evolution of| baseline section has been

Noted. Maps will be improved.
Noted. Baseline has been
updated and more graphs and
charts used.

Noted. Predicted future

strengthened.

Following the public consultation on the Reviewed Core Strategy in November 2010
comments shown in Table 3.3 were received. The responses to these comments are
recorded in the table and none of them have resulted in changes to the appraisal although
some issues of concern to residents have been noted in the baseline and issues section.

Table 3.3 Response to responses received on the Reviewed Core Strategy SA(Nov 2010)

RepID

Comments

Response

2134

Mr James Barclay- OBJECT

Paper -21/01/11

The sustainability appraisal raises concerns about
the proximity of the BT proposed development to
the River Deben SPA. The river itself is a
designated Ramsar wetland site. The River

The SA identifies this point and
suggests that mitigation of negative
impacts will need to be addressed.
This is reflected in the Core
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Deben and its surrounds is also an AONB. Natural
England's comment on policy SP3 is that any
development could have a particularly negative
impact on the Deben Estuary SPA/SSI.

Strategy.
No change required

2459 Mr Tim Elliott - OBJECT At the time of the reassessment no
Email - 24/01/11 decision on the axing of bus services
Reviewed Core Strategy & Development had been made. Alternatives to
Management Policies - Supporting Documents: | Scheduled sponsored services
Sustainability Appraisal - Nov 2010 (Demand responsive transport) are
SCDC has failed to rework its previous well developed in Suffolk Coastal
Sustainability Assessment, despite the occurrence| and are looking at how they plug
of significant changes - for just one example, to | 9aps that may occur should services
transport provision (axing of bus services cannot | be withdrawn. SP11 pledges to
be considered "insignificant”; nor can the transport| improve the quality and quantity of
finding that the Orwell Bridge will reach full the public transport service on offer.
capacity by 2014). The capacity issues of the A14 are
recognised in the plan and SP10
seeks to address the issues so it
does not become a limiting factor to
development in Suffolk Coastal.
No change required.
2583 SNR Denton (Mr Matthew Evans) —

COMMENT Email - 21/01/11

The Sustainability Appraisal of the RCS also The SA identifies this point and

undermines the support for the allocation at suggests that mitigation of negative

Martlesham Heath. The appraisal states: impacts will need to be addressed.

"However, there are strong negatives for...the This is reflected in the Core

Area East of Ipswich, as the preferred option has | Strategy.

been determined as being to utilise the land No change to SA required.

abutting Adastral Park and close to the Deben

Estuary, an area thought to be less

environmentally sustainable for this degree of

development (and borne out through separate

strategic site assessment)."

2956 Deborah Branch - OBJECT
Email - 22/01/11 An SA has been completed on a
| do not consider a sufficient sustainability wide range of strategic site options
appraisal of all the options has taken place with and reported in the 2008 SA for the
regard to the allocation of homes within the Preferred options.

Ipswich Policy Area. No change to SA required.

3157 Savills (Colin Campbell) [2448] - COMMENT

Email - 23/01/11

We have significant concerns regarding the
sustainability appraisal. The SEA directive and the
regulations require that the SA considers
reasonable alternatives. There is no assessment
presented within the SA of the reasonable
alternatives to the housing figure. We consider the
assessment which has taken place to be
superficial and too simplistic.

The SA tends to identify more housing as having
negative environmental effects, a point with which
we disagree.

The SA is weak in considering social and
economic impacts. Nowhere does it assess
impacts of lower levels of house building on
affordability or social exclusion. OE's advice says

2008 SA for Preferred Options
considered alternatives and a
summary of what has since been
agreed is now included in this
updated SA.

Noted. The agreed SA framework
has been used in the appraisal.

Noted. The SA framework covers
environmental, economic and social
impacts. Alternative levels of
housing building have been
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providing a lower level of house building will result
in fewer affordable homes and lower prosperity
and economic growth.

assessed.

3354

Mr lan Kay [282] - OBJECT

Email - 22/01/11

The Sustainability Appraisal should have been re-
written in the light of the potentially significant
changes to the LDF Core Strategy. Admittedly,
very little has actually changed, but that is not the
point - the removal of the RSS has opened up
many new possibilities which should have been
evaluated for sustainability. For example, the
constraints on the housing numbers and their
distribution between the IPA [now the EIPA] and
the rest of the district have been completely
removed. No assessment of the sustainability of a
more even housing distribution or a variety of
different overall housing numbers has been done.

Noted. New options for housing
pending the abolition of the RSS
have not been presented for
appraisal. The Council has looked at
the new evidence gathered and
decided on an appropriate housing
number and distribution.

No change to the SA required.

3385

Richard Buxton - Environmental & Public Law
(Mr Richard Buxton) [2467] - OBJECT

Emall - 24/02/11

The points relate to legal procedure rather than
comments on the merits of the matter. We thought
it would be helpful to draw to your attention our
view that there are serious problems with the
consultation. They relate to the way the council
has (or rather has not) followed the requirements
of EU law, in particular the Strategic
Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive
2001/42/EEC and the Habitats Directive
92/43/EEC. These are of course both
implemented in domestic law but it is convenient
to refer to them as such.

Noted. It is considered that that the
SA framework fulfils the
requirements of SEA and this
framework has been the subject of
public consultation.

No change to the SA required.

3407

No Adastral New Town (NANT) (Ms Janet
Elliot) [2470] - OBJECT

Email - 23/01/11

The Council's own SA found that increasing the
number of houses within the IPA to be a less
sustainable option than the previously worded
policy, which proposed just over 1000 homes.

We do not think it is NANT's role at this stage to
assess the specific merits of the other four
strategic options for housing within the IPA.
However, we express grave concern that these
sites were not properly assessed at the
appropriate stage and it is not clear why they have
been discounted. We say that the reasonable
alternatives identified within the Preferred Options
Consultation Document have not been properly
considered.

Agreed.

Noted. The strategic site options
were previously analysed and
presented in the December 2008
consultation. This SA includes a
summary of the reasons for choice
between alternatives considered.

3718

Bidwells (Mr Glyn Davies) [545] - COMMENT
Paper - 21/01/11

We do not agree with the findings of the
Sustainability Appraisal that this is the most
sustainable pattern for future growth in the
Eastern Ipswich Plan Area and feel that the
Council's approach of placing all its eggs in one
basket is not the hallmark of a sound
Development Plan Document, particularly given

Noted. The proposed policies seek
to control the sustainability issues
that might arise through the
proposed distribution of houses.

No change to SA required.
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the inability of this location to deliver housing
during the early part of the plan period.

3574

Waldringfield Parish Council (Mrs Jean Potter)
- OBJECT

SP2 Housing numbers. Disagrees that
concentration of development in the IPA is more
sustainable.

SP3 New housing. Disputes that the sustainability
of this policy has improved over various iterations
of the plan.

SP8 Tourism. No mention is made of the
damaging effect 2,000 houses in the EIPA could
have on local tourism, particularly a caravan site a
few meters from a proposed housing site.

SP20 Ipswich Policy Area. Disputes the
description of the reduction of sustainability of
SP20 as marginal and considers it significant.
Not certain that Foxhall tip will be restored to a
country park since the County Council is currently
ceasing to fund such parks.

SP21 Felixstowe. The increase in housing
allocation should reduce the sustainability of the

policy.

Noted but for larger scale
development location near existing
infrastructure is more cost and
resource efficient.

The sustainability has not improved
since the 2008 version and remains
negative.

Noted for the update of the strategic
site appraisal however there is a
need to balance strategic
development needs of the District.

The policy became marginally more
sustainable but remains barely
sustainable in our view.

Noted and this would be a real
concern. Alternative funding would
need to be found if substantial new
housing was located in the east
Ipswich area to remove the threat of
damage to the integrity of the Deben
SPA.

More houses do not automatically
mean reduced sustainability
depending on the links to existing
infrastructure.

3.5 Difficulties encountered
In the course of undertaking the SA for the Core Strategy the baseline data has been

updated several times. This has changed the situation on some criteria but the same SA
framework has been used for consistency. The concept of urban cooling was a late addition

to the plan, too late for the SA framework to be updated.

At the Preferred Policies stage, some of the policies assessed did not have options. In
some cases the issues involved were discussed at the Issues and Options stage, but no
clear alternative approaches identified. For some there are no realistic options as
government policy now requires a new approach (so continuation of existing trends would
be unrealistic). There have now been several iterations of the SA so that lists of changes

need to be included to ensure an audit trail is provided. These help illustrate the difference
the process has made to the plan preparation.
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4. State of the Environment in Suffolk Coastal
4.1 Description of baseline characteristics

Demographics

In 2009, the population of Suffolk Coastal was 124,100, which is 17.3% of the 714,000
population of Suffolk (ONS, 2009 Mid Year Estimate). The average population density for
Suffolk is relatively low at 188 people per square kilometre (compared to the average for
England of 397 per square kilometre).

Figure 4.1 shows how different its age pyramid is to the average for the East of England. In
2009 it has more than the average numbers of people in the older age groups and many
fewer 20-35 year olds.

Figure 4.1: Age structure of Suffolk Coastal ONS Mid 2009 estimate
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It is predicted that from 2009, the population of Suffolk will grow by 106,600 (15%) by 2031
(EEFM, 2010). It is expected that 21%o0f this growth (around 38,000 people) will be located
in the Suffolk Coastal District.

The age structure of the population in Suffolk Coastal is also predicted to change. Figure

4.2 shows the rate of change from 2009 up to 2031, with children (0-15 year olds) growing
only slightly 16%, working age (16 to 64/59) 13% and over 60/59 year olds by 77%.
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Figure 4.2 Change in age structure 2009-2031

Suffolk Coastal Age structure (ONS 2008 based projections
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Years

In 2001, 95.79% of the Suffolk Coastal population was white British, compared to the
Suffolk figure of 93.75. 0.41% of the population were Asian, where 0.25% was Black and
0.35% was Chinese. Figure 4.3 below shows how the ethnicity has changed over time
(based on the ONS 2006 estimates), becoming more diverse.

Figure 4.3: Ethnicity — Suffolk Coastal and Suffolk

Ethnicity ons 2001 and 2007

White non-British Mixed Asian or Asian Black or Black Chinese or other  Black or Minority
British British Ethnic Total

B Suffolk 2001 B Suffolk 2007 B Suffolk Coastal 2001 O Suffolk Coastal 2007

Source: SCC Diversity Profile. hitp.//www.suffolk.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/01BF34CC-7881-4765-
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The number of new NI registrations for Suffolk Coastal is shown in Table 4.1 below.
Suffolk Coastal had the second highest rate of new national insurance registrations being
employed out of all the LAs in Suffolk. This could in part be due to seasonal agricultural
workers and the presence of the international employer British Telecom that has strong
links with India.

Table 4.1: NI registrations

Proportion of population who are overseas nationals from the Accession 8 countries

that have newly registered for National Insurance numbers

Forest Mid Natlonal St Suffolk
Babergh Ipswich Waveney
Heath Suffolk Average Edmundsbury Coastal

2007 0.20 0.69 0.66 0.16 0.50 0.38 0.34 0.14

Source: Local Knowledge; National Insurance Number Registrations in respect of non-UK
Nationals in 2006/07 by Local Authority and country of origin

Housing

According to the Reviewed Core Strategy, 7,590 new homes are to be built between 2010
and 2027 in Suffolk Coastal. Recently Suffolk Coastal has experienced considerable
growth, completing 5,350 dwellings between 2001 and 2010. There were 107 affordable
houses completed in 2209/10 (42% of the total completions, compared to 113 in 2009, 50
in 2008 and 52 in 2007. The average household size in the district is 2.31 persons
(Census, 2001).

For 2009/10, Suffolk Coastal District Council has reported 66% of housing completions on
Previously Developed Land (PDL). However, as stated in the Reviewed Core Strategy,
there are a limited number (230) of PDL opportunities identified for future building which
will result in the need for additional greenfield allocations.

In 2010 the income to house price ratio for Suffolk Coastal was 8.31. This is higher than
the Suffolk average, hence suggests that Suffolk Coastal DC is one of the least affordable
areas of Suffolk in which to live, second only to Babergh.

Suffolk Coastal has no Local Authority housing stock, however at 2009 the RSL stock for
the district was 6,228, 13% of Suffolk’s total RSL/ LA stock. None of these units are
considered unfit. (ONS, 2009).

In order to make efficient use of land the Government guidance is that development should
normally be between 30 to 50 dwellings per hectare. Suffolk Coastal were ranked 3™ out of
Suffolk LA’s in terms of density completions, completing 60.5% of 2007-8 completions at
more than 30 dwellings per hectare.

Deprivation

All LAs in Suffolk have become relatively more deprived in the 2010 ranking compared to
2007. Suffolk Coastal District is still in the second least deprived 20% of Districts and much
of the area has improved relative to other areas. It has no areas which rank within the worst
quintile nationally (see Figure 4.4); however the peninsula of Felixstowe is within the
second most deprived quintile. All other areas of the district are considered comfortable,
hence deprivation is not so much of an issue here than in other areas of the county.

The OCSI Deprivation report based on the 2004 IMD focussed on deprivation affecting rural
areas. This report suggested that pockets of Suffolk Coastal are in the worst 10-20% of
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LSOAs in the East of England in deprivation terms, for example in Felixstowe,
Saxmundham and Leiston and between Woodbridge and Aldeburgh, as well as areas
surrounding Halesworth such as Huntingfield and Heveningham. Least deprived areas are
generally towards the south west of the district and towards Ipswich.

Figure 4.4 Index of Multiple Deprivation 2010
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Health
As reported in the July 2010 Health Profile for Suffolk Coastal and shown in Figure 4.5, the

health of people in Suffolk Coastal is generally better than the England average. Many
indicators including life expectancy for males and females, deaths from smoking, early
deaths from cancer, heart disease and stroke, and violent crime are better than the
average. However, the rate of physical activity in schools is significantly worse than the
England average.

Over the past ten years, rates of death from all causes for men and women and rates of
early death from cancer and from heart disease and stroke have improved in Suffolk
Coastal, and remain better than the England average. Rates of breast feeding initiation and
smoking in pregnancy are in line with the England average. There were 49 teenage
pregnancies in 2009, a rate of 20.7 per 1,000, compared to the English average of 20.9.

In terms of child poverty as measured by the proportion of children living in families in
receipt of out of work benefits or tax credits where their reported income is less than 60%
median income, there are only three small areas in Suffolk Coastal where such families
exceed 20% of total families. These pockets are in Woodbridge, Felixstowe and Leiston.
The latest data currently available shows that as at August 2008 14.7% (2007 15%) of
children are in poverty in Suffolk compared to the England average of 20.9% (2007 21.6%.)

22




Figure 4.5 — Health profile for Suffolk Coastal Source: Department of Health 2010

Health summary for

Suffolk Coastal

The chart below shows how the health of people in this area compares with the rest of England. This area's result for each
indicator is shown as a circle. The average rate for England is shown by the red line, which is always at the centre of the
chart. The range of results for all local areas in England is shown as a grey bar. A red circle means that this area is
significantly worse than England for that indicator; however, a green circle may still indicate an impertant public health
problem.
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Domain Indicator ';:r'“:::- ";::' m “:"Et England Range :ft
1 Deprivation o 00 | 188 | 882 00

B 2 Children in poverty 2535 | 114 | 224 | 865 8.0
g 3 Statutory homelessness 16 | 030 | 248 | 984 o) 000

g 4 GCSE achieved (5A*-C inc. Eng & Maths) gs2 | 558 | s0.8 | 321 78.1

E 5 violent crime 972 78 | 164 | 368 (o] 48

& Carbon emissions 830 | 67 | 68 | 144 a1

Children's and
YEoUng peopie's
haalth

7 Smoking in pregnancy 160 145 | 148 | 335 a8
8 Breast feeding initiation 600 | 722 | 725 | 307 927
9 Physically acfive children T135 | 487 | 488 | 248 701
10 Obese children 85 75 | 96 | 147 o 47
11 Tooth decay in children aged 5 years nia 0% | 11 | 25 02
12 Teenage pregnancy (under 18) 48 207 | 409 | 748 o 140

Adulls' healh and
Wesye

13 Adults who smoke nla 185 | 222 | 352 o 102
14 Binge drinking adults nia 177 | 200 | 332 48
15 Healthy eating adults nia 350 | 287 | 183 O 481
16 Physically acfive adults nia 132 | 112 | 54 O 186
17 Obese adults nia 192 | 242 | 328 o 130

Disease and
poor health

18 Incidence of malignant melanoma 10 132 | 128 | 273 a7
19 Incapacity benefits for mental ilness 1085 | 154 | 278 | G685 o 2.0
20 Hospital stays for alcohol related harm 1824 | 821 | 1530 | 28&0 (o) TE4
21 Drug misuse

22 People diagnosed with diabetes 4782 | 3.81 | 430 | 872 280
23 New cases of tuberculosis 3 2 15 | 110 (-] 0
24 Hip fracture in over-65s 160 | 4557 | 4702 | 8435 2736

causes of deah

Life expaciancy and

25 Excess winter deaths 51 121 | 158 | 263 23

26 Life expectancy - male nia 806 | 779 | 728 o) 243
27 Life expectancy - female nia 838 | 820 | 788 (o) 88.9
28 Infant deaths 4 363 | 484 | 867 108
29 Deaths from smoking 180 | 138.6 | 206.8 | 3603 o 1187
30 Early deaths: heart disease & stroke 87 523 | 748 (1250 o 404

31 Early deaths: cancer 156 | 964 | 1140 | 1843 O 705
32 Road injuries and deaths 88 533 | 513 (1670 148

The percentage of children in poverty ranges from 21.7% in Ipswich and 21.2% in Waveney
to 9.2% in Mid Suffolk. Table 4.2 below shows the numbers of children involved in 2008 by
District, showing that Suffolk Coastal does not stand out in any particular category but that
there are 2,595 children living in poor families.

