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Suffolk County Council Statement on Matter 3: Area Specific Strategies – 

Development Allocations 

 

Issue: Are the proposed Area Specific Strategies, allocations and policies 

justified, effective and consistent with national policy? 

 

Felixstowe 

 

Question 3.3 – Would the strategy be effective in addressing the potential impacts of 

development on the transport networks in and around Felixstowe consistent with the 

policies of the Framework? 

 

1. The potential highway impacts of development in and around Felixstowe have 

been assessed by consultants WSP – on behalf of the District Council in 

partnership with the County Council and Highways England. A methodology 

report is included in the examination document library (Ref: D31) along with a 

forecasting report (Ref: D32), which sets out the expected impacts of 

development on traffic flows, link and junction capacities. 

 

2. A number of locations are forecast to experience significant highway impacts 

as a result of development, meaning that (in line with paragraph 108 of the 

Framework (Ref: C1), development will be required to limit these impacts.  For 

the A14 Junctions, please refer to the statement of common ground with the 

District Council and Highways England. 

 

3. Appendix B of the Plan (as amended by the Statement of Common Ground) 

sets out the need for sustainable transport improvements in the Felixstowe 

area, and approximate costs of junction improvement works at: 

 

- The junction of Garrison Lane and High Road, 

- The junction of Garrison Lane and Mill Lane 

 

4. Using policy SCLP7.1 and the Framework, the transport impacts of 

development will be assessed in detail at the planning application stage, in 

order to determine site specific and cumulative impacts. This work is expected 

to reveal further requirements, which will be captured upon more detailed study 

than is required at the strategic (local plan) level.  
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5. Further funding via developer contributions will also be required to promote 

modal shift (behaviour change) amongst the existing and new populations of 

the area. This will be managed through developer contributions towards 

Smarter Choices measures and Travel Plan requirements (via planning 

condition). A strategy will be prepared as part of the implementation of the Plan 

to determine how contributions will be targeted and spent. It is anticipated that 

this will focus on the best opportunities for encouraging more sustainable travel 

choices and in order to reduce pressure on locations within the ISPA area (as 

a whole) with the most acute congestion problems. This is in addition to 

development taking all opportunities to maximise sustainable travel for local 

trips, as per Policy 7.1. 

 

6. It is the County Council’s view as the highway authority that, subject to demand 

reduction and mitigation broadly described above and in other statements to 

the examination, such as for Innocence Farm (policy 12.35), and as evidenced 

by studies submitted to this examination, the local plan will result in additional 

traffic in the Felixstowe area, but measures can be implemented to ensure that 

impacts are not severe (as per paragraph 109 of the Framework). 

 

Question 3.6 – Would the Policy be effective in achieving the provision of education 

facilities? 

 

1. The County Council has set out its comments on this matter in its response to 

the Regulation 19 consultation (Rep ID 1086), and amendments are proposed 

to ensure clarity. 

 

2. Land sufficient for 630 primary school places (3ha, if on one site, or the existing 

2.06ha secured at Candlet Road and an additional 2.2 ha site) will be required 

to meet the demand from 2,000 dwellings, which will be approximately 500 

pupils.   

 

3. The level of school provision is required to enable future expansion, if required, 

through future local plans. The county council’s preference is for 630 place 

school on one 3ha site but two schools offering the same or, potentially, more 

expansion would be acceptable.  A central location is less likely to affect 

existing schools.  The number, location and land requirements for early 

education provision can be determined through the masterplanning process, 

but an indicative requirement based on April 2018 figures is set out in Appendix 

B of the Plan.  

 

Question 3.7 - In terms of vehicular access, is the proposed Garden Neighbourhood 

deliverable or developable? 
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1. The promoter of this scheme has commenced pre-application consultation with 

Suffolk County Council has highway authority.  Whilst no final agreement has 

been reached about the layout or specification of vehicular, pedestrian and 

cycle accesses, progress has been made and the promoter has agreed to 

resolve the County Council’s remaining queries. It appears that the outstanding 

issues are surmountable. 

 

2. Detailed scrutiny of these proposals will be required when a planning 

application is sought, and the County Council will advise East Suffolk as 

planning authority at that time.  

 

Question 3.8 - Would the Policy be effective in addressing the needs for off-site 

infrastructure requirements arising from the scheme? 

 

1. The County Council would like greater clarity about delivery of off-site 

infrastructure for the plan as a whole.  This is best addressed through an 

amendment to Policy SCLP 3.5, rather than any site- or location-specific policy 

because circumstances change. The County Council has highlighted its 

concern with the wording of the third paragraph of Policy SCLP3.5 in its 

previous representation (Rep ID 1074).  

 

Question 3.23 - Would the strategy be effective in addressing the potential impacts of 

development on the transport networks consistent with the policies of the Framework? 

 

1. Compared to some areas, the Plan does not promote significant growth in 

communities east of Ipswich, beyond what is already permitted. However, the 

highway network in this area is forecast to come under significant pressure 

given the routes that pass through it, the existing pressures and the 

development in the wider area that will use the A12. 

 

2. As set out in other statements, the transport impacts of the plans will be 

managed through a combination of demand reduction (modal shift) and junction 

improvements. Appendix B of the Plan (as amended) notes improvements to 

Junction 58, the A1214 and Foxhall Road. More detailed consideration of the 

site-specific impacts of development will identify further measures. 

 

3. This approach, as set out in reports accompanying other County Council 

statements, will limit the impacts of development to a sufficient extent, such that 

the requirements of the Framework are met. However, residual impacts will 

remain in the form of increased traffic flow and congestion. 

 

Question 3.24 - Would the Policy be effective in conserving the significance of the 

Scheduled Monuments within and close to the site? 

 



Examination of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 
Statement on Matter 3 

 
August – September 2019 

 

4 
 

1. The County Council is aware that the District Council is engaging with Historic 

England on these issues and is content that a satisfactory outcome can be 

achieved through the examination process. 

 

Question 3.32 - Would the Policy be effective in conserving the significance of 

designated Heritage Assets? 

 

1. See Question 3.24. 

 

Question 3.40 - Would the Policy be effective in achieving the provision of required 

education facilities? Is it justified to include early years provision within both criteria a) 

and b)? 

 

1. This response will be broken down into three sections, covering early education 

(children aged 2 – 4), primary education (ages 4 – 11) and secondary education 

(11 – 16). Given the need for brevity, the detailed explanation of statutory duties 

for sufficient early education provision are set out in Appendix 1. 

 

Early Education 

 

2. This site is within the (former) Saxmundham ward, which covers the parishes 

of Saxmundham, Benhall, Sternfield and Kelsale-cum-Carlton1. Table 3.5 of the 

submitted Local Plan indicates additional housing growth of 1,103 dwellings in 

these parishes (exc. Sternfield, which the settlement hierarchy identifies as 

countryside) between 2018 and 2036. An amount of windfall can also be 

expected, in addition to this figure. 

 

3. This number of dwellings generates a total demand of 99 full time equivalent 

(FTE) places within the ward. This calculation is explained in further detail in 

appendix 1. 

 

4. The County Council has considered existing provision, which amounts (at 

present) to three childminders, one day nursery/out of school care setting and 

one pre-school. The childminders are, by their nature as sole traders, not 

considered likely or suitable for expansion to accommodate this number of 

additional children. 

 

5. Existing providers could not make up the additional capacity required through 

longer opening hours. Year round, full day care is already provided at Benhall 

                                            
1 Electoral ward boundaries in East Suffolk were revised when the new council was established. For 
the purposes of considering the IDP – with a base date of April 2018 – this summary continues to use 
the ward boundaries as were. The amended ward boundaries do not change the County Council’s 
overall conclusions on this matter. 
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and Meadow Brook. As such, the scale of demand arising from the Local Plan 

is best mitigated through new settings. 

 

(i) The day nursery (Meadow Brook Playcare) is not able to expand on its 

current site, due to the presence and operation of the Children’s Centre. 

(ii) The pre-school (Benhall Pre School) is on a constrained site and does not 

have sufficient land to enable physical expansion. 

 

6. Accordingly, policy SCLP12.29 makes provision for new Early Education 

settings on-site. Suffolk County Council’s practice, in line with the DfE 

Guidance, is to establish new pre-schools as part of/alongside new primary 

schools. Part a) of the policy allows for a new setting at the new primary school. 

2.2ha is sufficient for 60 FTE early education places alongside the new school. 

This size of pre-school aligns well with the potential future capacity of the 

school. 

 

7. A larger setting would be less preferable than 60-places in this instance as there 

are more than 90 FTEs to accommodate in total. It is more feasible in terms of 

sustainability and operational need to have 1x 60 place EY provision and 

accommodate the remaining 36 FTEs at another new setting. 

 

8. In considering this examination question, the County Council has reconsidered 

other options for meeting this residual requirement. The existing primary school 

cannot expand its provision for primary school places and the County Council 

does not consider that there is a deliverable solution for providing a new pre-

school on the existing primary school site. 

 

9. Very recently (on 16th July 2019), the County Council’s Cabinet agreed to carry 

out public consultation on proposals to close the Saxmundham Children’s 

Centre, with potential to repurpose the building for early education. This could 

offer an opportunity for providing some of the additional capacity required to 

meet demand from this development, but is not an available opportunity unless 

a decision were made to close the centre. 

 

10. Neither of these options is guaranteed to be deliverable, but it is accepted that 

they could become available for meeting the residual demand in the ward. As 

such, mindful of the Framework’s (Ref C1) requirement to make efficient use of 

land (paragraph 122), the County Council has agreed to pursue these 

opportunities, if they become available. 

 

11. However, in order to manage the risk that they do not become available, the 

policy should still ensure that sufficient land can be accessed at 12.29. 

Sufficient land would be needed to establish a 30-place pre-school with an 
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ability to expand up to 60 places. The policy requirement can be triggered ‘if 

required’, as is used for some other sites. 

