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1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
The Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 was adopted on 25 June 2001 and covers the period to 2016.  This is the second Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) on the Plan, and includes the latest available information on selected topics.  

1.2
Monitoring provides a basis for deciding whether the Plan is achieving what it set out to achieve, and for identifying measures which might be taken by the County Council, District Councils or other agencies to help move closer to those objectives.  It also helps to identify where planning policies need to be strengthened or otherwise changed, or where they may no longer be required.  Under the Government’s planning reforms, which include the abandonment of Structure Plans (see section 2), any such changes will need to be introduced through successor documents. 

1.3
Much of the information in this report comes from the ‘Suffolk’s Environment’ project, undertaken by the County Council in partnership with Suffolk’s District Councils, which has tracked a range of indicators of change since publication of baseline data in 1997.  The latest update on the project was published in April 2004 and covers the years 2001/2 and 2002/3.  This report relates some of the spot data and trends identified in ‘Suffolk’s Environment’ to objectives and policies in the Structure Plan. 

2.
REFORM OF THE PLANNING SYSTEM

2.1
As part of its reforms, the Government is replacing Structure and Local Plans with Regional Spatial Strategies (RSS) prepared by Regional Planning Bodies (in the Eastern Region, the East of England Regional Assembly [EERA]) and Local Development Documents (LDD) prepared by District Councils.  County Councils retain responsibility for Minerals and Waste LDDs.  A draft RSS for the Eastern Region (RSS14: the “East of England Plan”) was submitted to the Government by EERA in November 2004, and was placed on public consultation in December. A Public Examination of the proposals is expected to begin in September 2005.

2.2
All adopted local plans in Suffolk are either nearing or past their end dates. The first AMR reported progress on reviews by Suffolk’s Districts, following publication of Regional Planning Guidance for East Anglia (RPG6) in November 2000, and adoption of the new Structure Plan in June 2001.  Some of these review programmes and processes have changed as the effects of the government’s reforms have become clearer.  It seems unlikely that comprehensive coverage of new style Local Development Documents will be in place before about 2008.  

2.3
In the meantime, the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 will be a “saved” document under transitional arrangements and remain part of the statutory development plan until superseded by the new RSS14, probably during 2006.  Some policies may remain in force beyond 2006, pending completion of new style LDDs.

2.4 
The County Council has an adopted Minerals Plan and has recently taken a draft Waste Local Plan through public inquiry.  The Waste Plan is being completed under transitional arrangements, while a review of the Minerals Plan will commence under the new system. 

2.5
In association with its reforms, the Government is reviewing all of its national Planning Policy Guidance, to ensure that it is as up to date, clear and concise as possible.  A number of new “Planning Policy Statements” have already been issued, comments having previously been submitted on consultation drafts on behalf of the County Council.

3.
POPULATION

Components of change

3.1
The Structure Plan does not promote a specific pattern of population change as a matter of policy, although the strategy for the scale and distribution of new housing and employment will have a direct influence upon it.

3.2
Estimates prepared by the Office for National Statistics show that the population of Suffolk was 671,600 in 2002, an increase of 15,900 since 1996 or 2,650 p.a.  Table 1 shows the breakdown of this change by District and Borough.  (Note that many figures, including those for 1996 given in the first annual monitoring report, have recently been changed by ONS as a result of research into the reconciliation of its population estimates against the 2001 Census results.)

Table 1: Population change 1996-2002 and components of change (totals in ’000s)



Area
Mid

1996
Mid

2002
Total change 1996-2002
% change 1996-2002
Natural change
Net migration and other changes

Babergh
80.2
83.6
3.4
4.2
-0.3
3.6

Forest Heath
63.4
56.9
-6.5
-10.3
1.7
-8.2

Ipswich
114.8
117.0
2.2
1.9
1.1
1.2

Mid Suffolk
81.4
86.9
5.5
6.8
0.3
5.4

St Edmundsbury
93.4
98.5
5.1
5.5
0.6
4.4

Suffolk Coastal
114.2
115.5
1.3
1.1
-1.2
2.6

Waveney
108.4
113.1
4.7
4.3
-1.7
6.5









SUFFOLK
655.7
671.6
15.9
2.4
0.4
15.5


Source: Office for National Statistics, October 2004

3.3
During the first six years of the Structure Plan period, natural change, the excess of births over deaths, was only 400.  All births in Suffolk are counted, including those to American service personnel.  The bulk of the remainder is nominally the net result of people moving into or out of Suffolk, although the figure is likely to include a margin of error arising from flaws in the ONS estimation process over the last decade.

3.4
The ONS data indicates that Mid Suffolk has experienced the fastest total and percentage growth, mainly due to net inward migration.  Forest Heath appears to have experienced a large reduction in its population, although this is believed to be attributable to flaws in the estimation process that continue to influence the estimates for this district.  