Children who grow up in poverty face a greater risk of having poor health, being exposed to
crime and failing to reach their full potential. They often miss out on school trips, do not
have adequate winter clothing and are unable to enjoy leisure activities with their peers. As
a result, their education suffers - making it difficult to get the qualifications they need to
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move on to sustainable, well-paid jobs. This limits their potential to earn the money needed
to support their own families in later life, creating a cycle of poverty.

Table 4.2: Child poverty statistics

Of those in poverty % of children in
Children in families in receipt poverty
ocal Authority of CTC (<60% median % 4 or
i ISIISA >
income) or % under | % lone more All
16 parent children | Under 16| children
2008 Under 16 All Children
England 2,068,970 2,341,975 | 88.3 68.2 21.9 21.6% 20.9%
Suffolk 19,040 21,340 | 89.2 68.1 18.8 15.4% 14.7%
Babergh 1,870 2,085 | 89.7 68.2 18.9 12.2% 11.6%
Forest Heath 1,205 1,325 | 90.9 72.6 14.3 15.2% 14.5%
Ipswich 5,375 6,015 | 89.4 69.4 19.5 22.5% 21.7%
Mid Suffolk 1,625 1,820 | 89.3 65.4 19.7 9.7% 9.2%
St Edmundsbury 2,240 2,500 | 89.6 71.3 17.4 11.9% 11.4%
Suffolk Coastal 2,305 2,595 | 88.8 69.2 16.9 11.1% 10.5%
Waveney 4,415 4,995 | 884 64.4 20.2 22.0% 21.2%

Source: 3 spreadsheets http://www.hmrc.gov.uk/stats/personal-tax-credits/child_poverty.htm

Education and Skills

Suffolk Coastal has a relatively low level of its population who have no qualifications, at
10.4% in 2008. This is better than the Suffolk average which is 13.4%, and the averages
for the east of England (11.8%) and Great Britain (12.4%). As Figure 4.6 shows Suffolk
Coastal District has higher working age skill levels than the county as a whole, but is still
below the national level.

Figure 4.6 Working Age skill levels — 2008 (APS)
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In 2010, 55.8% of students in Suffolk Coastal continued into Higher Education after A
levels, this being the highest proportion of any District in Suffolk.

The employment rate in 2010 for Suffolk was 73.9%, and for Suffolk Coastal it was 76.7%,
slightly higher than the county average, and second highest in Suffolk, behind Forest Heath
at 79.7%.

In terms of attainment, A level students scored an average of 725 in Suffolk Coastal,
compared to the Suffolk average of 743.6 points.

At GCSE level, 68.5% of Suffolk Coastal pupils achieved 5 or more GCSE grades at A* - C,
higher than the county (64.4%, regional (59.9%) and national (57.1%) averages. Also in
Suffolk Coastal 4% of children reached at least level four, compared to 81.6% regionally
and 80.4% nationally.

Crime

According to 2008/09 data, at 66 offences per 1,000 people, the overall crime rate in Suffolk
is well below regional (70) and national (87) averages, as are the rates for burglary and
violent crime. Results from the British Crime Survey show 11% of Suffolk residents perceive
local levels of disorder to be high, compared with 14% and 17% regionally and nationally.
According to the Suffolk Place survey in 2008, 92% of residents feel safe outside during the
day falling to 58% after dark.

Suffolk Coastal is in the best 20% of authorities in Suffolk, the Eastern region and nationally
using the crime indicators displayed in the graph below.

Figure 4.7 — Crime profile for Suffolk Coastal
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Note: The chart displays the national ranking converted to a percentile score (The national average is always 50. Results
above 50 (i.e. on the outside of the profile) are above the national median average and vice-versa below 50)
For this profile, it is better to score low on each indicator (i.e. have a shape towards the centre).
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Employment/Economy

According to the ABI, workplace employment in Suffolk Coastal has decreased slightly
between 2006 and 2007 by 243 (less than -0.5%). This followed increases each year for
the period 2003-2006. These decreases in employment are reflected at a county level, with
overall employment in Suffolk decreasing by 2.5% according to the ABI.

The way jobs are monitored has changed from the Annual Business Inquiry (ABI) to the
Business Register and Employment Survey (BRES). The BRES estimates show a 1% fall in
employment in Suffolk from 2008 to 2009 to 305,700. Ipswich saw by far the largest fall in
employment in this period, with 4,300 jobs estimated to have been lost whilst a small drop
of 500 was seen in Suffolk Coastal as show in Figure 4.8.

Figure 4.8: Total employment 2008-2009
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This trend is echoed by the annual population survey, which suggests steady increase in
the number of employed residents for the period 2006-2009 with a slowing more recently
reflecting the recession.

According to the BRES, the most prominent sectors of employment in Suffolk Coastal in
2009 were transport and communications (17%), Retail (11%), and the public sector
(including health and education) (23%). The prominence of the transport sector in Suffolk
Coastal can be linked to the employment provided by the Port of Felixstowe, and related
activities.

Unemployment in Suffolk Coastal is currently at 7.1% according to the September 2010
Annual Population Survey (Suffolk 6.6%). This is an increase on the September 2007
figure of 1.6%. Indeed, Suffolk Coastal has the third highest unemployment rate in Suffolk,
after Ipswich (9.3%) and St Edmundsbury (9.3%).

JSA Claimant Count levels in Suffolk Coastal accelerated towards the end of 2008 But
since then have fallen back and are now less than 1500 (March 2011).

Suffolk Coastal consistently has the highest median weekly earnings of the districts in
Suffolk at £515 in 2010, compared with the Suffolk average of £478.1.
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Transport

In 2001, 61% of Suffolk residents drove to work, 10% worked at home and 21% used a
sustainable means of transport (public transport, cycling or on foot). In 2006, 66.8% of
schoolchildren travelled to school by sustainable means, above the 65% target.

In Suffolk Coastal, the Local Transport Plan 2011 suggests that various settlements in
Suffolk Coastal currently suffer from congestion issues linked to seasonal tourism. Traffic
has grown about 4% since 2000 in Suffolk Coastal, just above the Suffolk average.
However as with the rest of Suffolk the rate of traffic growth as reduced in last two years. It
is noted in Highways Agency research (Al14 Girton to Felixstowe congestion study 2005)
that the A14 could reach capacity by 2014 on the Orwell Bridge, however due to the
recession and slow down in economic growth this might now be an overly pessimistic.

Figure 4.9 — Congestion in Suffolk
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Retail and Employment Land

The amount of employment floorspace developed in Suffolk Coastal (B1 — B8 uses) has
reduced significantly during 2010 in comparison to the previous year. Most recently the
district has primarily experienced employment office floorspace development (Bla). The
majority of employment completions are attributed to previously development land
(brownfield).
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Figure 4.10: Employment floorspace in Suffolk Coastal ~ Source: SCDC AMR 2010
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Landscape and Biodiversity

Suffolk Coastal has 32,000ha of Area of Outstanding Nature Beauty (AONB) and 17,656ha
of Special Landscape Areas (SLA) as shown in Figure 4.11. It also has significant national
and internationally designated areas for birds called Special Protection Areas SPAs/
RAMSAR sites, and Sites of Special Scientific Interest SSSIs) as shown in Figure 4.12.

February 2011 Footprint Ecology published the results of its Visitor surveys of recreational
use of the South Sandlings. The key findings were:

e Most visitor arrive by car

e Visitor use occurs all year round although more family outings occur in summer

e The main activity is dog walking (67% of visitors brought a dog)

e Visitors were coming from a wide geographical are including Woodbridge,
Martlesham, Kesgrave, east Ipswich, Saxmundham, Wickham market, Leiston,
Snape and Orford.

o Nightjar and Dartford Warbler distributions are sensitive to the intensity of visitor
use, raising concerns for the impact of any potential increase in visitors. The SPA is
classified for Nightjars so this is a major concern.

The Appropriate Assessment for the SCDC Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies by the Landscape Partnership (June 2011) based on the existing planning
permissions since 2010 and final numbers and distribution of new housing concludes that
there will be an increase in visitors to the European designated sites within Suffolk Coast
and Heaths AONB of around 2% - 5% and a general increase in visitors to European sites
in the South Sandlings area of 6% — 12%.

Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings

In 2009/10 there were 34 Conservation Areas (CA) in Suffolk Coastal, covering 949
hectares. Figure 4.13 There are approximately 2700 listed buildings in the Suffolk Coastal
district, 59 of which are Grade | quality. Less than 1% were classified as “at risk” at 2006.
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Figure 4.11: AONB, Conservation Areas and Special Landscape Areas in Suffolk Coastal
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Figure 4.12: Special Areas of Conservation (SACs), Special Protection Areas (SPAs) and
Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)
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Figure 4.13: Distribution of Listed Buildings, Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs) and
buildings on the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR)
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Figure 4.14: High and medium flood risk areas in Suffolk Coastal
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Figure 4.14 shows the extent of high and medium risk flood areas in Suffolk Coastal,
important in terms of influencing habitats and location of new development.
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Pollution and Air Quality

There are 8 Air Quality Management areas declared in Suffolk: 3 in Ipswich, 2 in Suffolk
Coastal - Melton Hill, Woodbridge, Ferry lane, Felixstowe close to the main entrance to the
Port of Felixstowe: one in Babergh, Cross Street, Sudbury, one in Forest Heath the
northern end of Newmarket High Street/western end of Station Road including the Clock
Tower Junction, and in St Edmundsbury A143 at Great Barton Post Office. All are due to
high Nitrogen Dioxide levels. The Action Plan for the Woodbridge AQMA is complete and a
staged approach to implementation of measures to improve air quality has started.

In terms of recycling and composted household waste, Suffolk Coastal equalled the Suffolk
average of 48% in 2008/9 (which is one of the highest proportions in England).

ONS 2009 Co2 emissions data for Suffolk Coastal from 2005 to 2007 shows reducing
emissions by industry and commerce, domestic and road transport.

Energy / Renewable Energy

Suffolk’s renewable energy generation capacity was at least 35.5MWin 2008. The Greater
Gabbard offshore wind farm will produce enough electricity to power all of Suffolk’s
households when completed plus there is an outstanding planning permission for wind
turbines at Parham. Suffolk Coastal is home to a large nuclear power station at Sizewell,
near Leiston. Sizewell A is currently being decommissioned and Sizewell B is likely to be
replaced by Sizewell C, a new nuclear power plant on the existing site.

The Department for Energy and Climate Change publishes LA figures showing energy
sales by type of use. The figures for Suffolk Coastal show reducing domestic sales between
2005 and 2008 (from 306 to 285 GWh) but rising commercial and industrial sales (320 to
322GWh).

4.2 Key issues in Suffolk Coastal

Table 4.3 includes a summary of key issues for Suffolk Coastal, as identified in the review
above and relevant to the indicators used in the SA framework.

Table 4.3: Key social, environmental and economic issues in Suffolk Coastal

Social issues

Health e Compared to England, Suffolk Coastal has low levels of deprivation with
about 1 in 14 local people being dependent on means-tested benefits.
Levels of reported violent crime are also lower than the England average.

e Teenage pregnancy rates in Suffolk Coastal are lower than the England
average.

o Estimates suggest that adults living in Suffolk Coastal are less likely to
smoke and binge drink than the England average and more likely to eat
healthily.

o Life expectancy for both men and women in Suffolk Coastal is higher than
the England average. However, men living in the most deprived fifth of
areas of Suffolk Coastal can expect to live 3.9 years less than those in the
least deprived fifth. The gap for women is 3.3 years.

e Deaths due to smoking are lower than the England average but smoking
still kills some 180 local people every year.

e A lower proportion of people in Suffolk Coastal rated their health as 'not
good' compared to the England average.

e The rate of hip fracture in people aged over 65 is lower than England
average.

e The percentage of people with recorded diabetes is relatively low:
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however, about 4782 people are still recorded with this condition.
The Felixstowe Infrastructure Study 2009 suggests it has a deficiency of
children’s playspace.

Education
and skills

Although the proportion of children gaining level 4 in Key Stage 2 is
increasing, it is still lower than regional and national averages.

The proportion of people in Suffolk Coastal with no qualifications was
10.4% in December 2008, lower than regional and national averages,
whilst 25.8% of people are qualified to NVQ level 4 or above (equivalent to
degree level); lower than the regional average of 26.1%.

The proportion with NVQ1 and above is higher than the Suffolk average
(76.8%) at 85%

GCSE attainment in Suffolk Coastal is higher than the Suffolk average,
however a level attainment is below the Suffolk average.

Crime and
anti-social
behaviour

The overall crime rate in Suffolk is 66 crimes per 1000 population. In
Suffolk Coastal the rate is below the Suffolk average and decreasing at
both county and district level.

Poverty and
social
exclusion

There will be a 50% increase in the number of people over 65 between
2001 and 2021.
Levels of deprivation are low for Suffolk Coastal, but pockets of
deprivation exist in Felixstowe, Saxmundham and Leiston.

Access to
services

Only 33% of the rural population live in settlements with a food
shop/general store, post office, pub, primary school and a meeting place.
Only 42% of the rural population live within 13 minutes walk of an hourly
bus service.

Employment

In Sept 2010 unemployment in Suffolk Coastal was 7.1% compared to

6.6% in Suffolk, the third highest District rate in Suffolk.

Suffolk Coastal consistently has the highest median weekly earnings in
Suffolk at £515 compared to £478.

Numbers of jobs available in the District and employed residents have

fallen in the last 2 years.

Housing

Housing completions have fallen sharply with the recession but on average
remain above the level suggested by the RSS.

In 2009/10 42% of completions were affordable compared to only 7% in
2007-8.

Quality of
living
environment
and
community
participation

Data is limited for indicators in this area. According to the 2006/7 BVPI
Satisfaction survey, 81% of Suffolk residents are happy with the area they
live in.

Although the number of pupils visiting museums and galleries in organised
school trips has been rising steadily over the past three years, the figure is
still well below the regional average.

Environmental issues

Water and o Water quality in the Stour estuary worsened between 2000 and 2005, with

air quality 2km being downgraded to Grade B, whilst 4km of the Orwell estuary is
also classed as Grade B. Although chemical water quality is improving, the
percentage of rivers where biological water quality was classed as very
good reduced slightly between 2004 and 2005.

Sall 66% of completions for the 2009/10 monitoring year were build on
Previously Developed Land. .

Water and Mineral extraction in Suffolk primarily involves sand and gravel, of which

mineral there are adequate supplies. Trend data shows that production of recycled

resources aggregates has increased significantly in the last few years compared to

pre-1998 levels, and proportion of total mineral sales that they represent
continues to rise.
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Daily domestic water consumption averaged 153 litres per person in East
of England in 2008/9., above the national average No local figures are
available.

Waste

Although waste levels are decreasing and recycling and composting is
increasing, Suffolk has relatively high levels of household waste per
person. Suffolk Coastal matches the Suffolk average recycling rate.

The sewage network in Felixstowe is close to capacity and an
Infrastructure Study (2009) suggests it would need significant expansion to
cope with new development.