 

12. The County Council would require 0.1ha to enable this. The policy refers to 

0.13ha, based on earlier discussions between the District and County Councils 

and previous (emerging) methodologies of calculating need for early education 

places. Updated methodologies indicate that fewer places are required than 

originally estimated. Unfortunately, this matter was not referenced in the County 

Council’s Regulation 19 response. As such, the Statement of Common Ground 

with the District Council includes an amendment to 12.29 to refer to 0.1ha 

(0.13ha). 

 

13. Of course, the Regulation 122 CIL tests would apply at the application stage. 

This site/additional setting would not be required if sufficient background 

capacity existed. The Local Plan needs to set out a positive strategy to ensure 

that sufficient capacity can be delivered, rather than proving the detailed 

proportionality of an individual infrastructure requirement. 

 

Primary Education 

 

14. The Local Plan (Table 3.5) indicates a total of 865 dwellings coming forward at 

Saxmundham via allocations 12.29 and 12.30. Whilst part of Saxmundham 

Garden Neighbourhood (allocation 12.29) is within the catchment of St Mary’s 

CEVCP Primary at Benhall, the site will naturally identify with Saxmundham. 

 

15. The County Council’s Regulation 19 response set out the headline primary 

school place requirements across local schools, in light of development 

proposed in the Local Plan (Rep ID 1088). 

 

16. This representation sets out that there is a need for a new 210-place primary 

school to meet this level of growth, and that sufficient land is required to ensure 

that the school has an ability to expand, if required by future Local Plans. 

 

17. Suffolk County Council’s estimate of pupil yields is based – for the purposes of 

a local plan assessment – on an assumption of one primary school age child 

for every four dwellings (a ratio of 0.25). Whilst pupil yields clearly vary from 

site to site and settlement to settlement, notably in respect of the dwelling mix, 

the County Council is satisfied that it is a robust approach for calculating needs. 

 

18. An assessment of pupils emanating from dwellings recently constructed in 

Saxmundham, reviewed in order to consider this question and as, in effect, an 

opportunity to ‘calibrate’ the approach. Two developments are producing 

slightly fewer primary age children than predicted and two are producing more.  
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Across the four developments the number of children per house is a little higher 

than our standard 0.25 pupils per dwelling. 

 

19. Should development in Saxmundham result in a slightly smaller pupil yield, it is 

still likely to justify a new school in order to ensure that options exist longer 

term. The construction and opening of the new school would be phased to 

reflect pupil numbers and to seek to avoid impacts on pupil numbers at the 

existing schools. 

 

20. The County Council has considered and discussed an alternative proposal for 

expanding the existing Saxmundham Primary School via provision of new 

facilities and classrooms on an alternative site; a split site option. The County 

Council is not willing to support this approach due to the operational and 

financial difficulties that a split school could present, relative to a school on a 

single site.  

 

Secondary Education 

 

21. At secondary level (ages 11-16), Saxmundham is within the catchment of Alde 

Valley Academy at Leiston, although the Saxmundham Free School also offers 

places to local children. Current pupil forecasts, covering the period to school 

year 2023/24, indicate a potential deficit across the two schools. 

 

22. This deficit is, in part, related to the decision by Alde Valley Academy to reduce 

its published PAN (pupil admission number), resulting in the school’s capacity 

reducing by 293 places. The County Council’s preference would be to 

encourage Alde Valley to revise their PAN upwards as the most efficient way 

of meeting demands. The school site is large enough and also benefits from 

easy access to, and use of, the leisure centre facilities on the school site.  

 

23. As noted in the County Council’s response to the Regulation 19 consultation 

(Rep ID 1088), the County Council would not object to the Saxmundham Free 

School providing additional secondary school places through shared facilities 

with the primary school, but this cannot be guaranteed as the new primary 

school operator may not wish to work with the secondary school. As such the 

local plan policy needs to ensure that sufficient land can be secured for the 

operation of a standalone primary school. 

 

Question 3.42 – Is it justified that the site is accessed via a single vehicular access? 

 

1. The County Council as Highway Authority is satisfied that a single vehicular 

access could be made acceptable, subject to a number of additional 

requirements which can be considered through the detailed design and 

transport assessment of the site at the planning application stage. 



Examination of the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 
Statement on Matter 3 

 
August – September 2019 

 

8 
 

 

2. Additional accesses; in the form of sustainable access points (for walking and 

cycling) and accesses for emergency vehicles; will be required in addition to 

the singular vehicular access. 

 

3. The vehicular access will need to be designed in such a way as to minimise the 

risk of the access being blocked. For example, the distributor road within the 

site could be a loop to offer an alternative route to the A12 should the road be 

blocked at one point. Also, the immediate access/egress for the site, between 

the A12 and a roundabout a short way within the site; could be wide or two 

lanes in each direction to enable blockages to be avoided. 

 

4. The County Council is content that suitable access and measures similar to 

those described above can be required using policy SCLP7.1 and the NPPF. 

Additional supporting text or a new clause within Policy SCLP12.29 could be 

proposed, if considered necessary. 

 

Question 3.43 – Would the Policy be effective in addressing the needs for off-site 

infrastructure requirements arising from the development? 

 

1. In answering this question the County Council would reiterate its response to 

question 3.8 

 

Question 3.49 – In terms of the proposed access to the A14 road, is the policy 

sufficiently clear so that it is evident how a decision maker should react to a 

development proposal? 

 

1. In considering this question, the County Council has worked with East Suffolk 

and Highways England to review the applicant’s proposals as set out at the 

Regulation 19 consultation stage (a document entitled ‘Innocence Farm – 

Transport Technical Note’, appended to Rep ID 1378). The County Council has 

also engaged positively with the site promoters and is content that the site can 

be made deliverable in highways terms. 

 

2. The promoter’s Regulation 19 evidence sets out an intention that phase 1 would 

be served off existing access points. Whilst, in practice, it may be acceptable 

for a limited amount of the early development to be accessed in this way, the 

policy should set out a mechanism for considering this principle. 

 

3. Use of the existing left in/left out access, on Innocence Lane, would generate 

additional pressure on Junction 58 of the A14 as vehicles accessing the site 

from the Port would need to double-back on themselves via Junction 58. As 

well as adding to the existing forecast traffic pressures at Junction 58, this 
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approach would add 4.5 miles to each journey, which would not be consistent 

with the climate change objectives of the Framework. 

 

4. It is also yet to be proven that Innocence Lane is suitable for increased usage 

by HGVs. 

 

5. The County Council would not support vehicular access to the site via Junction 

59 and Kirton Road, given the likely amenity impacts on residents and the 

existing Trimley St Martin Primary School. 

 

6. As such, the County Council strongly supports the policy requirement for an all-

movements East-West junction access on to the A14, but recognises the need 

for a policy framework for considering the phasing of the site. This approach 

would also help to reduce the risk of later phases of the site being required to 

deliver expensive improvements in isolation, which may create a challenge in 

respect of the viability of the later phases. 

 

7. Given these concerns, the County Council recommends an amendment to 

Policy 12.35 in order to help clarify how access should be considered by 

decision makers.  

 

Question 3.51 – In regard to the criteria points a) – e) which specifies requirements 

for planning applications, would the policy be effective by not requiring […] transport 

assessment? 

 

1. Paragraph 111 of the Framework (Ref: C1) indicates that developments that 

generate a ‘significant’ amount of movement should be supported by a transport 

assessment or transport statement. 

 

2. Policy SCLP7.1 sets out that the scale, location and nature of the development 

will guide how transport impacts will be assessed. Non-residential development 

will be considered on a case-by-case basis depending on the volume of 

movements. 

 

3. This site will clearly have significant impacts on the network, given its size and 

the volume of movements it is likely to generate. As such, the County Council 

is confident that the District Council will support the requirement for a transport 

assessment, in line with the Framework and policy SCLP7.1.  

 

4. Policy SCLP12.35 does not, therefore, need to set a specific requirement for 

transport assessment. However, the County Council would not object if it did, 

or if the need were set out in supporting text (explaining the link to SCLP7.1). 

 

Question 3.58 – Can safe and suitable access to the site be achieved for all users? 
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1. The County Council as highway authority is content that it is possible in 

engineering terms to achieve suitable access to this site. 

 

2. As indicated in the Plan (paragraph 12.501) it is envisaged that access will be 

achieved off St Peter’s Close. One respondent to the Regulation 19 

consultation noted that this allocation, plus permitted site Land at rear of the 

Three Horse Shoes (East of St Peters Close) (DC/14/1844/OUT) will result in 

55 dwellings being accessed off St Peter’s Close. 

 

3. Subject to detailed design of the means of connecting to St Peter’s Close, this 

level of development is acceptable to the County Council. 

 

4. The highway boundary of St Peter’s Close, as detailed below, does not extend 

to be contiguous with the allocation boundary. It is understood that a right of 

access exists and the landowner is confident that access can be achieved. 

 

  
 

Note: the area of green indicates the highway boundary, red indicates the extant 

permission (DC/14/1844/OUT) and yellow indicates allocation 12.47.  

 

Question 3.62 – Is access via the Millfields development as set out in criterion a) 

deliverable and justified? 

 

1. A planning application (ref DC/19/1462/FUL) has been submitted in respect of 

development of this site. It includes details of access to be provided off The 

Street. The County Council as highway authority has issued a holding objection 

in respect of the detailed design of the internal layout, but the access on to The 

Street has been demonstrated to be acceptable in highway design terms. 
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2. It should also be noted that no more than 25 dwellings should be accessed via 

a shared surface. Given this, and the existing shared surface on Millfields, the 

County Council would not welcome access via Millfields. 

 

Question 3.66 – Is the provision for specified areas for future school expansion and 

drop off point and new early years setting justified and if so, should they be specifically 

identified/safeguarded on the Policies Map? 

 

1. Please see Suffolk County Council’s representation on this matter (Rep ID 

1090) for a justification of 0.7ha to enable the future expansion of the school. 

