Bexhill to Hastings Link Road



Regeneration Statement



Addendum

Bexhill to Hastings Link Road
Regeneration Statement
Addendum
June 2008
East Sussex County Council
County Hall

St Anne's Crescent

Lewes

East Sussex

Bexhill to Hastings Link Road
Regeneration Statement
Addendum
Issue and Revision Record 

	Rev
	Date
	Originator

(Print)

(Signature)
	Checker

(Print)

(Signature)
	Approver

(Print)

(Signature)
	Description

	P1
	May 2008
	MS
	HC
	RC
	First draft

	A
	August 2008
	MS
	JIB
	RC
	First Issue


List of Contents
Page
Chapters 

11
Introduction


22
Recent Socio-economic Data


53
Issues to be Addressed


154
Concluding Remarks


16Glossary





1 Introduction

1.1 This document responds to queries raised on the Regeneration Statement (RS) dated April 2007 that accompanied the planning application to construct the Bexhill to Hastings Link road (BHLR). An Environmental Statement (ES) and Traffic and Transport Report (TTR) also accompanied the planning application for the Scheme.

1.2 In order to respond to the queries, detailed discussions have taken place in October 2007 with Arup – the authors of the queries, working on behalf of the planning authority.

1.3 Subsequently, a meeting took place with representatives of East Sussex County Council (ESCC) and SeaSpace to discuss the queries and methodology to address these queries. Further desk research has since been undertaken as well as contacts made with Hastings and Rother District Councils.

1.4 In addition, Chapter 2 of this RS Addendum provides recent highly relevant socio-economic data that was not available at the time of writing for the RS in April 2007. Chapter 3 of this Addendum responds to the queries, and some concluding remarks are provided in Chapter 4.

2 Recent Socio-economic Data

2.1 The results of the IMD 2004
 were presented in Chapter 1 of the RS. This clearly indicated the serious extent of multiple deprivation in Hastings.

2.2 The Department for Communities and Local Government issued IMD 2007
 in December 2007. Table 2.1 below – based upon analysis by East Sussex County Council
 - provides the latest information for Hastings and Rother and compares the 2007 results with 2004 data.


Table 2.1 Deprivation in Hastings and Rother 2004/2007

	
	National Rankings (out of 354 English LAs
	Number of SOAs in worst 10% nationally
	Number of SOAs in worst 20% nationally
	SOAs with a worse ranking in 2007

	
	2004
	2007
	2004
	2007
	2004
	2007
	Number
	%

	Hastings (53 SOAs)
	38
	31
	12
	14
	20
	21
	28
	53%

	Rother (58 SOAs)
	166
	191
	-
	-
	1
	3
	45
	78%


2.3 Hastings has “fallen” 7 places since 2004 and continues to be the most deprived local authority area in the South East. Rother - whilst evidently one of the most prosperous local authority areas in the South East - has also “fallen” considerably (25 places).

2.4 A more detailed analysis of the IMD2007 indicates a higher degree of employment deprivation
 compared to income deprivation. This can be seen in Table 2.2 and Diagram 2.1 below.

Table 2.2: Deprivation in Hastings 2007 (nos. of SOAs)
	Deciles
	IMD
	Income
	Employment

	>10%
	14
	9
	16

	>20%
	21
	19
	22

	>30%
	29
	28
	28

	>40%
	38
	33
	35

	>50%
	44
	42
	41

	>60%
	46
	45
	47

	>70%
	52
	47
	51

	>80%
	53
	52
	53

	>90%
	53
	53
	53

	>100%
	53
	53
	53
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Diagram 2.1: Deprivation in Hastings 2007 by Number of SOAs
2.5 There is shown to be a continuing and deteriorating position in Hastings in terms of overall deprivation, but more particularly with employment deprivation. By 2007, Hastings had 22 out of 53 SOAs (42%) in the bottom 20% of SOAs in England in terms of employment deprivation.

2.6 The latest claimant count unemployment data issued by Nomis shows Hastings suffering from unemployment levels considerably above the overall county level and well in excess of regional and national levels.

