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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Hearing Statement has been prepared by the Strategic Planning Research Unit 
(‘SPRU’) of DLP Planning Ltd on behalf of our client, Larkfleet Homes Norfolk and 
Suffolk Ltd. The Company is part of the Larkfleet Group, a privately owned housebuilder 
and developer headquartered in Lincolnshire. 

1.2 Larkfleet have an interest in land west of Ellough Road to the south of Beccles and 
Worlingham (WLP3.1) and have undertaken a range of engagement exercises –
including with the local community, Worlingham Parish Council, Beccles Town Council, 
Waveney District Council, Suffolk County Council and other key stakeholders - to gauge 
opinion of the potential development of the site. 

1.3 Although the site proposed by Larkfleet has been allocated in the emerging Local Plan, 
which we support in principle, we consider that there are numerous soundness issues 
both with the allocation and with regards to other policies within the Plan which may 
inhibit the timely delivery of the allocation, but which may be resolved by modifications 
to the plan.  
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2.0 MATTER 4 – SUPPLY OF HOUSING LAND 

(This Matter focuses on the overall supply of land for housing. The merits of 
individual site allocations are considered under Matters 6, 7 and 8.)  

 
In the light of Matter 2, in relation to the objectively-assessed need for housing, I will 
reach a conclusion on whether or not the plan’s stated housing requirement figure of 
8,223 dwellings (policy WLP1.1) is sound. However, without prejudice to that and 
working on the assumption that it is a soundly-based total requirement 

 
a) Q4.1: Is the plan’s provision for around 12% more new dwellings than the 

8,223-requirement figure set out in Policy WLP1.1 positively-prepared, 
justified and effective? 

2.1 No.  

2.2 Our assessment of the Regulation 19 consultation concluded that due to 
overestimations on delivery rates and lead-in times, the Council could only demonstrate 
a realistic plan period supply of 7,748 dwellings to 2036. This is a deficit of 475 
dwellings. The Council therefore needs to demonstrate that it has properly considered 
the implications for delivery and that its assumptions concerning delivery are realistic 
so that it can take positive and proactive steps to ensure that the housing requirement 
can be met.  

2.3 We consider the capacity of WLP3.1 should be increased from 1,250 to 1,475 dwellings 
and that at least 125 dwellings are deliverable in the initial five-year period. 

b) Q4.2: Is the mix of housing allocation sites, in terms of their size, justified 
and effective? 

2.4 No comment. 

c) Q4.3: Is it justified and effective to define so precisely the number of 
dwellings on each site allocation? 

2.5 No. 

2.6 In respect of WLP3.1 an outline planning application is being prepared for that part of 
the site which is controlled by our client Larkfleet Homes. This relates to 58% of the total 
site area of the allocation. Work carried out in preparation of this application, when 
taking into consideration the site constraints and opportunities, demonstrates that a 
greater quantum of development – both residential development and the community 
infrastructure necessary to create a sustainable garden suburb - can be accommodated 
on that part of the site controlled by our client than the Council has indicated by way of 
the allocation.  This is also without prejudice to the efficient and effective use of land 
comprising the remainder of the allocated area.   

2.7 The allocation in the emerging Local Plan makes provision for 1,250 dwellings on 89.90 
hectares of land which equates to a gross density of 13.9 dwellings per hectare. On this 
basis of our site assessment, the capacity of the proposed allocation should be increase 
by approximately 240 dwellings to around 1,500 dwellings to reflect the increased 
number of units that can be suitably accommodated on our client’s site. The provision 
of 1500 dwellings on a gross area of 89.90 hectares would equate to a density of 16.7 
dwellings per hectare: our client’s site would deliver 975 dwellings on about 53ha – a 
density of 18 dwellings per hectare - with a further approximately 525 on the remaining 



 Waveney District Council Inspector’s Questions 
Matter 4: Supply of Housing Land 

Larkfleet Homes Norfolk and Suffolk Ltd 
  

 
 

 

09.10.ER.SF124-12PS.MIQs.Matter 4. Final 

6 
 

land at a density of approximately 14.0 dwellings per hectare.  The differences in 
densities reflect the provision of community infrastructure and employment on our 
client’s site and a greater proportion of open space and landscaping on the remain land. 

2.8 Allowing a higher quantum of development on the allocated site, and specifically 
acknowledging that the Plan should encourage the effective use of land (Framework 
Chapter 11 and paragraph 117) Waveney Council should demonstrate that it will take 
positive steps to secure early delivery that will help to ensure that a five year supply of 
housing is demonstrated upon adoption and that a five year supply of housing is 
maintained through the Plan period. 

2.9 This also demonstrates the potential for some sites to deliver higher number of units 
than currently allocated; a restrictive policy on the delivery of housing should not be 
applied. 

2.10 In conclusion the precision suggested by the policy is inappropriate and reference 
should be made to the potential for increased provision where it might become possible 
during the detailed planning of the site. 

d) Q4.4: Does the evidence (in particular Appendix 3 of the Plan and Doc D3, 
Statement of a Five-Year Supply of Housing Land) convincingly 
demonstrate that a five year supply of deliverable land for housing is likely 
to exist on adoption of the plan and throughout the plan period? (My 
consideration of this question will also be informed by detailed discussion 
of the deliverability of specific site allocations in Matters 6, 7 and 8.) 

2.11 No, it does not.  

2.12 SPRU previously submitted objections to the Regulation 19 consultation entitled 
“Objection to Housing Delivery in Relation to 5 Year Housing Land Supply and Whole 
Plan Delivery of Waveney District Council” which demonstrated that the Council have a 
significant deficit in their housing land supply, with only 3.80 years supply and a shortfall 
of 475 dwelling across the Plan period. This was based on an amalgamation of Table 
A3.3 of the emerging Local Plan and Table 4 of the October 2017 Housing Land Supply 
Statement as this was the most recently available data at the time of the consultation.  

2.13 It is noted Doc D3 was published a month after the Regulation 19 consultation closed. 
It declares the Council’s position as being 5.6 years, or an oversupply of 389 dwellings. 
The Council have changed their methodology to reflect our concerns raised during the 
Regulation 19 consultation in respect of the calculation of 5 year supply. The Council 
now calculate their 5 year housing provision (incl. shortfall) using their emerging Local 
Plan requirement not the previously used, and now out-of-date, figure of 290dpa. 

2.14 It is noted however, that the Council have not taken our comments into consideration 
on the individually contested sites. None of these sites have changed in status since 
May 2018 and SPRU contend that our position on these sites remain the same as 
previously stated in our Regulation 19 submission - our Regulation 19 submissions set 
out our assessments of individual sites. The table below applies our original site 
assessments as previously submitted to the new 2018-2023 trajectory. 
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Table 1 Table of Contested Sites Using 2018 Housing Land Supply 
Statement 

Site LPA 2018-2023 SPRU 2018-2023 Difference  

WLP2.8 Former Lowestoft 

Hospital 

45 20 -25 

WLP2.14 Land North of 

Union Lane, Oulton 

120 80 -40 

WLP2.15 Land between 

Hall Lane and Union Lane, 

Oulton  

150 100 -50 

WLP2.20 Gunton Park 65 0 -65 

WLP3.2 Land West of 

London Road, Beccles 

125 75 -50 

WLP4.1 Halesworth/Holton 

Healthy Neighbourhood 

120 80 -40 

WLP4.5 Land at Dairy 

Farm, Saxons Way, 

Halesworth 

40 40 -40 

WLP5.2 Land West of St 

Johns Road, Bungay 

160 110 -50 

WLP6.1 Land West of 

Copperwheat Avenue 

150 100 -50 

SA2 Kessingland 

Neighbourhood Plan: Land 

at Laurel Farm West and 

South 

50 50 -50 

Total 1,025 655 -370 

 

2.15 Table 1 demonstrates that with these adjustments alone, the Council have a surplus of 
only 18 dwellings (5.03 years) over the five year housing land supply position without 
assessing the deliverability of any of the sites contained within existing commitments. 
Clearly, the Council’s housing land supply position is tenuous. It remains a fact that the 
Council are overly optimistic on the anticipated lead-in times and delivery rates on a 
number of sites not exclusive to Table 1 above. 
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2.16 It is of note that the Inspector for the recent White Moss appeal 
(APP/R0660/W/17/3166469, appendix A) considered that Cheshire East Council at best 
could demonstrate a supply of 5.07 years supply, and at worst a deficit of 4.96 years, 4 
months after the Cheshire East Plan was adopted. He ruled that the supply should be 
considered: 

“marginal, and, potentially, in doubt” and that he “could not determine with confidence 
that a marginal best case excess amounts to a sufficiently robust supply of deliverable 
sites. Given the importance of the 5-year baseline, and the aim to significantly boost the 
supply of housing, I conclude that it would be both cautious and prudent in the 
circumstances of this case to regard policies for the supply of housing to be considered 
not up-to-date, thus engaging the tilted balance of paragraph 14 of the Framework.” 

2.17 This appeal decision reiterates that a Council with a marginal five-year supply may not 
have sufficient margin to avoid engaging Paragraph 14 of the Framework. The Council, 
therefore, should seek to increase the quantum of development within the Plan to 
ensure that the supply of housing is significantly boosted, and that a marginal five-year 
supply is avoided. The Council should ensure that upon adoption there is a healthy five-
year supply of housing. 

2.18 Please read this hearing statement in conjunction with our Regulation 19 Submissions 
(Appendix 1). 
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APPENDIX 1: SPRU’S REGULATION 19 OBJECTION TO HOUSING DELIVERY IN 
RELATION TO 5 YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY AND WHOLE PLAN DELIVERY 
OF WAVENEY DISTRICT COUNCIL
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This Report has been prepared by the Strategic Planning & Research Unit of DLP 
Planning Ltd (‘SPRU’) on behalf of Larkfleet Homes who have interests in Land off 
Ellough Road, Beccles which forms part of a proposed allocation in the emerging 
Local Plan (WLP3.1). 

1.2 This report assesses the housing land supply position of Waveney District Council 
(‘the Council’) for the period 2017-2022 and the whole plan period to 2036, as part 
of the Regulation 19 consultation of the Local Plan. This is the most recently 
available set of data contained within the Local Plan Housing Trajectory (Table A3.3) 
(March 2018) and the Five Year Housing Land Supply Position Statement published 
in October 2017. 

1.3 Given the Council’s intention to submit the Local Plan to the Secretary of State in 
June 2018, we consider that when the Council’s five-year supply of housing is 
discussed at the Examination, then an up-to-date assessment of land supply in the 
District should be made available to participants within a reasonable time period, 
prior to the hearing sessions. 

1.4 This report utilises up-to-date research on matters relating to timescales and 
delivery rates, both nationally and locally to further inform the conclusions. 

1.5 The main areas of difference between the approach taken by the Council and SPRU 
are: 

• SPRU’s contention that some sites are not considered genuinely 
available in the five-year period to deliver homes; 

• The housing requirement upon which the five year supply is calculated. 
This should be the emerging Local Plan requirement, not the adopted 
Core Strategy requirement; 

• The calculation of the shortfall against the adopted Core Strategy 
requirement is wrong, and significantly undercuts the level of shortfall. 
When measured against the emerging Local Plan requirement, the 
shortfall is -587 dwellings, not -149 dwellings. 

• The Council has been overly optimistic in the delivery rates for certain 
sites and include sites in the five year supply that have no realistic 
prospect of delivering so soon in the plan period. 

 

A) Methodological Approach 

1.6 In the absence of a comprehensive housing sites trajectory which accompanies this 
Local Plan consultation, it has been necessary for SPRU to combine Table A3.3 of 
the emerging Local Plan (emerging allocations) with Table 4 of the Five Year 
Housing Land Supply Position Statement published in October 2017. We have 
reviewed the list and removed any sites from the October 2017 trajectory that are 
now emerging allocations so as to avoid any double counting. This suggests a 
supply figure of 2,646 dwellings for the period 2017-2022. 

1.7 We have used the methodology in the October 2017 Position Statement.   



Regulation 19 Detailed Objection to  
Five Year Housing Land Supply  

on Behalf of Larkfleet Homes 
Waveney District Council 

 
 
 
 

 

05.01.ER.SF124-11PS.5YRHLS.REP.Final 

5 
 
 

 

1.8 For clarity, the Council apply a 20% buffer in reflection of past under performance 
and use the Sedgefield approach. We agree with this approach. 

1.9 The Council claim to have a five year supply of 4.9 years in their October 2017 
Position Statement for the period 2017-2022, however, there is a fundamental flaw 
in the calculation. The position is calculated using an out of date housing 
requirement of 290dpa which removes some 75% of the shortfall to just -149 
dwellings from -587 dwellings.  

1.10 This approach is incorrect and should be calculated against their emerging Housing 
Requirement of 374dpa and shortfall of -587 dwellings since the start of the plan 
period in 2014. The starting point, based on this, is that the Council appear able to 
demonstrate only 4.49 years supply for the period 2017 to 2022, and already 
significantly below the required five years.  

1.11 For the purposes of our assessment, we have calculated the position correctly using 
the emerging Local Plan requirement of 374dpa, and with a supply figure of 2,646 
dwellings, the Council’s starting position is 4.49 years supply. 

 WDC Five Year Housing Land Supply Position 
  No. of Dwellings 

Requirement 

Requirement 2014 to 2017 1,122 

Completed 2014 to 2017 535 

Shortfall (since 2014) 587 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) (374dpa x 5) 1,870 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) plus backlog 2,457 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) including 20% 
buffer  

2,948 

Annual supply required 590 

Supply 

Contribution from Commitments  1,546 

Contribution from Local Plan (Reg 19) Allocations 1,100 

Total Supply 2,646 

Difference between Supply and Requirement -302 

5 year housing land supply position 4.49 

1.12 It is noted that Figure 3 of the Local Plan states the Council to have a supply of 9,235 
dwellings to 2036. In the absence of an up to date housing trajectory outlining the 
full supply, we consider the Council to be able to demonstrate a plan period supply 
of 8,148 dwellings when including the revision we consider appropriate to the 
delivery of WLP3.1. It is advised that the Council issue a new housing trajectory 
outlining all sites they consider to make up their supply. 

1.13 This assessment reviews the projected delivery of housing sites set out in the 2018 
Trajectory (in the emerging Local Plan) and the 2017 Position Statement according 
to the most up-to-date national and local research of timescales and delivery rates. 
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2.0 NATIONAL POLICY BACKGROUND REGARDING THE STATUS OF 

DEVELOPMENT PLANS AND FIVE-YEAR LAND SUPPLY 

 
A) National Planning Policy Framework 

2.1 The Framework seeks to deliver, as a main objective, a wide choice of high quality 
homes. It states at paragraph 47 that in order to boost significantly the supply of 
housing, the local planning authority should: 

• Use their evidence base to ensure that the Local Plan meets the full, 
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing 
market area. 

• Identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient 
to provide five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirements 
with either:  

i. A 5% buffer; or 

ii. A 20% buffer where there has been a record of persistent under 
delivery of housing 

2.2 Footnote 11 of the Framework define “deliverable” sites as: 

a. being available now; 

b. offering a suitable location;  

c. being achievable with the prospect that housing will be delivered within 
five years; and 

d. being viable. 

2.3 Sites with planning permission are to be considered deliverable until permission 
expires, unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within 
five years (see paragraph 2.16 below for definition of deliverable in new draft 
Framework). 

2.4 Windfall sites can only be included in the five-year supply where there is compelling 
evidence that such sites have consistently become available in the local area and 
will continue to provide a reliable source of supply (paragraph 48). 

 

B) Planning Practice Guidance (‘PPG’)  

2.5 The PPG states that the demonstration of a five-year supply is a key material 
consideration when determining housing applications and appeals and is central to 
demonstrating that relevant policies for the supply of housing are up-to-date in 
applying the presumption in favour of sustainable development (Paragraph: 033 
Reference ID: 3-033-20140306).  

