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BABERGH DISTRICT COUNCIL  
 
 
FROM:  Head of Natural and Built 

Environment 
REPORT NUMBER: J126 

TO:        STRATEGY COMMITTEE DATE OF MEETING: 5 November 2009 

 

CURRENT CONSULTATION ON REGIONAL SPATIAL STRATEGY R EVIEW 2011-2031 

1. PURPOSE OF REPORT 

1.1 This report sets out a suggested Babergh response to the current consultation on a 
review of the Regional Spatial Strategy (the ‘RSS’ - the regional Plan).  It also seeks 
Members’ views on how to address the question of the future scale and distribution of 
growth in the Ipswich Policy Area for the review period 2011-31.   

Please note: to use the various web links provided for convenience within this report 
please press control and click. 

2. RECOMMENDATIONS 

2.1 That the proposed response, attached at Appendix A, be agreed for submission to 
the East of England Regional Assembly (EERA) as Babergh’s formally agreed 
response prior to the consultation period deadline on 24 November 2009.  Further, 
that the Head of Natural and Built Environment be given delegated authority to make 
any appropriate non-substantive changes prior to submission in order to aid clarity, 
understanding or to reinforce the case behind the agreed direction of Babergh’s 
response. 

2.2 That Members consider whether they wish to support the suggested use of an 
informal Member working group for the Ipswich Policy Area, comprising Member 
representatives from the 4 districts and county council, with a remit to tackle the 
question of the future distribution of growth in the Ipswich Policy Area for the review 
period 2011-31.  If supportive in principle, Members will be aware that an Ipswich 
Policy Area joint Members' group is already in place with designated representation 
from each authority.  It is suggested that the existing remit of this group is closely 
aligned with the specific issues of growth and its distribution.  Accordingly, it is 
recommended that the current IPA Member representatives take on responsibility for 
this particular aspect of IPA joint working. 

The Committee is able to resolve this matter. 

3. FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS  

3.1 The report raises no identifiable financial implications and the officer work involved for 
the current exercise is to be carried out within existing resources and budgets.  
However, it must be pointed out that the overall RSS review process will require 
considerable ongoing officer resource input if Babergh’s interests are to be fully 
represented and safeguarded until the review is concluded and beyond – through the 
implementation stage in future.  Clearly, this has important knock-on capacity 
implications for other areas of work and careful / decisive choices will have to be 
made on prioritisation of which work to progress. 
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4. RISK MANAGEMENT  

4.1 This report is most closely linked with the Council’s Significant Business Risks No. 5 - 
Capacity and No. 10 – Local Response to National (and regional) Issues.  Key risks are 
set out below: 

 

Risk Description Likelihood Seriousness 
or Impact 

Mitigation Measures 

That insufficient 
officer resource is 
available to sustain a 
full role in the RSS 
review process, as 
well as a range of 
other competing 
demands 

B High 3 Marginal High level decisions to 
be taken on allocation 
of scarce (and 
declining) officer 
resources 

Not being successful in 
influencing the process 
sufficiently in the 
interests of Babergh 
environment and 
communities (e.g. in 
steering the growth 
agenda and ensuring 
adequate safeguards - 
particularly 
infrastructure) 

C Significant 2 Critical As above, and to 
ensure a co-ordinated 
response with the aim 
of securing maximum 
impact 

5. KEY INFORMATION 

Purpose of the RSS Review 

5.1 EERA is carrying out an early partial review of the RSS, rolling the Plan forward to 
2031.  This is partly in recognition of the relatively short shelf life remaining for the 
current strategy (to 2021) as a framework for longer term planning and investment.  It 
also reflects among other things the Government's concern that the housing 
provisions of the RSS are inadequate to meet future needs and that consideration 
should be given to increasing them. 

Babergh’s Involvement and Previous Stance on the Review Process so far 

5.2 At the Special Strategy Committee meeting on 8 December 2008, Members 
considered the previous (preliminary) stage of the RSS review, supported by paper 
H154 (report and meeting minutes available here: 
http://www.babergh.gov.uk/Babergh/Home/Council+and+Democracy/Council+and+C
ommittee+Papers/Strategy/8+December+2008+-+Minutes.htm).  This was to agree 
Babergh’s input to Suffolk County Council’s (section 4.4) technical advice to EERA 
aimed at informing the review from the local level at the outset of the process.  The 
debate at the above-mentioned meeting and Members’ decisions focused usefully 
upon the high level, strategic decisions and direction of Babergh’s response.  It is 
considered as a result that a clear steer and direction has been established for 
Babergh’s approach to the main parameters of the RSS review, although that does 
not prejudice or tie the Council’s future responses in any kind of restrictive way. 
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EERA’s Current RSS Consultation Exercise 

