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Matter 9c: Chilton Woods strategic land allocation 

 
 
 

Q1: Please refer to the response to Matter 9a. 
 
 
Q2 Response: 
 
2.1 The development of the Chilton Mixed Use allocation (Policy CP01 of the 
 Local Plan Alteration No.2 2006) has been the subject of negotiations with a 
 potential developer / representative of the majority landowners both before 
 and after adoption of the Local Plan.   However, the majority landowner 
 selected a new, different developer who started to work with Babergh from 
 early 2011 which meant that effectively work and negotiations started again.   
 
2.2 A great deal of background work has been done in the last couple of years 
 both by the new developer and by Babergh.  This work, and meetings and 
 negotiations with this second developer have progressed through preliminary 
 stages to the current position, the pre-application stage.  A list of work carried 
 out, issues discussed and documents submitted with a timeline is set out 
 below:     
 
 Background work and Timeline 
 
 Master plan – discussions have taken place with the previous developers, 
 Ashwells, and with Redrow Homes on developing a Masterplan for the Chilton 
 Woods allocation.  A Concept Plan was produced in 2012 by Redrow Homes 
 which was used for their community engagement exercise (see item below).  
 This requires  alteration to accord with the revised strategic site allocation 
 boundaries in the Core Strategy (Main Modifications).  Development of a 
 Masterplan is  providing Babergh with an opportunity to work on place 
 shaping with ATLAS,  Redrow, and  the local community (see item below). 
 
 An Environmental Impact Assessment Scoping Report was submitted on 
 behalf of Redrow Homes on the 20th February 2012 with a request for a 
 scoping opinion.  A response was sent in July 2012  
 
 Community engagement - Pre application Community Engagement was 
 undertaken by Redrow (including an exhibition) in May/June 2012 on their 
 Concept Plan.  Their preparation work on this had coincided with identification 
 of boundaries for the Broad Locations/New Directions of Growth following 
 consultation on the Submission Draft of the Core Strategy, this meant that 
 Redrow’s Concept Plan was not in accordance with the revised land 
 allocation boundaries contained in the Main Modification to the Core Strategy 
 and was based on an access strategy which at that stage had not been 
 agreed or impact tested.   
 
 Power Line – the cost of supplying a new power line to the site was raised as 
 an issue in May 2012.  Redrow Homes commissioned Ardent Consulting 
 engineers to prepare a briefing and discuss the issue with UK Power.  Advice 
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 has been received from ATLAS1 (October 2012) and it is understood that 
 Redrow Homes are considering this matter further following this advice.  In 
 addition to this Suffolk County and Babergh District Councils are working to 
 address this issue. 
 
 Transport – Redrow Homes submitted an Access Strategy in November 
 2011, and a Highways Phasing Plan in July 2012.    
 
 Suffolk County Council, the local highway authority, have developed an 
 access strategy for the site to guide developers in planning this key element 
 of a masterplan.   
 
 ATLAS involvement – In March/April 2012 the Homes and Communities 
 Agency’s (HCA) Advisory Team for Large Applications (ATLAS) agreed to 
 become engaged on the project on a selective basis. Advice has been 
 provided on the following:- 
 

i. Appointment of a Viability specialist through the  Council’s 
procurement process and drafting of the required procurement  
documents 

ii. Achievement of a robust employment delivery strategy. This 
aim is twofold. Firstly to deliver fully serviced land (highways 
services and drainage) so as to make take up of land by 
business much easier. Secondly to make a decision about who 
would be best placed to work actively to secure a robust 
marketing of the land 

iii. Quality of scheme 
iv. Heads of terms and effective trigger points for the Section 106 

and cross over with scheme viability 
v. Achievement of a robust community facilities delivery strategy. 

 
 A Place shaping group – has been set up by Babergh, and workshops were 
 held on 12 November and 10 December 2012 on design quality and the 
 neighbourhood centre.  The next workshop, on sustainability, is planned for 
 18 February 2013.  
 
 Heads of Terms for Section 106 – Suffolk County and Babergh District 
 Councils are working together to produce draft Heads of Terms for a S106. 
 