3.5
Leaving aside Forest Heath, the slowest growing district has been Suffolk Coastal.  Here the level of migration appears to be low, although intuitively, given the attractions of the area, one would expect it to be higher.  There have been more deaths than births, a reflection of the district’s age structure.  There are also significantly more deaths than births in Waveney, the other district with a relatively elderly population (see the first annual monitoring report).  There has been a noticeable decline in the number of births over the last few years in Ipswich and Suffolk Coastal, while the number of deaths has recently only declined very slightly across the County as a whole.

Trends in the movement of population

3.6
Use of National Health Service data, including information on the movement of patients between General Practitioners, enables estimates of total population moves between administrative Districts in the United Kingdom to be prepared.  These estimates reveal a number of trends:

(a) the number of net moves into Suffolk from the remainder of the UK has been increasing, but fell slightly to 3.800 in 2002/3;

(b) during the ten years to mid-2002, a large net number of adults aged 16 to 24 left Suffolk to live elsewhere in the UK.  Losses were not evenly spread around the County.  More young adults left Suffolk Coastal than any other District.  Babergh lost about half the number of Suffolk Coastal.  Mid Suffolk, Waveney and St Edmundsbury lost fewer still; 

(c) people aged 25 to 64 and their children have moved into Suffolk in large numbers, especially from Essex, London and the south-east of England.  Those aged 45 or more have been especially attracted to the coastal districts of Suffolk Coastal and Waveney;

(d) Ipswich is different, with young adults moving into the Borough and people from all other age groups moving out;

(e) about 40% of the moves into and out of Suffolk have been from or to the three neighbouring counties;  the majority of all moves involve the three neighbouring counties and London and the South East of England region. 

3.7
Research conducted by Anglia Polytechnic University for EERA as part of work on the East of England Plan has identified a ripple effect as people have moved from London into and then across the East of England Region over the last decade.  The net inflow to Suffolk from London peaked during mid-2001 to mid-2002, reducing to 2,000 during mid-2002 to mid-2003. 

Age structure of the Suffolk population

3.8
The differences between the ages of people coming to live in Suffolk and those that leave are progressively changing the age structure of the total  population.  In particular, the large number of middle aged people moving into Suffolk is reflected in the proportion of the population in those age groups at 2001, in comparison to the United Kingdom as a whole.  There are a number of possible consequences.  The middle-aged tend to bring wealth, experience and particular attitudes with them, and potentially provide a pool of volunteers and carers.  Eventually these people will enter old age and if they remain in Suffolk some are likely to need help from Social Care.  There could also be issues arising from deficiencies in pension provision. These older people replace younger people, many of whom are going up to University or leaving home and moving away, taking their vitality, enthusiasm and up-to-date skills and knowledge with them. Middle aged people also have different, more conservative spending patterns to younger people, with potential disadvantages for the local economy.

3.9
Table 2 presents age structure data for mid-2001 for Suffolk districts and boroughs, based on the 2001 Census results.  This shows that almost a quarter of the people living in Suffolk Coastal and Waveney are over state retirement age, whereas in Forest Heath, the percentage over retirement age is only 17%.  The percentage of people of working age (who may not in fact be in work) varies from 56.2% in Waveney to 62.5% in Forest Heath.  The percentage of children who are 15 or under is relatively constant across the county.

Table 2: Age structure of Suffolk’s population at mid-2001 (totals in ’000s) 



Area
Childen 

0 - 15
Working age 

16 – 59 (F) / 64 (M)
Older people 

60 (F) / 64 (M) and over


Total
%
Total
%
Total
%

Babergh
16.2
19.4
49.6
59.4
17.7
21.2

Forest Heath
11.6
20.6
35.1
62.5
9.5
16.9

Ipswich
24.6
21.0
70.4
60.0
22.2
19.0

Mid Suffolk
17.2
19.8
52.2
60.0
17.6
20.2

St Edmundsbury
19.0
19.3
60.6
61.7
18.7
19.0

Suffolk Coastal
22.3
19.3
65.6
56.9
27.4
23.8

Waveney
21.8
19.3
63.2
56.2
27.6
24.5









SUFFOLK
132.6
19.8
396.7
59.2
140.6
21.0


Source: Office for National Statistics
4.
HOUSING

Housing growth

4.1
Structure Plan Policy CS8 proposes housing growth in Suffolk between 1996 and 2016 of 2,650 per year or 53,000 in total.  It distributes this growth between the seven districts in Suffolk, and within the Ipswich Policy Area, which comprises Ipswich Borough and nearby parts of the three adjoining districts.  The distribution reflects the locational strategy for housing provision in policy CS3. 

4.2
Table 3 compares the estimated annual change in housing stock between July 1996 and March 2004 with the provision set down in policy CS8. 