5.3 The current exercise by EERA is a full public consultation exercise, building upon all 
section 4.4 advice from all strategic (county or unitary) authorities in the region.  
Those responses to EERA can be viewed if required via this link: 
http://www.eera.gov.uk/What-we-do/developing-regional-strategies/east-of-england-
plan/east-of-england-plan-review-to-2031/east-of-england-plan-review-to-2031-
strategic-advice/ .  In order to focus responses, it poses 8 specific questions to help 
frame responses.  The current exercise largely concerns the parameters and 
distribution of regional growth (housing and jobs) for the period 2011-2031 (Questions 
1-4 refer).  It also asks whether the current ‘vision’ and objectives of the extant RSS 
remain appropriate and seeks to agree the scope / extent of RSS policies to review 
now (Questions 5-6 refer).  Finally, it asks whether the supportive sub area profiles 
supplied by EERA and integrated sustainability appraisal warrant comments 
(Questions 7-8 refer).  Officers suggest an overall, detailed response to the 8 
questions in line with that attached at Appendix A, but the report body will summarise 
and discuss just the headline elements of the full response. 

Babergh’s Joint Working, Collaborative Approach on the RSS 

5.4 In preparing this response officers can give assurances that the exercise has been 
approached jointly and collaboratively with neighbouring local authorities and other 
relevant organizations, such as the Haven Gateway Partnership.  Officer groups have 
maintained regular liaison on these matters since around mid 2008.  Members have 
had some involvement, with some attending an EERA public presentation at Suffolk 
County Council’s HQ on 16 September this year and a recent Suffolk-wide joint 
Members meeting at SCC (on 20 October).  These have focused mainly on the key 
issues around future regional growth and its distribution.  Officers of the 2 county 
councils and Haven Gateway area district / borough councils have also been working 
together in looking at any possible changes to the sub-regional policies for the Haven 
Gateway.  Officers consider that since this group is expected to make its own 
submission to EERA on the Haven Gateway part of the RSS, Babergh does not need 
separately to subject these policies (HG1 - HG4) to particular scrutiny and change at 
present (see pages 89-91 of RSS: http://www.go-
east.gov.uk/goee/docs/Planning/Regional_Planning/Regional_Spatial_Strategy/EE_P
lan1.pdf).  In the above ways, it is intended that the Suffolk local authorities will ideally 
be a position to submit responses to EERA that are as consistent and complementary 
as possible. 

Summary of Proposed Response 

5.5 In response, it is suggested that the basis behind the 4 growth scenarios (http://eera-
consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/rssto2031scenarios?pointId=1251287138002
#section-1251287138002, also Appendix B) and development strategies is generally 
rational and acceptable, in that they test different growth levels and explore distinctly 
different approaches to their distribution.  However, the exercise has significant 
weaknesses, including a familiar over-concentration on housing growth, with 
insufficient emphasis on matching economic / jobs growth or provision of 
infrastructure and improved services to ensure that development is sustainable. 
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5.6 Scenario 4 (highest projected growth) is considered to be clearly the most 
unacceptable scenario.  Scenarios 2 and 3 are also considered excessive for the 
district / county.  Scenario 1 is the closest approach to existing RSS levels but with a 
4.4% housing numbers increase and its suggested distribution, even this proposes 
growth in Babergh that is deemed excessive and unacceptable (with a minimum 
increase of over 20%).  It is therefore recommended that Babergh maintains its 
previous stance, as expressed to Suffolk County Council (in December 2008) that the 
district’s housing growth figure should not be increased at all (from the current 280 
dwellings per year).  This equates to some 5,600 dwellings over the 20-year RSS 
period.  Of the 4 growth scenarios set out by EERA, the lowest levels suggested for 
the district (under Scenarios 1 and 2) are 340 dwellings per annum and a total of 
6,800; so none of the Scenarios and growth levels / distributions can be supported as 
they stand.  Substantially more detail on the reasons behind this stance is provided 
within the proposed full response attached at Appendix A. 

