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The next meeting of the Local Development Framework Task Group

_________________________________________________________________________ 

Meeting of the LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK TASK GROUP

held on Monday 5 June 2006 at 7.00pm

	
	
	


	PRESENT:
	Mr A J A Smith (Chairman)

	
	Mr N R Bugg (Vice-Chairman)

	
	
	

	
	Mr N P Barratt
	Mr M R J Ninnmey

	
	Sir Peter Batho
	Mrs V R Read

	
	Mr J A Leggett
	


Also Present:
Mr C W Cocker


Mr I K Jowers


Mr J M Kelso

Officers in attendance:


Mr A Biddle (Democratic Services Manager)


Mr S Brown (Planning Policy and Development Manager)


Mr M Deakin (Planning Officer)


Ms H Hanslip (Principal Planning Officer)


Mr P Ridley (Head of Planning Services)




Mr J Schofield (Strategic Director)

1.
MINUTES 

The minutes of the meeting held on 30 January 2006 were signed as a true record.

2. CORE STRATEGY VISION AND OBJECTIVES – RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

(Mr C W Cocker and Mr N P Barratt declared a personal interest in this item as members of Woodbridge Town Council. Mr A J A Smith declared a personal in this item as a member of Felixstowe Town Council)

The Task Group received a report (LPTG 03/06) by the Cabinet member with responsibility for the Environment, Natural and Built informing the Task Group of the initial response to consultation on the draft objectives for the Core Strategy and Site Specific Allocations.

The Core Strategy would be the cornerstone of the Local Development Framework.  It would set the framework for the remaining documents which all must be consistent with it. In March 2006 a vision and objective document had been published for public consultation. 

The document contained a summary of the issues which were relevant to the Local Development Framework process, and draft objectives which would form the basis of policies and proposals to address these issues.

The Core Strategy needed to be consistent with the Community Strategy as adopted by the Local Strategic Partnership (LSP).  The draft Vision was derived from that set out in the Community Strategy. 

In considering the comments following public consultation the Task Group noted that the Government Regional Office felt that the Council’s Vision was too bland and it should be more specific and related to the District. Consequently a new vision had been drafted for the Task Groups consideration.

The lack of objectives relating to renewable energy had been mentioned by a number of consultees and as a result objectives had now been drawn up under section C20 of the response document for the Task Groups consideration.

There was concern that paragraph 7 of the revised Vision did not mention the urban areas around the Ipswich Fringe and Felixstowe when it was likely that the Council through its planning policies had more effect on the urban areas than it did the villages. Reference needed to be made also to the built and social fabric and quality of life issues.

It was also thought that the Vision did not give sufficient mention to the coast and heaths areas. 

Issues of flood risk noted in paragraph 8 could be noted earlier.

Generally it was agreed that further work was necessary on the Vision and that it should be reconsidered at a future meeting.

In considering the suggested responses to the comments received as a result of the consultation exercise the Task Group felt that objective CO7 should remain as it was. In CO11 it felt that the additional bullet point should read “support agricultural”. 


RESOLVED

1) That the results of the consultation be noted and the proposed responses, as amended above, be endorsed.

2)
That a further draft of the Vision and Objectives be submitted to the next meeting of the Task Group.

3.
LOCAL DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK - CORE STRATEGY OPTIONS
The Task Group received a report (LPTG 04/06) by the Cabinet member with responsibility for the Environment, Natural and Built considering the broad options for the location of future housing development to meet targets set in the Regional Spatial Strategy and inviting the Task Group to identify what might become the Council’s Preferred Option.

An input into the identification of the Options had been provided by a study of Felixstowe carried out by David Lock Associates. 

Six options had been identified for the future strategic planning of the area within the Haven Gateway sub-region and one for the area outside of it.

The Core Strategy (including Development Control policies) was the cornerstone of the entire Local Development Framework. It needed to be consistent with the Regional Spatial Strategy (or East of England Plan).  This had recently been the subject of an examination by an independent panel and its findings were imminent.  The Regional Spatial Strategy contained some aspects to which the Core Strategy must conform.  These included:

· a requirement for 8,650 new houses in the District between 2004 and 2021

· an expectation that 70% of these houses would be in that part of the District that fell within the Haven Gateway sub region 

· a requirement for 8,000 new jobs 

· a general approach whereby large scale development should be located at the major employment and commercial centres, primarily Ipswich but also Felixstowe

The David Locke study illustrated clearly that in Felixstowe the population was ageing which put more demand on local services, the number of households was increasing, the demand for housing was increasing and there was increased in-commuting to Felixstowe. Felixstowe needed action; it could not stand still.