Traffic

The Port of Felixstowe, the largest container port in the country, has a
large impact on HGV traffic in Suffolk, particularly on the A14. Proposed
port expansion would lead to an increase in HGV traffic in the future.
Woodbridge, Felixstowe and several settlements along the coast currently
experience congestion especially during the summer.

Capacity issues of the Orwell Bridge have been predicted and this could
impact the rate of development in Suffolk Coastal.

Traffic levels at monitored locations in Suffolk have increased steadily
since 1999 although there has been a slight drop in 2008 linked to the high
cost of fuel. Traffic growth has implications for many environmental
aspects, including air quality and pollution, congestion, road safety,
tranquillity and climate change.

The dispersed nature of Suffolk’s rural population, combined with a lack of
services, regular scheduled public transport and a growing population,
could lead to increased demand for private travel.

According to the 2001 census, 21% of Suffolk residents travelled to work
by sustainable modes, below the regional and national averages. Travel to
work surveys carried out on public sector employees in Suffolk show that
fewer people are travelling to work sustainably in more than half of the
local authorities.

One third of children are taken to school by car and 17% travel by bus.

Reduction in
green house
gas
emissions

Co2 emissions data for Suffolk Coastal from 2005 to 2007 shows reducing
emissions by industry and commerce, domestic and road transport.

Suffolk Coastal show reducing domestic electricity sales between 2005 and
2008 (from 306 to 285 GWh) but rising commercial and industrial sales (320
to 322GWh).

Vulnerability
to flooding

Environment Agency information suggests that around 12,000 properties in
Suffolk are at risk of flooding from rivers or the sea (in the event of a 1 in
100-year fluvial or 1 in 200-year tidal flood).

There were only two flood warnings in 2004.

The number of planning applications approved against Environment
Agency flood risk advice rose in 2004/5, though the number is still low (9).

Biodiversity

Suffolk Coastal has 32,000ha of AONB and 17,656ha of SLA, as well as
significant 8,120 ha RAMSAR sites and 5,684 ha in county wildlife sites.
There are 45 SSSis in Suffolk Coastal, mainly concentrated towards the
east of the district.
A number of Biodiversity Action Plans and Habitat Action Plans are in
place to conserve nationally and locally important habitats and species.
A recent study suggests current levels of visitor use are disturbing
Nightjars in the Sandlings SPA.

Historical
and
archaeologic
al
importance

There are 2,761 listed buildings in Suffolk Coastal, of which 59 are gradel.
Sutton Hoo is an internationally important Anglo Saxon site plus there are
significant numbers of Bronze Age tumuli and potential for finds.
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Landscapes | ¢ Large parts of Suffolk Coastal DC are designated as AONB.

and e Light pollution increased in the county between 1993 and 2000. Levels of

townscapes pollution are lower than the average for England, but Suffolk does contain
proportionally less area in the darkest category than the national average.

e There are 33 conservation areas in Suffolk Coastal.

e There is a deficiency of 20ha of green infrastructure identified in the
Felixstowe Infrastructure Study 2009.

Economic issues

Prosperity e Although the number of businesses in Suffolk is increasing, the business

and formation rate is lower than regional and national averages. Suffolk
economic Coastal currently has a business formation of 7.7, which is 0.3 lower than
growth the county average (2007).

e 17% of Suffolk coastal employees are employed in distribution or transport,
and a further 25% in public services.

Town e In 2005/6, around 5.6% of town centre units were vacant in Suffolk, a level
centres higher than in previous years. In Suffolk Coastal, 5.4% of town centre
units were vacant, lower than the county figure.

Patterns of | ¢ According to the 2001 Census, the average resident of Suffolk Coastal

movement travels 15.02km to work. This is further than the national average of
13.4km, but around average for the Eastern region and Suffolk.

e The percentage of the workforce who work mainly from home was slightly
higher than average at around 10%.

e Overall use of sustainable modes for journeys to work by Suffolk residents
was below both national and regional averages in the 2001 Census, at
21% (although figures for cycling and walking were above average).

e The proportion of containers travelling from the Port of Felixstowe by rail
has not grown since 2003/4 and remains at the same levels seen in 1999
but the number of units has increased by 87% since 2001/2

Investment | e« Baseline data on investment is currently very limited, making it difficult to
identify issues.

4.3 The predicted future baseline

It is difficult to come to a view of the predicted future in Suffolk Coastal without the
implementation of the plan. The proposed plan includes the continuation of long standing
policies as well as introducing new policies. Given the operation of existing policies (those
saved from the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan First Alternation 2001) a continuation of trends
identified in Table 4.3 above could be expected to some extent but these policies do not
operate in isolation. Plans of other statutory agencies, trends in the economic environment
and the impacts of climate change will all act alongside any hypothetical continuation of
existing SCDC policies. The issues and problems identified in Table 4.3 highlight the issues
over and above the implementation of existing policy that the new plan should address.

Other new challenges with potential sustainability implications include:
e Developments at Sizewell nuclear power station as Sizewell A is decommissioned.
Migrant workers linked to such developments may have a very different profile to
those associated with the development of Sizewell B
e School organisation review which is looking at the future of middle schools in Suffolk
¢ Renewable energy developments and local generation schemes.
When the sustainability appraisal is undertaken it is based on what you consider will be the
impact on the existing situation.
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4.4 Assumptions and limitations on information

For several indicators there is no data or limited data available, whilst for a few others the
data we have is not fully up-to-date. A date of data used above varies as it is the most up
to date available that is used, but this does not enable a clear view at any one point in time.
There is a lack of data on outdoor and children’s play space, important to promoting healthy
lifestyles.

It is not possible to include data about very recent events that might be linked to climate
change. In the last 7 months (December 2010 to June 2011) extremes of weather have
been experienced in the Suffolk Coastal area that may have implications for future
infrastructure needs (e.g. response to prolonged spells of snow, the impact on remote
communities, need for village shops/distribution) or implications for water resources,
agricultural productivity etc stemming from prolonged rainless periods.

5. Sustainability objectives

5.1 Links to other policies, plans and programmes

Stage A of the SA process demands that the context in which the LDF is being prepared is
considered and referred to within this document. The context refers to other relevant
policies, plans, programmes, strategies and initiatives. The reason for the inclusion of other
relevant documents and programmes is because they may act as an influence on the LDF.
Environmental protection objectives are set out in many policies and legislation. These may
influence the SA process and preparation of new LDF documents. Any relationship
between plans and programmes must be identified so that advantage can be taken of
overlapping sections and any inconsistencies and constraints dealt with. This review will
help to identify issues and objectives that must be covered by SA.

The context review considers guidance that has been issued at the international, European,
national, regional and local level with regard to the SA process. Targets and specific
requirements of the plans, programmes and objectives have been identified and included
where possible in the SA process. Environmental assessments conducted for any of the
relevant plans, programmes and objectives may be useful sources of information that can
act as baseline data. Environmental protection objectives that have been established so
that the SEA Directive can be complied with must be carefully noted.

Links to other plans policies and programmes were assessed as part of the Scoping Report
and are summarised in Appendix 1 of that document. Additional documents that have since
been scoped are included in Appendix 3 of the October 2008 SA report. SCDC updated the
local scoped documents in April 2011 and al list has been included at Appendix 6 and the
matters arising included in the foregoing baseline and issues identification.

5.2 The SA framework

The sustainability objectives and key indicators that form the Sustainability framework were
subject to consultation in the Scoping report. The 22 original SA objectives were
subsequently amended and are listed in Table 5.1. Modifications to the SA framework
include amendments made following discussions with the Suffolk Sustainability Appraisal
Group (SSAG) in which it was decided that objective 9 (water and air quality) should be split
into two separate objectives, objective 15 (To reduce contributions to climate change)
needed to be more specific as to the source of the greenhouse gases (energy consumption)
and that objective 16 (vulnerability to climatic events) should be more specific (i.e. to
flooding). The SSAG representative from Nature England also pointed out that geodiversity
should be included alongside biodiversity in objective 16. The SA framework used in this
appraisal in included in Appendix 1.
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Some indicators were also removed following discussions with SSAG, including the
proportion of rural households within 13 minutes of hourly bus service (which is no longer
measured) from objective 5 and the number of locally sourced products stocked by major
supermarket chains from objective 22 (collecting the data was thought to be too
complicated), whilst some news ones were added, such as % of households with
broadband internet connection for objective 22.

Table 5.1: SA Objectives

. To improve the health of the population overall

. To maintain and improve levels of education and skills in the population overall

. To reduce crime and anti-social activity

. To reduce poverty and social exclusion

. To improve access to key services for all sectors of the population

. To offer everybody the opportunity for rewarding and satisfying employment

. To meet the housing requirements of the whole community

. To improve the quality of where people live and to encourage community participation

OO|IN|O(OPR[WIN|F-

. To maintain and where possible improve air quality

10. To maintain and where possible improve water quality

11. To conserve soil resources and quality

12. To use water and mineral resources efficiently, and re-use and recycle where possible

13. To reduce waste

14. To reduce the effects of traffic on the environment

15. To reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses from energy consumption

16. To reduce vulnerability to flooding

17. To conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity

18. To conserve and where appropriate enhance areas of historical and archaeological
importance

19. To conserve and enhance the quality and local distinctiveness of landscapes and townscapes

20. To achieve sustainable levels of prosperity and economic growth throughout the plan area

21. To revitalise town centres

22. To encourage efficient patterns of movement in support of economic growth

23. To encourage and accommodate both indigenous and inward investment

5.3 Compatibility of SA and Plan objectives

As part of the SA, it is necessary to assess the compatibility of the fifteen core strategy
objectives against the 23 SA objectives listed in table 5.1. Table 5.2 sets out the core
strategy objectives.

Table 5.2 Core strategy objectives

Title Description

1. Sustainability To deliver sustainable communities through better integrated and sustainable
patterns of land use, movement, activity and development.

2.Housing Growth | To meet the minimum locally indentified housing requirements of the district
for the period 1/4/2010 to 31/3/2027

3.Local Housing To provide for the full range of types and locations of new homes to meet the
needs of existing and future residents of the district

4.Economic To support the growth and regeneration of the local economy and to build on

Development those elements of its unique economic profile which are identified as being of

sub-regional, regional and national significance.

5. The Rural To sustain, strengthen and diversify the rural economy
Economy
6.Tourism To promote all year round tourism based on the environmental, cultural and

social attributes of the area
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7. Felixstowe and
the Market Towns

To sustain and enhance the vitality and viability of Felixstowe and the market
towns (Aldeburgh, Framlingham, Leiston, Saxmundham and Woodbridge) as
retail, service, and employment centres serving their local populations and that
of their neighbouring rural communities.

8. Transport

To enhance the transport network across the district

9. Climate Change

To adapt to and mitigate against the potential effects of climate change, and
minimise the factors which contribute towards the problem.

10. The Coast

To secure the continuing prosperity and qualities of coastal areas and
communities, whilst responding to climate change and the natural processes
that occur along the coast

11. Protecting and
Enhancing the

To maintain and enhance the quality of the distinctive natural, historic and built
environments including ensuring that new development does not give rise to

Physical .

; issues of coalescence.

Environment

12. Design To deliver high quality developments based on the principles of good,

sustainable and inclusive design

13. Accessibility

To promote better access to housing, employment, services and facilities for
every member of the community.

14. Green
Infrastructure

To encourage and enable the community to live and enjoy a healthy lifestyle;
to promote urban cooling (e.g. shading from trees, canopies on buildings to
cool down areas and buildings in urban settings) in major settlements as well
as support biodiversity and geodiversity.

15. Physical and
Community
Infrastructure

To ensure that, as a priority, appropriate infrastructure such as transport,
utilities or community facilities are provided at an appropriate time, in order to
address current deficiencies and meet the needs of new development.

The result of this assessment can be seen in Table 5.4. Compatibility is represented by a v/,
meaning that both objectives can operate simultaneously and advantage each other;
negative compatibility with an X and cases with no apparent effect on each other by a 0.
Brief reasons for the scores are given in Table 5.4.

For the 23 SA objectives, only one (To reduce waste) had more negative compatibilities
than positive. This highlights the challenge of trying to reduce waste whilst promoting
development. No plan objectives appear to have more negative compatibilities with SA
objectives than positive, signifying that the wording of the objectives has a high level of
sustainability ingrained in them.

The value of the appraisal here is in warning that appropriate policies need to be included to
minimise possible negative sustainable effects. One objective (rural economy) had the
same number of negative and positives (Table 5.3) signifying that in rural areas it may be
difficult to achieve economic sustainability objectives without some cost to soil resources as
there is often less brownfield land available in rural than urban areas.

For 7 out of 15 objectives there were more neutral compatibilities (i.e. no significant
interaction) whilst in 8 cases there were no negative compatibilities.

The negative compatibilities were restricted to just six of the 23 SA objectives. The plan
objectives concerned were all linked to controlling new housing and business development
and the negative compatibilities with SA objectives were largely concerned with possible
increases in traffic and the resulting effect on air quality, the use of greenfield land, the
possibility of flooding, an increase in waste or energy use and disturbance of the natural or
built environment.
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Table 5.3: Overall compatibility of the plan objectives with the SA objectives

Core Strategy Objectives v 10|X
1. Sustainability 18| 5|0
2. Housing Growth 9 |11(3
3. Local Housing 10(10( 3
4. Economic Development 9186
5. Rural Economy 6 [11|6
6. Tourism 8 |12] 2
7. Felixstowe and the Market Towns 8 [13 ] 2
8. Transport 6 |17 0
9. Climate Change 8 1150
10. Coast 8 115{ 0
11. Physical Environment 51180
12. Design 12]111]0
13. Accessibility 10|11 ] 2
14. Green infrastructure 3120{0
15. Physical and Community Infrastructure 511810

5.4 Mitigation

For several of the negative compatibilities discussed above, mitigation is quite
straightforward. Development in areas of biodiversity or landscape/townscape-related
importance can be avoided through careful planning. Using greenfield sites are difficult to
avoid given the housing and employment land targets, but their use can be minimised
through maximizing use of brownfield sites. Similarly, zero development in flood zones in
existing urban areas is not entirely practical, though flood defence schemes can help
mitigate the risks.

Increased energy usage as a result of development can be mitigated by requiring energy
efficiency standards be met or renewable energy sources used as a development condition.

An increase in traffic is the most difficult issue to address, as it is unrealistic to expect every
new resident of the district to use public or sustainable transport all the time. However,
some mitigation can be done through the use of travel plans and improving public transport
and information. The following appraisal will show that all of these ‘mitigation’ actions are
captured in specific policy statements.

Objective 14 Green Infrastructure introduced the concept of urban cooling and in the most
recent draft includes examples of what this can mean, following comments made in a
previous iteration of the SA. However the wording in the objective is the only mention of
urban cooling in the plan and it is not followed through into individual policies.
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SECTION C
CORE STRATEGY POLICIES
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6. Appraisal of core strategy policies

6.1 Statutory purpose

In formal terms the Core Strategy Policies Development Plan Document is intended to fulfil
the requirements of the Local Development Framework production process (i.e. the
Regulation 26 stage under the Town and Country Planning Act (Local Development)
(England) regulations 2004).

6.2 Links with national policy & other plans

The Core Strategy DPD is prepared in the context of national policy documents, specifically
the Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) and Planning Policy Statements (PPSs),
Government White Papers and planning circulars. It is not necessary to repeat national policy
in the plan but it often needs to be interpreted in a local context or mentioned in the support
text to assist the use of the document by potential developers. The scoping of documents
undertaken for this appraisal, including those recently done by Suffolk Coastal District Council
reveals the closest links with Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal Community Strategies, Haven
Gateway Sub region documents, Suffolk Local Transport Plan, Coast and Heaths AONB
Management Strategy and Suffolk Biodiversity Action Plan.

6.3 Core strategy policies and options

The SCDC'’s Core Strategy sets out its strategic approach to future development for the
period to 2021. It sets out the principles as to where development of different scales should
take place and the key factors that will need to be taken into account when considering
individual development proposals. It has 18 strategic policies and a further 12 in the spatial
strategy.

The core strategy policies appraised for their level of sustainability are set out in Suffolk
Coastal District Council's Consultation draft November 2010 plus Appendix 8 Policy Change
Schedule included in the report to Cabinet February 2011. This is the fifth iteration in the
sustainability appraisal process. In November 2007 a first draft of policies was appraised with
options for individual policies. A sustainability report was prepared and Suffolk Coastal has
taken on board most of the comments made. The response to the first SA is shown in table
6.1 of the October 2008 Sustainability appraisal. Tables 6.4 to 6.7. below summarises the
actions taken as a result of the mitigation measures suggested following iterations of the
policies.

