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Introduction	
 

This document illustrates the proposed minor modifications to the Sustainability Appraisal Report Incorporating Strategic Environment Assessment for the 
Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Pre-Submission Document. It is important to note that this document should be read in conjunction 
the Sustainability Appraisal Report Incorporating Strategic Environment Assessment for the Site Allocations and Development Management Policies Pre-
Submission Document 2015. 

The proposed modifications can be split into two categories, those that impact upon Development Management Policies, A, and those that impact upon Site 
Polices, B. 

A. Development Management Policies, proposed modifications: 
 

 a new policy (DM 2A) for the early review of local plan 
 an amendment to the Green Infrastructure policy (DM19) 

 
B. Site Policies, proposed modifications: 

 
 Updated flood risk information for King’s Lynn, Hunstanton and Terrington St. John housing policies 
 A parcel of land removed from the West Winch Growth Area at the Preferred Options Stage is now proposed for allocation 

These modifications are presented in the table overleaf. How the modifications would be viewed within the Sustainability Appraisal Report itself, are then 
presented within the accompanying appendices. 

The proposed minor modifications to the Development Management Policies result in an increased overall positive effect when scored against the 20 Local 
Plan Sustainability indicators. The undertaking of an early review of the Local Plan, DM2A, clearly has a highly positive effect. DM19 was adjudged to have a 
positive effect and the proposed minor modifications to this policy increase the positive scores. Collectively, the positive (243) outweighs the negative (-26) 
scores for proposed Development Management policies, including the proposed minor modifications. Therefore, overall the results illustrate a positive 
sustainability contribution for the Borough 

The proposed minor modifications to the Site and Settlement Polices result an increase of 4 to the overall positive scores of the Plan when sustainable 
appraised. However, they also result in an increase of 4 to the negative scores of the Plan. Overall, taking all sustainability factors together, the positive 
scores (411) outweigh the negative (-206), indicating that sites proposed for allocation to implement the Core Strategy provide gain in sustainability for the 
Borough.    
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Table	of	Proposed	Minor	Modifications	

 

SA Page 
Numbers 

Policy Issue Proposed Amendment Justification 

A. DM 
Policies 

    

46 DM Policy 
overview 

Incorrect indicator is 
mentioned 

Replace with the correct indicator  
 
(See Appendix 5) 

Ensure the accuracy of the 
document 

New  New Policy 
DM2A – 
Early Review 
of Local Plan 

This new policy will need 
to be presented in the SA 
with the other DM policies 

Update the SA accordingly  
 
(See Appendix 1,2,3 &4) 

To take account of an 
additional DM policy 

61 DM19 A proposed amendment 
to this policy will need to 
be presented within the 
SA 

Update the SA accordingly  
 
(See Appendix 1,2 &4)  

To take into account the 
proposed modifications to 
DM19 

B. Site 
Policies 
 

    

208 Hunstanton 
Housing 
Sites 
F2.4 (997) 

The commentary of the 
site correctly identifies the 
flood risk, but the SA 
score for ‘Flood Risk’ is 
incorrect. 

Change the Flood Risk Sustainability Factor score from ‘+’ to 
‘+/x’. 
 
(See Appendix 6,7,&8)  

Accurately reflect the risk of 
flooding for site F2.4 in the 
SA table. 

221 King’s Lynn 
Housing 
Sites: 
E1.5 
E1.6 
E1.8 
E1.10 
E1.11 

Risk to flooding not 
accurately presented 
within the SA  

Change the Flood Risk Sustainability Factor scores as below: 
 

 E1.5 from ‘+/x’ to ‘xx’ 
 E1.6 from ‘xx’ to ‘+/x’ 
 E1.8 from ‘x’ to ‘xx’ 
 E1.10 from ‘x’ to ‘xx’ 
 E1.11 from ‘x’ to ‘+/x’ 

 
And amend the site commentary accordingly 
 
(See Appendix 6,7&9)   

Accurately reflect the risk of 
flooding for housing sites 
E1.5, E1.6, E1.8, E1.10 & 
E1.11 in the SA. 
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303 Terrington St 

John: 
G94.1 

The commentary of the 
site correctly identifies the 
flood risk, but the SA 
score for ‘Flood Risk’ is 
incorrect. 

