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WRITTEN STATEMENT BY TERENCE O’ROURKE ON BEHALF OF 

J S BLOOR FOR SUB-MATTER 8A (SUSSEX COAST; HOUSING AND INFRASTRUCTURE) OF THE DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

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)?

Terence O’Rourke, on behalf of J S Bloor, does not consider that housing provision has been set at the right level. This is against the context of the wider concern that the plan as a whole does not provide sufficient housing. We consider that this should be addressed urgently,  and that the Sussex Coast sub region will benefit from an increase in the number of additional dwellings. 

The overall provision of 28,900 dwellings per annum at regional level represents a significant under-provision. A figure of 36,000 dwellings per annum would be more appropriate and in line with forecast requirements. We have argued this in our submissions on matters 1 and 2.

In the Sussex Coast context, just 2,700 dwellings per annum is insufficient to allow the growth objectives for the sub-region, and the wider region, to be successfully delivered. This is because the provision proposed for the Sussex Coast sub region is lower than that in RPG9, at a time when the indications are that housing requirements should be increased across the region.

The level of overall housing to be provided across the region should not be suppressed below forecast growth if the goal to allow everyone the opportunity to live in a decent home, which they can afford, in a community where they want to live, is to be achieved. This goal has been reinforced by the publication of PPS3 in November 2006, where it is stated at paragraph 9 as being the Government’s key housing goal. 

The currently proposed level of housing risks being insufficient to address the sub region’s own needs for affordable housing, let alone help meet wider regional demand in a meaningful way. The considerable investment in new and improved infrastructure that will be required to deliver sustainable economic regeneration and growth will be at risk, since a significant contribution to this infrastructure needs to come from new housing development. 
One of the objectives of the South East Plan should be, as argued by Terence O’Rourke on behalf of its clients in relation to Sub Matter 1A:

“the need to plan positively for a buoyant economy with high and stable levels of economic growth.”

We believe that employment led growth would be the most appropriate option for spatial distribution (Option D in ‘Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan’ by Roger Tym & Partners).

It is the case that employment land provision has not kept pace with housing growth, and strategic allocations of employment provision will have to be made to redress the balance. However, this should not be at the expense of ensuring adequate housing provision.

In the context of the Sussex Coast, the level of growth of housing should not be further suppressed to allow more land to be used for economic growth, since this increases the possibility that the Government’s key housing goal may not be met. 

It is surprising therefore that the proposed number of 2,700 new homes per year in the Sussex Coast sub region is actually lower than current RPG requirements, and that this seems to have been justified on the basis that lower housing growth will be necessary to allow for employment land provision to ‘catch up’. 

The Sussex Coast has been identified as an area in need of extensive regeneration, and it will therefore be important to secure sustainable economic regeneration and reduce social and economic disparities with the rest of the region. These goals will require that employment growth and housing provision must go hand in hand. This will mean that more land must be allocated for both housing and employment land. 

The plan’s current approach will serve to compound the problem that the overall regional level of housing provision is set too low, and will in addition jeopardise the ability to plan positively for a buoyant economy. 

It also the case that there are considerable areas of significant environmental constraints in the sub-region. Whilst recognising that these constraints are an important factor in terms of location of development, the better approach would be to make the most effective use of land in locations which would result in minimal impact.  It is our view that by focussing development in lower impact locations the higher figures can be met. 

Such land should be found by maximising use of previously developed land, but will inevitably mean that sustainable urban extensions must be found in the parts of the sub-region that are less environmentally constrained. Indeed the plan identifies these as being around Bexhill, the Eastbourne-Hailsham corridor, the Chichester area, and west of the River Arun.

Significant urban extensions should be identified in these locations to ensure that the sub-region provides effectively for its own housing needs, makes its full contribution to the wider regional housing need, helps to ensure that infrastructure is provided, and also that the employment land imbalance is redressed by providing significant new employment allocations and mixed use schemes.
8Aii.2
Is a 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

Affordability of housing is a significant issue across the South East region, including in the Sussex Coast sub-region. We consider that, as a target to aim for, 40% affordable housing is reasonable, but could almost certainly only be achieved in the context of major greenfield allocations. Many urban sites fall below policy thresholds and will not provide affordable housing. Greenfield sites are in the best position to have a realistic impact on the provision of affordable family housing, rather than 1 or 2 bedroom accommodation.

It will be important that the total amount of housing is set at an appropriate level so that affordable housing numbers can be maximised within this target. This will require a realistic approach to the number of houses to be provided at regional level as well as in the sub-regional distribution. 

However, provision must be subject to negotiation on a site by site basis in the context of a robust housing needs survey, and taking into account other aspects of potential financial contributions from development proposals, that might affect the viability of development land coming forward. It can not be assumed that every site will provide 40%.

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

We welcome the acknowledgement within paragraph 2.4 that there will need to be urban extensions to towns in some districts in the sub-region, including Wealden. Some specific areas are identified, in line with structure plan development areas. This includes the Eastbourne-Hailsham area, which is identified as having potential to provide employment space and associated housing in sustainable and strategically accessible locations along the A22 corridor (SCT6 (ii)). This follows on from the East Sussex structure plan 1991-2011 that identified this area as having growth potential.

However, in line with our comments elsewhere, we consider that policy SCT7 will not provide sufficient housing over the plan period. Against this background, the plan must look to provide additional housing in the Sussex Coast sub region. Given the significant environmental constraints that cover much of the sub-region, the areas that are outside of the main constraints such as the AONBs and the proposed South Downs National Park should be expected to take more housing and employment growth.

We suggest that the Eastbourne-Hailsham area in particular has capacity for additional growth. Much of the area is outside the main constraining designations that affect so much of the sub region. Hailsham in particular offers opportunities for further expansion. 

Indeed such growth in this southern part of Wealden District would help to address key infrastructure capacity and provide a catalyst for economic regeneration in this part of the sub-region, as well as providing significant amounts of affordable housing. This additional growth will be necessary to ensure that the current structure plan requirement for this area is further consolidated through additional employment and infrastructure provision, to the benefit of sustainable development in the area. 

We have suggested that the overall figure for the region be increased from 28,900 dwellings per annum to 36,000 dwellings per annum, an increase of about 25%. If this were applied to the Sussex Coast sub region, then this would mean that the figure would be increased from 2700 to 3375 per annum, and from 54,000 in total across the plan period to 67,500. 

However, given that much of the sub-region is constrained, and areas such as the southern part of Wealden District are less constrained, these less constrained areas should take a greater increase. 

Using the example of the southern part of Wealden District, it would be appropriate to increase the annual average number of dwellings to be provided to meet the current structure plan rate of development. 

For the district as a whole, the latter equates to 550 dwellings per annum 1991-2011, which is 37.5% more than the 400 per annum that the South East Plan proposes for the district 2006-2026. 

Applying a 37.5% increase to the 230 dwellings per annum proposed for the southern part of the district, within the sub-region, gives 316 units per annum. 

It would then be appropriate to consider a further increase above the current structure plan rate of growth, in recognition of the relatively unconstrained nature of this part of the sub-region and to protect the more constrained parts.

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)?

No comments.

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? 

No comments.
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