2.6 The PPG states that the approach to identifying a record of persistent under delivery 
of housing involves questions of judgment for the decision maker in order to 
determine whether or not a particular degree of under delivery of housing triggers 
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the requirement to bring forward an additional supply of housing (Paragraph: 035 
Reference ID: 3-035-20140306). 

2.7 In terms of the factors that should be considered when assessing the availability of 
sites, the NPPG (Paragraph: 020 Reference ID: 3-020-20140306) suggests that: 

a. There is confidence that there are no legal or ownership problems, this 
will often mean that the land is controlled by a developer or landowner 
who has expressed an intention to develop, or to sell.  

b. The existence of a planning permission does not in itself mean that the 
site should be considered available as one does not need to have an 
interest in the land to make a planning application.  

c. Where potential problems have been identified, then an assessment 
will need to be made as to how and when they can realistically be 
overcome.  

d. Consideration should be given to the delivery record of the developers 
or landowners and whether the planning background of a site shows a 
history of unimplemented permissions. 

e. In considering achievability including viability, the Guidance suggests 
that a site can be considered achievable for development where there 
is a reasonable prospect that the particular type of development will be 
developed on the site at a particular point in time. It recognises that 
there is essentially a judgement as to the economic viability of a site, 
and the capacity of the developer to complete and let or sell the 
development over a certain period (Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 3-021-
20140306). 

2.8 In assessing suitability, availability, achievability and constraints, it is necessary to 
assess the timescale within which each site is capable of development, including 
indicative lead-in times and build-out rates for the development of different scales of 
sites. It suggests that on larger sites, allowance should be made for several 
developers and that the advice of developers and local agents will be important in 
assessing lead-in times and build-out rates by year (Paragraph: 023 Reference ID: 
3-023-20140306). 

2.9 In terms of dealing with any undersupply Paragraph: 035 Reference ID: 3-035-
20140306 states that local planning authorities should aim to deal with any 
undersupply within the first five years of the plan period where possible. Where it is 
not possible to address the shortfall within the first five years then the guidance 
requires that the Council approach neighbouring authorities though the Duty to 
Cooperate to establish if they could assist in meeting this shortfall in the next five 
years. 
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C) The Housing White Paper (2017) and Draft Framework (2018)  

2.10 Over the past two years, the Government has conducted further analysis and 
consultation in respect of major reforms to the housing land supply calculation 
process. The Government instructed the Local Plans Expert Group (LPEG) to advise 
it in September 2015, which reported on 16 March 2016. On 7 February 2017, the 
Government published the Housing White Paper: Fixing Our Broken Housing Market 
(the WP).  

2.11 The White Paper is not itself policy but identifies a ‘direction of travel’ regarding 
housing delivery. At paragraph A.109 (page 96), the Government proposed to 
introduce a housing delivery test in the amended Framework. The Government 
propose to use the housing requirement in an up-to-date plan (where such plans are 
less than five years old).  

2.12 The new draft Framework was published in March 2018 and carries forward many 
of the provisions of the Housing White Paper, including the Housing Delivery Test 
(HDT). The HDT is as follows: 

 

2.13 The first three-year period for the assessment is to be from April 2014/15 to March 
2017/18.  

2.14 Paragraph 211 of the Draft Framework outlines that the HDT will apply from the day 
following the publication of the HDT results in November 2018. Substantial under 
delivery means where the HDT results published in:  

• November 2018 indicate that delivery was below 25% of housing required 
over the previous three years; 

• November 2019 indicate that delivery was below 45% of housing required 
over the previous three years; 

• November 2020 and in subsequent years indicate that delivery was below 
75% of housing required over the previous three years. 

2.15 The draft Framework also includes clear guidance as to the buffer that should be 
added to the five-year housing land supply calculation from November 2018. This 
includes: 

• 5% to ensure choice and competition in the market for land; 

• 10% where the LPA wishes to demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable 
sites through an annual position statement or recently adopted Plan; 

• 20% where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the 
previous three years (below 85% of the HDT). 

2.16 The draft Framework now clearly defines the term “deliverable” which requires sites 
to be available now, offer a suitable location for development now, and be 
achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be delivered on site within five 
years. Small sites and sites with detailed planning permission should be considered 
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deliverable until permission expires unless there is clear evidence that homes will 
not be delivered within five years and sites with outline planning permission, 
permission in principle, allocations or identified in the brownfield register should only 
be considered deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions 
will begin on site within five years. 

D) Conclusions 

2.17 In summary, the principles arising from the Framework so far as housing land supply 
is concerned are:  

a. To boost significantly the supply of housing.  

b. Local authorities need to identify and update annually five years’ worth 
of supply of specific deliverable sites for housing against their housing 
requirements, with an additional buffer of 5% applied to ensure choice 
and competition in the market for land.  

c. Where there has been a record of persistent under-delivery of housing, 
local authorities should increase the buffer to their requirement to 20%. 
This is to ensure choice and competition in the market for land.  

d. Housing requirements should be evidence based and objectively 
assessed.  

e. Housing land supply is a dynamic and rolling target as sites are 
completed or are no longer viable and fall out of the supply. Therefore, 
there is a need to continually feed the supply of housing land.  

2.18 The Council is expected to be able to demonstrate an adequate five-year land supply 
as a base line at the point of adopting the Plan. If the Council cannot demonstrate a 
five-year supply of housing, its policies relevant to the supply of housing land cannot 
be considered up-to-date. That in effect triggers paragraph 14 of the Framework, as 
housing proposals should be considered in the context of the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development (paragraph 49). Therefore, the Council must be 
confident that the submitted plan (and ultimately the Inspector at the point of 
adoption) can demonstrate a five-year supply of housing.  
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3.0 EVIDENCE ON THE DELIVERY OF HOUSING 

 
A) National Evidence on Delivery Rates 

 The NLP Paper: Start to Finish: How Quickly do Large Sites Deliver? was published 
in November 2016 by Nathaniel Lichfield and Partners (NLP). It is a well-regarded 
and up-to-date national level assessment. The headline points were as follows: 

(i). 70 large sites (500+ dwellings) were assessed; 

(ii). 3.9 years was the average lead in time for large sites prior to the 
submission of the first planning application;  

(iii). 6.1 years was the average planning approval period of schemes of 
2,000+ The average for all large sites is circa 5 years; 

(iv). 161dpa is the average annual build rate for a scheme of 2,000+ 
dwellings; 

(v). 321dpa is the highest average annual build rate of the schemes 
assessed, but this site has only delivered for three years;  

(vi). Higher build out rates can be delivered in stronger markets; and 

(vii). Delivery does not increase in proportion to the size of the site. A site of 
2,000 or more dwellings does not deliver four times more dwellings than 
a site delivering between 100 and 499 homes, despite being at least four 
times the size. 

 The highest average annual build-out rates recorded in this analysis came from the 
Cranbrook new village in East Devon, where an average of 321 dwellings per annum 
were delivered between 2012/13 and 2014/15. Delivery of housing only started on 
this site in 2012/13, with peak delivery in 2013/14 of 419 dwellings. The 321dpa 
relates to just three years of data, and the scheme benefitted from significant 
Government funding to help secure and progress infrastructure. Such factors are 
not present in most schemes, and indeed, the data suggests that sites tend to build 
at a higher rate in initial years, before slowing down in later phases. 

 The second highest average build-out rates recorded in this analysis comes from 
the Eastern Expansion Area (Broughton Gate & Brooklands) site in Milton Keynes, 
where an average of 268 dwellings per annum were delivered between 2008/09 and 
2013/14.  

 Such rates however, are not common and the NLP Report comments that it is 
striking that annual average delivery on sites of up to 1,499 units barely exceeds 
100 units per annum, and there were no examples in this category that reached a 
rate of 200 per annum. The average build-out rates vary according to site size as 
summarised in the table below: 
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 Average Annual Build-out Rate Greenfield Sites 
Site Size (dwellings) Number of sites in 

this group 
Average Annual Build-out Rate 
Greenfield Sites 

0-99  25 

100-499  60 

500-999 14 86 

1,000-1,499 9 122 

1,500-1,999 7 142 

2,000+ 13 171 

Total/Average 43 128 

Site Size (dwellings) Number of sites in 
this group 

Average Annual Build-out Rate 
Brownfield Sites 

500-999  16  52  

1,000-1,499  3  73  

1,500-1,999  1  84  

2,000+  7  148  

Total/Average  27  83 
Source: NLP 2017 Fig 7a & Table 3 

 
 NLP have faced some criticism over incorrectly calculating their averages. In respect 

of the Eastern Expansion Area, we have previously given evidence at several 
appeals in Milton Keynes as recently as January 2018, and this average is 284dpa 
between 2008/09 and 2013/14. This is slightly higher than the 268dpa recorded by 
NLP. 

 The research states that on average, for all sites, the planning approval period for 
the sites delivering 500 dwellings or more is almost identical at 5.1 years for 
brownfield and 5.0 years for greenfield sites. 

Other Research on Delivery Rates 
 There have been several other reports that have sought to understand both the likely 

rates of delivery and the reasons for such rates. A summary of this research is 
presented in table 1. 

 Furthermore, in recent research undertaken by the Home Builders Federation 
(HBF), who in response to the Government’s criticism that large sites are only 
delivering 48 dwellings per annum, undertook a survey of 300 large sites in February 
and March 2016. 

 In the HBF research, “large sites” were defined as those with at least 350 dwellings 
in total. In 2015, the average sales on all sites (including start-ups, on-going, tail-
ends) was 70 dwellings a year. 

 Logically, therefore, the overall average of 70 dwellings a year would be the starting 
point for consideration for sites of less than 500 dwellings. In addition, these lower 
rates of completions would also impact on the five-year land supply position.  

 The focus of all the reports reviewed below, with the exception of the one from 
Glasgow University is on the role of strategic sites in the delivery of housing. 

 The earliest work by Colin Buchanan (2005) considered delivery rates on strategic 
sites in the East of England (paragraph 3.3.2) and reviewed completion rates on the 
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basis of the size of the site, this research suggests a range of delivery rates 
dependent on the size of the site, suggesting that on sites of 1,000 dwellings, 
delivery had been an average of 188 dwellings per year. 

 Also of relevance is the fact that the average build rate for urban extensions is just 
over 100 dwellings per year, although this has risen to 120 per year in 2013 (Savills: 
Urban Extensions, Assessment of Delivery Rates, 2014). 

 It should also be noted that the timescale between submission of outline planning 
applications and completions on site is now averaging just under three years 
(Savills). 

 Summary of Research on Delivery Rates 

  

Average 
delivery  

Delivery 
per 
developer 

Colin Buchanan (all sites) 188  

Colin Buchanan (sites of 1,000 to 1,999 dwellings or 
more) 

101  

Colin Buchanan (sites of 2,000 to 1,999 dwellings or 
more) 

189  

Colin Buchanan (sites of 3,000 dwellings or more) 330  

University of Glasgow  55  

Hourigan Connolly  107 35  

Savills 2014 all sites  110  

Savills 2014 (post 2010)   

Home Builders Federation Research (sites of 350 plus 
2015) 

70 (95)  

NLP 2016 (sites less than 100)  27  

NLP 2016 (sites 100 to 499)  60  

NLP 2016 (sites of 500 to 999)  70  

NLP 2016 (sites 1,000 to 1,499)  100  

NLP 2016 (sites of 1,500 to 1,999)  135  

NLP 2016 (sites more than 2,000) 161  

Sources:  Colin Buchanan - Housing Delivery on Strategic Sites 2005 (table 1)  
University of Glasgow - (CLG housing markets and Planning Analysis Expert Panel) Factors affecting 
build out rates (Table 4) 
Hourigan Connolly - An interim report into the delivery of Urban Extensions 2013 (Summary of 
individual case appendices 4 to 12) 
Savills - Urban Extensions Assessment of delivery rates 
Home Builders Federation Planning Policy Conference presentation by John Stewart 2016 
NLP- Start to Finish, How Quickly do Large-Scale Housing Sites Deliver? (2016) 

 

 In terms of smaller sites, the research undertaken by the University of Glasgow for 
CLG Housing Markets and Planning Analysis Expert Panel- “Factors Affecting 
Housing Build-Out Rates” by Professor David Adams and Dr Chris Leishman which 
states at paragraph 2.5: 
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“Most builders generally appear to set a target of between 40 and 80 units built and 
sold from each outlet annually”.  

 The Savills report concluded in paragraph 6.2 that: 

“The typical strategy of most companies who participated in the research was to aim 
for a build and sales rate of about one unit per week on greenfield sites and slightly 
higher on brownfield sites. Although this confirms anecdotal evidence, it should 
certainly not be taken as a ‘natural build-out rate’. Rather it reflects the particular 
institutional structure of the British house building industry in which fierce 
competition for land then requires controlled and phased release of new 
development to ensure that the ambitious development values necessary to capture 
land in the first place are actually achieved when new homes are eventually sold…” 

 This evidence is not prescriptive, rather it provides a context for the assessment of 
delivery rates on disputed sites. It is also the case that in providing the strategic 
enhancements required offsite to support the provision of so many additional 
housing units across several large housing allocations in the district would 
cumulatively slow growth. 

 Significant departures from these average sales rates should be clearly justified by 
reference to local experience and local market factors. 

 Further to the evidence available at a national level, SPRU have also undertaken 
research on local lead-in times and build-out rates to support our assumptions. 
These are contained within section 5 of this report 

 

B) Local Market Evidence- Past Delivery 

 When considering the past rates of delivery, this can be compared to both extant 
policies and contemporary measures of housing need. 

 In terms of the housing requirement for the period since 2014, for which we have 
the data, these are summarised below: 

• The Council’s emerging Local Plan requires the provision of 8,223 dwellings 
for the period 2014 to 2036, or 374dpa. 

• Waveney Core Strategy the provision of 6,960 new dwellings for the period 
2001 to 2025), or 290dpa. 

 The table below compares the policy position with delivery over the period since 
2001/02. This suggests that against policy requirements, there has been an 
undersupply of -379 dwellings since 2001, but an even larger undersupply of -587 
since 2014. In the years since 2014, only 48% of the requirement has been 
delivered, and SPRU agree with the Council that a 20% buffer is considered 
appropriate in accordance with Paragraph 47 of the Framework.  

 Table 3 also highlights that the Council have failed to achieve their housing target 
every year since 2008/09, have, on average, delivered 282dpa since 2001 and have 
yet to return to the levels of completions experience between 2001/02 to 2003/04. 
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 Comparison of Completion Rates Against Policy Requirements 

Year Completions Requirement Difference % Delivered 

2001/02 574 290 284 198% 

2002/03 436 290 146 150% 

2003/04 507 290 217 175% 

2004/05 367 290 77 127% 

2005/06 271 290 -19 93% 

2006/07 191 290 -99 66% 

2007/08 323 290 33 111% 

2008/09 263 290 -27 91% 

2009/10 280 290 -10 97% 

2010/11 248 290 -42 86% 

2011/12 192 290 -98 66% 

2012/13 159 290 -131 55% 

2013/14 167 290 -123 58% 

2014/15 136 374 -238 36% 

2015/16 135 374 -239 36% 

2016/17 264 374 -110 71% 

Total 4513 4892 -379 92% 

Total Since 
2014 535 1122 -587 48% 

Average Delivery Since 2001 282 

Average Delivery since 2014 178 

 The draft Framework also requires under Paragraph 74 that a 20% buffer is applied 
where there has been significant under delivery of housing over the previous three 
years. From November 2018, this will be measured against the Housing Delivery 
Test (HDT) where this indicates that delivery is below 85% of the housing target. 
Although not enforceable until November 2018, it will be a matter for the Council to 
address once the Plan is adopted, therefore we have undertaken an illustrative 
assessment (table 4 and 5) of the Council’s current performance to demonstrate that 
the Council fall significantly under the 85% threshold for the period 2014/15 to 
2016/17 and is supportive of a 20% buffer. 