Change the Flood Risk Sustainability Factor score from ‘xx’ to 
‘x’. 
 
(See Appendix  6,7 &10) 
 

Accurately reflect the risk of 
flooding for site G94.1 in the 
SA table. 

380 West Winch 
Growth Area 

Update the SA to include 
Site 984, 1034 as 
allocated 

Updated SA table and commentary as seen within appendix 
 
(See Appendix  6,7 &11) 

To reflect the updated 
allocation 
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Development	Management	Policy	Changes	Appendices		
 

Appendix	1:	Amended	Table	5.2a	‐	Development	Management	Policies	Options	Scoring	
 

Table 5.2a – Development Management Policies Options Scoring (Page 67) 

 SA Objective:
Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Overall 

Effect 
DM 2A 

Early Review 
of Local Plan 

Preferred 
Option

                     
No Policy 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Neutral 
PP23 (DM 2A) 
 

++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ Positive 

DM 19 
Green 

Infrastructure 
 

Preferred 
Option  

++ 0 ++ + + 0 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 + 0 + Positive 

Option 1 + 0 x + + 0 0 + x 0 x ~ 0 ~ x x 0 x 0 x Neutral 
PP10  
 

++ 0 ++ + + 0 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 + 0 + Positive 

 PP10 A 
(DM19) 

++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 + 0 + Positive 

 

Commentary 

DM2 – Undertaking an early review of the Local Plan will clearly have a positive effect. 

DM 19 – This Policy is judged to have a positive effect.  The alternative would be no specific policy, relying on the National Planning Policy Framework and 
general planning principles, which is considered a ‘neutral’ option.  
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Appendix	2:	Amended	Table	5.2b	‐	Combined	and	Aggregated	Scores	of	Proposed	(only)	Development	Management	
Policies	
 

Table 5.2b - Combined and Aggregated Scores of Proposed (only) Development Management Policies (Page 72) 

 

 SA Objective: 
Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Overall 

Effect 
DM 1 

Presumption 
in Favour of 
Sustainable 

Development 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Not 
significant 

DM 2 
Development 
Boundaries 

Proposed 
Policy  

+ ++ 0 0 +/x +/x +/x + + 0 0 0 0 +/x + 0 x 0 0 + Positive  

DM 2 A 
Early Review 
of Local Plan 

Proposed 
Policy  

++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ ++ Positive 

DM 3 
Infill 

Development 
in the SVAH’s 

Proposed 
Policy  

x xx 0 x x 0 x x x 0 0 0 0 0 xx 0 +/x ++ x x Negative 

DM 4 
Houses in 
Multiple 

Occupation 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 ~ + 0 0 0 + ++ 0 ~ 0 + + 0 0 + + 0 ++ ++ Positive 

DM 5 
Enlargement 

of Dwellings in 
the 

Countryside 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 + 0 ++ + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 +/x 0 0 0 Positive 
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 SA Objective: 
Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Overall 

Effect 
DM 6 

Housing 
Needs of 

Rural Workers 

Proposed 
Policy  

++ 0 + 0 0 0 + + ++ ++ 0 + ++ 0 0 0 ++ 0 ++ ++ Positive 

DM 7 
Residential 
Annexes 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 + ++ + 00 0 + 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 Positive 

DM 8 
Delivering 
Affordable 
housing on 

Phased 
Development 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + ++ 0 0 0 Positive 

DM 9 
Community 

Facilities 
 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 ++ 0 0 0 0 + ++ + 0 0 + + ++ ++ + 0 ++ + 0 Positive 

DM 10 
Retail 

Development 
Outside Town 

Centres 

Proposed 
Policy  

+ + 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 + 0 + Positive 

DM 11 
Touring and 
Permanent 

Holiday Sites 

Proposed 
Policy  

+/x 0 0 ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 0 ++ ++ 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 ++ Positive 

