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1.0
Non-Technical Summary
1.1
Section 19 (5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act requires Local Planning Authorities to undertake Sustainability Appraisal to assess the economic, environmental and social effects of a plan. Government Guidance sets out the approach to Sustainability Appraisal and this report is part of Stage B of the process of developing and refining options and assessing the effects. The stages of Sustainability Appraisal preparation are set out below:
	
	SA Stages

	A
	Setting the content and objectives of the appraisal, establishing the baseline and deciding on the scope.

	B
	Developing and refining options and assessing effects 

	C
	Preparing the Sustainability Report 

	D
	Consulting on the Sustainability Appraisal Report

	E
	Monitoring the significant effects of implementing the plan 


1.2
A Sustainability Appraisal is an iterative process which is undertaken when preparing and developing a plan or strategy. Sustainability Appraisal provides the opportunity to consider how a plan can contribute towards the improvement of environmental, economic and social conditions and provides a means of identifying and addressing any adverse effects draft policies and options may have.

1.3
The Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) options consultation includes a range of options which have been identified to address the issues to be addressed by this LDD. At this stage the preparation of the LDD options should be appraised and refined.
1.4
The Sustainability Appraisal involves a qualitative assessment of the options against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives. These objectives cover a wide range of issues including housing, employment, town centres and the environment. The Sustainability Appraisal objectives are set out below:

	
	SA Topic

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	Accessibility

	
	Housing 

	
	Health

	
	Crime

	
	Community

	
	Skills

	
	Livability

	Effective protection of the environment
	Biodiversity

	
	Landscape

	
	Cultural Heritage

	
	Climate Change

	Prudent use of natural resources
	Air

	
	Water

	
	Natural Hazard

	
	Soil and Land

	
	Minerals

	
	Energy Use

	
	Waste

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	Employment

	
	Wealth Creation

	
	Town Centres


1.5
The Sustainability Objectives provide the framework for the appraisal and were derived through the scoping stage of the Sustainability Appraisal for the Core Spatial Strategy; this North Northamptonshire wide scoping stage is supplemented by a scoping report on the Site Specific Proposals LDD which considers local issues. The objectives are derived through consideration of local, regional and national strategies and the key sustainability issues identified within the County and Borough through the assessment of baseline information.
1.6
The Sustainability Appraisal highlights for each option where there are potential adverse affects or benefits in relation to the Sustainability Appraisal objectives. Where there are adverse objectives the appraisal seeks to identify mitigation measures which would be required if the option is progressed into the draft plan to provide a more sustainable solution.
1.7
The aim of the Sustainability Appraisal is to aid decision making rather than to determine which of the options should be taken forward.

1.8
The tables set out in part B for each option provide an assessment against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives. The key sustainability issues have been discussed where relevant and appraised using the assessment symbols set out below:
	Likely to contribute to the achievement of greater sustainability according to the identified objective
	(

	Likely to detract from the achievement of greater sustainability according to the identified objective
	x

	Likely effect but too unpredictable to specify, or multiple impacts potentially both positive and negative
	?

	No identifiable relationship between the topic covered in the policy and the sustainability concern
	-


2.0 
Introduction
2.1
The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the Sustainability Appraisal of options included in the Site Specific Proposals Local Development Document (LDD) Options Paper. This appraisal of options will help inform decisions on which options are taken forward in the Proposed Submission Plan. This Plan will be accompanied by the Sustainability Appraisal Report.
2.2
Section 19 (5) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act requires Local Planning Authorities to undertake Sustainability Appraisal to assess the economic, environmental and social effects of a plan. Government Guidance sets out the approach to Sustainability Appraisal and this report is part of Stage B of the process of developing and refining options and assessing the effects. The stages of Sustainability Appraisal preparation are set out below:

	
	SA Stages

	A
	Setting the content and objectives of the appraisal, establishing the baseline and deciding on the scope.

	B
	Developing and refining options and assessing effects 

	C
	Preparing the Sustainability Report 

	D
	Consulting on the Sustainability Appraisal Report

	E
	Monitoring the significant effects of implementing the plan 


2.3
Stage A was undertaken in March 2009 when Kettering Borough Council issued a report which set out how the proposed appraisal was to be carried out, and what the current ‘state of the environment’ is in relation to the different appraisal criteria to be used during the assessment. This report was known as the Scoping Report. This Scoping Report supplements the Core Spatial Strategy Scoping Report.
2.4
This report presents the findings of stage B of the assessment, although this is not a single stage and options will continue to be refined and assessed as policies are developed. Stage C of the process with be competed alongside the preparation of the Proposed Submission LDD and the Proposed Submission LDD and Sustainability Appraisal report will be consulted on together.
3.0 
What is Sustainable Development?
3.1
In order to undertake the SA and to assist in explaining its findings, it is necessary to establish what is meant by sustainable development. The Site Specific Proposals LDD SA/SEA adopts the same definitions as the CSS SA/SEA. The general understanding of the term is repeated below.

3.2
Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.
3.3
However, this definition may be overly simplistic as inherent to the concept is the principle of ‘intergenerational equity'; that is, that the degree of access to the planet's resources should be no less in the future than it is for the present population. Implicit too in the idea of sustainable development is a concern for ‘intragenerational equity’; that is, that the consumption of resources by some should not deny the needs of others. Sustainable development is often perceived as a 'human-centred' concept, but this is to neglect the overriding importance of the planet's continuing ability to support all forms of life.
3.4
Sustainable development is undoubtedly a complex idea, embracing as it does economic, environmental and social concerns, and matters that vary from local to global in their extent. A concern for sustainability means taking a very long term perspective and this applies to the sustainability of the LDF as a whole and the need to think beyond the plan period for its component parts, including the Site Specific Proposals LDD.
3.5 In defining sustainable development a good place to start is the UK Government’s strategy, ‘A Better Quality of Life’ (May 1999), which defined sustainable development in terms of four objectives. These are:
· social progress which recognises the needs of everyone

· effective protection of the environment

· prudent use of natural resources

· maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth and employment.

3.6
This approach has now been updated following the publication of the new UK strategy for sustainable development ‘Securing the Future’. This was produced in conjunction with the UK shared strategy framework ‘One future – different paths’ (March 2005) which gives the purpose of sustainable development as a goal that:
 ‘…will be pursued in an integrated way through a sustainable, innovative and productive economy that delivers high levels of employment, and a just society that promotes social inclusion, sustainable communities and personal well-being. This will be done in ways that protect and enhance the physical and natural environment, and use resources and energy as efficiently as possible’.
3.7
‘Securing the Future’ also sets out five guiding principles that will replace the four aims of the old strategy, as quoted above and that appear in published Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and PPS Supplements. The strategy defines sustainable development as:
· living within environmental limits

· ensuring a strong and healthy and just society

· achieving a sustainable economy

· promoting good governance

· using sound science responsibly

However, the headings used in the 1999 definition are used in this appraisal (as with the CSS SA/SEA) as they are a tried and tested way of organising the sustainability framework. Although the five new themes do add a layer of detail to the definition of what sustainable development entails, they are less useful for the practical purpose of appraisal. In addition it may be more suitable for economic objectives to take into account the need for a sustainable economy to be better integrated into the other goals for sustainable development, and therefore reword the objective relating to economic growth. In addition the four themes of sustainable development have been used since the beginning of the SA process, and have already been subject to consultation, and agreement, with relevant consultees, during scoping.
4.0 
The Site Specific Proposals LDD

4.1
The Site Specific Proposals LDD, when adopted, will form part of the North Northamptonshire Local Development Framework. The document will cover the whole Borough with the exception of issues addressed in the Core Spatial Strategy and Area Action Plans for Kettering Town Centre and Rothwell and Desborough Urban Extensions.

4.2
The Site Specific Proposals LDD will allocate land for housing, employment, retail, leisure and community facilities. It contains policies relating to specific areas such as Rothwell, Desborough and Burton Latimer town centres and topics such as design, affordable housing and protection of the open countryside.

4.3
The Site Specific Proposals LDD will provide detailed policies to delivery the overarching strategy set out in the CSS.

5.0 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA)

5.1
An SA must be carried out in order to fulfil the statutory requirements from the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.  The SA is also being undertaken in such a way so as to meet the requirements of the European Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive (2001/42/EC) and Statutory Instrument 1633 ‘The Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes’ Regulations, 2004.  SEA and SA are being undertaken together as a combined process and the SA report will be common to both.

5.2
The requirements for SEA come directly from European legislation, and are set out in a Directive that is common to all of the Member States of the European Union.  In England the Directive has been transposed into Regulations.  The Regulations came into force in July 2004, and require certain types of defined ‘plan or programme’ to undergo environmental assessment, to a strict set of environmental criteria that are included in Schedule 2 of the Regulations.  Development plans are identified as one of the types of ‘plan or programme’ that must be assessed.  However, as development plans in the form of LDF and Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) are already statutorily required to undergo SA it was decided by the former ODPM that the best way to proceed, following the commencement of the SEA Regulations, was to ensure that the process by which SA was carried out complied with the very specific regulatory requirements of SEA.  In this appraisal SA is short-hand for a combined SA and SEA.  

5.3
The main divergence between the two processes is that SEA has very strict regulatory processes to be completed in order to legally comply with the Regulations.  The SA process is only set out through guidance, from various sources, and therefore the requirements of the process are more open to interpretation.  A further difference is that SEA is primarily concerned with environmental sustainability, whereas SA is concerned with the wider sustainability agenda, including social and economic implications (although the SEA Regulations do cover some socio-economic issues such as ‘Population’).  In this SA the ODPM guidance on ‘Sustainability Appraisal of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Frameworks’ (November, 2005) is the basis for the appraisal. This is in accordance with the higher tier ‘mother’ SA/SEA conducted for the CSS. 

6.0
Regulatory requirements for SA 

6.1
The SA Guidance and SEA Directive contain specific requirements as to how the combined SA/SEA, should be reported, as a key output of the process.  

6.2
As the SA is not controlled by strict regulatory requirements, and the SEA process is, the guidelines for SA production use the SEA Regulations as the basis for the reporting requirements for the combined procedure. The complete requirements for an environmental report as part of SEA can be found in Schedule 2 of the SEA Regulations.  The SA Report to accompany the propose submission version of the Site Specific Proposals LDD must include:

· the baseline environment of the Borough, including any problems / issues identified;

· the predicted effects of the draft plan and how they were evaluated;

· the outcome of assessment of alternatives to the chosen option;

· how environmental considerations were taken into account in the plan; 

· how any environmental effects identified in the appraisal may be mitigated;

· the proposed monitoring arrangements to assess the future performance of the plan. 

6.3
The approach taken to the reporting of the final SA will include the specific reporting requirements of SEA. This essentially means that matters to be considered as part of the report go beyond the environmental, to include social well being and economic performance. Figure 3.1 summarises how the SEA Directive’s requirements will be met in the final SA/SEA of the Site Specific Proposals LDD. 

Meeting the SEA directive requirements

	Requirement
	Where met 

	a) An outline of the content, main objective of the plan and relationship with other relevant plans or programmes. 
	Scoping Report

	b) Relevant aspects of the current state of the environment and its likely evolution without the implementation of the plan.
	Scoping Report

	c) The environmental characteristics of the areas likely to be significantly affected.
	Scoping Report

	d) Any existing environmental problems (issues) in particular those relating to areas designated under the Habitats and Birds Directive.
	Scoping Report

	e) The environmental protection objectives which are relevant to the plan or programme, and the way those objectives have been taken into account in its preparations.
	Scoping Report

	f) The likely significant effects on the environmental (and economic and social implications).
	Interim SA Report & SA Report

	g) reduce and offset any significant adverse effects,,,,, 
	Interim SA Report & SA Report

	h) An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with…..
	To follow in SA Report

	i)….and a description of how the assessment was undertaken, any problems and measure as regards monitoring etc. 
	To follow in SA Report

	j) A non-technical summary…..
	Section 1 and SA Report


7.0
How to comment:

Kettering Borough Council welcomes your views on this document and invites you to make comments in the following ways:

· On-line: Comments can be made via the web on Kettering Borough Council’s on-line consultation portal.  The web address is http://consult.kettering.gov.uk/portal.

· In writing to: Development Services, Kettering Borough Council, Bowling Green Road, Kettering, NN15 7QX.

 

Please ensure that your comments reach us by 5:30pm on 23 April 2012
 

Any queries about the preparation of the LDD, or supporting documents, should also be forwarded to the Development Services Team using the contact details above or by telephone on 01536 534316.

8.0
Assessment of Objectives
8.1
The Site Specific DPD does not have its own plan objectives but sets out how the Plan will contribute towards meeting the North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Objectives. These objectives will be tested through the Sustainability Appraisal of the Joint Core Strategy. However an appraisal of these objectives against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives has also been competed below to inform the preparation of the Site Specific Proposals LDD.

9.0
Developing and Assessing Options

9.1
The generation of reasonable options is central to the preparation of development plans. The reasonable options developed during the preparation of the Site Specific Proposals LDD are tested below against the sustainability appraisal objectives. These appraisals are used to provide a summary of the suitability of options. These assessments and consultation responses will be used to inform decisions on which options should be progressed in the proposed submission plan.
10.0
Assessment of Sites

10.1
The plan identified a number of options for sites to be allocated for development. The methodologies for assessing sites, which are set out in the ‘Background Paper: Housing Allocations’ and ‘Background Paper: Employment Allocations’, use the sustainability appraisal objectives to develop the assessment criteria. This ensures that through the assessment of sites, the most sustainable options have been identified, as have the best sites. A summary of the site assessment against the sustainability appraisal criteria is set out in the relevant tables below.
10.2
The following assessment sheets provide an assessment of each option against the sustainability appraisal criteria. A summary of the options to address each issue is then provided setting out which of the options perform best against the sustainability appraisal criteria.
10.3
Following the consultation on options these appraisals will be used to develop policies to be included in the Site Specific Proposals LDD - Proposed Submission Plan.
Assessment of Plan Objectives

	SA Objectives
	Plan Objectives

	
	
	Empowered and proactive communities
	Adaptability to future climate change
	Distinctive environments that build on local character and enhance biodiversity
	Excellent services and facilities easily accessed by local communities and businesses
	A sustainable balance between local jobs and workers and a more diverse economy
	Transformed Connectivity
	More walkable places and an excellent choice of ways to travel
	Vibrant, well connected towns and a productive countryside
	Stronger, more self sufficient towns with thriving centres
	Enhanced quality of life for all residents

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	Accessibility
	●
	–
	–
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	–

	
	Housing
	●
	–
	?
	–
	–
	–
	–
	●
	●
	●

	
	Health
	●
	●
	●
	●
	–
	–
	●
	–
	–
	●

	
	Crime
	●
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	●

	
	Community
	●
	–
	–
	●
	–
	–
	–
	●
	●
	●

	
	Skills
	–
	–
	–
	●
	●
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	Liveability
	●
	–
	●
	●
	–
	–
	●
	●
	●
	●

	Effective protection of the environment
	Biodiversity
	–
	●
	●
	?
	?
	?
	–
	●
	●
	?

	
	Landscape
	–
	–
	●
	?
	?
	?
	–
	●
	●
	?

	
	Cultural Heritage
	–
	–
	●
	?
	?
	–
	–
	?
	?
	●

	
	Climate Change
	–
	●
	–
	–
	●
	?
	●
	●
	●
	–

	Prudent use of natural resources
	Air
	–
	–
	–
	–
	●
	?
	●
	●
	●
	–

	
	Water
	–
	●
	–
	?
	?
	–
	–
	?
	?
	?

	
	Natural Hazard
	–
	●
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–
	–

	
	Soil and Land
	–
	–
	–
	x
	x
	–
	–
	?
	●
	x

	
	Minerals
	–
	–
	–
	?
	?
	?
	–
	?
	●
	?

	
	Energy Use
	–
	●
	–
	?
	?
	–
	–
	?
	?
	?

	
	Waste
	–
	●
	–
	?
	?
	–
	–
	?
	?
	?

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	Employment
	–
	–
	?
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	–

	
	Wealth Creation
	–
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●
	–

	
	Town Centres
	–
	–
	–
	●
	–
	●
	●
	●
	●
	●


Key:

	Compatible
	●

	
	

	Possible Conflict 
	x

	
	

	Uncertainty 
	?