2.7 Diagram 2.2 below provides a graphic illustration of the situation in December 2007. 
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Diagram 2.2: JSA Claimant Count

2.8 It is evident that the unemployment concerns expressed in the RS (based upon research undertaken in 2006/2007), have not been successfully tackled. Hastings has certainly deteriorated in terms of deprivation over the last 3/4 years and there are some signs of Rother’s economic situation also weakening in regional and national terms.

3 Issues to be Addressed

3.1 The following are the introductory comments upon the RS:

“Overall, it is important to link the traffic improvement case with the overall economic development case. i.e. typically a two stage approach would be followed i) establishing the direct benefits notably time and distance savings and then commenting on ii) the likelihood / level of development response to these improvements. Such an approach should be demonstrated.

The applicant is advised that there are important issues that need to be addressed. The Regeneration Statement acknowledges (Para 1.1.3) that the main case for the Scheme is the wider regeneration benefit it is expected to bring, rather than the direct benefits (e.g. in terms of increased efficiency of businesses using the road, or reduced traffic accidents”

3.2 Four specific issues are then identified and these are discussed individually below. Each comment was discussed in detail with Arup and as a result their comments were consequently modified. This structured progression is also shown below.  


3.2.1  The first issue is as follows:

“A key issue is (sic) relates to whether there are other suitable employment sites that could be brought forward to generate the same job benefits without the need to construct a new road.  i.e. the case does not consider if there are other credible sites (or combination of sites) that could be brought forward to create some or all of the job creation expected at NEBBP - the Regeneration Statement should set out whether or not other credible sites have been considered. Evidence in relation to the consideration and review of local sites should be produced to demonstrate whether or not the predicted new jobs would otherwise be lost to the Hastings-Bexhill area.”

3.2.2  Table 3.1 below provides details of the discussions that took place.

Table 3.1: Details of discussions (1)

	MM Response and Discussed with Arup on 29/10/07
	Position Following Discussion between Arup and MM on 29/10/07
	Arup response 2 November

	Other key employment sites in the study area are discussed in detail in C7 (Tables 7-2 and 7-3). Are the reviewers seeking additional information of the potential growth of each of these sites with and without the BHLR? Is the analysis of any particular site of specific interest?  Is it thought that the tables are not comprehensive and that there are suitable sites not mentioned? 
	Arup would review C7 (particularly Tables 7-2 and 7-3) and identify the extent of further information that is required.
	The analysis, particularly in Chapter 7 of the RS, does indeed go a long way in addressing this concern. However, to achieve further clarity, it would be helpful to address the following points:

A. to establish that the 2000 jobs forecast for NEBD could not be accommodated elsewhere in the RA:

1. does the list of sites in Table 7-1, without doubt, represent all significant employment sites in the Hastings Bexhill RA designated for development?

2. does the area marked against Ivyhouse Lane in para 7.1.2 include the Baldslow site in Table 7-1?

3. where is the evidence that, once all these sites, excluding NE Bexhill Development (NEBD), are taken up and occupied to capacity there will remain excess demand for employment space to the extent of at least the 2000 jobs which could be accommodated on NEBD?

4. where is the evidence that no development of NEBD could occur without the BHLR (assume this will be very easy to demonstrate).

B Housing 

1. whilst the arguments in 7.1.12-7.1.14 appear strong, would it not be useful to produce a similar inventory for housing – sites (and demand, which should be easy) to address  equivalent arguments that, without the BHLR, essential space for housing development would be lost within the RA?

C. Employment Second Order Effects

1. The analysis in 7-2 and 7-3 is noted. It is not clear however how these effects on delayed take up etc have been made. 

2. Note there is a link here with the arguments in A. above – to the extent that, without the scheme, there is an apparent spare capacity on other sites of about 1000 jobs.  The argument that some of the jobs that would be accommodated on NEBD would not transfer to these other sites must therefore be robust.   


3.2.3 As part of the Local Development Framework (LDF) exercise, a joint employment land review is being undertaken for Hastings and Rother.  The final report is likely to be published in June/July 2008 and at the moment it is not possible to provide any firm indication of findings. However, we understand that the NEBBP site remains the only site that has the potential to facilitate major additional employment and housing growth. Furthermore, the LDF process/employment land review is attempting to identify potential employment sites ‘of substance’ in addition to those shown in Chapter 7 of the RS, but it is understood that the final report will conclude that there are no other sites of significance in either Hastings or Rother.