DM 12 
Strategic Road 

Network 
 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 + +/x +/x 0 0 ++ 0 0 +/x 0 0 0 + +/x Positive 

DM 13 
Disused 
Railway 

Trackways 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 + 0 + + 0 0 0 + +/x Positive 
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 SA Objective: 
Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Overall 

Effect 
DM 14 

Development 
Associated 
with CITB, 
Bircham 

Newton & RAF 
Marham 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 0 ++ ++ Positive 

DM15 
Environment, 
Design and 

Amenity 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 ++ ++ ++ + 0 0 + + + 0 0 + 0 0 0 Positive 

DM 16 
Provision of  
Recreation 

Open Space 
for Residential 
Developments 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 + 0 ++ ++ 0 0 + 0 0 Positive 

DM 17 
Parking 

Provision in 
New 

Development 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 # + 0 0 0 0 0 0 + 0 0 0 0 0 Positive 

DM 18 
Coastal Flood 
Risk Hazard 
Zone (South 

Hunstanton to 
Dersingham) 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++ ++ 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Positive 

DM 19 
Green 

Infrastructure 

Proposed 
Policy  

++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ 0 ++ ++ ++ 0 + 0 + Positive 

DM20 
Renewable 

Energy 
 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 + + + ++ + + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Positive 
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 SA Objective: 
Policy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 Overall 

Effect 
DM 21 

Sites in Areas 
of Flood Risk 

Proposed 
Policy  

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ++ 0 0 ++ + 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 + Positive 

DM 22 
Protection of 
Local Open 

Space 

Proposed 
Policy  

+ 0 + + + 0 + + + 0 + ++ 0 ++ 0 + 0 ++ 0 + Positive 

TOTAL NUMBER OF PLUS 
SCORES 

= 243 

+ 
10 

+ 
7 

+ 
7 

+ 
8 

+ 
8 

+ 
8 

+ 
19 

+ 
29 

+ 
17 

+ 
4 

+ 
11 

+ 
20 

+ 
7 

+ 
13 

+ 
18 

+ 
8 

+ 
10 

+ 
11 

+ 
11 

+ 
17 

Very 
positive 

TOTAL NUMBER OF 
MINUS SCORES 

= 26  

- 
2 
 

- 
2 

- 
0 

- 
1 

- 
2 

- 
1 

- 
2 

- 
2 

- 
2 

- 
0 

- 
0 

- 
0 

- 
0 

- 
1 

- 
3 

- 
0 

- 
3 

- 
0 

- 
1 

- 
4 
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Appendix	3:	Update	to	inset	within	Table	A1	‐	Relationship	of	Pre‐Submission	Polices,	Preferred	Options	Policies	and	
Issues	and	Options	Policies	
 

Table A1:  Relationship of Pre-Submission Polices, Preferred Options Policies and Issues and Options Policies (Page 76) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Pre-Submission Document 
Development Management Policies 

Preferred Options  
Area Wide Policies 

Issues and Options  
Development Management Policies 

DM 2 A: Early Review of Local Plan n/a n/a 
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Appendix	4:	Replacement	Figure	1.3a	&	Figure	4.1a	‐	Aggregated	Scores	of	Development	Management	Policies	–	Bar	
Chart	
 

Figure 1.3a & Figure 4.1a – Aggregated Scores of Development Management Policies – Bar Chart (Page 7 & 47) 
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Appendix	5:	Replacement:		Paragraph	4.1.9			
 

(Page 46) 

4.1.9 Particularly high aggregate scores (15 or over) are seen in respect of the following SA Objectives:  

 Objective 7 - Maintain and enhance the diversity and distinctiveness of landscape and townscape character;  

 Objective 8 - Create places, spaces and buildings that work well, wear well and look good;  

 Objective 9 - Reduce emissions of greenhouse gasses and other pollutants (including air, water, soil, noise, vibration and light);  

 Objective 12 - Maintain and enhance human health; 

 Objective 14 – Improve the quantity and quality of publicly accessible open space; and 

 Objective 15 – Improve the quality, range and accessibility of services and facilities  