 Tables 5 and 6 below highlight the HDT performance, one uses the DCLG 
completions as required by the HDT Rulebook, the other uses the Council’s 
published completions in the AMR.  
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 HDT Test using DCLG Completions as Required by HDT 

Year Completions (DCLG) Requirement 
% of Target 
Delivered 

2014/15 110 374 29% 

2015/16 110 374 29% 

2016/17 160 374 43% 

Total 380 1122 34% 

 HDT Test Using Waveney’s Recorded Completions 

Year 
Completions 

(Waveney Reported) 
Requirement 

% of Target 
Delivered 

2014/15 136 374 36% 

2015/16 135 374 36% 

2016/17 264 374 71% 

Total 535 1122 48% 

 The first period of assessment under the HDT will be 2015.16 to 2017/18. As an 
indicator, for the Council to achieve 85% of the housing target, and not be subject 
to a 20% buffer, the Council would need to deliver 550 dwellings in the 2017/18 
period. 

 In order to form a full view of delivery rates within a local area, we would normally 
undertake an assessment of completions rates on a number of sites within the 
district to establish whether site delivery is performing above or below the national 
average. There is a period of time between 2011 and 2013 where the Council’s five 
year housing land supply reports do not record site by site completions, which has 
made it difficult for us to do an assessment. As a result, there were only 5 sites larger 
than 15 dwellings which could be traced back through the five year housing land 
supply reports to 2007 and these built out in one or two years or similarly can only 
be traced for one or two years. The majority of sites appeared to be of less than 20 
dwellings which built out in one go. 

 Woods Meadow has a site capacity of 800 dwellings and first delivered completion 
in 2015/16. As such, there are only two years of recorded completions, but this 
averages 41dpa. The site is being delivered by Persimmon Homes and Oldman 
Homes. 

 Phase 2, Park Meadows comprised of 119 dwellings and recorded two years of 
completions between 2008/09 and 2009/10 averaging 38dpa, with the remainder of 
the site recording completions between 2013/14 and 2015/16 averaging 13dpa. 

 Whilst not an extensive or robust assessment, it does suggest that historically 
Waveney builds out slower than the national average. As a result, and to ensure a 
degree of optimism, we have applied the national assumptions by NLP on delivery 
rates to the delivery of sites of 500+ dwellings. 
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C) National Evidence on Lead-In Times  

 In respect of lead-in times for large sites of 2,000+ dwellings the NLP research states 
(page 8): 

“Large sites are typically not quick to deliver; in the absence of a live planning 
application, they are, on average, unlikely to be contributing to five year housing 
land supply calculations” 

 In terms of the smaller sites 0 - 99 and 100 - 499 dwellings there is on average 
almost two years between the securing of planning permissions and the delivery of 
the first dwelling (NLP, fig 4).  

 The detailed conclusion of the research is summarised in the table 6 and table 5 
provides an overview of the planning approval period on large sites outlined in the 
NLP research: 

 Duration of planning approval period on Large Sites 
Site Size 
(dwellings) 

Number of sites 
in this group 

Average Planning 
Approval Period 
Greenfield Sites 

500-999 14 4.5 

1,000-1,499 9 5.3 

1,500-1,999 7 5.5 

2,000+ 13 5.0 

Total/Average 43 5.0 

Site Size (dwellings) Number of sites in this 
group 

Average Planning 
Approval Period 
Brownfield Sites 

500-999  16  4.1  

1,000-1,499  3  3.3  

1,500-1,999  1  4.6  

2,000+  7  8.6  

Total/Average  27  5.1  
Source: NLP 2017 
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 Summary of research on delivery rates  

  

Average number of months between 
events 

Submission 
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site 
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Colin Buchanan (all sites)      5 

Colin Buchanan (sites of 1,000 to 
1,999 dwellings or more) 

     4.7 

Colin Buchanan (sites of 2,000 to 
1,999 dwellings or more) 

     5 

Colin Buchanan (sites of 3,000 
dwellings or more) 

     5.5 

Hourigan Connolly  24 21 18 12 75 6.25 

Savills 2014 all sites  12 15 15 6 48 4 

Savills 2014 (post 2010) 11 6 11 4 32 2.7 
Sources:  Colin Buchanan - Housing Delivery on Strategic Sites 2005 (table 1) 
Hourigan Connolly - An interim report into the delivery of Urban Extensions 2013 (Summary of 
individual case appendices 4 to 12 – Appendix 14) 
Savills - Urban Extensions Assessment of delivery rates 
 

D) Local Evidence- Lead-in Times 

 In order to understand the impact of the Council’s assumptions on lead-in times 
(Appendix C), SPRU have considered the lead-in times of various sites within the 
borough from the available data in addition to the national research contained within 
chapter 4 of this report.  

 SPRU have undertaken an assessment of lead-in times between the date the first 
application was submitted to the year the first completion was recorded on site as 
recorded in the AMR’s (year of publication). We were only able to identify two outline 
planning applications that could be traced back to establish lead-in times which 
average 21 years lead-in time. These sites are: 

• Woods Meadow, Land off Hall Lane, Oulton (800 dwellings) (28.75 years) 

• Phase 3, Park Meadows, Oulton (199 dwellings) (12.5 years) 

 Whilst this suggests large sites take an exceptionally long time to come forward, we 
have excluded this from our analysis so as to provide a more accurate picture. 
Therefore, we have only analysed the lead-in times of full planning applications 

 The table contained at Appendix C provides an analysis of the sites assessed to 
come to the conclusions contained in the table (table 9) below: 
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 Summary of Lead-In Times by Application Type for Waveney 
Borough on sites less than 500 dwellings 

Lead-In Times by Type of Application Average No, of Months (Years)  

Full Planning Permission 41 months (3.5 years) 

 The average lead-in time in Waveney District from submission of planning 
application through to first completion on site is currently averaging approximately 
3.5 years on sites with less than 500 dwellings. As a comparison, this is the same 
period of time found by NLP for sites of between 500-2,000+ dwellings. 

 The lead-in times of sites larger than this have been considered against the 
assumption by NLP (2016) due to the lack of local evidence to suggest otherwise. 

E) Summary 

 In considering the likely levels of completions and lead-in times, both the local and 
national analysis needs to be considered. 

 In terms of the large strategic sites, the local evidence suggests these are likely to 
deliver lower than the national average (NLP).  

 In Section 4, this report considers the individual sites that we dispute and assess 
their likely delivery timescale and their potential to delivery dwellings within the five-
year and whole plan period. 
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4.0 WAVENEY DISTRICT COUNCIL- HOUSING TRAJECTORY 

4.1 The following section contains an assessment of the projected delivery of a number 
of key housing sites from the Housing Trajectory. 

4.2 The assessment reviews a number of housing sites in light of the timescales and 
delivery rate assumptions contained in Section 5 of this report and amends the 2018 
Housing Sites Trajectory accordingly. The revised SPRU trajectory is contained at 
Appendix B. 

4.3 This section only assesses the sites that are in dispute, and SPRU have no 
comments at this stage with the remaining sites in the Council’s trajectory. 

 

A) Detailed Assessment of the Housing Trajectory 

WLP2.8 Former Lowestoft Hospital  

4.4 The site is considered capable of delivering all 45 dwellings in the five year supply 
period and comprises of the former hospital buildings. The hospital was closed in 
December 2016 and is owned by the James Paget University Hospitals Trust. 

4.5 The Local Plan seeks to retain the original building and convert it into residential 
use.  

4.6 As of June 2017, the site had not been sold and was being considered for 
redevelopment by the Board of Directors. The minutes from the Council meeting 
dated 20th September 2017 state that “The CCG had met with the Friends of 
Lowestoft Hospital and there were no clear plans for its sale”. Clearly, there is no 
evidence to suggest the site will come forward in the foreseeable future; it is not 
available now and therefore not deliverable within the first five years.  

4.7 Furthermore, it is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the 
revised definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year 
supply as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered 
deliverable where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site 
within five years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

4.8 This results in a reduction of -45 dwellings from the five year supply period. 

WLP2.14 Land North of Union Lane, Oulton  

4.9 The site is considered capable of delivering 80 dwellings in the five year period to 
2022 and has a total site capacity of 150 dwellings. 

4.10 The site is being promoted in the Local Plan by Oldman Homes, but the site does 
not have planning permission, nor is there an application currently lodged. The site 
is not yet being marketed as an upcoming project on the Oldman Homes website.  

4.11 If an application is submitted in 2018, it is a realistic prospect that by allowing for a 
lead-in period of 3.5 years as the national and local evidence suggests, completions 
could be delivered on site from Q4 of 2021. 

4.12 It is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised 
definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year supply 
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as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered deliverable 
where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

4.13 This results in a reduction of -40 dwellings from the five year supply. 

WLP2.15 Land between Hall Lane and Union Lane, Oulton 

4.14 This site is considered capable of delivering 190 dwellings, with 100 dwellings in the 
five year period to 2022. This site has been supported by Badger Building in the 
Local Plan Process, a local housebuilder based in Lowestoft. 

4.15 The site does not have planning permission and there are currently no applications 
lodged, although there are several historical application for residential development 
dating back to the 1970s/1980s.  

4.16 The Local Plan states the site has high potential for archaeological remains and a 
planning application would require an evaluation and appropriate fieldwork to 
demonstrate that the impacts could be managed. 

4.17 Assuming an application is submitted in 2018, allowing for a lead-in period of 3.5 
years as per local and national evidence suggests, would mean that there is a 
realistic prospect of completions delivering in Q4 of 2021. Although it is of note that 
once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised definition of deliverable 
would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year supply as sites allocated in the 
development plan should only be considered deliverable where there is clear 
evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five years, which is 
clearly not the case for this site and would reduce the five year supply by -100 
dwellings. 

4.18 However, as the Framework has yet to be formalised, considering lead-in times only, 
this results in a reduction of -50 dwellings from the five year supply. 

WLP2.20 Gunton Park, off Old Lane, Corton  

4.19 The site is considered capable of delivering 40 dwellings in the five year supply 
period to 2022 out of a total of 65 dwellings.  

4.20 The site comprises the Lowestoft and Yarmouth Rugby Club and has been allocated 
for development since the 2011 Site Allocations DPD. 

4.21 There is a planning application currently pending under reference DC/16/4850/OUT. 
The application was submitted in November 2016 and is an outline application for 
64 dwellings and associated works. The application was submitted by Tredwell 
Developments. 

4.22 The Rugby Club needs to relocate and find alternative premises before the site is 
available for residential development. Paragraph 1.7 of the Planning Statement 
submitted in support of this application outlines that site negotiations to relocate the 
site will only begin “once there is confidence that sale proceeds of sufficient 
magnitude will be forthcoming, is essential and the certainty given by having an 
outline planning permission is one of the guiding principles behind the application”. 
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4.23 It is clear that the relocation is to be funded by the residential development and a 
new facility will need to be provided prior to the residential development 
commencing construction.  

4.24 Sport England have objected to the application due to the failure to identify a 
replacement facility prior to the submission of the application. The Lound Campus 
has now been identified as a potential replacement site, but Sport England consider 
this to be an existing facility, so the club are expected to deliver additional land to 
provide further facilities all wrapped up in a feasibility study. Sport England also 
outline in their email dated 23rd March 2017 that there is a requirement for a linked 
planning application for the replacement site in order that the requirements of 
exception E4 can be met and the objection would not be withdrawn until the 
application for residential development can be legally tied to an identified 
replacement site and be acceptable from a planning point of view. 

4.25 There are no applications submitted as of 15th May 2018 in respect of the 
replacement site at Lound Campus. 

4.26 It is clear that there are outstanding issues and until such a time where these have 
been resolved, the site cannot come forward for residential development and 
definitely note within the five year period to 2022. 

4.27 This results in a reduction of -40 dwellings from the five year supply. 

WLP3.2 Land West of London Road, Beccles  

4.28 This site is considered capable of delivering 280 dwellings of which 75 are expected 
to deliver in the five year supply period. 

4.29 There is no evidence of a developer promoting the site, and there are no planning 
applications lodged or approved.  

4.30 The site contains a petrol station and agricultural fields with the former “requiring 
remediation to make the site safe for residential use” according to the text in the 
Local Plan.  

4.31 It is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised 
definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year supply 
as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered deliverable 
where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

4.32 There is no evidence that the site will come forward in the five year supply and even 
if an application was to be submitted in 2018, allowing for a period of 3.5 years in 
line with national and local evidence, would suggest that completions no earlier than 
Q4 of 2021 are a realistic prospect.  

4.33 This results in a reduction of -50 dwellings from the five year supply period. 

WLP4.1 Halesworth/ Holton Healthy Neighbourhood  

4.34 The site has a capacity for 215 dwellings, 80 of which the Council anticipate being 
delivered in the five year period to 2022. Part of the site is being promoted through 
the Local Plan process by Richborough Estates, but there are no planning 
applications lodged or approved. Richborough are seeking a change in wording of 
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the policy so that the site can deliver “approximately 215 dwellings” not a definite 
number. 

4.35 The site comprises the former Halesworth Middle School site, North Suffolk Skills 
Centre, Dairy Hill playing fields and agricultural land. 

4.36 Given that Richborough are not a housebuilder, if they were to submit a planning 
application in 2018, this would only be in outline and then they would then need to 
dispose of the site to a developer. We are now in the second year of the five year 
period which only allows two years to submit and approve an outline application, sell 
to a developer and submit and determine reserved matters, prepare the site and 
deliver completions is wholly unrealistic.  

4.37 Allowing for a lead-in time of 3.5 years, it is a realistic prospect that completions 
could be delivered on site in Q4 of 2021. This results in a reduction of -40 dwellings 
from the five year supply period to 2022. 

WLP4.5 Land at Dairy Farm, Saxons Way, Halesworth  

4.38 The site is considered capable of delivering all 40 dwellings in the five year supply 
period to 2022 commencing in 2019/20. The site is allocated as a mixed-use 
development. 

4.39 There are no planning applications lodged or determined and there is no evidence 
of the site being promoted through the local plan process. The site has been 
allocated since the 2011 Site Allocations DPD document and the Local Plan text 
states that site has recently been sold to a developer. 

4.40 The site was previously owned by Tesco. 

4.41 The supporting text to policy WLP4.5 states that to help facilitate the delivery of the 
community facilities and the pre-school, housing is allocated on the site. 

4.42 It is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised 
definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year supply 
as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered deliverable 
where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

4.43 It is not realistic that completions will be delivered on site in 2019/20, only 1 year 
from now, when there are no applications lodged. Assuming the developer submits 
a full planning application in 2018, it is possible that completions will be delivered in 
year 5. 

4.44 This results in a reduction of -20 dwellings from the five year supply period.  

WLP5.2 Land west of St Johns Road, Bungay  

4.45 The site is considered capable of delivering 400 dwellings, with 110 in the five year 
supply period to 2022. 

4.46 Outline planning permission was approved in March 2016 under reference 
DC/14/4193/OUT for up to 150 new dwellings and up to 3ha of employment land 
with associated works. This application was made on half of the proposed allocation 
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to the east adjacent the swimming pool. No application has been submitted on the 
remaining portion of the proposed allocation for 250 dwellings. 

4.47 A reserved matters application was submitted by Halsbury Homes and subsequently 
withdrawn in December 2017 for 150 dwellings on part of the proposed allocation. 