The response to the consultation on the November 2010 version of the SA can be found in
Table 3.2. The November 2010 Consultation was based on an SA document produced in
June 2010 and updated in November 2010 to reflect the following changes made to the plan:
o delete references to the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS)
e confirm the revised housing numbers using a new base date of 1% April 2010;
e pick up where possible changes proposed by national government e.g. Community
Right to Build; marine plan and marine management organisation
¢ update factual information e.g. proposed hourly train service Ipswich to Saxmundham
due to start December 2010; latest position re Sizewell etc
e other minor amendments/clarification
o specific reference included to evidence based documents where appropriate
e areas to be covered by Area Action Plans included after Key Diagram

The purpose of this SA is to consolidate these documents with the final amendments made by
the Cabinet in February 2011 following consideration of the consultation results and updated
SA. Some changes to the Plan have been made as a result of the comments made in the
November 2010 update SA, the evidence of which is included in Table 3.3.
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A summary that shows how the policy options have been handled taking into account the SA,
public consultation responses and political considerations is included in Appendix 5.

6.4 Policy appraisal results

The aim of this appraisal is to set out the main sustainability implications of each policy and to
consider the set of policies as a whole. This enables the need for any possible mitigation
actions to be identified.

The policies were assessed against previous versions published in the July 2009 and
2008.This final version of the SA is an update and consolidation of the version produced in
June 2010. Where wording has not changed, the previous assessment has been used. The
23 SA objectives listed in the previous chapter were used, using the scoring system in Table
6.1. For each SA objective the impact on the indicators associated with them (see Appendix
1) were considered and possible direction of impact recorded.

Table 6.1: SA scoring system

Symbol | Effect

++ Strong positive

+ Positive
0/+ Weak positive

0 Neutral

-/0 Weak negative

- Negative

-- Strong negative

+/- Both positive and negative

The 30 core strategy policies appraised produced a total of 245 positive impacts (of which 67
were strong positives and 178 were single positives), 54 negative impacts (of which all but 6
were single negatives). The following comments concern the sustainability of the final wording
of policies, comparing them to previous versions.

It is expected that this version of the policies will show a higher level of sustainability than in
July 2009. Options for policies are not presented in this report. A key role of this appraisal is
to check the robustness of the basket of strategic core policies and development
management policies as a whole. Table 6.2 below is included to assist comparison with the
July 2009, June 2010 and this final consolidated version of the sustainability appraisal. Note
policy numbering changed between July 2009 and June 2010. Only policies that have
changed score are shown for 2011, all other scores remained the same as in June 2010.

When compared to the sustainability appraisal score at the July 2009 stage of core strategy
policies, 9 policies improved in their sustainability, whilst 2 have worsened in June 2010. All
policies (with the exception of SP3 New Housing) now score positively. Only 3 policies have
changed scores in the June 2011 update.
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Table 6.2 Comparison with previous appraisals

New Policy | Policy | Policy Title Old Policy | Old Differ-
Policy | score | Score Number Policy | ence
No. June (June (July 09) Score | June
2011 2010) July 2010 -
09 July
2009
THE CORE POLICIES
SP1 28 27 | Sustainable Development SP1 27 0
SP2 7 7.5 | Housing numbers SP2 35 4
SP3 -1 | New Housing SP3 -1 0
spa 5 F()Seyr;;ilre]zs, Travellers & Travelling Show spa 5 0
SP5 4.5 | Employment Land SP5 4.5 0
SP6 9 [ Regeneration SP6 7 2
SP7 5.5 | Economic Dev in Rural Areas SP7 55 0
SP8 6 | Tourism SP8 3 3
SP9 3 | Retail Centres SP9 3 0
SP10 3 | The A12 and Al4 SP10 -1 4
SP11 10.5 | Accessibility SP11 6.5 4
SP12 15 | Climate Change SP15 15 0
SP13 16 | Nuclear Energy SP14 16 0
SP14 10 | Biodiversity and Geodiversity SP12 10 0
SP15 7.5 | Landscape and Townscape SP13 7.5 0
SP16 8 | Sport and Play SP16 8 0
SP17 7.5 | Green Space SP17 6 1.5
SP18 12 | Infrastructure SP18 12 0
THE SPATIAL STRATEGY
SP19 10.5 11.5 | Settlement Policy SP19 11 0.5
SP20 0.5 | Area East of Ipswich SP20 0 0.5
SP21 14.5 | Felixstowe SP21 15 -0.5
SP22 8.5 | Aldeburgh SP22 8.5 0
SP23 7.5 | Framlingham SP23 7.5 0
SP24 3 | Leiston SP24 3 0
SP25 1 | Saxmundham SP25 1 0
SP26 8.5 | Woodbridge SP26 8.5 0
Sp27 75 (Ié?r/]f;srl/lce Centres & Local Service Sp27 6.5 1
SP28 12 | Other Villages SP28 12 0
SP29 1 | New Housing in the Countryside* SP29 7 -6
SP30 6.5 | The Coastal Zone SP30 6.5 0
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The Core Policies

SP1 Sustainability

The policy scores higher than when previously assessed in July 2009 and November 2010.
As would be expected given the subject matter, it is assessed as having strong positive
impacts on the highest number of SA objectives: 8 in total spread across social, economic
and environmental topics. As a result of the addition of a further point to the strategy for
achieving sustainable development in June 2010, the policy now scores a strong positive for
SA 12 efficient use of water and mineral resources with the addition of reference to
sustainable methods of construction. The only indicators which the policy did not score a
positive for, were for alleviating crime and anti social behaviour, improving water quality and
improving health. Both these factors should improve as a secondary effect of the range of
other strong positive impacts expected to result from the policy. There were no negative
impacts identified hence no mitigation is required. In November 2010 “best of the areas” was
added to criteria (j) of the policy concerning conserve and enhance the natural and built
environment. This was deleted following comments in the previous SA update and on
reviewing the policy now it is considered that the mention of environment al capacity plus the
confirmation that the plan will consider conserving and enhancing all areas not just the best,
justifies a stronger significant impact score on SA objective 17.

SP2 Housing numbers

The sustainability of this policy is slightly lower than the previous version but is still positive
overall. Addition of wording that explicitly mentioned the provision of new and improved
infrastructure associated with new development, resulted in positive scores for improving
education and skills, improving the quality of where people live and reducing vulnerability to
flooding. The latest updating of the numbers, reducing the total by 70 does not make a
significant change to the assessment of the policy. The slight increase in Felixstowe and the
Trimleys is proportional to the size of the existing development. The proposed government
policy of Community Right to Build is mentioned several times in the plan and it is suggested
that this could result in additional housing in small villages. This potential policy sits outside
the LDF system and is determined by a 75% majority agreement of the community. It is not
appropriate to sustainability appraise it because the plan policies are not key determinants.
However new information on the potential impact of the level of housing growth proposed
raises concerns for disturbance of birds, specifically Nightjars named in the Sandlings SPA
designation. This has been reflected in this latest update, confirming that the likely overall
impact of the housing numbers proposed on SA 17 is likely to be negative, where previously
there was more uncertainty. Mitigation for this will be required, involving management of
visitor numbers at popular destinations and as suggested in the Appropriate Assessment, the
creation of a new country park in the north Ipswich area to relieve some of the pressure on
the SPA designations in the Ipswich/ Woodbridge area.

Concentrating development in the IPA is considered a sustainable strategy for a number of
reasons:
e The employment offer in Ipswich is larger and more diverse than Felixstowe (where
dependence on port related activities and commuting to Ipswich could be an issue).
e There is the opportunity to create sustainable settlements with distinctive identity with
smaller distinguishable villages, neighbourhoods and communities.
e Public transport provision, foot and cycle paths to Ipswich are already well developed.

SP3 New homes

Although the sustainability of this policy has improved over the various iterations of the plan, it
is still slightly negative on balance. The provision of new housing will produce significant
positive social outcomes in relation to social objectives. However new development will be
additional to existing stock, catering for population growth that will provide additional traffic,
waste and have energy needs. These needs will be minimised by the implementation of other
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policies in the plan that articulate the principles of sustainable development (e.g. SP12
Climate Change seeks to minimise waste production, encourage renewable energy and
minimise flood risk, DM24 Sustainable construction, DM21 Design Aesthetics encourages
renewable energy provision, DM22 Design function encourages water conservation, and
permeable soakaways to deal with excess runoff). Similarly proper investigation will be
needed where it is suspected that there are archaeological assets. Hence no further
mitigation is required but it is unlikely that the impacts will be completely neutral.

SP4 Gypsies, travellers and travelling show people
No negative impacts on sustainability identified. The policy needs to be considered with DM9.

SP5 Employment Land

The net sustainability of this policy has improved over the iterations of the plan. The policy is
considered to perform very well in meeting economic objectives. Further impacts will be
expected to have possible negative issues with environmental protection, air quality and
energy use, as well as waste. In order to mitigate against negative environmental impacts, the
suite of core strategy and development management policies should ensure that development
is undertaken in a sustainable manner in terms of minimising impact.

SP6 Regeneration

This policy has improved in its level of sustainability due to increased positive impact. The
policy wording contains references to reducing the reliance on the Port in Felixstowe and
regeneration in Saxmundham. These will provide a wider range of job opportunities in these
towns so the policy scores positively on offering employment and encouraging efficient
patterns of movement in support of economic growth as it could reduce the need for
commuting.

It is important to consider the issue of potential traffic generation when assessing
regeneration proposals, as well as rising sea levels in coastal areas such as Felixstowe. The
policy includes reference to regeneration in Leiston with the decommissioning of Sizewell A
adding to the impact of the decline in local engineering, but does not mention the potential
regeneration opportunities that may be available as a result of the anticipated Sizewell C
development. The policy wording concentrates more on economic regeneration specifically,
although issues such as social deprivation are highlighted in the supporting text and there is a
reference to limited community facilities in Saxmundham in the policy.

SP7 Economic Development in Rural Areas

In general this is a sustainable policy although there are risks associated with air pollution and
waste. People are generally healthier and crime is generally lower in economically successful
areas, so there is a chance for a positive secondary effect here. Retaining existing
employment sites saves having to develop new ones, which uses minerals and energy as well
as generating traffic in the construction phase. This is a short term impact. When considering
the influence of other policies, the negative impacts of this policy should be mitigated against.

SP8 Tourism

This policy has become more sustainable in its final format. The reference to “green tourism”
including the use of public transport by visitors now included in the policy wording results in a
number of improved scores on sustainability indicators. As a result of the final policy wording,
the policy now scores only a weak negative on reducing the effects of traffic on the
environment and reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from energy consumption, and
positively impacts upon encouraging efficient patterns of movement in support of economic
growth. It is also considered that increased revenue from encouraging tourism could
ultimately aid the upkeep of historic and archaeological sites. In conjunction with SP6
Regeneration, the plan provides encouragement for reversing the fortunes of the tourism
industry in Felixstowe. In terms of mitigation biodiversity and habitat assessments should be
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undertaken fully before any development is implemented, along with ensuring that noise and
air pollution will be avoided.

SP9 Retail Centres

This policy has not changed in terms of assessment results since the preferred options stage.
It is generally sustainable policy with no negative impacts forecast. It should be noted
however that in the short term, construction traffic could impact the local areas; hence this
should be considered when planning developments.

SP10 The A14 and the A12

This policy has become slightly more sustainable as the plan has developed. Additional roads
and/or traffic will inevitably have a negative impact on environmental factors; however, the
economic benefits of providing better access to areas in need of regeneration are extremely
important and in the context of other objectives might be given significant weight. Negative
impacts associated with this policy are related to the potential for increased traffic from
proposed increasing road capacity, which is now considered to be a strong negative in light of
the latest wording of this policy which includes reference to improvements on the A14 and
Al12. This can be mitigated against through the promotion of sustainable transport, walking
and cycling and limiting car parking / ownership.

SP11 Accessibility

The policy wording has changed considerably in the November 2010 version of the plan, and
is significantly more sustainable as a result of these changes. The policy increases its
sustainability on health, poverty and social exclusion, the quality of where people live, air
quality, the effects of traffic and greenhouse gas emissions (for the purposes of this appraisal,
reduction of greenhouse gases from energy consumption is considered to include petrol) as a
result of its aim to reduce local journeys made by the private motor cars and transfer freight
from road to rail. However, the policy seems to put a great deal of emphasis on changing the
travel habits of local people, with little attention given to through traffic and business
movements aside the transfer of freight from road to rail. The policy also makes no mention of
demand responsive transport, which may be a realistic option in rural areas. The supporting
text also only infers scheduled services on bus routes are the solution to accessibility
problems. Reducing the impact of traffic on the environment and giving the community easy
access to essential services and facilities such as cycle storage are key messages emerging
from this policy. No negative aspects have been recorded.

SP12 Climate change

This policy was previously listed as SP15 — no policy wording has changed at this stage of the
plan. It is a highly sustainable policy with no negative impacts associated with it. However the
policy wording only mentions mitigation of climate change when it does in fact refer to
adaptation. Addition of the word adaptation would help build on SP1.

SP13 Nuclear Energy

This policy was previously listed as SP14 — no policy wording has changed at this stage of the
plan. Overall, the level of sustainability embedded in this policy has increased greatly as the
plan has been revised. Concern for residential amenity means that air quality impacts of traffic
will be considered. Negative impacts are associated with the policy in that there is a risk of
radioactivity leakage that would raise fears for the health of the local community. Green field
land would be used for the development of a new plant and in the short term for construction
needs. Storage of nuclear waste on site is a long term concern and may add to the terrorist
threat. Mitigation as suggested in earlier reports is to monitor radioactivity levels in the
environment and to maintain a no development zone in the immediate vicinity of the Sizewell
site.
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SP14 Biodiversity and Geodiversity

This policy was previously listed as SP12 — no policy wording has changed at this stage of the
plan. This policy has become more sustainable as the plan has evolved. The policy contains
wording that suggests protection will be given to landscape character which is important as
large parts of the District have AONB designation. Particular landscape characters can be
associated with particular types of biodiversity and geodiversity. In general it is a very
sustainable policy that has been strengthened for geodiversity by adding reference to the
Suffolk Local Geodiversity Action Plan. There were no negative impacts identified hence no
mitigation measures are considered necessary.

SP15 Landscape and Townscape

This policy was previously listed as SP13 — no policy wording has changed at this stage of the
plan. Overall, this policy has become more sustainable through various the iterations of the
plan. The policy contains specific wording related to the AONB and protecting and enhancing
architectural value; hence positive scores are attained on this criteria. It was considered that
there was a potential limit on the opportunities represented though change, where this is
through development or land management i.e. lack of options to enhance or diversify where
compatible in order to achieve social or economic objectives. However there are long term
benefits to conserving landscape and townscape assets particularly for Suffolk’s
distinctiveness of place and tourism.

SP16 Sport and Play

Minor alterations to the policy have resulted in no changes in sustainability at this final stage
of appraisal. The policy is a sustainable one which clearly states that it will protect and
enhance formal and informal sport and recreation facilities (in addition to provide new and
improve existing facilities). No negative impacts are forecast from the implementation of the
policy, hence no mitigation required.

SP17 Green Space

This policy has become more sustainable as the plan has developed. The provision of well-
managed access to green space is the basis for a sustainable policy as it is positive for both
social and environmental criteria. The addition of specific reference to provision of green
infrastructure in strategic housing growth areas increases the sustainability of the policy in a
range of social and environmental indicators. Large scale housing growth can impact
negatively on soil resources and flood risk, but green infrastructure suitably complementing
the development can go some way to mitigating against these problems. This change also
results in the policy scoring a strong positive for improving the quality of where people live.
The policy is not clear in its role of enhancing biodiversity which is a missed opportunity where
new green space is being developed, hence the reason why it does not score strongly for SA
objective 17 to Conserve and enhance biodiversity.

SP18 Infrastructure
Minor alterations to the policy in November 2010 resulted in no changes in sustainability at
this final stage of appraisal. It is a sustainable policy with no associated negative impacts.