 Objective 20 – Improve the efficiency, competitiveness and adaptability of the local economy. 
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Site	Allocations	and	Settlement	Specific	Policy	Changes	Appendices	

	

Appendix	6:	Replacement	Table	4.1	‐	Aggregated	Scores	of	Site	Allocations	and	Settlement	Specific	Policies	
 

Table 4.1 Aggregated Scores of Site Allocations and Settlement Specific Policies (Page 48) 

 

ALL 
ALLOCATIONS

Access to 
Services 

Community 
& Social 

Economy 
A 

Business 

Economy B 
Food 

Production 

Flood 
Risk 

Heritage Highways 
& 

Transport 

Landscape 
& Amenity 

Natural 
Environment 

Infrastructure, 
Pollution & Waste 

 
 

TOTALS 

Aggregated 
positive 
scores (+) 

156  103  10  15  68  2  29  15  3  10  411 

Aggregated 
negative 
scores (X) 

0  ‐6  0  ‐108  ‐51  ‐1  ‐2  ‐3  ‐5  ‐30  ‐206 

 

	

	

	

	

	

	



14 | P a g e  
 

Appendix	7:	Replacement	Figure	1.3b	&	Figure	4.1b	‐			Aggregated	Scores	of	Site	Allocations	and	Settlement	Specific	
Policies	–	Bar	Chart	
 

Figure 1.3b - Aggregated Scores of Site Allocations and Settlement Specific Policies – Bar Chart (Page 8) 

Figure 4.1b - Aggregated Scores of Site Allocations and Settlement Specific Policies – Bar Chart (Page 49) 
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Appendix	8:	Updated	Sustainability	Appraisal	table	for	Hunstanton	Housing	site	F2.4	(997)	

 

(Page 206) 

 

Site Ref 

Site Sustainability Factor 
Access to 
Services 

Community 
& Social 

Economy 
A 

Business 

Economy B
Food 

Production 

Flood 
Risk 

Heritage  Highways 
& 

Transport 

Landscape 
& Amenity 

Natural 
Environment 

Infrastructure, 
Pollution & 
Waste 

F2.4 
(997)  

+  +  o  xx  +/x  #  #  #  #  x 
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Appendix	9:	Updated	King’s	Lynn	Housing	Sites	‐	 Sustainability	Appraisal	

(Page 218) 
 

E1.4 King’s Lynn, Marsh Lane - The site scores well in relation to the sustainability indicators ‘access to services’, ‘community and social’ and ‘food 
production’. The site is partially constrained by flood risk,  with the majority of site being located within Flood Zone 1 and the remaining site area being within 
Flood Zone 2, hence the ‘+/x’ sustainability score. However, it is considered that measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. In terms of ‘highways and 
transport’, ‘landscape and amenity’, ‘natural environment’ and ‘infrastructure, pollution and waste’ it depends on how the scheme is implemented as potential 
negative impacts could be mitigated through good design. 

 

E1.5 King’s Lynn, Boal Quay - The site scores highly in terms of ‘access to services’ being located centrally within the town and in relation to ‘landscape and 
amenity’ as the development will be well screened. The site will have no impact on the economy. The impact of ‘heritage’, ‘highways and transport’ and ‘natural 
environment’ depends on how the scheme is implemented as potential negative impacts could be mitigated through good design. The site does score poorly in 
relation to the indicator flood risk, with site located being located within Flood Zone 2, 3 and a portion within the Hazard Zone. Despite the identified flood risk it is 
considered that appropriate measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. 