Table 3: Change in housing stock 1996-2004 compared to rates proposed in Structure Plan policy CS8 for 1996-2016;  implications for the remainder of the Plan period



Area
Change pa

1/7/1996 -31/3/2004
Stock

31/3/2004
Plan rate pa

1996-2016
Rate pa

2004-2016*

Babergh
305
36,960
345
370

Forest Heath
145
24,960
260
330

Ipswich
315
53,220
400
455

Mid Suffolk
415
38,060
405
400

St Eds’bury
490
44,000
440
410

Suff’k Coastal
550
54,490
470
420

Waveney
395
53,110
335
295







Ipswich PA
705
70,110
655
625







SUFFOLK
2,615
304,790
2,650
2,680

Source: Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC

*The rate needed over the remainder of the Plan period to achieve the policy CS8 rate over the whole period 1996-2016

All figures rounded independently.  Columns may not sum. 
4.3
The housing increase at county level has been close to that proposed in the Structure Plan.

4.4
To date Babergh, Forest Heath and Ipswich Borough have fallen short of the growth rates specified in the Structure Plan.  Mid Suffolk has met the Plan rate and St Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal, Waveney and Ipswich Policy Area have exceeded their provisions.  The reasons behind the variations will be considered in conjunction with District and Borough Councils in the course of local plan/local development document preparation as part of the process of “plan, monitor and manage”. 

4.5
There has been a substantial reserve of readily-developable housing commitments in Mid Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal Districts.  In Ipswich Borough it has proved difficult to bring forward the large volume of brownfield sites in the early years of the Plan period. However, development rates are now beginning to increase, with significant progress on major sites in the Wet Dock area, and a more rapid build-out than anticipated on the Ravenswood development. In Forest Heath, a large proportion of the land allocated in the local plan is at the expanded settlement of Red Lodge.  Completion of the Red Lodge Master Plan took considerably longer than anticipated.  Planning permissions for much of the new development have only recently been issued and work on site is now beginning.  These factors have all contributed to the relatively low housebuilding rate in the District over the Plan period.

Housing land availability

4.6
Table 4 shows the number of houses expected to be provided on land in various categories of housing supply.  It also shows the number of years supply of land this represents at rates of development which would be necessary to achieve the provisions of Structure Plan policy CS8 over the whole period 1996-2016.  

Table 4:    Housing land availability at 1/4/2004 and years’ supply outstanding at residual rates from Structure Plan policy CS8



Area
Planning permiss-ions

(1)
 Local plan alloca-tions

(2)
Other sites

(3)
Total units
Residual rate 2004-2016 to achieve policy CS8
1996-2016 (from table 3)
Years supply from 2004 at residual rate (4)

Babergh
900
1,460
950
3,310
370
8.9

Forest Heath
1,345
1,170
400
2,915
330
8.8

Ipswich
3,300
3,570
615
7,485
455
16.5

Mid Suffolk
2,185
240
0
2,425
400
6.1

St Eds’bury
1,815
2,975
220
5,010
410
12.2

Suff’k Coastal
3,125
350
0
3,475
420
8.3

Waveney
1,405
605
840
2,850
295
9.7









SUFFOLK
14,075
10,370
3,025
27,470
2,680
10.3

Source:   Preparatory work for Eastern Region Annual Monitoring Report 2004

(1) Includes houses under construction

(2) Includes sites in plans which have reached at least first deposit stage

(3) Other sites where the principle of development is accepted by the local planning authority

(4) Other “windfall” sites likely to come forward across the county in the future are expected to increase the number of years’ supply

(5) All figures rounded independently, therefore columns may not sum 

(6) Data for Ipswich Policy Area unavailable at time of drafting

4.7
Existing local plans have end dates of either 2001 and 2006, and reflect guidance on the scale of housing provision up to 2006 laid down in Structure Plan Alteration 2 (1992) or Alteration 3 (1995).  Consequently the shortfalls in provision of land for housing demonstrated in table 3 compared to requirements in policy CS8 of the latest Structure Plan, which runs to 2016, are not unexpected.  Completion of the current round of local plan reviews and forthcoming Local Development Documents will extend to 2016 or later the period for which provision is made. Assuming a reasonable contribution from “windfall” development, table 4 indicates that only limited additional allocations are required in these plans for the provisions of the Structure Plan up to 2016 to be met.

Housing strategy: major development

4.8
Policy CS3 establishes a settlement hierarchy for the provision of new housing.  Ipswich and Bury St Edmunds are identified as locations for major housing growth under clause (b);  Lowestoft, Stowmarket, Sudbury and Haverhill are identified as locations for growth on a smaller but still significant scale under clause (c).  In other settlements development is expected to be on a more modest scale and to meet primarily local needs. This strategy is intended to focus new housing on the main centres of population, employment and services with the greatest potential for expanding the use of sustainable means of transport.

