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BABERGH DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 
 
CORE STRATEGY (2011-2031) SUBMISSION DRAFT 
AND MAIN MODIFICATIONS (JULY 2012) 
 
WRITTEN STATEMENT ON BEHALF OF MR PAUL PRICE 
 
 Matter 2 – Vision and Objectives  
 
Main issue – Whether the overall spatial strategy is soundly based, and presents a 
clear spatial vision for the District, appropriate to the needs of the area, in 
accordance with national policies.  
 
Questions: 
 
1.  Does the Core Strategy contain an appropriate spatial vision and 

objectives for the District, in terms of environmental, economic and 
social impact, and in relation to national guidance, and do the policies in 
the Core Strategy reflect this vision? 
 

 1.1 We submit that the Spatial Vision and Objectives fail to accord with 
national guidance in that they omit any clear commitment to ensure that 
the CS meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and 
affordable housing in the housing market area, together with a 
commitment to ensure a minimum of five years housing land supply 
together with the 5% buffer to ensure choice and competition in the 
market for land.  Further consideration of local housing delivery 
demonstrates a clear record of persistent under delivery.  In such cases a 
20% buffer should be provided.  The Council acknowledge the shortfall in 
Technical Paper 4, D42 paragraph 2.2 and Annual Monitoring Report 
(AMR) 2011-2012 D47 Table 4 yet fail to propose the 20% buffer.  The 
submitted Core Strategy is therefore not in accordance with paragraph 47 
of the NPPF (‘the Framework’) B09a. 
 

 1.2 We submit that the absence of such commitments in the spatial vision 
and objectives have led to a failure of Core Strategy policies to reflect 
these national objectives.  In particular Objectives 1 and 8 should include 
a clear acknowledgement and commitment to maintain a minimum of five 
years housing land supply and include a 20% buffer in the interests of 
choice and competition in the market for land, based on the full, 
objectively assessed needs for the area. 
 
 

2.  Does the Sustainability Appraisal provide a robust and thorough 
assessment of the Core Strategy? 
 

 2.1 We do not raise any issues with the SA. 
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3.  Is there a clear audit trail demonstrating how and why the preferred 
strategy was selected, including appropriate consultation with the public, 
representative bodies, neighbouring authorities, service and 
infrastructure providers and other interested parties? 
 

 3.1 We have been involved in all stages of consultation on behalf of our client 
who is a local landowner.  We recognise the description of the emerging 
strategy process as set out in Technical Background Paper 2 D39 whilst 
noting that this predated the Main Modifications (July 2012). 
 
 

4.  Does the Core Strategy provide an appropriate level of detail in relation 
to strategic sites? 
 

 4.1 We submit that the Core Strategy generally and Policies CS1 and CS2 in 
particular, as modified (MM3 and MM4) E02 are excessively prescriptive 
and detailed in respect of strategic sites and other sites. 
 

 4.2 We object to the failure of Policy CS1 (MM3) E02 to provide a high level 
framework for parish/community/neighbourhood plans, rather than being 
subservient to these plans. 
 

 4.3 We further object to the level of detail in Policy CS2 (MM4) E02 which 
falls well below the normal threshold for ‘strategic sites’.  We submit that 
the only ‘Strategic Site Location’ identified in Policy CS2 (MM4) E02 is 
Sudbury and Great Cornard.  The proposed allocations at Hadleigh (250 
dwellings) and Ipswich Fringe (350 dwellings) fall well below ‘strategic 
site’ thresholds.  In the past these have been regarded as sites with a 
capacity of at least 1000 dwellings.  In a rural district with more dispersed 
growth patterns a site of 500 dwellings may be considered to be 
‘strategic’.  Neither the Hadleigh site allocation nor Ipswich fringe 
allocation approach this reduced threshold. 
 
 

5.  Is the strategy sufficiently flexible to respond to unexpected changes in 
circumstances? 
 

 5.1 We consider that the strategy is lacking sufficient flexibility to respond 
effectively to unexpected changes in circumstances.  In our view, this is 
due to: 
 

 The absence of a fully objectively assessment of housing needs 
for the plan period; 

 The failure to include a 20% buffer as required by the Framework; 

 Excessive reliance on doubtful windfall contributions to housing 
land supply; and 

 The strategy being subservient to parish/community/ 
neighbourhood plans without any existing commitment by the 
various localities to engage in localism. 
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6.  Does the Core Strategy provide an adequate framework for the 
preservation and enhancement of heritage assets, particularly in the light 
of English Heritage’s advice on Heritage in Core Strategies? 
 

 6.1 We offer no comments in respect of heritage assets. 
 
 

7.  Are critical decisions which should be made in the Core Strategy being 
delegated to Supplementary Planning Documents and other DPD 
documents? 
 

 7.1 Yes, we submit that critical decisions which should be addressed in the 
Core Strategy are being delegated to SPD and other DPD's.  this is 
evident in the following: 
 

 Policy CS1 (MM3) – first paragraph 

 Policy CS2 (MM4) – Allocations for retail floorspace in Sudbury 
and Hadleigh 

 Exclusion of Brantham regeneration site and ‘factored’ into the 
windfall allowance (MM5 – paragraph 2.7.1) 

 New Policy CS3a (MM9) 

 Policy CS5 (MM14) – final paragraph 

 New Policy CS6a (MM22) 

 Policy CS6 (MM39-40) 
 
 

8.  Conclusion 
 

 What particular part of the CS is said to be unsound? 
 

 8.1 We consider the submitted CS E01 and especially the Main 
Modifications (MM) E02 are fundamentally unsound, with particular 
focus on the Vision and Objectives and flowing into a number of policies, 
including CS1, CS2, CS3a, CS5, CS6a and CS6. 
 

  Which soundness tests does it fail and why? 
 

 8.2 In our view the submitted CS E01 incorporating the MM E02 fails the 
following soundness tests: 
 

 Positively prepared – due to the absence of a strategy clearly 
based on objectively assessed development requirements; 
 

 Effective – due to serious doubts regarding the deliverability of 
development where the important decisions are delegated to 
SPD or subsequent DPDs, including parish/community/ 
neighbourhood plans and lacking in flexibility to respond to 
expected changes in circumstances. 
 

 Consistent with national policy – due to clear departures from 
the policies set out in the Framework. 
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  How could the document be made sound? 
 

 8.3 In our view, the examination should be suspended to allow the Council 
to: 
 

a. Undertake an objective assessment of development 
requirements, without reference to RS and on the basis of an 
updated SHMA with the benefit of the 2011 census results; 
 

b. Amend the Vision and Objectives to commit to maintain a 
minimum of five years housing land supply together with a 20% 
buffer without undue reliance on windfall; 
 

c. To amend draft policies to remove the dependence on 
parish/community/neighbourhood plans. 

 
  What is the precise change/wording sought? 

 
 8.4 Objective 1 : Enable – mixed and balanced communities/ 

comprehensive neighbourhoods 
 

  a. Amend delivery of new homes to reflect updated housing needs 
[as determined at Matter 5]. 
 

b. Add new bullet point: 
 

 Maintain a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to 
provide five years housing land with an additional buffer of 
20% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land. 

 
 8.5 Objective 8 : Manage and deliver development in a phased way so 

that growth is incremental and delivered at the appropriate time 
 
Add new bullet point: 
 

 Throughout the plan period to identify and update annually a 
supply of specific deliverable housing sites to provide five years 
worth of housing with an additional buffer of 20% as set out in 
Objective 1. 

 
 
 

J R Shephard 
February 2013 

 