Site 
Ref 

Site Sustainability Factor 
Access 

to 
Services

Community 
& Social 

Economy 
A 

Business

Economy 
B 

Food 
Production

Flood 
Risk 

Heritage Highways 
& 

Transport

Landscape 
& Amenity 

Natural 
Environment

Infrastructure, 
Pollution & 

Waste 

E1.4 + + O + +/x O # # # # 
E1.5 ++ + O O xx # # # # ? 
E1.6 ++ +  O + +/x O # O O # 
E1.7 + +  O + +/x O # # # ? 
E1.8 ++ +  O O xx # # O O # 
E1.9 + +  O + x O # # # # 
E1.10 ++ +  O O xx # # + O ? 
E1.11 ++ +  O + +/x # # x + ? 
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E1.6 King’s Lynn, South of Parkway - The site scores highly in terms of ‘access to services’ being located centrally within the town. Development of 
the site will have no impact on ‘heritage’, ‘natural environment’ or ‘infrastructure, pollution and waste.’ The site is partially constrained by flood risk, 
being located partially within Flood Zone 1 and 2, hence the ‘+/x’ sustainability score. It is considered that this risk could be mitigated through 
appropriate measures. The impact of ‘highways and transport’ and ‘landscape and amenity’ depends on how the scheme is implemented as potential 
negative impacts could be mitigated through good design. 

 
E1.7 King’s Lynn,  Land at Lynnsport - The site scores highly in terms of ‘access to services’, ‘community and social’ and ‘food production.’ There is no 
impact on ‘heritage.’ Site E1.7 is located within Flood Zones 1, 2 & 3 this is reflected by the positive/negative sustainability score for the ‘flood risk’ 
category. However, It is considered that appropriate measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. In terms of ‘highways and transport’, ‘landscape and 
amenity’, ‘natural environment’ and ‘infrastructure, pollution and waste’ depends on how the scheme is implemented as potential negative impacts could be 
mitigated through good design.. 
 
E1.8 King’s Lynn, South Quay - The site scores highly in terms of ‘access to services’ being located centrally within the town and in relation to ‘landscape 
and amenity’ as the development will be well screened. There is no impact on ‘economy’. The impact on ‘heritage’ and ‘highways and transport’ depends on 
how the scheme is implemented as potentially negative impacts could be mitigated through good design. In relation to the indicator ‘infrastructure, pollution 
and waste’ the impact is unknown. The site does score poorly in relation to the indicator flood risk, with site located being located within Flood Zone 2, 3 and a 
portion within the Hazard Zone. Despite the identified flood risk it is considered that appropriate mitigation measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. 
 
E1.9 King’s Lynn, Land west of Columbia Way - The site scores fairly well in terms of ‘access to services’, ‘community and social’ and ‘food production’. 
There is no impact on ‘business’ or ‘heritage’. In terms of ‘highways and transport’, ‘landscape and amenity’, ‘natural environment’ and ‘infrastructure, 
pollution and waste’ it depends on how the scheme is implemented as potential negative impacts could be mitigated through good design. The site scores 
negatively in relation the ‘flood risk’ indicator as the site is located partially with Flood Zones 1, 2 & 3. It is considered that through appropriate measures the 
flood risk could be mitigated.  

 

E1.10 King’s Lynn, North of Wisbech Road - The site scores well in terms of the sustainability indicator ‘access to services’ as it centrally located within 
the town centre. The site scored positively in terms of ‘community and social’, ‘natural environment’ and ‘landscape and amenity’ as development would be 
well screened and fit into the surrounding context of the settlement. There will be no impact on the indicator ‘economy’ and the impact on ‘heritage’, 
‘highways and transport’ and ‘infrastructure, pollution and waste’ depend on how the scheme is implemented as potential negative impacts could be 
mitigated through good design. E1.10 does score poorly in respect of the ‘flood risk’ category as it is located within areas classed as Flood Zone 2, 3 and 
the Hazard Zone. Despite the identified flood risk it is considered that appropriate mitigation measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. 

 

E1.11 King’s Lynn, Southgates - The site scores well in terms of the sustainability indicator ‘access to services’ as it centrally located within the town 
centre. The site scored positively in terms of ‘community and social’, ‘natural environment’ and ‘landscape and amenity’ as development would be well 
screened and fit into the surrounding context of the settlement. There will be no impact on the indicator ‘economy’ and the impact on ‘heritage’, 
‘highways and transport’ and ‘infrastructure, pollution and waste’ depend on how the scheme is implemented as potential negative impacts could be 
mitigated through good design. This site scores both positively and negatively with regard to ‘flood risk’ as the majority of the site it is located within 
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Flood Zone 1 and a small portion of towards the western boundary is within an area classed as Flood Zone 2. It is considered that this risk could be 
mitigated through appropriate measures. 