Table 5: Volume and percentage of housing stock change in Ipswich and Bury St. Edmunds;  Lowestoft, Sudbury, Stowmarket and Haverhill; and other parts of Suffolk, 1996-2003


Location
% of 1996 stock
Stock change 1996-2001 (1)
% of stock change 1996-2001
Stock change

2001-2004 (2)
% of stock change 2001-2004








Ipswich Policy Area
22.7%
3,370
26.1%
2,260
28.2%

Bury St Edmunds
6.1%
800
6.2%
650
8.1%

CS3(b) towns
28.8%
4,170
32.3%
2,910
36.3%








Lowestoft
10.5%
990
7.7%
760
9.5%

Stowmarket
2.5%
660
5.1%
400
5.0%

Sudbury
3.0%
280
2.2%
230
2.9%

Haverhill
2.9%
1,270
9.8%
510
6.4%

CS3(c) towns
18.8%
3,200
24.8%
1,900
23.7%








Elsewhere
52.4%
5,530
42.9%
3,210
40.0%








SUFFOLK
100.0%
12,900
100.0%
8,020
100.0%

Source: Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC

Figures rounded independently and may not sum.

Settlement figures include contiguous built-up area within adjoining parishes.

(1) July 1996 – June 2001

(2) April 2001 – March 2004

4.9
Table 5 shows the distribution of change in the Suffolk housing stock between the 1996 base year of the Plan and March 2004.  It distinguishes the settlements named in Structure Plan policy CS3 (b) and (c) from other parts of the county, and compares the proportion of new development in those settlements with the proportion of the total housing stock there in 1996.

4.10
The table shows that the proportion of new housing which has been built in the two categories of growth location combined is significantly higher than the proportion of the county housing stock present there at the beginning of the plan period.  This proportion has also risen in the last three years monitored, mainly due to the scale of development taking place in the three largest towns.  The pattern of development is generally consistent with the strategy.  Major developments on the fringes of Ipswich, to the north east of Stowmarket, in the Moreton Hall area of Bury St Edmunds, within the Haverhill Bypass and on the northern and southern fringes of Lowestoft have made important contributions to this outcome. 


Housing strategy: smaller scale development

4.11
Structure Plan policy CS3(d) seeks to steer most housing development not taking place at the towns named above to other towns and larger villages with a strong service base, thereby minimising the need to travel to meet basic service needs.  Table 5 above indicates that over the Structure Plan period to date, 40% of all housing development has taken place away from the six named towns.  Of this, about two thirds has taken place in other towns and one third in the villages and rural areas.

4.12
“Suffolk’s Environment” tracks the proportion of the population living in parishes which have one or more of the following services: food shop/general store, post office, public house, primary school and meeting place.  Although these services are slightly different to those specified in policy CS3(d) as a basis for decisions on the location of new housing, the data gives a snapshot of the accessibility of services within the rural areas.  In support of the policy on development location,  policy ECON11 seeks to resist any proposal which would result in the complete loss of a particular type of community facility from a village.  Implementation of this policy rests with District Councils through the development control process.

Table 6  : % of rural population with local access to a shop, post office, public house, primary school and meeting place, 2003



Area
Total Rural Population
Rural population living in parishes with access to all five listed facilities
% of rural population with access to all five listed facilities

Babergh
56,200
35,960
64%

Forest Heath
9,380
420
4%

Mid Suffolk
65,970
26,240
40%

St Eds’bury
41,310
21,300
52%

Suff’k Coastal
38,230
11,410
30%

Waveney
13,490
1,600
12%






SUFFOLK
224,570
96,930
43%

Ipswich Borough is treated as wholly urban

Source: Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC; District Councils.
4.13
Almost 225,000 residents in Suffolk live in the 434 parishes defined as rural, around a third of the county’s total population. Of these, only 95,000 (43%) have access to all of the five listed facilities.  The highest figure is in Babergh, where 64% of the rural population live in parishes with access to a shop, post office, pub, primary school and meeting place.  In St Edmundsbury, around half of the rural population has access to these five facilities.

4.14
More pubs are to be found in rural parishes than any other facility. 254 parishes (58.5%) have at least one pub, meaning that 82% of the rural population live in a parish that has access to one.   Meeting places are the second most prevalent facility (235 parishes had at least one) while food shops were the least widely available (to be found in 141 parishes).  This was lower than the number of parishes with access to a post office (155).

Housing on previously-developed “brownfield” land 

4.15
Following the lead given by Government policy in PPG3: “Housing”, Structure Plan policy CS7 establishes a sequential approach to be followed in making new housing allocations in local plans, giving priority to previously developed land and vacant or under-used land within built up areas ahead of greenfield sites.  Government guidance makes clear that this prioritisation should also be taken into account in making decisions on planning applications.

