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REASON FOR REPORT

1. This report is for scrutiny purposes.

purpose of report

2. The purpose of this report is to introduce the first Structure Plan monitoring report (appended), and to stimulate debate on some of the key points arising from monitoring.

Action Recommended  

3. That the Committee considers the implications of the first monitoring report, prior to its circulation to key stakeholders such as Suffolk Districts, the East of England Local Government Conference and the Government Office.
reason for recommendation

4. To assess progress towards key objectives.

Alternative Options

5. None.

MAIN BoDY OF rEPORT

THE MAIN ISSUES FOR SCRUTINY MIGHT INCLUDE: 
6. The main issues concern the implications of the conclusions of monitoring for future strategic planning policy in Suffolk.

7. Most monitoring of planning policies has been undertaken as part of the “Suffolk’s Environment” project, which has tracked over 100 indicators of environmental and related change in Suffolk since publication of a baseline report in March 1997.  The output contributes to monitoring both of the Structure Plan and the Suffolk Local Transport Plan.  The first five-yearly review of this project was launched on 10 December 2002, and reported on development trends, the condition of the rural and built environment, transport and accessibility, recreation and open spaces, and matters such as the availability of mineral resources, river condition and progress towards renewable energy targets.
8. The main conclusions on the topics covered in the appendix are: 
a) 
b) The rate of population growth in Suffolk between 1996 and 2000 was  higher than that anticipated by the population projections on which the Structure Plan is based, although most of the variation can be attributed to technical factors unrelated to the projections.

c) Between 1981 and 2001, the Suffolk population increased by 13.3%.  Mid Suffolk was the fastest growing district at 25.2%. Suffolk Coastal grew second fastest at 22.6%.  Waveney grew by 14.1% despite the relatively high level of unemployment over the period.  The population of Ipswich Borough fell by 2.0%.

d) The housing stock increase of 12,900 in Suffolk between 1996 and 2001 was very close to the 13,250 proposed in the Structure Plan.  Therefore the county is making its contribution to the implementation of Regional Planning Guidance for East Anglia (RPG6).

e) The pattern of housing growth has been biased towards the largest towns, consistent with the Structure Plan strategy defined in policy CS3.

f) Use of previously-developed land for new housing has fallen slightly short of 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.

g) The amount of new housing approved which is “affordable” has been well below the levels specified in housing needs surveys and in Local Plans.
h) Between 1998 and 2001, employment in the county grew by 10.8%, a substantially faster rate than in the region and country as a whole.  The fastest growth has been recorded in Ipswich Borough and Mid Suffolk.
i) Suffolk has experienced slightly higher unemployment than the Eastern Region average since 1998, but is still below the national average and showing a general trend of decline. Since January 1998, the unemployment rate has dropped by 1.8 percentage points.

j) Unemployment in Ipswich and Waveney has remained above the county average, with other Districts remaining below the average. This disguises the fact that, in addition to concentrations of unemployment in wards in Ipswich and central Lowestoft, there are pockets of relatively high unemployment in other towns.  In dealing with these and other deprivation issues, planning policies will have to be developed alongside broader policies to tackle the underlying problems.
k) There appears to be a more than adequate supply of employment land in Suffolk.  The scale of investment in premises and land appears to be relatively low, compared to the level of housing growth.
9. These conclusions, and the outcome of discussion on the questions in paragraph 10, are relevant to the preparation of Regional Planning Guidance for the East of England Region (RPG14) and Local Plans being reviewed by District Councils.  Under the Government’s proposed legislative changes, no further review of the Suffolk Structure Plan will be carried out, and Local Plans will be replaced by Local Development Frameworks.  

THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS ARE RELEVANT TO THE COMMITTEE’S DISCUSSIONS:

10. Among other matters, Councillors may wish to consider 
l) 
m) the target requiring 55% of future housing development to take place on brownfield land, proposed in the Options Consultation Document for RPG14, the scope for achieving this in Suffolk, and the implications for other types of land use; 
n) 
o) the relatively low level of affordable housing being provided, and actions the local authorities might take to increase this.
p) the need for a more comprehensive and sophisticated monitoring effort by the County and District Councils on economic and employment issues and employment land availability.