5.7 The consultation document is considered to provide a reasonable coverage of likely 
impacts of the 4 different growth scenarios.  EERA’s relatively concise summary of 
these can be accessed in the current main consultation document as follows: 
http://eera-
consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/rssto2031scenarios?pointId=1251287217934
#section-1251287217934.  It is also considered that the current ‘vision’ and objectives 
of the existing RSS remain generally fit for purpose for the review, without any 
obvious imperative to revisit these substantively.  These are available to view at page 
6 of the current RSS, via the following link: http://www.go-
east.gov.uk/goee/docs/Planning/Regional_Planning/Regional_Spatial_Strategy/EE_P
lan1.pdf .  Officers also agree the scope of current RSS policies to be reviewed at 
present and those not be reviewed, these being available to view as follows:  
http://eera-
consult.limehouse.co.uk/portal/planning/rssto2031scenarios?pointId=1251287594372
#section-1251287594372.  

5.8 The penultimate consultation questions invite comments on the sub-area profiles 
supplied by EERA to support consideration of matters in the RSS as they pertain to 
each sub-area, particularly the growth scenarios under consideration.  This material 
also forms part of the localised evidence base for the review and the Haven Gateway 
sub-area profile can be viewed via this link: 
http://www.eera.gov.uk/GetAsset.aspx?id=fAAzADIANQA3AHwAfABGAGEAbABzAG
UAfAB8ADAAfAA1.  Officers do not consider the submission of comments on these 
to be necessary. 

5.9 Finally, the last consultation question invites comments on the integrated 
sustainability appraisal (ISA) which supports and provides a basis through which to 
appraise the growth scenarios and related consultation matters.  Limited work has 
been possible on this area so far although its high level summary has been reviewed 
and comments are not proposed on this.  If officers consider that comments are 
warranted on this aspect, this will be reported at the Committee meeting on 5 
November.  Being essentially technical and supportive in nature, officers would 
advocate that if comments on this element appear necessary, authority be delegated 
to the Head of Natural and Built Environment to prepare these.  The ISA can be 
accessed via this link: http://www.eera.gov.uk/What-we-do/developing-regional-
strategies/east-of-england-plan/east-of-england-plan-review-to-2031/east-of-england-
plan-review-to-2031-integrated-sustainability-appraisal/. 
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Localised Issues for the Ipswich Policy Area 

5.10 The detailed response also discusses the question of the scale of future growth in the 
IPA (proposed at 17,000 dwellings from 2021-31) and how to distribute it.  At present 
there is no grouping with a remit or sufficient authority to progress this matter.  
Accordingly, at a recent joint Members’ meeting a suggestion was raised to establish 
such a group with Member representation from Babergh; Mid Suffolk; Suffolk Coastal, 
Ipswich and Suffolk Councils and general support was expressed for this idea.  This 
explains the second recommendation of this report and if supported, its suggested 
approach towards how this could be achieved.  Details of this group have not yet 
been agreed, such as the number of representatives from each local authority.  Its 
suggested remit though is clearer and this would be to try to establish a process and 
means of future growth scale and distribution in the IPA for this review period (2021-
31). 

6. APPENDICES 

 
(A) Proposed Response from Babergh District Council to East of England Plan Review to 

2031: Scenarios for Housing and Economic Growth Consultation September 2009 
(report pages 6-10 inclusive) 

 
(B) The 4 alternative housing growth scenarios currently under consideration and further 

data specific to Suffolk illustrating comparisons between existing and proposed future 
growth rates in dwelling numbers (report pages 10-14 inclusive) 
 

7. BACKGROUND PAPERS REFERRED TO:  

 
None 

 
 
CONTACT:  Rich Cooke  EMAIL: rich.cooke@babergh.gov.uk 
 
 
 
 

H:\DOCS\Committee\REPORTS\Strategy\2009\051109-RSS Options Report.doc
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APPENDIX A 
 
Proposed Response from Babergh District Council to East of England Plan Review to 
2031: Scenarios for Housing and Economic Growth Consultation September 2009 
 

Question 1: Do you think we've chosen the right gro wth scenarios to consider?  If 
not, what other scenarios should we consider, and w hy? 

 
1. The four scenarios are considered to provide a reasonable basis for consultation on 

the whole, in that they meet the Government's requirement to consider a range of 
different scales of housing figures, and they each have a distinct justification for the 
scale and distribution of growth proposed.  There are however a number of 
weaknesses in the overall consultation document. 