Table 7:  Net new dwellings built on brownfield land, April 2001 – March 2004



Area
Net dwellings built on brownfield land (1)
Total dwellings built 

(2)
% of dwellings built on brownfield land (3)

Babergh
450
960
47%

Forest Heath (1)
120
280
43%

Ipswich
1,140
1,380
83%

Mid Suffolk
450
950
47%

St Edmundsbury
720
1,420
51%

Suffolk Coastal
650
1,450
45%

Waveney
380
1,520
25%






SUFFOLK
3,910
7,960
49%

Source:  Suffolk’s Environment 2004

Forest Heath data in column (1) for April 2001 – March 2003 only

4.16
Table 7 demonstrates that county performance over the three years from 2001 falls slightly short of both the 50% target for Suffolk set in Regional Planning Guidance for East Anglia (RPG6) and the 53% outturn expected for the whole of the Structure Plan period as a result of the Plan proposals. A slightly lower percentage was reported for the period July 1998-June 2001 in the first annual monitoring report.

4.17
Ipswich has achieved the greatest number and proportion of housing completions on brownfield sites.  The majority of brownfield completions in Babergh, Mid Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal have been on small sites in rural areas.  In Waveney, brownfield completions have averaged only 25% of the total.  This reflects the large number of greenfield commitments currently working their way through the system, and the need to retain a significant proportion of brownfield employment land which might otherwise have been developed for housing, to help meet regeneration objectives.

Affordable Housing

4.18
The Structure Plan defines affordable housing  as “housing for local households whose incomes are insufficient to enable them to purchase or rent accommodation locally on the open market”. 

4.19
Policy CS9 sets a framework within which District Councils can make provision to meet affordable housing needs.  These needs manifest themselves at local level.  They can only be addressed by the planning system directly by District Councils, through local plan policies requiring appropriate proportions of affordable housing within local plan allocations, and through negotiation and decision making on planning applications.

4.20
Targets for the provision of affordable housing have been set in Local Plans, informed by Housing Needs Surveys conducted at District level.  Across the seven Districts, these targets vary from 15% to 30% of housing on large sites, with caveats in some cases relating for example to particular types of allocation (e.g. greenfield or brownfield development) or the level of need in particular areas as demonstrated by survey.  The District-wide surveys themselves have suggested a need for 20%-30% of housing to be affordable in Babergh, 25%-30% in Mid Suffolk, up to 30% in Suffolk Coastal and 30% in Waveney.  The draft East of England Plan issued for consultation in December 2004 seeks a minimum 30% affordable housing as a  proportion of total housing provision in each local authority area.

Table 8:  Affordable housing as a proportion of all new housing, April 2001-March 2003



Area
Net affordable housing

(1)
Total dwellings built 

(2)
% affordable 

(3)

Babergh
99
750
13%

Forest Heath (1)
3
60
5%

Ipswich
178
820
22%

Mid Suffolk
28
610
5%

St Edmundsbury
131
810
16%

Suffolk Coastal
37
990
4%

Waveney
52
1,010
5%






SUFFOLK
528
5,050
10%

Source:  Suffolk’s Environment 2004

Forest Heath data for April 2002 – March 2003 only

Excludes stock acquired by Housing Associations
4.21
Table 8 shows that just over 500 units of affordable housing per year have been built in the two years to March 2003, or about 10% of the total stock increase. It is clear that the proportion of new housing which is affordable is well below the levels specified in housing needs surveys and in Local Plans.  Conversely, the rapid increase in house prices since some of the needs surveys were undertaken suggests that the problem of affordability is likely to be even more acute.

4.22 These figures indicate the need to seek greater efforts to provide more affordable housing.  Recent reports to the County Council’s Executive Committee and to the Council itself identified means by which higher proportions could be achieved.  “Stretched targets” in the next round of the Public Service Agreement will need to refer back to these figures as a baseline of current achievement. 

Implications of the emerging East of England Plan 

4.23
The new East of England Plan published in draft form in December 2004 includes quantitative provision for new housing for all unitary and district authorities and defined sub-regions in the Eastern Region over the period 2001-2021.  On approval the Plan will supersede policy CS8 of the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 as a framework for more detailed proposals in new-style Local Development Documents.

4.24
The approval of the Plan, expected in 2006, is unlikely to mean any radical alterations to the housing development strategy currently promoted by the Structure Plan.  However there are two changes worth noting in the draft.  Firstly, a rather higher annual rate of housing growth is proposed in the county as a whole, of the order of 2,930 dwellings per year between 2001 and 2021, compared to the 2,650 per year between 1996 and 2006 in the Structure Plan.  Secondly, an even stronger role for the Ipswich area is identified in accommodating new housing.  In the main this reflects the substantial potential identified in Ipswich Borough for development on previously developed land. One consequence is that proposed annual housing provision for Districts such as Babergh and Waveney is somewhat lower than proposed in the Structure Plan, even with higher levels of growth in the county as a whole.  In the main these changes are likely to have only limited impact in the first half of the East of England Plan period, although delivery of new housing in Ipswich is expected to accelerate quickly.   