The Spatial Strategy

SP19 Settlement Policy

The final version of this policy is slightly less sustainable than that appraised in November
2010 due to the findings of the Appropriate Assessment that associates this distribution of
housing with a 2%- 5% cumulative impact with Ipswich Borough’s housing proposals on the
European designated sites in the Suffolk Coast and Heaths AONB. Mitigation will be required,
in the form of demand management and provision of green space that should be achieved by
other policies in the plan. The wording of the policy has not changed, but there are changes to
the proportion of development in settlement type area. It is understood that the apparent
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allocation of 8% housing to Other Villages and countryside is actually windfall development
that will be distributed throughout the District. The distribution of development is considered
to be sustainable in meeting the housing demands of the whole community, scoring a strong
positive on this objective. However, the policy does not consider the impact of the
redistribution of schools following the Schools Organisational Review. This is of particular
concern in the Leiston and Saxmundham area, where the middle schools are scheduled to
close in September 2012 and primary schools will take two more year groups. This results in
a potential slight negative on the education and skills SA objective.

SP20 Ipswich Policy Area

The latest version of this policy is marginally more sustainable. This is because the policy now
seeks to preserve and enhance environmentally sensitive locations in this extremely sensitive
area and in particular notes the creation of a countryside park on the Foxhall tip by the end of
the plan period. Previous iterations of the sustainability appraisal, site specific assessment
and appropriate assessment have all highlighted the concerns over allocating housing east of
the A12 at Martlesham due to the close proximity of the Deben Estuary RAMSAR/SPA. The
latest version of this policy attempts to mitigate against these potential problems. However,
further measures are likely to be required to adequately preserve and enhance this
environmentally sensitive area. The proposed Area Action Plan will need to safeguard the
designated areas to preserve the wildlife and habitat of the estuary. A site specific appropriate
assessment will also be required.

SP21 Felixstowe

This policy is declined in sustainability, albeit very slightly as a result of the June 2010
appraisal. This is because of the addition of a priority to achieve access to green space,
including countryside, which raises concerns for biodiversity. The policy already scored
positively in terms of its social and health impacts and the additional access to green space
and countryside does not further increase its sustainability. The constraints posed by nature
conservations designations in the area are recognised but proposed new access to green
space and countryside could potentially negatively impact upon habitats and biodiversity.

SP22 Aldeburgh
The policy is clear that there will not be structural level growth and this resulted in a positive
sustainability score. No further mitigation is required.

SP23 Framlingham
Overall the policy is has become more sustainable through the iterations of the plan. No
further mitigation is required.

SP24 Leiston

Overall this is a sustainable policy, with environmental concerns (which will be mitigated
against by other policies) contrasting with social and economic positives. However it is noted
that the Schools Organisation Review is likely to result in the High School for the area being in
Leiston and the Middle Schools in Leiston and Saxmundham closed. The policy for Leiston
now clearly states that the circumstances of nuclear safeguarding limit the future expansion of
the town to the east; whilst in Saxmundham current Local plan outstanding allocations will go
ahead. This raises the need for improved sustainable transport links between the two towns.

SP25 Saxmundham

This policy achieves a slightly positive score, with a number of environmental concerns,
particularly surrounding outstanding allocations for residential development by the River
Fromus, which could create open space and regenerate the town centre but is in a flood risk
area. The constraint of flood risk is recognised in the policy. Careful planning and design of
residential development and open space in this area could mitigate and minimise the flood
risk. As mentioned above the nearest High School in the area is likely to be at Leiston leading
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to more trips and a need for consideration of improvement to cycling, walking and public
transport links between Leiston and Saxmundham in the longer term. School transport
services may serve the majority of pupils but could disadvantage those wishing to take up
extra curricula, after school, sporting opportunities, hence the need for flexible sustainable
transport provision. However, the policy does score strongly on social and environmental SA
objectives.

SP26 Woodbridge

This is a strongly positive spatial policy, with clarification that only modest expansion would be
allowed depending on environmental constraints generally helping the sustainability of the
policy. However mention of Woodbridge as a ‘gateway’ to the AONB raises concerns that
tourist traffic might be channelled through the town. In terms of the cumulative effect on the
AONB this could be beneficial as it allows traffic management but it also suggests a
cumulative effect (modest new development and tourism traffic) that might need mitigation in
Woodbridge which currently has an Air Quality Management Area.

SP27 Key and Local Service Centres
This policy improved its sustainability slightly as a result of the addition of wording permitting
small housing development allocations where proven local support exists in June 2010.

SP28 Other villages
This is a sustainable policy that recognises the social, economic and environmental
dimensions of the countryside and smaller settlements. No mitigation necessatry.

SP29 The Countryside

The wording of the policy put forward in June 2010 is more strategic in nature with the detalil
of the policy now found in DM3. As a result, this policy has been re-appraised and is
significantly less sustainable (though still scoring positively) as the new wording does not
include detail of how new housing in the countryside will be restricted. The policy seeks to
protect the countryside for its own sake, which will benefit biodiversity and geodiversity and
help preserve landscape quality. Aside from these positive impacts, the appraisal found that
the policy had no impact on the remaining 21 of the 23 SA objectives.

SP30 The Coastal Zone

This is a sustainable policy. It seeks to safeguard property; hence contributing to meeting and
maintaining the housing resources for local communities. There were no negative impacts
anticipated which would require mitigation. This policy should allow for the necessary
adaptation of the living environment in the coastal zone, including the “roll back” of housing
and services should it become necessary.

Overall results

Table 6.4 summarises the overall results of the appraisal of all the preferred policies. Blank
boxes in the table indicate that a neutral result was recorded in the appraisal. This means the
application of the policy should not have a noticeable effect on the SA objective. The table is
easier to read if blanks are not marked with zeros. The full results for each policy option can
be seen in Appendix 2. Appendix 2 also records any secondary, short, medium or long term
effects for each policy and options. Synergistic effects have been noted with the secondary
effects. The overview and summary is based on the long term effects.

Three changes have been made to the policy scoring as a result of this latest update in June
2011 to the SA. SP1 Sustainable Development is now thought to justify a significant positive
score for SA 17 Biodiversity and Geodiversity because of the policy’s recognition of the need
for regard to environmental capacity, the limits to which have been highlighted in the
Appropriate Assessment. SP2 New Homes and SP19 Spatial Strategy have been updated
with negatives for SA17 Biodiversity and Geodiversity again as a result of the findings of the
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Appropriate Assessment as this tested the total number of houses and the proposed
distribution (in combination with the Ipswich Borough Core Strategy) and concluded that if
was not possible to say that there would be no impact on the integrity of European sites in the
Suffolk Coast and Heath AONB in the absence of mitigation.

Table 6.4 reveals the strengths and weaknesses of the core strategy policies as a set, hence
as a plan. We would expect to see SP1 Sustainability (+28) with the highest score given its
subject matter. Seven other policies scored over +10, an increase on the six such policies
achieving this score at the previous stage of the appraisal. These are; SP13 Nuclear energy
(+16) because it includes a large range of local social, environmental and economic issues;
SP12 Climate change (+15) because it scores very strongly on the environmental
sustainability criteria; SP21 Felixstowe (+14.5) because of its focus on regeneration to meet
the needs of local people and (new to the policy wording) increasing access to green space;
SP18 Infrastructure (+12) because it seeks to provide or improve services including schools,
social facilities and employment that could also bring jobs; SP28 Other villages (+12) because
it sets out environmental constraints and considers cumulative impacts, SP19 Settlement
policy (+10.5) because of its focus on delivering housing in a manner according to the
principles of sustainable development and SP11 Accessibility (+10.5). The latter has been
thoroughly revised over the course of plan preparation and as a result has risen above the
+10 threshold due to increased reference to reducing local car journeys, improving provision
for walking and cycling, improved quality and quantity of public transport and transferring
freight from road to rail.

Only one policy now scores negatively for overall sustainability, and this was only slightly
negative, scoring -1. This is compared to two policies scoring negatively at the last stage of
appraisal, although both of these only scored -1. The single policy still scoring negatively is
Core Policy SP3 New homes. The policy does not have any strongly negative impacts, but
generally scores negatively on environmental SA indicators, such as reducing waste, reducing
the effects of traffic on the environment and reduction of emissions of greenhouse gases from
energy consumption. However, SP3 has strong positive scores for improving access to key
services for all sectors of the population and meeting the housing requirements of the whole
community, but inevitably scores poorly on environmental indicators as a free standing policy
that is dealing with land uses that by definition will use greenfield land and result in new
energy consumption and waste production. Other policies in the plan will seek to minimise the
level of impact in these areas so it is not a huge concern.

Overall due to the small changes made in this June 2011 update, the overall sustainability of
the core strategy policies as a group has reduced very marginally largely as a result of
recognising the results of the Appropriate Assessment.

6.5 Significant effects of the core strategy policies

Table 6.3 shows that the policies likely to have greatest impact are conserving and enhancing
the quality and local distinctiveness of landscape and townscapes (SA19 +27.5), achieving
sustainable levels of prosperity and economic growth throughout the plan area (SA20 +26.5),
offering rewarding employment (SA6 +24.5), improving access to key services (SA5 +24) and
reducing poverty and social exclusion (SA4 +23). The policies are well focused on meeting
the housing needs of the whole community (SA 7+22.5, 6" overall).

All economic SA objectives score strongly positive, ranging between +9 for SA 21 to revitalise
town centres to second the highest score of any objective; +26 for SA 20 to achieve
sustainable economic growth throughout the area, which has even become slightly more
sustainable in this appraisal. There are only four SA objectives under the economic heading
but all have at least one policy that scores strongly suggesting a significant impact. In a set of
core strategy policies it sometimes only needs one policy to score high as this indicates that
there is a policy devoted to this area and will be applied alongside other policies. Also notable
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is the fact that none of the economic objectives score negatively on any policy. There is a
single +/- score for SP 15 Landscape and Townscape on SA 20 to achieve sustainable levels
of economic growth throughout the plan area, because protection of these assets may
prevent economic development on some occasions.

There is a slightly mixed picture for the eleven environmental SA objectives. The set of
policies clearly reflect and reiterate a concern for conserving and enhancing the quality and
local distinctiveness of landscapes and townscapes, which achieves the highest score of any
objective (+27.5). Positive scores are also recorded for seven further environmental SA
objectives. In total, seven policies improved in their sustainability in the June 2010 SA,
although two of these remain negative in their outcome. The first of these is SA 9 air quality,
which has improved its sustainability by 1.5 points with an increased positive score in SP 11
Accessibility and a new positive on SP 17 Green space. The second of these objectives is SA
15 reducing emissions of greenhouse gases from energy consumption, which becomes 1.5
points less negative through the more sustainable nature of SP 11 Accessibility (particularly
the aims to reduce local car journeys and transfer freight from road to rail) and SP 8 Tourism
(the reference to “green tourism” improves the sustainability of this policy). Two other policies
also remain negative. SA 14 to reduce the effects of traffic on the environment remains
slightly negative (-1.5) and SA13 To reduce waste (-10).

SA 9 to maintain and where possible improve air quality (-2) became more sustainable in the
June 2010 appraisal, due to a strengthened positive impact from SP11 Accessibility and a
new positive impact resulting from SP17 Green space. SP11 commits to reducing the
proportion of local journeys taken by private car and the transfer of freight from road to ralil,
which should help to maintain or decrease the impact of transport on air quality. SP17
includes the priority to create green space to complement strategic housing growth, which
would provide vegetation in built up areas which will be positive for air quality.SA 9 is closely
related to SA 14 above. The main air quality issues in Suffolk Coastal are associated with
traffic and one Air Quality Management Area is designated in Woodbridge/Melton. As several
policies will result in the generation more traffic, air quality could be an issue. SP12 Climate
change seeks to minimise the risk of pollution which could include air quality although it is not
explicit. Other policies seeking to reduce the need to travel (SP1), or manage traffic (SP26
Woodbridge) will benefit air quality.

To maintain and improve water quality (SA 10) is not the focus of any particular policy in the
plan but it is thought that water quality will be a consideration in achieving SP 14 Biodiversity
and geodiversity. This policy seeks to protect the biodiversity associated with rivers, estuaries
and coast and as water quality will be a key factor in the survival of some species, water
quality will therefore be need to be conserved. Similarly SP 12 Climate change considers
minimising the risk of pollution and minimising the risk of flooding. These are indirect
references to maintaining water quality. Water availability has become an issue more recently
with the prolonged period of low rainfall in the spring of 2011 and implications for the
agricultural industry. Coastal waters are generally quite good with some beaches in the
District having Blue flag awards as good bathing beaches.

SA 11 to conserve soil resources and quality (+3.5) is mainly achieved through the use of
previously developed land and this is clearly set out as a priority and guiding principle in SP1.
However, there are strong negatives for SAs 11 and 12 in SP20 the Area East of Ipswich, as
the preferred option has been determined as being to utilise land abutting Adastral Park and
close to the Deben estuary, an area thought to be less environmentally sustainable for this
degree of development (and borne out through separate strategic site assessment). So
although the score for SA 11 is low, conserving soil resources particularly through the re use
of land is firmly integrated in the plan.
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SP 12 Climate change requires the use of recycled materials where appropriate and this has
been the trigger for the strongly significant scoring on SA 12 to use water and minerals
efficiently and reuse and recycle. DM policy 23 as we will see later promotes water
conservation measures such as grey water recycling and efficiency devices plus encourages
installation of permeable soakaways.

SA 13 to reduce waste and SA 15 to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases from energy
consumption receive the lowest scores (-10 and -7 respectively). These objectives score
negatively because the development of new housing and employment uses will generate
waste — it will be new and additional to existing waste production. However, SP12 Climate
change contains a statement that makes it clear that the authority will ensure all development
helps to reduce waste and pollution. More guidance as to how this might be done is included
in DM 23 Sustainable construction where reference is made to biomass technology and DM
20 which encourages conservation of energy and use of alternative sources of energy.

SA 14 to reduce the effects of traffic on the environment (-1.5) comes up as a concern in 13
policies but maintains its overall sustainability. Inevitably, the problem is that traffic will be
generated by new development and will increase the volume. This does not always have to
be an environmental concern as in some locations it will be insignificant or it can be managed
so it does not contribute to air quality issues. SP11 Accessibility scores positively due to its
aims to move local car journeys to more sustainable forms of travel and transfer freight from
road to rail. However, SP10 The A14 and the A12 scores a strong negative on this objective
as the policy includes reference to possible new routes and improvements which may
increase capacity and subsequently encourage more usage of these routes. Several policies
refer to the need to take the impact of traffic generation into account in decision making,
including proposals for new development being well related to the road network. SP1
Sustainable development states that it will seek to reduce the overall need to travel.

SA 16 reduce vulnerability to flooding (+5) improved its sustainability by 1.5 points in the June
2010 iteration of the appraisal, with additional positive impacts from SP2 Housing numbers
and SP17 Green space due to development requiring sustainable features such that the
impact of flooding will be mitigated (through building technologies) or the likelihood of flooding
will be reduced (through permeable surfaces around developments reducing the extent of
urban surface runoff). Significantly, the objective also scores strong positives in policies SP12
Climate change, SP22 Aldeburgh and SP30 the Coastal Zone ensuring that flooding issues
will be considered and hence vulnerability to flooding should be managed as a result of the
implementation of the plan.

SA 17 to conserve and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity achieves a positive score,
despite becoming slightly less sustainable in the final version of the plan due to incorporation
of the results of the Appropriate Assessment. There is also a concern that SP21 Felixstowe,
scores slightly negatively because a priority of improved access to green space and
countryside could have a detrimental effect on biodiversity. Otherwise the plan has several
strengths in this objective, particularly SP14 Biodiversity and geodiversity and SP28 Other
villages, which both score a strong positives and offset a number of slight negatives recorded
in the spatial strategy policies.

SA 18 to conserve and where appropriate enhance areas of historical and archaeological
interest (3.5) is still one of the few SA objectives that does not have a core strategy policy that
champions it, (i.e. no policy records a strongly positive impact.) Such aspects may be covered
by references to conserve and enhance the built environment (SP1) and revenue from
tourism may contribute to the upkeep of historical and archaeological sites. However this is
weak and does not recognise the value of the archaeological asset that is in Suffolk Coastal
District.
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In total, four SA objectives relating to the environment score negatively overall. In each case
consideration needs to be given to whether this is actually the case or if there is in fact one or
more policies that are focused on the issue to ensure that it is taken into account in
determining all planning applications.

All the social objectives (SA1 to 8) are likely to be enhanced by the implementation of the core
strategy policies, in particular meeting the housing needs of the area as a whole, assisting
access to services and reducing poverty and social exclusion. Indeed, throughout the eight
social objectives there are only five negative scores, three of which are slight and none of
which are considered significant.