IT IS ANTICIPATED THAT THE MINIMUM OUTCOMES WHICH COULD BE ACHIEVED THROUGH SCRUTINY WILL BE: 

11.
To consider whether the objectives and policies in the Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 continue to provide an appropriate development plan framework for Suffolk, and whether any actions are required to achieve its implementation.
THE ACTION RECOMMENDED WILL CONTRIBUTE TO THE COUNTY COUNCIL’S PRIORITIES AND POLICIES BY: 
12.
The Structure Plan is one of a number of plans and strategies supporting the County Council’s Policy and Performance Plan.  Monitoring of the Structure Plan demonstrates the contribution being made to the Council’s priorities and policies under the “Sustainable Suffolk” theme. 

FURTHER ACTION AND TIMESCALES:
11. Officers will continue to develop the Structure Plan monitoring process, in association with District Councils and other partners, and in parallel with arrangements being made for monitoring Regional Planning Guidance.  A further report will be presented to the Committee in about twelve months time.
Sources of further information

q) Suffolk Structure Plan 2001

r) Suffolk Local Transport Plan 2000
s) Suffolk Local Transport Plan First Annual Progress Report 2001

t) Suffolk Local Transport Plan Second Annual Progress Report 2002
u) Suffolk’s Environment: Towards Sustainable Development 1997
v) Suffolk’s Environment: Towards Sustainable Development: Five-year Review 2002

APPENDIX

STRUCTURE PLAN FIRST MONITORING REPORT

1.
INTRODUCTION

1.1
The Suffolk Structure Plan 2001 was adopted on 25 June 2001 and covers the period to 2016.  Chapter 12 sets out a range of topics to be given particular attention as part of the monitoring process.

1.2
Monitoring provides a basis for determining whether the Plan is achieving what it set out to achieve, and identifying where policies need to be strengthened, otherwise changed, or possibly deleted as part of a review.  It also enables the County Council to lobby District Councils and other agencies where particular actions are required on their part. 

1.3
The Government has indicated its intention to replace Structure and Local Plans with Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Frameworks.  This change may have implications for the way in which monitoring is carried out.  Since Local Development Frameworks are unlikely to be in place across Suffolk for some years, but all local plans are either past or nearing their end dates, the Structure Plan will continue to have an important role in guiding development.

1.4
This report looks at trends in population, housing and the economy in Suffolk,  providing information on selected Structure Plan objectives and key indicators of progress towards them.  Subsequent reports will cover a broader range of issues in more depth.  Information on the implementation of transport policies and proposals can be found in the First and Second Annual Progress Reports on the Suffolk Local Transport Plan, published in July 2001 and July 2002 respectively.

1.5
Much of the information in this report derives from the ‘Suffolk’s Environment’ project, undertaken in partnership with Suffolk’s District Councils, which has tracked over 100 indicators of change since publication of baseline data in 1997.  Three annual reports on ‘Suffolk’s Environment’ have been issued, and the first five-yearly review was launched in December 2002.  This report relates a number of the matters raised in ‘Suffolk’s Environment’ directly to objectives and policies set out in the Structure Plan.   

2.
LOCAL PLAN PROGRAMME

2.1
Local Plan reviews are in progress for all seven Districts and Boroughs in Suffolk, following publication of Regional Planning Guidance for East Anglia (RPG6) in November 2000, and adoption of a new Structure Plan in June 2001. Table 1 shows the latest timetable for these reviews.  The procedure and programme to be followed in each case may be varied in the light of the Government’s proposed changes to the planning system.   

2.2
Existing 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 Alterations 2 or 3.  Consequently the shortfalls in provision of land for housing demonstrated in table 4 compared to requirements in policy CS8 of the latest Structure Plan, which runs to 2016, are not unexpected.
Table 1: Projected programmes for review of District/Borough local plans in Suffolk 
(as at December 2002)



Babergh
Forest Heath
Ipswich
Mid Suffolk
St Edmunds-bury
Suffolk Coastal
Waveney

Issues Report
January 

1999
June 

2001
August 

1999
June 

2002
February

 2000
November 

2002
January 

2001

First Deposit Draft
September 

2001
2003/4
November 

2001
2003
January 

2003 
Summer

2003
February

2003

Second Deposit Draft
May 2003

March 

2003

Late 

2003
Spring 

2004
Not planned at this stage 

Public Inquiry
Autumn 

2003

Late 

2003

2004
Summer 

2004
Not planned at this stage

Inquiry Report


2004

Mid

2004

2005
Summer

2005


Draft modifi-cations


2005

Late

2004

2005
Late 2005


Adoption
2005

2005

2006
2006
(As Interim Planning Guidance) January 2004










Expiry date for current Local Plan
2001
2001
2006
2006
2006
2006
2006

Source: Suffolk Districts/Boroughs

Subject to amendment following decisions on process in light of Government’s proposed legislative changes.
2.3
The County Council has an adopted Minerals Plan and is about to place a draft Waste Local Plan on first deposit.  Rates of growth set out in the Structure Plan and detailed development proposals in District Local Plans have a bearing on the demand for and supply of minerals and the ongoing need for waste disposal facilities.

