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Matter 9a: Identified sites – general 

 
1. Are the proposals for growth appropriate and justified in relation to national policy, in 
terms of environmental, economic and social impact, and the evidence base?  
 
1.1 The sites and growth proposals are considered to be appropriate, justified and to 

comply with guidance of national policy (primarily NPPF sections 1-4 for economic 
growth and section 6 for residential growth).  When the draft NPPF was issued (July 
2011) the Council made a careful assessment of the draft new policy and applied it 
objectively against the emerging CS document.  The work carried out and 
considerations given are described in some detail in Babergh Council Strategy 
Committee, 18 August 2011, Paper L55: 

http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-
Reports/Reports-2011-12/L055.pdf  
 
1.2 The final NPPF, issued in March 2012, is considered to incorporate relatively 

significant changes from the original draft version.  This important consideration, 
together with a reassessment of the CS’s conformity with the final NPPF led, inter 
alia, to the proposed modifications.  A further important factor in this was the need to 
ensure adequate future housing land supply, in line with the NPPF, hence the 
establishment of refined, strategic land allocations.  The circumstances and 
considerations applied in producing and agreeing the modifications are explained in 
Strategy Committee, 10 May 2012, Paper M15: 

http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-
Reports/Reports-2012-13/M015.pdf  
 
1.3 The Council also held informal discussions with an advisor from the Planning 

Inspector, in respect of NPPF conformity.  This was influential in the decision to 
propose modifications, at an early stage, to ensure greater NPPF conformity.  A 
(PAS toolkit) soundness self-assessment exercise has also been completed - Core 
Documents (CD) library ref. E09: 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-
Policy/LDF/EIP/E09SelfAssessment.pdf  
 
1.4 The sites and proposals are also considered appropriate and justified in terms of 

environmental, economic and social impact, and these have been identified at 
sustainable locations, as shown by the sustainability appraisals; see CD library, 
section E, references E04 – E07 inclusive: 

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

Policy/LDF/EIP/CoreDocListv2.pdf  

1.5 The proposals are evidence-based and the relevant evidence takes a variety of 

forms.  In some cases this is still developing and evolving.  This will tend to shape the 

final proposals that emerge.  However, the council is satisfied that the sites and 

proposals are justified by the identification processes followed and the evidence 

base.  These are mostly substantial, mixed-use, sustainable, urban edge locations or 

extensions.  Two of the larger, allocated, strategic employment sites (Sproughton, 

Brantham) are brownfield sites for which a planned future use / re-use needs to be 

identified and where regeneration is a paramount objective.  In the case of 

Wherstead Park, the site is already used and occupied perfectly satisfactorily (except 

the additional, smaller allocation) but the main site’s allocation has been made in 

case these circumstances should change during the Plan period. 

http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-Reports/Reports-2011-12/L055.pdf
http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-Reports/Reports-2011-12/L055.pdf
http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-Reports/Reports-2012-13/M015.pdf
http://bdcdocuments.onesuffolk.net/assets/Uploads/Committees/Committee-Reports/Reports-2012-13/M015.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/E09SelfAssessment.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/E09SelfAssessment.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/CoreDocListv2.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/EIP/CoreDocListv2.pdf
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1.6 Strategic allocations at Sudbury / Great Cornard; Hadleigh, and Ipswich fringe 

provide strategic growth locations for each of the district’s 3 urban areas, having 

been selected after reviewing all genuine, locational alternatives for these urban 

areas.  Notwithstanding the development potential of some major developed sites 

within countryside or village locations (such as Brantham), the range of options or 

different approaches for strategic scale developments for Babergh district is 

considered relatively limited.  A radically different alternative of a new settlement 

option received consideration but this idea also has some major disadvantages.  Not 

least among these were those of a very long lead time; lack of certainty on 

deliverability; and that which could be described as ‘placing all one’s eggs in one 

basket’, plus the absence of any tangible, evidence-based, development 

proposition(s) beyond the conceptual stage. 

 
2. Is the development of the identified sites likely to be deliverable, bearing in mind any 
associated infrastructure requirements? Have the site constraints been clearly identified, 
along with mechanisms to overcome them?  
 

General Points – Landowner / Developer Involvement 

2.1 Having been proposed to the Council in one form or another, these sites and 

proposals represent genuine development propositions, with willing landowners / 

developers, who have confidence that they can plan / deliver viable schemes (see 

appendix).  Close and collaborative joint working with these partners has steered 

these allocations to the forms as expressed in the CS.  This does not mean that there 

is always universal agreement between the parties but open and positive discussions 

have taken place with a view towards resolving any significant differences.  However, 

the lack of substantial dispute between the main parties at this stage shows that 

there is substantial support for the Council’s allocations and proposals among the 

landowners / developers involved. 