 

 
Conclusion 

 

All reasonable sites within the King’s Lynn urban area have been identified, assessed as being sustainable and taken forward as housing 
allocations.  The overall package scores positively in sustainability terms. The only negative scores are in relation to flood risk. It is considered that 
appropriate measures could be taken to mitigate this risk. 
 
 
The Core Strategy sustainability assessment dealt with the principle of concentrating new housing development in King’s Lynn. The package of 
housing sites here takes that approach forward into positive allocations. 
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Appendix	10:		Updated	Sustainability	Appraisal	table	for		Terrington	St.	John	Housing	site	G94.1	(Part	of	890)	
 

(Page 303) 

 

 

 

Site Ref 

Site Sustainability Factor 
Access to 
Services 

Community 
& Social 

Economy 
A 

Business 

Economy B
Food 

Production 

Flood 
Risk 

Heritage  Highways 
& 

Transport 

Landscape 
& Amenity 

Natural 
Environment 

Infrastructure, 
Pollution & 
Waste 

G94.1 
(Part of 
890) 

 

+  +  o  x  +/x  o  #  o  o  ? 
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Appendix	11:	Updated	West	Winch	Growth	Area	Sustainability	Appraisal	
(Page 380) 
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West Winch Growth Area – This area is considered as a sustainable location for growth, south east of King’s Lynn, as identified in the Core Strategy. The 
Growth Area performs well in relation to the indicator ‘access to services.’ The impact on ‘landscape and amenity’ depends on how the scheme is implemented 
as potential negative impacts could be avoided or mitigated through good design. The Growth Area comes close to the listed buildings of Church of St Mary 
(Grade 2*) and the Windmill (Grade 2) consequently the setting of these have to be treated with great care and potential negative impacts avoided through good 
design. The site is not constrained by flood risk. The West Winch Growth Area is the chosen allocation as in comparison to other sites considered it will 
maintain the gap between West Winch and surrounding settlements whilst relating well and enhancing the facilities available for the original settlement. The 
Growth Area includes the following sites: KWW01, 569, 683, 979, 980, 1047, 1048, 1108, 1240 
&1241 and parts of the following sites: 485, 973, 981, 982, 983, 987, 1034, 1046, 1096, 1220, 1221, 1223, 1224 & 1225 

 
East of the West Winch Growth Area (1095, 1096, 1220, 1224 & 1225) – These sites sit within the gap between the Growth Area and North  Runcton, this 
results in a negative score for the Sustainability Appraisal factor ‘landscape and amenity’ as one of the Plan’s aims is to maintain a gap ensuring that North 
Runcton remains a distinctive settlement separated from the Growth Area and the associated new link-road. Development of these sites would reduce or remove 
this gap and therefore impact negatively on the form and character of North Runcton. A further negative is recorded for the factor ‘heritage’ as the sites are within 
close proximity to three listed buildings in North Runcton; The Church of All Saints (Grade 1), The Old Rectory (Grade 2) and North Runcton Lodge (Grade 2). 

 
Within North Runcton (68, 465, 661, 1189 & 1276) – These sites are located within the settlement of North Runcton, which is designated as a smaller village 
and hamlet  by the Core Strategy and as such does not receive any specific site allocations. In relation to the Growth Area these sites are not only detached, 
reflected by a negative score in the factor for ‘highways & transport’, but they could also have a negative impact upon the heritage, form and character of North 
Runcton. 

 
To the South (177,196, 479, 659 & 1293) – These sites are situated to the south of the Growth Area and as such are detached from it.  A negative score for the 
factor ‘highways and transport’ has been recorded as Norfolk County Council as the Highways Authority comment that these sites are unsuitable due to their 
remoteness or they would require direct access from/onto the A10.  Development of some these sites would result in reducing the gap between the Growth Area 
and the existing settlement of Setchey, impacting negatively upon the heritage, form and character of Setchey. Setchey is designated as a smaller village and 
hamlet by the Core Strategy and as such would not receive any specific site allocations. In relation to the Growth Area those sites that are situated within 
Setchey score negatively in the Sustainability Appraisal factor ‘flood risk’ as they are located within either Flood Zone 2 or 3. Development of Site 1293 would 
result in the direct loss of employment land; this would result in a negative score in the  factor ‘economy A business’ in accordance with policy CS10 of the Core 
Strategy, and therefore the economic sustainability of a new plan, the Council will seek to retain land or premises currently or last used for employment purposes. 