Please note paragraph 94 of the Framework (Ref C1), which highlights the 

need to give great weight to the need for schools to expand. 

 

2. The DfE Guidance referred to elsewhere in this document highlights the need 

for ‘future proofing’ for school expansion of new schools; the same principle 

applies in this case. The approach does not require that the school has an 

unlimited ability to expand. Rather, it protects sufficient land such that the 

school could eventually expand to be a one form-of-entry (210-place) school, 

based on Government Guidance on space standards.  

 

3. In respect of early education provision, the data to justify this allocation is set 

out in Appendix 1, along with an explanation of how calculations have been 

made. This sets out that development in Framlingham Ward is expected to be 

sufficient to justify establishing a new setting to meet demand across the ward.  

 

4. The County Council has considered existing provision, which amounts (at 

present) to a childminder, one independent day nursery offering funded places 

(at Brandeston), a nursery class at Sir Robert Hitcham Primary (at 

Framlingham) and The Granary Nursery (also at Framlingham). 

 

5. Work undertaken to seek to expand Sir Robert Hitcham’s nursery class has 

indicated that only limited physical expansion would be possible; insufficient to 

meet overall forecast demand. Expansion of private providers (at Brandeston 

and Framlingham) is challenging where the County Council is not the owner of 

the unit. 

 

6. However, it should be noted that the County Council is aware of new provision 

coming forward in Framlingham and Badingham (the neighbouring parishes). 

This additional, market-led capacity suggests proof of the existing demand 

within the ward but may mean that spare places are created, negating the need 

for this new setting. It may also be possible to encourage the provision of 

additional hours at Sir Robert Hitcham’s nursery class, although this would be 

the decision of the school itself.  
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7. In respect of location, the County Council’s preference is to co-locate early 

education facilities alongside schools where possible. This school is one of only 

two in the ward, and the other (Sir Robert Hitcham) cannot expand to meet all 

demand.  

 

8. Given the potential need to establish a new setting, and based on the context 

above, the County Council’s view is that the policy should allow for the 

establishment of a new setting at this location if it is required. 

 

Question 3.68 – Is the provision for specified areas for future school expansion and 

drop off point and new early years setting justified and if so, should they be specifically 

identified/safeguarded on the Policies Map? 

 

1. The County Council has set out its comments on this matter in its response to 

the Regulation 19 consultation (Rep ID 1091). This allocation landlocks the 

school and the policy provides a reasonable and limited protection to the 

schools ability to expand to support this Plan and potential growth in future 

plans. 

 

2. Appendix 1 identifies the expected need for additional early education capacity 

in this ward. Orford and Eyke ward is served by day nurseries at Orford Primary 

School, which is on a constrained site, and Old School House in Eyke, which is 

co-located with Eyke Primary School. As such, Eyke is the logical location for 

providing additional places. 

 

3. This policy approach gives the County Council an ability to, if required and with 

the agreement of the school, expand provision in Eyke by making use of a small 

part of the school site; with compensatory expansion of the school site on to the 

allocation. 

 

4. It would be preferable to consider the location of land set aside for school and 

early education expansion as part of the detailed design of the residential site, 

so the specific identification of a location or area on the policies map would not 

be effective.   

 

Question 3.69 – Would the proposed access via Chapel Road and the wider village 

road network achieve safe and suitable access for all users? Is the policy sufficiently 

clear as to how a decision maker should react to a development proposal in this 

regard? In terms of vehicular and pedestrian access and the requirement for any off 

site works, is the site deliverable and developable as per the framework definitions? 

 

1. Since the County Council made a representation on his matter (Rep ID 1115), 

Suffolk County Council has received further information from the promoter of 

this site in respect of access. 
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2. It now appears that suitable pedestrian access to the north (as suggested 

previously) is deliverable. Furthermore, it appears that – subject to confirmation 

of verge widths – it is possible to deliver suitable vehicular access to the site 

from Park Road, to the south. 

 

Question 3.79 – In the context of the requirements for a transport statement 

particularly addressing the B1078/B1079 junction, can the site be considered to be 

deliverable or developable? 

 

1. The transport assessment of the local plan (Ref D32) indicates that the junction 

of the B1078 and B1079 is modelled as approaching capacity by the end of the 

plan period; the overall junction volume over capacity will be 84% in the AM 

peak hour and 89% in the PM peak hour. However, it is highly unlikely that this 

site (at 60 dwellings) will have severe impact at this junction. It is, therefore, 

likely to be deliverable. 

 

2. There are records of road traffic accidents in the vicinity of the junction, but most 

are not related to the junction itself. Again, the addition of 60 dwellings to 

background growth is unlikely to present an unacceptable impact on highway 

safety, although mitigation (in the form of road safety engineering 

improvements) may be justified. 

 

3. This will be given detailed consideration at the planning application stage. 

However, a transport statement is unlikely to provide detailed analysis of the 

impacts of this junction. If the local planning authority wishes for the impacts of 

the development on the junction to be assessed in detail – which the County 

Council would support – it would be more effective for the policy to include a 

requirement for transport assessment. 

 

Question 3.80 – Is the allocation of land for housing within an area of Flood Zone 2 

justified in terms of the sequential test? 

 

1. The District Council will advise in respect of the sequential test. 

 

2. Whilst the County Council is not responsible for managing fluvial flooding 

matters, this issue will impact on the management of surface water at this site, 

which is the County Council’s responsibility. 

 

3. The surface water management (SuDS) measures which will be required on 

this site will need to recognise the presence of the fluvial flood risk. Further 

investigation at the development management stage will be required to 

determine how the SuDS measures could interact with the presence of Flood 

Zone 2. This is not considered to be an obstacle to delivery of the site.  
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Question 3.82 – Is the provision for the specific area of land for new early years setting 

justified and if so, should it be specifically identified/safeguarded on the Policies Map? 

 

1. The need for new early education provision in this ward is set out in Appendix 

1. Wickham Market ward is currently served by five childminders and two 

nurseries (Presmere Day Nursery and Wickham Market Primary School).  

 

2. It may be possible to make sufficient provision for the total level of development 

in the ward by expanding provision at Wickham Market Primary School, where 

the existing provision currently only operates during term time and during 

mornings. However, the level of demand arising is potentially sufficient to justify 

opening a new setting. 

 

3. The risk to relying on existing settings is that other nurseries or childminders in 

the ward close before the development comes forward, or there may be an 

unexpected increase in background demand. In this instance, the County 

Council would need to work with Wickham Market Primary School to replace 

places lost or meet additional demand, and it would not be possible to mitigate 

the impacts of development at existing settings. As such, the County Council 

feels that the allocation at this site is justified, given that it will be the focus of 

demand arising.  

 

4. It should be noted that policy clause c) refers to this requirement only being 

triggered ‘if needed’.  

 

5. Given the context above, and the benefit of considering this matter as a design 

and layout issue at the planning application stage, it does not seem appropriate 

to specifically identify the location on the policies map. 

 

Question 3.85 – Would criterion a) be effective in safeguarding the operation of the 

Rendlesham Water Recycling Centre and provide adequate living conditions for future 

residents of the site? 

 

1. In addition to the Local Plan policy, safeguarding of all waste facilities (including 

waste water facilities) is addressed through the current Waste Core Strategy, 

an adopted part of the Development Plan, and the emerging Suffolk Minerals 

and Waste Local Plan, currently undergoing examination. The relevant policies 

are Policy WDM1 and Policy WP18 respectively. WP18 also sets out that 

development proposals must not be prejudiced by the proximity of waste 

facilities (such as the Rendlesham Water Recycling Centre). 

 

Question 3.86 – Is the figure of approximately 50 dwellings at the site justified? 
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1. Please note the County Council’s statement on this matter at the Regulation 19 

consultation stage (Rep ID 1100). It is not consistent with the Framework’s 

objectives around sustainable transport, healthy travel and inclusive 

communities to promote a strategy which relies on pupils travelling to schools 

in other settlements. Pupil forecasts (i.e. capacity at the local school) will vary 

during the course of the plan period but education capacity remains as a 

constraint on development in Rendlesham as the school cannot expand on its 

site.  

 

Question 3.94 – Is the provision for specified areas for future school expansion and 

drop off point and new early years setting justified and if so, should they be specifically 

identified/safeguarded on the Policies Map? 

 

1. The County Council has set out its comments on this matter in its response to 

the Regulation 19 consultation (Rep IDs 1122 and 1124), and amendments are 

proposed to ensure clarity. 

 

2. The County Council is yet to make a final decision as to the most appropriate 

course of action in respect of additional primary school capacity to serve the 

growing Trimley villages, but the preferred option is the relocation of Trimley St 

Martin Primary School to site 12.66. The County Council has undertaken an 

analysis of walking times to potential new school locations from the proposed 

growth set against existing schools with spare places available.  The ambition 

is to secure school provision that improves accessibility by walking for the 

largest proportion of new children, and importantly help encourage those that 

want the opportunity to cycle or walk to school.  A school located in this area of 

Trimley St Martin provides a 48 % improvement for pupils from proposed growth 

than if they were to attend existing schools with capacity. This analysis is 

provided at Appendix 2.      

 

3. The specific proportion of the overall 2.2ha school site to be taken up with early 

education provision will be determined through the detailed design of the school 

site. As noted in paragraphs 12.764 to 12.766 there are constraints present on 

site which may require design solutions. For example, a potential need to 

preserve archaeological remains in situ might determine the size and location 

of the school playing field, with consequences for the specific amount of land 

dedicated for early education. 

 

4. The County Council does not consider it necessary to specify the location of 

the school on the policies map but as per paragraph 12.759 the western part of 

the site allows for good access to the existing village. The site is – appropriately 

– identified as a mixed use allocation. The policy does not identify a drop off 

point.  The school site must be rectangular in shape, on level ground and 
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located on a gyratory road (i.e. not in a cul-de-sac) and close to other 

community facilities. 

