
 

 

Babergh District Council 

 

Statement of Response to Matters Raised by the Inspector 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

February 2013 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Babergh District Council Matter 6 

 

Matter 6 – Affordable Housing 

Q1 Issue: Does the target for the provision of affordable housing accord with national 
policy  

 
Q1.  Response 

1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) recommends that local planning 
authorities use their evidence base to meet objectively assessed needs for affordable 
housing and that full account should be taken of relevant market and economic 
signals.   
 

1.2 Babergh’s affordable housing needs were assessed objectively in the Strategic 
Housing Market Assessments (and through other sources, such as the housing needs 
survey and housing register) and market conditions were tested in the Viability 
Studies.  This evidence shaped the affordable housing target included in Policy CS15 
in the Core Strategy and it accords with national policy.  The evidence includes:   

 Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2008 (added to the Core Strategy 
Library, reference number K07) 

 Affordable Housing Site Viability Study 2009 (Core Strategy Library reference 
C18)  

 Strategic Housing Market Assessment Data Review 2010 (Core Strategy 
Library reference C19) 

 Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2012 (Core Strategy Library reference 
C20)  

 Assessing area-wide viability August 2012 (Core Strategy Library reference 
C21) 

 Quarterly monitoring / updates of entry level market housing prices by Babergh 
DC 

Please note that the earlier evidence base sources are still considered relevant since 
these help to provide intelligence on the local housing market context, even though 
some detailed elements of the data will have evolved since then. 

 
Q2 Issue: Is the percentage of affordable housing justified by up-to-date, clear and 
robust, local evidence of housing needs and economic viability? 
 
Q2.  Response 

2.1 The evidence (outlined above) indicates that the overall district-wide requirement of 
35% as set out in Policy CS15 is appropriate in order to secure a meaningful but 
reasonable (and justified) requirement against the identified affordable housing need 
and financial viability.    
 

2.2 The first of the evidence studies was completed during 2009 and the last of these 
studies was updated in August 2012.  The target is justified by up-to-date and clear 
evidence of both housing needs and economic viability.  In summary the evidence 
concluded the following:   
 
 
 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/SHMA/SHMAMainReport2008.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AffHsngSiteViabilityStudyJun09.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/SHMADataReview2010.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/IpswichDistricts-SHMA-Aug-2012.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AreaWideViabilityAug12.pdf


Affordable Housing Need in the District: 
 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment of 2008 indicated a net annual need 
of 319 affordable units in the Babergh District (added to the Core Strategy 
Library reference K07). 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment update of 2010 specified a local 
need of 193 net annual affordable housing units in the Babergh District (this 
equates to 64% of the total housing target set in the Core Strategy) (Core 
Strategy Library reference C19). 

 The Strategic Housing Market Assessment of 2012 identified a need of 134 net 
annual affordable housing units in the Babergh District (this equates to 
approximately 45% of the total housing target set in the Core Strategy) (Core 
Strategy Library reference C20). 

 
Financial Viability in the District: 
 

 The Viability Study completed during 2009 concluded that a target of 35% in 
the District is reasonable and considered deliverable and that there was scope 
to increase it to 40% (Core Strategy Library reference C18). 

 The 2012 Viability Study indicated that an overall level of 35% affordable 
housing in the District is reasonable and considered deliverable (Core Strategy 
Library reference C21). 

 
2.3 The studies were commissioned in collaboration with the neighbouring authorities of 

Ipswich Borough Council, Suffolk Coastal District Council and Mid Suffolk District 
Council (with the exception of the 2012 Viability report as neighbouring authorities did 
not consider it a priority to update the viability study for their areas at that point in 
time), all authorities that form part of the Ipswich Market Area.  This evidence base 
collaboration represents an important element of these local authorities meeting the 
new Duty to Co-operate. 
 

2.4 The methodology of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment of 2008 followed the 
national practice guidance about how to prepare Strategic Housing Market 
Assessments, and advice contained in PPS3 and PPS12 at that time.  Latter versions 
of the SHMA were a combination of data updates and entirely new assessments. The 
2012 SHMA version complies with the NPPF and followed a similar approach to the 
original SHMA document in the absence of new guidance that has been published and 
also to maintain a consistent approach.       

 
2.5 A clear methodology was set out in the original 2009 Viability Report.  Since the 

original viability report has been completed guidance has been published for testing 
viability of Local Plans.  The 2012 Viability study followed advice and guidance 
contained in the NPPF, emerging RICS guidance on financial viability in planning 
published during 2012 (added to Core Strategy Library Reference Number CS K10) 
and guidance in the document Viability Testing Local Plans: Advice for planning 
practitioners by the Local Housing Delivery Group (Chaired by Sir John Harman) 
published during 2012 (added to the Core Strategy Library Reference Number CS 
K11).   