	
	

	neutral or no relationship
	– 


Summary of Assessment of Objectives
The majority of plan objectives are compatible with the sustainability appraisal objectives. Areas where the impacts are uncertain or there is a possible conflict generally relate to the conflict between meeting the areas growth needs and protection of the environment and use of natural resources. These conflicts can be mitigated through the inclusion of policies which ensure best use of resources and minimise impacts on the natural environment.

Assessment of Options

Options Paper Chapter 3: Location of Development

Location of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation

	Option 1: To identify additional pitches on existing sites or in close proximity to existing sites (temporary or permanent sites). This would involve identifying spaces within existing sites or land adjacent to existing sites, assessing the possibility of accommodating more pitches, exploring the willingness of landowners to accommodate future travellers.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	Some of the existing sites are located away from existing settlements and it may be that other options would allow sites to be identified in more accessible locations. However some existing sites are relatively well located in terms of accessibility
	Ensure accessibility is considered as part of the site assessment work


	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	?
	?
	?
	Identifying more accessible locations may improve access to healthcare and encourage healthy travel choices, however some existing sites are relatively well located in terms of accessibility
	Ensure accessibility of healthcare is considered as part of the site assessment work



	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	It may be difficult to accommodate different ethnicities on existing sites
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Could result in increased densities and over development of sites
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Likely to have lower impact on biodiversity than other options. Extending sites may impact on biodiversity but this would need to be assessed on an individual site basis
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Likely to have lower landscape impact than other options as sites already exist, however intensification of use could effect the landscape impact of sites
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	?
	?
	?
	Intensifying existing sites which can only be accessed by car would increase traffic related pollution
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	Would need to ensure the capacity of water supply on sites could accommodate a more intensive use
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Key benefit of this option is that it reduces the use of undeveloped land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 2: To identify new sites away from existing ones. This will involve a search for available land with landowners willing to offer land for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation and publicly owned land suitable for Gypsy and Traveller accommodation

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	Accessibility of sites will depend on where available land is located although the assessment of sites will help ensure that of those identified the most accessible ones are selected
	Ensure accessibility is considered as part of the site assessment work



	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	?
	?
	?
	Access to healthcare will depend on where available land is located
	Ensure accessibility of healthcare is considered as part of the site assessment work



	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	May go against natural choice of places where Gypsy and Travellers want to locate
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Would prevent over concentration in existing sites but may go against natural choice of places where Gypsy and Travellers want to locate
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Would depend on the sites identified but likely to have a greater impact than intensifying existing sites
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Would depend on the sites identified but likely to have a greater impact than intensifying existing sites
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	?
	?
	?
	Car use would depend on the location of identified sites
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	Would need to ensure adequate water supply could be provided to the sites
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	X
	X
	X
	Would result in the loss of green field land
	Difficult to mitigate but could be minimised through ensuring best use of land.

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 3: To identify the ideal site or sites using a set of criteria. This would involve looking for the ideal site or sites using a set of suitability and sustainability criteria. Land ownership would then need to be investigated.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Using a search criteria would ensure sites are located in accessible locations
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	These sites may be harder to deliver as land may not be available for development
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Using a search criteria would ensure sites are located in locations with good access to health care
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	May go against natural choice of places where Gypsy and Travellers want to locate
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Would prevent over concentration in existing sites but may go against natural choice of places where Gypsy and Travellers want to locate
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Would depend on the sites identified but search criteria should help reduce the impact
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Would depend on the sites identified but search criteria should help reduce the impact
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	(
	(
	(
	Using a search criteria would help ensure sites are accessible by sustainable modes of transport
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	Would need to ensure adequate water supply could be provided to the sites
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	X
	X
	X
	Would result in the loss of green field land
	Difficult to mitigate but could be minimised through ensuring best use of land.

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 4: A combination of the above options

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	Would need to ensure adequate water supply could be provided to the sites
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	?


	?
	?
	Depends on the combination of options and the sites identified
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options:

The option to identify additional pitches on or adjacent to existing sites would have benefits in terms of reducing the impact on landscape, biodiversity and soil and land as it would not result in the use of new greenfield sites, however in terms of accessibility this option is less favourable as some existing sites are not in the most accessible locations. The option to identify new sites away for existing ones may improve accessibility depending on where sites are available but is likely to have more negative impacts on biodiversity, landscape and soil and land as this would involve the identification of new sites. The option to use a search criteria would have positive impacts on a number of criteria as this would allow sites to be identified in accessible and sustainable locations, however these sites may be more difficult to deliver as sites may not be available for development. A combination of the options would allow the disadvantages of each option to be minimised while maximising the advantages.
Development in the Open Countryside

	Option 5: To include a policy setting out the limited circumstances in which development in the open countryside would be allowed.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside ensures that new development is located in accessible locations
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Proposed policies would limit housing provision outside settlement boundaries but would allow affordable housing to meet local need as an exceptional circumstance
	Ensure adequate provision is made for housing development through other policies in the plan

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside helps conserve biodiversity
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside helps protect landscape character
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside contributes towards reducing the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside contributes towards reducing the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the open countryside minimises the loss of Greenfield land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	x
	x
	x
	Would limit employment provision outside settlement boundaries
	Ensure adequate provision is made for employment through other policies in the plan



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


There are no reasonable alternatives to including a policy setting out the limited circumstances in which development in the open countryside would be allowed as the existing CSS policy 9 requires development in the open countryside to be strictly controlled but to allow development in exceptional circumstances to support the rural economy or local community needs it is necessary to provide guidance on what would be considered exceptional circumstances.
Summary of Options

Limiting development in the open countryside is inherently sustainable. Providing guidance on the limited circumstances in which development is allowed supports the policy to restrict development in the open countryside and therefore has positive impacts on SA criteria including accessibility, biodiversity, landscape, climate change, air and soil and land. Uncertain and negative impacts are recorded against SA criteria; housing and employment, due to the restrictions this policy would have on development outside settlement boundaries. These impacts can be mitigated through ensuring other policies in the plan make adequate provision for housing and employment.
Settlement Boundaries

	Option 6: To include a policy defining settlement boundaries to provide the distinction between the open countryside and the urban form

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing development and preventing urban sprawl will help improve accessibility of services and facilities
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x/?
	x/?
	x/?
	Restricting expansion may increase pressure on sites within the boundary  which may impact on provision of affordable housing
	Ensure adequate provision is made elsewhere in the plan to meet housing needs



	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Protecting open land around settlements makes a positive contribution to human health
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Preventing unrestricted expansion will help create a pleasant environment
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Preventing unrestricted expansion will help protect biodiversity around settlements
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of policy
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Protects sites outside settlements but implies some pressure within settlements which may impact on cultural heritage
	Ensure policies are in place to ensure development within settlements does not negatively impact on cultural heritage

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial as focusing development will reduce distances travelled
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air and Climate
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial as focusing development will reduce distances travelled
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of option
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	Could constrain employment development
	Ensure adequate provision is made for employment development through other policies in the plan

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing development will indirectly help support the vitality and viability of town centres
	


	Option 7: To include a criteria based policy to assess whether proposed development is contained within the built up framework on a case by case basis

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing development and preventing urban sprawl will help improve accessibility of services and facilities
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x/?
	x/?
	x/?
	Restricting expansion may increase pressure on sites within the built up framework  which may impact on provision of affordable housing
	Ensure adequate provision is made elsewhere in the plan to meet housing needs



	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Protecting open land around settlements makes a positive contribution to human health
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Preventing unrestricted expansion will help create a pleasant environment
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Preventing unrestricted expansion will help protect biodiversity around settlements
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of policy
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Protects sites outside settlements but implies some pressure within settlements which may impact on cultural heritage
	Ensure policies are in place to ensure development within settlements does not negatively impact on cultural heritage

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial as focusing development will reduce distances travelled
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air and Climate
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial as focusing development will reduce distances travelled
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of option
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	(
	(
	(
	Indirectly beneficial
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	x/?
	x/?
	x/?
	Could constrain employment development
	Ensure adequate provision is made for employment development through other policies in the plan

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing development will indirectly help support the vitality and viability of town centres
	


Summary of options

In terms of sustainability appraisal the two options are both inherently sustainable in that they protect the open countryside from development and focus development in existing built up areas. Both options would have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal objectives; accessibility, health, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage, climate change, air and climate, soil and land, minerals and town centres. The main difference between the options is the level of certainty that is provided. Settlement boundaries provide a clear guide to what is considered to be land within the built framework and what is considered to be open countryside, whereas a criteria based policy requires each individual proposal to be considered against the criteria. Although the drawing of settlement boundaries can result in pressure on open space or areas within settlement boundaries where development may not be appropriate, this can be mitigated through the use of policies to protect important open space within settlements.

Re-use and Redevelopment of Rural Buildings

	Option 8: To include a policy setting out requirements for the re-use or redevelopment of rural buildings.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should result in development of suitable developments which are accessible to people in rural areas, particularly employment opportunities. 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will enable some rural buildings to be reused for residential use and prioritises affordable housing hierarchically.
	Tailoring the policy to hierarchically prioritise affordable housing improves the potential positive impacts of the policy.

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Uncertain:

 – potential positive impact from re-use of redundant buildings which might otherwise become magnets for crime or anti-social behaviour;

- potential negative impact - Rural buildings are usually fairly remote and therefore can become targets for crime
	Potential negative impact could be mitigated by policy criteria requiring the redevelopment and re-use provides a safe environment for its use.

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Potential positive impact from appropriate redevelopment of redundant buildings which could fall derelict and blight the community.

The draft policy also hierarchically prioritises community uses.
	Tailoring the policy to hierarchically prioritise community uses improves the potential positive impacts of the policy.



	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	The scenario described above could enhance the liveability of rural areas where derelict buildings detract from their liveability.

The provision of employment opportunities in rural areas will also aid rural vitality, viability and liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	( / (
	(/ (
	( / (
	Positive impacts through criteria promoting quality of design and preventing inappropriate uses, conversions or additions which would have a negative impact on the built environment. Potential negative impact on landscape if inappropriate redevelopments take place which impact poorly on the surrounding landscape.
	This could be mitigated by policy criteria requiring the redevelopment and re-use to be in keeping and well related to its surrounding landscape.

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	? 
	? 
	? 
	Uncertain:

Potential positive impact - if local employment or facilities are developed to serve rural areas (for example newsagents, small scale local shops), people will not need to travel day-to-day by car, to access such facilities.

Potential negative impact – uses which generate high numbers of additional visitors by car to rural areas may have a negative impact.
	The potential negative could be mitigated by a policy criteria assessing the traffic impact of redevelopment and re-use to be within reasonable limits and to refuse developments which generate high numbers of additional visitors by car.

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Re-use of existing buildings reduces the amount of Greenfield land needed for new developments.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will promote re-use of buildings for employment generating use and encourage sustainable economic development by prioritising these uses hierarchically.
	Tailoring the policy to hierarchically prioritise employment uses improves the potential positive impacts of the policy.

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should facilitate agricultural prosperity and economic development by prioritising these uses hierarchically.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	 Any uses proposed would be so small scale impact on town centres would be negligible.
	This is also mitigated by other policies in the plan which deal with the location of developments involving town centre uses.


	Option 9: To not include a policy setting out requirements for the re-use or redevelopment of rural buildings.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	A potential negative impact from preventing the re-use of redundant buildings which might otherwise become magnets for crime or anti-social behaviour.
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	(
	(
	Redundant buildings could fall derelict and blight the community.

Prevention of the potential development of local facilities or opportunities for employment could be to the detriment of community.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	(
	(
	Redundant buildings could fall derelict and undermine liveability.

Prevention of the potential development of local facilities or opportunities for employment could be to the detriment of liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	Not setting a policy framework for re-use of buildings could result in inappropriate schemes being developed which impact negatively on the landscape. Redundant buildings could fall derelict and blight the built environment.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to encourage economic re-use of rural buildings would result in the potential loss of productive farms or economic uses and have a negative impact on rural economies and job creation.

Not setting out a policy framework runs the risk of all conversions coming forward for residential development, for which there is most pressure, undermining the supply for buildings for agriculture and employment use.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to encourage economic re-use of rural buildings would have a negative impact on rural economies and job creation.

Not setting out a policy framework runs the risk of all conversions coming forward for residential development, for which there is most pressure, undermining the supply for buildings for agriculture and economic use.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy setting out requirements for the re-use or redevelopment of rural buildings performed the best of the two options in the Sustainability Appraisal.  Positive impacts were assessed against the topics of accessibility, housing, community, liveability, land efficiency, landscape and, through encouraging re-use of buildings for economic uses, on employment and wealth creation. Some potential negative impacts were identified on crime, landscape and climate change, but these can be mitigated with a robust policy. The option to not include such a policy performed poorly in comparison to the option to include a policy. The Sustainability Appraisal highlighted negative impacts on employment (particularly the agricultural and associated sectors), wealth creation, community, liveability, and landscape, with a particular disadvantage being the potential blight of buildings falling into disuse and dereliction without a policy framework to guide their redevelopment.
Farm Diversification

	Option 10: To include a policy covering farm diversification.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should result in development of suitable employment opportunities which are accessible to people in rural areas.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Potential positive impact from support to the agricultural sector and provision of local employment opportunities both of which would have positive impacts on rural communities and vitality.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will support diversification of the rural economy and associated diversification of the types of jobs available, boosting skills.
	Policy could be tailored to further boost this aspect by encouraging proposals which genuinely diversify the job offer and skill set needed, for example environmental / eco or high-tech enterprises.

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	The support of a thriving agricultural sector and provision of employment opportunities in rural areas will aid rural vitality, viability and liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	Neutral impact, although policy could encourage proposals which have positive environmental impacts which may include positive impacts on biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Potential negative impact on landscape if inappropriate redevelopments take place which impact poorly on the surrounding landscape or character of the area.
	This could be mitigated by policy criteria requiring proposals to be in scale with and well related to its surrounding landscape and to be in scale and character with its context.

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Uncertain:

Potential positive impact - if local employment or facilities are developed to serve rural areas people will not need to travel day-to-day by car, to access employment.

Potential positive impact - Policy could encourage ‘green technology’ industries which could result in a positive impact in the long term.
Potential negative impact – uses which generate high numbers of additional visitors by car to rural areas may have a negative impact.
	The potential negative could be mitigated by a policy criteria assessing the traffic impact of development proposals to be within reasonable limits and to refuse developments which generate high numbers of additional visitors by car.

Policy should be developed to encourage ‘green technology’ industries which could result in a positive impact in the long term.

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Re-use of existing rural agricultural brownfield land and buildings reduces the amount of Greenfield land needed for new developments.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will support a vibrant and successful agricultural and equine economy, encourage sustainable economic development and diversification and promote employment generating proposals.
	Policy should particularly encourage proposals which generate new jobs.



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will support a vibrant and successful agricultural an equine economy, encourage sustainable economic development and diversification and promote employment generating proposals, entrepreneurship and rural economic prosperity.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	Any uses proposed would also need to be in accordance with policies elsewhere in the plan which will adequately protect town centres.
	Any potential negative impacts are successfully mitigated by other policies in the plan which deal with the location of developments involving town centre uses.


	Option 11: To not include a policy covering farm diversification.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	(
	(
	Agriculture plays an integral role in the rural community. Failing to support sustainable economic agricultural growth and diversification could undermine communities in the medium-long term if farms fail.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	(
	(
	(
	Presumption against rural development would prevent proposals to diversify farm operations and increase the skills base.
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	(
	(
	Agriculture plays an integral role in rural vibrancy and liveability. Failing to support sustainable economic agricultural growth and diversification could undermine liveability in the medium-long term if farms fail. Redundant buildings could fall derelict and undermine liveability.