 Viability - appointment of a Viability specialist by the Council to assist 
 with Heads of Terms for the Section 106 -  A draft procurement document 
 been prepared and is in place pending agreement of the developer to pay for 
 this piece of work.  
 
 Miscellaneous information submitted -   

 Outline of Design and Access Statement submitted July 2012  

 Initial drainage information produced January 2012.  

 A report on the market for commercial land in Sudbury produced April 
 2012.     

                                                
1
 ATLAS is a team sponsored by the Department for Communities and Local Government that 

supports the delivery of large and complex developments. 
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 An initial site layout was submitted in April 2011, subsequent versions 
 have been submitted, the most up to date version was submitted in 
 June 2012 

 
2.3 The evidence base indicates that it will be possible to deliver a viable 
 development on this site.   The only ‘additional’ or new issue that has arisen 
 since the Chilton Mixed Use development was allocated in the Local Plan 
 Alteration No.2 in 2006 is the cost of providing a power line.  This issue did 
 not emerge through Babergh’s scoping, consultations and appraisal work, 
 rather this is a commercial matter, and one that Babergh and Suffolk County 
 Councils have committed assistance with in approaching the power company 
 and exploring alternatives. 
 
 
 
 
Q3 Response: 
 
3.1 Sudbury is the largest town in Babergh, and is a sustainable location for 
 growth and development.  The Chilton Woods site is one of only two around 
 Sudbury where realistically growth can be planned and delivered during the 
 plan period.  
 
Technical Background Document 2: Spatial Strategy  
 
3.2 Technical Background Document 2 sets out the iterative process and the 
 background and context for determining the level and distribution of growth.  
 The Issues and Options consultation in 2009 set out five options for a new 
 spatial strategy for the district:  
 

 Option 1: Business as Usual -  this was based on similar proportions of 
growth being directed to the 2006 Local Plan locations which would mean 
Sudbury / Great Cornard accommodating approximately 75% of the district’s 
growth;  

 Option 2: Maximum Urban Concentration focussed almost all the required 
development in the urban areas with Sudbury / Great Cornard having the 
highest proportion of growth (but less than in Option 1), and the key service 
centres/rural area having only minimal growth and change;  

 Option 3: Equitable Dispersion avoiding concentration of development in any 
one single location, providing growth throughout the district.  Sudbury / Great 
Cornard would have the largest share of development, but significantly less 
than Options 1 or 2 and a lower growth rate than previously provided by the 
Local Plan (50%); 

 Option 4: Rural Development was based on a greater contribution to be made 
by the larger villages to meet the housing targets; 

 Option 5: New Settlement to accommodate up to 1500 dwellings and further 
growth in later plans.  This option would result a smaller level of growth in 
other locations. 

 
3.3 The unpublished Preferred Options document outlined a preferred 
 development strategy for Babergh which would distribute development to the 
 towns and urban areas and the key service centres.  Responses to the Issues 
 and Options consultation were considered and the preferred option combined 
 elements of option 1 and option 4 in as much as it reduced the proportion of 
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 development proposed for Sudbury and Great Cornard from that indicated in 
 Option 1, and suggested development in the Ipswich Fringe, Hadleigh and the 
 Key Service Centres closer to the proportions suggested in Option 4. 
 
3.4 The 2010 Growth Issues consultation did not include the distribution of 
 growth, as options were thoroughly aired at the issues and options stage. 
 However, it did propose 9 potential broad directions of growth as it was 
 considered to be in the best interests of the district as a whole to plan for 
 some growth by way of urban extensions as part of the future strategy for 
 growth.  Consultation responses indicated that the overall settlement 
 hierarchy approach, as set out in the Growth Options document, was broadly 
 accepted. 
 
3.5 The majority of respondents agreed to the principle of planning mainly for 
 larger developments through urban extensions.  In Sudbury / Great Cornard 
 locations 5 and 6 were identified as the most appropriate areas for growth. 
 Broad locations 4 and 7 were seen to have too many constraints.   
 