4.48 It is noted in the correspondence for the reserved matters application that the 
remainder of the allocation of which this application does not form part of, requires 
access through this portion of this site, although it is unclear if this is the reason for 
withdrawing of the application.  

4.49 No subsequent reserved matters application has been submitted. 

4.50 Allowing a period of two years for the reserved matters application to be resubmitted 
and determined, the site prepared, conditions discharged and the first dwellings 
completed would be a more realistic timeframe than the 1 year considered by the 
Council.  

4.51 This results in a reduction of -50 dwellings from the five year supply period.    

WLP6.1 Land West of Copperwheat Avenue, Reydon 

4.52 The site is considered capable of delivering 100 of the 220 dwellings in the five year 
period to 2022.  

4.53 There are no planning applications lodged or determined and there is no evidence 
of the site being promoted through the Local Plan process. 

4.54 It is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised 
definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five year supply 
as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered deliverable 
where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

4.55 It is not a realistic prospect that 50 dwellings will be completed by March 2021 when 
there is no evidence to suggest the site will come forward. 

4.56 We consider the site could deliver completions in year 5, which results in a reduction 
of -50 dwellings from the five year supply. 

SA2: Kessingland Neighbourhood Plan: Land at Laurel Farm West and South 

4.57 This site is allocated in the Kessingland Neighbourhood Plan for 55 dwellings (SA2) 
and the Council expect these to commence delivering completions in the year 
2019/20 and will deliver 50 dwellings. 

4.58 There is no planning application submitted or lodged. Assuming an application is 
submitted in 2018, it is not realistic that 10 completions will be delivered by March 
2020, a little less than two years. We consider it a more realistic prospect that 
completion will be delivered in year 5. 

4.59 This results in a reduction of -20 dwellings from the five-year supply period. 

4.60 It is also of note that once the new Framework has been adopted, the revised 
definition of deliverable would not allow inclusion of this site in the five-year supply 
as sites allocated in the development plan should only be considered deliverable 
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where there is clear evidence that housing completions will begin on site within five 
years, which is clearly not the case for this site. 

B) Summary of Adjustments Made By SPRU  

4.61 The following table provides an overview of the reductions made by SPRU. 

 Summary of Adjustments 
Site LPA 2017-2022 SPRU 2017-2022 Difference  

WLP2.8 Former Lowestoft Hospital 45 0 -45 

WLP2.14 Land North of Union Lane, Oulton 80 40 -40 

WLP2.15 Land between Hall Lane and Union 

Lane, Oulton  

100 50 -50 

WLP2.20 Gunton Park 40 0 -40 

WLP3.2 Land West of London Road, Beccles 75 25 -50 

WLP4.1 Halesworth/Holton Healthy 

Neighbourhood 

80 40 -40 

WLP4.5 Land at Dairy Farm, Saxons Way, 

Halesworth 

40 20 -20 

WLP5.2 Land West of St Johns Road, Bungay 110 60 -50 

WLP6.1 Land West of Copperwheat Avenue 100 50 -50 

SA2 Kessingland Neighbourhood Plan: Land at 

Laurel Farm West and South 

50 30 -20 

Sub Total 720 315 -405 

WLP3.1 Beccles and Worlingham Garden 

Neighbourhood 

0 122 +122 

Total 720 437 -283 
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5.0 BECCLES AND WORLINGHAM GARDEN NEIGHBOURHOOD 

5.1 Our client’s site forms 60% of the Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood 
which the Council consider able to accommodate 750 dwellings of the allocated 
1,250 dwellings and support the application. 

5.2 The parcel of land within our client’s interests has been subjected to an EIA Scoping 
Opinion submitted in January 2017 under reference DC/17/0156/SCO where it was 
determined an EIA was required.  

5.3 Since this time, our clients have commenced with the preparation of an outline 
planning application for up to 975 dwellings and the following quantum of 
development: 

Outline Planning Application Summary 

Housing  32.04 ha Residential development capacity estimated 
to be about 975. 

Retail  1.00 ha Convenience store 418m2 

Three subsidiary retail units of 93m2. 

Continuing Care 
Retirement 
Community (CCRC) 

2.70 ha Class C2 specialist care accommodation - 
estimated capacity: 

41 assisted living units;  

58 independent living units;  

60-bed care home. 

Education  

 

2.00 ha Primary school site with capacity for up to 
2FE.  

Employment   2.00ha  Provision of 2.00 ha within the application 
area in conjunction with a further 1.50 ha 
provision on the adjoining road construction 
compound. 

Community, sports 
and leisure  

3.20 ha Community hall, pre-school, library, an adult 
soccer pitch, an mini soccer pitch and a 
multi-use game area (MUGA).        

Formal and informal 
children’s play  

 

0.81 ha Two local equipped areas of play (LEAPs) 
totalling 0.08 ha and one informal children 
play area 0.73 ha.  

Infrastructure and 
attenuation 

 

1.27 ha Substation/pump station – 0.20ha 

attenuation basins – 1.07 ha. 

Amenity green space  1.47 ha  Green space 

Easements  0.27 ha Easement along water main pipe 

Road links 0.92 ha  Strategic link road  

Green Infrastructure.  

 

4.96 ha Landscaping and structural planting. 

Total  52.65 ha 
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5.4 An outline planning application is soon to be submitted, which can demonstrate a 
greater quantum of development can be accommodated on site than the Council 
has allocated for. Allowing a higher quantum of development on our portion of the 
site will contribute to ensure that a five year supply of housing is demonstrated upon 
adoption and that a five year supply of housing is maintained through the Plan 
period. 

5.5 The allocation in the emerging Local Plan makes provision for 1,250 dwellings on 
89.90 hectares of land which equates to a gross dwellings per hectare of 13.9.  

5.6 On this basis, the capacity of the proposed allocation should be increase by 
approximately 240 dwellings to approximately 1,500 dwellings to reflect a gross 
developable area of 13.90 and the increased number of units that can be suitably 
accommodated on our client’s site. Of the 89.90 hectares, 60% will deliver 975 
dwellings, with the remaining 40% delivering 500 dwellings at approximately 13.9 
dwellings per hectare, a total of 1,475.  

5.7 An application has now been submitted by our client for up to 975 dwellings on part 
of the site. We consider that completions on this site could commence in year 5 at 
rate of 122dpa in line with the NLP research on delivery rates. 

5.8 In our trajectory, we have split the proposed allocation into two parts. The first to 
reflect the application for 975 dwellings submitted by our client, and the remainder 
of the site which we consider able to deliver 500 dwellings, which totals 1,475 
dwellings. Our client’s site is able to come forward in advance of the remaining 
portion of allocated land and this has been factored into the timings. 

As such, we consider our portion of the site to be able to deliver 122 dwellings in the 
five year period to 2022 and contribute significantly to the five year supply and plan 
period supply by increasing the total capacity of the site from 1,250 to 1,475 (+225 
dwellings). 
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6.0 CONCLUSION 

6.1 This report has assessed the five-year housing land supply position of Waveney 
District Council for the period 2017- 2022, based on Table 4 of the Five Year Housing 
Land Supply Position Statement (October 2017) and Table A3.3 of the emerging 
Local Plan, which we consider to be the Council’s position. This is therefore based 
on the Council’s own data which for this purpose is not challenged.  

6.2 Table 10 shows the Council’s starting point of their five year housing land supply 
position according to the details within Table 4 of the Five Year Housing Land Supply 
Position Statement (October 2017) and Table A3.3 of the emerging Local Plan. The 
Council’s starting point is therefore 4.49 years supply of housing land with a supply 
of 2,646 dwellings and using the emerging Local Plan housing requirement, not the 
4.9 years as claimed by the Council (Table 13). The latest housing land supply 
position statement calculates the five year supply using the old housing requirement 
of 290dpa which removes some 75% of the shortfall to -149 dwellings from -587 
dwellings. This approach is incorrect and should be calculated against their 
emerging housing requirement from the start of the Plan period in 2014. 

6.3 Using SPRU’s adjusted supply figure of 2,241 dwellings, we consider the Council 
to have only 3.80 years supply of housing land when applying a 20% buffer, the 
Sedgefield approach and the emerging local plan housing requirement. 

6.4 It is of note that the Inspector for the recent White Moss appeal 
(APP/R0660/W/17/3166469, appendix A) considered that Cheshire East Council at 
best could demonstrate a supply of 5.07 years supply, and at worst a deficit of 4.96 
years, 4  months after the Cheshire East Plan was adopted. He ruled that the supply 
should be considered “marginal, and, potentially, in doubt” and that he “could not 
determine with confidence that a marginal best case excess amounts to a sufficiently 
robust supply of deliverable sites. Given the importance of the 5-year baseline, and 
the aim to significantly boost the supply of housing, I conclude that it would be both 
cautious and prudent in the circumstances of this case to regard policies for the 
supply of housing to be considered not up-to-date, thus engaging the tilted balance 
of paragraph 14 of the Framework.”  

6.5 This appeal decision reiterates that a Council with a marginal five-year supply it is 
not sufficient to avoid engaging Paragraph 14 of the Framework. The Council, 
therefore, should seek to increase the quantum of development within the Plan to 
ensure that the supply of housing is significantly boosted, and that a less marginal 
five-year supply is avoided. The Council should ensure that upon adoption there is 
a healthy five-year supply of housing. 

6.6 Our assessment concludes that the submitted and recently updated deliverable 
supply of housing sites falls below the required five years as set out by the 
Framework.  

6.7 The adjustments made by SPRU result in a supply of 2,241 dwellings over the five-
year supply period to 2022, a reduction of -405 dwellings. We consider the capacity 
of WLP3.1 should be increased from 1,250 to 1,475 dwellings and that 122 dwellings 
are deliverable in the five year period, which increases SPRU’s adjusted supply from 
2,241 to 2,363 dwellings. Table 10 demonstrates SPRU’s adjusted position and a 
second housing land supply figure when our site is correctly assessed as we 
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consider it should be. This results in a five-year supply of 4.01 years and increases 
the supply by 0.21 years. 

6.8 It is noted that the Council have a housing requirement of 8,223 dwellings across 
the plan period and in the absence of an up-to-date trajectory we have only been 
able to identify a supply of 7,748 dwellings to 2036. Figure 3 on page 26 of the draft 
Local Plan outlines a supply of 9,235 dwellings across the Plan period, but the 
Council provide no evidence by way of an updated trajectory to support these claims.  

6.9 Increasing the capacity of our client’s site would provide an additional contribution 
of 225 dwellings to the plan period supply and we also consider the site wholly 
deliverable in the Plan period, not just the 1,055 of the 1,250 dwellings considered 
deliverable in the Plan period by the Council. This increases the Plan period supply 
and, therefore, the contribution of the site by 420 dwellings to 2036. Table 11 
demonstrates that by changing the trajectory to reflect our assumptions of WLP3.1, 
the Council are only 75 dwellings short of the housing requirement across the Plan 
period. 

 Summary of Plan Period Supply 
Source LPA SPRU Difference 

Local Plan Allocations 6,202 6,622 +420 

5YRHLS Sites 1,546 1,526 -20 

Total 7,748 8,148 +400 

6.10 The Council is unable to demonstrate a five-year supply and therefore further sites 
should be allocated to meet this immediate need for housing. The Council should 
ensure that all options for sustainable development have been explored through the 
preparation of the emerging Local Plan. 

6.11 SPRU’s adjusted trajectory is contained at Appendix B. 

6.12 It can be concluded: 

• Since 2014, there has been a claimed undersupply of 587 dwellings; 

• A 20% buffer should be applied as Table 2 clearly demonstrates a record of 
persistent under delivery; 

• The Council’s starting point before any adjustments made by SPRU can only 
demonstrate a plan period supply of 7,503 dwellings, which, when taking into 
consideration the completions recorded between 2014- 2017, results in a 
shortfall of 1,307 dwellings when calculated against the Plan requirement of 
8,223 dwellings. 

• The Council are only able to demonstrate a five-year land supply position of 
at most, 3.80 years (Table 12) when applying the Sedgefield Approach to 
SPRU’s revised position and applying a 20% buffer as per the Council’s 
approach; 

• If our client’s site is assessed as we think it should be and the capacity 
increased to 1,475 dwellings, then the Council can demonstrate a supply of 
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4.01 years supply (table 12). This demonstrates that our site is needed to 
increase the housing land supply. 

• Further housing allocations are required to meet this shortfall. 

 SPRU Revised Supply with Sedgefield Method and 20% Buffer 

  
No. of 
Dwellings 

Requirement 

Requirement 2014 to 2017 1,122 

Completed 2014 to 2017 535 

Shortfall (since 2014) 587 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022)  1,870 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) plus backlog 2,457 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) including 20% buffer  2,948 

Annual supply required 590 

Supply 

Contribution from Commitments 1,526 

Contribution from Local Plan (Reg 19) Allocations 715 

Total Supply 2,241 

Difference between Supply and Requirement -707 

5 year housing land supply position 3.80 

5 year housing land supply position with WLP3.1 
Updated Assessment 4.01 

 
 Waveney’s Position with Sedgefield Method and 20% Buffer 

  
No. of 
Dwellings 

Requirement 

Requirement 2014 to 2017 1,122 

Completed 2014 to 2017 535 

Shortfall (since 2014) 587 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022)  1,870 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) plus backlog 2,457 

5 year supply requirement (2017-2022) including 20% buffer  2,948 

Annual supply required 590 

Supply 

Contribution from Commitments 1,546 

Contribution from Local Plan (Reg 19) Allocations 1,100 

Total Supply 2,646 

Difference between Supply and Requirement -302 

5 year housing land supply position 4.49 

5 year housing land supply position with WLP3.1 
Updated Assessment 4.69 

 



Regulation 19 Detailed Objection to  
Five Year Housing Land Supply  

on Behalf of Larkfleet Homes 
Waveney District Council 

 
 
 
 

 

05.01.ER.SF124-11PS.5YRHLS.REP.Final 

30 
 
 

 

6.13 The submitted emerging Local Plan will not provide for a five years supply of housing 
land at the time of adoption. This is due to the unrealistic assumptions regarding 
lead in times and delivery rates without any reference to local or national evidence. 
The Council approach, unlike this report, is not supported by any credible 
assessment of the local or national evidence and is therefore unsound in the context 
of the tests of soundness in the Framework; it is not justified and there is no evidence 
base to support the Council’s position. 

6.14 In terms of housing land supply, the conclusion is that the submitted emerging Local 
Plan is unsound. 
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APPENDIX A-  WHITE MOSS APPEAL (APP/R0660/W/17/3166469)  

 
 
 



  

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 

 
 

 

Appeal Decision 
Inquiry held on 8 August, 14 and 15 September 2017 

Site visit made on 8 August 2017 

by David M H Rose BA (Hons) MRTPI 

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 

Decision date: 08 November 2017 

 

 

Appeal Ref: APP/R0660/W/17/3166469 
White Moss, Butterton Lane, Barthomley, Crewe, CW1 5UJ 

 The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

against a refusal to grant outline planning permission. 

 The appeal is made by Renew Land Developments Ltd against the decision of Cheshire 

East Council. 

 The application Reference 15/4888N, dated 26 October 2015, was refused by notice 

dated 15 December 2016. 

 The development proposed is an outline application for the provision of up to 400 

residential units. 
 

Decision 

1. The appeal is dismissed. 

Preliminary matters 

2. Following the adoption of the Cheshire East Local Plan Strategy (CELPS), on 

27 July 2017, and in anticipation of the publication of the annual housing 
monitoring report 2016-2017, I agreed on the first sitting day to adjourn the 

inquiry for the preparation of up-dated evidence.  The inquiry resumed on  
14 September and sat for a further 2 days; written closing submissions 
followed a prescribed timetable; and the inquiry was closed in writing. 