Prevention of the potential development of local facilities or opportunities for employment could be to the detriment of liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	Approach would preserve the current status quo but not improve conditions for biodiversity to thrive.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(/?
	(/x
	(/x
	Approach would protect the agricultural landscape and prevent inappropriate development which would negatively impact on the landscape. Redundant farm buildings could fall derelict and blight the built environment.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Not enabling rural brownfield land to be re-used would result in more Greenfield land being needed for economic development.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to encourage farm diversification could result in the potential loss of productive farms or economic uses and have a negative impact on rural economies and job provision. Failure to diversify the employment opportunities in rural areas is a negative.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to encourage farm diversification would have a negative impact on rural economies and job creation, and undermine the facilitation of employment generating proposals, entrepreneurship and rural economic prosperity.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy supporting sustainable farm diversification performed the best of the two options in the Sustainability Appraisal. The policy would impact particularly positively on the topics of employment, wealth creation and skills with further positive impacts assessed against the topics of accessibility, community, liveability and land efficiency. Some potential negative impacts were identified on landscape and climate change, but these can be mitigated with a robust policy. The option to not include such a policy performed poorly in comparison to the option to include a policy. A positive impact was noted against landscape, the agricultural nature of which would be preserved. However, the Sustainability Appraisal highlighted negative impacts on employment, wealth creation, skills, community, liveability, land efficiency and the built environment.  A particular disadvantage being the potential hindrance of the successful business operation of farms without a policy framework to facilitate their sustainable diversification.

Location of HGV Parking Facilities

	Option 12: To include a policy protecting an HGV parking facility and to require the site to be restored to open countryside should the HGV parking us cease

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	Retaining a site for HGV parking will contribute to reducing HGV related crime.
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of a HGV parking facility reduces inappropriate parking in towns reducing the nuisance caused by inappropriate parking
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Requiring restoration of the site would have a positive impact on biodiversity should use of the site cease
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Requiring restoration of the site would have a positive impact on landscape should use of the site cease
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Providing a parking facility along the A14 will reduce the need for drivers to detour to find parking and therefore reduce distance travelled
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Providing a parking facility along the A14 will reduce the need for drivers to detour to find parking and therefore reduce distance travelled
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	Requiring the site to return to open countryside if the HGV parking use ceases would not replace the jobs that would be lost through ceasing the use of the HGV parking facility
	Ensure adequate employment land is provided on more suitable sites through the Site Specific Proposals LDD



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 13: To not include a policy protecting an HGV parking facility and to not require the site to be restored to open countryside

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of the HGV parking facility would impact on HGV related crime
	This could only be mitigated through provision of an alternative site and assessments have shown that this is the most suitable site for this development.

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Loss of HGV parking facility could result in inappropriate parking in towns which causes a nuisance 
	This could only be mitigated through provision of an alternative site and assessments have shown that this is the most suitable site for this development.

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Impact on biodiversity would depend on alternative use but the re-use that would have the most positive impact on biodiversity would be to restore the site to open countryside
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Impact on landscape would depend on alternative use but the re-use that would have the most positive impact on landscape would be to restore the site to open countryside
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Loss of the only suitable site for HGV parking on this section of the A14 would impact on the need for drivers to divert to find parking provision which could result in increasing the distance travelled
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	Loss of the only suitable site for HGV parking on this section of the A14 would impact on the need for drivers to divert to find parking provision which could result in increasing the distance travelled
	

	
	13
	Water Quality
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	Allowing the site to be redeveloped for an alternative use may result in the site coming forward for employment development.
	Ensure adequate employment land is provided on more suitable sites through the Site Specific Proposals LDD

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

Protecting an HGV parking facility would have a positive impact on the sustainablity appraisal criteria; crime, liveability, climate change and air and climate. The provision of a secure HGV parking facility will significantly reduce HGV related crime so protection of the facility will have a strong positive impact on this objective. Requiring the facility to be restored to open countryside would have positive impacts on biodiversity and landscape. Not protecting an HGV parking facility from change to an alternative use would have more uncertain impacts. These would depend on the alternative use and on the impact the loss of the facility would have. Allowing a change to an alternative use may have a positive impact on the SA objective for employment. However, there may be other more suitable sites which could be considered for employment development and the benefits of employment provision would not outweigh the loss of the HGV parking facility.
Chapter 4 – Housing

Affordable Housing Thresholds

	Option 14: To set thresholds of 15 dwellings in urban areas and 3 dwellings in rural areas.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-


	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Lowering the threshold to 3 dwellings in rural areas will significantly increase the number of affordable homes provided in the rural area.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional affordable housing in rural areas will meet the needs of specific needs of a section of the community
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 15: To set thresholds of 15 dwellings in urban and rural areas

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x
	x
	x
	Increasing the threshold to 15 dwellings in the rural area would result in little or no affordable housing being provided on market housing sites in the rural area and would negatively impact on the achievability of this objective
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	Increasing the affordable housing threshold in rural areas would not meet the need of people who live in rural areas and require affordable housing
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 16: To set thresholds of 10 dwellings in urban and rural areas

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Reducing the threshold to 10 in the urban area will result in an increase in the number of affordable homes in the urban area but retaining the threshold of 10 in rural areas will result in little if any affordable housing being provided on market housing sites in the rural area and would negatively impact on the achievability of this objective
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	Although lowering the affordable housing threshold in urban areas will need the needs of people in need of affordable housing in urban areas retaining the threshold of 10 in rural areas will limit the ability to meet the needs of people in need of affordable housing in the rural area
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 17: To set thresholds of 15 dwellings in urban areas and 10 dwellings in rural areas

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x
	x
	x
	Retaining the threshold of 10 in rural areas will result in little or no affordable housing on market sites in the rural area
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	Retaining the threshold of 10 in rural areas will limit the ability to meet the needs of people in need of affordable housing in the rural area
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 18: To set thresholds of 10 dwellings in urban areas and 3 dwellings in rural areas

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Lowering the affordable housing threshold in the urban and rural area will have a positive impact on the number of affordable homes provided in the Borough
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional affordable homes will help meet the needs of specific sections of the community
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The options to set a threshold of 15 in urban areas and 3 in rural areas and to set a threshold of 10 in urban areas and 3 in rural areas had a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community as both options would result in an increase in the number of sites that would be required to provide affordable housing in the rural area and the threshold of 10 would result in an increase in affordable housing in the urban area.

The option to set a threshold of 10 in the urban and rural area has an uncertain impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community as although this would result in a slight increase in the number of sites required to provide affordable housing in the urban area, it would not address the lack of affordable homes provided on market housing sites in the rural area.

The options for a threshold of 15 in urban and rural areas, and 15 in the urban area and 10 in the rural area would have a negative impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community. The option for a threshold of 15 in both areas would result in less affordable housing being provided in the rural area than current policy and although the threshold of 15 in the urban area and 10 in the rural area would not result in less site being required to provide affordable housing than present this would not address the lack of affordable homes provided on market housing sites in the rural area.

Based on the sustainability appraisal and the analysis of monitoring figures which highlights the number of additional affordable homes that could be achieved, the preferred option is a threshold of 15 dwellings in the urban area and 3 dwellings in the rural area. However the options will be subject to viability assessment prior to preparation of the Proposed Submission Plan.

Affordable Housing Tenure

	Option 19: To include a policy setting out requirements for affordable housing tenure to be based on the findings of the relevant Housing Market Assessments or any subsequent Strategic Housing Market or Housing Needs Assessment updates.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Requiring tenure to be based on assessments of need will ensure new housing meets the needs of the area
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Requiring tenure to be based on assessments of need will ensure the needs of specific sections of the community are met
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Providing the right type of housing will help ensure peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 20: To not include a policy setting out requirements for affordable housing tenure.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x
	x
	x
	Not requiring housing tenure to be based on a relevant assessment of housing need may result in the provision of tenures which do not meet housing needs in the Borough
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	If provision of the right type of tenure is not made the needs of specific sections of the community will not be met
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy setting out requirements for affordable housing tenure will have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing, community and liveability as requiring tenure to be based on assessments of need will ensure that the right type of housing is provided and that the needs of the community are followed. Not including a policy setting out requirements for affordable housing tenure would have a negative impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community as this may result in the provision of tenures which do not meet the needs of local people.
Housing Mix
	Option 21: To include a policy setting out requirements for housing mix to be based on the findings of the relevant Housing Market Assessment or any subsequent Strategic Housing Market/ Housing Needs Assessment updates.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Will provide a range of housing types and sizes to meet local need
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Will help meet local communities needs for housing
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 22: To allow housing mix to be determined by the market

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Allowing housing mix to be determined by the market has an uncertain impact as it is dependent upon what the market determines.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	May not meet the needs of specific sections of the community e.g. those who need to downsize
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	
	
	
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	
	
	
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	
	
	
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	
	
	
	
	


Summary of options
Including a policy setting out requirements for housing mix will have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community as this will ensure mix of housing provided help meets identified needs. Leaving housing mix to be determined by the market would have uncertain impacts on sustainability appraisal criteria housing and community as the mix provided may not meet the needs of all sections of the community.
Housing Density
	Option 23: To include a policy setting a single net density to be applied across the Borough

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	x
	x
	X
	A single net density would need to be lower than could be achieved in more accessible locations and could result in the inefficient land in accessible locations
	The single density figure could be provided as a minimum and CSS policy wording would allow higher densities to be provided in accessible locations

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	A single net density may not result in the most efficient use of land is more accessible locations
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	x
	x
	x
	New development that does not reflect the existing character of the area can reduce peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	x
	x
	x
	Applying a single net density may have a negative impact on the built environment as this does not take account of the character of the surrounding area
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	
	
	
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	x
	x
	x
	A single net density would not maximise density
	The single density figure could be provided as a minimum and CSS policy wording would allow higher densities to be provided in accessible locations

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 24: To including a policy settling a range of densities to be applied according to settlement type, character and amenity

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Would help ensure densities in accessible locations are maximised
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Dependent upon the density of the surrounding area
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Ensuring development reflects the existing characteristics of the area can help community cohesion
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Ensuring new development reflects existing character can help improve peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of this option is to ensure quality and distinctiveness of the built environment is maintained
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	?
	?
	?
	Ensuring density reflects character of the surrounding area may result in less efficient use of land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 25: To not include a policy setting density in the Borough and to rely on guidance included in the CSS

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	CSS policy requires higher densities in accessible location so supports this objective
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	Outside the SUE’s and accessible areas no guidance would be provided on density and this may result in densities which do not reflect the character of the surrounding area
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	x
	x
	x
	If density of new development does not reflect the character of the surrounding area this can negatively effect peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	x
	x
	x
	If density of development does not reflect the character of the surrounding area it can have a negative effect on the built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Will ensure efficient use of land in the SUE’s and accessible areas
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy setting a single net density would have a negative impact on sustainability appraisal criteria accessibility, liveability, built environment and soil and land. A single net density would not enable the different character of urban and rural areas to be taken into account and this would have a negative impact on the built character of settlements and would decrease people’s satisfaction with where they live. Including a range of densities according to settlement type, character and amenity would have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria accessibility, liveability, community and built environment. This option would have an uncertain impact on sustainability appraisal criteria soil and land as in some cases ensuring development reflects the density of surrounding development may result in a low density development and less efficient use of land. The option to not include a policy on density and to rely on guidance included in the CSS would have positive impacts on sustainability appraisal criteria accessibility and soil and land as this required higher densities in accessible locations. However this option has negative impacts on sustainability appraisal criteria liveability and built environment as this option would not provide guidance on density in less accessible locations which could have a negative impact on the character of these areas.
Chapter 5 – Employment

Safeguarding Employment Land

	Option 26: To safeguard existing employment areas across the Borough

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should protect employment opportunities within existing locations. 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between safeguarding existing employment sites and health.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between safeguarding existing employment sites and crime.  
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Potential positive impact from the redevelopment and refurbishment of properties or employment areas advocated by the policy.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	(
	(
	(
	Provide opportunities to develop skills with locally based employers.
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	The provision of employment opportunities across the borough and within rural areas in particular will aid rural vitality, viability and liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Employment areas can appear unattractive in the landscape.  However, it is likely that over time refurbishment of existing employment areas may improve their setting within the landscape. 
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between safeguarding existing employment sites and cultural heritage.  
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	May reduce the need to travel day-to-day by car to work.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	 
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between safeguarding existing employment areas and natural hazards.  
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Re-use of existing land and buildings reduces the amount of Greenfield land needed for new developments.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will safeguard existing areas for employment generating use and encourage sustainable economic development by protecting such uses.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should facilitate economic prosperity through maintaining economic activity within the borough.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 27: Not to include a policy to protect existing employment areas across the Borough

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	May increase the dispersion of employment sites across the borough and reduce local employment opportunities within rural areas.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between not safeguarding existing employment sites and health.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between not safeguarding existing employment sites and crime.  
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	(
	(
	Redundant buildings could fall derelict and undermine liveability.

Prevention of the potential development of local facilities or opportunities for employment could be to the detriment of liveability.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	(
	(
	Redundant buildings could fall derelict and undermine liveability.

Prevention of the potential development of local facilities or opportunities for employment could be to the detriment of liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	Not setting a policy framework to safeguard existing employment areas could result in inappropriate schemes being developed which impact negatively on the landscape.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	May increase the need to travel day-to-day by car to work.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	 
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between safeguarding existing employment areas and natural hazards.  
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	?
	?
	?
	May increase the amount of Greenfield land needed for new developments if existing sites are used for alternative uses.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to protect existing employment areas may have a negative impact on rural and urban  economies and job creation.

Not setting out a policy framework runs the risk of existing sites faced increased pressure overtime for alternative forms of development including residential, for which there is most pressure, undermining the supply of land and premises for employment uses.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to protect existing employment areas may have a negative impact on rural and urban  economies and job creation.

Not setting out a policy framework runs the risk of existing sites faced increased pressure overtime for alternative forms of development including residential, for which there is most pressure, undermining the supply of land and premises for employment uses.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

In terms of Sustainability Appraisal the option to include a policy protecting exisitng employment sites has a positive impact on criteria relating to accessibility, health, community, livability, climate change, air and climate and employment whereas the option to not protect these areas would have a negative impact on these objectives. Protecting existing employment supports a prosperous and diverse economy and ensures that these are accessible to all members of the community whilst reducing the need to travel.

Live/ Work Units
	Option 28: To include a policy promoting live/work units.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should result in development of suitable developments which are accessible to all and provide employment opportunities particularly within rural areas.

 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Policy may enable some rural buildings to be used for residential and commercial use.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Potential positive impact from the development and refurbishment of properties for both residential and employment uses advocated by the policy.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	(
	(
	(
	Provide opportunities to work locally and may encourage small start up businesses or entrepreneurial activity.
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	The provision of residential/employment opportunities across the borough and within rural areas in particular will aid rural vitality, viability and liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Potential negative impact on landscape if inappropriate developments take place which impact poorly on the surrounding landscape.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	May reduce the need to travel day-to-day by car to work.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	 
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship. 
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will provide small scale employment opportunities and encourage sustainable economic development.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Policy should facilitate economic prosperity through providing small scale localised economic activity within the borough.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 29: To not include a policy promoting live/work units.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	May reduce the opportunities for small business start ups.
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Potential negative impact on landscape if inappropriate developments take place which impact poorly on the surrounding landscape.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	May increase the need to travel day-to-day by car to work.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	 
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship. 
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Not included a policy will reduce small scale employment opportunities and discourage sustainable economic development.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Not included a policy will reduce small scale employment opportunities and discourage sustainable economic development.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

Including a policy to encourage live work units would have positive impact on criteria relating to accessibility, health, community, livability, climate change, air and climate and employment whereas the option to not encourage such units  would have a negative impact on these objectives. Promoting live/work units provide flexibility for local residents, which let people set their own balance between work and the rest of their lives and reduces the need to travel.
Chapter 6 – Town Centres, Retail and Community Facilities

Town Centre Boundaries

	Option 30: To define town centre boundaries in Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing town centre uses in existing town centres will help improve accessibility to local services and facilities
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Focus on town centre uses may limit solely housing development, however residential development is a complementary town centre use
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing town centre uses in existing towns will help encourage healthy lifestyles by providing opportunities for walking to access services and facilities
	

	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	Creating vibrant town centres will help reduce crime and fear of crime
	Ensure developments in town centres are designed to minimise opportunities for crime

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Vibrant town centres provide a focus for community activities
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing town centre uses will improve peoples satisfaction with their town centres
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Focusing town centre uses within town centres will reduce opportunities for green space in these centres but may prevent these uses encroaching on the countryside at the edge of settlements where there is likely to be a greater impact on biodiversity
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Focusing development in town centres will help maintain the quality of the built environment and prevent buildings falling into disrepair
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	In appropriate development in town centre could have a negative impact on the cultural heritage however sensitive development can have a positive impact on cultural heritage and in preserving important features
	Ensure development in town centres respects the cultural environment

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Reduces the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	Reduces the need to travel but can focus traffic in the town centre
	Ensure sustainable travel options are available for accessing town centres

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Maximises use of brownfield land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	?
	?
	?
	Re-use of buildings in the town centre could reduce the need for materials to build new buildings
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Creating vibrant centres helps create new jobs
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Vibrant centres attract visitors and create an environment where enterprise and innovation can flourish
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Main aim of the option
	


The only alternative to defining town centre boundaries is to not define town centre boundaries. This would be contrary to national planning guidance set out in PPS4 and is therefore not a reasonable alternative.

