8Aii/Barton Willmore (8017)


MATTER 8 – SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY
SUB-MATTER 8A – SUSSEX COAST
8Aii – HOUSING AND INFRASTRUCTURE

8Aii1
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.
We have serious concerns over the level of housing development set for the Sub-Region and whether the Regional Assembly’s proposals will be sufficient to deliver the regeneration needed in this Sub-Region.
2.
Without repeating much of what we have previously said in our representations to the SEP and in our other statements to this EIP we would note that, compared with the 2003 based household projections, the level of housing provision identified for each district in Policy SCT7 falls below the level of increase expected between 2006 and 2026.  In some of the districts the difference is quite significant.
3.
Left unchanged, the level of housing proposed in the Sub-Region will not satisfy the demand for housing resulting from household growth.  The consequence will be the over-heating of the housing market across the Sub-Region and exacerbate affordability issues.  The knock-on effect will be to harm the chances of enabling economic regeneration.  We are firmly of the opinion that residential development acts as a catalyst for change, in particular creating circumstances where economic development can be promoted.
4.
If insufficient housing is provided then employment potential will not be realised and will be contrary to the regeneration objectives of the Regional Assembly and those identified in Policy NE6 of the adopted West Sussex Structure Plan.  Our Statement to Matter 1G refers to the findings of the Institute of Employment Research (IER) and SEEDA which conclude that shortages of affordable homes for those wishing to live and work in places such as Sussex and the total housing supply are likely to be a significant constraint on future economic prosperity.  Table 2 of our Sub-Matter 1G Statement identifies a shortfall of workers to meet potential employment demand 2006-2026 if the SEP housing requirement is adopted.  
5.
Alternatively, if employment growth takes place without sufficient residential development in tandem the situation could arise whereby workers cannot live close to their place of work and so have to commute contrary to sustainable development principles.
6.
It is not enough to rely on the implementation of a Regional Economic Strategy to deliver economic regeneration and a reduction in levels of new housing will hold back the Regional Assembly’s efforts to make a difference. The SEP places increased emphasis upon strengthening the economic performance of the sub-region, but fails to provide the framework for delivering enhanced levels of employment development.  The SEP must be able to add the necessary ingredients to facilitate change.
7.
As regards meeting “wider regional needs” it is a point made by many respondents to the SEP that the Sub-Regional boundaries lack proper justification and, in many respects, purpose.  We will return to growth issues in the Rest of East and West Sussex at a later stage of the EIP (Matter 9D).  What we would say at this stage is that an effective regeneration strategy for the coastal towns, including the provision of sufficient housing and job opportunities and transport improvements, would relieve the pressure for development in more rural areas, a large part of which is constrained by the AONB.  An upturn in economic fortunes in the coastal towns could also serve to boost the economies of settlements in the remainder of the two counties as regards associated businesses and industries.
8Aii.2
Is a 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

8.
If the overall level of housing provision in the Sub-Region is kept artificially low then, to meet local affordable housing needs, the pressure on LPAs to raise the proportion of affordable housing on new housing sites will increase.
9.
The temptation to increase the requirement for affordable housing from individual sites (i.e. “at least 40%”) should, however, be resisted.  This level of requirement is among the highest proposed for the Sub-Regions, also greater than the Regional target of 35%,  and could act as a discouragement to growth or, at the very least, reduce the ability of development proposals to provide or contribute towards infrastructure improvements in the Sub-Region – also an important element in facilitating regeneration.
10.
Although Policy SCT8ii allows for the possibility of LPAs accepting a lower level of affordable housing provision from individual sites, it is our experience elsewhere in the Region that LPAs will consider the 40% requirement to be the minimum level of provision required on all sites.  Indeed, with this requirement being expressed as the least that should be provided, developers could in fact be faced with LPAs asking for 45 to 50%+ affordable housing provision on sites.
11.
There must be a trade-off between encouraging regeneration and the requirement for affordable housing.  As we have demonstrated in our representations to the SEP, the total level of affordable housing provided between 2006 and 2026 could actually be increased by adopting a lower percentage and increasing the total supply.  A greater number of houses built in the Sub-Region would take some of the heat out of the housing market, widen the choice of housing (by providing more housing of the sizes required in particular areas) and provide opportunities to extend the ‘housing ladder’ particularly for those persons on low incomes.
8Aii.3
Has the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans been fully explored (Policy SCT7)?

12.
In short, no.  The low levels of growth identified in the SEP bear witness to this since, as it stands, there will be no increase in the rates of development compared with the rates identified in the adopted Structure Plans for both counties.  If the Regional Assembly is truly serious about encouraging regeneration then a step change in provision is required.

-
East Sussex

13.
Compared with the adopted Structure Plan the SEP carries less detail about large-scale proposals in the East Sussex part of the Sub-Region.  We would suggest that additional guidance is provided in order to provide some certainty as to the preferred locations for future development.  Although policies SCT2 and SCT6 identify wider areas for growth and regeneration they do not always identify specific settlements capable of accommodating reasonable levels of residential and economic growth.

14.
For example, the adopted Structure Plan key diagram shows areas of potentially significant housing and locations for potential business parks (i.e. Polegate and Hailsham).  We would suggest that the names of these settlements and other similar sized settlements should be referred to in the SEP as this would add certainty to the LDF processes to come when LPAs are faced with identifying specific locations for development.
15.
We would also suggest that greater attention is placed on the potential for mixed use development to stimulate economic growth when residential development is used as the catalyst.  A Statement has been submitted in respect of Sub Matter 8Ai (Role and Economy) with regard to the policy stance of Policy SCT3 (iii) and the recognition and benefits derived from the judicious introduction of other uses to deliver mixed use schemes.  Corollary advantages therefore exist between the approach to mixed-use developments and benefits to Policy SCT7, which should be fully explored in the SEP.

