
Babergh Core Strategy Examination  

Matter 5 The Location and Supply of New Housing  

Statement on behalf of ERLP2 Ltd 

Representations 11/00011-1, 11/00011-2, 11/00011-3, 11/00011-4, 11/00011-5, 11/00011-6, 

11/00011-7 & 12/00011-1 

Whether the overall level of housing provision and its distribution are justified and 

appropriate? 

In their representations to the Submission Draft Core Strategy and the Schedule of Proposed Main 

Modifications, ERLP2 Ltd set out a number of concerns regarding the overall housing provision 

target established in Policy CS2.  In short they are concerned that the housing requirement figure 

does not reflect the objectively assessed needs of the District and Housing Market Area with 

limited explanation, and therefore does not comply with the National Planning Policy Framework 

(NPPF).  It concluded that a considered evidence based review of future housing requirements 

was required. Concerns were also set out in respect of the land supply.  Specifically the need to 

identify additional sites to meet the identified housing needs and provide flexibility to mitigate the 

risk of over reliance on a few large allocations, notably in Sudbury and Great Cornard which is an 

entirely appropriate location for future strategic growth.  The representations also highlighted the 

potential of vacant and under used employment sites to contribute to the housing land supply in the 

short term.   

1) What are the objectively assessed needs for housing in the District and does the 

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment provide a credible evidence base in 

relation to housing need? 

The NPPF requires (para. 47) local planning authorities to use their evidence base to ensure that 

their Local Plan meets “the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in 

the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this framework, 

including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing strategy over the plan 

period”. 

Clearly, therefore, the first step is to identify what the full objectively assessed needs are through 

an up-to-date and robust evidence base.  The evidence requirements are set out in the NPPF 

(para 159).  That refers to a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) “to assess their full 

housing needs, working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross 

administrative boundaries”, in order to identify the scale and mix of housing required that: 



§ Meets, household and population projections taking account of migration and demographic 

change; 

§ Addresses the need for all types of housing including affordable; and  

§ Caters for housing demand and the scale of housing necessary to meet that demand.   

A SHMA was produced for the Ipswich Housing Market Area (including Babergh District) in 2008, 

and was subsequently updated in August 2012 prior to submission of the Core Strategy.  That 

examines population and household projections as required by the NPPF (with some updated 

population information) and concludes (page 105), that the number of households will increase 

from 37200 in 2011 to 43800 in 2031, a change of 6600 or 340 per annum.  The SHMA concludes 

that “even if the number of home proposed in the East of England Plan were to be followed, the 

scale need, as identified by the population and household projections, would still not be met.”   The 

Government’s 2008 household projections themselves indicate an increase of 9,000 households in 

District in the period 2013 to 2033, which equates to 450 per annum. 

It must be remembered that these are the numbers of households, and not the number of 

dwellings.  To assess what the dwelling requirement is, there at least needs to be an allowance for 

vacant homes (nationally 3%) and second homes (nationally 1.1% but likely to be higher in 

Babergh District), and potentially unmet need from under delivery in the preceding period.   If the 

SHMA evidence is accepted that would result in a requirement of 354 dwellings per annum (dpa). 

The Council’s earlier (2010) assessments of housing scenarios (set out in the Growth Options 

Consultation) highlighted that a significantly higher level of provision is required than currently 

proposed within the Core Strategy.  For example, the assessment of balancing housing and 

economic growth identified average requirements of 347 to 449dpa.  The assessment of the need 

to address affordable and open market needs indicated that that a delivery rate of 670dpa is 

required.   

The Council’s own evidence, therefore, indicates that the level of need is a minimum of 350 dpa 

and could be much more.  However, it is not at all clear what the District Council have concluded to 

be the objectively assessed level of need.  Notwithstanding that the the above evidence appears to 

have been disregarded entirely as a factor in determining the appropriate level of housing provision 

for the Core Strategy. 

