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1. Introduction 

1.1.1 This hearing statement has been prepared on behalf of the Newmarket 

Horsemen’s Group (the NHG) following the Inspector’s initial concerns raised 

after the stage 1 hearings.  It follows on from the NHG’s comments regarding 

Kennett4 (now KEN.M1)1, where the NHG raised concerns about the potential 

for this scheme to increase traffic movements around Newmarket and the 

consequential adverse impact of this on the horse-racing industry. 

1.1.2 At the time of writing this statement, the Council’s response to the transport 

impact concerns raised by the Inspector have yet to be published online and 

therefore cannot be responded to at this time. 

1.1.3 The NHG has been actively involved in this issue of transport impact on the 

horse-racing industry during the ongoing Local Plan preparations at 

neighbouring Forest Heath District Council (FHDC) and has provided extensive 

evidence on this topic.  It is this information that is drawn upon in this 

statement to assist the Inspector in exploring the transport impact concerns 

that she has already raised. 

1.1.4 It is clear from the letter dated 30 July 2018 that the Inspector is already 

familiar with the financial importance of the horse-racing industry.  The 

Inspector is reminded that the value of the industry has been clarified in 

reports prepared for FHDC.  Weblinks2 to these documents are provided below 

should the Inspector wish to refer to these and it is requested that they are 

included in the Examination Library.  There are three documents in total: The 

SQW report of 2014; the Deloitte report of 2015, and; the Deloitte update of 

2017. 

1.1.5 The issues of relevance to the NHG are raised in Matters 5 and 16, albeit with 

a significant degree of overlap.  To avoid repetition, this statement covers both 

                                            
1 Submitted in February and December 2017 

2 https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/D12-

Newmarket-s-Equine-Cluster-a-short-update-to-the-2014-report-2017.pdf 

https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/14-01-

The_economic_impact_of_the_horseracing_industry_centred_upon_Newmarket.pdf 

https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/Newmark

etHorseracingIndustryReportSep2015.pdf  

https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/D12-Newmarket-s-Equine-Cluster-a-short-update-to-the-2014-report-2017.pdf
https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/D12-Newmarket-s-Equine-Cluster-a-short-update-to-the-2014-report-2017.pdf
https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/14-01-The_economic_impact_of_the_horseracing_industry_centred_upon_Newmarket.pdf
https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/14-01-The_economic_impact_of_the_horseracing_industry_centred_upon_Newmarket.pdf
https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/NewmarketHorseracingIndustryReportSep2015.pdf
https://www.westsuffolk.gov.uk/planning/Planning_Policies/local_plans/upload/NewmarketHorseracingIndustryReportSep2015.pdf
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matters. It is supported by a report prepared by COTTEE Transport Planning 

(CTP) that is attached at Appendix 1.  This provides the detailed assessment of 

the transport concerns that the NHG has. 

1.2 Matter 5, Issue 1: Whether the approach to identifying and 

delivering the requisite infrastructure to support the 

development objectives of the plan is fully justified, based on up-

to-date and reliable evidence, deliverable, positively prepared 

and consistent with national policy? 

1.2.1 This issue is divided into subsequent parts, which are addressed below. 

1.3 Matter 5, Part 1: Is the Infrastructure Investment Plan (PE12) 

sufficiently up-to-date and complete to provide an effective 

understanding of the infrastructure which is required to support 

the Local Plan? What are the implications of the delivery of the 

plan for all forms of infrastructure, including outside the district? 

How will improvements and any new infrastructure required be 

funded and delivered and by whom and when? What impact will 

this have on the timing and viability of the delivery of proposed 

developments (reference should be made to individual sites 

under Matters 14 and 15)?  

1.3.1 The CTP report attached at Appendix 1 provides detailed background 

information to assist in explaining the transport concerns that the NHG has.  

These concerns centre on the impact of future development on horse 

movements through the town as well as the movement of personnel relating to 

the horse-racing industry through the town.  It is noted that the Inspector has 

visited the town and is familiar with how racehorses move around the town and 

the wide variety of horse-racing activities around the town and the interaction of 

movement between these.  Such movements are also influenced by any impacts 

on junction 37 of the A14, which is another point of concern for the Inspector. 

1.3.2 The issue relates to the safety of this movement and ultimately the willingness 

of owners and trainers to continue to maintain their activities in Newmarket.  

The Jockey Club (on behalf of the horse-racing industry) has instructed further 

work on the safety of horse-movements through the town and the opportunities 

for improvements.  That work has involved the County Council and has been 
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related to the existing traffic situation in Newmarket.  No such work has been 

undertaken to understand the work required to mitigate the traffic impact 

associated with the planned development in FHDC and now in ECDC.  This is 

considered to be a significant shortcoming in the evidence base, as explained by 

CTP, and one that undermines the ability of the Council to claim that the 

transport impacts have been properly understood and allowed for in the 

Infrastructure Investment Plan.  This is especially significant given the fact 

many of these crossings fall outside of the ECDC area.  

1.3.3 In order to remedy this matter, it is requested that the Council be required to 

undertake the work necessary so that the impacts can be fully understood, and 

the necessary mitigation measures identified.  This should be undertaken before 

the Plan is found sound and the results of this exercise should be the subject of 

further public consultation. 