The housing figures in Appendix 2 to the report were based on figures in the Regional Spatial Strategy so ultimately there might be changes to the figures relating to this District. The population profile in Appendix 2 to the report highlighted the drop in the numbers of population between ages 25-44 by the year 2021. 

The housing stock figures in Appendix 2 had not yet benefited from the results of the Housing Needs Survey and were therefore liable to change once the results were to hand.

What was clear from the David Locke report was that a 23% increase in the number of dwellings in Felixstowe was required in order to meet the needs of the current population, and this was assumed to represent the district as a whole.

In addition it was likely that the figures relating to second homes understated the level of second home ownership in the District as many owners might have chosen to have their 10% second home rebate in respect of a property outside the District. Therefore the property within Suffolk Coastal would not be shown as a second home.

The Task Group then went on to consider in detail the Options for the location of housing. Six of the Options set out the implications for the Haven Gateway were any one of the six scenarios adopted. The seventh Option related to locations for strategic development outside the Haven Gateway. In all the Options windfall sites (small development sites) had been reduced by 60% and the Local Need line left blank awaiting the results of the Housing Needs Survey.

Option 1 - the location for strategic development in the Haven Gateway was the Ipswich Fringe. 50% of all housing in the next 15 years would have to be in the urban fringe of Ipswich. This would require the development of greenfield sites. Felixstowe would be restricted to Scenario 2 in the David Locke Study.

Option 2 – the location for strategic development in the Haven Gateway was Felixstowe & The Trimleys. Such expansion would require greenfield sites. In all 60 hectares of land would be required. The market towns would be restricted to windfall and outstanding planning permissions. This Option was consistent with the Regional Spatial Strategy and unlikely to be objected to by GoEast.

Option 3 – the locations for strategic development in the Haven Gateway were both the Ipswich Fringe and Felixstowe & The Trimleys. This Option proposed an even split of residential development between the two areas. This Option was scenario 3 in the David Locke study.

Option 4 – the locations for strategic development in the Haven Gateway are distributed across the urban areas. This Option took into account the importance of market towns. It spread the allocation of greenfield sites equally amongst urban sites throughout the District. The Task Group agreed that rather than have the same numerical number of dwellings in the Felixstowe & Trimleys, Ipswich Eastern Fringe and Market Town areas they should each have the same percentage increase in their respective housing stocks. This was a more equitable solution.

Option 5 – the locations for strategic development in the Haven Gateway are distributed across sustainable communities. This Option assumed that some greenfield development could go into those larger villages that were key service centres with sustainable communities. This Option allowed the Council to look beyond only the urban and suburban areas into the larger villages. The greenfield allocation to key service centres could be increased or decreased. As in Option 4 above the Task Group that a more equitable approach would be for each area to have the same percentage of increase in their respective housing stocks.

Option 6 – going for growth in the Haven Gateway. This Option was a combination of all the previous five options and considered how the Felixstowe & Trimleys and Ipswich Eastern Fringe could be developed beyond 2021.The major growth indicated in these two areas would require large greenfield developments. The Task Group agreed that some of the growth indicated in Option 6 could be allocated to the Market Towns and Key Service Centres. It was likely that the additional 2500 allocations shown in this Option would take, carrying on existing estimated annual completion rates,  approximately an additional five years beyond 2021 to construct. Planning over this longer period would allow the Council to oversee the provision of residential properties in the District in a more managed way.

Option 7 – the locations for strategic development in the area outside the Haven Gateway are in sustainable communities. This Option moved away from the Haven Gateway and considered the north of the District. There was no indication as yet in which area (s) the 450 greenfield allocations would be sited. They could all be in Framlingham or scattered throughout Framlingham and the key service centres.

Having considered the seven Options the Task Group felt that all seven should be used in the consultation process but its preference in the Haven Gateway was Option 6 adjusted to illustrate some greenfield allocations in market towns and outside the Haven Gateway it endorsed Option 7, adjusted so that the percentage increase in the housing stock of market towns and key service centres was consistent with Option 6.

The Task Group stressed that the consultation process must explain the Options to the consultees clearly and concisely to ensure that all the issues under consideration were made clear to all consultees.

Having noted the results of the consultation process the Task Group :

RESOLVED

That a further report on the Options, as amended in accordance with the points made above, be submitted to the next meeting of the Task Group.

4.
DATE OF NEXT MEETING
It was agreed that the date would be arranged after consultation with the Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Task Group.

	
	
	


The meeting closed at 9.45pm
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