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BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL 
 
FROM: Head of Natural and Built 

Environment REPORT NUMBER: K65 

TO:  STRATEGY COMMITTEE DATE OF MEETING: 29 July 2010 

BABERGH DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: CORE STRATEGY (INITIAL 
CONSULTATION DOCUMENT ON DISTRICT GROWTH) 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1 This report updates Members on the current situation at national level in respect 
of planning ahead for Babergh.  Consequently, it advises on a proposed way 
forward, steps involved and outline timescales for the emerging new Plan 
(Babergh Development Framework) for the district.  It provides the content of a 
first stage Core Strategy (CS) consultation document for Members’ 
consideration.  Approval is sought for a full and widespread public consultation 
exercise to take place throughout September / October 2010. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 That the initial stage Core Strategy Growth Consultation (‘Issues, Context and 
Scenarios for Consideration’) document at Appendix A be approved for public 
consultation. 

2.2 That the Head of Natural and Built Environment be authorised to make any 
revisions to the Core Strategy consultation document prior to consultation, 
subject to the revisions not altering the substance or intent of the document. 

2.3 That the public consultation proposals in (paragraphs 6.3 & 6.19) be noted. 

 The Committee is able to resolve this matter. 

3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 

3.1 These are in the previous Strategy Committee report (paper J227) 
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/6A84496D-2814-48B1-A7AD-
B35C497D4000/0/J227.pdf (8th April 2010).  The time lapse since then does not 
change the circumstances or considerations that pertained at that time, since 
the date at which assessments of progress by councils on producing Local 
Development Frameworks for Housing and Planning Delivery Grant payment 
purposes takes place is 31 March each year.  It should also be noted that 2010-
11 is expected to be the final year of these payments and similar incentives / 
reward arrangements look very unlikely in future given the prevailing financial 
climate and public sector cutbacks in particular. 

4. RISK MANAGEMENT 

4.1 These considerations also remain unchanged.  This report is most closely 
linked with the Council’s Significant Business Risk No. 5 – Capacity; 4 – 
Political and Managerial Leadership; 9 – Project & Programme Management: 
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Risk Description Likelihood Seriousness or 
Impact 

Mitigation Measures 

CAPACITY: 

That insufficient skilled 
staff resource and 
overall officer capacity 
level are maintained 

C Significant 2 Critical Required resources 
assessed and 
allocated through the 
Council’s annual 
integrated service 
and financial planning 
process 

PROJECT AND 
PROGRAMME 
MANAGEMENT: 

Failure to progress 
development and 
implementation of LDF 
to an agreed timetable 

Significant 2 Critical NBE staff to develop, 
deliver and lead on a 
prioritised, resourced 
project timetable and 
plan – outline already 
included in this report 

POLITICAL AND 
MANAGERIAL 
LEADERSHIP: Failure 
to adopt an up to date 
and robust plan may 
result in more 
successful challenges 
against existing 
planning policies.  Also 
an absence of a 5-
year housing land 
supply would render 
Babergh vulnerable to 
‘unplanned’ 
development 
proposals 

C Significant 2 Critical Through the 
development of the 
BDF, and prior to 
decision making 
committees, provide 
briefings to all 
Members on the key 
issues and 
challenges 

Babergh Themes addressed: 

• Quality homes that local people can afford 

• Strong and sustainable Babergh economy 

• Cleaner and greener Babergh 

• Vibrant places and strong communities 

5. EQUALITY AND DIVERSITY IMPACT 

5.1 The proposed consultation document strategy has been screened to assess 
whether a full EqIA is required in view of the 4 identified criteria.  This concluded 
that a full EqIA is not required because although there may conceivably be 
potential to discriminate once the strategy progresses to a much more advance 
stage, the current document makes no choices whatsoever out of the possible 
range of options / scenarios from which to select.  Accordingly, the proposed 
approach respects equalities satisfactorily. 
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6. KEY INFORMATION 

