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Matter 1: Revocation of the Regional Strategy 

 Main issue – What are the implications for the Core Strategy of the revocation of the 
Regional Strategy (the East of England Plan), in particular the devolution of housing and 
other targets to the local level? 
 
1. General issues identified at Matter 9a above.  
 
1.1 Although the Inspector’s issue / question cite in particular some substantive matters 

including the devolution of housing and other targets (primarily around growth) to the 

local level, the Council seeks to be very brief on this matter for 2 main reasons: 

 A letter of response and submission has been provided by the Council on this 

matter (see BDC letter to Inspector dated 21 January 2013): 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-

Policy/LDF/EIP/21113-RevocationResponse.pdf  

 

 This matter will be dealt with in detail within Matter 5 – the location and supply of 

new homes 

 

For the latter reason, the Council aims to avoid repeating that dialogue. 

 
1.2 The Council contends that it has objectively assessed housing needs in line with 

NPPF requirements. 
 
1.3 The Inspector’s attention is pointed to the sequence of events in developing this CS 

and in particular, the Council’s response to initial RS revocation in mid 2010.  The 
Council at that point ceased progress on its Preferred Options version CS document.  
A major growth review was carried out including an explicit exercise to consider a 
range of housing growth scenarios.  Consequently, the Council arrived at its own 
decision on what future level of residential growth to promote. 

 
1.4 The emerging CS document states that RS evidence (in this case, that for the 2008 

adopted RS and 2010 emerging RS) was not rendered invalid or irrelevant as a result 
of revocation itself.  The Government at that time gave clear indications that RS 
evidence may remain an appropriate factor in such matters.  This would be subject to 
pre-existing caveats concerning the currency of such evidence and its robustness of 
preparation.  In this case, a substantial amount of valuable evidence research work 
had been developed by the former East of England Regional Assembly, which had 
the benefit of much expertise in such areas. 

 
1.5 More recently, the latest SHMA 2012 has been completed and its findings assessed, 

together with consideration of various new household / population projections and 
relevant data models, e.g. the East of England Forecasting Model.  This brings in 
more up-to-date data than the RS evidence and its methodology is considered to be 
thorough and reliable.  In using such evidence data, including projections and 
modelling runs, these will often tend to suggest different results and outcomes over 
the course of time (e.g. 2006, 2008 and 2010 based population projections).  This 
raises a question as to whether any particular projections / figures, derived at any 
particular point in time, may be considered definitive. 
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1.6 The Council’s main point in this question is that it carried out and used its own 
objective housing growth review in 2010 and has access to a further, very up-to-date 
piece of work in the form of the 2012 SHMA, as an additional benchmark against 
which to assess the appropriateness of Babergh’s proposed housing growth plans.  
The Council contends strongly that there would be no demonstrable public benefit in 
delaying the completion and adoption of this CS any further, such as a delay in order 
to once again re-assess housing (or other) targets.  The serious disadvantages of 
such delay would include prolonged uncertainty for all concerned, through the 
absence of an up-to-date Development Plan in place in what has recently been 
reconfirmed as a Plan-led system.  These problems would also be compounded by 
the undermining of confidence and resultant barriers to promoting economic recovery 
and the planning and delivery of much needed growth. 

 
2. Conclusions & Recommendations 

2.1 In conclusion, no changes are proposed as necessary or appropriate in response to 

RS revocation. 