The only negative secondary effects identified in the appraisal are linked to tourism. There is
a danger that increased tourism will encourage second home ownership, reducing housing
available to local people. Increased numbers of tourists to some areas where there is high
second home ownership may help support key local services but the benefit of this is lost if
more second owners are attracted. Possible synergistic effects identified are where the
provision of a modest level of new housing in a rural location could meet a threshold that
results in the provision of recycling facilities (e.g. plastic recycling is not available throughout
the district) or makes a local renewable energy scheme viable.
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6.6 Mitigation
Due to the way the policies will be applied in tandem the sustainability appraisal suggests there are
few aspects that require mitigation.

Water Quality: The core strategy policies contain no direct reference to maintaining or improving
water quality. It is thought that the plan will have a marginally positive impact on water quality
because it seeks to minimise the risk of pollution and of flooding. This does not specifically protect
the water table and water resources. Very recent weather patterns have highlighted the implications
of rainfall shortages for the agricultural economy and environmental designations. Linked to this is
the efficient use of water, including reuse and recycling. Specific water conservation measures are
included in a development management policy but it would be helpful to back this up with strategic
guidance requiring the consideration of water quality and use of resources.

Air Quality

Maintaining and improving air quality is not specifically referred to in the plan policies but it will be
achieved to some extent if the overall need for travel is reduced and is interpreted as an aspect of
pollution as mentioned in the Climate change policy (SP12). A Strategic Planning Guidance (SPG)
document on Air Quality is currently being prepared jointly by all Suffolk Districts and the County
Council with the intention that each authority adopts it as SPG. There are other air quality hot spots
in Suffolk Coastal so an awareness of the possibility of air quality issues is needed when
determining planning applications.

Historical and archaeological interest

SP1 Sustainable development refers to conserving and enhancing the built environment and
maintaining a sense of place. This could be interpreted to protect Listed Buildings and
archaeological sites. However there is nothing in any of the core strategy policies that recognises
the value of the archaeological asset and seeks to protect and enhance it. Suffolk Coastal has a
rich Bronze Age and Anglo-Saxon heritage that in the case of Sutton Hoo, has been developed as a
tourist attraction making an important contribution to the cultural offer, rural employment and tourist
spend in the District. Coastal erosion or regular flooding associated with climate change could raise
the need for future rescue archaeology.

The following mitigation proposals incorporate those remaining from previous iterations of the SA
and are still considered relevant:

e Clarify in SP1 that Suffolk Coastal’s archaeological asset will be protected and enhanced.
Also consider SPG to encourage early identification of historical asset (including buildings
that might need to be Listed, early identification of archaeology), rescue archaeology and
integration of revealed archaeological asset into the design or landscaping of buildings.

e Interms of sustainability it may be better for housing allocations to go to Leiston if a further
nuclear development takes place and the High School for the area is located in the town,
provided sites that respect the nuclear safeguarding can be found.

e Saxmundham. Consideration needs to be given to improved sustainable transport links
between Leiston and Saxmundham, particularly if Saxmundham Middle School is to close
and children aged 11-13 will need to travel to Leiston High School. (Previously M5 in July
2009)

e Woodbridge. Do not use “Gateway” label in a way that will channel traffic through the town,
thereby exacerbating existing AQMA issues. (Previously M6 in July 2009)

e SP20 Area east of Ipswich includes reference to preserving and enhancing environmentally

sensitive locations within the Ipswich Policy Area and surrounding area. This needs to be
followed through into the Area Action Plan to preserve the sensitive biodiversity of the
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6.7 How problems were considered in developing policies and proposals

Deben estuary designated area. A site specific appropriate assessment will also be

required of the Adastral Park site.

The cumulative effect of housing development in Ipswich has been highlighted in the

Appropriate Assessment and need for mitigation in the form of provision of a country park
in the north Ipswich area. Creation of a country park at the Foxhall Tip site could occur in
the longer term, but careful timing of large scale housing development is required to ensure

damage to designated sites does not occur before it is available.

Many issues raised in previous drafts of the core strategy policies have been considered in the later
versions of policies. Tables 6.4, 6.5, 6.6 and 6.7 show mitigation proposed at previous stages of the
appraisal which have since been successfully integrated into the plan.

Table 6.4 Mitigation following June 2010 and November 2010 SA

Description of mitigation

Action

M1

Clarify in SP1 that Suffolk Coastal’s archaeological asset will be
protected and enhanced. Also consider SPG to encourage early
identification of historical asset (including buildings that might need to
be Listed, early identification of archaeology), rescue archaeology and
integration of revealed archaeological asset into the design or
landscaping of buildings.

Historic buildings
are referred to in the
supporting text.

M2

SP2 housing distribution. In terms of sustainability it may be better for
allocations to go to Leiston if a further nuclear development takes place
and the High School for the area is located in the town, provided sites
that respect the nuclear safeguarding can be found.

No change

M3

Saxmundham. Consideration needs to be given to improved sustainable
transport links between Leiston and Saxmundham, particularly if
Saxmundham Middle School is to close and children aged 11-13 will
need to travel to Leiston High School. (Previously M5 in July 2009)

No change

M4

Woodbridge. Do not use “Gateway” label in a way that will channel
traffic through the town, thereby exacerbating existing AQMA issues.
(Previously M6 in July 2009)

No change

M5

SP20 Area east of Ipswich includes reference to preserving and
enhancing environmentally sensitive locations within the Ipswich Policy
Area and surrounding area. This needs to be followed through into the
Area Action Plan to preserve the sensitive biodiversity of the Deben
estuary designated area. A site specific appropriate assessment will
also be required.

Noted

M6

SP15 Landscape and townscape should highlight the importance of
designated Conservation Areas in the district.

Already covered in
the supporting text.

M7

SP17 Green space includes a new priority to provide green
infrastructure to complement strategic housing growth. While this results
in positive sustainability outcomes for social and health indicators, the
policy should clarify that enhancement to biodiversity should be sought
where planning and creating green space.

Already a statutory
requirement so no
need to repeat.

Further consideration needs to be given to how the objective of
achieving urban cooling mentioned in Objective 14 Green Infrastructure
is achieved in the plan.

No change

Nov

SP 1 remove “best of the areas”

Policy changed
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Table 6.5 Mitigation following July 2009 sustainability appraisal

Description of mitigation

Action

M1: Clarify in SP1 that Suffolk Coastal's
archaeological asset will be protected and enhanced.
Also consider SPG to encourage early identification of
historical asset (including buildings that might need to
be Listed, early identification of archaeology), rescue
archaeology and integration of revealed
archaeological asset into the design or landscaping of
buildings.

No action taken

Other points requiring mitigation mentioned in section
6.4 above are:

M2: SP2 housing distribution. In terms of
sustainability it may be better for allocations to go to
Leiston if a further nuclear development takes place
and the High School for the area is located in the
town, provided sites that respect the nuclear
safeguarding can be found.

No action taken.

M3: SP19 Settlement policy should be cross
referenced to other policies that set out the scale of
development considered appropriate to each level in
the settlement hierarchy.

Refers to other SPs (SP20 Area East of
Ipswich and SP29 The Countryside) and
provides summary of settlement hierarchy
within supporting text.

M4: SP20 Area east of Ipswich appropriate
assessment of future developments proposed near
the Deben SPA will be required.

Still applies

M5: SP25 Saxmundham. Consideration needs to be
given to improved sustainable transport links between
Leiston and Saxmundham.

No new reference

M6: SP26 Woodbridge. Do not use “Gateway” label in
a way that will channel traffic through the town,
thereby exacerbating AQMA issues.

No action taken

Table 6.6 Mitigation following June 2009 sustainability appraisal

Description of mitigation

Action

M1 | Add reference to conserving and enhancing water quality | Water recycling added to
and resources (including recycling) to SP1 Sustainable SP1

development and/or

M2 | Monitor the quality and availability of water resources Water supply and sewage
from water catchment areas in the District and the quality | highlighted in

of rivers. Implementation and
monitoring section.
M3 | Include reference to the need to maintain and enhance Indirectly covered in SP1

on Air Quality.

air quality in SP1 and include reference to adopting SPG | (h) conserve and enhance

the natural and built
environment; also in SP14
residential amenity and
SP15 green house gases

M4 | Include reference to maintaining and improving air quality

in SP9 Woodbridge as there is a designated Air Quality
Management Area in its vicinity and decisions concerning
future housing and employment developments could
have an impact.

Reference to the Air Quality
management area is
included in the supporting
text.

M5

Clarify in SP1 that Suffolk Coastal's archaeological asset

Historic buildings are

60




will be protected and enhanced. Also consider SPG to
encourage early identification of historical asset (including
buildings that might need to be Listed, early identification
of archaeology), rescue archaeology and integration of
revealed archaeological asset into the design or
landscaping of buildings.

text.

referred to in the supporting

M6 | Consider a policy response to assist the achievement of | Included in the redrafted
the Shoreline Management Plan, particularly on loss of SP30 The Coastal zone
land, homes, community facilities, infrastructure and
heritage assets as a result of coastal erosion. This could
include an exceptions policy for replacement facilities.

M7 | Add consideration of flood and coastal erosion issues to | Supporting text to SP10
SP10 A12 and Al4 (as these could lead to requirements | seeks continual
to raise the road within the AONB or other flood defence | enhancement and
activities. improvement of all routes.

M8 | SCDC need to assure themselves that their Housing Number and type of

Survey is robust to the need for very sheltered
accommaodation for an ageing population in accepting a
lower target level for affordable housing than they have
had in the past and as suggested by the RSS. In addition
to keeping this Housing Survey under review and
monitoring the number and % of affordable houses built,
the stock, % and number of very sheltered units built
should be monitored.

affordable housing built is to
be monitored.

Table 6.7. Mitigation following October 2008 sustainability appraisal

CS Suggested changes Actions
Objective

1 Sustainable Development Done.

Wording should be changed to included “To deliver better See Objective 1
integrated and sustainable patterns of land use....” This is Sustainability
because this is better than the current wording “more” as it implies

to improve on what currently exists and also to aim for better

provision.

2 Settlement Policy Done.

Seeks changes so that PDL emphasis is ‘maximised’. Greater Adequately included in
emphasis on maximising the use of PDL land should be explicit  |SP1

throughout the points on housing, employment, retail development

etc.

3 Countryside Done.

This objective seemed to be removed from the current CS and will |See objective 10 and
need further work as well as the revision ideas for promote a Objective 15
stronger green agenda in SCDC.

CS Policy Suggested changes Actions

1 Sustainable development Done.

The RSS policy option scored higher! The CS policy could be See SP1
strengthened with a greater focus on reducing poverty and social

exclusion, opportunities for employment, water + soil quality,

bio/geo diversity and achieving economic growth.

2 Settlement policy Wickham Market and
The existing policy appeared the score well. However, the Trimleys are
alternative option of perhaps having an additional ‘layer’ in the recognised as Key
hierarchy for settlements such as Wickham Market and Trimleys |Service Centres.
may be better as they are well served by public transport and
development here would also lighten traffic impact upon the major
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centre areas.

Development in the countryside
Need to consider the ability to meet local social and health needs,
including local leisure facilities for communities in the countryside.

Done.
See SP11

New housing

Main impacts from SA were identified as commuting and travel to
work impacts. In addition it picked up impact upon AONB etc in
Felixstowe. Needs to be revisited in light of LDF TG.

Considered in
Strategic housing site
assessment.

Affordable housing
Target 24% whereas regional target is 35%. Housing survey
needs to be robust to ageing population needs.

Target remains at 24%
regarded as adequate
to meet local needs.

Economic development

Generally came out with a minor positive score. However, there
were some possible issues with the impact of the hierarchy on
restricting economic development in rural areas which may in turn
limit potential of the rural economy

Done.
See SP24

New Jobs

Was identified with a minor negative score mainly due to the
inevitable pressures on waste, traffic, energy use attributed with
development. There were however concerns over the potential
impacts on archaeological and wildlife areas resulting from a
strategic employment allocation at Ransomes Europark.

SP21 Jobs seeks to
protect existing
employment sites

Rural Economy
No major issues identified — preferred policy was favoured over
alternatives.

Tourism

The policy would benefit from having an input to the wording to
include a reference to also assessing proposals against their
environmental impact.

Done
See SP25

10

Retail floorspace No major issues identified.

11

Retail hierarchy No major issues identified.

12

Travel No major issues identified.

13

Connectivity

The policy could be improved, recognising need for public
transport links to Stansted, value of ferry services and rail to
London.

Done.
SP29 is more specific

14

Biodiversity

The end of the policy should be strengthened to read “Improved
site management and controlled public access to these sites will
be encouraged where appropriate”.

Statement dropped
from SP31 but as
suggested in DC32.

15

Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions
No major issues identified.

16

Design No major issues identified.

17

Construction No major issues identified.

18

Renewable Energy No major issues identified.

19

Nuclear Power
Noted need to monitor health concerns by reporting annual
radioactivity levels.

Included in monitoring
framework

20

Environmental Risk
Strengthen to clarify development will not be permitted in areas of
flood risk.

21

Infrastructure No major issues identified.

22

Local Services No major issues identified.

23

Leisure No major issues identified.
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6.8 Uncertainties and risks
Some impacts have been identified which could be either positive or negative depending on how
and where the policies are implemented.

6.9 Other observations

The future role of foreign economic migrants is not acknowledged in the plan. Information on the
current situation is scant but it may be worth seeking to monitor numbers of National Insurance
registrations and the activities of major employees recruiting from particular groups. Such groups
may have specific cultural and social needs.

Another observation is that SP1 Sustainable development includes the wording “to mitigate against
and adapt to the effects of climate change”. The word “adapt” needs to follow through to SP12
Climate change. An explanation of the process of adapting to climate change should also be
included in the supporting text for SP1.

Another observation is that the concept of urban cooling highlighted in Objective 14 Green
infrastructure is not followed through into policies. Changes to policy wording may not be necessary
but mention in the supporting text to the following policies SP17 Green space, SP18 Infrastructure;
SP15 Climate change, DM22 Design function and DM24 Sustainable construction, could help
demonstrate the role they can play in achieving urban cooling. It is noted that a definition of urban
cooling has been included in objective 14, but the above amendments would still be helpful.

6.10 Implementation and monitoring

Link to other tiers of plans and programmes

This sustainability appraisal for the Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies will form a context for other Suffolk Coastal planning documents, particularly the Site
Specific Allocations and Policies, and Area Action Plans for Felixstowe Peninsula, Leiston and
Saxmundham and Martlesham, Waldringfield and Newbourne. Suffolk Coastal also intend to
prepare Supplementary Planning Guidance on Affordable Housing so the issue of affordable very
sheltered housing to meet the needs of the ageing population could be considered here.

Proposals for monitoring

Table 6.8 shows the proposed key indicators to assist in monitoring achievement of the SA
objectives. Some effects cannot be realistically solved by mitigating actions or are uncertain so
there is a need to monitor that particular concern. If the concern is realised then action may need to
be devised at a later date. The indicators need to be monitored over the life of the core strategy.
Some specific indicators have been suggested that do not currently have a baseline, these being
sub sets of data sets. Others are known to exist and likely to be important outcome indicators for
the review. Appendix 1 sets out the long list of SA indicators with the full definitions that ideally need
to be monitored but Table 6.8 focuses on the key concerns, including those raised in the SA itself.

Table 6.8: Proposed Indicators

No | SA Objective Performance Indicator

% with access to hospital, doctors or dentist.
Death rate plus those for cancer, heart disease,

To improve the health of the population respiratory, self harm, road accidents. Radio

1 nuclides in food near Sizewell. Total radiation dose
overall
from all sources. Journeys to work & school by
sustainable transport. Obesity levels.
Change in play, open & natural green space
2 To maintain and improve levels of education | A*-C grades at GCSE. A & AS level results. % no

and skills in the population overall qualifications. % NVQ level 4 or higher

Crime per 1000 population. Violent crime. Fear of

3 | To reduce crime and anti-social activity : . .
crime. Noise & odour complaints.
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% population in 10% most deprived SOAs

4 | To reduce poverty and social exclusion ! . o
Housing benefit recipients

5 To improve access to key services for all % population with access to key local services (food

sectors of the population shop, PO, school)

6 To offer everybody the opportunity for Unemployment rate.

rewarding and satisfying employment Average earnings.
Homelessness. Affordable housing. Special needs

7 To meet the housing requirements of the housing including very sheltered accommodation.

whole community Number of unfit homes.
Average property price to income ratio.
Satisfaction with neighbourhood. Land managed for
To improve the quality of where people live ecological interest with public access. Accessible
8 and topencoura qe con)gmunit aEticipation green space. Electoral turnout. Parish Plans
9 yP P adopted People involved in volunteer activities. Rate
if racist incidents. Visits to museums.
9 ggar;?t?/mtam and where possible improve air Air quality. Number of AQMAS.
10 To maintain and where possible improve Radioactivity in local water. Water quality in rivers,
water quality bathing water and catchment areas.
Area of Greenfield land developed. % of new
dwellings on Brownfield land. Number and % of
. : housing commitments on Greenfield land.

