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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, para11.1)?

Water Supply

The water supply implications of the growth proposals can be addressed provided policies NRM1 and SCT9 are implemented.  In this sub-region particularly groundwater must be protected in accordance with the Environment Agency’s guidance
 as 50% of the sub-region is located on a major aquifer and a third of it is within a source protection zone for potable abstraction.  This will place restrictions on the location and/or design of development in such areas.

Flood Risk
We have not seen enough evidence to be satisfied that the sub-regional strategy adequately considers the flood risk implications of the growth proposals.  Without full consideration of the flood risk implications the sub-regional strategy would fail test of soundness (vi)
, by not being founded on a robust and credible evidence base.  

The draft plan needs to assess the implications of flood risk and should reflect the sequential approach to reduce the risk where relevant.  We believe this is relevant particularly at the sub-regional level.  We understand that a Regional Flood Risk Appraisal is being carried out which aims to demonstrate how flood risk was considered in the development of the plan.  However, it is not clear how the proposed distribution of housing in the Sussex Coast sub-region has been informed by consideration of flood risk.

We estimate that approximately a fifth of ‘available’ land within the sub-region lies within flood zones 2 and 3 (tidal and/or fluvial)
.  In specific districts, such as Eastbourne and Arun this figure is even higher with respectively, 28.5% and 27% of land identified as being highly vulnerable to flooding (flood zone 2).

We are concerned that coastal flooding is not referred to specifically in the sub-regional strategy, as this poses a distinct significant constraint to development in the sub-region.  Approximately 12% of the sub-region is at risk from tidal flooding and this could increase with climate change and land tilt.  Adaptation to climate change is considered essential, as it is no longer possible to prevent its effects over the next twenty to thirty years
.  DEFRA have recently released new figures
 that significantly increase climate change impacts, these figures must be taken into account in determining development allocations through the development plan.  The strategy has identified that areas of urban extension will be required to meet housing allocations.  It is not clear whether these areas would be outside areas of flood risk.

The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) for the Sussex Coast scores flood risk as not applicable, although we consider that it is a significant factor.  The strategy fails test (x)
 as an unsatisfactory SA has informed it.  All the options in the SA have flood risk as ‘not applicable’, but the comments contradict that by stating there will be development in areas at risk (point 2 of Table E3.2).  It is not clear where the evidence to support the ‘not applicable’ finding has come from.  To ensure that the sub-regional strategy has been informed by robust and credible evidence the options considered in the SA need to be assessed with full consideration of flood risk to determine whether the proposed distribution of housing can be accommodated.

We accept that Policy NRM3 provides a sufficient policy framework to address flood risk in the sub-region.  However, the supporting text in the sub-regional strategy should include stronger references to the significant flood risk management issues in this sub-region (see revised wording for para. 1.3 in response to question 8A.i).  Policy SCT7 should also cross reference NRM3 to indicate how significant flood risk will be in informing the distribution of development within this sub-region, in the same way that it refers to Policy CC5 regarding the provision of infrastructure.

Waste water treatment

The provision of waste water infrastructure will be key to the phasing and distribution of new development in this sub-region.  In accordance with Policies CC5, SCT7 and SCT9 it is essential that there is timely provision of this infrastructure to ensure that there is no resulting environmental degradation.

Many sewage treatment works have a limited capacity to accept additional flows from new development.  Improvements to these will likely be required for the development in the sub-region.  Our recent water quality report
 identifies that there would be particular constraints on the connection of additional dwellings to both Hailsham South and Hailsham North sewage treatment works (STW) even with improvements to these works.  At Hailsham North 2,800 additional dwellings can be connected and an additional 1,900 at Hailsham South (an additional 4,700 in total).  These STWs will serve development allocations for both Wealden and Eastbourne.  The total allocations in the strategy for these two districts are 4,600 and 4,800 respectively, although these allocations will be served by different STWs it is likely that the capacity of the Hailsham STWs could be exceeded within the plan period.

STW capacity will therefore need to be carefully considered as an essential element of Wealden and Eastbourne’s Local Development Frameworks.  The cumulative impacts of development on treatment works and the sewerage systems connecting development to the works must be addressed.  The availability of further capacity will affect the phasing and potential development of certain sites as connection will be made on a ‘first come, first serve’ basis as soon as specific sites are allocated.  The sub-regional investment framework (SRIF) and the implementation of Policy SCT9 will be essential in ensuring delivery of the appropriate infrastructure.  However, the SRIF does not currently include any proposals for waste water treatment infrastructure.  As a minimum we would expect the SRIF to include the findings of our recent report
 on the environmental infrastructure needed to support the proposed growth in the sub-regional strategy.  This has estimated a need for £673 million of water quality infrastructure in the Sussex Coast sub-region over the next twenty years.

There are also problems with the infrastructure for Chichester STWs.  Under the Habitats Regulations
, Appropriate Assessments of Chichester District’s Local Development Framework Core Strategy
 and the draft South East Plan
 have been carried out.  Both of these assessments have concluded that alternative waste-water treatment discharge locations will need to be sought in order to ensure that the proposed growth does not affect the integrity of European designations.  Evidence
 has indicated that the current discharge from Chichester STW is causing nutrient enrichment of the receiving waters.  This would suggest that any additional development would exacerbate this impact without consideration of alternative discharge locations and the provision of new infrastructure.  The discharge requirements for this STW could be a significant constraint on new development and provision of any necessary infrastructure will affect the phasing and cost of development (see also our response to question 8Aii.5).  Chichester District’s LDF will need to consider the alternative options available to them and the SRIF needs to identify that infrastructure will be required in order to facilitate housing allocations.