Background and Proposed Actions 

6.1 As Members will be aware, substantial progress had been made on producing a 
Core Strategy as the first element of the new BDF.  However, the change of 
Government saw a significant change in planning with the revocation of regional 
(spatial) strategies (and therefore regional housing targets for districts) among 
other substantive matters and the possibility of further changes.  This of course 
led to considerable uncertainty and consequently a delay in making progress.  
The Government has now made a follow-up announcement providing much 
greater clarity on its intentions and expectations of local planning authorities (as 
advised to all Members on 13 July 2010).  This has been considered carefully 
and is considered sufficient to allow the Council to now move forward.  It is 
evident that this is what the Government would expect Babergh to pursue and a 
clear message has been given that local authorities should press ahead with 
producing their Local development Frameworks.  Officers have carefully 
considered recent and emerging policy documents from the new Government, 
alongside Ministerial statements and announcements, plus the new guidance 
on revocation of RSS and the broader move away from regionalism and 
towards Localism and are now able to suggest an appropriate response. 

6.2 The proposed way forward in the form of main steps is as follows: 

A. Take a step back in the process now, in order to establish the over-arching 
parameters for development and growth in the district in future over the 
forthcoming 20-year period to 2031.  We need to arrive at a clear shared 
vision of how much the district could / should change, in what ways and 
over what period of time.  This would be framed by identifying the criteria 
and framework around what should be the primary determining factors to 
guide future development levels.  Accordingly, a range of differently 
formulated development scenarios have been constructed as a basis to 
inform consideration. 

B. Take up the prompt to set future housing numbers (alongside job 
numbers) locally in co-operation with local communities. 

C. Identify a range of appropriate ways and broad strategic locations in which 
this growth could be delivered. 

D. Proceed with establishing the other and equally parameters of growth, in 
the form of a direction on economic growth ambitions – expressed through 
a relatively simple proxy of future job numbers. 

E. Take up the call to respond positively and as rigorously as possible to the 
‘Localism’ agenda.  Having considered this carefully, it is suggested that 
we make a call directed in particular to parish councils to lead on a local 
response to us on how each local community sees its own future and 
wishes to help shape it – using the ‘Place Shaping’ role.  We would ask 
each community to give a clear expression of its stance on future 
development and growth ambitions and appetite or otherwise for change.  
At the same time we would ask them to consider overall district-wide 
growth targets, thereby allowing them to consider the relationship between 
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the two scales, that is, how their local ideas on development / growth 
relate to wider notions of appropriate levels of development / growth for 
the whole district.  The task of officers and Members will then be to try and 
reconcile this ‘bottom-up’ picture of local development aspirations with 
those for the district as a whole, based on a substantial body of evidence 
that concerns the overall district.  It must be recognised that this may well 
prove a difficult task in practice. 

6.3 Officers are firmly of the view that this bottom-up, locally focused, engagement 
needs to be a well supported process, with Babergh officers – and ideally Ward 
members – helping the local communities to co-ordinate and form a collective 
view on future development / growth.  In order to enable this process we 
suggest the following specific measures for assistance: 

i.  Advance notice to parish councils of this exercise, thereby providing 
additional time to help them gear up for the exercise and to consider 
mobilising local communities to form their views. 

ii.  Provision of local information packs, providing a substantial body of local 
information and data to help inform their deliberation s and conclusions. 

iii.  Allied to this, officers will review the coverage of Parish Plans (produced 
by local communities) and completed Parish Plans, plus those in progress, 
which may be able to provide an early expression of locally agreed ideas 
of the future of each locality.  We would also review the coverage and 
findings of all local, parish-based housing needs surveys (as these provide 
more locally detailed information than other information sources). 

iv.  The holding of parish workshop type sessions (organised along the 
suggested 3-way split of the district) where parish / other local 
representatives can attend and officers / Members can help them through 
the process.  It also looks worthwhile to consider the possibility of 
obtaining the input and help of other officers / staff within the county to 
help in these events (for example, from Mid Suffolk DC and / or Suffolk 
CC, or other rural district councils). 

Members views on these ideas would be especially welcome. 

6.4 A Members’ seminar was held on 21 July, allowing an opportunity to brief all 
Members on these matters and to provide a platform for discussion.  This step 
of reporting to Strategy Committee represents the first step in Babergh’s 
response and is considered an appropriate and proportionate approach in 
providing for full public consultation on a future district planning framework. 