 

5.  Further detail on the demand for an early years setting is provided in appendix 

1. Site 12.65 generates sufficient demand (32 FTEs) to justify a new setting in 

itself. Across the Trimleys the total additional demand is estimated at 70 places. 

The approach in the Plan gives the County Council an ability to establish either 

two settings at 12.66 and 12.65 or one larger setting alongside the primary 

school at 12.66. 

 

Question 3.98 – In respect of access and potential effects on the wider highway 

network is the Policy justified? 

 

1. The County Council as highway authority is satisfied that safe and suitable 

vehicular, cycle and pedestrian access can be made via Keightley Way. 

 

2. This development, at 25 dwellings, is unlikely to have a significant impact on 

the wider highway network. The wider highway network is assessed through 

the modelling undertaken in support of the Local Plan (Ref D32). 

 

Question 3.106 – Is the allocation of land for housing within an area of Flood Zone 3 

justified in terms of the sequential test? 

 

1. The District Council will advise in respect of the sequential test. 

 

2. Whilst the County Council is not responsible for managing fluvial flooding 

matters, this issue will impact on the management of surface water at this site, 

which is the County Council’s responsibility. 

 

3. The surface water management (SuDS) measures which will be required on 

this site will need to recognise the presence of the fluvial flood risk. In practical 

terms, this means (in the main) that surface water attenuation measures cannot 

be located within Flood Zone 3. This is not considered to be an obstacle to 

delivery of the site. 
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Appendix 1: Calculating Early Education Requirements 

 

1. The County Council has statutory duties under the Childcare Act 2006, the 

Education Act 2011 and the Childcare (Early Years Provision Free of Charge) 

(Extended Entitlement) Regulations 2016 to ensure a sufficiency of provision of 

early education in its area. The means of calculating ‘sufficiency’ is set out 

below. 

 

2. Paragraphs 91 and 92 of the Framework set out the need to plan positively for 

community facilities and services. Paragraph 94 states that local planning 

authorities should take a positive approach to development which widens 

choice in education. 

 

3. The April 2019 Department for Education document – ‘Securing developer 

contributions for education’2 (hereafter, the ‘DfE Guidance’) affirmed the need 

for development to contribute toward early education (and school) provision.  

 

4. Suffolk County Council calculates Early Education needs on the basis of District 

electoral wards.  

 

5. The current statutory entitlement (i.e. the definition of sufficiency) is 15 hours 

free provision for all 3- and 4-year olds per week, an additional 15 hours to the 

3- and 4-year old children of working parents (30 hours total) and 15 hours per 

week to eligible 2-year olds.  

 

Calculating needs from new development 

 

6. In Suffolk it is estimated that statutory requirements generate a need to 9 

additional full time equivalent places per hundred new dwellings. 

 

7. Data from the 2011 Census, relating to new communities, indicates that 100 

dwellings accommodate 15.4 children aged 2 – 5.3 Of these children, the 

Census further indicates that; c. 6 are aged 2, 5 are aged 3 and 5 are aged 4.  

 

8. 100% of 3- and 4- year olds are eligible for 15 hours free provision. In Suffolk, 

29% of 2-year olds are eligible for 15 hours4 and the DfE has estimated that 

51% of 3- and 4- year olds are eligible for a further 15 hours (30 total). This 

generates a total demand as follows: 

 

                                            
2 See: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/79
3661/Securing_developer_contributions_for_education.pdf  
3 Based on an analysis of LSOAs in Suffolk dominated by new development, in Red Lodge, Central 
Ipswich and Kesgrave (Grange Farm). 
4 Suffolk County Council (2018) Annual Early Years and Childcare Sufficiency Assessment 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/793661/Securing_developer_contributions_for_education.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/793661/Securing_developer_contributions_for_education.pdf
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Calculation of 15 and 30 hr places for 15.4 children from 100 dwellings: worked 

example 

  Age  

(2011 

Census) 

No. of 

childre

n 

% Eligible for 15 

hrs  

No. of 

childre

n 

% Eligible for 30 

hrs 

(DfE data) 

No. of 

childre

n 

2 

yr

s  

35.8% 6 29% 2 0% 0 

3 

yr

s 

34.9% 5 100% 5 51% 3 

4 

yr

s 

29.3% 5 100% 5 51% 3 

  Total 

Children, 

aged 2 – 4 

16 Total Children 

eligible for 15 

Hours 

12 Total Children 

eligible for 30 

hours 

6 

 

 

9. A full-time equivalent (FTE) figure is used as two 15-hour per week slots can 

be provided within each of 30 hours. The total 30 hours is removed from the 

15-hour total, which is then halved and added to the remainder to the 30 hours 

to provide a FTE figure (in this case 9 FTE).  This is calculated step-by-step, 

below: 

 

2 x 15 hours provision = 30 hours = 1 FTE 

 

12 children are eligible for 15 hours, of whom 6 are eligible for a further 15 hours 

(30 total). This means 6 children are eligible for 15 hours only. 

 

Therefore, 6 slots of 15 hours = 3 FTEs 

 

The remaining 6 children eligible for 30 hours each = 6 FTEs. 

 

3 FTE + 6 FTE = 9 FTE places required per hundred dwellings. 

  

This equates to a requirement of approximately 0.09 FTE places per dwelling, 

and it is this figure which is used to estimate demand arising from new 

development. 

 

Calculating a baseline 

 

10. In order to determine the baseline availability in a given ward, the County 

Council receives health data and data from the Department for Education and 
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the Department for Work and Pensions in order to determine the actual number 

of 3-, 4- and eligible 2- year olds in each ward.  

 

11. The number of actual children is translated into an estimate of demand, based 

on the statutory requirements detailed above. Migration in and out of a given 

ward is accounted for within the baseline, in order to reflect parental choice as 

indicated in statutory guidance.5 

 

12. Demand is the accounted for against supply. Private, voluntary and public 

sector providers registered with OFSTED report on their capacity and opening 

hours in order to determine how many FTE children they can accommodate. 

 

13. This is then measured against supply in order to determine the background 

surplus or deficit of sufficiency within the ward. 

 

Data related to specific examination questions 

 

14.  The following table sets out the position as at 31/03/18, explaining the 

approach taken to early education in relevant wards, where the Inspector has 

queried the justification for early education provision. 

 

Examination 
Question 

Relevant 
Electoral 
Ward 

Dwellings to 
be built, 2018-
2036 

Baseline 
Sufficiency 

Additional 
FTEs arising 

3.40 Saxmundham 1,103 -29 99 

3.66 Framlingham 589 -41 53 

3.68 Orford and 
Eyke 

172 -5 15 

3.82 Wickham 
Market 

275 3 25 

3.94 The Trimleys 776 4 70 

 

  

                                            
5 See paragraph A2.2: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/71
8179/E arly_education_and_childcare-statutory_guidance.pdf  

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718179/E%20arly_education_and_childcare-statutory_guidance.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718179/E%20arly_education_and_childcare-statutory_guidance.pdf
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Appendix 2 - Accessibility analysis for proposed new primary school in 

Felixstowe, Trimley St Mary & Trimley St Martin 

 

See separate file. 



1 
 

Accessibility analysis for proposed new primary school in 
Felixstowe, Trimley St Mary & Trimley St Martin 

March 2019 
 

1. Summary 

 
1.1 In 2016 a report was produced providing an analysis and evaluation of accessibility in 

terms of walking times to existing and potential new primary school sites from sites 
proposed in Suffolk Coastal District Council’s Felixstowe Peninsular Area Action Plan 
(January, 2017).   
 

1.2 This report provides an update by reviewing the relationship to the sites allocated in 2016, 
those subsequently granted planning permission, further development not identified in the 
plan, and additional sites being proposed the Final Draft Suffolk Coastal Local Plan 
(Reg.19), including the proposed new primary schools adjacent to Reeve Lodge 
(SCLP12.66) and the North Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood (SCLP12.3).   

 
1.3 Through the Area Action Plan, options for reserving land for a new primary school were 

taken rather than allocate and included: 
 

• land within Land North of Walton High Street;  

• Land within one of the allocations in Trimley St Mary and Trimley St Martin, or  

• Land in a location which is well related to sustainability travel routes and the new 
housing.     

 
1.4 The development proposed in the Final Draft Local Plan would result in the need for two 

new primary schools, one 630-place school within the Garden Neighbourhood and either 
a 210 or 420-place school around Trimley St Mary and Trimley St Martin.  The size of this 
school would depend on whether the existing school at Trimley St Martin is relocated.  
Without a new primary school, there would be net deficit of 200 places in this area based 
on 95% of local capacity.  
 

1.5 Two approaches are taken to consider the level of accessibility, mapping the estimated 
walking time to existing and potential school locations and calculating the aggregate 
amount of time people would take to walk between locations.  The latter accessibility 
calculations have been repeated using Basemap TRACCs (an accessibility software 
package.  However, the process does not assign pupils to their current or likely preferred 
choice of school, rather just which school is closest along the highway network. 

 
1.6 Analysis of the data shows that the location of a new primary school is dependent on how 

growth is delivered in the area, with the Garden Neighbourhood having a significant 
influence.  The map below shows time walking isochrones from each existing primary 
school and estimates of the number of pupils likely to be residents within the new 
developments.  The impact of the new Garden Neighbourhood and the cluster of new 
developments between Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary are notable features. 
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Walking times to all primary schools (Green dots) compared to proposed residential 
areas (Purple)  

 
(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 
1.7 Two locations within the Reeves Lodge have been tested (sites P1 & T3) and, owing the 

proximity, there is very little difference but site T3 captures more of the existing residential 
area of Trimley St Martin within the 1-10 minute isochrone.  The map below shows time 
walking isochrones from these two locations and the proposed residential areas.  
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Walking times to proposed school site T3 + 
proposed residential areas 

Walking times to proposed school site P1 + 
proposed residential areas 

  
(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

1.8 Comparisons of the accessibility between locations using aggregate journey times for the 
estimated number of pupils from new developments highlight that the lowest journey times 
(as a measure of accessibility) to a new primary school would be in a location between 
Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary such as land south of Howlet Way of Reeve Lodge. 
 

