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8Aii Housing and Infrastructure

8Aii.1
Is housing provision set at the right level in the Sussex Coast, having regard to the assumptions about local employment, and does it “help meet wider regional needs” (Policy SCT7, para 2.3)?

1. The South Downs Society (SDS) fully supports the concept of sustainable development which is the core principle that underpins planning (paragraph 3, PPS1).  An important aspect of this is effective protection of the environment and prudent use of natural resources.  PPS1 expands on this to specifically mention that planning policies should seek the protection and enhancement of the natural environment (paragraphs 3 and 17) while paragraph 19 states that:


“Plan policies and planning decisions should be based on:

· up-to-date information on the environmental characteristics of the area;

· the potential impacts, positive as well as negative, on the environment of development proposals (whether direct, indirect, cumulative, long-term or short-term); and,

· recognition of the limits of the environment to accept further development without irreversible damage.”

2. It is quite clear that the level of environmental information displayed in the South East Plan and in this particular instance the Sussex Coast sub-region is highly deficient (paragraph 1.3, page 252) where many international and national environmental designations have been omitted.  Without a proper description of the environment and its particular sensitivities, it is difficult to understand the impacts of long-term housing numbers.  The SDS is concerned that the current level of proposed housing and employment land could cause significant harm to the South Downs which, as a largely open lowland landscape, is sensitive to development both within and adjacent to it.  In addition to the direct impact of this development, it is the knock-on or indirect impacts, such as from new road infrastructure, which are just as, if not more, worrying.  Unless a real effort is made to reduce car use and drive down carbon emissions, there will be ever greater pressure to develop the A27 / A259 which then would have further significant detrimental impacts upon the landscape in visual, noise and air pollution terms.

3. Given that much of the demand for new housing in the area is to meet the needs of in-migration, the SDS does not believe that it is sustainable to continue to do this when land supply is scarce and when this policy risks compromising significant environmental interests and breaching environmental limits.  For example, the South Downs around Brighton & Hove and Shoreham is at its narrowest, yet there is great pressure for development around the urban fringes of the city.  With such a narrow slice of open landscape even a small amount of peripheral development could have significant consequences.  Currently the aim appears to be to focus new housing development inside the city, but to accommodate the level of housing proposed there is strong pressure to go upwards which is creating its own tensions and impacts.  Equally, it is not always possible to go upwards with new employment space and there is pressure for much of that to be built around the edges of the city.

4. If it necessary to extend outwards to accommodate all the proposed development within Brighton & Hove and elsewhere along the Sussex Coast then the South Downs will be extensively compromised or the building of new housing will have to be dramatically curtailed.  Without a clear and accurate assessment of urban capacity which needs to cover all aspects of development together, i.e. housing, employment land and all land required for any associated infrastructure, and not just one of these aspects, then it is difficult to judge whether 2,700 houses per annum is sustainable.

5. As it stands, the SDS is not convinced that the current proposal for 2,700 houses per annum is sustainable for the sub-region and the thought of raising this higher without any real understanding of the environmental implications is of great cause for concern.  If this need has to be met, then part of the role of the South East Plan must be to guide development to less sensitive areas where it would not result in the same damage.  The SDS does not believe that it should be the role of the sub-region to provide for ‘wider regional demand’ if this is not sustainable and would breach environmental limits as it is likely to do here.

6. As regards to specific comments on policy SCT7, as outlined in the Society’s previous submission, if retained the Society would like to see changes made to the policy to ensure that the South Downs and other AONBs were properly protected.  As it currently stands little account is made of the impact of development on the surrounding landscape, which in many instances is AONB.  Equally, the flexibility allowed in the policy for switching development from inside the sub-region to outside of it potentially threatens to push greater numbers of housing into the AONB.

8Aii.2
Is a 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

1. There may well be instances such as within the AONBs where 100% affordable housing is the only housing development that should be permitted.  In this case it will be essential to ensure that unreasonable demands are not made upon developments of this nature to contribute towards infrastructure investment.

8Aii.3
Has the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans been fully explored (Policy SCT7)?

1. There may well be potential for additional housing in areas identified for development and the Society would be the first to argue for the efficient use of land.  However, the location of the development also plays an important factor in its impact.  For example, promoting significant development at Polegate and Hailsham, outside of the AONB, is going to place ever greater pressure on the A27, unless car use is reduced as mentioned previously, putting the South Downs at risk from an upgraded trunk road and greater and faster moving levels of traffic.  This will increase noise and air pollution and in all likelihood increase car access to the Downs placing a further detrimental pressure on the landscape.