3. On resumption of the inquiry I was advised that a legal challenge had been 
made against the adoption of the CELPS by a party (unrelated to the current 

appeal) claiming that the Council had failed to take into account the issue 
regarding incorrect air quality data.  The lodging of a challenge does not 
change the legal status of the plan.  

4. Returning to the appeal proposal, a Planning Obligation by Deed of 
Agreement under section 106 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 

(the s106) would secure:- the submission of a phasing plan for the site; the 
provision of affordable housing; on-site open space; a lowland raised bog 
restoration scheme; highways provisions; and education contributions.  The 

parties agree that the obligations are necessary to make the development 
acceptable in planning terms; and they are directly related, and fairly and 

reasonably related in scale and kind, to the development.  The Council has 
also confirmed that none of the contributions would exceed the pooling 

restrictions set out in The Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 
(as amended).  I find no reason to disagree. 
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5. In the course of negotiating the s106 the site plan was amended to reflect 

ownership titles and site plan 1825-106C forms the basis on which the 
proposal is to be decided. 

6. Five reasons for refusing the planning application were originally cited 
including:- the location of the site within the open countryside; prematurity/ 
compromise to the emerging Spatial Vision for the Borough; and insufficient 

information relating to ecological benefits, biodiversity and highways.    

7. An ecology statement of common ground confirms, following amendments to 

the site layout, provision would be made for the appropriate retention and 
enhancement of Willow Tit habitat and the restoration of retained peat 
reserves to re-create lowland raised bog habitats; and, based on an 

alternative surface water management plan, the proposal would not have an 
unacceptable impact on Oakhanger Moss SSSI and Midland Meres and 

Mosses Phase 2 Ramsar and local Sites of Biological Importance.  A further 
statement of common ground, highways and transportation, confirms the 
resolution of related matters.  On this basis, the Council no longer pursues 

reasons for refusal 3, 4 and 5 and I do not address them further.  

8. A general statement of common ground confirms a number of topics which 

are not at issue including:- amenity; noise; air quality; contaminated land; 
flood risk and drainage; and economic sustainability.  It is agreed that the 
appeal site is located in the open countryside and the proposal would not fall 

within any of the exceptions permitted by the development plan.  Relevant 
policies are set out with dispute restricted to the weight to be given to CELPS 

Policies PG 2, PG 6 and PG 7 and saved Policy RES.5 in the Crewe and 
Nantwich Replacement Local Plan 2011 (C&NRLP). 

9. Additionally, a statement of common ground on housing land supply ratifies 

the base date for assessment; the relevant 5-year period; the base annual 
requirement (x5); the accumulated backlog; the backlog to be addressed 

over an 8-year period (‘Sedgepool 8’) as endorsed by the Inspector 
examining the CELPS (the examining Inspector); and the application of a 
20% buffer.  It is the extent of the deliverable supply which is in dispute 

with the Council claiming 5.45 years1 compared with the appellant’s 
contention of 4.65 years. 

10. The Council also confirms, in light of the adoption of the CELPS, that the 
allegation of prematurity in reason for refusal 2 is withdrawn. 

Main issues 

11. The main issues, in light of the recent adoption of the CELPS, are:-  

(a) can the Council demonstrate a realistic and deliverable 5-year supply 

of housing land based on the Housing Monitoring Update (August 
2017 – Base date 31 March 2017) having particular regard to the 

methodology used to forecast supply and the predicted delivery of 
selected sites;  

(b) if the Council is unable to show a 5-year supply of deliverable housing 

sites, what measures and timescale would be available to address the 
situation; 

                                       
1  Reduced to 5.42 years following concessions made during the housing supply round table discussion 
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(c) the implications of the proposed development for the settlement 

hierarchy, spatial distribution of development and the protection of 
the open countryside in light of Policies PG 2, PG 6 and PG 7 of the 

CELPS and saved Policy RES.5 in the C&NRLP; 

(d) the extent to which the proposal might contribute to 5-year supply 
and the weight to be attached; and 

(e) the overall planning balance in light of whether or not relevant policies 
for the supply of housing are up-to-date. 

Reasons 

Issue (a):  housing land supply 

12. The examining Inspector, in endorsing the Council’s assessment of the 

delivery of its housing land supply, acknowledged that much detailed work 
had been undertaken in assessing the deliverability of strategic sites and 
confirmed that he saw no fundamental constraints which would delay, defer 

or prevent the implementation of the overall housing strategy with its 
mechanism of meeting past under-delivery within an 8-year period.2 

13. However, the evidence base, since the examination and adoption of the plan, 
has advanced by a year as a result of the recently published Housing 
Monitoring Update referred to above.  In effect, this provides a basis for 

gauging whether or not committed and proposed housing sites have come, 
or are coming, forward in line with the anticipated timescale and housing 

trajectory on which the examining Inspector based his conclusions.  The 
differences between the parties are twofold in terms of an ‘in principle’ 
matter of methodology and the ‘performance’ of a number of specific sites.  

14. In terms of the ‘in principle’ matter, the Council relies on its long-term work 
of appraising thousands of sites over a period of some 10 years, whereas the 

appellant provides a more immediate ‘snapshot’ with very different 
conclusions.  Although it might be anticipated that greater credibility could 
be given to the Council’s stance, in light of its more extensive analysis and 

endorsement by the examining Inspector, the absence of any formally 
published data, and ability for transparent analysis, is a fundamental 

drawback.  Nonetheless, the appellant’s assessment, whilst claiming to 
represent the situation in East Cheshire now, needs further critical 
consideration as set out below.  

15. Looking first at the lead-in times for strategic sites, the Council relies on an 
average period of 2.5 years based on past performance.  The counter 

evidence of the appellant of some 4 years for strategic site commitments (at 
31 March 2017) shows a rounded average of 3 years in the planning system; 
and a further period of 13 months (ranging from 5 months to 21 months) 

before the first completion of homes on sites with more than 150 dwellings.  
The submission of a full application, without a preceding outline application,  

lies some 18 months in the planning process and a subsequent period of 14 
months before the first completion of new homes.  

 

                                       
2  Inspector’s report paragraphs 68 - 70 
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16. Lead-in times are likely to be influenced by a number of factors, including 

the efficiency of the Council’s development management function; 
negotiations on planning obligations; the marketing and sale of non-

developer owned sites; the preparation of reserved matters applications; the 
discharge of pre-commencement conditions; and developers’ building and 
marketing programmes.  The site-by-site and stage-by-stage evidence 

provided by the appellant was effectively unchallenged other than by the 
qualification of it being of limited value due to its assessment at a single 

point in time. 

17. That proviso may have some merit if the deviation from the long-term 
average could be explained by particular unusual circumstances.  Without 

that, and given the manner on which the CELPS relies on the wider view of 
delivery, it is incumbent to assess whether the assumptions behind the plan 

are currently materialising as anticipated by the examining Inspector.  To my 
mind, the up-to-date evidence showing the current performance of major 
development sites seriously undermines the much wider historic view 

promulgated by the Council. 

18. Any deviation in lead-in times is likely to have potential consequences for the 

housing trajectory.  The basis of the CELPS is to fully meet past under-
delivery of housing within a period of 8 years which, according to the 
examining Inspector, would require some 2,940 dwellings/year (including 

buffer) over the next 5 years.  He noted that this would be ambitious, but 
realistic and deliverable, as well as boosting housing supply without needing 

further site allocations.3   

19. The related housing trajectory showed significantly increased rates of 
housing completions between 2016/17-2024/25, ranging from 2,000 -

3,500+ dwellings/year.  The Inspector confirmed that this would provide a 
realistic, deliverable and effective supply of housing land, to fully meet the 

objectively assessed housing requirement, with enough flexibility to ensure 
that the housing strategy is successfully implemented.4 

20. In terms of the housing trajectory, the Council confirmed that Sedgepool 8 

would run from March 2017, rather than March 2016, effectively amounting 
to a 9-year period for dealing with under-delivery.  Even then, the 

accumulated figure was agreed to be ‘not unsubstantial’ and to my mind a 
considerable task lies ahead in accelerating the delivery of the new homes 
needed across the Borough. 

21. Further illustration can be gained from analysis of delivery from the base-
date of the CELPS (2010/11) and the failure to achieve the objectively 

assessed need of 1,800 dwellings/year in any annual monitoring period.  In 
this regard, completions in the first 4-year period to 2013/14 fell 

considerably short and, even with a steady increase thereafter, each 
successive year failed to attain the requirement.5  This amounts to a deficit 
of 5,365 dwellings since 1 April 2010.6 

 

                                       
3  Inspector’s report paragraph 72 
4  Inspector’s report paragraphs 75 & 76 
5  Completions from 2010/11 – 2016/17:- (659);(778);(614);(713);(1,236);(1,473);(1,762) 
6  Housing Monitoring Update August 2017 – Table 3.1 
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22. The delivery of 1,762 dwellings in 2016/17 has to be set against the 2016 

trajectory and its anticipation of 2,955 units.  The more recent trajectory is 
also materially different from its predecessor in that delivery for 2017/18 is 

predicted to be 3,373 (rather than 2,549); with a lower figure of 3,032 
(3,501) in 2019/20.  The anticipated completions for 2017/18 look 
particularly challenging as they would be almost double the earlier year.  

23. Whilst much criticism was made of the Council’s predictive ability, housing 
trajectories are fickle by nature, subject to external influences and they 

cannot be expected to foretell with precision.  Nonetheless, deviation from 
the trajectory demands analysis with a view to assessing the degree and 
nature of any intervention required to ensure that housing delivery remains 

on track.  Indeed, the examining Inspector confirmed that much will depend 
on whether the committed and proposed housing sites come forward in line 

with the anticipated timescale and amended housing trajectory. 

24. Although the assumed delivery rates have already failed, it is important to 
seek to understand the underlying causes and to identify what remedial 

steps might be required.  In this regard, the delays in completing the 
examination of the CELPS and the trigger of adoption for releasing sites for 

housing development may well have had a considerable inhibiting influence.  
The existence of a recently adopted plan, and the certainty which that 
provides in identifying strategic sites and strategic locations in particular, 

should afford the impetus for boosting the supply of housing consistent with 
the thrust of the National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework). 

25. The fact that delivery has been constrained and sluggish is but one side of 
the overall equation.  In this regard, the CELPS allocates almost 1,000 
hectares of land (excluding 3 Strategic Locations) for housing development; 

and, at July 2017, committed sites amounted to over 1,360 hectares.7  Some 
18,555 homes have been earmarked for the Strategic Sites and Locations; 

8,904 of these have planning permission; and 5 sites were under 
construction at 31 March 2017. 

26. It can also be seen that the level of commitments has increased over the last 

year by 3,157 units (19%) and over 20,000 units have the benefit of 
planning permission or a resolution to grant planning permission.8  In 

combination, there is a substantial source of supply in a choice of locations, 
although sites with a resolution to grant must be treated with some 
circumspection given the evidence on known delays in concluding planning 

obligations and/or discharging pre-commencement conditions. 

27. In terms of delivery, in 2017/18 the prediction of 3,373 units is supported by 

a forecasting schedule of committed sites with the anticipation that 
performance below trajectory in 2016/17 will be compensated by some 

completions moving back into the succeeding year rather than being lost 
from supply.  Although, DCLG9 data for the first quarter of 2017/18 indicates 
380 completions (1,520 annualised), evidence provided by the Council 

demonstrates that the ‘live tables’ can result in under-recording.10 
Nonetheless, the Council’s calculations rest or fall on its methodology as 

debated above and further assumptions about build-rates and deliverability 
(‘performance’) discussed below. 

                                       
7  Including sites with homes already constructed but excluding completed sites 
8  Housing Monitoring Update August 2017 – Table 4.1 
9  Department for Communities and Local Government 
10  Sophie Williams Appendix 9 
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28. These can be best assessed by reference to the table of disputed sites 

provided by the parties and whether or not the Council’s revised assessment 
of 16,057 deliverable units (a 5.42 year housing land supply) is robust.  The 

loss of 1,233 units from the schedule would reduce supply to 5 years. 

29. Starting with land off Dunwoody Way, Crewe (ref 1934), the absence of 
ongoing development since December 2013, and any perceived real 

intentions, indicate a stalled site and 29 units should be deducted.  

30. Delivery of the Chelford Cattle Market site (ref 3175) is reliant on intended 

purchase by a national house-builder in February 2018.  The expectation of 
first occupations a year later is unrealistic given the need to seek planning 
permission and to commence development.  Even if one were to assume an 

immediate submission of a full application for planning permission, a minimal 
period for its determination, the average lead-in time thereafter and the 

proffered build-rates, probability suggests that delivery would be unlikely to 
begin much before 2020/21 resulting in a shortfall of some 26 units.  

31. Elmbank House, Sandbach (ref 5899) has an improbable trajectory in view of 

the site specific circumstances.  The appellant’s predicted loss of 13 units is 
more robust.  

32. Land off Church Lane, Wistaston (ref 5672) has outline planning permission.  
If an application for the approval of reserved matters were to be positively 
determined by April 2018 (assuming speedy resolution), the earliest 

anticipation of completions would be at least a year later resulting in a 
conservative loss of 15 units and potentially 30 units. 

33. In relation to land south of Old Mill Road, Sandbach (ref 2612), the parties 
disagree by a matter of 6 months and there is no clear resolution either way 
from the information before me.  The site is either deliverable as predicted 

by the Council or at worst 15 units might be lost.  

34. The Council’s assumption of half-year delivery in 2018/19 for land off London 

Road, Holmes Chapel (ref 5709) appears unlikely given the need to resolve a 
floorspace issue through a section 73 application and thereafter to obtain 
reserved matters approval and to commence development.  A delay of       

12 months appears entirely predictable, thus removing 30 units from the 5-
year supply.   

35. The completion of units in the second half of 2018/19 on land off Abbey 
Road, Sandbach (ref 4725), given the absence of house-builder involvement 
and the need for reserved matters approval, suggests that output from this 

site would be some 6 – 12 months later than envisaged with a deduction of 
15 – 30 units.  

36. Victoria Mills, Holmes Chapel (ref 406) is a working employment site 
requiring relocation of a substantial employer and, despite measures to keep 

the outline permission alive, there is no evidence of realistic progress to 
suggest that houses could be completed in the second half of 2018/19.  
Indeed, there is scant indication of the site being available now for housing 

development and, despite the appellant’s inclusion of 15 units from 2021/22, 
I consider that the site, and its 105 anticipated dwellings, should be 

removed.    
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37. The redevelopment of The Kings School, Macclesfield (ref 4302) is dependent 

on the relocation of the school to a new site, with some uncertainty around 
the date on which this would be achieved.  With an understandable 

preference for transfer between school years, vacation of the site by 
September 2020 appears more likely than the original best case of January 
2019 given that work on the new school did not commence at the earliest 

date anticipated.  Even with planning permissions in place and the 
involvement of the Homes and Communities Agency, the delivery of new 

homes before 2021/22 would be unlikely.  This would amount to a loss of an 
additional 15 units over and above the local planning authority’s concession.  
Land east of Fence Avenue, (ref LPS14) is similarly constrained with a 

further debit of 15 units.  

38. Land to the north of Moorfields, Willaston (ref 2896), with outline planning 

permission, a reserved matters application pending and an identified 
developer, could start to deliver from the Autumn of 2018 albeit any slippage 
would suggest delivery from 2019/20 in which case 15 units might be lost.  

39. Land off East Avenue, Weston (ref 4572), without a reserved matters 
submission, has an unlikely prospect of completions from the second period 

of 2018/19 and a later start would result in the loss of 10 – 25 units 
depending on the timing of any reserved matters application.  

40. Danebridge Mill, Congleton (ref 4849) has a capacity of 14 units.  Although 

the outline planning permission has expired, it was extant at the base date 
for the Monitoring Update and its inclusion is appropriate. 