1.9 The table below compares the volume and distribution of trips from new development 
(excluding the Garden Neighbourhood) between the existing schools with capacity 
(assuming Langer, Maidstone and Causton have capacity for all pupils) to alternative 
locations.  Reeve Lodge and Howlett Way locations provide a similar level of reduction to 
journey times.  

 
Total Journey Times (Minutes) by pupils from Proposed Residential Areas, excluding the New 
Garden Neighbourhood, to Existing Schools with Capacity (Langer, Maidstone and Causton) 
and Potential School Sites and % Improvement 
 
 

  Existing Schools 
with Capacity 
(Langer, 
Maidstone, 
Causton) 

Land South off 
Howlett Way 

Land north of 
Walton High 
Street 

Candlet Road Reeve Lodge 

Journey Time (Minutes) 14,204 7,177 11,411 12,601 7,425 

% Difference to existing  49% 20% 11% 48% 

 
 
1.10 The potential relocation of the existing Trimley St Martin primary school adds a 

further level of complexity because the resultant change would affect existing pupils 
as well as those from new developments.  However, there is not sufficient capacity at 
Trimley St Martin to accommodation additional pupils from new development.  The 
comparison is, therefore, an assumption that Trimley St Martin has capacity (is 
extended) and relocated. 
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Total Journey Times by Existing Pupils (Minutes) to All Schools with capacity, Trimley St 
Martin School site extending or relocating, excluding New Garden Neighbourhood.   
 

 

Existing Schools 
with Capacity 

(Langer, 
Maidstone, 
Causton and 

Trimley St Martin 
if extended) 

Land South off 
Howlett Way 

Candlet Road Reeve Lodge 
Candlet Road and 

Reeve Lodge 
Combined 

Total Pupils 
Trimley St Martin Extension 

37,229 33,411 35,544 33,536 31,851 

Total Pupils 
Trimley St Martin Relocating 

 35,392 44,537 35,605 33,921 

Extension - Relocation   1,837  -7,308   1,623   3,308  

% Difference  4% -15% 3% 7% 

 
1.11 If Trimley St Martin were to be relocated to Howlett Way or Reeve Lodge, there 

would be an overall reduction to journey times of between 3-4% but if the school at 
Candlet Road is also included, this increases to 7%.  This is because pupils from the 
nearby developments, such as Land north of Walton High Street, are assigned to 
Candlet Road as the closest.  With Howlett Way and Reeve Lodge, the results of the 
relocation include the movements of existing pupils from Kirton, which are greater 
distances, as well as the lower journey times from existing pupils from Trimley St 
Martin.  With the Garden Neighbourhood included, the total improvement increases 
is 22%. 

 

Conclusion 

 
1.12 The results support the County Council’s current approach for seeking a new 

primary school in accordance with the sites granted permission and the sites 
emerging in the Final Draft Local Plan.  Owing to the more significant self-sustaining 
quantum of development emerging in the north west, a location further west for a new 
primary school offers the most significant improvements.  These being Land off 
Howlett Way and Land adjacent to Reeve Lodge in Trimley St Martin. 

   
1.13 The site at Reeves Lodge (T3) provides the highest proportion (29%) of new 

pupils within a 10-minute walking time than the alternatives and supports the case for 
seeking a reserved location within the proposed site allocation (SCLP12.62).    

 

1.14 If the existing Trimley St Martin Primary School where to be relocated, and 
excluding pupils from the Garden Neighbourhood, there would be an overall reduction 
to journey times but only by 7%.  The additional length of journeys from Kirton being 
numerically compensated by increased number of pupils from the new development.   
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2. Introduction 
 
2.1 This report provides an overview of the accessibility appraisal of Primary Schools in the 

Felixstowe area in the context of identifying a preferred option for a new Primary School 
site and the interaction of the new primary school on the Garden Neighbourhood. This 
report provides a summary of the outcomes of accessibility modelling work undertaken 
but does not set out the need for an additional primary school; examine the feasibility of 
adding new capacity to existing schools, or the overall planning merits of different options.  
The aim is to help shape the consideration for the location of a new primary school. 

 
2.2 The study was undertaken to help identify where constraints and opportunities in the road 

and footpath networks exist and how an accessible site could contribute to improving 
accessibility for new developments and the existing residential areas in the Felixstowe 
Peninsula. 

 
2.3 In order to assist in understanding and to justify the approach taken, the report begins by 

clarifying the broad policy context and links with the identified growth set out originally 
within the Felixstowe Area Action Plan (Adopted 2017) and due to be consolidated in the 
Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Final Draft (January 2019). It then provides some of the 
relevant theoretical background to the accessibility modelling approach and a description 
of the methodology. The final section provides an overview of the outputs and thematic 
contour maps providing accessibility and implications for the site options. 

 
2.4 It should be noted that any new school that opens in the county must be an academy, 

free school or voluntary aided school. If an academy, this requires the Local Authority to 
seek proposals from the Department for Education (DfE) approved academy sponsors to 
run a new school.  This process is run by the Local Authority, who assesses submitted 
proposals, and shares the results with the Secretary of State, including the steps taken to 
seek proposals. 

 
 

3. School Travel Patterns 
 
3.1 From September 2019 children aged between 5 and 16 years old are entitled to free 

home to school transport if they are either1: 
 

• under 8 years old and live 2 miles or more and are attending their nearest 
school; 

• 8 years old or over and live 3 miles or more from their nearest school. 
 
3.2 The National Travel Survey2 is the Department for Transport’s key source of data for 

understanding school travel patterns.  The 2014 survey results highlight:  
 

• Mode of travel for 5-10 year olds: 46% Walk, 46% Car, 5% Bus and 2% Cycle 

• Average length and time travelled by 5-10 year olds: 1.6 miles and 13 minutes 

• 88% of children aged 7 – 10 are usually accompanied to school by an adult.   
 
3.3 Whilst cycling and public transport can be considered alongside walking in terms of 

sustainable travel, few primary aged pupils cycle to school or travel by bus. Walking is 
more common, but the inclination declines with greater distances. The 2014 Survey 

                                                           
1 http://www.suffolkonboard.com/home-to-school-transport/free-home-to-school-transport/ 
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/476635/travel-to-
school.pdf 
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demonstrates that, for very short trips (under one mile) walking is the main mode of 
transport for primary (and secondary) school children.  For longer trips (2 miles and 
more) the car is the dominant mode for primary school children (bus for secondary 
school children). 

 
 

4. Growth Context  
 
4.1 The Suffolk Coastal Local Plan Final Draft (January 2019) proposes that Felixstowe 

(including Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary), will provide an indicative housing 
contribution of 3,541 dwellings over the plan period (2016-2036). When considering 
completions, existing commitments and previous allocations the anticipated level of 
housing delivery in Felixstowe is 1,670 dwellings. The important consideration for this 
report is to understand the commitments and completions that are already included in 
the education forecasts, the outstanding allocations which are to be carried forward by 
the final draft Local Plan and the newly proposed allocations.  This includes four 
allocations carried forward from the Felixstowe Area Action Plan, a new large garden 
neighbourhood allocation and Land at Brakenbury Sports Centre.  This figure is 
proposed to be shared amongst the following settlements in the Felixstowe Peninsular 
as follows: 

 
Table 1: Carried forward and new allocations in the Felixstowe peninsular 

SETTLEMENT ALLOCATION 

Felixstowe 1,729 

Trimley St Martin 510 

Trimley St Mary 0 

TOTAL 2,239 

 
4.2 Recently permitted development in Felixstowe and Trimley St Martin which are 

included in the education forecasts are identified further in table 3. 
 

5. Education Infrastructure  
 
5.1 It is not forecast for there to be sufficient pupil places, and neither is it feasible, to serve 

the level of growth in Felixstowe, Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary through the 
expansion of existing schools in the Felixstowe Peninsular. With the adopted Area 
Action Plan, the forecast combined capacity of all schools is unable to maintain 
adequate provision to respond to parental choice and unexpected changes. Therefore, 
the County Council’s strategy is to establish a new primary school to enable and 
manage the education impacts of housing growth across the Peninsular. 

 
5.2 The Felixstowe Area Action Plan (2017) identifies the need for a new primary school 

(including an early years setting) in the area due to forecast shortfalls in capacity over 
the timeframe of the AAP.  The sites considered for land reservation at that time were: 

 

• Land within “Land North of Walton High Street”; 

• Land within one of the allocations in Trimley St Mary and Trimley St Martin; 

• Land in a location which is well related to sustainable travel routes and the new 
housing. 

 
5.3 With the addition of the New Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood in the final draft Local 

Plan, and the clear need for a separate new primary school, the analysis following the 
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allowed appeal at Candlet Road provided the basis for including this location, even 
though the of the development and the need for a second primary school rules this an 
alternative location. 
 
 

6. Study Methodology 
 

6.1  Accessibility calculations have been performed using Basemap TRACCs (an 
accessibility software package) looking at the time (in minutes) it takes to walk from 
the existing and proposed residential developments to existing schools and potential 
sites for a new primary school. The analysis was split into two phases: 
 

6.2 Phase 1 – A scenario analysis outputs – provided tables to identify the impact of 
different sites if different patterns of development occur. This phase provides data to 
assess the likely impact on accessibility by walking from: 

 
- Proposed residential areas to each of the proposed new primary school sites; 
- Existing primary schools pupils to the proposed school sites, and 
- The accessibility from the proposed residential developments to the Felixstowe 

Academy (Secondary School). 
 

6.3 Phase 2 – Thematic contour maps have also been produced to help visualise 
accessibility based on walking times. Rather than pupil origin points that were used in 
phase 1, an origin point every 50 metres in the area is used to provide the walking time 
it takes to an existing primary school or new primary school location. 