Summary of options

Defining town centre boundaries will have a positive impact on a number of sustainability appraisal criteria including: town centres, accessibility, employment, health, community and built environment. There are no negative impacts of this option on the sustainability appraisal criteria.

Development Sites and Opportunities for Redevelopment

	Option 31A: To include a policy allocating sites in Burton Latimer, Rothwell and Desborough town centres for primary town centre uses 

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Enhancing the range and type of facilities and services in the town centre will help improve access to local services and facilities and reduce the need to travel
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Additional residential uses above ground floor level will help provide for people to meet their housing needs. However more housing needs would be met if these sites were identified solely for housing 
	Ensure sites are identified to meet housing need through other policies in the plan



	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional facilities will help enhance opportunities for healthy travel choices
	

	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	Enhancements to the public realm and increased vitality in the town centre will help reduce crime and fear of crime
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Creation of a community centre and enhanced open space and public realm will meet the needs of the community and help encourage engagement in community activities
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Creation of improves open space and public realm will help improve peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Proposed redevelopments will enhances the quality of the built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Redevelopment of sites which currently detract from the historic character of the town will have a positive impact
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional facilities will help reduce the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Reducing the need to travel will reduce traffic related pollution
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Encouraging re-use of land in the town centre will maximise the use of brownfield land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	Provision of additional retail and employment above ground floor level will provide new jobs. However is some of these sites were identified for solely employment development the number of jobs created is likely to be higher
	Ensure sites are identified to meet employment need through other policies in the plan



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Primary objective of the option
	


	Option 31B: To include a policy allocating sites for redevelopment but to identify these for predominantly residential or business uses.



	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	Use of some of the sites identified for residential and business uses would result in a loss of local services and facilities in the town centre. However identifying the sites for employment could reduce travel distances in the town.
	It would not be difficult to mitigate the loss of these sites for key town centre uses as there are limited opportunities for redevelopment in the town centre



	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Would provide the opportunity to meet peoples housing needs
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Dependent upon the design of development but residential and business uses could increase natural surveillance in the town centre particularly in the evenings
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	Redevelopment of area at town square for residential or business development would result in the loss of the opportunity to redevelop this site for community facilties
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Proposed redevelopments will enhances the quality of the built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Redevelopment of sites which currently detract from the historic character of the town will have a positive impact
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of residential and employment uses in an accessible location will reduce the need to travel by car
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of residential and employment uses in an accessible location will reduce the need to travel by car
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Encouraging re-use of land in the town centre will maximise the use of brownfield land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional employment land will provide new jobs
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional employment may help improve the image of the area as a business location
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of these town centre sites for retail/ town centre uses would limit the opportunities for enhancing the range and choice of services and facilities in these towns.
	It would be difficult for this impact to be mitigated as there are limited opportunities for redevelopment in these town centres




	Option 32: To not include a policy allocating sites in Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centres

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	x
	x
	x
	Would not ensure services and facilities are located within existing town centres
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	May result in sites coming forward for housing development
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Would depend on the design of any development which came forward on the sites
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	x
	x
	x
	A number of the sites identified would maximise use of previously developed land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	Some sites may come forward for employment development
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	x
	x
	x
	Would not enhance the vitality and viability of town centres
	


Summary of options

The option to identify opportunity sites in the town centres was split into two assessments. A) to identify these sites primarily for town centre uses and B) to identify these sites for predominantly residential or employment development. Both options have positive impacts on a significant number of the sustainability appraisal criteria. However, the key differences are the loss of opportunities for enhancement of the town centre and improving footfall if sites are developed for predominantly residential or employment uses. The loss of these would be difficult to mitigate. Option A would impact on the amount of housing or employment provided through redevelopment but this could be more easily mitigated through the identification of sites for these uses outside the town centre. For this reason option A is identified as the most appropriate option for sites which are located within or are well related to the existing town centre, however for those sites located outside of the town centre residential or employment uses may be more appropriate. The Background Paper - Town Centres and Town Centre Uses  considers sites individually and identifies those which would be most appropriate for each of the options. The option of not identifying opportunity sites would have less certain impacts on the sustainability appraisal criteria. The impact on accessibility and town centres is likely to be negative as not identifying sites would result in the loss of opportunities to deliver town centres suitable for the level of growth identified in these towns.

Environmental Improvements


	Option 33: To include a policy identifying environmental improvements in Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centres

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Environmental improvements will help improve accessibility within the towns
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Creation of good quality public realm can have a positive impact on mental health
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Some environmental improvements may provide the opportunity to improve natural surveillance
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Attractive public spaces provide areas where people can meet
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Will improve peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Environmental improvements will create high quality spaces which complement, enhance and support local character
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Will help enhance the setting of historic buildings
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Creation of high quality public realm will help create locations where businesses want to locate
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Will enhance the image of the area
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Creation of high quality public realm will create an environment where people want to invest
	


	Option 34: To not include a policy identifying environmental improvements in Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centres

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period and this may limit the attraction of new business to the towns
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period and this may limit investment in the towns
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	?
	?
	?
	If environmental enhancements are not identified there is less certainty that improvement schemes will come forward within the plan period
	


Summary of options
Including a policy to identify environmental improvements in the town centres would have positive impacts on sustainability appraisal criteria; accessibility, health, crime, liveability, community, employment, wealth creation and town centres. Environmental improvements in the town centres will help create an attractive and pleasant environment where businesses want to locate and where people want to visit and spend time. The impacts of the option to not identify environmental improvements are less certain, as schemes for environmental improvements could still come forward but the type of scheme and outcomes would be uncertain.
Development within Town Centre Boundaries
	Option 35: To include a policy setting out criteria to be applied to development within Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centre boundaries

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Criteria will help encourage and retaining the provision of services and facilities in the town centres
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Retaining town centre uses within town centres will help encourage health modes of travel
	

	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	Criteria will seek to ensure form of new development reduces opportunities for crime through creating active frontages
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Will help improve the satisfaction of people with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Criteria will help ensure new development respects and enhances the quality of the built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Criteria will help ensure heritage assets are protected and enhanced
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Encouraging and retaining provision of services and facilities in the town centres will help reduce the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Encouraging and retaining provision of services and facilities in the town centres will help reduce the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	
	


	Option 36: To not include a policy setting out criteria to be applied to development within Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centre boundaries

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	May result in the loss of retail units from the town centre.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Uncertain as depends on design of any new development
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Uncertain as depends on design of any new development
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	x
	x
	x
	Criteria aim to provide a high quality built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	Uncertain as depends on design of any new development
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Loss of retail units in the town centre may increase the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	Loss of retail units in the town centre may increase the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	x
	x
	x
	
	


Summary of options
Including criteria to be applied to development within Burton Latimer, Desborough and Rothwell town centre boundaries will have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria; accessibility; health; crime; liveability; landscape; cultural environment; build environment; climate change; air and climate and town centre. Including town specific criteria will ensure any new development reflects and enhances the character of the town and enables specific issues within the towns to be addressed. Not including criteria to be applied to development in town centre boundaries would have a negative impact on criteria town centres and built environment and uncertain impact on a number of other criteria as the impact would depend on the type and design of individual proposals.
The Location and Scale of Town Centre Uses – Sequential Assessments
	Option 37: PPS4 Sequential Assessment – to include a policy setting out local requirements for sequential assessments for proposals involving main town centre uses not in a centre

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Less onerous requirement for sequential assessments could potentially improve accessibility to local facilities (for example newsagents, small scale local shops, and local takeaways) which could be developed to a small scale in housing areas most accessible to the local catchment area they are intended to serve, i.e. the areas where people live. 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Potential facilitation of the development of local facilities, as described above, could impact positively on community as such facilities are an important place for social interaction.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	The scenario described above could enhance the liveability of housing areas through the provision of local facilities. However, this is offset by potential decreases in liveability in town centres through the risk of diluting the protection PPS4 provides for town centre vitality and viability.
	This could be mitigated by ensuring the policy is robust and the threshold set is appropriate and robust.

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Uncertain / potentially positive impact - if local facilities are developed to serve local catchment areas (for example newsagents, small scale local shops, and local takeaways), people will not need to travel day-to-day, probably by car, to access such facilities.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	The reduction in red tape and facilitation of small scale economic development without onerous sequential assessments could enhance opportunities for local job creation, particularly in rural areas where small scale local employment opportunities and economic diversification would be encouraged by the removal of the requirement for a sequential assessment.
	Care must be taken when setting the threshold to ensure that town centres, which are ultimately the most sustainable location for employment uses are still the focus for medium-large scale employment generating proposals.



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	The reduction in red tape and facilitation of small scale economic development without onerous sequential assessments could enhance opportunities for wealth creation and make small business proposals more viable by allowing them to serve their intended local catchments and avoid high town centre rents. This is particularly the case in rural areas where small scale local employment opportunities and economic diversification would be encouraged by the removal of the requirement for a sequential assessment.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	A local policy could potentially undermine the robust protection afforded to town centres, through PPS4’s consistent requirement for sequential assessments for all non-centre proposals for main town centre uses.

The green light for numerous developments for main town centre uses may undermine the vitality and viability of our town centres. Cumulative impacts must also be a consideration. 
	This could be mitigated by careful and considered policy development which ensures only those developments small enough and least suited to town centres are able to proceed without a sequential assessment whilst those which may impact on town centre health must go through the PPS4 requirements.

Policy formulation and testing must consider cumulative impacts.


	Option 38: PPS4 Sequential Assessment – do nothing option

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	(
	(
	Requirement for sequential assessments would potentially prevent the development of local facilities (for example newsagents, small scale local shops, and local takeaways) in housing areas most accessible to the local catchment area they are intended to serve, i.e. the areas where people live. Reducing the accessibility of facilities.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	(
	(
	Potential prevention of the development of local facilities, as described above, could be to the detriment of community as such facilities are an important place for social interaction.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	The scenario described above could undermine the liveability of housing areas through the lack of provision of local facilities. However, this is offset by improvements in liveability in town centres through the protection PPS4 provides.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Uncertain / potentially negative impact - if local facilities are not developed, people will need to travel more day-to-day, probably by car, to access shops and takeaways.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	The stringent requirement for sequential assessments may fetter small scale economic development and hinder local job creation, particularly in rural areas where small scale local employment opportunities and economic diversification should be encouraged.
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	The stringent requirement for sequential assessments may fetter small scale economic development. Attempting to locate all development in town centres, where rents are higher, could make some businesses unviable in terms of cost and intended catchment customers.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	( / ?
	Robust protection will be afforded to town centres, through the consistent requirement for sequential assessments for all non-centre proposals for main town centre uses.

However, could have unintended resulting consequences, for example an over-proliferation of A5 or small convenience retail uses in town centres taking up finite floorspace capacity.
	


Summary of options
The option to include a local threshold policy performed well in the Sustainability Appraisal. Particularly against criteria of employment and wealth creation where the facilitation of small scale economic development without Sequential Assessments could enhance opportunities for wealth creation and enhance opportunities for local job creation, particularly in rural areas. Positive impacts were also noted against accessibility, community and climate change where the policy may aid the development of small scale local facilities close to where people live. A negative impact was noted against the topic of town centres, as a local policy could potentially undermine the robust protection afforded to town centres through PPS4’s consistent requirement for Sequential Assessments.

However, this could be mitigated by a careful and considered policy which ensures only those developments small enough and least suited to town centres are able to proceed without a Sequential Assessment. It is noted that any policy must consider cumulative impacts and prevent circumnavigation of the thresholds through subdivision of buildings. It may also be necessary for a policy to include a caveat enabling Kettering Borough Council to require a Sequential Assessment if necessary for exceptional developments under the 250m2 threshold or where there may be concern over the location of proposals.

The option to rely on the guidance in PPS4 scores positively against the town centres criteria, by maintaining PPS4’s robust protection and, in theory, ensuring all main town centre uses are directed to town centres, aiding their vitality and viability. However, negative impacts are noted against employment, wealth creation, accessibility, community and climate change where the stringent requirement for Sequential Assessments may hinder small scale economic development, local job creation and provision of local facilities.
Location and Scale of Town Centre Uses – Impact Assessments

	Option 39: PPS4 Impact Assessment – to include a policy setting local thresholds for the requirement for Impact Assessments for proposals for retail and leisure uses, outside of existing centres

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	Correct threshold should result in a neutral impact on accessibility as development of local facilities is not fettered (for example newsagents, small scale local shops, and local takeaways).
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will protect the vitality and viability of each town’s centre each of which is an important focal point for social interaction and community and civic activities.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will enhance the liveability of town centres through protecting their vibrancy as opposed to encouraging further soulless out of town retail parks.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Uncertain positive impact – threshold should encourage development in town centres which contribute positively to the built environment rather than retail parks which tend to be characterised by unattractive big box sheds.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Policy will encourage retail and leisure development in town centres which are the most central and accessible locations for people to access via a range of means. Developments in town centres can further reduce car journeys by linked trips as several facilities are found in town centres. Out of centre retail and leisure developments are car focussed.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	As above, reduced car journeys should improve air quality. 
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	The increased requirements for potentially onerous impact assessments could inhibit economic development and opportunities for local job creation.
	The threshold only applies to retail and leisure uses, not principal employment uses such as office.

Care must be taken when setting the threshold to ensure that only those developments which may impact on town centres are required to provide impact assessments and that smaller proposals remain unfettered.



	
	20
	Wealth creation
	?
	?
	?
	As above
	As above



	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	The policy would afford robust protection to each of the Borough’s town centres through a locally specific, proportionate threshold requiring developments out of that centre which are likely to have negative impacts on it, to supply an Impact Assessment.
	


	Option 40: PPS4 Impact Assessment – do nothing option

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Failing to set a local threshold would open the door to out of centre retail and leisure developments which would harm the vitality and viability of town centres which are an important focal point for social interaction and community and civic activities.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	The scenario described above could undermine the liveability of town centres, though this impact is uncertain.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Option would encourage more out of town retail parks which tend to be characterised by unattractive big box sheds and contribute negatively to the built environment.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	This option would not encourage development in the most sustainable location – town centres and would instead facilitate out of centre retail and leisure developments which are car focussed and increase car journeys and emissions. 
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	As above – emissions impact negatively on air quality.
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Uncertain positive – not requiring Impact Assessments may encourage economic development and job creation, however it is uncertain whether this development would still come forward if Impact assessments are required.
	It is noted that the policy applies only to retail and leisure uses, not principal employment uses such as office.

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Uncertain positive – not requiring Impact Assessments may encourage economic growth and development, however it is uncertain whether this development would still come forward if Impact assessments are required.
	It is noted that the policy intention is to focus appropriate economic development to town centres, rather than fetter it completely.

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Not including a policy would fail to robustly protect town centres, particularly the smaller centres which would be most at risk from significant negative impacts were the PPS4 default threshold of 2,500m2 to be applied.
	


Summary of options
The option to develop a policy to set thresholds for the requirement for Impact Assessments for significant proposals for retail or leisure uses outside of existing centres performed much better than the alternative in the Sustainability Appraisal, which had overall neutral / negative impacts. It scored positively against a number of criteria - primarily town centres and associated positive sustainability impacts including community, liveability, built environment, climate change and air quality. The only potential negative impacts with this option were against Employment and Wealth Creation which could be inhibited by overly onerous requirements on applicants. However, this could be mitigated by appropriate, proportionate thresholds which only apply to retail and leisure uses.