 
Within West Winch (KWW06, 135, 361, 485, 657, 926, 973, 982, 983, 1045, 1222 & 1273) – These sites are within the existing settlement of West Winch and 
have been omitted from the Growth Area. In totality negative scores for the factors ‘natural environment’ and ‘landscape and amenity’ are recorded as the majority 
of these sites would either encroach upon West Winch Common or result in the direct loss of Common Land, therefore not relating to the existing settlement by 
having a negative impact upon the form, character and setting of West Winch. A number of these sites are detached from the Growth Area and the line of the 
new link-road, resulting in a poor relationship between the new Growth Area. A number of these sites come close to linking the southern section of King’s Lynn 
and parts of the Saddlebow Industrial Estate with West Winch; the Growth Area seeks to maintain a gap between West Winch and existing settlements. Note that 
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KWW06 has already been developed and part of 485 is an existing residential dwelling so has not been included within the Growth Area. 
 
 
 
Site 984, 1034 (‘Site F’) – This site is to the south west of the village centre, immediately adjacent to the existing settlement.  In terms of access to services, the 
site is close to bus stops and an employment area to the south but is further from central village convenience services than some options (e.g. c800m to 
community centre, c1km to shop, school and church) . However, the implementation of proposals for the growth area will increase the service provision in the 
local area and therefore the site will benefit from its good access links through existing development.  The development of this site is expected to include new 
public open space and allotments, and these are scored as community and social gains additional to the housing provision.  While there was opposition to the 
sites development from nearby residents, it is considered appropriate to score an overall plus in this category.  However the site is currently agricultural land and 
therefore the scores a negative in relation to category ‘Economy B Food Production’, but also scores a positive because its development would include allotments 
and hence local food production, resulting in a mixed score.  The majority of the site is in SFRA fluvial flood zone 1(climate change scenario), but a minor portion 
in the south western part of the site is within zone 2.  As this higher flood risk area can accommodate the allotments and/or public open space proposed, rather 
than housing, an overall positive score is given under this heading.  There are no heritage assets such as Listed Buildings within proximity of the site and it is 
therefore scored as no impact in the ‘Heritage’ category.  The site has adequate road access.  Although it suffers from the heavy traffic and congestion on the 
A10, along with the whole of the settlement and potential development area, this is intended to be addressed through provision of the relief/distributor road 
element of the strategic growth.  It is close to bus stops, and hence is scored positive for ‘Highways and Transport’.  The site is well related to the existing 
settlement as the northern and eastern boundary of the site is adjacent to residential development. The western and southern borders open countryside.  The 
impacts on ‘landscape and amenity’ include a loss of semi-rural outlook to a number of existing properties, but also the gaining of a similar outlook to some fo 
the new properties.  The development of the site would have little impact in distant views from the west, but would increase the extent of development close to 
West Winch Common and the footpath which passes along it.  However, the development includes public open space and allotments and this would have 
landscape and amenity benefits.  An overall positive score is considered appropriate.  The development of the site could include habitat and biodiversity 
enhancements as part of the open space, but would result in a loss of some open land, hence a mixed score on Natural Environment.    There development of 
the site would contribute to the area’s infrastructure, and therefore a positively under this heading.  