1.4 Matter 5, Part 2: Is there appropriate certainty, and evidence 

that adequate levels of school, health, transport, flood, water 

related, green, social and other infrastructure provision will be 

provided in a timely fashion and at appropriate suitably 

accessible locations, so as to support the delivery of the growth 

proposed within the Local Plan?  

1.4.1 In light of the comments to part 1, the answer to this question is no in respect 

of transport/horse-racing related infrastructure. 

1.5 Matter 5, Part 3: Should planned essential specific infrastructure 

be identified on the Policies Map?  

1.5.1 Given the close relationship of ECDC with FHDC and the cumulative impacts 

that may arise, it would seem sensible to for the Policies Map to identify the 

potential need for contributions to infrastructure funding that may fall outside of 

the ECDC area. 

1.6 Matter 5, Part 4: Overall, what mechanisms will be in place to 

ensure essential/critical infrastructure will be provided and 

delivered in a timely fashion? How will other organisations be 

involved in delivering infrastructure and what commitments to 

delivery/ funding, and on-going maintenance are in place?  
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1.6.1 This is a matter for the Council to address.  At this stage, the NHG wish it to 

be noted that it does not believe that this issue should be left to the 

development management process.  It considers that the potential impacts 

arising and the likely mitigation measures should be understood now and 

highlighted in the Plan so that developers are fully aware of likely obligations. 

1.7 Matter 5, Part 5: Specifically, are the various Infrastructure and 

Community Facilities policies which relate to each settlement, 

together with Policy LP19, justified by evidence, effective and 

viable? Is it clear on what basis the provision of such 

infrastructure would be required and how any such infrastructure 

would be delivered?  

1.7.1 The NHG’s main concern relates to the proposed allocation at Kennett.  In the 

absence of the work explored above and in the attached report by CTP, the NHG 

does not believe that this question can be answered positively.  The additional 

work identified earlier must be undertaken before declaring the Plan sound. 

1.8 Matter 5, Part 6: Are policies LP17 and LP18 worded in such a 

way as to be, effective, accurate, consistent with national policy 

and realistic? What is the significance, if any, of the rural nature 

of the district to the delivery of both policies?  

1.8.1 Following on from the Inspector’s concerns and the points raised above and in 

Appendix 1 of this statement, it is considered that there are fundamental gaps 

in the evidence to support the Plan that mean that a positive response to these 

is not possible.  The additional work identified earlier must be undertaken before 

declaring the Plan sound. 

1.9 Matters 5, Parts 7 & 8 

1.9.1 No comment.  

1.10 Matter 16, Issue 1: Whether the proposed site allocations, 

excluding Local Green Spaces, for the defined Medium Villages of 

Ashley, Burrough Green/Burrough End, Cheveley, Dullingham, 

Kennett, Little Thetford, Lode with Long Meadow, Mepal, 

Newmarket Fringe, Stetchworth, Swaffham Bulbeck, Swaffham 

Prior, Wilburton are justified, based on up-to-date evidence, 
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effective, viable, deliverable and consistent with national policy? 

Is the broad distribution of housing set out in Policy CS7 

consistent with the Core Strategy’s vision for the district, its 

settlement specific visions, spatial objectives and settlement 

hierarchy? 

1.10.1 The allocation of greatest concern to the NHG is KEN.M1 (previously 

Kennett4).  As noted in the representations to the Local Plan consultation 

stages, the NHG’s concerns relate to the cumulative traffic impact arising from 

this development and the extent to which the impacts will be adequately 

addressed.  The Inspector has divided this Issue into several parts and the parts 

of relevance to the NHG are as set out below. 

1.11 Matter 16, Part b): How have the wider transport implications of 

the proposed development been considered?  

1.11.1 This is explored in detail under Matter 5 above and so is not repeated. 

1.12 Matter 16, Part g): How does the site relate to nearby uses?   

1.12.1 In this case it is the horse-racing industry that is of concern and the 

lack of understanding regarding the likely impacts, as explained under 

Matter 5 and in the attached report by CTP. 

1.13 Matter 16, Part h): What are the potential adverse impacts of 

developing the sites, including to heritage assets? How could 

they be mitigated?  

1.13.1 In this case, it is the potential impact on the horse-racing industry and 

the lack of understanding of the mitigation measures required.  This is 

explained under Matter 5 above and in the attached report by CTP. 

1.14 Matter 16, Part j): What are the infrastructure requirements/ 

costs and are there physical or other constraints to development? 

How would these be addressed and are they directly related to, 

necessary and fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to 

the development?  
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1.14.1 As explored in Matter 5 and in the attached report by CTP, the work 

necessary to identify the infrastructure requirements in relation to 

impacts on the horse-racing industry has not been undertaken.  As such, 

it is not possible to identify the requirements at this stage or understand 

whether these would be a constraint to development. 

1.14.2 The NHG’s requested remedy to address the issues relating to Matter 

16 are as set out for Matter 5. 
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Appendix 1: Report by COTTEE Transport Planning 

 