The Council relates the 300 dpa figure referred to in the Core Strategy to the adopted Regional 

Spatial Strategy (RSS) figure, but that only applies for the period to 2021, and has now in any case 

been revoked.  Moreover, the RSS was being reviewed prior to the change of Government in 2010, 

and that included a more up-to date evidence based assessment of needs to 2031 that was 



independently tested.  That concluded that 335dpa was required (6,700 dwellings in the plan 

period), excluding any provision to meet the needs of Ipswich.  This reflected the increase in the 

number of households in the area and the need for affordable housing provision.  

Ignoring the findings of the SHMA and latest household projections is clearly contrary to the 

requirements of the NPPF.  Indeed, recent experience from other authorities (Bath & North East 

Somerset, East Hampshire & South Downs National Park and Rushcliffe) has highlighted the 

importance of an up-to-date and comprehensive SHMA as the primary means of determining the 

housing requirements for an area, and that an extremely high level of evidence is required to 

demonstrate that a lower level of housing provision might be appropriate. 

At East Hampshire and the South Downs National Park, the Inspector has endorsed an approach 

that identifies what the full housing needs are, and then assesses how that need can be met and 

what the implications of that are.  Then, if it is concluded that they cannot be accommodated, 

identify where the new homes will be provided in the Housing Market Area.  That is opposed to 

starting from an assumption that all of the identified constraints are necessarily sacrosanct and that 

the required scale development should not be provided for (and that is in the situation where 60% 

of the District is located in the National Park). 

In Babergh no evidence has yet been presented to support the contention that the housing 

requirements in the District should be suppressed to only 300 dpa.  The only justification given is 

that a bottom up approach to determining the scale of housing development has been used.  

However, very little explanation is given other than brief references (in the Core Strategy and other 

documents) to local preferences, contended environmental capacity, historic completion rates and 

commitments.  

Local preferences are one thing, but the NPPF is very clear in its requirement to boost the supply 

of housing to meet objectively assessed needs, and the importance of housing delivery has 

recently been further reinforced by the Government’s latest package of planning reforms that seek 

to encourage economic development.  Mr Pickles statement of the 6th September begins: “The 

Coalition Government's number one priority is to get the economy growing. We must create the 

conditions that support local economic growth and remove barriers that stop local businesses 

creating jobs and getting Britain building again” and later that “House building starts across 

England were 29 per cent higher in 2011 compared to 2009. But there is far more to do to provide 

homes to meet Britain's demographic needs and to help generate local economic growth.”   

Moreover, Laying the Foundations the Housing Strategy for England, states in paragraph 1 that a 

“thriving, active but stable housing market that offers choice, flexibility and affordable housing is 

critical to our economic and social wellbeing.”  It continues to highlight (para 5) that “we have not 

built enough homes for more that a generation and the credit crunch has simply compounded this 



challenge”, and (para 8) that “without urgent action to build new homes, children will grow up 

without the same opportunities to live near their families, young people will struggle to get a place 

to call their own and older people will not have the choice and support they need.”  

Furthermore, historic completions and commitments in the District have undoubtedly been limited 

by the restrictive policy context that has been in place, and in respect of the District’s 

environmental capacity, the SHLAA for the District, which was updated in 2011, identifies potential 

capacity for 9523 dwellings in the plan period, indicating that the full identified needs could be met. 

However, the District Council have not considered or assessed any further how the identified 

needs could potentially be met in the District, or what the socio-economic implications of not 

meeting that need would be, and where the need could be met elsewhere in the Housing Market 

Area.  There is, therefore, no evidence that suggests that the additional development required to 

meet the full housing needs required in the plan period could not be provided in a sustainable 

manner, particularly given that there are large areas of the District that are not particularly 

constrained.   The NPPF is clear in this respect (para 11): “There is no necessary contradiction 

between the increased level of development and protecting and enhancing the environment, as 

long as development is planned and undertaken responsibly.”   