3.6 Having considered the responses, the site constraints and the thorough 
 assessment contained in the Sustainability Appraisal, two New Directions of 
 Growth, at Sudbury / Chilton / Great Cornard (identified as Broad Locations 5 
 and 6 in the Growth Issues and Scenarios document) were identified in the 
 Core Strategy Submission Draft 2011.  This set out the settlement pattern as 
 a hierarchy with the urban areas being the main focus for growth, via urban 
 extensions. 
 
The Chilton Woods area  
 
3.7 The strategic site allocation is in a very sustainable location, and it is 
 imperative that the most efficient use is made of greenfield land when 
 planning for growth.  The decision to extend the site and increase the number 
 of dwellings that the site should deliver is consistent with Babergh’s spatial 
 strategy of planning growth in the most sustainable locations rather than 
 scattering new development in a fragmented way across many locations. 
 Sudbury Town Council support this strategic approach and additional 
 development in this location. 
 
3.8 The 2006 Local Plan allocation did not follow field boundaries and included 
 only a small area of land adjoining the A134, Springlands Way.  Including  an 
 area of land adjoining both the road and the 2006 Local Plan allocation the 
 site assists flexibility and enables accommodation of the additional 350 
 dwellings indicated in the 2011 Core  Strategy Submission Draft.  In addition, 
 there is a willing landowner (the SHLAA supports this), who is part of the 
 existing group of landowners on the  2006 allocation.  Designation of 
 further land adjoining the 2006 Local Plan allocation complements and 
 provides flexibility in planning for this area, and does not compete with or 
 compromise a comprehensive development for Chilton Woods.   
 

 
 

Q4 Response:  
 
4.1 The key constraints that have been identified as having potential to affect 
 delivery are set out in the policy under the Implementation and Delivery 
 heading.  These have been identified through pre-application work carried out 
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 by the prospective developer  and by BDC.  These specific issues can be 
 addressed, but how is a matter for further exploration with the landowners 
 and developer when they are considered in the context of overall viability.  It 
 is unnecessary to include matters that may require complex investigations, 
 commercial considerations, and negotiations around the whole area of 
 infrastructure delivery and constraints, in the Core Strategy document.  The 
 key issues are identified in Policy CS3, but it would be inappropriate to 
 constrain future discussions and negotiations by setting out rigid demands 
 or solutions that may be time sensitive in the strategic document.   
 
4.2 As can be seen from the response to Question 2 work has commenced on 
 addressing all masterplanning and infrastructure issues in the pre-application 
 stage of what, by its very nature, is a complex and relatively lengthy process.  

 
 
 

Q5 Response:   
 
5.1 There would be little effect on the overall approach of the Core Strategy.  
 Lack of progress with Chilton Woods does not affect the sustainable nature of 
 Sudbury as a location for growth.  It would clearly have an effect on the 
 delivery of housing numbers and on the supply of employment land in the 
 early part of the plan period, and delivery of these in Sudbury.  However, 
 another site to the east of Sudbury has been identified that can be brought 
 forward that could result in delivery of a first phase from 2017.  Clearly if 
 indications are that Chilton Woods will not meet the 2016 target date work will 
 be advanced and resources diverted to progressing identification of a site in 
 the Broad Location to the east of Sudbury, identification of constraints, work 
 with the community, and production of a policy that would enable this site to 
 be brought forward. 
 
5.2 The overall approach of the Core Strategy is to direct growth to the most 
 sustainable locations.  Lack of progress at Chilton Woods would have no 
 effect on delivery of the strategic sites at Hadleigh and the Ipswich Fringe, 
 and similarly is unlikely to have a demonstrable effect on delivery of housing 
 and employment growth in Core and Hinterland Villages.  The lack of new 
 housing coming forward in the Sudbury area may have some effect on 
 pressure for housing growth in Core Villages in the area, but it is not possible 
 to predict or measure this. 
 
5.3 The worst case scenario is that if no progress is made with delivering this site 
 it could delay delivery of sufficient quantities of new housing and employment 
 land/premises in the Sudbury area by four to five years. 
 
 