 Proposed Growth Consultation Elements 

6.5 In the interests of brevity, it is not necessary to provide thorough coverage of 
the content of the proposed consultation document.  Paragraph 6.2 above 
makes it clear that the current exercise is all about establishing the over-arching 
parameters of development and growth for the district up to 2031.  Helpful 
evidence-based background data to help provide some kind of comparative 
baseline from which to commence the debate about future housing numbers (as 
the first element of the growth consultation) would include: 
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� The Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 (to 2016) level (also adopted Babergh 
Local Plan level) 

� East of England Plan 2008 (2001 – 2021) level 
� Draft East of England Plan (2011 – 2031) level 
� Previous housing completions level in Babergh 2001 – 2010 
� Population and household projections (EERA; CLG/ONS; Babergh joint 

SHMA evidence consultants’ study) 

6.6 Whilst it is necessary to review the latter demographic projections and related 
modelling work, the very considerable range of forecasts that they provide 
raises some doubts over their use by themselves.  These projections are 
considered to be more of a baseline or guidance than a primary determinant of 
future housing levels.   Accordingly, officers consider that there is merit in 
considering future housing delivery numbers against the following range of 
considerations and 4 main scenarios are suggested: 

Scenario 1: Balancing housing and economic growth 
Scenario 2: Address affordable housing needs and market housing needs 
Scenario 3: Depressed market and continuing the existing level of development 
Scenario 4: Market intervention/ quick market recovery and continuation of 
existing level of development  

 The basis and features of each are set out and explained in the document at 
Appendix A, along with an outline of their pros and cons. 

6.7 The second main element of the consultation paper turns to economic growth, 
in the form of jobs growth.  Evidence to inform this issue comes from many 
forms and sources, starting with ONS Census data like travel to work areas and 
patterns and commuting data.  The evidence also includes the recent Suffolk 
Haven Gateway Employment Land and Strategic Sites (joint) study; projections 
of future jobs growth using a range of known influences and variables (such as 
key drivers like growth of Felixstowe port and Adastral Park, Martlesham); and 
other joint research work carried out alongside the East of England Regional 
Assembly, Suffolk County Council, and Haven Gateway Partnership.  Although 
it must be noted that job growth forecasts and targets cannot be a precise 
science, they should be treated as indicative targets to inform planning and 
decision-making and have importance by providing an expression of economic 
ambition, prosperity and social well-being. 

6.8 In constructing possible new jobs targets, officers have been mindful of 
particular local factors for the district, including the following points: 

a.  That Babergh has limited potential for self-containment and sustainability, 
with only around a half of its residents working in the district and around 
50% out-commuting with important implications for sustainability, and 
quality of life. 

b.  That average wages / salaries in the district are below the county and 
regional average and important implications for overall prosperity and 
ability to secure satisfactory housing, etc. 
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c. That whilst housing delivery throughout the Haven Gateway area has not 
only matched but exceeded sub-regional targets, delivery of jobs has 
fallen short and been outstripped.  Again, the implications for sustainability 
are problematic and include issues around inequalities in the markets for 
housing and employment land, with the latter unable to compete with the 
former. 

d.  Related to the above, it is necessary to consider the sub-regional context 
with particular attention and this requires due regard to be paid to the 
circumstances of Ipswich in particular, in relation to employment land 
supply and economic performance. 

6.9 A range of 3 different job growth scenarios is provided for consideration: 

 Scenario 1 – the “business as usual” approach – based on the forecast 2009 
baseline scenario we assume the growth figures for the period 2011 to 2031 will 
be the same as the former RSS period 2001 to 2021.  The (ELR) evidence 
research suggested percentage share of the new jobs for Babergh is 24% of the 
total (‘shortfall’) forecast figure of 22,860. 

 Scenario 2 – to use the ELR ‘shortfall’ forecast figure for Babergh of 8,100 jobs 
in Babergh and add one-third of the number that would have been necessary to 
achieve the former RSS target of 30,000 (assuming a three-way split between 
Babergh, Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal of the shortfall).   

 Scenario 3 – to use the shortfall forecast to 2021 of 8,100 jobs in Babergh and 
apply the same percentage growth to the jobs target for the district to 2031 as 
has been used in the former RSS (2001 – 2021) for the growth in new houses, 
i.e. 20%.   