 
 

7. Data sources 
 

Road network and study area 

7.1 The latest Integrated Transport Network (ITN) layer including road and urban paths 
network was exported from the OS website (June 2016) and imported into TRACCs.    
 

7.2 The ITN network can be augmented with the addition of public rights of way (PRoW) 
in the Felixstowe and Trimley area.  However, the PRoW network are manually added 
to the ITN road and urban paths network and, during the process, the connections 
were considered to be not robust and other were lost during the process.  Therefore, 
only the ITN network is used. 
 

7.3 No account has been made to the new bridleway bridge over the Felixstowe Branch 
Line at Gun Lane for the same reason as the PRoW network.   

 
7.4 However, for the proposed residential areas, access roads were added to the ITN road 

layer where necessary. 
 

Map 1: Integrated Transport Network for Felixstowe 
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8. Destinations 
 
8.1 The destinations used for the analysis are the existing primary school sites and 

potential locations for new primary school (see figure 2). 
 
8.2 The proposed school sites were originally identified from the earlier Area Action Plan 

work, additional sites sourced from land availability assessment supporting the Local 
Plan First Draft, their possible availability, appropriate location on the road network 
and, in the case of Reeves Lodge, different locations to provide illustration of different 
access points and distances from the road network.   

 
Table 2: Ten sites tested to provide an indication of the degree of accessibility to the 
location: 

 

 

Possible New Primary School site Site location 

A 
Land South of High Road, Trimley St 
Martin 

B 
Land South off Howlett Way, Trimley St 
Martin 

C Land off Thurmans Lane, Trimley St Mary 

D 
Land north of Walton High Street, 
Felixstowe 

New Candlet Road A Land at Candlet Road, Felixstowe 

New Candlet Road B Land at Candlet Road, Felixstowe 

T1  
Land off High Road, opposite Seamark 
Nunn Marine supplies 

T2 Land off Grimston Lane 

T3 Land adjacent to Reeve Lodge, High Road 

P1 Land adjacent to Reeve Lodge, High Road 
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Map2: Possible new school site options and existing schools 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

8.3 In addition to the potential locations, the schools with capacity within the Peninsula are 
included in the assessment for comparison. These schools can then be considered to 
either have available capacity or not.  If not, this school would not be available to 
children from new developments.  This is useful in the case of schools such as Fairfield 
Infant and its associated Junior School (Colneis), which does not have capacity and is 
therefore not included in available capacity.  
  

8.4 The relevance for this study is that these schools should be considered alongside the 
potential locations for a new school as locations.  This study does not, however, restrict 
the number of children to these or the other schools, pupils from new developments 
travel to from developments to the nearest available school identified with capacity. 
The analysis is solely based on the time taken for pupils to travel from one location to 
another. 
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Map 3- Existing primary school sites 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

Map 4- Felixstowe academy (secondary) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 
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9. Origins 
 
9.1 From the development proposals in the Suffolk Coastal Local Plan and proposed 

development in the area (permitted development) in the study area, the following pupil 
yields have been calculated: 

 
Table 2: Proposed/Committed Residential Development, Pupil Yields, Walking Distance to 
nearest existing school and distance (point-to-point) to possible new sites (distances in 
miles). 

    Approximate Straight-line distance to possible new sites 

Site 
location 

Proposed 
Dwellings 

Primary  
Pupils  

Distance 
to nearest 
school 
(km) 

A B C D Cand.
Road 
A 

Cand.
Road 
B 

T1 T2 T3 P1 

Land at 
and 
adjacent 
to, 
Mushroom 
Farm, 
High 
Road, 
Trimley St 
Martin - 
IP11 0RJ  

65 16 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.7 1.6 2.8 2.7 0.3 0.2 0.0 0.1 

Land 
South of 
High 
Road, 
Trimley St 
Martin - 
IP11 0RL 

70 17 1.4 0.3 0.5 0.8 1.7 2.9 2.8 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 

Land 
South of 
Thurmans 
Lane, 
Trimley St 
Mary -
IP11 0SS 

148 
(98+50) 

37 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.1 1.2 2.4 2.3 0.8 0.4 0.4 0.4 

Land off 
Howlett 
Way, 
Trimley St 
Martin - 
IP11 0SW 

360 90 0.8 0.4 0.1 0.6 1.6 2.7 2.6 0.5 0.5 0.2 0.3 

Land at 
Sea Road, 
Felixstowe 
- IP11 
2DR 

58 8 0.2 3.4 3.5 3.1 1.9 1.6 1.7 0.3 2.9 2.6 2.6 

Land 
south of 
High 
Street - 
IP11 2FX 

190 48 0.4 1.4 1.6 1.2 0.1 1.2 1.2 1.7 1.6 1.2 1.2 

Land at 
Candlet 
Road, 
Felixstowe 
- IP11 9AZ  

560 140 1 2.6 2.7 2.2 1.1 0.1 0.1 2.3 2.8 1.9 1.9 
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    Approximate Straight-line distance to possible new sites 

Site 
location 

Proposed 
Dwellings 

Primary  
Pupils  

Distance 
to nearest 
school 
(km) 

A B C D Cand.
Road 
A 

Cand.
Road 
B 

T1 T2 T3 P1 

Land north 
of Conway 
Close and 
Swallow 
Close - 
IP11 9LP  

150 38 0.3 3.7 3.5 3.1 2.2 1.3 1.1 2.8 2.7 2.5 2.5 

Land north 
of Walton 
High 
Street. 
Felixstowe 
- IP11 
9UB  

385 96 0.4 1.4 1.5 1.2 0.1 1.2 1.1 1.7
5 

1.6 1.3 1.3 

Land east 
of Ferry 
Road - 
IP11 9RT  

200 50 0.4 3.2 3 2.7 1.9 1.4 1.1 3.0 2.8 2.6 2.6 

Land 
adjacent 
to Reeve 
Lodge, 
High 
Road, 
Trimley St 
Martin – 
New 1 

150 38 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.4 1.3 1.8 2.0 0.4 0.3 0.1 0.1 

Land north 
of High 
Road – 
New 2 

69 17 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.8 1.7 2.2 2.3 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.5 

Brackenbu
ry 
Allocation 
IP11 9JF 

80 20 0.5 2.7 2.5 2.3 1.5 0.8 0.6 3.1 3.0 2.7 2.7 
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Map 5 - proposed residential areas 

  

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

9.2 The proposed North Felixstowe Garden Neighbourhood included in the Suffolk Coastal 
Local Plan adds a further 1,440 dwellings to the 560 permitted at the Candlet Road 
Site.  The total of 2,000 homes would generate the need for approximately 500 primary 
school places.  For the proposes of this accessibility assessment, the total 500 is 
applied to the IP11 9AZ (new) site. 
 

9.3 In addition to the proposed new residential areas, the existing origins of pupils, by 
postcode, were added so that the potential impact of the new locations could be set 
against the existing spatial distribution. This was undertaken so that the impacts on 
accessibility of the possible locations of the new school could be compared to the 
existing pattern.  
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Table 3: Summary of the location of existing pupils to schools in the Felixstowe Peninsula 

Parish Pupils 

Nacton 1 

Trimley St. Mary 272 

Trimley St. Martin 148 

Kirton 91 

Felixstowe 1625 

Falkenham 8 

Grundisburgh 1 

Martlesham 1 

Hollesley 1 

Stratton Hall 1 

Purdis Farm 3 

Kesgrave 3 

Bucklesham 1 

Waldringfield 1 

Woodbridge 3 

Melton 1 

Rendlesham 1 

Hemingstone 1 

Ipswich 21 

Total 2,184 

 

9.4 The next phase of the study was to create the thematic contour maps, which are based 
on a 50 m grid.  This is a different approach to provide a clear illustration of the walking 
accessibility. The map below shows an example the distribution of the grid in relation 
to the ITN layer.  

 

Map 6 – Phase 2 - 50 m grid used for the thematic contour plots 
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10. Accessibility calculation using TRACCs 
 

10.1 TRACCs has a number of internal parameters which can be set prior to analysis.  The 
table below shows the most important walking parameters included in the model.  
Public transport, car and cycle factors were not included. There are others and all 
parameters were left at default. 

 
Table 4: Summary of parameters used in TRACCs Model 

Parameter Setting Comment 

Walk speed 4.8km/h Default setting 

Walk variance 1.2 This is a correction factor to that accounts for the 
likelihood that the points from origin and destination to 
the road/footpath network will not be in a straight line.  
This is the default setting.   

Maximum external 
connection distance 

800m This is the maximum distance from an origin or 
destination to the road network.  800m is the default 
setting. 
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11. Phase one outputs  
 

11.1 The following outputs were obtained from Basemap TRACCs and exported as a 
spreadsheet. Tables were created to convert the time taken (in minutes) to travel from 
each area to each of the school sites.  This information is then used to compare the 
travel time from each of the residential areas to both existing and proposed schools.   
 
Variables 
 

11.2 The spreadsheets were created from TRACCS to provide options for scenario testing 
so that comparisons could be made for the proposed developments, the options are:  
 
- The allocated and permitted developments may be switched on and off (between 

‘granted’ or ‘proposed’) to consider spatial implications; 

- The existing schools could be identified with capacity (yes/no),  
- The relocation (closure) of an existing school could be activated, and 
- Number of pupils that could be generated from each residential area altered  
 

11.3 The total travel distance walked from those Residential areas arising from these 
variables are expressed in the following outputs: 

 
o Existing schools with capacity 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site A 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site B 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site C 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site D 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site Candlet site A 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site Candlet site B 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site T1 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site T2 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site T3 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site P1 
o Existing schools with capacity plus proposed school site T1 & Candlet site B 

 
 
11.4 The following outputs are presented: 

 
1. Accessibility over the ITN from each of the proposed residential areas to new 

and the existing primary schools with capacity.   
 
2. Accessibility over the ITN for existing pupils to the potential new and existing 

schools.  The raw data from TRACCs is exported into a table showing the 
average time for each existing pupil to travel to new or proposed schools. The 
total travel time to the new school sites is then obtained by combining the 
individual travel times. 
  