In the absence of evidence to the contrary the requirements established in the Core Strategy 

should reflect the full objectively assessed needs identified by the SHMA and Government’s 

household projections. 

2. Does the Core Strategy assist in providing a continuous supply of specific deliverable 

sites with suitable infrastructure provision sufficient to provide 5 years worth of housing, 

with an additional buffer of 5%? Is there evidence of a persistent under delivery of housing 

which would mean the buffer should be 20% and if so what are the implications for the 

Core Strategy? 

The assessment of whether there is a 5 year land supply should take account of the full 

objectively assessed needs over that period.  A minimum of 350 dpa would result in an overall 

requirement of 1750 dwellings, plus the appropriate buffer required by the NPPF. 

The Technical Background Document 7 indicates (Figure 1) that completions in the last 3 years 

have been below the current 280 dpa requirement, and in the total 11 year period indicated, the 

requirement has only been exceed 4 times.  That represents a persistent under delivery of 

housing in the District, and therefore a 20% buffer should be included in the 5 year land supply.  

The past shortfall in provision should also be built into the overall requirement in the Core 

Strategy for the remainder of the plan period. 



Therefore, the total 5 year land supply requirement is 2100 dwellings.  That exceeds the identified  

5 year supply set out in the Technical Background Document, and therefore the Core Strategy 

(and its trajectory) will need to be revisited to facilitate the development of additional development 

site to meet the identified housing needs over the next 5 years. 

3. Is there compelling evidence that windfall sites are consistently available in order to 

justify reliance on such sites in the Core Strategy? 

Whilst the NPPF allows the contribution of windfall sites to be counted as an element of the 

housing supply, the requirement (para 48) for “compelling evidence” that those sites will “continue 

to provide a reliable source of supply”, must mean more than simply referring to past delivery rates 

(otherwise the NPPF would have said so).   

Indeed, the Core Strategy is clearly over reliant on the provision of windfall development sites.  It 

assumes that 1640 dwellings will be provided via this source over the plan period (82 dpa), yet 

once garden sites are excluded (as per para 48 of the NPPF), average completions on windfall 

sites have only averaged 71 dpa since 2008.  Assuming a higher level of provision from an 

uncertain supply over an extended period is clearly a inappropriate strategy.    

4.  Is the Core Strategy sufficiently flexible to respond to changes in circumstances over 

time, and is there an over-reliance on delivery at large/complex sites.   

5.  Is there over-reliance on the site allocations process, with potential delays in housing 

delivery? 

ERLP2 Ltd have not objected to the allocation of any of the development sites in the Core 

Strategy, but did express concerns in respect of the reliance on a few large sites and the 

implications that might have for the delivery of housing in the District in the short term (particularly 

given past performance).    

The allocation of additional sites, that meet the requirements of paragraph 47 of the NPPF, to meet 

the full objectively assessed needs will mitigate this risk, and it is apparent that appropriate sites 

exist in key settlements such as Sudbury/Great Cornard.  The preparation of subsequent allocation 

document(s) will, however, inevitably take time and given the level of housing need in the District 

that exists now, there is a clear case to allow the immediate release of appropriate sites, notably 

previously developed sites.   

However, historically there has been a blanket protection against the release of employments sites 

and premises in the District for redevelopment for housing (even if they are vacant or under 

utilised).  Whilst the proposed modification to Policy CS2 refers to a regular review of existing 

employment sites following which appropriate sites will be protected, there is no explanation as to 



when and how that will take place.  Indeed given the level of housing need in the District, and the 

relative housing and employment land supply position, it is apparent that this process should 

already have been undertaken in the preparation of the Core Strategy to facilitate the expedient 

release of those sites that it is no longer appropriate to protect for employment purposes for 

redevelopment for alternative uses including housing.  At the moment the onerous policy context 

will remain in place, and that will continue to delay the prompt release of appropriate sites to meet 

identified needs.  That position should be remedied by the Core Strategy. 