6.10 The 3rd and final element concerns an outline settlement hierarchy for the 
district and ways in which future growth could be accommodated sustainably in 
broad terms and at broad, strategic level locations.  As housing and other needs 
exist in every area, the approach needs to ensure that there is some 
appropriate spread or distribution of development to all main areas and an 
appropriate allowance for rural areas as well.  Given our evidence, national 
planning policy and the district’s particular circumstances / character, the 
potential options in this area are relatively limited.  This accordingly anticipates 
that broad directions for growth will need to be identified and prioritised by 
preference and suitability, although the number and size of these will need to be 
determined by the eventual development levels that remain to be determined.  
Work on this to date indicates that the following alternatives are likely to be 
available from which to select preferences: 

 Sudbury / Great Cornard: 4 possible growth directions; 

 Hadleigh: 3 possible growth directions; 

 Ipswich Fringe (within A14): 2 possible growth directions. 
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Other Considerations 

6.11 The evidence base for the BDF is of great importance and the key points on this 
are as follows.  Firstly, it is considered that the great majority of this is now in 
place and currently more than sufficient overall to provide basis on which to 
continue with the currently proposed exercise.  Some additional and revised 
work and some updating will be carried out in coming months.  However, if Plan 
preparation progress is delayed further significantly, there will increasingly be a 
problem of the evidence base being less up-to-date and less complete (as 
requirements evolve) and this provides a note of caution. 

6.12 Another part of the evidence base is Sustainability Appraisal (plus Strategic 
Environmental Assessment and Appropriate Assessment).  This work has 
mostly been completed as far as necessary now and these documents are 
available to view in the Members room, and at reception desk at the Council’s 
Hadleigh HQ.  These sources can be useful for informing comparisons between 
alternative choices and courses of action and will of course be used by officers 
in this way. 

6.13 There is currently a vacuum in respect of any formal planning arrangements 
and development parameters for the Ipswich Policy Area (which now does not 
technically exist) or for co-ordinating development across either Suffolk or other 
geographies such as the Haven Gateway sub region.  These points will need 
addressing as soon as possible and for the interim, continued joint working will 
be essential, pending any more formal arrangements, with a view to the 
forthcoming duty to co-operate applying to public bodies. 

6.14 Related to this is the question of whether the abolition of RSS leaves any policy 
gaps.  Work is underway to assess this question in more detail.  However, it is 
considered that between what is already provided by the Council’s extant Local 
Plan (and supplementary guidance); the considerable body of national planning 
policy and guidance; and what can be put into both the Core Strategy itself and 
subsequent planning documents (particularly the ‘Development Management’ 
policies document) policy coverage either is or will be satisfactory.  However, a 
fuller assessment is being made as to whether there are any gaps that may be 
problematic in the interim period.  Mention has already been made of the loss of 
policy coverage for the Ipswich Policy Area and Haven Gateway sub-region, for 
example. 

6.15 One consequence of the RSS revocation is that of the requirement for Babergh 
to provide 15 Gypsy & Traveller pitches by 2011 no longer applying.  Officers’ 
suggested approach would be to be guided by the available evidence (which is 
considered to reliable overall) in respect of local requirements in this area.  This 
would take the issue of Gypsy & Traveller provision out of the Core Strategy 
arena and explains why it does not form part of the proposed consultation 
document. 

6.16 Work has been updated to ensure that Babergh still has a 5-year housing land 
supply, as this remains and important requirement.  On this, however this is 
calculated, Babergh has more than a 5-year supply and is thus in a relatively 
good position.  However, officers are mindful of the time required to progress 
this Core Strategy to adoption (as well as subsequent main planning 
documents) and lengthy delays could place Babergh in a very different position. 
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6.17 As advised above, officers are monitoring developments closely in respect of 
Governmental announcements and updates, etc., since prevailing 
circumstances are currently changing significantly.  Recent indications are that 
details of the financial incentives to local areas for house building may be 
anticipated by the end of this July.  Bringing other changes, the Localism Bill 
ought to be passed by November 2011.  These matters will be analysed and 
taken into account as / where appropriate and it is possible that such changes 
may be reflected within this Core Strategy and wider BDF, as it progresses. 

