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Sub-matter 8A. Sussex Coast. 

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)

Projections of population and workforce; forecasts of employment

We assume that “the assumptions about local employment” refer to the projections of population, workforce and employment that were published by SEERA in October. (Technical Note 5 (Revised) Updated. October 2006 Table 13.3) These projections show that the planned level of housebuilding in the sub-region, 54,000 over 20 years, will be associated with increases of about 23,000 in population,11,000 in the workforce and 7,000 in employment by 2026.
These projections only show that the growth in the populations and the workforce is likely to be slower in the next 20 years than in the past; and that the falling size of the average household will mean that more dwellings are needed to house the same number of workers. But the size of the workforce  depends upon the age profile of the population; if fewer people chose the Sussex coast for their retirement home, the workforce would be larger. To an extent, if the demand for labour on the coast increased, the workers would appear to meet the demand: there are the 37,500 net outward commuters who might change employer, and workers might displace the retired among immigrants. 
Excessive housebuilding increases outward commuting

The Strategy’s objective of reducing new commuting from the sub-region would be jeopardised by any increase above the proposed rate of housebuilding. In the decade between the censuses of 1991 and 2001, housebuilding appears to have been excessive in relation to the growth of employment, so net outward commuting increased. (See Annex 1)
Commuting may increase in the short term

In the short term, the hangover of greenfield development sites from the current county structure plans means that outward commuting may increase. Any reduction in outward commuting will depend on success in generating more employment in the sub-region  Employment should have priority over housing if there is competition for sites,

Is housing provision at the right level?

It is difficult to set a “right” level for housebuilding in the sub-region. The importance of immigration to maintaining the population, and the objective of reducing outward commuting, both argue for flexibility in setting targets. Building should be related to success in generating more employment in the sub-region.

The amount of building permitted should be limited to that possible on previously developed land. Studies undertaken for local planning authorities suggest that much if not all of the target set in the Strategy could be built on PDL. The potential for dividing and restoring the older houses in the stock should be fully exploited; and building should be to the highest standards of design and sustainability.
Meeting wider regional needs

Housebuilding in the Sussex coastal area cannot “help meet wider regional needs” if the objectives of the Plan are to be secured. Helping to meet wider needs can only mean meeting a demand for housing that has arisen somewhere else in the region. If the demand arises from someone working elsewhere in the region, housing this worker on the coast would increase commuting; if it arises from a recipient of welfare payments, housing the recipient on the coast would increase the population but not the workforce. There should therefore be no attempt to build houses on the coast to meet needs elsewhere in the region. 
8Aii.2 Is a 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

For many reasons this question is virtually impossible to answer. The Districts were, unfortunately, not asked to state their Affordable Housing (AH) requirements at the same time as the other housing figures, therefore there is no current accurate figure. A top down figure is not realistic.

Eventually a figure will be part of the Local Development Documents (LDDs) but with no  standard method of deciding what is AH, and as each District being allowed to quote a lower or, theoretically, higher percentage, this must be a subjective figure. There is a strong possibility that the figures being declared will be too low, to reduce the numbers of the less well off who have  a higher demand for local services such as schools and hospitals. 

AH is accepted as one of the biggest problems in the South East. The holes in the South East Plan (SEP) means that Policy SCT8 (SCT8) will not scratch the surface, let alone deliver a total of 40% of AH. Implementation and monitoring will not salvage the situation. When the Districts state their requirements if the totals then add up to less 40%, will anything be done to remedy this or will a lower percentage be acceptable?         
 Anything substantially lower than 40% will have serious consequences, the AH problem will stretch indefinitely into the future and accommodation for those wishing to live near their employment will be in even shorter supply and the sub-region will become even more of a dormitory area. 
The proposed system is insufficiently robust. As well as the lack of a standard system of assessing AH needs there are other problems, such as the position of AH on small sites. It should be clearly stated what happens when there are small sites, however generated. Will the  overall 40% be made up with the sites claiming exemption financing any shortfall. On   brownfield sites, which is where two thirds of the units are supposed to be built, this could be a serious problem.  
As ever, finance is the key. The system is geared to save the Treasury money. The less AH the less subsidy. There are three headings, subsidies, landowner contributions, which is a more realistic name for developer contributions including S106 agreements and viability. Any other considerations are all likely to be window dressing next to finance. Viability is a recently introduced concept in the SEP and is a very tricky proposition that needs proper definition. It is difficult to see how a definition can be formulated without severely curtailing the commercial expertise of a developer and/or dictating his profit margins. Developers could become virtual NGOs in the efforts to produce a workable system. What happens if a scheme is found to be non-viable? Will the percentage of AH be reduced? Surely this is the situation which subsidies were designed for? Viability is very much in the eye of the beholder. Any scheme depending on the varying views of costs and profit anything could be non-viable. 
8Aii.3 Has the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans been fully explored (Policy SCT7) ?

The areas

The only two large development projects that meet this description are, we believe, the West Durrington site on the north western outskirts of Worthing and the sites north of Bognor Regis, at Felpham and Bersted, known as Site 6. 