2. It is worth noting that Lullington Heath, a DEFRA air quality monitoring site is one of the most polluted areas in the country for low-level ozone.

3. At present, the Society is far from convinced that these sorts of indirect and cumulative impacts have been considered sufficiently in the housing numbers debate.

8Aii.4
Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk, and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered (and is there a case for a more co-ordinated sub-regional approach to infrastructure) (Policies SCT6, SCT9, para 11.1)?

1. As stated previously, the Society does not believe that the environmental implications have been properly considered.  Insufficient attention is being paid to promoting sustainable transport which is helping to fuel the rising demand for greater car use.  If this were adequately addressed then it might be possible to cater for the proposed levels of housing without any adverse impacts from transport.  Little thought also appears to have been given to the impact of the huge list of transport infrastructure contained within the implementation programme.  This will drive up carbon emissions, increase congestion in around the main conurbations and increase car dependency.  This will encourage a sedentary lifestyle with all the health and economic implications that that has, in addition to the impacts on the South Downs.

2. Water is also a big issue for the sub-region and unless significant savings are made with regard to current water use, the Society is concerned about the implications for the wider environment.  Given that much of the sub-region’s water supply comes from the chalk aquifer of the South Downs, there is a finite limit to how much can be drawn from it without harming wildlife and landscape interests, or threatening the integrity of the aquifer itself.  With the predicted changes due to climate change in the seasons, the weather and rising sea levels, it is quite likely that less water will be available from the aquifer in future years.  The area is already under a hosepipe ban with a drought order approved but not implemented.  Given that new development is being built now, while any new water infrastructure could take 15 or 20 years to come on stream, it is questionable as to whether the area will be able to cope without significant environmental harm.

3. With regard to paragraph 11.1, it seems fine in itself but does not say anything new or that would not apply to all areas in the South East.  Certainly a more co-ordinated approach to infrastructure provision would be welcome across a multitude of Government Agencies and private utilities particularly at a national and regional level.  However, co-ordinating it on a sub-regional approach for many issues would be a mistake.  For example the South Downs AONBs are partly within the proposed Sussex Coast sub-region but the South Downs needs a co-ordinated approach across its whole length not just for the area that sits within the sub-region.

8Aii.5
Are the proposals in the Implementation Plan (including for social and green infrastructure) clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy?  What are the priorities?

1. It is quite apparent that the infrastructure currently listed within the implementation plan is heavily biased towards transport and in particular new roads.  While it is quite clearly defined, whether it is justifiable and conforms to the Plan’s core policies is highly questionable.  In comparison, proposals for green infrastructure appear cobbled together and ill-thought out, even if the three proposals currently included do have merit in themselves.  

2. Section 85 of the Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 places a legal duty upon public and statutory bodies that:  “In exercising or performing any functions in relation to, or so as to affect, land in an area of outstanding natural beauty, a relevant authority shall have regard to the purpose of conserving and enhancing the natural beauty of the area of outstanding natural beauty.”  As such there is a legal duty for the conservation and enhancement of AONBs in the Sussex Coast to be considered for inclusion within the implementation strategy as an important part of the green infrastructure in the region.  Yet nowhere within the implementation plan are there currently any green infrastructure proposals for the Sussex Coast’s AONBs, nor is there any reference to the draft South Downs Management Plan
 and how the draft South East Plan might help deliver this.  

3. There appears to be no acknowledgement to the landscape damage that the AONBs and indeed the wider countryside have suffered over the years and the need to address that damage in order to safeguard a high quality environment for the future.  That will be important not only in improving people’s quality of life but also in safeguarding an important economic resource.  Currently the South Downs Joint Committee, the current body that manages the South Downs, finds itself with a growing workload that has been placed upon it by local authorities, such as with rights of way and open access.  This is placing pressure on the quality and extent of the work that can be done by the Joint Committee and preventing it from moving forward to tackle new areas of concern.  It is not helped in this task by the fact that it is very limited in what it can achieve because of a lack of power and funding.  This is particularly true in terms of landscape scale restoration and the removal of current eyesores such as undergrounding overhead wires and removing highway clutter.

4. Investing in the South Downs and other landscapes would provide a high quality environmental infrastructure which would be good for our quality of life and good for the region’s economy.  More accessible landscapes by sustainable means would also allow more people to enjoy quiet informal recreation.  This would be good for their physical and mental well-being and as a consequence good for local health service provision.  In this respect investing in a healthy environment fully complements and is essential for a healthy region.

� The draft South Downs Management Plan went out to public consultation from 23 June – 31 October 2006.  The results of the consultation are currently being analysed. 
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