5.
EMPLOYMENT

5.1
Because of difficulties with the available data, it has not been possible to include a meaningful analysis of trends in employment in Suffolk over the survey period.  However it is recognised that monitoring of this topic is of increasing importance, particularly as the draft East of England Plan sets out targets for employment provision.  Accordingly it is proposed to undertake further work on this topic and to present the conclusions at a later date.

6.
TRANSPORT

6.1
The Structure Plan transport strategy was prepared and finalised at the same time as the most recent changes in national transport planning policy were being introduced (set out in PPG13: Transport).  The focus is on a sustainable approach, with integration between different modes of transport and between the development and transport strategies.  Provision of a choice of alternatives to the private car in meeting personal transport needs is a central feature of the transport strategy.

6.2 Further transport policies and a programme of projects are set out in the Suffolk Local Transport Plan 2000 (LTP).  Four Annual Progress Reports (APR) on the LTP have been prepared which are the main sources of up to date information on implementation of the transport strategy and specific schemes.  The LTP and subsequently the APRs are the County Council’s main bidding documents for Government funding to improve local transport.  A new LTP covering the period 2006-2011 will be submitted to Government in 2005.

6.3 Projects of particular significance for the county development strategy are included in the Structure Plan at policy T12.  Progress on these is reported below.  Other transport projects with a land use dimension are included in District Local Plans and will feature in new Local development Documents.

Indicators
6.4 Progress towards Structure Plan and Local Transport Plan objectives is demonstrated through performance indicators reported in the LTP Annual Progress Reports.

Minimising the need to travel while maximising use of sustainable modes
6.5 The Structure Plan seeks development which is located and designed to minimise the need to travel, while at the same time maximising the use of sustainable modes of travel.

6.6 The 2001 Census shows there to be some notable variations in the travel to work habits of the residents of the county’s districts.  In five districts, more than 60% of journeys to work were made by people using private transport.  In Ipswich and Waveney, more journeys were made by sustainable modes, reflecting greater access to public transport, more developed cycle route networks and a shorter average length of journeys.

6.7 Comparison of the 2001 and 1991 Census results gives an indication of trends which have been emerging in travel patterns.  The Structure Plan was not finally adopted until 2001, so it will be some time before its effects can be fully assessed.  The Census gives the baseline of trends against which the Structure Plan and its successor policy documents can be monitored in the future.

6.8 Key conclusions emerging from the analysis include:

a) a marginal increase between 1991 and 2001 in the proportion of the workforce in Suffolk driving to work;

b) decreases in the proportion of the workforce cycling, walking or using buses to commute, but an increase in use of trains;

c) a significant increase in the proportion of the workforce working at or from home, to around 10%, although this could be due in part to definitional changes.

6.9 There has been an apparent increase in long-distance commuting between 1991 and 2001.  Notable differences include:

d) an 80% increase in commuting flows from Suffolk to Cambridgeshire, although even for the two closest districts - Forest Heath and St Edmundsbury  - this still represented less than 10% of the workforce;

e) an increase of 43% in journeys to Norwich, although absolute numbers still remain significantly below the strong flows into and out of Great Yarmouth;

f) a 47% increase in journeys into London, probably linked to the increase in train travel referred to above.  Babergh has the largest number of such commuters, although the greatest increase since 1991 had been from Mid Suffolk and Ipswich.

6.10 Despite these trends the vast majority of the Suffolk workforce – some 86% - remained at work in Suffolk.

6.11 The overall implication of these figures appears to be that while the trends in the 1990s were contrary to what is now sought in the Structure Plan, the movements have been quite modest in absolute terms.  There is therefore scope for a change in direction of the trends, in part influenced by the policies of the Plan.

6.12 Between 1991 and 2001, there was an increase of approximately 10,000 in the number of people commuting into Ipswich Borough to work.  In part this reflected the strength of the employment market in the town, and in part the development of new residential areas immediately outside the Borough boundaries, such as Grange Farm, Kesgrave and Pinewood.  However this will have added to pressures on the transport network, both for public and private modes.

6.13 A sample survey of Suffolk County Council employees in May 2003 showed that one in four travelled to work by sustainable modes.  British Telecom, who have a Green Travel Plan, also undertook a sample survey at their Martlesham Heath site. This revealed 21% of employees travelling to work by sustainable modes, consistent with the overall Suffolk figure.

Figure 1   : Journeys to Work by Mode by District, 2001 Census
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Data Source: 2001 Census [Key Statistics for Local Authorities]. Crown Copyright.

* Local Transport Plan definition of sustainable modes: walking, cycling and public transport (bus/coach/minibus, rail and taxi)

** ”Other”  includes those travelling to work as a passenger in a car or van, motorcycle / moped / scooter users and those who selected “other” on the census form.