11 | To conserve soil resources and quality ; . .
Allocations on best and most versatile agricultural
land. Area of contaminated land returned to
beneficial use.

To use water and mineral resources Recycled aggregate production. Water consumption

12 | efficiently, and re-use and recycle where y Aggregate p : . ption.

possible Water availability for water dependent habitats.
Household (and municipal) waste produced.

13 | To reduce waste Tonnage recycled, composted & landfilled
Traffic volumes at key locations. % new residential

14 To reduce the effects of traffic on the development taking place in major towns, other

environment towns & elsewhere. Distance to key services.
Journeys to work & school by sustainable transport
Domestic electricity & gas consumption. Energy

. efficiency of homes. Installed electricity capacity
To reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses . )
15 : using renewable energy. Proportion of CO2

from energy consumption 2 S .
emissions from domestic, industrial and transport
sources now available.
Planning applications approved against EA flood risk

16 | To reduce vulnerability to flooding advice. Propertles at risk of rood|_ng from_nvers or
sea. Incidence of coastal and fluvial flooding
(properties affected). Flood warnings issued.
Change in number, area and condition of designated

17 To conserve and enhance biodiversity and ecological sites. Achievement of BAP targets. Bird

geodiversity survey results. Change in number, area & condition
of designated geological SSSis or RIGS.
Change in number of Listed buildings and buildings
. at risk. Area of historic parks and gardens. Number,
To conserve and where appropriate enhance . :
Co . area and appraisals completed of Conservation
18 | areas of historical and archaeological
. Areas. Number of SAMs damaged by development.
Importance ; . . .
Planning permissions affecting known or potential
archaeological sites.
Number & % of new dwellings completed on PDL.
. Number & % housing commitments on PDL.
To conserve and enhance the quality and Number of vacant dwellings. Number & % of second

19 | local distinctiveness of landscapes and : .

homes. Changes in landscape. Change in number &
townscapes :
area of village greens and commons. Area of
designated landscapes (AONB). Light pollution.

20 To achieve sustainable levels of prosperity | Take up of employment floorspace. Employment

and economic growth throughout the plan

permissions and allocations. % change in VAT
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area

registered businesses. Number & % of employees
by employment division, main industry type and in
key sectors (agriculture, IT etc)

21

To revitalise town centres

Vacant units in town centres.

22

To encourage efficient patterns of movement
in support of economic growth

Distance to work. Net commuting to district and
major towns. Employment permissions in urban
areas. Number & % working at home. Number of
developments with travel plan submitted as
condition of development.% port freight carried by
rail. Number of farmers markets and farm shops.

23

To encourage and accommodate both
indigenous and inward investment

Number of enquiries to business advice services
from within/outside area. Business start ups and
closures. Employment land availability. Employment
permissions and allocations.
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SECTION D

DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES
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7. Appraisal of development management policies

7.1 Statutory purpose

In formal terms the Development Management Policies Development Plan Document is intended to
fulfil the requirements of the Local Development Framework production process (i.e. the Regulation
26 stage under the Town and Country Planning Act (Local Development ) (England) regulations
2004.

7.2 Links with national policy & other plans

The Development Management DPD had to be prepared in the context of nation’s policy
documents, specifically the Planning Policy Guidance Notes (PPGs) and Planning Policy
Statements (PPSs), Government White Papers and planning circulars. It is not necessary to repeat
national policy in the plan but it often needs to be interpreted in a local context or mentioned in the
support text to assist the use of the document by potential developers.

7.3 Development Management policies

The purpose of the suite of Development Management Policies is to ensure that all new
development accords with the Council’s Vision and Objectives as set out in the core strategy. There
are a total of 33 covering Housing, employment, transport, environment and community well-being.

The Development Management policies have been appraised for their level of sustainability and the
results are set out in Appendix 3. This is the third sustainability appraisal they have been subjected
to. Nothing has needed to be changed as a result of the baseline data update in June 2011 so the
following results are exactly as set out in the June 2010 appraisal. Options were considered in the
first appraisal. The appraisal compares policies that have changed with their original assessment in
July 2009. Table 7.1 below summarises the actions taken as a result of the July 2009 appraisal of
development management policies and if they are reflected in the set of policies currently being
assessed.

Table 7.1 Mitigation following earlier sustainability appraisals

Description of mitigation Action

M7: Clarify in DM5 Houses in multiple occupation that it refers to
urban areas or requires such buildings to be located close to a
good range of services so it will have greater impact on No action taken
encouraging sustainable transport use. (Outstanding from October
2008)

M8: The need to design space for the storage of recyclable and
non-recyclable waste including composting should be added to
DM22 Design — Function as this would assist in achieving waste No action taken
minimisation and recycling and is not picked up elsewhere.
(Outstanding from October 2008)

7.4 Development management appraisal results

The aim of this appraisal is to set out the main sustainability implications of each policy and to
consider if together with the core strategy policies will ensure sustainable development in Suffolk
Coastal District.

The policies were assessed against the 23 SA objectives listed in Section B Table 5.1 using the
scoring system in Table 7.2. For each SA objective the impact on the indicators associated with
them (see Appendix 1 Sustainability framework) were considered and possible direction of impact
recorded.
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Table 7.2: SA scoring system

Symbol | Effect

++ Strong positive

+ Positive
0/+ Weak positive

0 Neutral

-/0 Weak negative

- Negative

-- Strong negative

+/- Both positive and negative

Options are not presented in this report although in some cases policies have changed so they can
be regarded as a further option to previous ones assessed. Table 7.3 is included to assist

comparison with the July 2009 sustainability appraisal.

Table 7.3 Comparison with July 2009 appraisal

Policy SA Policy Title Old SA | Difference
Numbering in | Score Score
Cabinet
document
DM1 6.5 | Affordable Housing on Exception Sites 6.5 0
DM2 6 | Affordable Housing on Residential Sites 0
DM3 7 | Housing in the Countryside 0
DM4 4 | Housing Clusters in the Countryside 0
DM5 5 | Conversions and Houses in Multiple Occupation 0
DM6 6.5 | Residential Annexes 6.5 0
DM7 0 | Infilling & Backland Development within Settlement 0
Envelopes
DM8 2.5 | Extensions to Residential Curtilages 2.5 0
DM9 5.5 | Gypsies, Travellers & Travelling Showpersons 55 0
DM10 6 | Protection of Employment Sites 6 0
DM11 -1 | Warehousing and Storage -1 0
DM12 10.5 | Expansion and Intensification of employment sites 10.5 0
DM13 6.5 | Conversion and re-use of redundant buildings in the 6.5 0
countryside
DM14 3 | Farm diversification 3 0
DM15 4.5 | Agricultural buildings and structures 4.5 0
DM16 7.5 | Farm shops 7.5 0
DM17 2 | Touring caravan , camper vans and camping sites 2 0
DM18 -1 | Static Holiday caravans , cabins and Chalets -1 0
DM19 1 | Parking Standards 1 0
DM20 10 | Travel Plans 10 0
DM21 12 | Design: Aesthetics 12 0
DM22 10.5 | Design: Function 10.5 0
DM23 3 | Residential Amenity 3 0
DM24 4.5 | Sustainable Construction 4.5 0
DM25 2.5 | Art 2.5 0
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DM26 1 | Lighting 0
DM27 6.5 | Biodiversity and Geodiversity 6 0.5
DM28 2 | Flood Risk 0
DM29 12 | Telecommunications 12 0
DM30 7 | Key Facilities 7 0
DM31 3.5 | Public Buildings 3.5 0
DM32 5 | Sport and Play 5 0
DM33 3.5 | Allotments 3.5 0

Table 7.3 above shows the changes in SA scoring of Development Management policies from the
previous policy wording (appraised in July 2009) to this version. Overall there has been very little
change in the sustainability of the Development Management policies, with 32 out of the 33 policies
receiving the same overall SA score. The single policy that has changed has seen improved
sustainability, DM 27 Biodiversity and geodiversity, improved by 0.5 points. Overall therefore, the
set of Development Management policies has improved in sustainability by +0.5 points.

The following summarises the sustainability issues raised for each development management
policy. For details of why scoring is in particular directions see Appendix 3.

DM1 — Affordable Housing on Exception Sites

This is a sustainable policy which scores very strongly on social and, to a lesser extent, economic
sustainability appraisal objectives, achieving +6.5 in total. The fact that the policy is allowing some
development, albeit small, inevitably means that it will score slight negatives on a number of
environmental objectives. However, these are mitigated against by strategic policies, particularly
SP12 Climate change and SP14 Biodiversity and geodiversity.

DM2 — Affordable Housing on Residential Sites

This policy aims to allow small affordable housing allocations in major centres and towns or key and
local service centres, scaled according to the criteria of the settlement hierarchy. The policy scores
some weak negatives on environmental objectives aside from a positive for SA 14 reducing the
effects of traffic as these allocations are likely to be within walking or cycling distance from key
services. It scores strong positives for social objectives, particularly SA 4 reducing poverty and
social exclusion and SA 7 meeting housing requirements. Economic impacts are also positive. As a
whole the policy scores +6.

DM3 — Housing in the Countryside

This policy sets out strict criteria controlling and limiting new housing in the countryside. As such, it
does not score any negative impacts on environmental objectives; or any other objectives for that
matter, with a strong total score of +7 as a result. It also scores a number of single positives in
social objectives and a single plus for SA 22 encouraging efficient patterns of economic growth.

DM4 — Housing in Clusters in the Countryside

DMA4 outlines criteria by which new dwellings within ‘clusters’ in the countryside will be acceptable. It
affords particular care to the character and appearance of the cluster as well as the sensitive nature
of conservation areas and the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. This results in strong positives
for SAs 18 and 19 conserving and enhancing areas of historical and archaeological importance and
the quality and local distinctiveness of landscapes and towns. However, the policy does score some
negatives on environmental criteria as a result of permitting development within the countryside. It
scores slight positives on social and economic objectives and has a total score of +4.

DM5 — Conversions and Houses in Multiple Occupation

In general this is a sustainable policy, scoring +5 due to a number of positive impacts on social,
environmental and economic SA objectives. It does score negatively on SA 13 to reduce waste and
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SA 15 to reduce emissions of greenhouse gases from energy consumption, but as discussed
previously, these are covered by strong positive policies elsewhere in the plan.

DM6 — Residential Annexes

This is generally sustainable policy, likely to bring about strong positive impacts on SA 7 housing
requirements and SA 19 landscapes and townscapes. It records only one slight negative for SA 17
biodiversity and geodiversity as building residential annexes could take established gardens rich in
biodiversity. It is very strong on social criteria, with a resulting total score of +6.5.

DM7 — Infilling and Backland Development within Settlement Envelopes

This policy scores a neutral outcome (0). The main area for concern is for environmental SA
objectives, particularly due to the development occurring on garden land adjacent to existing
dwellings, as well as the typical negative impacts of development. However, the policy scores some
positive impacts, mainly for economic criteria. It also scores positively for SA 19 landscape and
townscape because the policy assures that any development is within the character of the
settlement.

DM8 — Extensions to Residential Curtilages

This policy considers planning applications for the extension of residential curtilages into the
countryside. The policy outlines a strong range of criteria by which these developments will be
permitted, resulting in no negative impacts being identified. The policy scores positively on SAs 8
improving the quality of where people live and encouraging community participation, 17 conserving
and enhancing bio and geodiversity and 19 landscapes and townscapes, resulting in an overall
positive outcome (+2.5).

DM9 — Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show Persons

In general this is a sustainable policy, particularly with regard to social SA objectives, for which it
scores +5 alone. The policy offers a detailed set of criteria by which the housing needs of gypsies
and travellers will be met, but scores some slight negatives on environmental objectives including
SA 13 reducing waste and 14 reducing the effects of traffic on the environment. No impacts are
identified for economic objectives.

DM10 — Protection of employment sites

This policy achieves a strong positive score (+6), as it meets criteria for positive impacts on a
number of social and economic objectives. However, it does score negatively overall on
environmental objectives, with SA 18 conserving and enhancing areas of historical and
archaeological importance and SA 19 landscapes and townscapes being particularly negatively
impacted. Other policies in the plan should mitigate any potential detrimental effects, in this case SP
15 landscapes and townscapes will be a particularly important policy.

DM11 — Warehousing and Storage

DM11 Warehousing and storage scores slightly negatively (-1), mainly due to the generation of
traffic and no consideration of the implications of flood risk. This seems to be making an exception
for local distribution purposes and what exactly this means will need to be explored in the
supporting text. If it is small scale then the scale of impact could be minor. Generally then, the policy
falls down on environmental objectives, but impacts positively on economic criteria.

DM12 — Expansion and Intensification of Employment Sites

DM 12 Expansion and intensification of employment sites (+10.5) is among the most positively
scoring policies, as it is sensitive to the impact on residents and also scores well on the
environmental and economic SA objectives.

DM13 — Conversion and Re-use of Redundant Buildings in the Countryside
This policy scores positively overall on all three categories of SA objectives; social, environmental
and economic as it is a thorough suite of criteria controlling development, giving regard to aspects
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of all of these SA objective categories and ending with a total score of +6.5. It is particularly strong
for social criteria, especially SA 7 meeting the housing requirements of the whole community, for
which it receives a strong positive.

DM14 — Farm Diversification

Overall this is a slightly positive scoring policy (+3). Social and economic objectives are positively
impacted, but there are slight concerns over environmental impacts as the policy may cause
detrimental impacts on biodiversity (SA 17) and waste (SA 13).

DM15 — Agricultural Buildings and Structures

In general this is a sustainable policy (+4.5), particularly on economic objectives. It receives a
mixture of scores on environmental objectives, being neutral overall in this area and being
particularly positive on SA 19 landscape and townscape as it contains specific reference to avoiding
visual intrusion on the AONB and Special Landscape Areas.

DM16 — Farm Shops

This is a sustainable policy, with only one negative impact identified; for SA 13 waste, which should
be mitigated by the implementation of SP 12 Climate change. Aside from this, it achieves single
positive scores on a number of social, environmental and economic objectives to achieve an overall
positive score of +7.5.

DM17 — Touring Caravan, Camper Vans and Camping Sites

This policy is appraised as having a slightly positive overall impact (+2). It achieves a strong positive
in SA 19 landscape and townscape for preventing new touring caravan, camper vans and camping
sites within the Heritage Coast, adjoining estuaries, within exposed parts of the AONB or where
they have a materially adverse impact on the landscape. Otherwise, it causes slight impacts (both
positive and negative) on a number of (mainly environmental) objectives, but contains no major
concentrated areas of concern.

DM18 — Static Holiday Caravans, Cabins and Chalets

DM18 Static Holiday caravans, cabins and chalets is the other lowest scoring policy, scoring
marginally negatively because of the increase in waste, and possible impact on flood risk (SA 16)
and loss of biodiversity and geodiversity (SA 17). However these are mitigated by SP12 for waste
and by core strategy and development control policies for flood risk and loss of biodiversity and
geodiversity.

DM19 — Parking Standards

Overall this is a very slightly positive scoring policy (+1). The main area for concern are the
environmental objectives, where the policy scores -3.5 in total due to the potential encouragement
of traffic (SA 14) and related impacts on air quality (SA 9) and greenhouse gas emissions (SA 15).
In contrast, it scores well on social objectives (+3) as it is considered likely to improve access to
services (SA 4), improve health (SA 1) and the general quality of where people live (SA 8).
Economic impacts are also positive, encouraging efficient patterns of economic growth (SA 22)
through car park provision being related to public transport, as well as revitalising town centres (SA
21).

DM20 — Travel Plans

DM20 Travel Plans (+10) is a valuable statement promoting sustainable transport and reducing the
use of cars, scoring very strongly on reducing the effects of traffic and air quality and being positive
overall on all three SA objective categories.

DM21 — Design: Aesthetics

DM 21 had no associated negative impacts and is a comprehensive policy dealing with the design
of development, scoring particularly positively on the environmental criteria (+8) as it contains
reference to protecting existing site features of landscape, ecological or amenity value and
enhancing habitat creation. It is the highest scoring policy overall with +12, and has five strong
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positive impacts on SA 8 quality of where people live, SA15 greenhouse gas emissions, SA 17
biodiversity and geodiversity, SA 18 historical and archaeological areas and SA 19 landscapes and
townscapes.