3.
POPULATION 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
Table 2 sets out the County Council’s estimates of population change since 1996, the base year of the Structure Plan. The total population of Suffolk increased by 20,410 between 1996 and 2000, from 650,960 to 671,370 or about 5,100 per year. There were more deaths than births, and a net increase of 2,000 in armed forces personnel and their dependants.  However, most of the increase was due to more people moving into Suffolk than leaving.  At county level, the scale of change was some 2,000 per year higher than that anticipated in the population projections on which the Structure Plan is based.  This may reflect a number of factors, including the relatively short period being considered, some overestimation of migration (see 3.5 and 3.6 below), the change in the numbers of armed forces, and a greater than anticipated reduction in housing vacancy rates. 

Table 2: Components of population change in Suffolk 1996-2000



Area
Natural change (difference between births and deaths)
Net migration, including change in armed forces (Note these are overestimates, see text)
Total change 1996-2000
Change per year

Babergh
-50
1,820
1,770
440

Forest Heath
10
720
740
190

Ipswich
820
830
1,660
420

Mid Suffolk
150
3,910
4,060
1,020

St Edmundsbury
330
3,730
4,060
1,020

Suffolk Coastal
-650
5,840
5,190
1,300

Waveney
-1,160
4,090
2,930
730







Ipswich PA
1,110
4,540
5,630
1,410







SUFFOLK
-550
20,950
20,410
5,100

Source: Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC

Figures rounded independently and may not sum to totals

3.3
The Office for National Statistics (ONS) also produces population estimates for counties and districts.  The ONS mid 2000 estimate for Suffolk is 679,900.  The estimate for mid 2001, based on the 2001 Census results, is 669,400.

3.4
ONS believes the 2001 Census results to be particularly accurate.  Suffolk County Council has made independent validation checks by looking at housing stock and household size and also considers the 2001 results to be credible.
3.5
In the light of the results, ONS now feels the allowance it made for under-enumeration in the 1991 Census was too large.  The results also confirm that previous ONS population estimates were inflated by errors in the international migration data, which did not record all moves out of the country.  Consequently, ONS is revising all estimates for the period from 1982 to 2000.  This will have repercussions for any related work such as the calculation of household formation rates.
3.6
The Council has always calculated its own population estimates, because information is needed for parishes and other areas smaller than districts.  In so doing, local knowledge can be taken into account.  However the method uses ONS data on emigration, so the Council’s estimates are also inflated to some extent.  Except for Suffolk Coastal, the differences between the Council’s in-house estimates for 2000 and the Census results are well within the bounds of error, given the number of calculations and assumptions that have had to be made over the previous nine years.

3.7
The 2001 Census counts made available so far are by age group and sex down to District level, and enable a number of trends to be identified for the period 1981-2001.  (1991 has been set aside for the reasons outlined above.)  

3.8
Between 1981 and 2001, the Suffolk population as recorded by the Census increased by about 78,000, or 13.3%.  This figure is depressed to some degree by the departure of about 7,000 USAF personnel and dependants from the Woodbridge and former Bentwaters bases in Suffolk Coastal in 1993.  

3.9
Mid Suffolk has been the fastest growing district at 25.2%. Suffolk Coastal grew second fastest at 22.6%, even with the USAF departures.  Waveney grew by 14.1% despite the relatively high level of unemployment over the period. 

3.10
The population of Ipswich Borough fell by 2,400, or about 2.0%.  The Structure Plan expects to reduce or reverse this trend in promoting what is regarded as a more sustainable pattern of development, concentrating new housing within the Borough. 

3.11
The proportion of older people is highest in Suffolk Coastal and Waveney, with more than a quarter being aged 60 or more  and more than 10% aged 75 or more in both areas.  The level of housing provision now proposed in those Districts is significantly lower than in the past.  In Suffolk Coastal, this primarily reflects the limited opportunities for sustainable large scale housing development in a District with no major towns and significant environmental constraints.  In Waveney, the strategy is partly a reflection of the economic circumstances of the Waveney area and Lowestoft in particular, and the wish to see a better balance between housing and jobs.
3.12
Results from the 2001 census will enable ONS to prepare projections of population change at national, county and district level using this more up to date information  These in turn will allow the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) to prepare fresh projections of household growth.  These projections, or equivalent projection exercises undertaken by regional planning bodies or local authorities founded on the same data, will assist the preparation of Regional Spatial Strategies and Local Development Frameworks.

