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NB:
The publication of PPS3 may necessitate a revision of government statements relating to housing and affordability when the full implications of the PPS ffor regional spatial strategy have been established.
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. According to Government’s 2003-based household projections household numbers in East Sussex are projected to grow by 87,000 between 2006 and 2026. The projected increase for West Sussex is 75,000. It is important to recognise that these are trend based projections and are subjected to greater margins of error than the projections at higher level of geographies. We also note that the draft RSS proposals for East and West Sussex amount only to 44% and 77% of the projected household growth. We would ask the Panel to consider whether the housing provision within the sub-region should be better informed by the future housing demand in the relevant housing market areas.
 
2. We would also refer the panel to comments in our Statement on Matter 1G relating to aligning demand and supply of labour. 

8Aii.2 
Is a 40% affordable housing target appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?
1. We understand that council officers in West Sussex have liaised with districts regarding the countywide analysis of the housing needs survey and that the draft report is almost complete and will be circulated to districts before it is finalised.  The latest picture around West Sussex authorities in the sub-region is as follows: 

· Chichester – Seeking 40% on sites of 10+ dwellings and 20% on sites of 5-10 dwellings;

· Adur - 35% on sites of 10+ dwellings;

· Arun - 40% on sites of 25+ dwellings and 20% on sites of 15-24 dwellings;

· Worthing - 30% on sites of 15+ dwellings and commuted sum on sites of 6-14 dwellings;

· Mid-Sussex - 30% on all sites (no threshold) with commuted sums on sites of 1-4 units;

· Crawley - 40% on sites of 15+ dwellings.
2. In the light of these different approaches, we would wish to be reassured that any agreed policy recognises the need for flexibility to reflect local circumstances, for example:

· could a blanket target choke off the general supply of open market housing in areas of weak housing demand? 

· could a blanket target undermine the creation of mixed and socially inclusive communities in areas of weak housing demand by adding to the number of low-income families in those areas?

· are there any areas of particularly high market demand where a more challenging requirement could better support the creation of mixed and socially inclusive communities?

3. It would be helpful if RSS could emphasise that there should not be any distinction between open market housing and sheltered housing / retirement accommodation in relation to the application of the affordable housing targets.
8Aii.3 
Has the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans been fully explored (Policy SCT7)?

1. We would wish to be assured that all existing locations have been properly reviewed to explore assumptions about density, broad location boundaries, implementation timetables and potential blockages etc.

2. To provide continuity, we hope that guidance provided by structure plans for the provision of housing development, in particular named locations, can be retained if robust and credible evidence continues to support that guidance. In this respect the limitations of the A27 as the main east-west road transport route in West Sussex should be an important consideration in determining  growth potential. In particular if essential capacity increases are undeliverable for environmental impact reasons, specific growth opportunities – some identified in the structure plans, such as West of the River Arun – might be unable to proceed. We would be grateful for Panel advice on the extent to which  road capacity should shape development in  such locations.

3. Policy SCT7 binds the delivery of housing to the delivery of infrastructure.  We would like to reiterate earlier comments on this point, and draw the attention of the Panel to paragraph 4.9 of PPS12 that advises that local planning authorities should ensure that the delivery of housing and other strategic and regional requirements is not compromised by unrealistic expectations about the future availability of infrastructure, transportation and resources. As presented, Policy SCT7 could put authorities in a difficult position because it conflicts with PPS guidance.
8Aii.4 
Have the water supply and waste water treatment, 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, para11.1)?

1. We note the contents of the Appropriate Assessment of the SE Plan and its reference to this sub-region.  Any discharge to watercourses and coastal areas from proposed facilities must be considered against the integrity of Europa 2000 sites and other sites of international importance.

2. It is not clear that the capacity of the transport system, the deliverability of improvements, or the balance between management and investment have been adequately considered in determining the scale and location of growth. With a rail network which has substantial spare capacity in places and a road network which does not, there is a very clear steer to develop existing urban centres and at existing locations where rail access both east west and to London is good. 

3. As a guide to where opportunities exist in terms of the rail network the following observations from the Department for Transport are of relevance:

· The “Coastway” route along the Sussex Coast accommodates a mixture of trains to London, faster trains along the coast centred on Brighton, and all-station stopping services.  All services using the Coastway have significant spare capacity, and the existing service pattern operated could accommodate significant growth in use (more capacity might have to be provided to serve stations closer to London where the spare seats coming up from the coast are filled).  