3.2.4 The sites noted in Tables 7.1 of the RS have been discussed in detail in February 2008 with ESCC and SeaSpace and it is confirmed that the details in the table remain valid.  The floorspace data and the considered views regarding’ dependency’ and potential take-up with and without the Scheme have been re-examined, as shown in tables 7.1/7.2/7.3, and whilst some very minor changes could be made, the scale of impact remains the same.  If required for a Public Inquiry, these tables would be revised at the time of submission of Proofs of Evidence in the light of the above-mentioned employment land review and any further subsequent developments. At the current time, there is no evidence that any employment land of significance is likely to be made available over and above the sites shown in Table 7.1.

3.2.5 Also as part of the LDF exercise, housing land reviews are taking place by Hastings and Rother individually. The likely publications of these reviews are uncertain, though this will definitely be significantly later than the joint employment land review. It is understood that the Hastings and Rother housing land reviews are ‘testing’ some new potential housing sites at Wilting, Breadsell Farm and elsewhere. It is premature to conclude whether any of these sites will be suitable to facilitate housing development of scale – for instance, traffic and accessibility studies need to be completed before any firm conclusions can be made by the Districts.  

3.3 Answers are provided to the questions that are itemised in the final column of table 3.1 above. These responses need to be read in the context of the above paragraphs 3.2.2 to 3.2.5 above. 


A1: As stated above, detailed discussions in 2006 with ESCC, Hastings Borough Council, Rother Council and SeaSpace led to the compilation of Table 7.1 and the subsequent analysis shown in tables 7.2/7.3.  There were no other significant employment sites at that time and further discussions with these parties in 2008 confirm that this situation has not changed (and almost certainly will not change as a result of the publication of the joint employment land review).  


 A2: The second bullet point in 7.1.2 of the RS should read ‘Ivyhouse Lane and Baldslow’


A3: There is considerable unemployment in the Regeneration Area (RA) with over 3,500 economically active not in work in Hastings and Rother.  SeaSpace (supported by ESCC and the Districts) has maintained a supply-side led policy of tackling unemployment. The take-up of employment land should not be viewed sequentially. The development of NEBBP would proceed in parallel with the continued marketing of other sites.  It is viewed by SeaSpace that the NEBBP would have a catalytic impact and not represent an alternative/competing employment site to existing sites but rather enhance the overall ‘offer’ that would be available in the RA. Effectively, employment facilitated at the NEBBP would largely be lost to the RA if the Scheme was not implemented. The RS provides an analysis of employment without the scheme and demonstrates in section 7.3 that there would be a decline in employment levels without the Scheme. 


A4: This question is similar to query related to issue 3 (see 3.4 below) and is answered in paragraph 3.4.2 to 3.4.6 inclusive.  


B.1: There appears the possibility that some potential housing sites not addressed at the time of the RS may provide some future housing capacity. It is our understanding that these sites are still highly tentative and neither of the Districts is willing to pre-empt the results of the housing land reviews.  The current situation is that the Scheme would facilitate housing development of 1,100 units at the North East Bexhill Development and 500 net additional units at West St. Leonards. This is equivalent to some 20% of future housing requirement in the RA and it would be extremely speculative to assume that the housing land reviews will identify sites that are able to even provide a significant element of this total.   


C.1: The methodology is explained in paragraph 7.1.6 of the RS.  Interviews had taken place with the Districts, estate agents and businesses in the RA prior to an in-depth appraisal of each scheme at a lengthy workshop session with representatives of ESCC and SeaSpace.  A pro forma detailing the various risks that would apply to economic development sites had been provided to each participant prior to the workshop.  Upon completion of the workshop, the consultants completed a table of conclusions for each site. This was circulated not only to attendees of the workshop but also to other planning officers at ESCC. As a result of feedback from recipients, tables 7.2 and 7.3 were completed.  The Districts attended a presentation of the main results of the (draft) RS and comments were received both at the meeting and subsequently on this analysis as well as other topics. Whilst it is accepted that the forecasts are partially conjectural, the process has involved development, planning and economic specialists from both the public and private sector.