4.
HOUSING

Housing growth
4.1
Structure Plan objective 25:  To enable the provision of sufficient housing to provide a dwelling for each household up to 2016
4.2
Policy CS8 proposes an annual scale of housing growth in Suffolk between 1996 and 2016 sufficient to meet objective 25. It also distributes the growth between the seven districts in Suffolk, and the Ipswich Policy Area, which comprises Ipswich Borough and parts of the three adjoining districts.  This distribution reflects the locational strategy for housing provision in policy CS3. 

4.3
Table 3 compares the change in housing stock between 1996 and 2001 with the rates of provision set down in policy CS8.

Table 3: Change in housing stock 1996-2001 compared to rates proposed in Structure Plan policy CS8 for 1996-2016, and implications for the remainder of the Plan period



Area
Stock 1996
Stock 2001
Change pa 1996-2001
Plan rate

1996-2016
Rate pa

2001-2016*

Babergh
34,840
36,300
290
345
360

Forest Heath
24,050
24,870
160
260
290

Ipswich
50,770
51,910
230
400
460

Mid Suffolk
34,830
37,030
440
405
390

St Edmunds-bury
40,270
42,840
510
440
420

Suffolk Coastal
50,660
53,540
580
470
440

Waveney
49,970
51,820
370
335
320








Ipswich PA
64,940
68,310
670
655
650








SUFFOLK
285,390
298,290
2,580
2,650
2,670

Source: Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC

*The rate needed for 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. 
4.4
The housing stock increase at county level has been very close to that proposed in the Structure Plan.  Therefore the county is making its contribution to the implementation of RPG6.

4.5
Babergh, Forest Heath and Ipswich Borough have undershot the rates in the Structure Plan.  Mid Suffolk, St Edmundsbury, Suffolk Coastal, Waveney and Ipswich Policy Area have exceeded them.  While the variations required from 2001 onwards to ensure that Structure Plan rates are achieved over the whole Plan period are not that large in most cases, the reasons behind the variations need to be considered in conjunction
with District and Borough Councils.  This will be undertaken in the course of local plan reviews as part of the process of “plan, monitor and manage”.  Likely contributory factors include the substantial volume of readily-developable housing commitments in Mid Suffolk and Suffolk Coastal Districts, and the difficulty of bringing forward the large volume of brownfield sites in Ipswich Borough in the early years of the Plan period. 

Housing land availability

4.6
Structure Plan objective 15:  To maximise the development potential of vacant, under-used and derelict land and buildings in towns.

4.7
Table 4 shows the number of housing units expected to be provided on land already committed for housing development through planning permission or local plan allocation, and the contribution expected from small windfall sites up to 2016.  It also shows the number of years supply of land this represents at rates of development now necessary to achieve Structure Plan policy CS8 over the whole period 1996-2016.  
Table 4: Housing land availability in 2001 (2000) and years supply at rates in Structure Plan policy CS8



Area
Planning permiss-ions
Adopted local plan alloca-tions
Small sites (Structure Plan assumption) up to 2016
Total units
Residual rate 2001-2016 to achieve CS8
1996-2016
Years supply from 2001 (2000) at 
residual rate

(Babergh)
(2,660)
(480)
(1,440)
(4,580)
  360
(12.7)

(Forest Heath)
(720)
(1,830)
(1,360)
(3,910)
  290
(13.5)

Ipswich
1,420
3,700
830
5,950
  460
12.9

Mid Suffolk
1,990
140
1,950
4,080
  390
10.5

St Edmunds-bury
1,770
660
980
3,410
  420
8.1

(Suffolk Coastal)
(4,280)
(390)
(2,240)
(6,910)
  440
(15.7)

Waveney
1,900
630
1,500
4,030  
  320
12.6`









Ipswich PA*















SUFFOLK*







Source: Data from Suffolk Districts/Boroughs, compiled by Directorate of Environment and Transport, Suffolk County Council