 

2.6 In conclusion the Council believes that the evidence base supporting the affordable 
housing percentage set in the Core Strategy is clear, up-to-date and robust as 
illustrated above.  The target set in the policy reflects the affordable housing need and 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/SHMA/SHMAMainReport2008.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/SHMADataReview2010.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/IpswichDistricts-SHMA-Aug-2012.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AffHsngSiteViabilityStudyJun09.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AreaWideViabilityAug12.pdf
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/aio/2784163
http://www.pas.gov.uk/pas/aio/2426206


economic viability as set out in the mentioned evidence documents, and this is in 
conformity with the NPPF.      
 

Q3 Issue: Does the policy provide sufficient flexibility, if viability is an issue for a 
particular scheme? 

 
Q3.  Response 

3.1 Yes the policy is sufficiently flexible as the policy refers to ‘where development viability 

is a proven issue, and where such cases are accepted, the local planning authority will 

determine an appropriate proportion of affordable homes, tenure mix and/ or 

appropriate levels of commuted sums on a site-by-site basis.’  This clearly provides 

opportunity to deal with viability in a flexible way for a particular scheme if this is a 

proven issue.  In this way, the policy seeks to maximise affordable housing provision, 

whilst also ensuring that affordable / market housing remain deliverable and viable.  

This also undertakes that the District Council will apply a reasonable approach with 

applicants and provides them with certainty and confidence. 

Q4 Issue: No overall numerical target is specified in the Policy.  Does the percentage 

target offer an appropriate, transparent figure by which affordable housing progress 

can be monitored across the plan period? 

Q4.  Response 

4.1 The NPPF does not require LPA to set a numerical target in their Local Plans.  The 

Council is not convinced that setting a numerical target in itself would be beneficial.  

National policy advises that LPAs should illustrate the expected rate of housing 

delivery including affordable housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan 

period and describe how they will maintain delivery for a five year period to meet their 

housing target.  The Council has added this information to the Housing Implementation 

Strategy and this now includes a trajectory for affordable housing (Appendix 2) and it 

describe how this will be maintained over the plan period (updated version added to 

the Core Strategy Library reference K05).   

4.2 Initially the Council included a numerical target in the Core Strategy but this was based 

on an internal target set by the Council and did not relate to the housing trajectory, 

need or viability and this was subsequently deleted as part of the main modifications 

proposed.  There was also some concern that this may be a slightly ambitious target 

given current market conditions.   

4.3 The affordable housing target in the district has been set at 35% since 2006.  

Monitoring information for the last eight years from 2004/05 shows that on average 

approximately 30% of housing completions in the district were affordable housing.  

Performance over the last eight years has been well aligned with affordable housing 

targets.  It is therefore believed that the percentage target together with the affordable 

housing trajectory would offer an appropriate and transparent benchmark to monitor 

progress on affordable housing across the plan period and more importantly it is 

related to need and viability.   

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/TBD7-Housing-Imp-V2.pdf


4.4 In conclusion it is believed that providing a numerical target to the policy will not add 

much benefit for monitoring purposes.  As suggested above, however, it is considered 

that monitoring delivery against a provision target of 35% provides an appropriate and 

useful basis for testing the effectiveness of the relevant policies and to trigger policy 

review / possible revision if necessary.  

Q5 Issue: Is the approach to defer individual targets for the new Direction of Growth 

and Core Villages reasonable, and does it provide a sufficient level of certainty at this 

stage? 

Q5.  Response 

5.1 In the Babergh District there are several areas (including some Core Villages such as 

Glemsford and Lavenham for example) where there remains a particularly high need 

for affordable housing and options to address this so far have been limited (added 

Village Needs for Affordable Housing to the Core Strategy Library, reference number 

K12).   

5.2 The financial viability evidence that supports the Core Strategy (the 2012 Viability 

Study, Core Strategy Library reference C21) and a subsequent study that looked at 

what level of commuted sums could reasonably be asked for small sites (added to 

Core Documents Library, reference K09) showed that there is some scope to increase 

affordable housing requirements in certain housing development typologies (for 

example large urban greenfield sites and urban extensions) and certain areas in the 

district (for example the Nayland ward falls into a much higher value band than the 

Boxford ward). 

5.3 Since the precise boundary of the new Direction of Growth (Sudbury / Great Cornard) 

has not been determined nor the overall development package, it is not possible or 

appropriate at this stage to consider viability in detail.  This principle also applies to the 

Core Villages, as these details will only be known when sites are allocated as part of 

the Site Specific Allocations document.  More certainty can therefore not be provided 

as this stage.  If different targets are set for the Direction of Growth or Core Villages 

deliverability and viability of the different sites will be crucial considerations that will 

form part of the subsequent Site Specific Allocations document (and in decisions on 

planning applications) and will be open to public scrutiny and an examination process. 

5.4 The Council considers this is a reasonable approach as the evidence shows there is a 

particularly high need in certain areas within the district that has to date not been met 

and viability evidence indicates that setting higher affordable housing targets in certain 

areas would be reasonable.  Although more certainty cannot be provided at this stage, 

if higher targets are set this will form part of a subsequent DPD process and will be 

rigorously tested as part of the process, including the implications of such proposals on 

viability and deliverability of schemes.   

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/K12AH-Needs.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/Small-Site-Viability-Nov2012.pdf