C.2:  The concern about displacement of future employment growth was discussed at meetings with all key public and private stakeholders.  There was a consensus that the NEBBP would be the only site that could provide ‘larger’ units and that there would be a progression of businesses ‘up-sizing’ from existing sites to new units on the NEBBP. There was the concern - and continues to be – that some of the existing larger employers would seek to locate outside the RA (in fact out of East Sussex) if larger and modern units did not become available at local sites. This concern was highlighted in paragraphs 6.8.8 and 8.3.15 of the RS.   

3.4  The second issue is as follows:

“In addition, evidence is also needed to show that the jobs that the road will facilitate creation of are in fact net gains, and not simply transfers from elsewhere in East Sussex.”

3.4.1 Table 3.2 below provides details of the discussions that took place.

Table 3.2: Details of discussions (2)

	MM Response and Discussed with Arup on 29/10/07
	Position Following Discussion between Arup and MM on 29/10/07
	Arup response 2 November

	The RS relates to the impact on a designated RA. Given the Treasury guidance that a job created in a RA can be viewed as preferable to a job created outside a RA, what is the rationale for addressing possible displacement from elsewhere in the County? 
	Arup would review this comment and:-

(i) provide precedent and/or source of the guidance for this requirement and/or;

(ii) consider whether there is a need for MM to address this issue on a quantitative or qualitative basis or;

(iii) alternatively, MM should disregard the comment as no longer relevant to the RS.   
	We agree it seems not relevant to consider transfer of jobs from outside the RA. However we feel it would be useful to map the most proximate RAs to Hastings and Bexhill to establish if any transfer from these could be raised as an issue.


3.4.2 There is no other area in East Sussex that is classified as a Regeneration Area (RA). As described in Chapter 2, Hastings has a concentration of SOAs that suffer high levels of deprivation.  Table 3.3 provides data upon SOAs in the worst 10% and 20% nationally for all the LAs in East Sussex.  In 2004, 12 out of the 13 SOAs in East Sussex classified as in the worst 10% nationally were located in Hastings. The only other SOA was located in Eastbourne. The situation in terms of the worst 20% broadly shows a similar concentration in Hastings, though there are now 8 SOAs within this category located in Eastbourne.  This needs to be viewed in the context of a total of 59 SOAs in Eastbourne. In 2007 Rother had 3 SOAs in the worst 20% compared with 1 in 2004.

 
Table 3.3 Deprivation in East Sussex 2004/2007

	
	Nos. of SOAs
	National Rankings (out of 354 English LAs
	Number of SOAs in worst 10% nationally
	Number of SOAs in worst 20% nationally

	
	
	2004
	2007
	2004
	2007
	2004
	2007

	Hastings
	53
	38
	31
	12
	14
	20
	21

	Rother
	58
	307
	284
	-
	-
	1
	3

	Eastbourne 
	59
	117
	104
	1
	1
	6
	8

	Lewes
	62
	243
	218
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Wealden
	95
	307
	284
	-
	-
	-
	1

	East Sussex
	327
	7*
	11*
	13
	15
	27
	33



* ranking out of 34 counties

3.4.3 Undoubtedly, there are some pockets of deprivation in Eastbourne. However, Eastbourne does not have RA status and is not characterised by the depth of multiple deprivation in Hastings. Discussions with ESCC and SeaSpace (economic development company for Hastings) clearly indicate that job creation in Rother and Hastings facilitated by the proposed Scheme is not viewed as likely to impact upon employment generation elsewhere in East Sussex. Indeed, levels of unemployment in Hastings are considerably above all the other LAs in East Sussex as can be seen from the table below. Indeed, Hastings also has significantly higher unemployment than regional and national levels, which is a clear indication of the significant economic problems experienced in this local authority area.

Diagram 3.1: JSA Claimant Count by District, County, Region and [image: image3.wmf]0
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3.4.4 It is concluded that most areas in East Sussex benefit from full employment and the issue of the possible displacement of employment opportunities from the rest of East Sussex to Hastings/Rother is not a material economic matter. 