Protection of Village and Neighbourhood Facilities
	Option 41: To include a policy to protect local services and facilities

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Retaining local facilities improves access to these facilities
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Local facilities allow people to have healthy travel choices
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Local facilities meet the communities needs and can provide a focal point in the community
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Access to facilities can improve peoples satisfaction with the places they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Reduces the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Reduces the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Local services and facilities provide local employment opportunities
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 42: To not include a policy to protect local services and facilities

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of loss of local facilities reduces accessibility
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of local facilities limits opportunities for healthy travel choices
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of facilities can leave some members of the community without access to the facilities they need
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of facilities can decrease peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of facilities increases the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of facilities increases the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	x
	x
	x
	Can result in the loss of local employment opportunities although the number of jobs effected is likely to be relatively small
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
In terms of Sustainability Appraisal the option to include a policy protecting services and facilities has a positive impact on criteria relating to accessibility, health, community, liveability, climate change, air and climate and employment whereas the option to not protect local services and facilities would have a negative impact on these objectives. Protecting local services and facilities ensures these are accessible to all members of the community and reduces the need to travel to these services and facilities.

Chapter 7 – Natural Environment and Heritage

Flood Risk and Sustainable Water Management
This section of the SA has been split into 2 subsections to consider the sustainability impacts of each of the 2 main provisions of the policy:

· Flood risk management – including improving the accessibility of the SFRA Flood Zones by formalising them in a policy document and allocating a flood storage reservoir;

· Sustainable water management - provide locally specific encouragement and guidance for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS) and identify any opportunities to improve the water environment, including opportunities to simultaneously improve Green Infrastructure and biodiversity. 

	Option 43: To include a policy addressing flood risk and sustainable water management for the Borough - a) Flood risk

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	This policy direction would ensure new housing is located in areas least vulnerable to flooding.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	(
	(
	A positive impact is noted against liveability in the medium-long term in that a strategic flood storage reservoir would improve liveability for areas downstream on the Slade Brook corridor by preventing future incidents of flooding.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	(
	(
	Reservoir creation would present opportunity for habitat creation which could boost biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	An uncertain impact – a reservoir could improve the landscape or detract from it depending on its scale, design and scale of hard engineering, i.e. damming. 
	Negative landscape impacts could be mitigated through design of the scheme and screening of any necessary infrastructure such as a dam, which should be stipulated in the policy.

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	The reservoir solution was derived from the Level 2 PPS25 complaint SFRA which assessed likely impacts of climate change. Meaning that its implementation would mitigate the impacts of climate change in terms of increased flood risk from predicted intense and extreme weather events.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	(
	(
	(
	Sustainable, strategic flood risk management, including locating development in the least vulnerable places, can reduce instance of flooding from flash runoff which increases the risk of pollution. Flood water storage prevents inundation of sewers and drains, and thereby pollution, and potentially allows for natural pollution control such as reed beds to be incorporated.

The policy also seeks to identify betterment opportunities to improve the water environment.
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	Policy would substantially reduce the risk from the natural hazard of flooding through development in the least vulnerable places and development of strategic flood solution(s).
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	(
	(
	Storage reservoir would inevitably involve the use of an area of land.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	The implementation of the flood storage reservoir would have a significant positive impact on Kettering town centre, enabling allocated development sites in the Kettering Town Centre in the Slade Brook Corridor to be safely developed without risk of flooding.
	


Alternative options considered

In addition to the option to not include a policy and rely on other guidance, the main alternative options considered in this policy area related to alternative sites for a flood water storage reservoir on the Slade Brook. Such sites are obviously limited to the extent of the Slade Brook corridor and in order to provide the most flood protection to developed areas, limited to sites upstream of the main conurbation on the Slade – Kettering. These options were assessed in detail in the Level 2 SFRA. This study assessed potential sites on the Slade Brook using LiDAR topography. This process identified the best and most feasible location as being a site upstream of the railway embankment, downstream of Rothwell and upstream of Kettering. The SFRA concludes that this location has the most space available for flood storage and that a reservoir on this site is both technically and financially feasible to provide significant levels of flood protection. The reservoir would:

· Provide enhanced protection to the whole area of Kettering currently at risk of flooding from the Slade Brook.

· Provide fluvial flood protection for a 1 in 100 year (with climate change) Annual Event Probability flood event to areas currently falling within Flood Zones 2 and 3a in the urban area of Kettering; and

· Facilitate the safe development of several development sites allocated in the Kettering Town Centre AAP which fall within Flood Zones 2 and 3a.

This site is therefore taken forward as the most sustainable site for a reservoir.

	Option 43: To include a policy addressing flood risk and sustainable water management for the Borough - b) Sustainable water management

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	This policy direction would ensure new housing is protected from surface water flooding.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	A holistic approach which involves multi-functional SUDS which can fulfil GI, open space, and biodiversity functions would result in positive impacts is noted on liveability in new developments and, potentially improve liveability for areas downstream on river courses by preventing future incidents of flooding.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	A holistic approach which involves multi-functional SUDS which can fulfil GI, open space, and biodiversity functions would result in positive impacts on biodiversity. Making space for water would present opportunities for habitat creation which could boost biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?/ (
	?/ (
	?/ (
	Sustainable water management measures could improve the landscape or detract from it depending on their scale, design and scale of hard engineering, i.e. damming or culverting. Multi-functional SUDS which can fulfil GI, open space, and biodiversity functions would result in positive impacts on the built environment. Making space for water would present opportunities for greening of the built environment
	Negative landscape impacts could be mitigated through a policy which encourage naturalistic solutions wherever possible.

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Implementation of sustainable solutions derived from the PPS25 complaint SFRAs which assessed likely impacts of climate change would mitigate the impacts of climate change in terms of increased flood risk from predicted intense and extreme weather events.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air and Climate
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water Quality
	(
	(
	(
	Sustainable surface water and flood risk management, including SUDS, can reduce instance of flooding from flash runoff which increases the risk of pollution. SUDS and flood water storage prevents inundation of sewers and drains, and thereby pollution, and potentially allows for natural measures which can improve water quality such as reed beds to be incorporated.

Sustainable water management is at the heart of the policy.

Sustainable water management can help create a safe, attractive, healthy and sustainable natural environment. Good water quality and resource are intrinsically linked to these themes, in terms of supporting ecosystems and maintaining environmental regimes.
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	Policy would substantially reduce the risk from the natural hazard of flooding through reducing the risk of surface water flooding.
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Making space for flood storage inevitably involves the use of land.

SFRAs have considered the geology of the area - dominated by Northampton Sands Formation outcropping in areas from the Whitby Mudstone
	Policy should be drafted to ensure space is used multi-functionally to provide GI, open space, and biodiversity functions.

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	The Site Specific Proposals LDD should be informed by the detailed North Northants Water Cycle Strategy regarding waste water and sewer capacity. Anglian Water Services Ltd. have been consulted throughout.
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Making space for flood storage inevitably involves the use of land which could otherwise potentially be used for economic development.
	Policy should be drafted to ensure space is used multi-functionally to provide GI, open space, and biodiversity functions. 

Proximity to green spaces and water can increase property prices.

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	The strategic approach to SUDS and opportunities for betterment is in accordance with the approach taken to surface water management in the Slade Brook Corridor in the Kettering Town Centre AAP. A consistent approach upstream on this corridor and throughout the borough will have a positive impact on plans for SUDS and GI creation in the town centre.
	


This section of the SA has been split into 2 subsections to consider the sustainability impacts of not doing each of the 2 main provisions of the policy:

· Flood risk management – not allocating a flood storage reservoir

· Sustainable water management – not provide locally specific encouragement and guidance for Sustainable Drainage Systems (SUDS 

	Option 44: To not include a policy addressing flood risk and sustainable water management at the district level and instead rely on national guidance and the CSS – a) flood risk

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Potential negative impacts through failing to ensure new housing is located in areas least vulnerable to flooding.
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	Would fail to improve liveability for areas downstream on the Slade Brook corridor by preventing future incidents of flooding through strategic storage, though this would not worsen the current status quo.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Failing to implement the findings from the Level 2 PPS25 complaint SFRA which assessed likely impacts of climate change would mean the Borough is not mitigated against the impacts of climate change in terms of increased flood risk from predicted intense and extreme weather events.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Failure to implement sustainable, strategic flood risk management and to ensure development is located in the least vulnerable places, could increase the instance of flooding from flash runoff which increases the risk of pollution.

This impact is, however, uncertain.
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to implement the reservoir would miss the opportunity for the identified optimum strategic solution to flood risk in the Slade Brook corridor and would mean that any new development which run off into the Slade Brook catchment would increase the risk of flooding downstream.
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to implement the reservoir would miss the opportunity for the identified optimum strategic solution to flood risk in the Slade Brook corridor and would require alternative solutions to be found to enable allocated development sites in the Kettering Town Centre AAP to be safely developed without risk of flooding.
	


	Option 44: To not include a policy addressing flood risk and sustainable water management for the Borough - b) Sustainable water management

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Potential negative impacts through failing to ensure new housing is protected from surface water flooding by using SUDs
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	(
	(
	Failure to require multi-functional SUDS which can fulfil GI, open space, and biodiversity functions would not improve liveability in new development.

Would fail to improve liveability for areas downstream on the Slade Brook corridor by preventing future incidents of flooding through reducing runoff, though this would not worsen the current status quo.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	? / (
	? / (
	? / (
	Potential negative impacts - Would miss opportunities for habitat creation which could boost biodiversity. Increased flash runoff could increase the risk of diffuse pollution which could threaten biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Failing to sustainably manage surface water would mean the Borough is not mitigated against the impacts of climate change in terms of increased flood risk from predicted intense and extreme weather events.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to implement SUDS could increase the instance of flooding from flash runoff which increases the risk of pollution. Not including this policy element would have a negative impact on water management.

	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	Failure to identify opportunities for water management improvements and not encouraging SUDS would increase the risk of flooding.
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy on flood risk and water management performed very well in terms of sustainability and it was noted that the policy would result in positive impacts against the topics of Housing, Liveability , Biodiversity, Climate change, Natural Hazards, Town centres and Water Quality, Conservation and Management. In particular the encouragement of SUDS and the allocation of a strategic flood storage reservoir upstream of Kettering on the Slade Brook would bring about significant positive impacts. The reservoir would be particularly beneficial to Kettering town centre, enabling some allocated development sites to be safely developed aiding its regeneration. A potential negative impact is noted on landscape depending on a reservoir's scale, design and level of hard engineering. However, this could be mitigated through policy requirements to minimise impact, for example through screening or landscaping. A risk was identified with this policy direction in that it could repeat national policy. Therefore areas which are adequately covered by PPS25 must not be unnecessarily reiterated in this LDD.

The option not include such a policy performed poorly in comparison to including a policy and the Sustainability Appraisal highlighted missed opportunities for significant sustainability gains if flood risk was not addressed at the district level.

Green Infrastructure Corridors and Assets
	Option 45: To include a policy addressing Green Infrastructure (GI) which identifies District Green Infrastructure Corridors for the Borough of Kettering

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Identifying GI corridors at the district level will improve access to and connectivity of GI.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Proximity to accessibility of GI has been demonstrated to deliver health benefits including wellbeing and exercise.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Well located and good quality greenspaces can aid community cohesion through sense of ownership and as a focus for activity and social interaction.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Good quality GI enhances liveability in both urban and rural areas.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Enhanced, extended and connected GI corridors can have very positive impacts on biodiversity and wildlife habitats. Expanding areas of habitat and connectivity between habitats can help with climate change adaptation and reducing habitat fragmentation.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Well designed GI will have a positive impact on the landscape and built environment and can include naturalistic spaces where landscape sensitivity is greatest.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Identifying GI resources at the local level provides the opportunity to include cultural heritage assets.
	Supporting text could flag up the need to consider cultural heritage assets when considering GI corridors and assets.

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Green spaces can make important contributions to adapting to and mitigating against climate change through urban cooling, carbon sinks and opportunities for Sustainable Drainage Systems.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	As above plus vegetation and trees can act as green lungs and improve air quality and counteract greenhouse gas emissions.
	

	
	13
	Water
	(
	(
	(
	Sustainable flood risk management, including SUDs, as part of GI can reduce instances of flooding from flash runoff which increases the risk of pollution. Flood water storage prevents inundation of sewers and drains, and thereby pollution, and potentially allows for natural pollution control such as reed beds to be incorporated.
	Policy could provide guidance to encourage multi-functional use of GI, i.e. SUDs.

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	GI which acts multi-functionally, i.e. by making space for water, reduces the risk of flooding. 

Increasing the area of land used for managed GI will reduce the rate of run off and erosion and thereby flooding.
	Policy could provide guidance to encourage multi-functional use of GI, i.e. SUDs.

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


In summary this option (to include a policy on GI) performed very well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against accessibility, health, community, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage, climate change, air and climate, water, and natural hazard. No negative impacts were assessed against this option.

Alternative options considered

In addition to the option to not include a local policy on GI and rely on other guidance, the main alternative option considered in this policy area was to include a generic policy which does not show the corridor network diagrammatically on the proposals map, but to leave the corridors as conceptual rather than clearly defined. This offers the advantage of allowing any extension of the corridor features to be protected, and the policy to be applied sensitively. However, the disadvantages of this approach would be a lack of clarity and definition of areas for GI focus and would mean a missed opportunity to add local detail and an emphasis on deliverability to the CSS’s strategic guidance. It also did not provide opportunities for identifying areas of GI which could combine other sustainability ‘wins’ including cultural heritage assets or opportunities for multi-functional space.
	Option 46: To not include a policy addressing Green Infrastructure (GI) 

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	(
	(
	Not identifying GI corridors at the district level will miss the opportunity to provide access to and connectivity of GI.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Not encouraging and providing guidance on good quality GI fails to enhance liveability in both urban and rural areas.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Enhanced, extended and connected GI corridors can have very positive impacts on biodiversity and wildlife habitats – failure to include a local policy would be to the detriment of this.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Not identifying local GI fails to spot opportunities to enhance the built environment as well as the natural environment.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	By not including a policy it is likely that less GI will be facilitated in the Borough thereby not maximising the important contributions GI can make to adapting to and mitigating against climate change through urban cooling, carbon sinks and opportunities for Sustainable Drainage Systems.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	(
	(
	(
	Failing to provide guidance to encourage GI which acts multi-functionally, i.e. by making space for water, may increase the risk of flooding. 


	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


In summary, to not include a policy covering GI and to rely on strategic guidance in the CSS, - this option would have the advantage of avoiding duplication of the CSS, but would miss the opportunity to identify local opportunities for delivery of GI improvements required by the CSS and to identify district GI corridors which could be missed by the more strategic level work of the CSS.

Alternative options considered

In addition to the option to not include a local policy on GI and rely on other guidance, the main alternative option considered in this policy area was to include a generic policy which does not show the corridor network diagrammatically on the proposals map, but to leave the corridors as conceptual rather than clearly defined. This offers the advantage of allowing any extension of the corridor features to be protected, and the policy to be applied sensitively. However, the disadvantages of this approach would be a lack of clarity and definition of areas for GI focus and would mean a missed opportunity to add local detail and an emphasis on deliverability to the CSS’s strategic guidance. It also did not provide opportunities for identifying areas of GI which could combine other sustainability ‘wins’ including cultural heritage assets or opportunities for multi-functional space.
Summary of options

The option to include a policy on GI performed very well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against accessibility, health, community, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage, built environment, climate change, air and climate, water quality, water conservation and management and natural hazard. No negative impacts were assessed against this option.

The option to not include such a policy performed poorly in comparison to including a policy with several negative impacts including against accessibility, liveability, built environment, climate change and natural hazard. The Sustainability Appraisal highlighted missed opportunities for significant sustainability gains if GI was not addressed at the district level.
Rights of Way
	Option 47: To include a policy to encourage new developments to facilitate Rights of Way (RoW) improvements

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	More RoW = more accessibility by foot and cycle.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Well connected and accessible RoW encourage people to exercise.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Walkable, permeable neighbourhoods improve liveability
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?/(
	?/(
	?/(
	Some RoW may become conduits for biodiversity, for example footpaths flanked by abundant hedgerows, however the impact is uncertain.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Promoting RoW encourage sustainable transport modes as opposed to motorised transport.
	Supporting text should emphasise this.

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	As above - reduced greenhouse gas emissions from increased walking and cycling.
	Supporting text should emphasise this.