2. In particular, there is an overwhelming emphasis on housing provision, with little 
attention being given to economic and employment issues beyond associated 
estimates of regional job growth, which are themselves considered to be highly 
speculative, with insufficient supporting evidence that they could be achievable.  
There is no explanation of what the housing numbers might mean in terms of 
individual settlements, for example Ipswich, where any major new growth is likely to 
cross administrative boundaries with adjoining authorities.  Finally, there is little 
discussion of the relationship between future growth and the capacity of existing and 
deliverable infrastructure to support that growth.  The latter is a recurrent theme of 
great importance in both the extant RSS (of 2008) and the current review to 2031. 

 

Question 2: Do you have any comments on the four gr owth scenarios? 

3. None of the higher growth scenarios is considered to provide an appropriate basis for 
the review strategy, for reasons set out in response to question 3 below.  Scenario 4 
in particular has by far the least rational basis, would represent the least deliverable 
growth scenario and is considered to have the greatest adverse impacts.  Scenario 4 
also rests on a premise that previous levels of migration would continue and it is 
considered that such trends and patterns should not be regarded as a given factor for 
the future period under consideration.  Consequently it is not proposed to comment in 
detail on the alternatives, beyond making the general point set out in response to 
Question 1. 

 

Question 3: What is your preferred growth scenario and why? 

4. The consultation document outlines in broad terms a range of potential impacts of the 
alternative scenarios under thirteen headings, based on outputs from an Integrated 
Sustainability Appraisal.  The impacts would manifest themselves in two primary 
ways: through the overall rate of growth within the region, which varies considerably 
between three of the four scenarios; and through the distinct distributional strategies 
associated with those levels of growth.  

5. It is not proposed to describe these projected impacts in detail.  Committee members 
can, if they wish, access EERA's relatively concise summary on pages 19-24 of the 
consultation document through this link: �����������	


��
�����������
��
����������������������

������

� �����
 �   The Council has already agreed 
a position on the scale of housing growth for the review and advised Suffolk County 
Council of that view in December 2008 as an input to its formal section 4.4 strategic 
advice to EERA, intended to help frame its approaches to the RSS review.  This scale 
of growth is largely reflected in EERA's scenario 1, which represents a relatively 
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marginal increase in housing growth of just over 4% for Suffolk.  No further evidence 
has emerged over the last nine months and no new argument is presented now in the 
consultation to justify taking a fundamentally different view.  Babergh would not 
support this proposed increase in growth, even if it may at first appear relatively 
modest and reminds EERA that the current, lower RSS growth levels have not been 
achieved across the overall region (or in Babergh) between 2001 and 2008/9. 

6. The Government aspiration to increase housing delivery nationally and across this 
region is based largely upon its wish to improve housing affordability.  The objective 
or outcome of improving housing affordability is considered appropriate in principle.  
Overall housing supply / delivery would also appear to be inadequate.  However, the 
proposed means of addressing these issues is not supported.  The relationship of 
housing supply and demand appears to be complex in nature.  Further, it is 
questionable how far simply improving supply in itself will serve to improve 
affordability.  Working by itself this approach is considered too simplistic in nature.  
Babergh’s approach, in response of its particular circumstances, has been 
characterised by a more targeted and focused approach to meeting housing need, 
rather than a crude approach that seeks to make an impact through sheer housing 
volume.  This has served the district well and is considered to offer better prospects 
for success for the future than the national approach of simply increasing housing 
supply ‘across the board’. 

7. Rather, further analyses in particular of economic and employment prospects over 
the lifetime of the review suggest that even continuation of currently proposed rates of 
housing and associated population growth might not be matched by local economic 
growth.  Emerging joint employment land review evidence base work for the Suffolk 
Haven Gateway suggests that the area is projected to under-achieve on its jobs 
growth target by around 25%, for example.  Under these circumstances, it can be 
anticipated that either the market might not provide the planned housing or, if it did, a 
significant proportion of the occupants might need to commute a considerable 
distance to find work, mitigating against sustainability.  It is uncertain whether 
intervention to boost key sectors would be capable of closing the gap between 
population and employment growth, even under EERA scenario 1 over the lifetime of 
the review and there are good reasons for doubts on this.  Public sector resource 
constraints in coming years appear a certainty and economic development capacity 
and activity has been decreasing within Suffolk.  Accordingly, closing the gap looks 
very unlikely under any higher growth scenario. 