      Table 9   : Modes of Journey to Work to Sample Employers



Mode
Suffolk County Council
British Telecom
Total
(2001 Census - Suffolk)

Walk
11.8%
2.8%
6.8%
10.1%

Cycle
4.8%
12.1%
8.9%
4.9%

Motorcycle
1.1%
3.2%
2.2%
1.3%

Bus
7.0%
3.6%
5.1%
4.3%

Train
1.7%
2.0%
1.9%
1.5%

Car Passenger
7.0%
4.5%
5.6%
6.3%

Car Driver
66.6%
68.7%
67.8%
60.6%

Taxi
N/A
0.2%
0.1%
0.3%

Worked from Home
N/A
2.0%
1.1%
10.1%

Other
N/A
0.9%
0.5%
0.6%

Sustainable Modes (Subtotal)
25.2%
20.7%
22.7%
21.1%

Total
100%
100%
100%
100%

Number of developments where a Travel Plan is submitted or is a condition of permission for development
6.14 Structure Plan policy T14 states that transport assessments will be required for all major developments.  All such assessments for non-residential development should include a travel plan setting out measures to reduce car use, to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport and to make journeys safer. This indicator provides a further measurement of the influence of the Suffolk Local Planning Authorities in encouraging sustainable travel.  The Suffolk LTP 2000 requires that by 2006 all companies employing in excess of 150 people will have been informed of the benefits of travel plans and that 50 of these companies will have implemented their own travel plans.

6.15 Just eight plans have been submitted or required since 1998.  An acceleration in the number of plans being implemented is required if the LTP target is to be met. An increase in the number of travel plans voluntarily submitted by applicants would provide evidence of a greater degree of awareness of sustainable transport on the part of local businesses.

Percentage of Rural Households within 13 minutes’ walk of an hourly bus service
6.16 This nationally-defined performance indicator measures the extent to which public transport is available in the generally less well served rural areas.  There was very little change in the overall level of service between 2000/01 and 2002/03 with 22.7% of rural households having access to an hourly or better bus service .

Table 10  : % of Households within 13 minutes’ walk of an hourly bus service



Area
% of Households


2002/03
2000/01

Babergh
25.2%
30%

Forest Heath
35.1%
35%

Mid Suffolk
9.9%
10%

St Edmundsbury
22.7%
23%

Suffolk Coastal
36.6%
37%

Waveney
16.8%
16%

Total
22.7%
23%

6.17 The Government’s Transport ten year plan (2000) sought a one-third increase in the proportion of households in rural areas within about 10 minutes walk of an hourly or better bus service by 2010.  If this target is to be met in Suffolk, the number of households so served needs to rise by approximately 1% per annum until 2010. The rural nature of much of the county provides a challenge for public transport provision with private companies reluctant to maintain routes that run at a loss.

Progress on schemes listed in policy T12 of the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001

East Suffolk Rail Line: passing loop at northern end
6.18 This scheme would allow a greater frequency of service on the East Suffolk line with potential benefits to towns in the East Suffolk Rural Priority Area and to Lowestoft itself.  Consultants will shortly be considering options for the scheme.

Park and Ride site at Martlesham
6.19 The third Ipswich Park and Ride site opened in the Autumn of 2003.

Park and Ride site in the Wherstead Road corridor, Ipswich
6.20 A site has been identified in the Babergh Local Plan Review second deposit draft on land to the north east of the A14/A137 junction.  The case for this scheme will be considered as part of a review of the Ipswich Transport Strategy.

Park and Ride site in the Nacton Road/Felixstowe Road corridor
6.21 A site has been identified in the Ipswich Local Plan Review 2001 on land to the north east of the A14/A1189 junction. The case for this scheme will be considered as part of a review of the Ipswich Transport Strategy.

Stowmarket B1115 Relief Road
6.22 This proposed new road is an integral part of the major Cedars Park development on the east side of Stowmarket, which is helping the town to fulfil its role as a significant housing growth location in the Structure Plan strategy.  Among other things it will provide new walking and cycling links and improved public transport between the new development and the town centre.  Compulsory Purchase and Side Road Orders are expected to be published in the spring of 2005.

Lowestoft Southern Relief Road and related measures
6.23 This scheme includes 3.2 km of new and improved roads together with other measures designed to improve internal transport links. The scheme will help support local businesses and develop the economy, consistent with Structure Plan policy ECON2.  Work began in January 2005 and is expected to be complete in November 2006.

A131 Sudbury Western Bypass and related measures
6.24 This scheme has been rejected for funding by the Department for Transport.  Alternative measures will be developed and implemented in Sudbury to reduce and manage the impact of traffic.  Base line data will be reviewed and the impact of the alternative measures monitored before a decision is made as to how to proceed.

Lowestoft Northern Spine Road phase 5

6.25
This scheme forms part of an integrated transport project for North Lowestoft identified as a priority scheme for the second Local Transport Plan for construction within the plan period (2006-2011) or in later LTP periods. Further design, consultation and assessment work is being carried out prior to the preparation of detailed LTP bids for Government funding.