The evidence from our water quality report and the appropriate assessments need to be applied to the proposed housing allocations to ensure that they do not exceed the potential capacity of sewage treatment works and that the appropriate phasing and distribution is applied.  Further discussion and research will continue to inform this debate.

Environmental Sustainability Policy

In order to help address the environmental implications of the sub-regional strategy our response to the draft South East Plan
 suggested an environmental sustainability policy for the sub-region.  This policy, with amendments, would support the SA, which determined that flood risk ‘needs to be reviewed in detail as do issues of sustainable drainage as an integral part of developments’ (Figure E3.2).  It also found (point 13 of Table E3.2), in comparing Policy SCT4 and SCT1(v), “a tension between the view of designated and protected sites as ‘constraints’ and the recognition of the value of its environment to the sub-region”.  In addition it states that “the need to protect and enhance biodiversity assets and consider Green Infrastructure should be addressed at sub-regional as well as local level”.  Our suggested policy would address the concerns raised in the SA and could be used to ensure that the environmental implications of the growth proposals in the sub-region are adequately considered and addressed at the appropriate level.

A more co-ordinated sub-regional approach to infrastructure should help to improve the integration of provision.  There will be opportunities to combine the delivery of flood risk management infrastructure with green infrastructure.  The approach outlined in Policy SCT6 must include the right mix of stakeholders.  The policy refers to “delivering economic and social regeneration”, yet it is important that the contribution of the environment to these aims is recognised.  The providers of environmental infrastructure must be included in developing joint frameworks and we also recommend the inclusion of environmental groups.  Policy SCT6 should refer to Policy SCT9 in order to make a stronger link between the partnership approach outlined and the provision of infrastructure.

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? 

We support the inclusion of the Implementation Plan as a core part of the South East Plan.  The sub-regional annexes to this will be vital in identifying the core infrastructure required to deliver the strategy and providing a framework for all the delivery agencies and local authorities to work to.  In addition we support the reference that Policy SCT9 makes to Policy CC5, which emphasises the need for the timely delivery of infrastructure.

Currently however, the sub-regional element of the Implementation Plan does not include enough information on environmental infrastructure to be considered adequate.  The framework could be updated with the results of our recently completed environmental infrastructure project
 (referred to in para. 3.5.10 of the Implementation Plan).  As it currently stands the SRIF does not address the infrastructure needs of the sub-region and is not clear justified or well related to the spatial strategy.  Our project has estimated that the proposed growth for the Sussex Coast would need £673 million invested in water quality infrastructure and £100 million investment in flood risk management.  The estimated cost for biodiversity infrastructure to mitigate the impacts of the proposed growth is £12.1 million.  These costs are for the growth scenario of 28,900 dwellings per annum over the next twenty years.

Waste water treatment

In our response to question 8Aii.4 we identified that most sewage treatment works have constraints on the amount of development that can discharge to them without the need for improvements.  We also highlighted three STWs where there will be particular constraints on the amount of development that can be connected to them even with improvements – Hailsham North, Hailsham South and Chichester.  At each of these locations alternative options for sewage disposal will need to be investigated.  These may result in significant infrastructure costs or potentially restrict development.  Other areas where infrastructure costs would be high due to stricter effluent discharge standards include Pagham, Sidlesham and Tangmere.  It is essential that the SRIF identifies this infrastructure and that provision precedes development. Regard must also be given to improvements required in the sewerage infrastructure between the new development and the treatment works and that the cumulative impacts of development are addressed.

The development proposals for Chichester District would generate additional sewage effluent that could impact on Chichester Harbour, designated as an internationally important conservation site under the Habitats Regulations
.  The discharge from Chichester STWs in this location currently results in the nutrient enrichment of Chichester and Langstone SPA and the Solent Maritime SAC, which has been associated with an increase in macroalgal growth.  The increased discharge volumes associated with development of new houses in Chichester District will therefore lead to further nutrient enrichment
.  The review of these discharges under the Habitats Regulations
 has not been concluded.  However, a possible result could be substantial changes to the treatment and disposal of sewage in the area, which could have implications for the phasing and distribution of development.
Green Infrastructure

The green infrastructure included in the current SRIF does not adequately reflect the requirements of the sub-region.  They only relate to three specific locations within East Sussex.  Three locations alone will not help to significantly contribute to the local authority’s duty to conserve biodiversity under the NERC Act
, which makes it their duty to ensure there is no net loss of Biodiversity Action Plan species and habitats and that the restoration and enhancement of habitats is achieved.  

A project called Eco-net, being developed jointly by the Sussex Wildlife Trust and us could be used to help identify green infrastructure opportunities.  We would also endorse the ‘Green Grid’ approach being undertaken in the Thames Gateway to identify a network of open spaces.  The inclusion of a green infrastructure policy in the main plan would help ensure it is appropriately addressed within the sub-regional strategy (as recommended in our response to question 6B.4).

The inclusion of appropriate environmental infrastructure in the SRIF will help to ensure the proposals in the Implementation Plan are clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy.  Environmental infrastructure needs to be a priority in the delivery of the South East Plan in order to protect the environment.  We want to see the necessary elements of environmental infrastructure delivered in an integrated way in order to maximise their environmental benefit.
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