11.5 The outputs and the difference between the presentation of these outputs is best 
illustrated with the following examples based on Land at Sea Road (48 flats and 11 
houses) and then the permitted development at Mushroom Farm, being the only 
development to come forward at any one time.   
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Table 5: Total Journey Times by Pupils (in Minutes) from Sea Road Residential 
Development (IP11 2DR) to Langer Primary (E) and Potential School Sites and % 
Improvement 

  Existing 
Capacity - 
E 

E + 
Site 
A 

E + 
Site 
B 

E + 
Site 
C 

E + 
Site 
D 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
A 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
B 

E + 
Site 
T1 

E + 
Site 
T2 

E + 
Site 
T3 

E + 
Site 
P1 

E + 
T3 
and 
Can
. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

                
31  

              
31  

              
31  

Improve-
ment 

                 -                     
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

                 
-    

               
-    

               
-    

%   0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 

 

11.6 The first example shows the total journey time (31 minutes) for the 8 pupils from the 
59 dwellings at Land at Sea Road to Langer School.  With this example, the other 
proposed locations, including existing schools with capacity, are further away, so no 
improvements are made.  

 

Table 6: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Mushroom Farm Proposed 
Residential Development (IP11 0RJ) to Causton Jr (E) and Potential School Sites and % 
Improvement 

  Existing 
Capacity - 
E 

E + 
Site 
A 

E + 
Site 
B 

E + 
Site 
C 

E + 
Site 
D 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
A 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
B 

E + 
Site 
T1 

E + 
Site 
T2 

E + 
Site 
T3 

E + 
Site 
P1 

E + 
T3 
and 
Can
. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

614 11 102 182 483 614 614 197 169 68 85 68 

Improve-
ment 

- 602 511 432 131 - - 417 444 545 528 545 

%  98% 83% 70% 21% 0% 0% 68% 72% 89% 86% 89% 

 

11.7 The second example shows the total journey time (614 minutes) for the 16 pupils from 
the 65 dwellings permitted at Mushroom Farm, Trimley St Martin to Causton Jr, the 
closest school with available capacity.  This example also shows that, if only this site 
at Mushroom Farm were developed, the most accessible location would be sites A and 
T3, both next to the site, resulting in 98% and 89% reduction in journey times compared 
to the available places at Causton Jr. 

 
11.8 If all the sites proposed in the Local Plan (those carried forward from the AAP, including 

the Garden Neighbourhood and those with planning permission) were to be developed 
and the available capacity at Langer, Maidstone and Causton schools used (existing 
schools with capacity), the combined travel times from these sites is as follows.  

 
Table 7: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas, 
including New Garden Neighbourhood to Existing Schools with Capacity (E) and Potential 
School Sites and % Improvement 
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  Existi
ng 
Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site 
A 

E + 
Site 
B 

E + 
Site 
C 

E + 
Site 
D 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
A 

E 
+Ne
w 
Can. 
B 

E + 
Site 
T1 

E + 
Site 
T2 

E + 
Site 
T3 

E + 
Site 
P1 

E + 
T3 
and 
Can. 
B 

Baseline 
ITN 

24,454 17,568 17,427 18,631 21,661 15,878 15,856 18,971 18,656 17,675 17,853 9,078 

Improve-
ment 

- 6,886 7,027 5,823 2,793 8,576 8,598 5,483 5,798 6,779 6,601 15,376 

%  28% 29% 24% 11% 35% 35% 22% 24% 28% 27% 63% 

 

11.9 The results above show that the Candlet Road sites provide the greatest reduction in 
journey times, which is understandable given the number of children (500) that would 
be added.  If the Candlet Road permitted site is used (140 pupils instead of 500) the 
results are different.       
 

Table 9: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas, excluding 
the whole New Garden Neighbourhood (140 pupils at IP11 9AZ), to Existing Schools with 
Capacity (E) and Potential School Sites and % Improvement 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

17,074 10,188 10,047 11,251 14,281 13,977 13,513 11,591 11,276 10,295 10,473 6,734 

Improve-
ment 

- 6,886 7,027 5,823 2,793 3,097 3,561 5,483 5,798 6,779 6,601 10,340 

%  40% 41% 34% 16% 18% 21% 32% 34% 40% 39% 61% 

 
   

11.10 With the number of pupils at Candlet Road reduced from 500 to 140, the sites that 
perform the best are now Site B (41%), A and T3 (40%), then Site P1 (39%).  However, 
the combined impact of a new school at Candlet Road and at T3 shows a similar 
degree of improvement if Langer, Causton and Maidstone schools are the only existing 
schools with capacity. 

 
11.11 If all existing schools in the Peninsula had sufficient capacity to serve the permitted 

and allocated sites, a new school within the Garden Neighbourhood (Candlet Road A 
& B) or sites B, A and T3 would provide the greatest improvement to the journey times.  
The table below shows that sites C, D and T1 would provide the least amount of 
decrease. What is also noteworthy that, unlike the pattern with Langer, Causton & 
Maidstone schools being available, the reduction in times either of the Candlet Road 
sites is less.  This is because children from new developments are being assigned to 
the nearest school such as Trimley St Mary.   
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Table 10: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas, 
including New Garden Neighbourhood, to all Existing Schools (E) and Potential School Sites 
and % Improvement 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

12,528 10,446 10,209 11,474 11,491 8,928 9,543 11,506 11,255 10,567 10,659 7,582 

Improve-
ment 

- 2,081 2,319 1,054 1,036 3,600 2,985 1,022 1,273 1,961 1,869 4,946 

%  17% 19% 8% 8% 29% 24% 8% 10% 16% 15% 39% 

 

11.12 The available capacity of schools fluctuates and increases through increased births 
and migration, even without further development, can have significant impacts.  Given 
the finite and delicate degree of available capacity, it is reasonable to test a scenario 
without any available capacity at the existing schools.  In this case, the baseline shows 
a large journey time because the travel times are at the limit of 999 minutes as there 
is no local capacity.   
 

11.13 In this case, after the Garden Neighbourhood Sites, sites D, C & B perform best.  All 
sites make a considerable improvement because of the reduction from the very large 
baseline of 999 minutes.  This is, of course, an unrealistic situation but provides  

 
Table 11: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas, including 
New Garden Neighbourhood, to Existing Schools, but not modelled as having capacity (E) 
and Potential School Sites and % Improvement 
 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

 
957,04

2  

 
38,336  

 
35,657  

 
34,992  

 
23,067  

 
20,790  

 
18,628  

 
45,862  

 
44,323  

 
37,782  

 
40,199  

 
10,525  

Improve-
ment 

 -     
918,70

6  

 
921,38

5  

 
922,05

0  

 
933,97

5  

 
936,25

2  

 
938,41

4  

 
911,18

0  

 
912,71

9  

 
919,26

0  

 
916,84

3  

 
946,51

7  

% 
 

96% 96% 96% 98% 98% 98% 95% 95% 96% 96% 99% 

 
 
11.14 Given the significant impact that the proposed Garden Neighbourhood has and the 

clear requirement for a new school to serve this community, it is reasonable to consider 
a scenario that excludes this development to provide an indication of which sites could 
best serve the other land being developed. 
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Table 12: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas, 
excluding the New Garden Neighbourhood, to Existing Schools with Capacity (E) and Potential 
School Sites and % Improvement 
 
 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

14,204 7,318 7,177 8,381 11,411 13,238 12,601 8,721 8,406 7,425 7,603 5,823 

Improve-
ment 

- 6,886 7,027 5,823 2,793 966 1,603 5,483 5,798 6,779 6,601 8,381 

%  48% 49% 41% 20% 7% 11% 39% 41% 48% 46% 59% 

 
11.15 With this scenario the sites that provide the greatest potential improvement are B, A & 

T3, with D and T1 providing the least apart from the Candlet Road Sites themselves. 
This illustrates that the greatest degree of access would be in a location between 
Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary.  
 

11.16 A further scenario to consider is the potential for Trimley St Martin Primary to be 
enlarged by using land adjacent to the school to facilitate the enlargement.  With this 
scenario, the baseline total journey time does fall from 24,545 minutes (table 8) to 
20,409 but the locations providing the largest improvement remains as the Candlet 
Road sites, B, A and T3. 

  
Table 13: Total Journey Times by Pupils (Minutes) from Proposed Residential Areas to 

Existing Schools with Capacity, including Trimley St Martin (E) and Potential School Sites 

and % Improvement 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

20,409 17,568 17,427 18,582 19,268 11,833 11,811 18,971 18,656 17,675 17,853 9,078 

Improve-
ment 

- 2,841 2,982 1,827 1,141 8,576 8,598 1,438 1,753 2,734 2,556 11,331 

%  14% 15% 9% 6% 42% 42% 7% 9% 13% 13% 56% 

 

Affect on the distribution of existing and new pupils 
 
11.17 The table below provides a summary of how the journey times of the existing pupils 

could be improved if one of the potential school sites were to come forward or, in the 
last column, if Candlet Road B and site T3 come forward.   
 

11.18 These results also show some difference to the scenario excluding the Garden 
Neighbourhood (table 12).  Locations closer to Trimley St Martin perform better.  Site 
T1, for example, being within the top four locations for existing pupils but bottom four 
in table 12 (development excluding New Garden Neighbourhood).  This improvement 
illustrates the degree to which pupils from Trimley St Martin would be travelling to the 
new location instead of the primary school along Kirton Road.   
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Table 14: Total Journey Times by Existing Pupils (Minutes) to All Schools and Potential School 
Sites and % Improvement 
 

  Existin
g Cap.- 
E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 
Can. B 

Baseline 
ITN 

27070 26077 26234 26877 26942 27003 26988 26125 26073 26111 26479 26029 

Improve-
ment 

0 993 836 193 128 67 82 945 997 959 591 1041 

% 0% 4% 3% 1% 0% 0% 0% 3% 4% 4% 2% 4% 

 
 
 
Trimley St Martin relocation effect on existing pupils 

11.19 One option for the new primary school could involve the relocation of Trimley St Martin 
primary school. To understand the effect on the existing pupils who attend Trimley St 
Martin primary school we can use the TRACCS data to shows the total journey time 
(27,070 minutes) for all the existing 2,184 pupils in the study area which gives an 
average journey time of 12.39 minutes. It should be noted that some of the pupils do 
reside some considerable distance away including the central area of Ipswich and 
Hemingstone which will increase the average.  
   