8. At the same time, the public spending restraint expected to be necessary well into the 
next decade will also serve to reduce the Government's ability to contribute to the 
infrastructure, facilities and services required for genuinely sustainable development, 
at a time when many existing deficiencies remain to be remedied.  The Government 
has already indicated its intention to reduce the provisionally-agreed level of Growth 
Area / Growth Point funding significantly for 2010-2011.  This is expected to have a 
substantial impact on projects and works planned in the Haven Gateway area under 
an overall programme that already had a funding shortfall when the original level of 
Government funding was agreed and committed.  It needs to be anticipated that the 
development industry would be neither willing or able to meet the resulting shortfall 
through the release of development value during times of recession or post-
recession, even in the event that the Community Infrastructure Levy were to be 
introduced. 
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9. For all of these reasons, future housing provision at the existing RSS level just below 
Scenario 1 for the region and for Suffolk should be regarded as the absolute 
maximum to be aimed for over the review period.  In Suffolk, these figures should be 
subject to adjustment in the light of detailed local analysis through the Local 
Development Framework process.  Even growth at this level will need significant 
investment in supporting infrastructure and services, as well as efforts aimed at 
ensuring matching levels of jobs and economic growth.  Acceptance of this growth 
should therefore be conditional on central government ensuring that appropriate 
mechanisms and funding are in place to deliver the investment required.  Under the 
currently proposed pattern of distribution for Suffolk, the growth levels under 
Scenarios 1 and 2 would mean an increase in housing numbers of over 20% for 
Babergh district.  Scenario 3 means an increase of nearly 30% and Scenario 4 raises 
growth by almost 100%.  It should be noted that all these increases are absolute 
minimum representations of the real scale of increase because none take into 
account any allowance for any housing development that may be prescribed for 
Babergh’s part of the Ipswich Policy Area (IPA).  It is currently suggested (through 
Suffolk County Council’s section 4.4 advice and in the current consultation document) 
that the IPA might be looking towards accommodating around 17,000 new dwellings 
for the review period.  The relatively limited physical capacity within Ipswich 
Borough’s boundaries indicate that the 3 surrounding districts will collectively need to 
provide for a significant element of the 17,000 dwellings figure.  This issue is 
discussed further in paragraphs 13-14 below. 

10. The overall housing target for Suffolk, together with a possible decrease in provision 
for the IPA, can be identified as the main drivers behind the consultation document’s 
suggested housing target increase for Babergh district.  However, as the majority of 
this submission argues, this is neither appropriate nor achievable for the district.  
Accordingly, officers contend that the process for producing regional housing growth 
targets should be a bottom-up exercise, based upon a realistic assessment of what 
each constituent part can deliver, rather than the current top-down approach, that 
seeks to ‘divvy up’ figures at the individual district level, working from a high level 
regional target (driven in turn by a national housing delivery aspiration).  Otherwise, 
the end result is inevitably destined to be unrealistic.  Therefore, since it is contended 
that Babergh’s current proposed target under all Scenarios is too high, it follows that 
the county level target needs to be adjusted downwards accordingly, rather than just 
displacing that growth to a different district(s) of the county.  Babergh’s case is that its 
contribution to future provision in the county needs to be maintained at a level not 
exceeding 280 homes per year, that is about 5,600 over the period 2011-2031. 

11. If a commitment is forthcoming for Babergh on continued working in close partnership 
with other Suffolk / Essex local authorities and with other external organisations, it 
seems realistic that the district may continue to see housing development delivered 
up towards or possibly at the current RSS level of 280 new homes per year over the 
review period.  However, prevailing circumstances of the current recession strongly 
suggest that meeting this target in the short term will not be possible.  This is already 
evident from the rate of current housing completions.  What we cannot predict with 
any certainty is how long the current recession will last, what the rate of recovery will 
be and any potential after-effects from recession.  Further, the public sector 
interventions required do not seem at all likely to be able to push delivery beyond that 
point.  It must be recognised that in order to achieve anything like 280 new homes per 
year, Babergh has made considerable ongoing interventions, particularly in delivering 
affordable housing, and without this, the shortfall would have been far greater.  The 
Council’s ability to sustain this level of intervention in future is open to question.  The 
impending circumstances outlined (in paragraphs 7 and 8) above indicate that 
continuing housing delivery at current rates will be ambitious enough, without any 
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genuine prospect of any increase, unless the economy and housing market recover 
very quickly and move into a period of very strong, sustained growth and prosperity. 

12. There is a considerable body of evidence to support officers’ views that Scenarios 2-4 
should not be deemed appropriate or deliverable and this will be developed further 
and articulated within the submission to EERA. 