All figures rounded independently, therefore columns may not sum

*Figures cannot be given since data for component areas relates to different years
4.8
Completion of the current round of local plan reviews (or forthcoming Local Development Frameworks) will extend to 2016 the period for which provision is made. Assuming the small sites assumptions are borne out, table 4 indicates that with the exception of Mid Suffolk District and St Edmundsbury Borough, only limited additional allocations are required for this purpose.  
4.9
As part of the drive to increase the proportion of new housing being provided on previously developed land, the Government has asked local authorities to undertake urban capacity studies. These studies are intended to investigate the potential for such development in a systematic and comprehensive way, and will give an indication of the accuracy of estimates of small sites potential made in the structure plan.  Studies are currently being undertaken in Suffolk in accordance with a methodology agreed between the County Council and the seven Boroughs and Districts, and will inform the current round of local plan reviews.  These figures will largely replace the assumptions on small sites used in the preparation of the Structure Plan and quoted in table 4 above.
Housing strategy

4.10
Structure Plan objective 28:  To locate new developments so as to minimise growth in the length and number of motorised journeys and to maximise use of public transport and other alternatives to the use of private motor vehicles.

4.11
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).  This strategy is intended to help deliver objective 28 by focusing new housing on 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, 1996-2001


Location
Stock 1996
% of Suffolk 1996 housing stock
Stock change 1996-2001
% Suffolk stock change 1996-2001







Ipswich Policy Area
64,780
22.7%
3,370
26.1%

Bury St Edmunds
17,320
6.1%
800
6.2%

CS3(b) towns
82,100
28.8%
4,170
32.3%







Lowestoft
29,840
10.5%
990
7.7%

Stowmarket
7,140
2.5%
660
5.1%

Sudbury
8,550
3.0%
280
2.2%

Haverhill
8,250
2.9%
1,270
9.8%

CS3(c) towns
53,770
18.8%
3,200
24.8%







Elsewhere
149,520
52.4%
5,530
42.9%







SUFFOLK
285,390
100.0%
12,900
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.
4.12
Table 5 shows the distribution of change in the Suffolk housing stock in the five years 1996-2001.  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.

4.13
The table shows that the proportion of new development taking place in the two categories of growth location is significantly higher than the proportion of the county housing stock present there at the beginning of the plan period.  This pattern of development is generally consistent with the strategy.  Major developments in the Chilton area of Sudbury, on the eastern fringe 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 an important contribution to this outcome.  It is hoped to provide data in a future report on the distribution of permissions granted and allocations made, which will give an indication of the consistency of more recent planning decisions with the strategy. 

Housing on previously-developed “brownfield” land

4.14
Objective 15: To maximise the development potential of vacant, under-used and derelict land and buildings

4.15
Policy CS7 establishes a sequential approach to be followed in identifying new housing allocations, 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 6:  Number and percentage of new dwellings built on brownfield land, 1998-2001




Total dwellings built on brownfield land
Total dwellings built
% of dwellings built on brownfield land

Babergh*
230
410
55%

Forest Heath
240
490
48%

Ipswich
830
960
86%

Mid Suffolk
620
1,460
42%

St Edmundsbury
620
1,630
38%

Suffolk Coastal
830
1,490
56%

Waveney
250
1,230
21%






SUFFOLK
3,620
7,680
47%

Source:  Data from Suffolk Districts/Boroughs, compiled by Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC

*Figures for Babergh relate to 1999/2000 and 2000/2001 only

Figures rounded independently and may not sum

Percentages calculated from unrounded figures
4.16
Table 6 demonstrates that county performance over the three years monitored 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.
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 only averaged about 20% 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.

4.18
Table 7 shows the proportion of housing commitments on brownfield land at mid-1999.  

Table 7: Number and percentage of housing commitments on previously developed land (mid-1999)



Area
Previously developed land with planning permission 
Previously developed land allocated in local plans 
Total previously developed land committed 
Total commit-ments 
% of commitments on previously developed land








Babergh
1,120
250
1,370
3,320
41

Forest Heath
240
430
660
2,750
24

Ipswich
1,560
400
1,960
2,270
86

Mid Suffolk
920
0
920
2,880
32

St Edm’sbury
450
180
630
3,100
20

S’k Coastal
1,540
80
1,620
4,800
34

Waveney
430
70
490
3,620
14








SUFFOLK
 6,250
 1,410
 7,650
22,740
34

Source:  Data from Suffolk Districts/Boroughs, compiled by Directorate of Environment and Transport, SCC, for Structure Plan Examination in Public July 2000 
4.19
The variations in table 7 reflect the uneven distribution of brownfield development opportunities between districts and the extent to which earlier greenfield commitments remain to be implemented.  The Suffolk figure of 34% is well below the 50% target for housing provision on previously developed land specified in RPG6.  However this does not necessarily mean that the target will not be achieved up to 2016.  Sites identified through urban capacity studies and subsequently allocated in local plans or granted planning permission will tend to increase the percentage.  Secondly, application of the sequential test is likely to lead to at least some outstanding greenfield permissions not being renewed, and some reduction in future new permissions on such land.  Progress will need to be kept under review.