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 48: To not include a policy covering RoW and to rely on guidance in the CSS and the work of NCC.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Not including a policy could have a detrimental impact on accessibility if new and improved RoW are not promoted.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	( / ?
	( / ?
	 ( / ?
	Not promoting RoW could discourage people from exercising, though the impact is uncertain.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	( / ?
	( / ?
	 ( / ?
	Not promoting RoW could discourage people from walking and cycling and instead using motorised transport, though the impact is uncertain.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Alternative options considered

To include a policy with detailed identification of areas for improvement to the RoW network and new RoW, including on the Proposals Map. This option would, however, duplicate the work and responsibilities of NCC and the content of the RoWIP. There is also a danger that such a policy would also form little more than a wish list of potential improvements throughout the Borough, as implementation and delivery of highways improvements are the jurisdiction of NCC. Instead it is considered that the scope of the policy option 48 would provide sufficient guidance for development to deliver improvements where identified in the RoWIP, and require contributions therein.

Summary of options

The option to include a policy on RoW performed reasonably well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against accessibility, health, liveability, climate change and air and climate and a potential positive impact on biodiversity. No negative impacts were assessed against this option.

The option to not include such a policy has a largely neutral sustainability impact but performed poorly in comparison to the option to include a policy with a negative impact on accessibility and uncertain negative impacts on health and climate change.

Biodiversity
	Option 49: To include a policy addressing sites of biodiversity significance, or potential

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Identifying and protecting local biodiversity sites should improve the accessibility of biodiversity for people and wildlife.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(/?
	(/?
	(/?
	Proximity to wildlife has been shown to bring about wellbeing benefits but the impact is uncertain.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Areas of wildlife habitat and access to biodiversity improve liveability
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Policy would identify and protect biodiversity sites and those with potential would be promoted.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Protecting areas of biodiversity should preserve or enhance the landscape too.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(/?
	(/?
	(/?
	Not safeguarding habitat protection could worsen a creature’s ability to adapt to climate change, though this impact is uncertain.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	(
	(
	(
	Several biodiversity sites will be water based and protecting them also preserves or enhances the water environment.
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Protecting sites of biodiversity value also protects soil and land from development.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 50: Not to have a separate biodiversity policy, but to rely on national and North Northamptonshire level policy

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to safeguard and promote access to biodiversity.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Failing to identify and clearly protect sites of biodiversity value in the plan could threaten and fail to promote their enhancement and habitat linkages.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Not protecting biodiversity assets could threaten the landscape through inappropriate development, though this impact is uncertain.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

The option to include a policy on biodiversity performed well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against accessibility, health, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, water quality and soil and Land, and a potential positive impact on health. No negative impacts were assessed against this option. The option to not include such a policy has a largely neutral sustainability impact but performed poorly in comparison to option to include a policy with negative impacts on accessibility and biodiversity. The Sustainability Appraisal highlighted missed opportunities for significant sustainability gains if biodiversity was not addressed at the district level.

Historically and Visually Important Open Space

	Option 51: Historically and Visually Important Open Space

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	The designation of HVI open space will in some instances improve accessibility throughout settlements and encourage landowners to open these areas for this purpose
	Many of these areas of HVI space are not publically accessible and contribute to the setting of the village visually.  In some instances where this is the case, landowners will be encouraged to make site publically accessible.

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	There is no relationship between the designation of HVI spaces and housing.  Potentially the designation of these spaces may prevent some housing sites coming forward however, the historical or visual value of the sites would outweigh the demand for housing in these instances. 
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Access to open space and the preservation of spaces actually improves health and would have a positive impact for this reason.
	Need to ensure that spaces are accessible.

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	The designation of open spaces can allow views across settlements and gardens and if surveyed will actually reduce the incidence of crime.
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Access to open space and the preservation of locally important spaces within villages is important to communities and can enhance community life and unity. 
	Need to ensure that spaces are maintained.



	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	The designation of HVI open spaces is unlikely to contribute to local skills.
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	The designation of HVI open spaces is likely to improve the environments people live in, improve local resource and improve liveability.
	Need to ensure that spaces are maintained and accessible to improve liveability.

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	The designation of further open spaces will improve and provide for biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	The designation of HVI open spaces will contribute to landscape quality
	Need to ensure that spaces are maintained.



	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	HVI spaces will contribute positively to Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and the character of settlements through the protection of their setting.
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	The preservation of open spaces and the retention biodiversity can counter some of the negative impacts of climate change.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	(
	(
	(
	The preservation of open spaces and the retention biodiversity can improve the quality of the environment and air.
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	Some of the sites have small streams or brooks running through them, the preservation of open spaces will help to protect water quality and species in these areas.
	Where watercourses run through sites, it is important to ensure water quality and species are supported and maintained. 

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between natural hazards and open spaces. 
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	The preservation of open spaces and the retention biodiversity can improve the quality of the soil.
	Prevent leaching into the soil in these areas, where possible. 

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between minerals and open spaces. 
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between energy use and open spaces. 
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between waste and open spaces. 
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	There is unlikely to be any significant employment opportunities generated through the designation of HVI open spaces. 
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	There is unlikely to be any significant wealth creation generated through the designation of HVI open spaces. 
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between Town Centres and open spaces. 
	


	Option 52: To not have a policy designating Historically and Visually Important Open Spaces

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to safeguard and improve accessibility.
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	May provide some additional opportunity sites for new development but it is likely that due to the sites particularly quality and/or contribution to a settlement that this land would be unacceptable for development regardless of designation.
	To ensure sites are designated to warrant them with adequate protection.



	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve health and promote healthy living.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Open spaces could provide additional escape routes or hiding places for criminals.
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve local communities.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between HVI open spaces and skills. 
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve local liveability.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve and sustain local biodiversity and could lead to the loss of biodiversity through development of sites.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve local landscape quality.
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to protect Conservation  Areas, Listed Buildings and the character and setting of settlements.
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Could miss an opportunity to limit the effects of climate change locally.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to improve the quality of air locally. 
	

	
	13
	Water 
	?
	?
	?
	New development on proposed HVI spaces could cause contamination of local watercourses.
	To ensure HVI spaces where accessible the impacts of this are limited i.e. litter thrown in local watercourses etc

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between HVI open spaces and natural hazards. 
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	New development on proposed HVI spaces could cause contamination of soil and land.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between HVI open spaces and minerals. 
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between HVI open spaces and energy use. 
	

	
	18
	Waste
	?
	?
	?
	Additional open spaces may provide spaces for fly tipping and the dumping of waste, especially where these are not surveyed.
	To ensure all open spaces are accessible and well surveyed.

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	?
	?
	?
	Development of these spaces may generate local employment opportunities
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	?
	?
	?
	Development of these spaces may generate wealth locally.
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between HVI open spaces and Town Centres. 
	


Alternative options considered

In addition to the options above, the main alternative option considered in this policy area was to include a generic or criteria policy which does not show the proposed new HVI open spaces on the proposals map, but to leave these spaces as conceptual rather than clearly defined. This offers the advantage of allowing any new open space to be identified. However, the disadvantages of this approach would be a lack of clarity and definition of areas and is likely to result in the loss of areas of historically and visually important open space to the detriment of the Borough and environment. 

Summary of options

The option to include a policy identifying Historically and Visually Important Open Space performs well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against accessibility, health, community, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage, air and soil and land. No negative impacts were assessed against this option.

The option to not include a policy performed poorly in the sustainability appraisal in comparison to the option to include a policy. To not designate historically and visually important open spaces would leave sites vulnerable to development and fail to protect the character and setting of settlements as well as Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings.  This option would also have a negative impact on accessibility, health, community, liveability, biodiversity, landscape, soil, water and air quality to the detriment of the local populations.  The development of these open spaces, primarily located in villages, which are often not as sustainable locations as in the towns as there is limited access to public transport, shops and facilities, could result in an over-concentration of development in unsustainable rural locations.  This option therefore fails to comply with the relevant national, regional and sub-regional adopted policy guidance.

Allotments

	Option 53: Allotments 

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and accessibility.  The combination could undermine the security of allotments to the detriment of its users. 
	Security of allotments is important and should be covered in the policy to ensure continued use.  Allotment provision should be easily accessible by a variety of means and close to town and villages to ensure continued use.

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	In the medium to long term allotments could reduce the availability of sites for housing.
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	The use and activity involved in home grown food can improve health and promotes healthy living.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and crime.  
	Security of allotments is important and should be covered in the policy to ensure continued use.

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Allotments can prove to be an important community facility especially in the towns where gardens can be small or non-existent.
	It is in the towns where there is the greatest deficient and need for allotments.

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and skills.  
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Allotments can prove to be an important community facility which aids healthy living and improves liveability especially in the towns where gardens can be small or non-existent.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Could provide a commuter route for biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	Allotments are likely to have a neutral impact on the landscape.  
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and cultural heritage.  
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	The use of allotments reduces food miles, and is a less energy intensive food production which lowers carbon footprint.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	Allotments are likely to have a neutral impact on air quality.  
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	Allotments are likely to have a neutral impact on water quality.  
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and natural hazards.  
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Allotment growing is generally more organic than regular farming, and reduces soil pollution.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and minerals.  
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	(
	(
	(
	The use of allotments reduces food miles.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	(
	(
	(
	Allotment produce is not packaged and thus reduces waste.
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and employment.  
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and wealth generation.  
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	People living in town centres are likely to have limited access to gardens and allotment provision is therefore very important close to these locations.
	Allotment provision should be easily accessible by a variety of means and close to town and villages to ensure continued use. 


	Option 54: To not have a policy requiring the provision of Allotments

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and accessibility.  
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Sites could be made available for development.
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to promote healthy living.
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and crime.  
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to provide an important recreation facility and community asset.
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and skills.  
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to provide an important recreation facility and community asset and improve liveability through the promotion of healthier living.
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Land may be set aside for the purposes of wildlife if not used as allotments, although it is more likely that the land would be development and have no benefits to biodiversity.
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Allotments can appear unattractive and messing in the landscape.  However, it is likely that if land is not used for allotments then would be development which may also not have a positive impact on the landscape. 
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and cultural heritage.  
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to help to reduce the impacts of climate change.
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	Allotments are likely to have a neutral impact on air quality.  
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	Allotments are likely to have a neutral impact on water quality.  
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and natural hazards.  
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity for organic growing.
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and minerals.  
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to reduce food miles.
	

	
	18
	Waste
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to reduce package waste.
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and employment.  
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	There is no identifiable relationship between the need for allotments and wealth generation.  
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	Would miss an opportunity to provide an important facility for people living in Town Centres.
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy regarding allotments performed very well in terms of sustainability with positive impacts noted against health, community, climate change, soil and land, energy use, waste and provision for people living in Town Centres. Only one negative impact was recorded in that the designation of allotments could reduce the availability of sites for housing.  However, it is considered that the benefits of provision of recreational space and land for the growing of food which may not otherwise be available for local residents outweighs the need for housing and the delivery of housing should be accompanied by the delivery of necessary facilities such as allotments.

The option to not include a policy performed poorly in the sustainability appraisal in comparison to the option to include a policy.  To not aim to increase the local provision of allotments would miss an opportunity to create an important and increasingly popular community facility and leave potential sites vulnerable to development.  This option would have a negative impact on sustainability matters of health, community, liveability, climate change, soil and land, energy use, waste and Town Centres.  This option does score positively in terms of opening up more possible housing sites but the provision of important community facilities is considered paramount and it is considered that allotments should come forward together with housing where there is an identified need.

Locally Listed Buildings
	Option 55: To include a policy in the plan protecting locally Listed Buildings to ensure their retention, restoration, maintenance and appropriate use

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Giving extra protection to locally important assets will help improve peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Providing additional protection for locally important buildings will protect cultural heritage
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 56: To not include a policy in the plan setting out requirements relating to locally Listed Buildings

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of locally important buildings can have a negative impact on peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Depends on design of any replacement development
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	x
	x
	x
	Loss of locally important buildings would have a negative impact on cultural heritage
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

Including a policy to protect locally Listed Buildings and to ensure their retention, restoration, maintenance and appropriate use would have a positive impact on sustainability appraisal criteria; livability, landscape, cultural heritage and built environment. Not protecting locally Listed Buildings would have a negative impact on sustainability appraisal criteria; livability and cultural heritage. Loss of locally important buildings can have a negative impact on peoples satisfaction with their neighbourhoods and results in the erosion of cultural heritage.

Tourism and Leisure

	Option 57: To include a policy setting out locally specific criteria to be applied to applications for tourism and leisure development.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	A local policy set specific requirements in terms of ensuring tourism development is located in sustainable locations
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Policy could provide some locally specific guidance on landscape
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	A local policy set specific requirements in terms of ensuring tourism development is located in sustainable locations to reduce the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	A local policy set specific requirements in terms of ensuring tourism development is located in sustainable locations to reduce the need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	Depending on the wording of the policy could help  
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	
	


	Option 58: To rely on strategic policy set out in the CSS and national planning policy.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Although a local policy could provide specific guidance on ensuring tourism development is directed to sustainable locations adequate guidance already exists 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Although a local policy could provide additional guidance on landscape 
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Although a local policy could provide specific guidance on ensuring tourism development is directed to sustainable locations adequate guidance already exists
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Although a local policy could provide specific guidance on ensuring tourism development is directed to sustainable locations adequate guidance already exists
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	
	


Summary of options
In terms of impact on Sustainability Appraisal there is very little difference between the two options. While a locally specific policy may provide clearer guidance on acceptability of locations particularly in terms of landscape and accessibility existing guidance is considered to be adequate to ensure that there are no negative impacts on Sustainability Appraisal criteria.
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	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	~
	(
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	(
	((
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(
	((
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	(
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	
	((
	((
	
	
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	((
	((
	(
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	(
	~
	(
	((
	
	(
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Total
	((
	18
	9
	15
	15
	13
	14
	13
	13
	9
	6
	9
	11
	10
	8
	13
	11
	5
	9
	21
	16
	18
	14
	11
	13

	
	(
	4
	3
	5
	7
	5
	3
	5
	3
	3
	3
	4
	1
	5
	3
	2
	2
	2
	1
	3
	1
	4
	2
	1
	2

	
	~
	5
	8
	6
	5
	8
	8
	8
	9
	4
	5
	7
	8
	9
	10
	7
	7
	9
	7
	4
	6
	6
	7
	8
	9

	
	(
	1
	3
	1
	0
	1
	1
	1
	1
	6
	6
	5
	2
	1
	3
	3
	2
	4
	7
	0
	4
	0
	2
	3
	2

	
	((
	0
	4
	1
	0
	0
	1
	0
	2
	6
	7
	3
	6
	2
	4
	3
	4
	8
	4
	0
	1
	0
	3
	5
	2

	Conclusion
	
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	?
	?
	?
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	?
	?
	No 
	No 
	No 
	No
	Yes 
	Yes 
	Yes 
	?
	?
	Yes 


Employment Option 61
	
	
	K2

	Site Area
	
	4.13ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	(

	
	Employment 
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	((

	Health
	
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((

	Landscape
	
	~

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((

	
	Coalescence
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	(

	
	Previously developed land
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	

	Minerals
	
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	

	
	Drainage
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	

	
	Constraints
	No

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	((

	
	Market demand
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	

	Total
	((
	12

	
	(
	3

	
	~
	4

	
	(
	2

	
	((
	0

	Conclusion
	Site is located within the settlement boundary and represents a suitable location for small scale employment development given its proximity to the strategic road network.