13. Turning to more localised matters, one important outstanding issue is the possible 
future pattern of housing growth within the Ipswich Policy Area.  There was broad 
acceptance at officer level of the scale of change for the area now included in the 
consultation when preparing initial advice to EERA last winter.  However, Members of 
the 3 districts, and the borough and county councils have not yet considered this 
matter explicitly together.  This is, of course, likely to be a difficult and sensitive 
matter to resolve.  The local authorities involved have not been able to reach 
agreement on how this growth might be distributed.  The consultation document does 
not address the issue specifically in terms of any proposals, although it acknowledges 
that such matters need addressing and invites comments on them.  Consequently 
stakeholders and the general public have not yet had an opportunity to comment. 

14. As part of the draft RSS review expected to be submitted in March, in order to 
conform to national guidance, EERA will have to demonstrate that a robust 
mechanism is in place for distributing new housing within the Ipswich Policy Area.  
This will need to be based upon the principle of joint or co-ordinated working between 
the local planning authorities in the context of their Local Development Framework 
processes.  However, any aspiration towards formal joint LDF document preparation, 
even if wanted by all the necessary local authorities involved (by no means a 
likelihood), would inevitably take a considerable period of time to reach.  It is 
therefore proposed in the meantime, to deploy an informal Member Working Group, 
supported by officers, to consider the nature of the mechanism required and to advise 
EERA of the outcome before the submission version plan is finalised.  This group 
would have a remit of considering these matters and gauging the collective appetite 
for joint working in future. 

 

Question 4: Do you agree that we have covered all t he regional impacts of the four 
scenarios that have been identified? If not, what e lse should we have addressed? 

15. At the region-wide level, most if not all of the potential key impacts appear to have 
been identified at a broad level.  It is accepted that it is difficult to pick up more local 
impacts in a strategic consultation such as this, but the absence of this information 
does limit the value of the appraisal in informing responses. 

 

Question 5:  Do you agree that the vision and objec tives of the current Plan remain 
suitable for the revised Plan. If not, what changes  would you make and why? 

16. The vision and objectives of the current RSS have only been adopted relatively 
recently, in mid 2008, and are considered to remain broadly appropriate for 
continuation into the review. 

 

Question 6: Do you have any evidence to suggest tha t policies other than those 
identified need to be updated or created? 

17. Other thematic policies not identified for updating in the consultation are considered 
to be broadly satisfactory for carry forward into the review.  Suffolk County Council 
has already offered suggestions on the possible modification of sub-area policies as 
part of its section 4.4 response in February 2009.  Sub-regional policies will be 
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considered further in response to briefs recently issued by EERA, and additional 
suggestions will be made as appropriate to the deadlines specified by the Assembly. 

18. Discussions and joint working are continuing with partner groupings, particularly the 
Haven Gateway Partnership and its constituent local authorities.  It is recommended 
that consideration of whether any further detailed comments be made in relation to 
the sub-area policies be delegated to the Head of Natural and Built Environment, in 
consultation with Babergh’s Member representative for the Haven Gateway 
Partnership.  However, officers have not identified any imperative at this stage to 
develop substantial comments on these matters. 

 

Supplementary Question 7: Do you have any comments on the sub-area profiles? 

19. The sub-area profiles are in two parts.  The first part sets out a range of background 
information including current sub-area policy, details of earlier advice from the 
strategic authorities and a breakdown of housing provision at district level under each 
of the four consultation scenarios.  The second part reviews the characteristics of 
each sub-region under the thirteen themes established for the Integrated 
Sustainability Appraisal.  No issues have been identified from the profiles which are 
considered to warrant a response to EERA. 

 

Supplementary Question 8:  Do you have any comments  on the Integrated 
Sustainability Appraisal?  Is there any further inf ormation that should be taken into 
account? 

20. At present only limited review of the integrated sustainability appraisal has been 
carried out.  This work of course tends to be rather technical in nature.  No issues of 
substance have been identified.  It is suggested that officers carry out further work on 
this during the lead up to the Committee meeting on 5 November and should any 
important matters arise, these will be reported and dealt with at the meeting.  
Therefore, no further submissions are currently recommended in response to this 
question. 
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APPENDIX B 
 
The 4 alternative growth scenarios currently under consideration and further data specific 
to Suffolk illustrating comparisons between existing and proposed future growth rates in 
dwelling numbers 
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