Affordable Housing

4.20
Structure Plan objective 25:  To enable the provision of sufficient housing to provide a dwelling for each household up to 2016

4.21
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”.  Meeting affordable needs contributes to the achievement of objective 25 because provision of sufficient housing in total does not guarantee access to that housing by all households in need. 

4.22
Policy CS7 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.

4.23
Targets for the provision of affordable housing are set out 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.

4.24
Monitoring indicates that about 1,180 units of affordable housing have been approved in Suffolk between 1997/98 and 2000/01, and that rates of completion are running at around only 200 per year.  This compares with a total housing stock increase of about 2,600 per year for 1996-2001.  The data is not comprehensive for all Districts for all four years, and there is anecdotal evidence that the information which has been assembled may not fully reflect the number of units approved. The data also excludes development solely for affordable housing by registered social landlords.  For this reason, no statistics are provided in this report.  

4.25
It is nevertheless clear that the proportions of new housing approved which are affordable are 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 now even more acute. 

5.
ECONOMY

5.1
Objective 22
To enable the establishment, maintenance and expansion of employment uses.      (This includes setting out the strategic framework for the allocation of employment land in Local Plans and policies that encourage activities and businesses which will sustain or increase local employment.)

5.2
The following policies are particularly relevant to the delivery of this objective: 

Policy CS2, which seeks the distribution of employment development within a defined settlement heirarchy

Policy ECON2, which  indicates that provision for new employment development should be made mainly in towns

Policy ECON5, which sets out criteria to be applied in determining the scale of provision to be made for new employment in local plans

5.3
Trends in employment and unemployment, the scale of land availability for employment use and the rate of take up provide some indications of the degree to which the objective is being achieved.  However implementation of development plan policies is only one of a number of factors contributing to the wellbeing of existing and new businesses.


Employment

5.4 Table 1 shows the distribution of employment change between 1998 and 2001.  The table demonstrates that employment in the county has grown substantially faster than in the region and country as a whole, and that in both absolute and percentage terms, the fastest growth has been recorded in Ipswich Borough and Mid Suffolk.  Information is not currently available to demonstrate the distribution of employment change between settlements. 
Table 8  : Change in employees 1998-2001


Area
1998
2001
change
% change

Babergh
29,410
29,490
80
0.3

Forest Heath
23,360
25,120
1,760
7.5

Ipswich
61,580
68,570
6,990
11.4

Mid Suffolk
29,290
34,540
5,250
17.9

St Edmundsbury
47,370
48,860
1,490
3.1

Suffolk Coastal
41,190
44,480
3,290
8.0

Waveney
38,370
40,300
1,930
5.0







SUFFOLK
262,930
291,360
28,430
10.8

East of England
2,188,190
2,271,260
83,070
3.8

Great Britain
24,358,370
25,456,420
1,098,050
4.5

Source: ONS Annual Business Inquiry, 1998, 2001
5.5
Figures 1 and 2 show the distribution of employment by category of business, allowing identification of those categories that contain a high proportion of the county’s employees and those which are under represented compared to regional and national figures.
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5.6
In 2000 there were approximately 284,000 employees and 45,000 self-employed persons in Suffolk.  The economy is dominated by 4 broad sectors, which account for over 77% of total employment (equivalent to approximately 220,000 employees). These sectors include manufacturing, wholesale & retail,  and health and social care. Compared to regional and national averages, Suffolk has a significantly higher proportion of its 
workforce employed in the agriculture, energy, manufacturing and transport & communications sectors, and a lower proportion in education and financial services. 
5.7 No single employment sector dominates in Suffolk, and this diversified economic base forms one of the foundations for a sustainable economy. The county has few industries in long term decline and in most areas a predominance of small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) helps to sustain local economies in times of rapid economic change.  However some towns and especially rural areas are dependent on a small range of local employment opportunities and a limited number of large employers. 
5.8 Agricultural employment, which is far more significant in Suffolk than the country as a whole, continues to decline.  Tourism and IT-related business are two national areas of growth, the latter being promoted locally through initiatives such as the Cambridge-2-Ipswich High Tech Corridor, Suffolk Innovation Park and the Framlingham Innovation Centre.

Unemployment

5.9
Unemployment is an indicator commonly used to measure the performance of a local economy and to compare performance with that of other areas, although it is not comprehensive.  For example, those not seeking work or on incapacity benefit are excluded. 