6.18 Although some other local authorities within our locality may end up reviewing 
their housing numbers as a result of these recent changes (RSS abolition in 
particular) it is considered helpful as a comparative exercise at least to consider 
development levels for other Suffolk local authorities and other neighbouring 
local authorities in Essex.  The inter-relationship between these is important to 
consider, given that evidence indicates Babergh is part of a wider housing 
market and travel to work / economic  area.  This information is provided for 
Members’ consideration at Appendix B. 

Public Consultation and Member Involvement: Next Steps 

6.19 The draft document is proposed for issuing for public consultation and this will 
provide all with the opportunity to make comments and influence the emerging 
Plan – from the outset.  Those comments will be analysed and considered 
carefully.  The exercise is to take place throughout September / October (for 8 
weeks).  Further details of on the approach to public consultation are set out 
above in paragraph 6.3 above and an update on the suggested public events 
will be provided by email message to all Members following this Committee 
meeting, when it is hoped that the position will be clearer to plan and arrange 
those events. 

6.20 The ensuing period will be spent on analysing the responses and working up a 
draft (Core Strategy) Plan.  It is considered that the imperative of budget setting 
early next year, followed by district council elections, mean that it will not be 
possible to report the draft Plan to Members until after the elections in June 
2011.  However, at that time the new Council will be given the opportunity to 
consider and exercise ownership over the Plan, as a basis for public 
consultation thereafter.  The next steps will then be to consider whether to 
revise (and then reconsider / reconsult) or submit the draft Plan for independent 
examination towards late 2011, with adoption looking more likely in 2012. 

6.21 A new Plan preparation programme for the whole BDF (that is a ‘Local 
Development Scheme’) will need to be prepared later this year but in the 
meantime, the use of ‘realtime’ information on the up-to-date position in respect 
of BDF development is being made.  This is regularly reviewed and updated 
alongside all other useful BDF information, on the Babergh website and 

accessible as follows: www.babergh.gov.uk/babergh/ldf  . 
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7. APPENDICES 

A Proposed initial stage Core Strategy Growth consultation document 
(Issues, Context, Scenarios 2010). 

B Data on development levels for Suffolk local authority areas and other 
neighbouring local authority areas. 

8. BACKGROUND PAPERS REFERRED TO: 

 
None. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CONTACT:  Rich Cooke EMAIL: rich.cooke@babergh.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
H:\DOCS\Committee\REPORTS\Strategy\2010\290710-BDF CoreStrat.doc 
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 2 In conflict with the criterion  

 12 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 
some constraints identified 

 22 In conformity with the criterion  
 2 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects 

 
 
 
Broad Location 5: 
 
Constraints: Mostly Grade 2 and small part Grade 3 agricultural land. One SAM is 
adjacent to the broad location. 
 
The development of sites within the broad location would result in the loss of 
greenfield agricultural land. However, sites allocated within this broad location would 
benefit from the services offered within Sudbury and have the advantage of being 
located in close proximity to Public Rights of Way and public transport route, with the 
nearest bus stop being adjacent to the location boundary. The broad location would 
accommodate a mixed use development, offering good accessibility to local facilities. 
Development of the area may affect the quality of groundwater, as it is located within 
a groundwater source protection zone 2 (Outer Zone) and adjacent to an Inner Zone. 
 
Broad location 5 is within 2km of the town centre.  All services are within 2-3km, and 
a supermarket, middle and high school are all within 1km of the area. 
 
The one way system is a barrier to cyclists.  Would need to consider how any 
existing/potential cycle routes from any new development to major attractors could be 
improved. Need to link any new development with the town and rail station.  Plans 
exist to refurbish cycle-footbridges which cross Springlands Way.  Possibility of 
removing two of these to reduce bridge maintenance costs and to replace them with 
toucan crossings. However, this would require steps to be provided and therefore is 
unlikely.  Broad locations 5 and 6 to the east and north east are able to use the A134 
Springlands Way to bypass the town centre.   
 
Sustainability Appraisal: Broad location 5 scores the highest number of greens and 
the lowest number of ambers (Score: 2 red, 4 amber, 29 green, 3 n/a).  the 2 red 
scores are for greenfield land, and best and most versatile agricultural land (Grade 
3). 
 