Chapter 10 – Burton Latimer
Housing options 62 and 63
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	BL.037
	BL.038
	BL.039
	BL.040
	BL.042
	BL.0

43
	BL.044
	BL.045
	BL.0

46
	BL.0

47
	BL.0

48
	BL.0

49
	BL.0

50
	BL.0

51
	BL.0

52
	BL.0

53
	BL.057
	BL.0

58

	Yield
	SHLAA
	49
	25
	18
	39
	67
	30
	40
	150
	80
	15
	985
	977
	84
	57
	
	1642
	84
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	30
	14
	9
	22
	71
	80
	50
	180
	116
	27
	985
	977
	47
	54
	331
	1306
	84
	176

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(
	~
	~
	(
	~
	((
	(
	(
	~
	~
	((

	
	Employment 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~

	
	Public Transport
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Community
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	(
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~

	Landscape
	
	(
	~
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	(
	((
	(
	((
	((

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	~
	(
	((
	(
	((
	~
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	(
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	~
	((
	((
	(
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	((
	(

	Total
	((
	9
	15
	14
	13
	12
	11
	13
	10
	15
	15
	8
	9
	12
	7
	9
	8
	14
	11

	
	(
	5
	2
	2
	2
	3
	4
	3
	5
	2
	3
	5
	2
	2
	5
	5
	3
	2
	4

	
	~
	8
	9
	8
	8
	8
	6
	7
	7
	9
	8
	7
	8
	7
	8
	8
	12
	10
	8

	
	(
	2
	1
	2
	3
	3
	4
	3
	4
	1
	2
	3
	5
	3
	5
	3
	3
	1
	2

	
	((
	4
	1
	2
	2
	2
	3
	2
	2
	1
	0
	5
	4
	4
	3
	3
	2
	1
	3

	Conclusion
	
	?
	Yes
	Yes
	?
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	?
	?
	Yes
	No
	?
	?
	No
	?
	?
	Yes
	Yes


Employment Options

All employment sites promoted in Burton Latimer are in excess of 5ha in size and will initially be considered as part of the Core Strategy Review.

Burton Latimer Town Centre – Opportunities for Redevelopment
	Options: Assessment of potential sites in Burton Latimer town centre


	
	SA TOPIC
	Frontage sites along Kettering Road
	Paddock Court/ Council Car Park
	Churchill Way Retail Parade
	Churchill Way/ High Street Back-land Areas
	Jock’s Autos

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(


	
	2
	Housing
	(
	~
	~
	(
	(


	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(


	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	5
	Community
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~



	
	6
	Skills
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~



	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~

	
	11
	Built Environment
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	12
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	13
	Air and Climate
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(

	
	14
	Water Quality
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	15
	Water Conservation and Management
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	16
	Natural Hazard
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	17
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(

	
	18
	Minerals
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	19
	Energy Use
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	20
	Renewable Energy
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	21
	Waste
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	22
	Employment
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(

	
	23
	Wealth creation
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(

	
	24
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


Chapter 11 – Desborough

Housing Options 64 and 65
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	DE.173
	DE.062
	DE.063
	DE.064
	DE.

065
	DE.066
	DE.

067
	DE.

068
	DE.069
	DE.

070
	DE.

071
	DE.

072
	DE.

073
	DE.

075
	DE.077
	DE.

078
	DE.

079
	DE.140
	DE.141
	DE.

142

	Yield
	SHLAA
	
	175
	92
	332
	350
	150
	60
	135
	78
	20
	27
	128
	85
	
	700
	700
	
	
	
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	86
	201
	81
	222
	1278
	150
	75
	90
	45
	10
	15
	102
	69
	36
	
	
	69
	2049
	459
	321

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	~
	~
	(
	(
	~
	~
	(
	~
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	~
	((
	(
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Health
	
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Community
	
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	(
	(
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	(
	(
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	((
	(
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	~
	~
	~
	(
	(
	~
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(
	((
	~
	(
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	(
	~
	~
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	~
	(
	((
	~
	(
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	((
	((
	~
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	
	((
	((
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	((

	Total
	((
	9
	13
	9
	6
	5
	6
	12
	4
	11
	13
	13
	6
	12
	14
	7
	14
	8
	8
	9
	9

	
	(
	4
	4
	6
	7
	3
	5
	7
	3
	4
	5
	5
	5
	8
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	3
	6

	
	~
	11
	7
	7
	6
	9
	11
	6
	10
	11
	8
	8
	13
	5
	5
	8
	7
	13
	10
	6
	8

	
	(
	3
	2
	4
	4
	4
	3
	2
	3
	1
	1
	1
	1
	2
	2
	4
	2
	2
	4
	7
	3

	
	((
	1
	2
	2
	5
	7
	3
	1
	8
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1
	3
	5
	1
	0
	2
	3
	2

	Conclusion
	
	?
	Yes
	No
	No
	No
	No
	Yes
	No
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	Yes
	?
	No
	Yes
	?
	No
	No
	No


Employment Options

All employment sites promoted in Desborough are in excess of 5ha in size and will initially be considered as part of the Core Strategy Review.

Desborough Town Centre – Opportunities for Redevelopment
	Options: Assessment of potential sites in Desborough for uses set out in chapter 11

	
	SA TOPIC
	High Street/ Station Road
	Lawrence’s Factory
	The Station Yard
	The former Co-op Dairy
	Corner Havelock Street/ Station Road

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


	
	2
	Housing
	~
	x
	(
	(
	(


	
	3
	Health
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(


	
	4
	Crime
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	5
	Community
	(
	~
	~
	~
	(


	
	6
	Skills
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~



	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	?
	(
	(
	(

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	?
	~
	~
	(

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	(
	(

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	(
	(

	
	13
	Water
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	16
	Minerals
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	17
	Energy Use
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	18
	Waste
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


	
	20
	Wealth creation
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(


	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(



Desborough Railway Bridge

	Option 66: To include a policy identifying the need for a new railway bridge to link development north of the railway in Desborough with the rest of the town.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of the policy is to improve accessibility between new development and the rest of the town
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Will improve access to sporting facilities on the Grange
	

	
	4
	Crime
	?
	?
	?
	Depends on the design of the bridge
	Bridge should be designed to minimise opportunities for crime

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Will help link the new community north of the railway with the existing town
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Improving pedestrian and cyclist connectivity will reduce the need to travel by car
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Improving pedestrian and cyclist connectivity will reduce the need to travel by car
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	(
	(
	(
	Improving pedestrian and cyclist connectivity will reduce the need to travel by car
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	(
	(
	(
	Will improve links to employment
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	
	


Community Facilities
	Option 67: To include a policy requiring development in Desborough to contribute towards Phase 2 of the Desborough Leisure Centre and subject to identification of need a community facility.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of additional facilities at the leisure centre and in the town centre will improve accessibility for facilities
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(
	(
	Improvement of sporting facilities
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of facilities in the town will reduce then need to travel for facilities
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Provision of facilities in the town centre will maximise use of previously developed land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	(
	(
	(
	
	


	Option 68: To not include a policy requiring development in Desborough to contribute towards Phase 2 of the Desborough Leisure Centre and subject to identification of need a community facility.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	x
	x
	x
	If Phase 2 is not provided at the leisure centre there would be a negative impact on accessibility of facilities 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	x
	x
	x
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	x
	x
	x
	If Phase 2 is not provided at the leisure centre the need to travel to facilities will increase
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	x
	x
	x
	If Phase 2 is not provided at the leisure centre the need to travel to facilities will increase
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	?
	?
	?
	Impact depends on the findings of the assessment of need for a community facility.
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy requiring contributions to Phase 2 of the Desborough Leisure Centre and subject to identification of need a community facility has a positive impact on Sustainability Appraisal criteria; accessibility, health, community, livability, climate change, air, soil and water and town centre. This option would ensure facilities are accessible to the local community. The option to not include a policy would have negative impacts on Sustainability Appraisal criteria; accessibility, health, community, liveability, air and climate change. If the additional facilities are not provided the need to travel out of the town to access facilities will increase.
Chapter 12 – Rothwell
Housing Options 69 and 70
	
	
	RO.081
	RO.082
	RO.083
	RO.084
	RO.085
	RO.086
	RO.088
	RO.093
	RO.159

	Yield
	SHLAA
	46
	11
	19
	85
	250
	54
	700
	
	54

	
	@ 30 dph
	26
	8
	14
	48
	192
	35
	1326
	29
	75

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~

	
	Employment 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Health
	
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~

	Skills
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((

	Community
	
	(
	(
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	~
	(
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Landscape
	
	((
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(
	((
	((
	(
	((
	~
	((
	~
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((

	
	Coalescence
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	(

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	(
	~
	~
	(
	((
	((
	~
	(
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	((
	~
	(
	(
	(
	((
	((
	

	Total
	((
	11
	17
	15
	15
	10
	12
	10
	10
	10

	
	(
	8
	3
	2
	4
	6
	6
	4
	4
	5

	
	~
	6
	5
	5
	6
	7
	6
	10
	8
	8

	
	(
	3
	1
	3
	3
	2
	2
	2
	6
	3

	
	((
	0
	2
	4
	0
	3
	2
	2
	0
	0

	Conclusion
	
	No
	?
	No
	Yes
	?
	Yes
	Yes
	No
	?


Employment Options 71 and 72
	
	
	R3
	R4
	R5

	
	
	0.25ha
	0.14ha
	0.14ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	((
	((
	((

	
	Employment 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	(
	(

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	~
	~
	~

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	((
	((
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	~
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	((
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	((
	((

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Previously developed land
	((
	((
	((

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	
	
	

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	((
	((
	((

	
	Market demand
	
	
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	
	
	

	Total
	((
	14
	15
	14

	
	(
	3
	3
	4

	
	~
	3
	3
	3

	
	(
	0
	0
	0

	
	((
	2
	1
	1

	Conclusion
	
	Site may be suitable for small scale employment/ start up units, subject to impact on cultural heritage.
	Site is located in the town centre and, although potentially suitable for some small scale employment, would also provide a good opportunity to extend provision of town centre uses.
	Any allocation for development would be dependent upon relocation of existing uses. If the existing factory relocates this site could be suitable for small scale employment or potentially residential development.


Rothwell Town Centre – Opportunities for Redevelopment
	
	SA TOPIC
	Former medical centre


	Library/ Fire Station Site

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	(
	(

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(

	
	3
	Health
	(
	(

	
	4
	Crime
	~
	~

	
	5
	Community
	~
	~

	
	6
	Skills
	~
	~

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	~
	~

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(

	
	11
	Built Environment
	(
	(

	
	12
	Climate Change
	(
	(

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	13
	Air and Climate
	(
	(

	
	14
	Water Quality
	~
	~

	
	15
	Water Conservation and Management
	~
	~

	
	16
	Natural Hazard
	~
	~

	
	17
	Soil and Land
	(
	(

	
	18
	Minerals
	~
	~

	
	19
	Energy Use
	~
	~

	
	20
	Renewable Energy
	~
	~

	
	21
	Waste
	~
	~

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	22
	Employment
	(
	(

	
	23
	Wealth creation
	(
	(

	
	24
	Town Centres
	(
	(


Chapter 13 – Rural Area
	Option 73: To allow no growth beyond village boundaries

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	Restricting development in villages ensures that development is directed to locations with a good range of services and facilities and reduces the need to travel, however allowing no growth in villages can result in the loss of existing services and facilities in villages
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	This option would allow affordable housing to meet local need to be provided through the rural exception policy. However the rural exceptions policy would only allow for affordable housing and this requires a land owner to be willing to release land at agricultural value
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	Restricting development in villages can result in the lack of accommodation for young people wishing to stay in the village which means the needs of a section of the community are not met. Lack of development in villages can also lead to the loss of services and facilities
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Restricting development in villages will help protect biodiversity in the rural area
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of restricting growth in villages is to protect built character and landscape quality
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	(
	(
	(
	Restricting growth in villages will reduce the need to travel and therefore reduce emissions
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	(
	(
	(
	Restricting growth in villages will reduce the need to travel and therefore reduce traffic related pollution
	

	
	13
	Water
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Restricting development in villages will minimise loss of Greenfield land
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	X
	X
	X
	Restricting development would limit opportunities to increase the diversity and quality of employment opportunities in the rural area
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 74: To allow small scale growth to meet local needs and to provide enhancements to the existing village

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	?
	?
	?
	Allowing some small scale growth in villages can help support existing services and facilities 
	

	
	2
	Housing
	+
	+
	+
	Would enable the provision of housing to meet local needs
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	+
	+
	+
	Can help provide housing to meet the needs of sections of the community, for example first time buyers or those wishing to downsize
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Allowing some development around villages could impact negatively on biodiversity however this could also provide opportunities to enhance biodiversity as part of development
	Ensure policies are in place to protect and enhance biodiversity

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Allowing some development could have a negative impact on landscape and the built environment but depends on the design of development and characteristics of the landscape. Option allows for environmental improvements within the village which would have a positive impact on this criteria
	This could be mitigated through policies which ensure high quality design and protect the quality of the landscape

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	Depends on the design of development and location in relation to cultural assets
	

	
	12
	Climate Change
	x
	x
	x
	Allowing some development in villages would increase the need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	13
	Air and Climate
	x
	x
	x
	Allowing some development in villages would increase the need to travel
	

	
	14
	Water Quality
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Water Conservation and Management
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Soil and Land
	x
	x
	x
	Would result in the loss of some Greenfield land
	

	
	18
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	19
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Renewable Energy
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	22
	Employment
	+
	+
	+
	Allowing some small scale employment development could promote jobs in the rural area
	

	
	23
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	24
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options

The Sustainability Appraisal of the option of no growth beyond the village boundary has positive impacts on biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage, climate change, air and soil and land. The benefits of this option are that they allow the qualities of villages and the rural area to be protected from future development. More uncertain impacts are recorded against accessibility, housing, and community. This option would allow very little change in villages which means it would be difficult to meet the changing need of communities living in villages, for example those wishing to downsize or first time buyers. The only negative impact recorded against this option is in terms of employment, as restricting growth would limit opportunities for employment in the rural area.

The option to allow some small scale development and to provide enhancements to the existing village scores positively against Sustainability Appraisal criteria housing, community and employment. This option would also allow some small scale growth to meet local needs. Negative impacts are recorded against climate change, air and soil and land, this is due to the increased need to travel for people located in villages and the loss of greenfield land. Uncertain impacts are recorded against accessibility, biodiversity, landscape and cultural heritage. Although some small scale growth could have a negative impact on these criteria, good quality design and appropriate enhancement schemes could help to mitigate the impacts. Some small scale growth could also support local services and facilities.

The positive and negative impacts of each of these options will need to  be considered on a village by village basis as in some cases the positives will outweigh any negative impacts. Whereas in other cases negative impacts will be such that they cannot be outweighed by positives.
Development Principles

	Option 75: To include policies setting out development principles for each village to be applied to development proposals in villages and generic principles which can be applied to all villages in the Borough

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	(
	(
	(
	Ensuring new development fits with the character of the area will help integrate it into the village
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	Ensuring development fits with the character of the area will help ensure people are satisfied with their neighbourhoods
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Key aim of the design principles is to protect and enhance the quality, character and local distinctiveness of the built environment
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Through ensuring the characteristics of the area are maintained cultural heritage will be protected
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 76: To not include policies setting out development principles to be applied to development proposals in villages and rely on national guidance and the CSS.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	?
	?
	?
	Although general design guidance exists this applied in different ways so the outcome of relying on this is less certain
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Although general design guidance exists this applied in different ways so the outcome of relying on this is less certain
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Although general design guidance exists this applied in different ways so the outcome of relying on this is less certain
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The option to include a policy setting out development principles has strong positive impacts on Sustainabilty Appraisal criteria landscape, liveability, community and cultural heritage. The key aim of the option is to ensure any new development in villages reflects the characteristics of that village that make it special. The option to not include a policy setting out development principles has less certain impacts as although general design guidance is available the effectiveness of this is dependent upon how it is applied. It does not provide guidance specific to the individual villages in Kettering Borough.
Rural Exceptions Housing

	Option 77: To include a policy allowing the release of sites solely for affordable housing to meet local needs for affordable housing.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Primary purpose of the option is to provide housing to meet local needs in the rural area
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	This option could help allow people to remain in a village they have grown up in and would improve peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on biodiversity
	Ensure that other policies are in place to protect biodiversity

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on landscape
	Ensure other policies are in place to protect landscape character

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on cultural heritage
	Ensure other policies are in place to protect cultural heritage

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Locating additional affordable housing in the rural area can increase travel, however where there is a local connection this journey would still be made so impact is likely to be negligible
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	?
	?
	?
	Locating additional affordable housing in the rural area can increase travel, however where there is a local connection this journey would still be made so impact is likely to be negligible
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	x
	x
	x
	Slight negative effect. Is likely to involve the loss of Greenfield land, although the amount of land required to meet local need is likely to be small
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 78: To not include a policy allowing the release of sites solely for affordable housing to meet local needs for affordable housing.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	x
	x
	x
	Not including a policy allowing the release of sites for affordable housing in the rural area would have a significant negative impact on the ability to meet housing need in these locations
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	Lack of appropriate housing could lead to a dissatisfaction with where people live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the rural area would have a positive impact
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the rural area would have a positive impact
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the rural area would have a positive impact
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Limiting development in the rural area reduces the need to travel, however if people with a local connection can no longer live in a village where they have social and family connections then there will be an increased need to travel
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air
	?
	?
	?
	Limiting development in the rural area reduces the need to travel, however if people with a local connection can no longer live in a village where they have social and family connections then there will be an increased need to travel
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	(
	(
	(
	Limiting development in the rural area would prevent the loss of Greenfield land, however the amount of land needed to meet local needs would be minimal
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	 


Summary of options
The options to include a policy allowing sites to be released solely for affordable housing would have significant positive impacts on Sustainabilty Appraisal criteria housing and liveability, as this policy would allow local housing needs in the rural area to be met. There are uncertain impacts this option could have on Sustainability Appraisal topics biodiversity, landscape and cultural heritage as some development could impact on these, however any negative impacts could be mitigated. Minor negative impacts are recorded against Sustainability Appraisal criteria soil and land.