5.10
Although Suffolk has experienced slightly higher unemployment than the Eastern Region, the local figure remains below the national average.  Between January 1998 and November 2002 the unemployment rate in both Suffolk and the Eastern region fell by 1.8 percentage points (pp), compared to a fall of 2.1 pp in the United Kingdom as a whole.  

5.11
The longer term trend conceals a more recent slight rise in unemployment regionally and locally.  From October 2001 to November 2002, the regional rate increased by 0.1 pp and the county rate by 0.2 pp.  The national rate fell 0.2 pp over this period.

5.12 At district level, the general trend has been fairly consistent, with Ipswich and Waveney remaining above the county average and other Districts below. This disguises the fact that, in addition to concentrations of unemployment in wards in Ipswich and central Lowestoft, there are pockets of relatively high unemployment in other towns.  
5.13
The “Index of Multiple Deprivation” prepared by central government combines a number of indicators of deprivation into a single index published at ward level.  The indicators cover income, employment, health deprivation and disability, education skills and training, housing and geographical access to services.  Table 9 shows the wards in Suffolk with the 10 highest indices in 2000, and their ranking out of the 8,415 wards nationwide.  Five of the wards were in Waveney and four in Ipswich.
Table 9: Index of Multiple Deprivation 2000: 10 most deprived wards in Suffolk


Suffolk Rank
Ward
District
National rank

1
Harbour
Waveney
363

2
Kirkley
Waveney
473

3
Normanston
Waveney
639

4
St Margarets
Waveney
802

5
Gainsborough
Ipswich
856

6
Town
Ipswich
881

7
Chantry
Ipswich
1013

8
Whitton
Waveney
1067

9
Clements
St Edmundsbury
1132

10
Priory Heath
Ipswich
1405


Source:  Former DETR

5.14 Although local economic conditions are relatively favourable at present, pockets of urban unemployment need to be targeted to reduce vulnerability to any downturn. In due course, the end of current European funding programmes such as objective 2 may have a long-term adverse effect on areas such as Lowestoft, and maximum advantage will need to be taken of future grant arrangements. In dealing with unemployment and other deprivation issues, planning policies will have to be developed alongside broader policies to tackle the underlying problems.  Local Plans and successor Local Development Frameworks will have an important role in ensuring that sufficient land is available for business development and in dealing with any constraints to the development of allocated sites.  They will also need to ensure that the land use implications and requirements of other initiatives are properly addressed.
5.15
In considering the broader linkages of Local Plans and Local Development Frameworks, there may well be an opportunity for District Councils to tie in proposals for specific areas with the County Council’s initiatives under its priority of “better co-ordinating our support for those communities which need it most”.

Land Availability

5.16
Figure 3 shows the scale and distribution of land allocated or with planning permission and nominally available for employment use.  Some of this land may not be available immediately, for example, because of servicing or land ownership constraints which need to be resolved.  Other areas may be deemed uneconomic to develop under market conditions prevailing for the time being.  This may have implications for land allocations to be made in Local Plan reviews and Local Development Frameworks.
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5.17
An in-depth study is currently being undertaken of employment land availability in the Ipswich Policy Area, with a view to ensuring that an appropriate level of provision is being made by the four local authorities concerned.  It may be possible to extend the methodology being followed to other parts of Suffolk in due course.  

5.18
In 2001, the area of land known to be committed in Suffolk increased by 15.6 hectares, although data is incomplete. Land availability is showing a slight downward trend in Mid Suffolk, St Edmundsbury and Ipswich, has increased in the last year for Suffolk Coastal and shown little change in Waveney. The large increase in available land in Suffolk Coastal is in part attributable to the inclusion of proposals for a Suffolk Innovation Park at Adastral Park, Martlesham. 

5.19
Numerically, there appears to be a more than adequate supply of employment land in Suffolk.  The scale of investment in premises and land appears to be relatively low, compared to the level of housing growth.  However, the data is fragmentary, with a lack of detailed information on availability of land and servicing requirements.  Qualitative evidence suggests that despite an apparently adequate land supply, in some Districts, such as St Edmundsbury, little land is available for immediate use. This underlines the need for a greater and more sophisticated monitoring effort in these areas, if a clearer picture is to be obtained of progress towards Structure Plan economic objectives.

Economic studies

5.20
Policy CS2 indicates that action will be taken to strengthen the economy and encourage employment throughout the county, with provision for major employment development to be made in Ipswich, Bury St Edmunds and Lowestoft.  The conclusions of two economic studies will help to determine what measures might need to be pursued.