Infrastructure Considerations 

2.2 Identified sites are considered deliverable and the associated infrastructure needs 

have been identified.  Main infrastructure requirements / providers have been 

outlined in the relevant site allocation policies and in Appendix 3 of the main CS 

document.  These needs and costs were identified through earlier work (discussions 

with landowners / developers and service providers, utility companies etc.) and the 

information added to and refined recently through the Council’s Infrastructure 

Delivery Plan work.  This moves its joint Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) work 

forward significantly towards conclusion.  It is planned that CIL will be a primary 

mechanism for infrastructure funding / provision.  However, where particular site-

specific, or on-site requirements apply, the use of planning obligations (S106 

agreements) to deliver particular infrastructure items remains available where 

appropriate.  The evidence documents in this respect include the Council’s 2012 

(Affordable Housing) Viability study; see CD library ref. C21:  

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

Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AreaWideViabilityAug12.pdf  

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AreaWideViabilityAug12.pdf
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/assets/Uploads-BDC/Economy/Strategic-Planning-Policy/LDF/Evidence_Studies/AreaWideViabilityAug12.pdf
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In addition, the Council has recently produced its Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

(January 2013), with infrastructure needs identified, together with indicative costs as 

far as possible. 

Implementation and Delivery 

2.3 In line with the NPPF’s emphasis on growth delivery, this consideration was reviewed 

and where necessary measures devised, adjusted or enhanced for each identified 

site.  Specific, bespoke details may be found for each site within the final 

‘Implementation and Delivery’ paragraph(s) attached to each site policy. 

Progress on Individual Sites 

2.4 The sites at Brantham (Matter 9b), Chilton Woods (9c), Hadleigh (9f) and Ipswich 

fringe (9g) were all proposed to the Council as development propositions for land 

allocations and all have active landowner(s) / developer(s) that BDC has worked and 

co-operated with. 

2.5 The Sudbury East / Great Cornard broad growth location (9d), given that status, is at 

an early stage of progress.  This clearly has a different status from the identified sites 

and intentionally so.  It is not deemed necessary or particularly beneficial at this 

point, to develop and finesse development parameters / proposals beyond the 

headline level included within the CS.  This is largely because of its role and 

relationship with the Chilton Woods allocation, which is programmed to come forward 

first.  The broad location is planned to come on stream in the mid – late part of the 

Plan period and the earliest trigger date for detailed planning on this to commence is 

2016.  However, the Council is confident that a successful development is capable of 

being planned and delivered within this general area of search. 

2.6 The Sproughton site (9e) is different in that its land ownership / disposal have 

remained unresolved until now and consequently, there has not been a firm, 

definitive landowner / developer with whom the Council was able to work to progress 

the site’s development with certainty.  However, regular contact with the site 

administrators towards this end, along with the same for those seeking to acquire the 

site, has been very beneficial.   

2.7 Finally, although an identified site, Wherstead Park (9h) is again a different type of 

case.  The larger area (approx. 7 ha.) is already developed and operating very 

successfully.  Delivery of this employment allocation is, therefore, de facto not an 

issue.  This allocation has been identified in case of the eventuality that 

circumstances change dramatically and its main occupier vacates the site.  In that 

case, this strategic site is safeguarded for employment related use.  There is also 

potential here of greater use and occupation of the site, thereby increasing the level 

of employment and economic activity accommodated. 

 
3. In relation to those sites previously identified in the 2006 Core Strategy, what has 
changed to suggest that development of the site will now go ahead, and does recent 
evidence indicate that these sites should be included in the new Core Strategy?  
 

This applies to Brantham (9b), Chilton Woods (9c), Sproughton site (9e) and partly to the 

Wherstead site (9h) 
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3.1 Brantham (9b): please refer to BDC statement in response to Matter 9b, particularly 

Q. 2.  Background / historical information is provided in the Brantham Industrial Area 

PPS.  This (CD library, ref. J01) relates that the site’s use, ownership and future 

remained uncertain for a substantial period from around 2003 to 2007/8: 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-babergh-

development-framework/planning-position-statements/brantham-industrial-area-pps 

 

3.2 One of the 2 dominant occupiers vacated it in 2007, with that large part of the site 

finding a new owner in 2008.  The other main occupier remains in situ and their 

business remains operational, although both main land parcels are now controlled by 

the same new landowner.  These considerable changes in circumstances have used 

up a substantial period of time since the original Local Plan allocation and adoption in 

2006.  The second factor that has occupied a substantial part of that time period was 

the development of a detailed site evidence base.  This was approached on a highly 

collaborative and innovative basis, by a partnership between the Council, Haven 

Gateway Partnership and the landowner / developer.  Securing and allocating some 

of Babergh’s New Growth Point funds, channelled through HGP, to co-fund this 

evidence base required time and effort but is considered highly beneficial.  Major 

elements of this may be seen at CD library ref.s J02 – J10 inclusive.  A third likely 

factor is the various impacts of the national economic downturn from approximately 

2008.  This could reasonably be expected to have reduced the urgency in the 

imperative to progress the site redevelopment to a stage where it would be ready to 

proceed to construction on the ground, whilst uncertainties remained over take up of 

new commercial floorspace and sales of new residential property. 