 2 In conflict with the criterion  
 4 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 

some constraints identified 
 29 In conformity with the criterion  
 3 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects 

 
 
Broad Location 6: 
 
Constraints: Mostly Grade 3 – small area of Grade 2 agricultural land; Archaeological 
sites; BAP/Protected species (edges of area); Public rights of way. Relative proximity 
of Edwardstone Woods SSSI (within 4km) and adjacent to a Historic Park and 
Garden. 
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The development of sites within this broad location would result in the loss of some 
greenfield agricultural land and possibly public open space. It may also lead to 
coalescence of the urban extension with Great Waldingfield. However, the sites 
within the broad location would benefit from the services offered within Sudbury and 
have the advantage of being located in close proximity to Public Rights of Way and 
public transport route, with the nearest bus stop located within the broad location 
area. The broad location would accommodate a mixed use development, offering 
good accessibility to local facilities. Development within the broad location may affect 
the quality of groundwater, as it is located within a groundwater source protection 
zones 2 and 3 (Outer Zone and Total Catchment Zone). 
 
Broad location 6 is within 2+ km of the town centre.  Doctors’ surgery within 1km; 
middle and high schools within 2km and supermarket 3km of area. 
 
The one way system is a barrier to cyclists.  Would need to consider how any 
existing/potential cycle routes from any new development to major attractors could be 
improved.  Need to link any new development with the town and rail station.  Broad 
locations 5 and 6 to the east and north east are able to use the A134 Springlands 
Way to bypass the town centre.  Broad locations 6 and 7 to the east and south of 
Sudbury involve the development of spine roads, either through the potential housing 
development, or using existing roads on the eastern edge of the existing built up 
area.  Thus these broad locations have the potential to deliver some relief to the town 
centre gyratory. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal: Broad location 6 has no red scores, the second highest 
number of amber scores and second highest number of green. 
 
 0  In conflict with the criterion 
 11 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 

some constraints identified 
 26  In conformity with the criterion 
 1 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects 

 
 
Broad Location 7:   
 
Constraints: Special Landscape Area; Grade 3 agricultural land; Public rights of way;  
BAP/protected species in proximity; Listed buildings in proximity; proximity to 
Cornard Mere SSSI and Abbas Hall Wood.  Mitigation measures may need to be 
incorporated into site design and development to avoid potential effects on ecological 
and heritage assets and their settings. 
 
The development of sites within this broad location would result in the loss of some 
greenfield agricultural land and possibly public open space. The sites with this 
location would benefit from the services offered within Sudbury and have the 
advantage of good accessibility to Public Rights of Way and public transport route 
with bus stops within the location. The broad location would accommodate a mixed 
use development, offering good accessibility to local facilities. The development 
within the broad location may affect the quality of groundwater, as it is located within 
a groundwater source protection zone 1 and 2 (Inner Zone and Outer Zone). 
 
Broad location within 5km of town centre; middle and high school within 1km, and 
Doctors’ surgery within 2km. 
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The one way system is a barrier to cyclists.  Would need to consider how any 
existing/potential cycle routes from any new development to major attractors could be 
improved.  Need to link any new development with the town and rail station.  Broad 
locations 6 and 7 to the east and south of Sudbury involve the development of spine 
roads, either through the potential housing development, or using existing roads on 
the eastern edge of the existing built up area.  Thus these broad locations have the 
potential to deliver some relief to the town centre gyratory. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal: Broad location 7 has the second lowest green score of the 
four Sudbury/Great Cornard broad locations. 
 
 2  In conflict with the criterion 
 9 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 

some constraints identified 
 24  In conformity with the criterion 

 3 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects 
   
 
 
 
Ipswich Fringe 
 
Broad Location 8: 
 
Constraints: SLA; majority of area Grade 2 agricultural land, some Grade 3; Public 
Rights of Way; Stour and Orwell Estuary designated SPA located approximately 
2.8km south-east of the broad location and the Stoke Tunnel SSSI is located 
approximately 2km to the east; proximity to an Historic Park and Garden. 
 
The broad location is situated in Ipswich Fringe. Development of sites within it would 
result in the loss of some greenfield agricultural land and possibly some public open 
space. However, the sites within this location would benefit from the services offered 
within Ipswich and have the advantage of being located in close proximity to Public 
Rights of Way and public transport route with bus stops located within the location 
area. The broad location would accommodate a mixed use development, offering 
good accessibility to local facilities.  
 