Regional Economic Strategy: Sub Regional Study
5.21
Bone Wells Associates undertook a study for the East of England Development Agency (EEDA) and the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) to examine the implications of achieving the growth levels set out in the Regional Economic Strategy (RES).  A number of the study conclusions are of direct relevance to this monitoring report.
i) In looking at land availability for employment uses, the study found that in broad terms there was adequate land supply in Suffolk for the period up to 2021.  This applied for both the continuation of existing trends (the “business as usual” scenario) and the “enhanced growth” scenario advocated by the RES.  However three important caveats should be stressed.  Firstly, the conclusions assume there is no net loss of existing employment land.  Secondly, the study was not able to take into account the qualitative aspects of available land, and therefore additional land may be required where constraints mean that currently identified sites cannot be developed.  In both cases more detailed local studies would be required to assess these factors.  Thirdly, the conclusions were based on sectors of the local economy behaving as the regional trends forecast.  There may be local policy or economic factors which modify these trends.
ii) Another key finding was that there was considerable mismatch between existing strategic plans and the likely economic growth emerging from the models of the RES.  In the case of Suffolk, while economic growth is expected in the Ipswich area, it is not predicted to occur in other Districts identified in the Structure Plan as containing growth areas, i.e. the larger towns in St Edmundsbury, Mid Suffolk, Waveney and Babergh.  Again, this is based on sectors of the local economy behaving as regional trends forecast, but it does indicate that there may be a need to seek changes in the local economies in these  areas if the Structure Plan strategy is to be achieved.
Great Yarmouth/Lowestoft Area

5.22
Policy 20 of RPG6 requires the relevant County and District Councils, EEDA and other regional partners to develop and implement a vision for Great Yarmouth and Lowestoft.  Among other things, this vision should help strengthen the economic base of the area and make it more attractive to inward investment.  To help deliver the vision, consultants Segal Quince Wicksteed have been commissioned to study the two towns, to suggest 
the basis for a strategy for the area, and to identify the requirements which will have to be sought from national, regional and local institutions in order to achieve that vision.  The study report is expected to lead to a revised policy for the area to be incorporated in RPG14.  Initial findings have shown that, across the two towns, there has been a decline in employment of 23% from 1991 to 2000, a pattern which was mirrored across most of the principal employment sectors.  This emphasises the scale of the problems which need to be addressed.

5.23
It is anticipated that the results of the study will be published in early Spring 2003.
6.
MAIN CONCLUSIONS
6.1
The rate of population growth in Suffolk between 1996 and 2000 was  higher than that anticipated by the population projections on which the Structure Plan is based, although most of the variation can be attributed to technical factors unrelated to the projections.
6.2
Between 1981 and 2001, the Suffolk population increased by 13.3%.  Mid Suffolk was the fastest growing district at 25.2%. Suffolk Coastal grew second fastest at 22.6%.  Waveney grew by 14.1% despite the relatively high level of unemployment over the period.  The population of Ipswich Borough fell by 2.0%.

6.3
The housing stock increase of 12,900 in Suffolk between 1996 and 2001 was very close to the 13,250 proposed in the Structure Plan.  Therefore the county is making its contribution to the implementation of RPG6.

6.4
The pattern of housing growth has been biased towards the largest towns, consistent with the Structure Plan strategy defined in policy CS3.

6.5
Use of previously-developed land for new housing has fallen slightly short of 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.
6.6 The amount of new housing approved which is affordable has been well below the levels specified in housing needs surveys and in Local Plans.
6.7
Between 1998 and 2001, employment in the county grew by 10.8%, a substantially faster rate than in the region and country as a whole.  The fastest growth has been recorded in Ipswich Borough and Mid Suffolk.
6.8
Suffolk has experienced slightly higher unemployment than the Eastern Region average since 1998, but is still below the national average and showing a general trend of decline. Since January 1998, the unemployment rate has dropped by 1.8 percentage points.

6.9
Unemployment in Ipswich and Waveney has remained above the county average, with other Districts remaining below the average.  This disguises the fact that, in addition to concentrations of unemployment in wards in Ipswich and central Lowestoft, there are pockets of relatively high unemployment in other towns.  In dealing with these and other deprivation issues, planning policies will have to be developed alongside broader policies to tackle the underlying problems.
6.10
There appears to be a more than adequate supply of employment land in Suffolk.  The scale of investment in premises and land appears to be relatively low, compared to the level of housing growth.
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