3.5 The third issue is as follows:

“The applicant should provide further information to demonstrate whether or not the NEBBP site and any others along the road could only be developed if the road is built. E.g. paragraph 8.3.17 of the Regeneration Statement (p. 68) states “[t]he go-ahead for the scheme is the sole mechanism that will open up new strategic land for additional employment and housing in North Bexhill” (emphasis added.) Para 2.2.3 also states that “This development [NEBBP] cannot be achieved without the scheme because of the capacity constraints on the local road network and on the A259 between the two towns in particular”. This needs to be demonstrated.”
3.5.1 Table 3.4 below provides details of the discussions that took place.


Table 3.4: Details of discussions (3)

	MM Response and Discussed with Arup on 29/10/07
	Position Following Discussion between Arup and MM on 29/10/07

	We assume that this relates to physical infrastructure and whether the NEBBP (and other sites) can be physically be accessed by an alternative to BHLR. We are not sure whether this is necessarily part of a RS – such evidence should reside elsewhere in the ES. 
	In their response, MM would cross-reference to information elsewhere in the ES on this matter. If this did not exist, MM would examine this point and provide evidence that this is the case.


3.5.2 The primary objective of the BHLR is to address the serious and continuing socio-economic problems that exist in the RA. As stated above in the dialogue with Arup, a RS would not normally cover technical road network issues in detail. Nevertheless, the analysis undertaken for the RS was undertaken on the assumption that the only proven way to realise the full economic potential of the NEBBP site, as well as other sites, was by building the proposed Scheme. There may well be some sub-optimal transport network solutions to accessing the NEBBP and improving access to other sites, but these were not tested.  Furthermore, such solutions would also be sub-optimal in addressing capacity constraints on the local road network in particular along the A259 between Bexhill and Hastings. The latter concern, as expressed by Arup, is covered in detail elsewhere and is briefly addressed below.

3.5.3 The ES and the accompanying Traffic and Transport Report (TTR) address congestion on the A259 in detail. Paragraph 1.2.1 of the TTR states:

“The A27/A259 is the principal east-west route for the East Sussex Area, and is the only direct route between Bexhill and Hastings. The A259 trunk road corridor, in particular through Glyne Gap, suffers from traffic congestion, poor bus reliability, community severance, poor pedestrian and cycle provision, and a high accident rate.” 

3.5.4 Paragraphs 4.2.7 and 4.2.20 of the TTR respectively state:

“In both 2010 and 2025 forecast years, the Do Something results in a significant reduction in traffic along the A259 through Glyne Gap. There would be an overall reduction in traffic along the A259 through Hastings.”
“For non bus traffic in all time periods, 2010 forecast journey times along the A259 are reduced with the introduction of the Scheme to less than the existing journey times in 2004. In 2025 all A259 journey times with the Scheme are less than existing 2004 journey times except eastbound am peak and inter-peak.” 

3.5.5 Finally, Chapter 6 in the ES states:

“The forecast transport impacts are described in detail in the Traffic and Transport Report. The overall number of trips on the network is forecast to increase with the Scheme by 0.3% in 2010 and by 3.2% in 2025 over the Do-Minimum (i.e. without the Scheme). Figures 6.3 to 6.5 in Volume 3 summarise the forecast daily traffic flows on key links within the study area and compare the impacts with and without the Scheme. The forecasts show that the Scheme achieves large reductions in traffic along the A259 Glyne Gap between the two towns. Traffic volumes are also reduced on the A259 seafront route through Hastings. Traffic volumes on Harley Shute Road and the A2036 on the east side of Bexhill are also reduced as traffic transfers to use the Scheme. In 2010, traffic flows are reduced by 33% on the existing A259 Glyne Gap between Bexhill and Hastings. In 2025, as there would be more traffic overall on the network, the reduction of traffic along the A259 coast road would be less great than in 2010 compared with the Do-Minimum.”
3.5.6  Overall, the RS has concluded that the Link Road will facilitate the optimisation of economic benefits at the NEBPP whilst concurrently providing the most appropriate solution to addressing the increasing traffic and transport problems along the A259. 

3.6 The final issue is as follows:

 “A lesser point addresses the issue of wider consultation. Para 44 states that “ESCC believes firmly that the building of the Bexhill Hastings Link Road is a key plank for success [i.e. regeneration of Hastings Bexhill]” and that “This vision is shared by all local and regional stakeholders.”  A list of stakeholders covering a range of public sector organisations (LAs, LSC, FE, LSP), business representative organisations, and one community organisation (Bexhill Community Partnership/Rother Voluntary Action).              But is this comprehensive? Have the local organisations that objected in 2001 also provided further comment?”
3.6.1 Table 3.6 below provides details of the discussions that took place. 