Improved access to, within and around Ipswich Port

6.26
This scheme will be considered as part of a review of the Ipswich Transport Strategy.

A1065 Brandon Bypass
6.27
This scheme has been identified as a priority for the second Local Transport Plan for construction within the plan period (2006-2011) or in later LTP periods.  Further design, consultation and assessment work is being carried out prior to the preparation of detailed LTP bids for Government funding.

Bury St Edmunds Eastern Relief Road (development-related scheme)

Haverhill Northern Relief Road (development-related scheme)
6.28
As development-related projects,  St Edmundsbury Borough Council are currently considering how these roads might be delivered in association with land allocations in the new St Edmundsbury Local Development Framework.

Overall scheme progress in Suffolk
6.29
In 2003/2004, over 700 transport schemes were completed in Suffolk, across all objectives and target areas.  From capital funds, over £12 million was spent on road and bridge maintenance, £2.8 million on road safety work and £8 million on integrated transport schemes to improve facilities for all transport users.  Over the same period £22 million of revenue resources was spent on road maintenance and £4.8 million on support for public transport services.

Use of rail for freight traffic
6.30
Structure Plan policy T6 encourages the transfer of road-borne freight to rail.  The major generator of freight in Suffolk is the Port of Felixstowe.

6.31
The proportion of containers moving inland from Felixstowe that go by rail stood at 21% in 2003.  Public inquiries have recently been completed into proposals for redevelopment of the Landguard Terminal at Felixstowe and for new port development at Bathside Bay in Harwich.  In the event that the Government approves the Felixstowe scheme, the promoters have committed themselves to fund a range of rail improvements both locally and further afield which would give the potential for the rail borne share of freight from the port to increase to 26%.
6.32
Suffolk’s other ports handle relatively small quantities of cargo that can have only a small impact on the overall level of rail use achieved.

7. 
MAIN CONCLUSIONS

7.1 The rate of population growth in Suffolk between 1996 and 2001 as recorded by the Office for National Statistics was rather lower than anticipated by the population projections on which the Structure Plan is based.  However flaws in the estimation process cast some doubt upon the results, particularly in respect of Forest Heath and Suffolk Coastal Districts .  The Structure Plan in any event does not promote a particular rate of population growth as a matter of policy.

7.2
Between 1996 and 2002, ONS recorded the Suffolk population as increasing by 15,900 or 2.4%.  Mid Suffolk was the fastest growing district at 6.8%, and St Edmundsbury Borough second fastest at 5.5%.  Waveney grew by 4.3% despite the relatively high level of unemployment over the period. 

7.3
As a result of population movement, the age structure of the Suffolk population is changing, with an increasing proportion of people being in the middle aged groups compared to the national picture.  This trend, if continued, could have significant social and economic implications.

7.4
The rate of housing stock increase between 1996 and 2004 was very close to that proposed in RPG6 for East Anglia and the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001.

7.5
The proportion of housing growth taking place in the largest towns continues to increase, consistent with the Structure Plan strategy defined in policy CS3.

7.6
Only 43% of those living in parishes defined as rural still have local access to five key types of facility including a shop, post office and primary school;

7.7
Use of previously-developed land for new housing has been just under the 50% target for Suffolk set in RPG6, and the 53% outturn expected for the whole of the Structure Plan period as a result of the Plan proposals.  Ipswich continues to perform best in respect of use of such land, reflecting its almost wholly urban nature and the number of redevelopment opportunities available there.

7.8
The amount of new housing being built which is affordable continues to be well below the levels specified in housing needs surveys and in Local Plans.

7.9 In 2003/2004, over 700 transport schemes were completed in Suffolk, across all transport objectives and target areas.  From capital funds, over £12 million was spent on road and bridge maintenance, £2.8 million on road safety work and £8 million on integrated transport schemes to improve facilities for all transport users.  Over the same period £22 million of revenue resources was spent on road maintenance and £4.8 million on support for public transport services.

7.10 The proportion of the Suffolk workforce working at or from home appears to have increased significantly between 1991 and 2001, to around 10%.

7.11 There has been an apparent increase in long distance commuting to work among Suffolk workers, but a large majority continues to have its workplace in the county.

7.12 In five Suffolk districts in 2001, over 60% of journeys to work continued to be made by people using private transport.  In Ipswich and Waveney, more journeys were made by sustainable modes, reflecting greater access to public transport, more developed cycle route networks and a shorter average length of journey.  However the shift from sustainable means of transport to the car since 1991 appears to be limited, suggesting that there might be an opportunity to begin reversing those trends.

7.13 Felixstowe Port has increased the share of its throughput going by rail to 21%.  Investment by the owners of the port linked to current development proposals offer the potential to increase this proportion to 26% if those proposals are approved.
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