The option to not include a policy has positive impacts on Sustainability Appraisal criteria biodiversity, landscape, cultural heritage and soil and land. However this option has a negative impact on Sustainability Appraisal criteria, housing as this would limit opportunities to meet housing need in the rural area.

Overall the positive impacts of the option to include a policy outweigh the minor negative or uncertain impacts and other policies in the plan will mitigate these impacts. The negative impacts of the option not to include a policy are much harder to mitigate as without this approach it would be difficult to meet local housing needs in the rural area.
Allocation of Sites Solely for Affordable Housing
	Option 79: To include a policy allocating sites solely for affordable housing in the rural area.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	(
	(
	(
	Primary purpose of the option is to provide housing to meet local needs in the rural area
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	(
	(
	(
	This option could help allow people to remain in a village they have grown up in and would improve peoples satisfaction with where they live
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on biodiversity
	Ensure that other policies are in place to protect biodiversity

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on landscape
	Ensure other policies are in place to protect landscape character

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	Development on the edge of villages could have a negative impact on cultural heritage
	Ensure other policies are in place to protect cultural heritage

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	Locating additional affordable housing in the rural area can increase travel, however where there is a local connection this journey would still be made so impact is likely to be negligible
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	Locating additional affordable housing in the rural area can increase travel, however where there is a local connection this journey would still be made so impact is likely to be negligible
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	x
	x
	x
	Slight negative effect. Is likely to involve the loss of Greenfield land, although the amount of land required to meet local need is likely to be small
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


	Option 80: To not include a policy allocating sites solely for affordable housing in the rural area.

	
	SA TOPIC
	IMPACT
	COMMENTARY
	MITIGATION OPTIONS

	
	
	Short
	Medium
	Long
	
	

	Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone
	1
	Accessibility
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	2
	Housing
	?
	?
	?
	Although allocation sites solely for affordable housing would provide more certainty these could still be provided through the use of the rural exceptions policy
	

	
	3
	Health
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	4
	Crime
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	5
	Community
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	6
	Skills
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	7
	Liveability
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	Effective protection of the environment
	8
	Biodiversity
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	9
	Landscape
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	10
	Cultural heritage
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	11
	Climate Change
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	Prudent Use of natural resources
	12
	Air 
	?
	?
	?
	
	

	
	13
	Water 
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	14
	Natural Hazard
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	15
	Soil and Land
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	16
	Minerals
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	17
	Energy Use
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	18
	Waste
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	Maintenance of economic growth and employment
	19
	Employment
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	20
	Wealth creation
	-
	-
	-
	
	

	
	21
	Town Centres
	-
	-
	-
	
	


Summary of options
The main impact of allocating sites solely for affordable housing is the certainty this provides that a suitable site has been identified and the positive impact this has on Sustainability Appraisal criteria housing. Not including a policy allocating sites solely for affordable housing has a more uncertain effect but sites solely for affordable housing could still come forward under the rural exception policy.
Ashley

Housing or Employment Options

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.137
	RA.162

	Yield
	SHLAA
	N/a
	N/a

	
	@ 30 DPH
	6
	3

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	((
	((

	Community
	
	~
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	~
	~

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~

	Landscape
	
	((
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	~
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	Yes
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(

	Total
	((
	13
	13

	
	(
	1
	5

	
	~
	5
	4

	
	(
	5
	4

	
	((
	4
	1


Braybrooke
Housing Options
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.128
	RA.143

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	66
	36

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	((

	Health
	
	~
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	~

	Community
	
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	~
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	Yes

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(

	Total
	((
	9
	10

	
	(
	4
	1

	
	~
	7
	3

	
	(
	3
	7

	
	((
	5
	7


Employment Options (Site located in Braybrooke Parish)
	
	
	RA.21

	
	
	3.1ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	(

	
	Employment 
	~

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	((

	Health
	
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((

	Landscape
	
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((

	
	Coalescence
	

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	~

	
	Contaminated land 
	

	Minerals
	
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	(

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~

	
	Drainage
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((

	
	Constraints
	

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	((

	
	Market demand
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	

	Total
	((
	8

	
	(
	1

	
	~
	6

	
	(
	3

	
	((
	3

	Conclusion
	Site represents an unsustainable location for intensified employment use and its location in open countryside would have a detrimental impact on the landscape should this occur. Access is poor and successful pedestrian connectivity to Desborough would be unfeasible.


Broughton

Housing Options

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.094
	RA.095
	RA.096
	RA.097
	RA.098
	RA.099
	RA.101
	RA.127
	RA.144
	RA.167
	

	Yield
	SHLAA
	85
	40
	84
	48
	180
	70
	32
	
	
	
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	69
	108
	56
	32
	163
	161
	32
	20 (5)
	501
	
	

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Skills
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	

	Community
	
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	~
	(
	(
	~
	(
	

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Landscape
	
	((
	(
	((
	((
	(
	(
	((
	(
	((
	(
	

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((
	~
	((
	(
	~
	~
	(
	((
	(
	

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	(
	~
	~
	

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	~
	

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	

	Deliverability
	
	((
	(
	((
	(
	((
	~
	(
	((
	(
	((
	

	Total
	((
	14
	13
	14
	11
	11
	10
	13
	13
	10
	9
	

	
	(
	2
	3
	3
	1
	5
	3
	4
	5
	2
	5
	

	
	~
	7
	4
	7
	7
	8
	9
	7
	5
	7
	6
	

	
	(
	4
	6
	4
	4
	4
	5
	4
	5
	5
	4
	

	
	((
	1
	2
	0
	5
	0
	1
	0
	0
	4
	4
	


Employment Options

	
	
	Broughton

	
	
	RA 13
	RA 15
	RA 16

	Site Area
	
	1.05 ha
	2.63 ha
	3.6 ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	~
	~
	~

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	((
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	(
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	
	
	

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	(
	
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	
	No

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	
	
	

	
	Market demand
	
	
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	
	
	

	Total
	((
	11
	8
	11

	
	(
	2
	4
	2

	
	~
	5
	4
	3

	
	(
	3
	2
	3

	
	((
	0
	0
	2

	Conclusion
	
	
	
	


Cranford

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA/173
	RA/170
	RA/171

	Yield
	SHLAA
	
	
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	
	5
	3-4

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	~
	~
	~

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	
	
	

	Community
	
	(
	(
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~
	(
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	~
	((
	~

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((
	(

	Landscape
	
	((
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	(
	(
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	((
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	(
	((

	Water Conservation / Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	((
	((
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	(
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	(
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	
	
	

	
	Drainage
	~
	(
	(

	Availability 
	Interest
	(
	(
	(

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	Yes

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(
	(

	Total
	((
	8
	9
	5

	
	(
	6
	8
	3

	
	~
	4
	3
	6

	
	(
	7
	5
	8

	
	((
	0
	0
	3


Geddington
Housing Options

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.102
	RA.103
	RA.104
	RA.105
	RA.106
	RA.107
	RA.108
	RA.109
	RA.110
	RA.111

	Yield
	SHLAA
	52
	
	18
	45
	10
	10
	
	
	
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	80
	62 (50)
	23
	49
	29
	27
	144 (50)
	102 (50)
	24
	10

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Community
	
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~
	~
	~
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	~
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~

	Landscape
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	(
	~
	~
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~
	~
	((
	((
	~
	~
	~
	~
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	(
	(
	((
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(
	~
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~
	~

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	~
	~
	((
	((
	((
	~
	~
	((
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	~
	~
	(
	(
	((
	~
	((
	((
	~

	
	((
	13
	11
	11
	9
	11
	11 
	8
	11
	12
	10

	
	(
	2
	2
	2
	0
	2
	5
	4
	3
	4
	2

	
	~
	6
	8
	8
	6
	5
	7
	7
	7
	6
	8

	
	(
	4
	4
	4
	5
	3
	3
	4
	4
	2
	3

	
	((
	2
	2
	2
	7
	6
	1
	4
	2
	3
	4


Employment Options
	
	
	Geddington

	
	
	RA 2
	RA 3
	RA9
	RA 10
	RA11
	RA 14

	Site Area
	
	2.68 ha
	0.92 ha
	2.1ha
	0.28 ha
	3.39 ha
	0.79 ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~
	((
	~
	((
	~

	Landscape
	
	((
	(
	((
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~
	~
	(
	~
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(
	(
	(
	~

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	
	((
	((
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Market demand
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Total
	((
	10
	9
	9
	6
	8
	8

	
	(
	1
	3
	2
	4
	3
	3

	
	~
	5
	5
	5
	4
	5
	6

	
	(
	3
	3
	3
	3
	3
	2

	
	((
	2
	1
	1
	4
	2
	2

	Conclusion
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


Grafton Underwood

Housing Options

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.113
	RA.114

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	13
	11

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	(
	(

	Community
	
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((

	Landscape
	
	((
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	~
	((

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(

	
	((
	12
	14

	
	(
	3
	3

	
	~
	8
	6

	
	(
	5
	5

	
	((
	0
	0


Great Cransley
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.112
	RA.145
	RA.146

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	6
	30
	13

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	~
	~
	~

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	((
	((
	((

	Community
	
	(
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	~
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	~
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	~
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(
	(

	
	((
	12
	13
	15

	
	(
	3
	4
	4

	
	~
	6
	6
	5

	
	(
	5
	3
	3

	
	((
	2
	2
	1


Harrington
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.133
	RA.134

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	29
	2

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	(
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	((
	((

	Community
	
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	~

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	~
	~

	
	((
	13
	13

	
	(
	2
	2

	
	~
	3
	6

	
	(
	7
	5

	
	((
	3
	2


Loddington
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA/165
	RA/166

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	15
	8

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	((

	Community
	
	(
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	~
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	~

	Landscape
	
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(

	
	((
	9
	11

	
	(
	6
	4

	
	~
	7
	7

	
	(
	4
	4

	
	((
	1
	1


Mawsley
	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.115
	RA.116

	Yield
	SHLAA
	1410
	410

	
	@ 30 DPH
	1428
	705

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	((
	~

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	~

	Community
	
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	~

	Landscape
	
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	~
	~

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	(

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	(
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	(

	
	((
	9
	8

	
	(
	5
	3

	
	~
	8
	9

	
	(
	3
	5

	
	((
	3
	3


Newton

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.130

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	5

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(

	
	Employment 
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~

	Health
	
	((

	Skills
	
	((

	Community
	
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((

	Landscape
	
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	~

	
	Coalescence
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((

	Minerals
	
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((

	
	Drainage
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((

	
	Constraints
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(

	
	((
	14

	
	(
	4

	
	~
	5

	
	(
	4

	
	((
	1


Pytchley

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.117
	RA.119

	Yield
	SHLAA
	60
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	163
	108

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	~
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	(
	(

	Community
	
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	~
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	~
	((

	Landscape
	
	((
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	~

	
	Coalescence
	~
	~

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	~

	
	((
	10
	10

	
	(
	3
	2

	
	~
	9
	8

	
	(
	4
	5

	
	((
	2
	3


Rushton

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.161

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	114

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(

	
	Employment 
	(

	
	Public Transport
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~

	Health
	
	((

	Skills
	
	~

	Community
	
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	~

	
	Compatible development 
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((

	Landscape
	
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((

	Minerals
	
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~

	
	Drainage
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((

	
	Constraints
	No

	Deliverability
	
	~

	
	((
	8

	
	(
	4

	
	~
	8

	
	(
	5

	
	((
	3


Stoke Albany

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.120
	RA.147
	RA.160

	Yield
	SHLAA
	55
	
	

	
	@ 30 DPH
	63
	21
	9

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	~
	~
	((

	Community
	
	(
	~
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~
	(

	Landscape
	
	(
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(
	(
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	~
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	Yes
	No

	Deliverability
	
	((
	~
	~

	
	((
	13
	10
	12

	
	(
	5
	3
	3

	
	~
	6
	9
	7

	
	(
	3
	4
	5

	
	((
	1
	2
	1


Weekley

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.121
	RA.129
	RA.149

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	4
	17
	7

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	((
	((
	((

	Community
	
	~
	(
	~

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((
	~

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	~
	~

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	((
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	~
	((

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	((
	(
	((

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	((
	((

	Minerals
	
	((
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	~
	((
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	((
	((
	((

	
	Drainage
	((
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	No
	No

	Deliverability
	
	(
	~
	(

	
	((
	14
	12
	14

	
	(
	2
	2
	2

	
	~
	5
	5
	7

	
	(
	4
	5
	3

	
	((
	3
	4
	2


Weston by Welland

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.136
	RA.168

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	22
	27

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(
	(

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Skills
	
	((
	~

	Community
	
	(
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	~

	
	Ecological features
	((
	~

	Landscape
	
	(
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	~
	((

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	((
	((

	
	Relationship to area
	~
	~

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	((
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((
	~

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	~
	~

	
	Drainage
	((
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((
	((

	
	Constraints
	No
	Yes

	Deliverability
	
	((
	(

	
	((
	16
	7

	
	(
	3
	2

	
	~
	5
	8

	
	(
	3
	5

	
	((
	1
	5


Wilbarston

Housing Options

	Assessment criteria
	Question 
	Site reference

	
	
	RA.172

	Yield
	@ 30 DPH
	19

	Accessibility to
	Facilities 
	(

	
	Employment 
	(

	
	Public Transport
	((

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~

	Health
	
	((

	Skills
	
	

	Community
	
	(

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((

	Landscape
	
	((

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	((

	Minerals
	
	((

	Wealth Creation 
	
	(

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	((

	
	Capacity of Highway
	((

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	

	
	Drainage
	((

	Availability 
	Interest
	((

	
	Constraints
	No

	Deliverability
	
	((

	
	((
	

	
	(
	

	
	~
	

	
	(
	

	
	((
	


Employment Options
	
	
	Wilbarston

	
	
	RA 19
	RA 20

	Site Area
	
	0.78 ha
	1.96 ha

	Accessibility to
	Facilities and public transport
	~
	~

	
	Employment 
	(
	(

	
	Settlement hierarchy 
	~
	~

	Health
	
	((
	((

	Liveability
	Impact of noise or odour
	((
	((

	
	Compatible development 
	((
	((

	Biodiversity impact on 
	Protected species
	((
	((

	
	Ecological features
	((
	((

	Landscape
	
	(
	(

	Cultural Heritage
	
	(
	(

	Built Environment 
	Settlement Character
	~
	~

	
	Relationship to area
	((
	(

	
	Coalescence
	((
	((

	Water Conservation and Management 
	
	(
	(

	Soil and Land 
	Agricultural land 
	~
	~

	
	Previously developed land
	(
	(

	
	Contaminated land 
	
	

	Minerals
	
	((
	((

	Infrastructure 
	Access to Highway 
	
	

	
	Capacity of Highway
	
	

	
	Capacity of Infrastructure
	
	

	
	Drainage
	
	

	Availability 
	Interest
	
	

	
	Constraints
	
	

	Deliverability
	Timescale
	
	

	
	Market demand
	
	

	
	Viability without intervention
	
	

	Total
	((
	8
	7

	
	(
	1
	4

	
	~
	4
	4

	
	(
	4
	2

	
	((
	0
	0

	Conclusion
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