Table 3.6: Details of discussions (4)

	MM Response and Discussed with Arup on 29/10/07
	Position Following Discussion between Arup and MM on 29/10/07

	The scheme in 2001 related to a bypass and was considerably longer than the proposed link road.  Most of the objectors in 2001 were primarily concerned with the environmental impacts of the scheme – are we to assume that this request relates only to those who provided economic impact evidence? 
	MM will try to identify whether any local organisations - who objected in 2001- were concerned about regeneration issues. It was agreed that this was a minor issue.


3.6.2 This matter was subsequently discussed with representatives of ESCC and the following statement was provided in relationship to the 2001 scheme:

‘The objectors to the scheme were given opportunity to comment on the planning application through the consultation process although this was a general opportunity rather than a specific. They were provided with a full copy of the ES although they were charged for that.’

3.6.3 Representatives of ESCC could not recollect any objections to the 2001 scheme on economic and/or regeneration grounds.

3.6.4 During the research for the RS and the Community Chapter of the ES, an extensive interview programme was undertaken with representatives of both the public sector and the private sector. In total, over 40 organisations (as listed in the ES and RS) were interviewed and none expressed any concerns on economic and/or regeneration grounds. Indeed, the vast majority of consultees viewed the current Scheme as essential to tackling the severe economic conditions in Hastings.
3.6.5 The current Scheme has been subject to consultation in Spring 2007 and ESCC received over 1,800 responses. It is understood that ESCC is currently reviewing the consultation responses.   

3.6.6 Overall, we are not aware that there were any objections to the 2001 scheme on grounds of net economics disbenefits to the impact area.

Concluding Remarks

3.7 The majority of the research for the RS published in April 2007 was undertaken in 2006. It is evident that whilst progress has been made on some development sites, the economic health of the study area, in particular Hastings, remains a significant concern. The IMD 2007 clearly indicates the declining relative position of Hastings overall. There continues to be deeply entrenched pockets of multiple deprivation. 

3.8 It is also particularly worrying that other local authorities along the coast in East Sussex are also showing signs of relative decline, though this is largely from levels of significantly less multiple deprivation than Hastings.  

3.9 The NEBBP remains the one single location that has the potential to generate major economic growth and associated housing development. Evidence from elsewhere in the RS demonstrates that the NEBBP cannot be fully exploited without the Scheme. The Scheme would also have the attendant benefit of facilitating congestion relief on the A259 

3.10 The queries have raised a number of very valid issues and it is understood that the employment and housing land reviews will be able to provide greater confidence in the conclusion that there are no significant other sites that will come on stream that have yet to be identified and provide the potential of the NEBBP.

3.11 The conclusions of the RS are therefore re-iterated, namely:

“In the absence of the Scheme, the North East Bexhill Business Park will not be developed; thereby forsaking the opportunity to create some 2,000 new jobs in the RA. There is no other development that will generate employment at this scale in Bexhill or Hastings in the foreseeable future.”

“In concert with other key regeneration policies, the Scheme clearly offers a unique opportunity for the RA to tackle positively a number of its deeply entrenched socio-economic problems. ESCC believes firmly that the building of the Bexhill-Hastings Link Road is a key plank for success. This vision is shared by all local and regional stakeholders.”

3.12 In addressing the queries, it is apparent that the “deeply entrenched socio-economic problems” have shown no signs of abating in the last 2 years.  The view that the Scheme provides a core element in addressing these problems remains constant amongst the stakeholders.