41. Moving on to the Strategic Sites, Leighton, Crewe (ref LPS5) was the subject 
of a resolution to grant outline planning permission in February 2017; the 
s106 has not been signed; and there is no identified developer.  On this 

basis, the prospect of delivery in 2019/20 is unclear which would justify a 
loss of 30 units.  In addition, whilst it might be anticipated that a site with 

some 500 homes would have 2 outlets, whether or not this would materialise 
from the outset is far from certain.  This could result in the deduction of a 
further 40 units. 

42. Phase 1 Basford East, Crewe (ref LPS2), a site of 490 dwellings, is yet to be 
sold although it is said that an application for reserved matters is to be 

expected and the owner is confident of development from 2019/20.  Given 
the uncertainties, a degree of caution is required which would result in the 
loss of 15 units.  Again, whilst 2 developers might be anticipated, the current 

doubt indicates the removal of a further 20 units.   

43. Phase 2 of the above is currently hindered by a safeguarding objection in 

relation to HS3 and access to the site.  However, the Council appears to 
have been cautious, based on the information available to the authority, in 

its anticipation of development from 2020/21.  No deduction is warranted. 

44. Parkgate Industrial Estate, Knutsford (ref LPS37) is located within a high 
value market area with pent up demand.  Despite the landowner’s stated 

commitment to bring forward the site, and the grant of outline planning 
permission in June 2015, no apparent progress has been made in its disposal 

to a developer.  Without convincing evidence, a standard build rate of        
30 dwellings/year should be assumed; and the likelihood of a full year of 
completions from 2019/20 appears dubious.  This would result in the loss of 

60 units, which might be reduced to 45 if imminent progress were to be 
made on disposal and the submission of reserved matters.   
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45. Glebe Farm, Middlewich (ref CS20) has a lengthy history with a resolution to 

grant outline planning permission in April 2014; the s106 has not been 
concluded; and substantial monies are required towards the Middlewich 

Eastern Bypass.  With the level of uncertainty, it would be prudent to 
anticipate 15 dwellings in 2020/21 rather than 30; and for a site with 
potential for 450 units it would not be unreasonable to expect the prospect 

of 2 outlets from the relatively distant horizon of 2021/22.  

46. Leighton West, Crewe (ref LPS4) has been the subject of pre-application 

discussions with 2 house-builders.  The anticipation of an outline application 
in September 2017 looks unlikely with scoping requests outstanding.  The 
Council’s expectation of completed homes from 2019/20 appears unduly 

hopeful and at the very best 2020/21 might be achievable.  Even then, it has 
to be acknowledged that this might be optimistic applying the appellant’s 

lead in times.  Given dual interest, and the lengthy time horizon, it would not 
be unreasonable to expect 2 outlets from the point of commencement.  This 
would result in the loss of 35 units at best and 105 at worst.  In terms of the 

25 units allocated on that part of the site controlled by Engine of the North, 
without compelling evidence to the contrary, it would not be unrealistic to 

expect a modest number of dwellings in 2021/22.    

47. Crewe Green (ref LPS6) has not progressed as predicted and the first step 
will be the anticipated imminent determination of an application for a new 

roundabout, followed by a full application for residential development.  Even 
if details are approved in the summer of 2018, first completions would not 

occur until at least a year later resulting in the deduction of 20 dwellings 
(based on 40 units/year); and, if the determination of the application is no 
better than the appellant’s average, a further 20 would be lost.  There is 

nothing to support or gainsay the Council’s assessment of 40 units, rather 
than 30 units/year, as the authority has had the advantage of pre-

application discussions with a known developer.  

48. South Cheshire Growth Village, Crewe (ref LPS8) does not have planning 
permission; no apparent steps have been taken to promote and progress the 

site; and the Council has failed to illicit response from the 
landowner/promoter.  The expectation of full delivery from 2 outlets in 

2020/21 seems highly speculative and a more prudent approach would 
anticipate completions from the following year onwards, with a loss of 80 
units.  Two outlets at that stage would not appear unreasonable.   

49. The remainder of Shavington/Wybunbury Triangle (ref LPS9) is a remnant of 
a larger site currently delivering houses.  It has potential for up to 36 units 

and there is nothing to show that it would be incapable of delivery towards 
the end of the 5-year period. 

50. Broughton Road, Crewe (ref LPS11) is one of 3 fields allocated for 
development with the other 2 under construction.  Anticipation of 
development towards the end of the 5-year period would not be unrealistic. 

51. Whilst South Macclesfield Development Area (ref LPS13) has a long history 
of inactivity, a resolution to grant planning permission was made in August 

2017 for a mixed use project including up to 950 dwellings.  The s106 awaits 
signature; and the site is not without complexities of remediation, 
stabilisation and dewatering.  Moreover, without identified developers, 

delivery in 2019/20 seems a remote possibility and it would be preferable to 
assume, at best, delivery from 2021/22 with a loss of 120 – 180 units.   

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate


Appeal Decision APP/R0660/W/17/3166469 
 

 
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate                          9 

52. Gaw End Lane, Macclesfield (ref LPS17) is a site which was released from the 

Green Belt on adoption of the CELPS.  A major house-builder anticipates the 
submission of a planning application towards the end of 2017 with delivery 

expected soon thereafter.  Although the Council estimates delivery from the 
second half of 2019/20, such a timescale is likely to be unduly tight with 
2020/21 a more likely prospect with the loss of 15 dwellings.  The 

expectation of 50 units per annum, based on the developer’s track record, is 
not an unreasonable proposition. 

53. The development of Congleton Business Park Extension and Giantswood 
Lane to Manchester Road (refs LPS27 and LPS29) is dependent on the 

construction of the Congleton Link Road with anticipated completion by mid-
2020.  Whilst house-building might begin in advance of the opening of the 
road, it would be more realistic to expect completions from 2021/22 

resulting in the loss of 110 and 50 dwellings respectively.  

54. Giantswood Lane South, Congleton (ref LPS28) is an adjunct to an active site 

and delivery of 45 units could take place by the end of the 5-year period. 

55. North Cheshire Growth Village (ref LPS33) is allocated for 1,500 units.  The 

timescale envisages the adoption of a Masterplan/SPD by early 2018; the 

submission of a planning application soon thereafter; and a start on site and 
primary infrastructure in spring 2019.  At the very best, completions could 
not be expected before 2020/21, as forecasted by the Council, but the 

prospect of 4 outlets delivering 150 units/year from the outset appears 
highly optimistic.  It would be prudent to discount a minimum of 100 units.  

56. Land north of Northwich Road and land west of Manchester Road, Knutsford 
(ref LPS36) is an allocated site (3 separate parcels) awaiting permission and 

market disposal.  Although the site lends itself to multiple outlets, 
completions in 2019/20 would be overly ambitious with a more realistic 

prospect of delivery 6 – 12 months later justifying the removal of 45 – 80 
units.  

57. Land south of Longridge (ref LPS38) is expected to deliver from 2019/20.  

The submission of a planning application relies on the sale of Council owned 

land with a decision expected in October 2017 and, at best, a lead in time of 
2 years.  A modest deduction of 15 dwellings would be warranted.  

58. Brooks Lane, Middlewich (ref LPS43) was the subject of an undetermined 

planning application including 137 dwellings at the time of the CELPS 
examination.  The application was refused recently and progress now 

appears to depend on the preparation of a Masterplan (anticipated early 
2018) and the submission of a further application.  Delivery in the second 

half of 2020/21 cannot be confidently assumed and slippage by 12 months 
would seem prudent amounting to the loss of 30 units.      

59. Finally, it is anticipated that a full application will be made for up to 150 
homes at Heathfield Farm, Wilmslow (ref LPS57) and 2 developers have 

already commenced preliminary marketing.  Nonetheless, the prospect of 
initial delivery in 2018/19 looks unduly challenging and the probability is 
commencement 6 – 12 months later, resulting in the loss of 15 – 30 units.  

60. From the foregoing, it is apparent that a significant number of dwellings 

included in the Council’s 5-year supply are at risk of failing to materialise 
within the timeframe identified, amounting to some 1033 – 1363 dwellings 
as set out in the following table:- 
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  Site Ref     Loss   Site Ref     Loss    Site Ref     Loss 

1934              29 LPS14             15 LPS8               80 

3175              26 2896          0-15 LPS13       120-180 

5899              13 4572        10-25 LPS17               15 

5672         15-30 LPS5        30-70 LPS27/29             160 

2612           0-15 LPS2             35 LPS33             100 

5709              30 LPS37        45-60 LPS36          45-80 

4725         15-30 CS20             15 LPS38               15 

406            105 LPS4      35-105 LPS43               30 

4302              15 LPS6        20-40 LPS57          15-30 

Sub Totals     248-293    205-380        580-690 

Total           1033-1363 
 

61. This would, at best, provide the Council with headroom of 200 units; and a 
supply of 5.07 years.11  At worst, there would be a deficit of 130 dwellings 
and a supply of 4.96 years.12 To my mind, even though the calculated supply 

includes a 20% buffer, the 5-year supply should be considered to be 
marginal and, potentially, in doubt.   

62. Therefore, on the basis of the fact specific evidence before me, and the 
illustrated risk of available housing supply falling slightly below the 5-year 

requirement, I cannot determine with confidence that a marginal best case 
excess amounts to a sufficiently robust supply of specific deliverable sites.  
Given the importance of the 5-year baseline, and the aim to significantly 

boost the supply of housing, I conclude that it would be both cautious and 
prudent in the circumstances of this case to regard policies for the supply of 

housing to be considered not up-to-date, thus engaging the tilted balance of 
paragraph 14 of the Framework.   

Issue (b):  measures to address any shortfall 

63. The examining Inspector rejected the notion of allocating additional sites or 

identifying reserve sites as a measure of providing increased flexibility in 
housing provision; and indicated that further sites may come forward in the 

Sites Allocations and Development Policies Development Plan Document 
(SADPDPD) and future neighbourhood plans.13  These would be medium 

term measures to address any shortfall.  

64. The CELPS sets out arrangements for the production of an annual Authority 
Monitoring Report with measurable indicators and consideration of 

appropriate action, including a review or partial review of the Local Plan 
Strategy.14  This should be regarded as medium to long-term measure. 

Issue (c):  settlement hierarchy, spatial distribution of development and the protection of 
the open countryside  

65. Starting with the development plan, Policy PG 2 of the CELPS establishes a 
hierarchy of settlements.  The appeal site is located in ‘Other Settlements 

and Rural Areas’.  The plan explains:- ‘In Local Service Centres and other 

settlements and rural areas, the Local Plan Strategy approach is to support an 

appropriate level of small scale development that reflects the function and character 

of individual villages.  Small scale growth may be appropriate where it supports the 

creation of stronger local communities and where a clear need exists, which is not 

                                       
11  16,151 – 94 – 1033 = 15024 ÷ 2965 = 5.07 
12  16,151 – 94 – 1363 = 14694 ÷ 2965 = 4.96 
13  Inspector’s report paragraph 74 
14  CELPS Chapter 16 
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more appropriately met in a larger nearby settlement.  Development will be 

restricted to locations well related to the built-up extent of these settlements.  The 

identification of such sites will [sic] achieved through the allocation of suitable sites 

and/or the designation of settlement boundaries addressed as part of the Site 

Allocations and Development Policies Development Plan Document and/or 

Neighbourhood Plans where these come forward’. 

66. Alsager is a ‘Key Service Centre’:- ‘Locating the majority of new development 

needs in, on the edge of, or close to the borough’s Principal Towns and Key Service 

Centres will enable the maximum use of existing infrastructure and resources and 

allow homes, jobs and other facilities to be located close to each other ……’.  

67. In turn, Policy PG 6 defines ‘Open Countryside’ as the area outside any 

settlement with a defined settlement boundary.  In common with C&NRLP 
saved Policy RES.5, development is to be restricted other than in defined 

circumstances, none of which apply to the appeal proposal.  The CELPS 
confirms that settlement boundaries are defined in saved policies of the 
constituent former authorities now comprising Cheshire East and these will 

remain, generally, unchanged until detailed boundaries are established in 
plans yet to be prepared.  

68. The spatial distribution of development is set out in Policy PG 7 with some  
40 hectares of employment land and 2,000 new homes attributed to Alsager.  

The Other Settlements and Rural Areas are set to accommodate about       
69 hectares of employment land (including 61 hectares at Wardle) and  
2,950 new homes (including 200-300 new dwellings at Alderley Park). 

69. In accordance with s38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004, the appeal must be determined in accordance with the development 

plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise.  In this regard, 
historic settlement boundaries have been carried forward into the CELPS 
other than where modifications have been made to incorporate strategic 

allocations.  It is common ground that settlement boundaries will need to be 
comprehensively reviewed as part of the SADPDPD. 

70. Holding the view that the thrust of Policies PG 6 and RES.5 is consistent with 
the Framework’s recognition of the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside, the inescapable fact remains that considerable development has 

been sanctioned outside settlement frameworks.  Although the adoption of 
the CELPS gives some support and rationale for the current lacuna, and a 

process for review and updating, the situation is largely ‘make-do and 
mend’. 

71. Whilst this has provided a workable solution of notional development limits, 

with the anticipation that recently allocated sites adjoining historic 
settlement boundaries will ultimately be embraced by an extended edge and 

some built-up areas might be the subject of expansion as part of the 
SADPDPD, the established settlement frameworks are, in practice, generally 
out of date.   

72. This conclusion takes on greater materiality in circumstances where the local 
planning authority is unable to demonstrate a robust 5-year housing land 

supply insofar as the weight to be attributed to the settlement boundaries, 
and any infringement of them, diminishes.   
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73. In terms of the weight to be attached to the breach of the settlement 
boundary, it is claimed that the proposal would be an obvious extension to 
Alsager, in that it adjoins Phase One of White Moss Quarry which is allocated 

for residential development (ref LPS 20) as an adjunct to the town, 
consistent with the role of Alsager as a Key Service Centre.  However, that 
might be said of any greenfield site on the edge of the settlement either as it 

currently exists or as proposed to be enlarged.   

74. In addition, whilst it is contended that the only reason why the appeal site 
was not allocated for development was because it was not needed, the 

words of the examining Inspector in relation to this ‘omission’ were that it 
was ‘…… not necessary or appropriate at this stage’, in the context of it being 
over and above the housing allocations promoted by the Council.15   

75. It is evident that the appeal site, as a working quarry, would only take on 
the character and amenity of open countryside following its restoration.  
Although no landscape harm is alleged, which is a factor of some 

considerable importance, the proposal would remain in conflict with the 
development plan and with one of the Framework’s core planning principles 

that ‘planning should be genuinely plan led …… they [plans] should provide a 

practical framework within which decisions on planning applications can be made 

with a high degree of predictability and efficiency’.     

76. Moving on to the spatial vision, the examining Inspector endorsed the spatial 
distribution of development:- ‘.…… [it] represents a realistic, rational and 

soundly-based starting point …… it is justified by a proportionate evidence base …… 

it is also based on sound technical and professional judgements and a balancing 

exercise, which reflects a comprehensive and coherent understanding of the 

characteristics, development needs, opportunities and constraints of each settlement 

…… I conclude that the Spatial Distribution of Development and Growth …… is 

appropriate, effective, sustainable, justified with robust evidence and soundly based, 

and fully reflects the overall strategy for the Plan’.16  

77. Whilst the proposal would entail a substantial increase in the number of 
homes to be built on the edge of Alsager, there is nothing to suggest that 

such an increase could not be accommodated in principle and that potentially 
adverse effects on local services and infrastructure could not be mitigated 
through the s106. 