The quality of groundwater may be affected as the broad location is located within a 
groundwater source protection zone 2 (Outer Zone). The Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA) Preliminary Review indicated that the broad location may support 
roosting and foraging birds of the European site and, therefore, development may 
have a detrimental impact to the ecological function of this designation. 
 
Supermarkets and Doctors’ Surgery within 1km of area, and High School within 2km 
of area.  Park and Ride site nearby.  The Suffolk Centre 6th form college (opens 
September 2010) is close to the area.  New walking and cycling routes are proposed 
as part of the Suffolk Centre development.  This would provide a link for pedestrians 
and cyclists between Sproughton and the Centre, as well as a link to the countryside.  
Would need to consider how any existing/potential cycle routes from any new 
developments to major attractors could be improved.  Good level of bus services 
along Hadleigh Road – few along London Road.  A14 is noisy and would have 
serious impacts on any new housing nearby unless major mitigation was provided.  
Highways Agency likely to be concerned because of the A14 and Copdock 
interchange. 
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Sustainability Appraisal: Only one red score – location in proximity to a SPA, SAC or 
broad location of SSSI. 
 
 1  In conflict with the criterion 
 9 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 

some constraints identified 
 26  In conformity with the criterion 
 2 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects 

 
 
Broad Location 9: 
 
Constraints: Overhead power lines; BAP & Protected species; Grade 3 agricultural 
land; small area of Grade 2 agricultural land; in proximity to SSSIs, an SPA, a CWS, 
a LNR, and an AW. It is also adjacent to Areas of Archaeological Importance and it is 
situated adjacent to a grade II listed building. 
 
The broad location abuts Ipswich settlement boundary. Development of sites within it 
would lead to the loss of greenfield agricultural land. The location is also at risk of 
flooding and is within a ground water protection zone. A County Wildlife Site lies 
within the location and it has a Green Corridor running through it. On the positive side 
this broad location benefits from the services and facilities offered within Ipswich and 
it has the advantage of being located adjacent to public transport routes and Public 
Rights of Way. Proposed mixed use development should help minimise the need for 
travel.  
 
Supermarket, Doctors’ Surgery and High School all within 1km of area.  Park and 
Ride site nearby.  The Suffolk Centre 6th form college (opens September 2010) is 
close to the area.  New walking and cycling routes are proposed as part of the 
Suffolk Centre development.  This would provide a link for pedestrians and cyclists 
between Sproughton and the Centre, as well as a link to the countryside.  Would 
need to consider how any existing/potential cycle routes from any new developments 
to major attractors could be improved. A14 is noisy and would have serious impacts 
on any new housing nearby unless major mitigation was provided.  Highways Agency 
likely to be concerned because of the A14 and Copdock interchange. 
 
Sustainability Appraisal: 
 

 5  In conflict with the criterion 
 5 Partially meets the criterion / possibly in conflict with the criterion/ 

some constraints identified 
 25  In conformity with the criterion 
 3 Not relevant to criterion / Neutral effects  

 
 
Q: Do you agree that we should plan for urban extensions to accommodate new 
housing and jobs?  If not, please give your reasons and suggest an alternative 
strategy. 
 
Q:  Hadleigh -   would you prefer to see growth spread out in all three broad locations 
for potential growth, or all growth concentrated in one or two locations?  Please give 
your reasons, and any alternative to the four locations considered above. 
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Q:  Sudbury and Great Cornard – would you prefer to see growth spread out in all 
four broad locations for potential growth, or all growth concentrated in one or two 
locations?  Please give your reasons, and any alternative to the four locations 
considered above. 
 
Q: Ipswich Fringe - would you prefer to see growth spread between both broad 
locations for potential growth, or all growth concentrated in one location?  Please 
give your reasons, and any alternative to the four locations considered above. 
 
Q: Are there any of the nine broad locations for potential growth that you consider 
should not be developed at all?  If so, please let us know which these are, and why 
you consider they should not be developed. 
 
Q: Are there any broad areas around the towns and/or on the Ipswich Fringe that we 
have not looked at that you feel would be better locations for future housing and 
employment growth?  If so, please let us know the reasons why, and identify any 
possible constraints. 
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