Sites a hangover from old policies
Both sites are located on the outskirts of towns where net outward commuting is a cause for concern. At Worthing, net outward commuting increased by 1,840 between 1991 and 2001, giving a total of 732 in 2001. At Bognor net outward commuting was 5,917 in 2001.In both towns, there is little sign that the growth of employment will accelerate.
Sites likely to promote outward commuting

Increasing the population in each town may increase  net outward commuting. This outcome is made more likely by the location of the sites, on edge of town, which makes them attractive to residents who want to travel away from the town to work. Further development on these sites is therefore unwanted and undesirable.

8Aii.4 Have the water supply and wastewater 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)

Water supplies

The Sub-Regional Strategy should give more consideration to water supply in the area. .Supplies are inadequate to meet demand after a dry winter, and extraction is at an unsustainable rate.  But the Sub-Regional Strategy is almost completely devoid of substance so far as water supplies are concerned. It ought to specify how supply would be increased, and how consumption would be reduced.:
The Strategy should say whether supply can be increased enough by enlarging reservoirs, and specify which are to be enlarged; or whether water should be piped in from wetter areas. It should say that compulsory water metering should be introduced to curb demand, and that the government will be asked to permit its introduction.
Flood risk
Flood risk deserves much more thorough treatment in the Sub-Regional Strategy.  DEFRA has recently issued new guidance on the increases in sea level that should be assumed in planning flood and coastal defences. For 2085 the total is 755mm an increase of 185mm on the previous guidance, and by 2115 is 1205mm which is 455mm more than previously. The impact of these rises in sea level will be enhanced by the expected increase of 10% in wind strength and in wave height. (Flood and Coastal Defence Appraisal Guidance. FCDPAG Economic Appraisal. Supplementary Note to Operating Authorities – Climate Change Impacts.  DEFRA October 2006).

This guidance implies that more land is at risk of flooding, from rivers as well as sea; higher sea levels will prevent flood water draining into the sea. The whole Strategy will have to be reviewed when the significance of this new guidance has been evaluated. The Sussex coast may have become significantly less attractive an area for development  
Transport

The Strategy speaks of the improvements in the transport needed if the proposed development in the sub-region is to succeed, but it does not say what increases in travel would be generated by the planned increase in housebuilding and population.  This information should be used to identify the places where congestion is likely to be most severe, in the absence of improvements to the network or measures to restrict demand. Until this analysis has been undertaken, it is impossible to asses the transport implications of the growth proposals.

The Strategy should require that all improvements to the transport infrastructure should be planned to minimise their effect on tranquillity, air, light and noise pollution. A new paragraph iv should be added to Policy SCT2, reading:
These improvements to transport links should be designed to minimise the production of air, noise and light pollution and the visual impact on the countryside.

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?

Proposals are aspirations not expectations

The Implementation Plan has a fundamental weakness: most of the projects which it lists as being required to secure the objectives of the Strategy are described as being under investigation or appraisal. They are not committed projects, and may never be built. The Implementation Plan is described as “A business plan for the region” (para. 1.3) but it represents a list of aspirations rather than a plan. (See Annex 2)
In the absence of the results of appraisals of the projects in the Implementation Plan, it is impossible to say whether they are justified and well related to the spatial strategy.
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Annexes

Annex 1 (8Aii.1)i



Commuting and Housebuilding
The table below provides the figures which justify the statement in 8Aii. 1 that housebuilding in the decade 1991-2001 appears to have supported an increase in net outward commuting from the sub-region. It will be seen that the increase in net outward commuting was greater than the number of dwellings built  in Brighton and Worthing, and in Arun, Eastbourne and Hastings, the number of new dwellings built was two-thirds to three-quarters of the number of new dwellings.

Changes in net outward commuting by district, 1991-2001


Change in net out-commuting

Housebuilding

Adur



105




1000

Arun


       3951




4880

Chichester

      -2107 




4440

Worthing

       1840




1635

Brighton and Hove          8663




6197

Eastbourne

       2589




3650

Hastings

       1405




2139

Lewes

               -1272




2081

Rother


        244




2344

A negative figure represents a decrease in net outward commuting

Sources: Commuting, East Sussex CC derives fron Census of 1991 and 2001. Housebuilding: Brighton and Hove CC, East Sussex CC and West Sussex CC.




Annex 2  (8
Aii.5)
   
Priorities among Infrastructure Projects


Members of the Federation have expressed their opinions about their priorities for improvements in infrastructure in the sub-region. The list below represents their judgment, based on local knowledge, rather than a scientific analysis of the value of the projects. Most but not allprojects derive from the list attached to the Implementation Plan

South Downs National Park – not in the Implementation Plan but a project of great value to all the sub-region

Reinstatement of the Lewes-Uckfield railway line

Coastal Expressway

A27 Arundel bypass, so long as the route does not damage the countryside.

Ashford-Hastings line capacity improvements

A27 Worthing-Lancing road improvements, so long as the route does not damage the countryside.

Enlargement of Bewl Water reservoir – not in the Implementation Plan but the most acceptable increase in water storage capacity

A27 Chichester bypass improvements

Replacement of level crossings by bridges or tunnels along the West Sussex coastal railway. Replacement is especially desirable on main roads such as A29 and A284. 
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