78. In addition, although the proposal would absorb a significant slice of the 
development to be shared across the Other Settlements and Rural Areas, 
accounting for 400 of only some 617 dwellings to be allocated in the 

remainder of the plan period, it would not necessarily deny development 
elsewhere as the identified figure of 2,950 homes is not intended to act as a 

ceiling.  Furthermore, Alsager itself is recognised to be a sustainable location 
for development with access to a variety of services, facilities and public 
transport consistent with its role. 

79. The effect of adding up to 400 additional houses to a modest sized 
settlement, where Policy PG 7 anticipates around 40 hectares of employment 
land and 2,000 new dwellings (of which only 13 remain to be identified), 

could lead to an imbalance between housing and employment provision; and 
that imbalance could lead to increased, unsustainable, out-commuting.  
Whilst the proposition may be credible, no demonstrable evidence was put 

before me to support and justify such a stance.   

                                       
15  Inspector’s report paragraph 202 
16  Inspector’s report paragraphs 83 and 92 
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80. Nonetheless, it is worthy of note that the examining Inspector found the 

Council’s Spatial Distribution Report to be ‘…… the only evidence that 

comprehensively addresses all the relevant factors relating to a soundly-based 

spatial distribution of development ……’.17   

Issue (d): the contribution of the appeal proposal to 5-year supply 

81. The appellant has an agreement with Persimmon, in association with Anwyl, 
for the development of the Phase One White Moss Quarry land and the 

appeal site.  In addition, the capacity of the Phase One infrastructure has 
been specified to accommodate the intended second phase.  The aim is for 

Phase Two to deliver up to 100 dwellings in the 5-year period with the 
potential outlets of Charles Church (Persimmon’s executive brand) and 
Anwyl.  It is said that certainty could be provided by imposing conditions on 

any planning permission to secure the submission of reserved matters within 
a period of 12 months; and commencement no later than 6 months following 

the final approval of reserved matters, or by 1 April 2019, whichever is the 
later.    

82. In terms of the logistics of achieving this, with an outline planning 

permission effective from the date of this decision, 12 months ‘grace’ for the 
submission of reserved matters would run until autumn 2018; and, even 

with timely approval, it would be difficult to envisage commencement on site 
by spring 2019 which would be the latest prerequisite date if Charles Church 
is to deliver 25 units in each of the 3 years from 2019/20 and Anwyl is to 

deliver 25 units in 2021/22 as forecast.  Nonetheless, it is acknowledged 
that any shorter period for the preparation and submission of reserved 

matters would provide some latitude. 

83. It is also relevant to note that the appeal site would need to be restored in 
accordance with a scheme, either as part of the reserved matters 

application, or through a separate application, yet to be submitted and 
approved; and infrastructure within Phase One would have to be 

programmed to allow commencement of Phase Two in accordance with the 
stated timescales.   

84. Moreover, without any realistic expectation of Phase One being built-out 

within a period of 5 years, the likelihood would be that both Phase One and 
Phase Two would proceed in tandem from 2019 if the latter is to make the 

intended contribution of 100 units.  However, no express commitment has 
been given to the reality and timing of 2 sales outlets; and the extent to 

which a common presence, albeit with Persimmon operating under a 
different marque, might result in inhibiting competition is unclear.  

85. Even if I were to accept the reality of delivering the proffered 100 new 

dwellings, and the inclusion of much needed affordable housing, as a 
contribution to 5-year supply, the benefit would be offset by the 

consequential commitment of up to a further 300 dwellings in a location at 
odds with the settlement hierarchy and spatial distribution of development 
set out in the CELPS. 

 

 

                                       
17  Inspector’s report paragraph 84 
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Issue (e):  the overall planning balance 

86. Starting with the development plan, despite the legal challenge, the 

appellant has not sought to refute the presumption of regularity.  Although 
the challenge is a material consideration, it is a factor of very little weight at 

the most at the present time. 

87. The Framework sets out the importance of local planning authorities being 
able to demonstrate a 5-year supply of specific deliverable housing sites.  

Whilst much analysis has underpinned the recent adoption of the CELPS, and 
its affirmed supply of 5.3 years, the base data has now rolled forward by a 

year with the publication of the Housing Monitoring Update 2017. 

88. The assessment of a 5-year supply is by no means an exact science and it 

requires forethought and professional judgement.  The local planning 
authority has the benefit of long-term statistical data, extensive local 
knowledge and regular dialogue with landowners and/or developers.  

However, the exercise undertaken by the appellant, although considerably 
more limited in scope, calls into question some of the assumptions made by 

the Council sufficient to warrant examination of the likely future prospects of 
a number of identified sites. 

89. Moreover, detailed analysis, of those sites on which the parties disagree, 

confirms a degree of over-optimism on the Council’s part and raises doubt 
about the robustness of its 5-year supply.  In this regard, delivery has 

continued to lag and considerable improvements will be required to achieve 
the necessary number of completions.  Nonetheless, the adoption of the 
CELPS has seen the release and confirmation of sites for development; and 

there has been a notable increase in the number of new homes with 
planning permission or with a resolution to approve. 

90. Overall, the question mark hanging over the 5-year supply has to be seen in 
this wider context and, on the basis of the appellant’s one-year exercise, it is 
too early to assess whether or not the assumptions on which the CELPS is 

based are robust.  Nonetheless, it would be prudent on the fact specific 
circumstances of this case to consider relevant policies for the supply of 

housing to be on the cusp of being considered not up-to-date and, as a 
precaution, to apply the tilted balance of paragraph 14 of the Framework.   

91. Although the CELPS does not have any immediate compensatory mechanism 

for under-delivery, the plan, in common with good practice, sets out 
monitoring mechanisms with the intention of any necessary remedial steps 

being undertaken through the plan making process.  Nonetheless, these are 
only likely to be effective in the medium to longer term and would not offer 
early remedy to any notable shortfall. 

92. In terms of the relevant development plan policies, in the absence of a       
5-year supply, existing, generally long-established and dated settlement 

boundaries, albeit sanctioned by the CELPS pending review, should be 
considered to be out of date.  On this basis, limited weight applies to the 
identified conflict with CELPS Policy PG 6 and C&NRLP Policy RES.5. 

93. Despite the proximity of the appeal site to the existing and likely future 
settlement boundary of Alsager, the proposal would be in conflict with CELPS 

Policy PG 2 and its defined hierarchy of settlements.  Although it is not 
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alleged that the proposal would cause harm to the character and appearance 

of the countryside, there would, nonetheless, be a fundamental policy 
objection in that it is intended that development in Other Settlements and 

Rural Areas should be small in scale.  The policy is consistent with the 
Framework’s intention that planning should be genuinely plan led and that 
planning should take account of the different roles and character of different 

areas.  I give substantial weight to the conflict with this policy. 

94. Policy PG 7 sets out a spatial distribution for new development, with 

indicative levels of new housing and employment.  Although the local 
planning authority could not identify any tangible harm arising from the 

proposal, the erection of up to 400 additional homes in this location would 
run counter to the comprehensively examined, and the unequivocally 
endorsed, future development needs and opportunities in the smaller 

settlements and rural areas across the Borough.  Again I find consistency 
with the Framework and I attribute substantial weight to the conflict 

identified.   

95. The benefits of the proposal would flow from any contribution that it would 

make to the 5-year housing land supply.  Even if the delivery of 100 homes 
were to take place as predicted towards the end of the relevant period, the 

contribution would be nominal and a factor of very little weight.  Moreover, 
the potential provision would be tainted by an excess, beyond the immediate 
5-year period, of up to 300 dwellings in conflict with the settlement 

hierarchy and spatial distribution of development set out in the CELPS.  On 
this basis, I consider that the overall weight to be given would therefore be 

very small, especially in light of the marginality of any forecast in shortfall 
and the inevitable and unavoidable inexact nature of the forecasting process.  

96. Although the proposal would not provide affordable housing above that 
required by policy, or above the level expected on other sites, such provision 

would be a tangible benefit against identified need.  There is no suggestion 
that the contribution, if lost, would be made up from other development, and 
I find this benefit merits significant weight. 

97. The proposal would also lead to some economic benefits in terms of 

employment and increased local spending.  Whilst this could not be 
quantified, it is nonetheless a factor of moderate weight. 

98. In the final balance, the conflict with Policies PG 2 and PG 7 of the recently 

adopted CELPS, and also with Policies PG 6 and RES.5, as described above, 

provides the totality of the planning harm.  Paragraph 14 of the Framework 
indicates that where relevant policies in the development plan are out of 
date, in this case arising from the marginality of a sufficiently convincing    

5-year housing land supply, planning permission should be granted unless 
any adverse effects of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework 
as a whole. 

99. The totality of the benefits, even with the significant weight to be attached to 

affordable housing, would carry the penalty of a considerable number of 

additional houses which would not contribute to the immediate 5-year 
supply.  Overall, I consider that the proposal would be in serious tension 
with the recently adopted CELPS, and with the development plan as a whole.  
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The resultant conflict would, by itself, significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits of the proposed development.  It follows that the 
proposal would not be sustainable development as defined in the 

Framework. 

100. In reaching this conclusion, I have had regard to all other matters raised, 
including the case made by the Rule 6 Party and the representations of other 

interested persons.  These include:- the primacy of the CELPS; spatial 
planning and facilities in and around Alsager; the deliverability of the site 

and the relationship with the adjoining Phase One site; loss of countryside 
and ecological impacts; highway problems; drainage; flood mitigation; 
conflict with earlier requirements for the restoration of the quarry; and 

adverse impacts from proximity to the M6 motorway.  However, I have 
found nothing of additional materiality to add to my reasons for dismissing 

the appeal when considered against the identified main issues.   

David MH Rose 

Inspector 
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APPEARANCES 

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY: 

Reuben Taylor QC                Instructed by:  

Head of Legal Services   

He called 
 

Sophie Williams  
BSc (Hons), MAURD, MRTPI  

Senior Planning Policy Officer 
 

Kevin Foster 
MSc, DipTP 

Principal Planning Officer 

Development Management 

 

FOR THE APPELLANT: 

Paul Tucker QC and 

Freddie Humpreys of Counsel  

Instructed by: 

Alan S Thornley BA, MCD, MRTPI 

Director Civitas Planning Limited 

They called 
 

Benjamin Pycroft 
BA (Hons), Dip TP, MRTPI 

Associate Director 
Emery Planning 

Shaun Taylor 
BA (Hons), MCD, MRTPI 

Director 

SATPLAN LTD 

 

FOR RESIDENTS’ REPRESENTATION AT WHITE MOSS QUARRY MEETINGS 

(RULE 6 PARTY): 

Sylvia Dyke                 Local resident 

 

INTERESTED PERSONS: 

Councillor Philip Williams Alsager Town Council 

Councillor John Hammond Cheshire East Councillor – Haslington Ward 

Councillor Derek Hough  Cheshire East Councillor – Alsager Ward 
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DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED DURING THE INQUIRY 

INQ 1 Statement of Common Ground (Highways) – 13 July 2017 

INQ 2 Statement of Common Ground (Housing Land Supply) – 1 August 2017 

INQ 3 Statement of Common Ground (Ecology) – 7 August 2017 

INQ 4 Statement of Common Ground (General) – 8 August 2017 

INQ 5 Statement – Councillor John Hammond 

INQ 6 Statement – Councillor Derek Hough 

INQ 7 Press Release – Air Quality Monitoring 

INQ 8 Statement of Common Ground (Housing Land Supply) – September 2017 

INQ 9 Letter from appellant re phasing – 13 September 2017 

INQ 10 Letter from Persimmon re phasing – 13 September 2017 

INQ 11 Opening submissions on behalf of the Appellant 

INQ 12 Opening submissions on behalf of the Local Planning Authority 

INQ 13 Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010 Compliance Statement 

INQ 14 Final Notes for White Moss Appeal (Councillor Derek Hough) 

INQ 15 Policy Extracts from Cheshire East Local Plan 

INQ 16 Homework items requested by the Inspector during housing supply round table 

discussion 

INQ 17 List of draft conditions  

INQ 18 Planning Obligation by Deed of Agreement under Section 106 of the TCPA Act 

1990 (Dated 15 September 2017) 

INQ 19 Electronic link to Cheshire East Local Plan 

INQ 20 Closing Statement – Sylvia Dyke 

INQ 21 Closing Submissions on behalf of the Local Planning Authority & Perry v 

Hackney [2014] EWHC 3499 (Admin) 

INQ 22 Closing submissions on behalf of the Appellant & updated table following 

housing supply round table discussion 
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SPRU Adjusted Waveney Statement of 5-Year Supply of Housing Land (Published October 2017) Table 4 - Assessment of sites in 5-year supply

17/18           

Yr 1

18/19       

Yr 2

19/20      

Yr 3

20/21      

Yr 4 

21/22      

Yr 5

LOW7

DC/16/4850/OUT

See emerging 

allocation WLP2.20

Gunton Park, off

Old Lane,

Lowestoft

2.64 60 0 40

Allocated for housing and open space. Requires

relocation of the rugby club. Delivery now expected

within the current 5 year supply period due to

progress being made on securing an alternative site

for the rugby club.

LOW9

DC/17/0633/FUL

Monckton

Avenue Nursery,

Lowestoft

Badger Building 2.3 45 0 45 0 0 20 25 0

Allocated for housing with allotments and open

space. Planning application for 45 homes received.

Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

BEC3

DC/16/1112/ARM

Land at Cucumber

Lane / Oak Lane,

Beccles

Castlewell Developments 0.65 20 0 20 20 0 0 0 0

Allocated for affordable housing and allotments.

Works commenced on site and delivery confirmed

by developer May-17.

BUN1

DC/14/4193/OUT

See emerging 

allocation WLP5.2

Land to west of

A144, St John’s

Road, Bungay

4.97 150 0 110

Allocated for housing and industry. Outline consent

for 150 dwellings approved and residential part of

site in developer ownership.

BUN3

Community

Centre, Upper

Olland Street,

Bungay

0.23 8 0 8 0 0 0 8 0

Allocated for housing. Delivery expected once

community centre relocates. There is local

commitment to deliver a replacement community

centre and planning permission for the new facility

has been granted. Therefore the site is considered

available and achievable within the five year period.

HAL4

see emerging 

allocation 

WLP4.5

Dairy Farm at

Saxons Way,

Halesworth

1.2 40 0 40

Allocated for housing and community

centre/customer access centre for public sector /

voluntary sector provision. Site is in developer

ownership.

subtotal 11.99 323 0 263 20 0 20 33 0

SSP3

DC/13/3482/OUT

DC/15/2004/RG3

DC/16/0892/FUL

See emerging 

allocation WLP2.4

Kirkley

Waterfront and

Sustainable Urban

Neighbourhood,

Lowestoft

59.80' 1380 0 131

Brooke Business Park and Jeld Wen playing field

site: Planning permission for residential-led mixed

use redevelopment including 850 homes. Former

Sanyo site: Hybrid planning application for up to

300 dwellings. Other sites within the Kirkley

Waterfront and Sustainable Urban

Neighbourhood: Planning permission issued for 31

homes at Waveney Works (former Witham Paints).

SSP5

DC/16/4137/FUL

Land at Kirkley

Rise Lowestoft

NR33 0PP

0.08 21 0 21 0 0 21 0 0
Permission consent granted Mar-17 for 21 flats as

part of a mixed-use scheme.

SSP7

DC/15/3748/FUL

Oswald's

Boatyard,

Lowestoft

0.50' 77 0 77 0 0 0 66 11

Permission granted Feb-16: Block A 66 apartments,

library and commercial unit; Block B 9 apartments;

Block C 5 apartments (conversion). Includes

demolition of 3 existing dwellings.