DM22 — Design: Function

DM22 Design function (+10.5) scores very well on water quality and recycling water because it
contains a sentence stating that the Council will strongly encourage water conservation measures
such as grey water systems, permeable soakaways and water efficiency devices. This now
complements the core strategy policy SP12.

DM23 — Residential Amenity

This is a sustainable policy which impacts positively on three objectives as it considers the social
aspects of new development (positive scores on SA 3 crime and antisocial activity and SA 8 quality
of where people live and community participation, and impact on air quality (SA 9). It includes
consideration of outlook which is often regarded as an important local factor for those moving to a
place and those that might lose amenity through new development.

DM24 — Sustainable Construction

Overall this is a sustainable policy, scoring particularly well for environmental objectives, with a
strong positive for SA 12 efficient use of water and mineral resources due to the sustainable
construction criteria set out. The policy could be more sustainable if all developments more than 10
dwellings had to comply with level 4 and if higher standards were phased in over time. This would
improve SCDC contribution of reducing carbon emissions by 60% by 2025 (Suffolk Community
Strategy target).

DM25 — Art
This policy has little sustainability impact, with only a single positive and three weak positive effects
being identified, spread across social and environmental objectives.

DM26 - Lighting

This is a slightly positive policy (+2), with most of the positive impacts being identified in social
objectives. It scores positively on SA 1 health and SA 3 crime and anti-social activity as the lighting
will allow extended use of recreational land in the dark and will discourage crime and anti-social
activity. Two negative impacts are identified in environmental objectives as the extra lighting will
inevitably make a small contribution to increased greenhouse gas emissions, although the policy
has adopted the utilisation of energy efficient bulbs to minimise this negative. The lighting may also
have a detrimental impact on biodiversity.

DM27 — Biodiversity and geodiversity

The policy is marginally more sustainable than the version previously assessed as it achieves a
weak positive due to increasing public access to green space which may encourage people to take
more exercise and thereby improve their health, achieving a total score of +6.5. This wording is not
new but slightly improves the sustainability of what is now a more strongly worded policy. This is a
strongly sustainable policy, particularly with regard to environmental SA objectives, with no negative
impacts identified. However, increased and sustained public access to green space may have a
detrimental impact on biodiversity and is a potential long term impact.

DM28 — Flood Risk

DM 28 focuses on the sequential test for allowing residential development in areas of flood risk.

It scores positively overall as by seeking to restrict development in areas of high flood risk it ensures
that the risk to existing properties is not worsened through additional run off.

DM29 — Telecommunications

DM 29 telecommunication is the strongest scoring of this set of development management policies,

scoring +12 overall. Only a single negative impact is identified, as proposals for telecommunications
apparatus and related development may adversely impact upon biodiversity (SA 17) and permission
may be given for development in the AONB, SSSis, Conservation Areas, Special Landscape Areas,
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and Historic Parklands or within the setting of listed buildings if there is an essential need and no
alternative sites in less sensitive locations can be found. Three strong positive impacts are identified
in environmental objective as the policy generally takes care over the criteria by which the
proposals may be permitted, paying particular attention to location and landscaping requirements
and the design minimising the impact of development on its surroundings.

DM30 — Key Facilities

This is a wholly sustainable policy for which no negative impacts are identified, scoring +7 overall. It
scores strong positives for improving access to key services (SA 5) and improving the quality of
where people live (SA 8) as it aims to redevelop or change key facilities where it will benefit the
community. The policy also scores positively for environmental objectives as it will preserve local
distinctiveness of townscapes (SA 19).

DM31 — Public Buildings

Generally this is a positive sustainable policy (+3.5), with only a single weak negative identified as it
may limit residential uses. Aside from this, the policy is likely to cause a humber of positive impacts,
particularly in social and environmental objectives, due to its support of prioritising recreational or
community uses for any newly redundant or available public buildings.

DM32 — Sport and Play

DM32 scores particularly strongly on social objectives, with two strong positives identified for SA 1
health and SA 9 improving the quality of where people live as the provision of sport and play
facilities will be especially beneficial to the community in these areas. Some slight negative
environmental impacts are identified, mainly as no consideration is given for biodiversity (SA 17) or
waste (SA 13). However, these are offset by some benefits to the environmental suite of objectives,
as play facilities will be required to contribute to the character of the area.

DM33 — Allotments

No negative impacts are identified for this policy, and it has a strong positive for improving health
(SA 1) as greater provision of allotments encourages people to be more active outdoors. Allotments
also improve the overall quality of where people live (SA 8) and may have some benefits for
biodiversity (SA 17).

7.5 Significant effects

Table 7.4 summarises the overall results of the appraisal of all the development management
policies. Zeros in the table indicate that a neutral result was recorded in the appraisal. This means
the application of the policy should not have a noticeable effect on the SA objective. The full results
for each policy option can be seen in Appendix 3.

The range in the sustainability scores for the development management policies was less than
those for the core strategy policies. However for the SA objectives the scores were far more
divergent ranging from +27.5 to —11.5. This reflects the specialist aspects the policies are covering
and the need to apply them in the context of other development management policies and the core
strategy policies. The highest scoring SA objective was SA 19 to conserve and enhance the quality
and local distinctiveness of landscapes and townscapes (+27.5). Seven policies scored very
significantly positive perhaps reflecting Suffolk Coastal’s response to the comments made in the SA
on the initial draft core strategy policies that the AONB seemed to get little protection. SA 18 To
conserve and enhance areas of historical and archaeological importance (+13.5) and SA 8 To
improve the quality of where people live and to encourage community participation (+18.5) score
strongly positive and contribute to this. Although these are the areas of significant effects, on
balance the policies are stronger in their social and economic impact. None of the social SA
objectives scored negatively nor did the economic SA objectives.

Two of the environmental SA objectives scored negatively overall. SA13 To reduce waste was the
worst (-11.5) although all the effects were weakly negative. This highlights that there is not a
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development control policy that encourages waste minimisation leaving focus on SP12 Climate
change which states it will ensure development helps to reduce waste.

SA15 to reduce greenhouse gas emissions (-5) reflects the problem of all development using
energy and records a negative on DM 26 Lighting because it does not advocate the use of low
energy lighting where ever possible.

Looking at the overall results shown in Tables 6.4 and 7.4 it can be seen that there are two SA
objectives that have a net result that is negative. This illustrates that reduction of waste and energy
efficiency are not strong themes of the plan, as they are not repeated in a range of policies however
crucially both are promoted in SP12. Air quality is an area that is not specifically addressed in the
plan but activities such as providing housing in settlements with a range of facilities (SP19), having
regard to residential amenity in the planning of the future development of Sizewell (SP13),
minimisation of greenhouse gas emissions in SP12 and recognition that there is currently an AQMA
in Woodbridge/Melton (supporting text to SP26) will help minimise air quality impacts.

Appendix 3 also records any secondary, short, medium or long term effects for each policy and
options. Synergistic effects have been noted with the secondary effects. The overview and
summary is based on the long term effects.

The 33 development management policies appraised produced a total of 172 positive impacts (of
which 37 were strong positives and 135 were weak positives), 32 negative impacts (of which all
were weak negatives). Only 2 policies had a net negative score, and one was neutral (scoring 0).

The only policy to change in the June 2010 appraisal is DM27 Biodiversity and geodiversity, which
has become marginally more sustainable.
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7.6 Mitigation

No new mitigation suggestions arose as a result of the June 2010 policy wording. However,
mitigation for two policies recommended at the last iteration of the appraisal has not been acted
upon and as such the suggestions remain valid:

M8: Clarify in DM5 Houses in multiple occupation that it refers to urban areas or requires such
buildings to be located close to a good range of services so it will have greater impact on
encouraging sustainable transport use. (Previously M7 Outstanding from original appraisal)

M9: The need to design space for the storage of recyclable and non-recyclable waste including
composting should be added to DM22 Design — Function as this would assist in achieving waste
minimisation and recycling and is not picked up elsewhere. (Previously M8 Outstanding from
original appraisal)

Table 7.5 shows mitigation proposed at previous stages of the appraisal which has since been
successfully integrated into the plan.

Table 7.5 Mitigation following October 2008 sustainability appraisal

M11 | Clarify that DC13 Warehousing and storage for local Wording of DM11
distribution purposes will still need to be well related to Warehousing and storage
the primary route network and permeable soakaways amended. DM22 Design

considered to deal with runoff. Supporting text needs to Function supports
comment on what scale of facility is expected linked to permeable soakaways.
local distribution.

M12 | Clarify if DC23 Airfields is aimed at reuse of redundant Policy DC23 deleted
airfields and for local leisure use as this would reduce the
risk of this policy having a negative impact on
sustainability.

M13 | Consider the need for more policy guidance to be given | DM22 Design function
on waste reduction, minimisation and recycling. There is | encourages water

only one mention of reducing waste in SP15. This gives | conservation measures
little practical advice on the sort of aspects that might be
sought. SPG could be considered.

M14 | Add reference to the use of low energy lighting in DC 31 | DM26 Lighting amended
Lighting to encourage energy efficient schemes. and energy efficiency
included in supporting text.

7.6 How problems were considered in developing policies and proposals

Issues raised in the SA of the core strategy policies needed to be considered in the light of those
arising from the Development Control policies. Discussion between officers clarified some problems
around definition of terms used.

7.7 Uncertainties and risks
Some impacts have been identified which could be either positive or negative depending on how
and where the policies are implemented.

7.8 Other observations

DM10 Protection of employment sites gives no encouragement to the consideration of the industrial
heritage of sites and seeking to preserve architecturally and historically important aspects but it is
noted that this is required in DM21 Design aesthetics.

Looking at the two sets of policies what is striking is their strength in the social SA objectives,
supporting housing, particularly targeting affordable housing where is it is needed (thereby
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addressing social inclusion and deprivation issues), maintaining services and improving the quality
of where people live. Economic objectives are well balanced, seeking to provide employment well
located to new housing growth but recognising the need for evolution of employment in the rural
area. The minimisation of waste and encouraging recycling is a weakness in the environmental
objectives as so much depends on 4 words in one policy (SP12).

7.9 Implementation and monitoring

Link to other tiers of plans and programmes

This sustainability appraisal for the Suffolk Coastal Core Strategy and Development Management
Policies will form a context for other Suffolk Coastal planning documents, particularly the Site
Specific Allocations and Policies, and Area Action Plans for Felixstowe Peninsula, Leiston and
Saxmundham and Martlesham, Waldringfield and Newbourne. Suffolk Coastal also intend to
prepare Supplementary Planning Guidance on Affordable Housing so the issue of affordable very
sheltered housing to meet the needs of the ageing population could be considered here.

Proposals for monitoring

Table 7.6 shows the proposed key indicators to assist in monitoring achievement of the SA
objectives. Some effects cannot be realistically solved by mitigating actions or are uncertain so
there is a need to monitor that particular concern. If the concern is realised then action may need to
be devised at a later date. The indicators need to be monitored over the life of the core strategy.
Some specific indicators have been suggested that do not currently have a baseline, these being
sub sets of data sets. Others are known to exist and likely to be important outcome indicators for
the review. Appendix 1 sets out the long list of SA indicators with the full definitions that ideally need
to be monitored but Table 7.6 focuses on the key concerns, including those raised in the SA itself.
This is the same list as shown in table 6.8 as no new issues have been raised with the development
control policies requiring specific additional monitoring.

Table 7.6: Proposed Indicators

No | SA Objective Performance Indicator

% with access to hospital, doctors or dentist.
Death rate plus those for cancer, heart disease,

To improve the health of the population respiratory, self harm, road accidents. Radionuclides in

1 food near Sizewell. Total radiation dose from all sources.
overall X
Journeys to work & school by sustainable transport.
Obesity levels.
Change in play, open & natural green space
5 To maintain and improve levels of education | A*-C grades at GCSE. A & AS level results. % no

and skills in the population overall qualifications. % NVQ level 4 or higher

Crime per 1000 population. Violent crime. Fear of crime.

3 | To reduce crime and anti-social activity Noise & odour complaints

% population in 10% most deprived SOAs

4 | To reduce poverty and social exclusion Housing benefit recipients

5 To improve access to key services for all % population with access to key local services (food shop,
sectors of the population PO, school)
6 To offer everybody the opportunity for Unemployment rate.
rewarding and satisfying employment Average earnings.
Homelessness. Affordable housing. Special needs
7 To meet the housing requirements of the housing including very sheltered accommodation. Number
whole community of unfit homes.
Average property price to income ratio.
Satisfaction with neighbourhood. Land managed for
. . . ecological interest with public access. Accessible green
To improve the quality of where people live X
8 . S space. Electoral turnout. Parish Plans adopted People
and to encourage community participation - - o : AP
involved in volunteer activities. Rate if racist incidents.
Visits to museums.
9 To maintain and where possible improve air Air quality. Number of AQMAS.

quality
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To maintain and where possible improve

Radioactivity in local water. Water quality in rivers, bathing

10 X
water quality water and catchment areas.
Area of Greenfield land developed. % of new dwellings on
Brownfield land. Number and % of housing commitments

11 | To conserve soil resources and quality on Greenfield land. Allocations on best and most versatile
agricultural land. Area of contaminated land returned to
beneficial use.

To use water and mineral resources . .
.y Recycled aggregate production. Water consumption.

12 | efficiently, and re-use and recycle where W ilability f q dent habi

possible ater availability for water dependent habitats.

13 | To reduce waste Household (and municipal) waste produced. Tonnage
recycled, composted & landfilled
Traffic volumes at key locations. % new residential

14 To reduce the effects of traffic on the development taking place in major towns, other towns &

environment elsewhere. Distance to key services. Journeys to work &
school by sustainable transport
. Domestic electricity & gas consumption. Energy efficiency
To reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses - . -
15 : of homes. Installed electricity capacity using renewable
from energy consumption energy
Planning applications approved against EA flood risk
o . advice. Properties at risk of flooding from rivers or sea.

16 | To reduce vulnerability to flooding : . . :
Incidence of coastal and fluvial flooding (properties
affected). Flood warnings issued.

Change in number, area and condition of designated
17 To conserve and enhance biodiversity and ecological sites. Achievement of BAP targets. Bird survey
geodiversity results. Change in number, area & condition of designated
geological SSSis or RIGS.
Change in number of Listed buildings and buildings at risk.
To conserve and where appropriate enhance| Area of historic parks and gardens. Number, area and
18 | areas of historical and archaeological appraisals completed of Conservation Areas. Number of
importance SAMs damaged by development. Planning permissions
affecting known or potential archaeological sites.
Number & % of new dwellings completed on PDL. Number
. & % housing commitments on PDL. Number of vacant
To conserve and enhance the quality and : :
RO dwellings. Number & % of second homes. Changes in
19 | local distinctiveness of landscapes and ) .
townscapes landscape. Change in number & area of village greens
P and commons. Area of designated landscapes (AONB).
Light pollution.
Take up of employment floorspace. Employment
To achieve sustainable levels of prosperity | permissions and allocations. % change in VAT registered
20 | and economic growth throughout the plan businesses. Number & % of employees by employment
area division, main industry type and in key sectors (agriculture,
IT etc)
21 | To revitalise town centres Vacant units in town centres.
Distance to work. Net commuting to district and major
towns. Employment permissions in urban areas. Number
To encourage efficient patterns of movement| & % working at home. Number of developments with travel
22 | . . : o .
in support of economic growth plan submitted as condition of development.% port freight
carried by rail. Number of farmers markets and farm
shops.
Number of enquiries to business advice services from
23 To encourage and accommodate both within/outside area. Business start ups and closures.

indigenous and inward investment

Employment land availability. Employment permissions
and allocations.
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GLOSSARY

AA
AONB
AQMA
BAP
BREEAM
CA
CCTV
CLG
dB
DC
EU
JSA
LDF
mSv
ODPM
OMS
PO
PDL
PPS
RSPB
RSS
SA
SAC
SAM
SCC
SCDC
SEA
SOA
SMR
SPA
SPD
SSSI
SUDS

Appropriate Assessment

Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
Air Quality Management Area
Biodiversity Action Plan

Building Research Establishment Environmental Assessment Method
Conservation Area

Closed-Circuit Television
Communities and Local Government
Decibel

District Council

European Union

Job Seeker Allowance

Local Development Framework
millisieverts, a measure of dose
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
Offshore Marine Site

Post Office

Previously Developed Land
Planning Policy Statement

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
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