Glossary

ESCC

East Sussex County Council

ES

Environmental Statement

IMD

Index of Multiple Deprivation

JSA

Job Seekers Allowance

LDF

Local Development Framework

MM

Mott MacDonald

NEBBP

North East Bexhill Business Park

NEBD

North East Bexhill Development

RA

Regeneration Area

RS

Regeneration Statement

SOA

Super Output Area
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� The Index of Multiple Deprivation 2004  


� The English Indices of Deprivation 2007


� Deprivation in East Sussex: Indices of Deprivation 2007, East Sussex County Council


� A measure based upon involuntary exclusion of the working age population from the labour market.
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IMD

		

		LSOA		LA CODE		LA NAME		GOR CODE		GOR NAME		IMD SCORE		RANK OF IMD (where 1 is most deprived)								RANK OF IMD (where 1 is most deprived)

		E01020969		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		17.35		16020						1		207

		E01020970		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		10.34		23381						2		480

		E01020971		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		27.02		9557						3		750

		E01020972		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		70.97		207						4		1016

		E01020973		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		23.90		11235						5		1265

		E01020974		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		20.97		13169						6		1286

		E01020975		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		31.92		7412						7		1539

		E01020976		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		25.82		10135						8		1963

		E01020977		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		35.19		6226						9		2474

		E01020978		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		48.88		2513						10		2475

		E01020979		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		54.61		1539						11		2513

		E01020980		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		44.24		3526						12		2967

		E01020981		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		31.75		7481						13		3135

		E01020982		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		56.73		1265						14		3180		10%

		E01020983		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		61.58		750						15		3526

		E01020984		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		56.52		1286						16		4649

		E01020985		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		45.87		3135						17		4692

		E01020986		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		12.91		20375						18		4926

		E01020987		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		11.07		22441						19		5305

		E01020988		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		12.90		20392						20		5322

		E01020989		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		58.90		1016						21		6226		20%

		E01020990		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		39.91		4692						22		7132

		E01020991		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		26.05		10014						23		7396

		E01020992		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		49.14		2474						24		7412

		E01020993		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		45.65		3180						25		7481

		E01020994		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		40.05		4649						26		7853

		E01020995		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		46.58		2967						27		8297

		E01020996		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		30.83		7853						28		8519

		E01020997		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		26.53		9799						29		9557		30%

		E01020998		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		37.84		5305						30		9799

		E01020999		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		12.14		21230						31		10014

		E01021000		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		18.11		15425						32		10135

		E01021001		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		17.95		15560						33		10683

		E01021002		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		29.26		8519						34		10901

		E01021003		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		37.79		5322						35		11235

		E01021004		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		24.52		10901						36		11467

		E01021005		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		49.14		2475						37		11701

		E01021006		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		23.56		11467						38		12088		40%

		E01021007		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		13.46		19764						39		13169

		E01021008		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		19.14		14604						40		14339

		E01021009		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		14.24		18956						41		14604

		E01021010		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		13.69		19529						42		15425

		E01021011		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		22.59		12088						43		15560

		E01021012		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		29.74		8297						44		16020		50%

		E01021013		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		24.86		10683						45		16853

		E01021014		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		39.08		4926						46		18956		60%

		E01021015		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		65.15		480						47		19529

		E01021016		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		31.96		7396						48		19764

		E01021017		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		23.19		11701						49		20375

		E01021018		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		16.44		16853						50		20392

		E01021019		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		51.93		1963						51		21230

		E01021020		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		32.60		7132						52		22441		70%

		E01021021		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		19.47		14339						53		23381		80%





Income

		

		LSOA		LA CODE		LA NAME		GOR CODE		GOR NAME		INCOME SCORE		RANK OF INCOME SCORE (where 1 is most deprived)										RANK OF INCOME SCORE (where 1 is most deprived)

		E01020969		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.10		17761								1		243

		E01020970		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.05		27270								2		447

		E01020971		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.19		9588								3		1206

		E01020972		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.55		243								4		1996

		E01020973		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.18		10047								5		2340

		E01020974		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.12		16033								6		2357

		E01020975		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.19		9404								7		2464

		E01020976		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.16		12220								8		2595

		E01020977		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.23		7211								9		2895		10%

		E01020978		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.30		4390								10		3443

		E01020979		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.28		5223								11		3874

		E01020980		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.28		5150								12		3985

		E01020981		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.24		7008								13		4223

		E01020982		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.35		2895								14		4322

		E01020983		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.44		1206								15		4390

		E01020984		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.32		3874								16		5150

		E01020985		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.26		5985								17		5223

		E01020986		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.06		24448								18		5985

		E01020987		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		22106								19		6359		20%