   

Discussion 
 
 
 

• On balance the Growth Area performs better than other combinations as it isn’t constrained by ‘flood risk’, would have the least impact upon the form 
and character of existing settlements and any potentially negative impacts associated with ‘landscape & amenity’ and ‘heritage’ can be minimised 
through good design. There would however be a negative score in factor ‘economy B food production’ with identified productive agricultural land being 
lost to development, although this is the case with all of the sites proposed, and was factored into the identification of the area by the Core Strategy. 
The new-link road between   the A10 and A47 is planned to provide access and permeability to parts of the Growth Area, some of the submitted sites, 
due to their geographic location, are detached form this ‘fixed line’ and/or the Growth Area itself. This connectivity is vital to achieving links and 
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integration between new residents and business and can contribute to a healthy community.  In selecting the extent of the Growth Area, consideration 
has been given to maintaining a degree of separation between North Runcton and the new neighbourhoods, and to provide a good level of integration 
with the existing development and facilities in West Winch. 

 
• Sites 998 & 1034 (known as Site F) was included in the Preferred Options but excluded from the submitted Plan.  In response to evidence and 

arguments presented to the Plan Examination it has become appropriate to review the merits and demerits of this site in isolation, rather than in 
combination with other sites on the west of the settlement, and hence a new separate evaluation of this has been done.  Because of the contentious 
status of this site, and the difficult decisions to be made which will be informed by its SA, this has been done in a little more detail than the earlier work.    
Broadly speaking this site scores positively on a range of fronts, and while opposed by nearby residents has no major adverse impacts, and its 
inclusion in the growth area is considered to represent sustainable development. 

  
 
 

Conclusion 
 
 
 

• As discussed above, The Growth Area, and the inclusion of Site F (Sites 998 & 1034), on balance represents the least constrained combination of 
sites for development that still provides a degree of separation from North Runcton, when compared to the other reasonable options considered. 
Therefore this Growth Area, including Site F, is an appropriate allocation for an urban expansion area adjacent to south east King’s Lynn. 
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Pre-Screening Equality Impact 
Assessment 

   
 

Name of policy/service/function Inspector’s request for further information in 
respect of the SADMP 

Is this a new or existing policy/ 
service/function? 

New / Existing (delete as appropriate) 

Brief summary/description of the main 
aims of the policy/service/function being 
screened. 

Please state if this policy/service rigidly 
constrained by statutory obligations 

The report sets out the broad issues raised 
during the Examination into the Local Plan and 
seeks the endorsement of Cabinet for a number 
of changes to the submitted plan and related 
matters. The approach covers; Habitat 
Regulation issues; Flood risk issues; and 
Flexibility and deliverability. We consider that he 
approach and detailed changes provide a 
pragmatic response and display sufficient 
flexibility in response to the Inspector’s 
questions.  
This service is constrained by statutory 
obligations. 
 

Question Answer 
1. Is there any reason to believe that the 
policy/service/function could have a 
specific impact on people from one or 
more of the following groups according 
to their different protected 
characteristic, for example, because 
they have particular needs, experiences, 
issues or priorities or in terms of ability to 
access the service? 

 

Please tick the relevant box for each 
group.   

 

NB. Equality neutral means no negative 
impact on any group. 
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Age   x  

Disability   x  

Gender   x  

Gender Re-assignment   x  

Marriage/civil partnership   x  

Pregnancy & maternity   x  

Race   x  

Religion or belief   x  

Sexual orientation   x  

Other (eg low income)   x  

Question Answer Comments 

2. Is the proposed policy/service likely to 
affect relations between certain equality 
communities or to damage relations 
between the equality communities and 
the Council, for example because it is 
seen as favouring a particular community 
or denying opportunities to another? 

Yes / No No 
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Please Note:  If there are any positive or negative impacts identified in 

question 1, or there any ‘yes’ responses to questions 2 – 4 a full impact 
assessment will be required. 

3. Could this policy/service be perceived 
as impacting on communities differently? 

Yes / No No 

4. Is the policy/service specifically 
designed to tackle evidence of 
disadvantage or potential discrimination? 

Yes / No No 

5. Are any impacts identified above minor 
and if so, can these be eliminated or 
reduced by minor actions? 
If yes, please agree actions with a 
member of the Corporate Equalities 
Working Group and list agreed actions in 
the comments section 

Yes / No Actions: 
 
 
Actions agreed by EWG member: 
………………………………………… 

Assessment completed by: 
Name  

 
 

Job title  Date 