-
West Sussex

16.
There is a noticeable lack of detail in policy SCT6 of the SEP concerning coastal regeneration between Shoreham and Selsey (see policy NE6 of the adopted Structure Plan).  This particular part of the coastal plain includes a number of settlements that would benefit from increased levels of housing and associated economic development in and close by, including the sub-regionally significant settlements of Littlehampton and Worthing and smaller settlements such as Angmering and Selsey.  There is also scope for the allocation of a Strategic Development Area at Ford Airfield, expanding on the adopted Structure Plan allocation relating to land west of the River Arun (Arun District). 
17.
Compared with household projections for Arun District District (22,000 additional households 2006-2026), Chichester District (12,000 additional households) and Worthing Borough (11,000 additional households 2006-2026), the proposed housing provision of 9,300, 6,100 and 4,000 dwellings, respectively, is well below what will be required.

18.
Recent experience at Selsey has shown the positive influence which can be brought to bear by directing residential development to a coastal town in need of regeneration and an influx of younger people to counter-balance an ageing population common among a number of Sussex coastal towns.  With the provision of housing has come the development and occupation of a new business park in the same location.  We consider that more can be done to increase regeneration in Selsey and also in other towns in this area which could follow by example.

19.
Serious consideration needs to be given to the function and usefulness of local and strategic gaps and whether such land should be allocated (possibly in part) for uses such as housing if such locations are considered to be sustainable and closely related to employment opportunities.  With the Sub-Region being the subject of more important constraints (i.e. the AONB and floodplain) the future of planning-related constraints such as local and strategic gaps should be scrutinised much more closely.  This action is encouraged by the Arun Local Plan Inquiry Inspector who at paragraph 113.5 referred to the need to reappraise some long-standing policies concerning the separation of certain settlements, starting with the Worthing-Ferring Strategic Gap, which in any event does not satisfy the SEP test of separating substantial settlements with a population greater than 10,000.  This would enable land to be identified to meet the longer term needs of Worthing.

20.
Although paragraph 8.3 of the SEP makes reference to the area west of the River Arun as having strategic scope for greenfield development.  However, no reference is made to the adopted Structure Plan allocation of 1,000 dwellings.  No indication is given as to the potential of this particular location to accommodate a sub-regionally significant level of growth or to the opportunity to utilise PDL.
21.
Our June 2006 representations refer to the opportunity of delivering a Strategic Development Area (SDA) at Ford Airfield.  Key messages from those representations include:

(i)
The Ford Airfield SDA proposal could deliver approximately 5,000 dwellings and a range of employment uses (including an Enterprise Hub capable of providing approximately 4,000 job opportunities), involving the redevelopment of PDL.

(ii)
Development at Ford Airfield would also provide the opportunity to bring forward important strategic and local infrastructure that could overcome existing deficits in infrastructure provision in the local area, including a link between the A27 and the A259, new and improved bus services to complement the proposed Coastal Fastway service and an enhanced interchange point at a relocated Ford railway station).

(iii)
Development at Ford Airfield is fully deliverable outside of land liable to flood, unlike competing options to the west which are either partially or extensively at risk from fluvial flooding.
22.
We would urge the Panel to take our representations into consideration and, reflecting on the new PPS3 ‘Housing’ (November 2006), its reference to the identification of broad strategic locations for housing development (paragraph 37) and the Structure Plan Report of the Panel which refers to the long term potential of Ford Airfield (paragraph 7.28), put to us any questions which they would like answered.

23.
The precedent for the identification of broad locations for development is already acknowledged by the SEP by the reference to 2 SDAs in the South Hampshire Sub-Region, by paragraph 17 of PPS11 and by the approach taken in respect of RSS10 and RSS14.
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)?

24.
Water company abstraction zones straddle sub-regional boundaries necessitating a long term commitment to water resource transfer to satisfy demand for potable water supply. We therefore support a more co-ordinated Sub-Regional approach.

25.
With regard to waste water, the Environment Agency (EA) input to the Plan has identified locations where growth should be limited due to constraints of available treatment capacity. By contrast the Sub-Region benefits from a new state of the art Sewage Treatment Works at Ford with capacity above planned development levels to 2016.  The facility benefits from deep sea discharge of treated effluent, avoiding river quality constraints that exist elsewhere.

26.
In terms of flood risk the extent of undefended coastal flood plain is now accurately represented on the EA published flood maps.

27.
Having regard to the SEP’s failure to identify appropriate levels of housing growth and specific locations for SDAs (our reps to 8Aii.3 refer) it is apparent that the transport implications of the growth proposals cannot have been adequately considered. Appropriate prioritisation of investment in transport infrastructure to deliver growth requires this finer grain of detail, or else runs the risk that improvements to strategic corridors such as the A27 and A259 are not secured at locations where sustainable SDAs could be delivered (i.e. at Ford Airfield).
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?

28.
We are unsure the priorities for regeneration are clearly expressed.  Policies SCT2 and SCT6 are inconsistent since they do not refer to all the same areas identified for regeneration (i.e. Policy SCT2 does not refer to Coastal West Sussex from Selsey to Rye).  As a result the infrastructure works identified in the Implementation Plan relating to the area between Selsey and Rye are not given sufficient focus in the Sub-Regional strategy or the priority they deserve.
29.
Greater clarity would be added to the SEP if the works identified in the Implementation Plan were to be linked to the regeneration areas identified in Policies SCT2 and SCT6.

30.
We also believe that the delivery of such works would be improved if a higher rate of development was identified for the Sub-Region and, as a result, additional funding for implementation secured.
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