· Enhancements to the existing service (in terms of greater frequency and/or faster journey times) are more difficult to achieve on a two-track railway with a large number of stations and a mixture of fast and stopping services, 

· Brighton-London commuting is already significant, and will increase as Brighton grows further.  Capacity enhancement planned as part of the Thameslink Programme would provide an additional 50% capacity on each of the 4 trains/hour from Brighton.  The re-franchising of the Southern franchise and the development of a Network Rail Route Utilisation Strategy for the Sussex area will also present an opportunity to increase train lengths from Brighton where possible. 

· Services from Hastings to London have significant spare capacity from Hastings, although becoming crowded nearer to London. 

· Bognor and Littlehampton stations serve their town centre markets well and both have direct services to London.  Many other stations on the coastal lines are not best placed to serve their local communities and are not located near to new areas of employment growth, though in general coastal rail connectivity within the sub-region is good. 

· The new East Coastway through service from Brighton and Hastings to Ashford has already experienced growth and this is set to continue.  

· West Coastway services are busiest on London destinations via Hove, and towards Brighton.  

· There is spare capacity on routes to coastal and London destinations operating from the Arun District.
4. The Highways Agency has provided advice on the deliverability of improvements at congestion pinch points on the strategic east west road, particularly in respect of the environmental acceptability of major capacity enhancement in protected areas. The Highways Agency’s network stress diagrams identify parts of the A27 as in the highest stress category. This should be a principal consideration in determining the scale and distribution of new development (but having regard to any opportunities that may arise using the Highways Agency’s “Trip Credit” methodology). The Regional Transport Board’s proposed programme of interventions to 2016 provides a good indication of a credible road and local transport scheme programme to 2016.  

5. It is not apparent that a realistic view of transport management and investment, as informed by delivery and funding authorities, has been taken in determining the distribution of growth. In particular, the “reduce, manage, invest” approach, as promoted in the Regional Transport Strategy, has not evidently been applied.  

6. Major transport investment through the Regional Funding Allocation programme is identified for Hastings, Chichester and Brighton. Though these are areas where growth is proposed, it is not clear that the opportunities and hierarchy created by these, or by other potential improvements funded by the private sector, have been fully factored into decisions on the location and scale of development in these or other locations such as west of Arun.

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. The Implementation Plan provides a useful indication of a range of investment projects that would contribute to addressing particular problems and/or deliver the spatial strategy for the sub-region. It does not, however appear to prioritise projects, provide specific justification for the inclusion of individual projects, or propose a shaped programme of interventions related to anticipated funding or deliverability.  

2. However, we would wish to be assured that:

· Infrastructure priorities are clear and justifiable;

· The Implementation Plan is aligned to Circular 05/05 guidance on planning obligations with regard to infrastructure provision; and 

· The development strategy for the sub-region does not rely on unrealistic expectations about the prior provision of infrastructure that cannot reasonably be sought through planning obligations and other developer contributions.
3. For transport major projects the Government will look to the Regional Transport Board to provide advice on a prioritised programme of interventions for regional road and local transport schemes (which include rapid transit schemes). The Implementation Plan is not currently consistent with recent RTB decisions, for example with respect to the proposed 2011-2016 starts to an Arundel Bypass and Worthing- Lancing Improvements; which the RTB programmes beyond 2016.  
4. For the railways, DfT’s Regional Planning Assessments for the railway and Network Rail’s Route Utilisation Studies should provide the framework for assessing the deliverability of the schemes proposed in the Implementation Plan.  Specifying rail service outputs  from a number of the rail schemes in the Implementation Plan (for example, in terms of service frequency, or reduction in journey time) would be more in line with PPS 11 than the schemes list approach evident . It is difficult to see how  the proposed “Central Rail Corridor” scheme (Lewes-Uckfield and Eridge-Tunbridge Wells reopening) would meet strategic objectives, as it would not relieve  East Croydon( the key pinch point on the BML line) and would be slower than the existing  route to London from Lewes.
� PPS3 requires Government’s latest household projections taken into account in to account in arriving at the level and distribution of housing provision in RSSs.
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