11.20 The availability of the school for existing and pupils is removed to provide results to 
illustrate a relocation.  The journey times of existing pupils with Trimley St Martin 
remaining in its current location or the pupils redistributed to the next nearby school or 
potential location are shown in the first two rows.  Those for pupils from new 
developments in the third and fourth, and the combined total in the fifth and sixth rows.  
Removing Trimley St Martin from the modelling increases the total journey time of 
existing pupils to 32,010 minutes and, therefore, the average journey time of the 
existing pupils to 14.66 minutes.  This increase is to be expected, but what is notable 
is that none of the tested locations provide an improvement to the existing journey 
times, the closest being site T2 at 27,987 minutes.       
 

11.21 The potential relocation is, however, associated with the need for more places through 
additional pupils from residential development.  To make a suitable comparison to align 
with the overall growth in the Peninsula, the assumption would be that Trimley St Martin 
would expand and be available to pupils from the new developments.  The combined 
results show that a total of 47,479 minutes journey time for the 3142 pupils (2,184 + 
958) or an average of 15.11 minutes if Trimley St Martin Primary is retained in its 
current location and extended.   
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Table 15: Total Journey Times by Existing Pupils (Minutes) to All Schools with capacity Trimley 
St Martin School site extending or relocating, including the Garden Neighbourhood.   
 

 
Existin
g Cap.- 

E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 

Can. B 

Existing 
Pupils 
TSM 

Remaining 

27,070 26,077 26,234 26,877 26,942 27,003 26,988 26,125 26,073 26,111 26,479 26,029 

Existing 
Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 

32,018 28,151 28,215 30,511 31,890 31,951 31,935 28,052 27,987 28,180 28,880 28,098 

New Pupils 
TSM 

Available & 
Remaining 

20,409 17,568 17,427 18,582 19,268 11,833 11,811 18,971 18,656 17,675 17,853 9,078 

New Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 
24,454 17,568 17,427 18,631 21,661 15,878 15,856 18,971 18,656 17,675 17,853 9,078 

Total Pupils 
TSM 

Available & 
Remaining 

47,479 43,645 43,661 45,459 46,210 38,836 38,799 45,096 44,729 43,786 44,332 35,107 

Total Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 
56,472 45,719 45,642 49,142 53,551 47,829 47,792 47,023 46,643 45,855 46,734 37,176 

Extension - 
Relocation 

-8,993 1,760 1,837 -1,663 -6,072 -350 -313 456 836 1,624 745 10,303 

% Improve-
ment 

-19% 4% 4% -4% -13% -1% -1% 1% 2% 3% 2% 22% 

 
 

11.22 These results show that, compared to retaining the existing location, sites to the south 
of Trimley St Martin (A, B and T3) perform best with Candlet Road resulting in greater 
overall journey times.  What is notable is that the combination of Candlet Road B and 
site T3 results in a 22% improvement rather than 2%; the combination of -1% and 3%.  
This is because the existing and new pupils are assigned to be nearest school with 
capacity.  Pupils from the New Garden Neighbourhood are either assigned to 
Maidstone Infants under the existing (which would not occur because it would not have 
enough capacity and not all pupils would be infants) or the Candlet Road B site. 
 

11.23 Removing the New Garden Neighbourhood (500 pupils) from the analysis produces 
similar results to table 12, that the greatest degree of improvement would be in a 
location between Trimley St Martin and Trimley St Mary.  However, the degree of 
improvement is considerably less.  The greatest potential improvement are B, A & T3 
but the improvement for site B, for example, falls from 49% to 4%. 

 
11.24 The reason for this affect is likely to be the increased distance that the 91 pupils from 

Kirton would travel to the next nearest school.  For example, from the centre of Kirton, 
the travel time to the existing school is 11.8 minutes and the next nearest (T2) is 28.67 
minutes.   
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Table 16: Total Journey Times by Existing Pupils (Minutes) to All Schools with capacity, 
Trimley St Martin School site extending or relocating, excluding New Garden Neighbourhood 

 

 
Existin
g Cap.- 

E 

E + 
Site A 

E + 
Site B 

E + 
Site C 

E + 
Site D 

E 
+New 
Can. A 

E 
+New 
Can. B 

E + 
Site T1 

E + 
Site T2 

E + 
Site T3 

E + 
Site P1 

E + T3 
and 

Can. B 

Existing 
Pupils 
TSM 

Remaining 

27,070 26,077 26,234 26,877 26,942 27,003 26,988 26,125 26,073 26,111 26,479 26,029 

Existing 
Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 

32,018 28,151 28,215 30,511 31,890 31,951 31,935 28,052 27,987 28,180 28,880 28,098 

New Pupils 
TSM 

Available & 
Remaining 

10,159 7,318 7,177 8,332 9,018 9,193 8,556 8,721 8,406 7,425 7,603 5,823 

New Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 
14,204 7,318 7,177 8,381 11,411 13,238 12,601 8,721 8,406 7,425 7,603 5,823 

Total Pupils 
TSM 

Available & 
Remaining 

37,229 33,395 33,411 35,209 35,960 36,196 35,544 34,846 34,479 33,536 34,082 31,851 

Total Pupils 
TSM 

Relocating 
46,222 35,469 35,392 38,892 43,301 45,189 44,537 36,773 36,393 35,605 36,484 33,921 

Extension - 
Relocation 

-8,993   1,760   1,837  -1,663  -6,072  -7,960  -7,308   456   835   1,623   745   3,308  

% Improve-
ment 

-19% 4% 4% -4% -13% -17% -15% 1% 2% 3% 2% 7% 

 

 

12. Phase 2 - Thematic Maps 
 

12.1 The following thematic contour maps shows the walking time in ten-minute bands to 
each of the proposed new school sites, existing primary schools and to the existing 
secondary school.   Included on each map are the proposed new residential areas and 
the number of pupils that could be generated from these new residential areas.  
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Map 7 - Walking times to proposed school site A (Green) + proposed residential areas 
(Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.2  This contour map shows that 23% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site A.  
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Map 8- Walking times to proposed school site B (Green) + proposed residential areas 
(Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.3  This contour map shows that 20% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site B.    
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Map 9- Walking times to proposed school site C (Green) + proposed residential areas 
(Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.4 This contour map shows that 5% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking time 
to School Site C.    
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Map 10 - Walking times to proposed school site D (Green) + proposed residential areas 
(Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.5  This contour map shows that 27% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site D.  
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Map 11 - Walking times to proposed school site Candlet Rd. A (Green) + proposed 
residential areas (Purple). 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.6 This contour map shows that 27% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site Candlet Road A.    
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Map 12 - Walking times to proposed school site Candlet Rd B (Green) + proposed 
residential areas (Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.7 This contour map shows that 27% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site Candlet Road B.  
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Map 13 - Walking times to proposed school site T1 + proposed residential areas  

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.8 This contour map shows that 6% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking time 
to School Site T1.  
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Map 14 - Walking times to proposed school site T2 + proposed residential areas  

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.9 This contour map shows that 9% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking time 
to School Site T2.  
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Map 15 - Walking times to proposed school site T3 + proposed residential areas  

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.10 This contour map shows that 29% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site T3.  
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Map 16 - Walking times to proposed school site P1 + proposed residential areas  

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.11 This contour map shows that 25% of proposed pupils are within 10 minutes walking 
time to School Site P1.  
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Map 18 - Walking times to all primary schools (Green) + proposed residential areas (Purple) 

 

 

 

12.12 This map illustrates the coverage of the 1 - 10 minute walking time graduations to all 
of the primary schools in the peninsula.  Considerable amounts of the urban area of 
the peninsular are included, and all residential areas are within the 10 -20 minute 
walking time.  Areas that are not within the 1 – 10 minute walk time include the coastal 
area and Trimley St Martin.   
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Map 19 - Walking times to secondary school (Red) + proposed residential areas (Purple) 

 

(c) Crown Copyright - Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 

 

12.13 The Runnacles Way footbridge allows the 1 - 10 minute walking time to the Felixstowe 
Academy to extend southwards over the railway line that previously acted as a physical 
barrier.  The Phase 1 study provided data to demonstrate that all pupils living in the 
Peninsula (Felixstowe, Walton, Trimley St Mary and Trimley St Martin) are within 44 
minutes walking time to the Felixstowe Academy. 
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13. Conclusion 
 

13.1 This study supports the County Council’s current approach for seeking a new primary 
school in accordance with the sites granted permission and the sites emerging in the 
Final Draft Local Plan.  Owing to the more significant self-sustaining quantum of 
development emerging in the north west, a location further west for a new primary 
school offers the most significant improvements.  These being Land off Howlett Way 
and Land adjacent to Reeve Lodge in Trimley St Martin. 
   

13.2 The accessibility analysis provides the County Council the most suitable sites in 
accessibility terms against the possible delivery of growth in the study area.  The site 
at Reeves Lodge (T3) provides the highest proportion (29%) of new pupils within a 10-
minute walking time.  This supports the case for seeking a reserved location within the 
proposed site allocation (SCLP12.62), land adjacent to Reeve Lodge, High Road, 
Trimley St Martin.    
 

13.3 If the existing Trimley St Martin Primary School where to be relocated, there would be 
an overall reduction to journey times but only by, at most, 7%.  The additional length 
of journeys from Kirton being numerically compensated by increased number of pupils 
from the new development. 

 