 

3.3 With most of the evidence base now in place, the focus has turned to establishing 

how best to approach replacement employment land provision and new jobs for the 

site.  New provision is needed to supplement that provided by other existing 

occupiers / businesses remaining in situ.  The other key matter is work to explore in 

depth and agree findings and conclusions on development viability.  The specialist 

development promotion and facilitation arm of the HCA, ATLAS, is closely involved 

with progressing the scheme and working collaboratively with the partners involved.  

However, given: the extent and benefits of single land ownership; positive developer 

relations and negotiations allied with the beneficial input of partners, particularly 

HGP; the progress that the evidence base has reached; and a collective will to 

secure a beneficial, comprehensive future for the site, there is no reason to conclude 

that development will not progress in the relatively near future. 

 

 Chilton Woods (9c): see BDC statement on Matter 9c, particularly Q.2 

 Sproughton (9e):  see BDC statement on Matter 9e, particularly Q. 2 

 Wherstead Park (9h): see BDC statement on Matter 9h, particularly Q.s 2 & 3 

 
4. Does the evidence base clearly identify the viability of the identified sites?  
 

4.1 The above statements seek to cover both deliverability and viability of the identified 

sites in question.  Additional work has been completed through the Council’s 2012 

(AH) Viability Study.  This indicated that achieving an overall level of 35% affordable 

housing in the District is reasonable and considered deliverable when assessing the 

http://www.babergh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-babergh-development-framework/planning-position-statements/brantham-industrial-area-pps
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-policy/local-babergh-development-framework/planning-position-statements/brantham-industrial-area-pps
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types of sites and development scenarios presented by the CS land allocations (Core 

Strategy Library reference C21).  This work was comprehensive and accordingly 

included appropriate inputs and assumptions about infrastructure needs / costs and 

was accordingly able to provide a useful assessment of viability of the allocated sites.  

It remains open to the Council to review or vary these affordable housing provision 

requirements in appropriate instances where development viability is proven to be 

problematic as a result of the typical requirements sought.  A further assessment is 

provided by the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (mentioned above, under Q. 2). 

4.2 For detailed, reliable information on development viability and the circumstances 
pertaining to each individual site, the local planning authority tends to have to rely on 
the relevant landowner / developer.  Normally this information will not be within the 
public domain and it may often be commercially sensitive or confidential.  From 
landowner / developer discussions and other available information, the Council is 
satisfied that the available evidence provides sufficient assurance that the identified 
sites are deliverable / viable.  Confirmation of this from the various landowners / 
developers may be sought from them if requested.  It is acknowledged that 
deliverable schemes may not be able in all cases to provide the full range of 
development requirements, standards etc.  This may impact on a range of matters, 
such the volume or type of affordable homes provided or contributions to off-site 
transport improvements. 

 
5. What would be the implications for the overall strategy of non-delivery of one or more of 
the identified sites?  
 

5.1 It is considered that non-delivery of one or more of the identified sites could be 

harmful to the overall strategy, although not fatally damaging.  However, it is 

considered that there is sufficient scope and flexibility to address such an eventuality.  

In terms of scale of risk, the greatest single impact would arise from non-delivery of 

the Chilton Woods development (9c), being the largest proposal and involving over 

1,000 homes and 20 ha. of employment land (plus other forms of development).  

However, the Sudbury East / Great Cornard broad growth location (9d) provides a 

key contingency measure for that potential problem.  A further contingency measure 

would be that of allocating other replacement or stop-gap site(s) for this collective 

urban area through a new district-wide, site specific / allocations, or area action plan 

DPD.  The latter could perhaps be progressed more quickly than the former given the 

lesser number of sites and geographical coverage involved.  This eventuality is 

considered to be low in likelihood but higher in impact, the impact being primarily one 

of delay for development delivery for the Sudbury / Great Cornard urban areas. 

5.2 The strategic allocation for Hadleigh is considered very low risk in terms of likelihood 

of non delivery.  Its likely impact is not considered particularly harmful to the overall 

strategy (given the scale of development involved), although localised impacts for the 

Hadleigh area would be harmful.  Identifying an acceptable strategic alternative site 

appears difficult to do, although smaller sites could be found and allocated within or 

around the urban area. 