SSP8

DC/13/0812/FUL

DC/14/3344/FUL

The Scores,

Lowestoft
JCGP Developments Ltd 11.70' 30 0 16 0 0 11 5 0

Allocated for housing and employment

development. Applications for 16 new dwellings

and live-work units approved and further

application for 12 units pending consideration.

Subtotal 72.08 1508 0 245 0 0 32 71 11

Policy OUL3

BA/2012/0271/FUL

Former Pegasus /

Hamptons

Boatyard site,

Caldecott Road,

Oulton Broad

Badger Building 1.60' 76 0 40 0 0 0 20 20

Planning permission for 76 dwellings, B1a office and

boatyard issued by the Broads Authority Feb-14.

Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

Site Specific Allocations Development Plan Document (Adopted January 2011)

Site Ref                   

Plan Ref
Site  Name/ Address Developer?

Site

Area

(Ha)

Estimated

No. of

units to be

built

Completions

as at

31/03/17

(No. of units)

Estimated

Total no. of

dwellings

deliverable

2017-2022

No. of Units/Year (Estimated for year of

completion 1 April to 31 March)
Comments 

Lowestoft Lake Lothing and Outer Harbour Area Action Plan (Adopted January 2012)

Broads Authority Site Specific Policies Local Plan (Adopted July 2014)



Subtotal 1.60' 76 0 40 0 0 0 20 20

SA1: Kessingland

Neighbourhood Plan

Former Ashley

Nurseries Site,

Kessingland Badger Building

1.10' 25 0 25 0 0 10 10 5
Provision of approximately 25 dwellings, with up to

35% (9 units) provided as affordable housing.

SA2: Kessingland

Neighbourhood Plan

Land at Laurel

Farm West and

South,

Kessingland

1.70' 55 0 50 0 0 0 10 20
Provision of approximately 55 dwellings, with 10

units provided as affordable housing.

SA3: Kessingland

Neighbourhood Plan

Land at Laurel

Farm East,

Kessingland

2.10' 25 0 25 0 0 0 25 0
Provision of approximately 25 dwellings, all

affordable housing.

Subtotal 4.90' 105 0 100 0 0 10 45 25

- - 90 0 24 22 22 22

An additional 203 windfall units are predicted to be

delivered within the plan period of which 90 units

are predicted to be delivered within the 5-year

period. Source of capacity: subdivision; flats over

shops; previously developed land and

intensification (excluding garden land).

Subtotal 0.00' 0 0 90 0 24 22 22 22

Subtotal 0.00' 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

108 250 50 50 50 50 50

Persimmon Homes: Phase 1 comprising 256 homes

is under construction as of April 2015. Developer is

expected to complete 50 dwellings p.a.

15 70 18 7 15 15 15

Warnes & Sons/Oldman Homes: Phase 1 completed

(15 dwellings); Phase 2 under construction (25

dwellings). Developer expects to complete

approximately 15 dwellings p.a.

Subtotal 26.60' 800 123 320 68 57 65 65 65

DC/16/2157/FUL

Former H M

Prison Blundeston

Lakeside Rise

Blundeston

Badger Building 7.00' 130 0 80 0 20 20 20 20 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/14/2252/FUL

Carlton Hall

Chapel Road

Carlton Colville

NR33 8AT

1.76 33 14 19 5 5 5 4 0 Units under construction.

DC/16/3667/ARM

Land at Fairview

Road and

Norwich Road

Halesworth IP19

8QG

0.56 22 0 22 0 22 0 0 0 Units under construction.

DC/13/0383/FUL
Land at Lodge

Road Holton
0.81 11 8 3 3 0 0 0 0 Final 3 dwellings to complete.

DC/12/1105/FUL

Land off Heritage

Green

Kessingland NR33

7UP

1.11 30 0 30 20 10 0 0 0
Units under construction; developer confirmed

delivery May-17.

DC/13/2169/FUL

Land adjacent The

Nordalls

Kessingland

0.58 23 0 23 23 0 0 0 0
Units under construction; developer confirmed

delivery May-17.

DC/02/0878/FUL

Oulton Broad

Caravan Site

Saltwater Way

Lowestoft

Cambrils Ltd 0.41 56 0 25 0 0 0 0 25
Permission implemented by highway works. 25

units expected within 5 years and remainder post

2021.

Sites with planning permission including those under construction (excluding allocations listed above)

Neighbourhood Plans allocations

Justified Windfall Sites - Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment 2017

Deliverable sites not currently in the planning process

Large sites (historic allocations)

DC/01/0977/OUT

DC/14/2515/ARM

DC/14/1755/ARM

DC/16/0725/ARM

Woods Meadow,

Land off Hall

Lane, Oulton

26.60' 800

Large Sites (10 or more dwellings)



DC/13/3638/FUL

Longs Dairy

St Margarets

Road Lowestoft

NR32 4HU

0.42 17 0 17 17 0 0 0 0
Units under construction; developer confirmed

delivery May-17.

DC/13/0650/FUL

DC/14/2524/ARM

DC/16/3147/ARM

Land at

Foxborough Road

Lowestoft

2.2 64 0 24 4 5 5 5 5 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/15/2442/FUL

Rectory Road

Lowestoft NR33

0ED

0.36 20 0 20 0 0 0 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/15/3803/FUL

Above 102-104

London Road

North Lowestoft

NR32 1HA

0.03 12 0 12 0 0 0 0 12

DC/16/0163/FUL

Land opposite 29

St Peters Street

Lowestoft NR32

1QA

0.07 21 0 21 21 0 0 0 0
Units under construction and due for completion

October 2017.

DC/16/3051/FUL
Car Park 1 Albany

Road Lowestoft
0.15 18 0 18 0 18 0 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/16/1581/RG3

Unit 20

Southwold

Business Centre

St Edmunds Road

Southwold IP18

6JU

0.33 20 0 20 0 20 0 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/15/0213/FUL

Former

Worlingham

Primary School,

Rectory Road,

Worlingham

0.75 15 0 15 0 15 0 0 0

DC/15/0712/FUL

Former

Meadowlands,

Walker Gardens

Wrentham

0.53 24 0 24 10 14 0 0 0
Units under construction; developer confirmed

delivery May-17.

Subtotal 17.07 516 22 373 123 129 30 29 62

DC/02/1250/FUL

Land adj The

Pippins

Blundeston

0.46 6 0 6 0 0 6 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/16/1269/FUL

Land rear of 346-

356 Long Road

Carlton Colville

0.13 6 0 6 6 0 0 0 0
Units under construction; developer confirmed

delivery May-17.

DC/16/2896/FUL

The Kings Head 66

High Street

Kessingland NR33

7QF

0.17 8 0 8 0 5 3 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/15/0218/COU

Marquis Of Lorne

PH Carlton Road

Lowestoft NR33

0RP

0.07 8 0 8 0 0 0 8 0

DC/15/3135/FUL

Land rear of 237

Oulton Road

Lowestoft NR32

4QX

0.61 7 0 7 0 3 4 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/16/1247/FUL

2-6 Thurston

Road

Lowestoft NR32

1SF

0.09 8 0 8 0 0 8 0 0

DC/16/3956/FUL

4 Kendal Road

Lowestoft NR33

0JE

0.05 5 0 5 0 0 0 0 5

Small Sites (5-9 dwellings)



DC/15/0647/FUL

Site adjacent

Pitches View

Reydon IP18 6PA

0.2 6 0 6 6 0 0 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

DC/15/4928/FUL

Former

Southwold

Service Station

Station Road

Southwold IP18

6BD

0.12 9 0 9 0 0 9 0 0

DC/16/4075/FUL

26 High Street

Wrentham NR34

7HB

0.1 5 0 5 0 5 0 0 0 Developer confirmed delivery May-17.

Subtotal 2.00' 68 0 68 12 13 30 8 5

small sites with

full / outline

consent

(aggregated)

307 273 35 52 43 61 82

See Appendix D of the SHLAA for full listings. 307

net additional dwellings have extant consent on

small sites. 34 units are excluded from 5 yr supply

as are known to have stalled or are expected post

2022 (equates to 11% of units). Therefore 273 units

are currently judged to be achievable. Unless

otherwise known, units currently under

construction are split between years 1 and 2; units

not yet started are split over years 3/4/5.

Subtotal 307 273 35 52 43 61 82

DC/15/3221/OUT

Land rear of

34-48 Old Station

Road Halesworth

1.36 15 0 15 0 3 4 4 4

15 self-build homes approved by Planning

Committee February 2016 - subject to S106 legal

agreement covering affordable housing etc.

DC/16/5410/OUT

Land north and

east of Hill Farm

Road Halesworth

5.8 160 0 80 0 0 0 40 40

Approved by Planning Committee March 2017 -

subject to S106 legal agreement covering developer

contributions, affordable housing etc.

Subtotal 7.16 175 0 95 0 3 4 44 44

1526 258 278 256 398 336

Small Sites (1-4 dwellings)

Planning permissions subject to S106

Total



17/18           

Yr 1

18/19       

Yr 2

19/20      

Yr 3

20/21      

Yr 4 

21/22      

Yr 5
2022/23 2023/24 2024/25 2025/26 2026/27 2027/28 2028/29 2029/30 2030/31 2031/32 2032/33 2033/34 2034/35 2035/36

Total in 

Plan 

Period

Outside 

Plan Period

WLP2.4 Kirkley Waterfront and Sustainable Urban Neighbourhood

Outline application: Cardy Construction, 16/0892/FUL by C Atkinson, 

DC/15/2004/RG3 submitted by Waveney District Council housing services 1380 14 17 40 60 60 60 60 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 1136 244

WLP2.6 Western End of Lake Lothing No 57 20 20 17 57

WLP2.8 Former Lowestoft Hospital No (check reps) 45 20 25 45

WLP2.13 North of Lowestoft Garden Village No 1400 20 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 80 740 560

WLP2.14 Land North of Union Lane, Oulton Promoted by Oldman Homes 150 40 40 40 30 150

WLP2.15 Land Between Hall Lane and Union Lane, Oulton Promoted by Badger Building 190 50 50 50 40 190

WLP2.16 Land south of the Street, Carlton Colville/Gisleham RG Meadows & Son as landowner, supported by Badger Building 900 20 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 55 900

WLP2.20 Gunton Park, off Old Lane, Corton Tredwell Developments 65 10 30 25 65

Larkfleet Homes 975 122 122 122 122 122 122 122 121 975

500 86 86 86 86 86 70 500

WLP3.2 Land west of London Road, Beccles No 280 25 50 50 50 50 55 280

WLP4.1 Halesworth/ Holton Healthy Neighbourhood Promoted by Richborough Estates 215 40 40 40 40 40 15 215

WLP4.2 Land adjacent to Chediston Street, Halesworth Christchurch Land and Estates Ltd 200 40 40 40 40 40 200

WLP4.3 Land north of Old Station Road, Halesworth No 10 5 5 10

WLP4.4 Land West of Lodge Road, Holton No 15 10 5 15

WLP4.5 Land at Dairy Farm, Saxons Way, Halesworth No (check reps) 40 20 20 40

WLP5.1 Land East of St Johns Road, Bungay Promoted by landowner Tim Basey-Fisher 85 10 20 20 20 15 85

WLP5.2 Land West of St Johns Road, Bungay Halsbury Homes (part) 400 10 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 40 400

WLP6.1 Land West of Copperwheat Avenue, Reydon No 220 50 50 50 50 20 220

WLP7.2 Land between the Street and A146, Barnby No (check reps) 50 10 10 10 10 10 50

WLP7.3 Land south of Louth Road, Blundeston No (check reps) 16 4 8 4 16

WLP7.4 Land north of Pickwick Drive, Blundeston No (check reps) 45 10 10 10 10 5 45

WLP7.5 Land north of the Street, Somerleyton No (check reps) 10 5 5 10

WLP7.6 Mill Farm Field, Somerleyton No (check reps) 35 10 10 10 5 35

WLP7.7 Land north of Elms Lane, Wangford No (check reps) 16 5 5 6 16

WLP7.8 Land North of Chapel Road, Wrentham No (check reps) 60 15 15 15 15 60

WLP7.9 Land South of Southwold Road, Brampton No (check reps) 50 10 10 10 10 10 50

WLP7.10 Land at Toodley Farm, Station Road, Brampton No (check reps) 8 2 2 2 2 8

WLP7.11 Land south of Hogg Lane, Ilketshall St Lawrence No (check reps) 25 5 5 5 5 5 25

WLP7.12 Land East of the Street, Lound 10 5 5 10

WLP7.13 Land north of Chapel Road, Mutford 6 4 2 6

WLP7.14 Land North of School Road, Ringsfield No (check reps) 30 10 10 10 30

WLP7.15 Land East of Mill Road, Rumburgh 12 5 5 10

WLP7.16 Land east of Woodfield Close, Willingham 10 5 5 10

WLP7.17 Land west of Lock's Road, Westhall 18 5 5 5 3 18

0 14 37 187 599 734 699 633 470 456 437 401 326 321 316 316 296 225 155 6622

837

8148

SPRU Adjusted Waveney Local Plan Appendix A3.3 Local Plan Allocations Trajectory

Total Plan Period Supply (LP and Commitments) incl. Revisions to WLP3.1

No. of Units/Year (Estimated for year of

Total

Total LP Allocation in 5 Year Period (2017- 2022)

Site Ref                   

Plan Ref
Site  Name/ Address Developer?

Estimated

No. of units to be

built

WLP3.1 Beccles and Worlingham Garden Neighbourhood
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APPENDIX C- LOCAL EVIDENCE ON LEAD-IN TIMES 

 

Outline Planning Applications 

No.  Site 
Site 
Capacity Planning Application Ref: Application submitted Permission Granted 

First Completions 
Recorded in AMR 

Year from Submission 
to Start on Site 

Months from Submission 
to Start on Sites 

1 
Woods Meadow, Land off Hall 
Lane, Oulton 800 DC/01/0977/OUT 11th January 2001 31st July 2013 Mar-16 12.5 150 

2 Phase 3 Park Meadows, Oulton 119 DC/85/0595/OUT 8th May 1985 23rd February 1989 Mar-14 28.75 346 

Full Planning Applications 

1 
Carlton Hall, Chapel Road, Carlton 
Colville 19 DC/14/2252/FUL 26th June 2014 

22nd December 
2014 Mar-17 2.75 33 

2 
Site of Normanshurst Fire Station, 
Normanston Drive, Lowestoft 32 DC/11/1095/FUL 30th September 2011 29th December 2011 Mar-14 2.5 29 

3 
Former Eversley School Playing 
Field, Wangford Road, Reydon 38 DC/09/0611/FUL 7th July 2009 30th November 2010 Mar-13 3.5 43 

4 Land at Lodge Road, Holton 8 DC/13/0383/ful 28th March 2013 31st July 2013 Mar-17 4 47 

5 Plits 1-11 Rodber Way, Lowestoft 11 DC/11/0264/FUL 4th February 2011 3rd June 2011 Mar-16 5 60 

6 
Applewood Chapel Road, Carlton 
Colville 18 DC/10/1028/FUL 17th August 2010 4th January 2012 Mar-14 3.5 42 

7 
Depot Adjacent to 89 Ellough Road, 
Beccles 64 DC/04/0191/FUL 22nd December 2004 30th November 2007 Mar-09 4.25 50 

8 
Excelsior House, Norwich Road, 
Halesworth 15 DC/05/0133/FUL 15th December 2005 15th December 2006 Mar-09 3.25 38 

9 Bedingfield Crescent, Halesworth 14 DC/05/1074/FUL 7th October 2005 
26th September 
2007 Mar-09 3.5 41 

10 Hillfield, Winston Road, Reydon 27 DC/06/0914/FUL 18th August 2006 19th January 2007 Mar-09 2.5 30 

Average for Full Applications 3.48 41.30 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 



 
 

 

 

 
 