		E01020988		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		23757								20		6760

		E01020989		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.31		3985								21		6953

		E01020990		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.30		4322								22		7008

		E01020991		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		13164								23		7211

		E01020992		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.38		2340								24		7872

		E01020993		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.38		2357								25		9037

		E01020994		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.33		3443								26		9139

		E01020995		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.37		2464								27		9404

		E01020996		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.24		6760								28		9588		30%

		E01020997		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.20		9139								29		9990

		E01020998		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.22		7872								30		10047

		E01020999		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		23411								31		10091

		E01021000		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		14609								32		11242

		E01021001		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.11		16566								33		12220		40%

		E01021002		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.14		13646								34		13164

		E01021003		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.24		6953								35		13301

		E01021004		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.14		13576								36		13576

		E01021005		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.39		1996								37		13646

		E01021006		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.18		9990								38		14167

		E01021007		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		23377								39		14609

		E01021008		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		15091								40		15091

		E01021009		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		21513								41		15122

		E01021010		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		23514								42		16033		50%

		E01021011		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.14		13301								43		16566

		E01021012		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.18		10091								44		17761

		E01021013		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.17		11242								45		17856		60%

		E01021014		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.31		4223								46		21513

		E01021015		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.51		447								47		22106		70%

		E01021016		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.20		9037								48		23377

		E01021017		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		15122								49		23411

		E01021018		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.10		17856								50		23514

		E01021019		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.36		2595								51		23757

		E01021020		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.25		6359								52		24448		80%

		E01021021		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		14167								53		27270		90%





Employ.

		

		LSOA		LA CODE		LA NAME		GOR CODE		GOR NAME		EMPLOYMENT SCORE		RANK OF EMPLOYMENT SCORE (where 1 is most deprived)										RANK OF EMPLOYMENT SCORE (where 1 is most deprived)

		E01020969		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		15991								1		193

		E01020970		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.05		26277								2		448

		E01020971		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6631								3		618

		E01020972		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.34		193								4		686

		E01020973		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.09		14345								5		769

		E01020974		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.11		11804								6		778

		E01020975		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		8381								7		826

		E01020976		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.12		9911								8		961

		E01020977		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6126								9		1784

		E01020978		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.20		2873								10		1892

		E01020979		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.27		826								11		2121

		E01020980		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.21		2470								12		2470

		E01020981		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.14		6894								13		2830

		E01020982		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.28		618								14		2873

		E01020983		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.27		778								15		2942

		E01020984		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.27		769								16		3243		10%

		E01020985		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.23		1784								17		4518

		E01020986		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		19768								18		5052

		E01020987		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.05		26343								19		5106

		E01020988		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		17114								20		6126

		E01020989		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.30		448								21		6351

		E01020990		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.17		4518								22		6471		20%

		E01020991		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.13		8695								23		6603

		E01020992		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.23		1892								24		6631

		E01020993		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.20		2942								25		6875

		E01020994		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6351								26		6894

		E01020995		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.19		3243								27		8381

		E01020996		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.11		10597								28		8695		30%

		E01020997		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.12		10266								29		9911

		E01020998		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.20		2830								30		10266

		E01020999		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.06		21321								31		10597

		E01021000		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		18306								32		11241

		E01021001		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		16442								33		11804

		E01021002		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.11		11241								34		12371

		E01021003		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.17		5106								35		12898		40%

		E01021004		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.09		14588								36		13502

		E01021005		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.22		2121								37		13976

		E01021006		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.09		13976								38		14064

		E01021007		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		19375								39		14345

		E01021008		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.08		16895								40		14588

		E01021009		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		19870								41		15991		50%

		E01021010		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		19590								42		16442

		E01021011		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.10		12371								43		16895

		E01021012		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6471								44		17114

		E01021013		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.10		12898								45		18306

		E01021014		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.17		5052								46		19375

		E01021015		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.26		961								47		19590		60%

		E01021016		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6875								48		19768

		E01021017		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.09		14064								49		19870

		E01021018		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.07		20076								50		20076

		E01021019		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.28		686								51		21321		70%

		E01021020		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.15		6603								52		26277

		E01021021		21UD		Hastings		J		South East		0.10		13502								53		26343		80%
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