5.3 The Ipswich Policy area sites have the advantage of being, to some degree 

potentially interchangeable.  In this way both the impact of non delivery of any one 

site is not considered damaging overall, since contingencies are available.  Further, 

given the size of Babergh district, large sites elsewhere could also be identified.  The 
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important point on such impacts is deemed to be that of delay for the delivery of 

necessary development to serve the wider Ipswich area. 

5.4 Given the scale and nature of the district, with sub divisions in its housing market 

areas and employment / travel to work areas, this is considered to counter the risk of 

fatal consequences for the overall strategy if one or more identified sites fail to 

materialise.  Strong linkages with those of neighbouring districts would also help to 

dilute any such impacts, given that the district is anything but an island in nature or 

location.  The growth agenda has been promoted actively within the Haven Gateway 

sub-region for at least 10 years and has helped to prevent stagnation of new 

development to meet its needs.  

5.5 Impacts are considered more likely to be noticeable for any affected part of the 

district, such as Sudbury / Great Cornard and surrounding area; or Hadleigh and its 

catchment; the Ipswich Policy Area; or the Shotley peninsula.  With a planned 

approach to growth delivery for all such geographies and a positive approach 

towards promoting rural growth as well, the overall strategy is considered adequately 

resilient against the likelihood and effect of such risks arising from non delivery of 

one or more identified sites.  The Council also has options to take positive 

management actions including specific new localised or other DPDS, in addition to 

those already planned (DM policies and district-wide site specific matters & 

allocations). 

6. Conclusions & Recommendations 

6.1 No changes are proposed in respect of the identified sites / policies, except for those 
regarding Wherstead Park strategic employment land allocation, as detailed in BDC 
statement on matter 9h. 
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Appendix 

Site Ref. And 

Matter Ref. 

Site Name & Details Source / Origin Current Status / Progress 

Policy CS6a / 

Matter 9b 

Brantham 

Regeneration Area 

Allocation 

Allocated in 2006 Local Plan 

 

Positive discussions with landowner / developer in pre-

application environment (financial viability assessments 

prepared but yet to be agreed between parties) 

Substantial evidence base in place, mostly jointly prepared 

between BDC/HGP and landowner / developer 

No further DPDs necessary for site to proceed 

Policy CS3 / 

Matter 9c 

Chilton Woods 

Strategic Land 

Allocation 

Allocated in 2006 Local Plan 

Proposed for enlargement in CS 

Positive discussions with landowner / developer in pre-

application environment, including consideration of S106 Heads 

of Terms.  Landowner: Suffolk County Council + several private 

landowners but these have been co-ordinated 

Substantial evidence base in place 

No further DPDs necessary for site to proceed 

Policy CS3a / 

Matter 9d 

Sudbury East / Great 

Cornard Broad 

Location for Growth 

Identified & proposed in CS Site not phased for immediate release and trigger point for 

release is currently 2016 

Land ownership identified and much of land proposed for 

SHLAA 

No landowner discussions yet / no developer on board yet 

Boundaries and detailed development parameters etc. to be set 

in later DPD 

Evidence base work not yet commenced 

Policy CS5a / 

Matter 9e 

Sproughton (fmr 

sugar beet site) 

strategic employment 

land allocation 

Allocated in 2006 Local Plan Site acquisition currently in progress 

Positive discussions with new landowner / developer 

Substantial evidence base in place 

No further DPDs necessary for site to proceed 

Policy CS4 / Hadleigh Strategic Identified & proposed in CS Positive discussions with landowners’ representative / potential 



Babergh Core Strategy & Policies    Statement of Babergh Council 

Matter 9f Site Builds upon smaller / earlier site 

allocated in 2006 Local Plan 

developer 

Substantial evidence base in place 

Adjacent site currently under construction 

No further DPDs necessary for site to proceed / Early planning 

application anticipated 

Policy CS / 

Matter 9g 

Ipswich Fringe 

Strategic Site 

Identified & proposed in CS 

Also considered (but not 

allocated) in earlier Suffolk 

Structure Plan(s) work 

Positive discussions with landowners’ representative / potential 

developer 

Substantial evidence base in place 

Adjacent site currently under construction 

No further DPDs necessary for site to proceed / Early planning 

application anticipated 

Policy CS5b / 

Matter 9h 

Wherstead Park 

Strategic Employment 

Land Allocation 

Allocated in 2006 Local Plan Main site already successfully developed, fully operational and 

performing very well, mainly as regional HQ 

Additional space available within complex for additional 

occupiers 

Positive discussions with landowners’ representative for new 

allocation but evidence base apparently sparse and intent to 

progress development lacking  

    

 


