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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)?
8Aii.2

Is 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

8Aii.3 

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


MATTER 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)?

1.1. The basis upon which the level of housing growth to be met in the Sussex Coast is fundamentally flawed.  The levels of housing growth are based upon the arbitrary 28,900 per annum figure adopted by the Assembly as their preferred rate of annualised growth to be met on an annual basis throughout the South East region.
1.2. The 28,900 figure fails to take into account the background evidence to the Plan which suggests a need for the provision of up to 36,000 net additional dwellings per annum.  
1.3. Based upon the detailed demographic and employment forecasting/projections undertaken by the Assembly to determine the likely rate of house building to support housing needs in the region during the plan period to 2026 it is apparent that the evidence based research requires a rate of house building in excess of the 28,900 net additional dwellings per annum proposed in the plan.  

1.4. The effect of the planned levels of housing growth is to reduce the annualised housing requirement for all those authorities within the Sussex Coast Sub-region.  

1.5. Certain of those authorities listed in Policy SCT7 extend outwith the sub-regional boundary.  Whilst some of these authorities have the capacity to provide additional levels of housing growth, the South East Plan fails to acknowledge these opportunities.  Accordingly, the failings of the Plan, and in particularly Policy SCT7, fail in helping to meet wider regional needs.
1.6. Planning Policy Statement 3 (Housing) was published on 29 November 2006.  The DCLG statement accompanying the publication of the PPS states that PPS3 will underpin the delivery of the Government’s key housing policy objectives, which include, inter alia:

· Supporting further increased housing needs across the country

· Delivering more affordable homes in rural and urban areas

1.7. PPS3 states at page five that:
“A principal aim of the new PPS3 is to underpin the Government’s response to the Barker Review of Housing Supply and the necessary step-change in housing delivery, through a new, more responsive approach to land supply at the local level”. (Para 2)
“This PPS reflects the Government’s commitment to improving the affordability and supply of housing in all communities”. (Para 3)
1.8. There is a clear emphasis supporting the need to plan for a step change in housing provision in order to meet identified needs.  
1.9. In addition to the above, paragraphs 32 and 33 set out how the level of housing provision should be determined.  
1.10. In devising a regional level of housing provision, the PPS states at paragraph 33 that Regional Planning Bodies should take account of evidence based research (including the Government’s latest published household projections) as well as the Government’s overall ambitions for affordability across the housing market, including the need to improve affordability and increase housing supply.

1.11. Against this background, we set out below an assessment of the current Structure Plan rates of annualised housing growth to be met in the Sussex Coast districts as well as that proposed in the emerging South East Plan.

	County/District
	SP Req.

(Av. Per annum)
	SE Plan Req.
(Av. Per annum)
	Increase/decrease in Annual Rates of Provision

	East Sussex
	
	
	I = Increase
D= Decrease

M = Marginal Increase


	Brighton & Hove
	470
	550
	I

	Eastbourne
	445
	240
	D

	Hastings
	300
	210
	D

	Lewes
	230
	220
	D

	Rother 
	275
	280
	D

	Wealden
	550
	400
	D

	
	
	
	

	Total Annual Av.
	2,270
	1,900
	D

	
	
	
	

	West Sussex
	
	
	

	Adur
	115
	130
	M

	Arun
	580
	465
	D

	Chichester
	515
	430
	D

	Worthing
	290
	200
	D

	Total Annual Av.
	1500
	1,225
	D


1.12. Evident from the above assessment is that the annualised rates of housing provision fail to result in a step change in housing supply.  Rather, they result in an overall reduction.  Accordingly, the approach to housing provision on the Sussex Coast fails to respond in a satisfactory manner to the requirements of PPS3.

1.13. The levels of proposed growth are below that set out in current approved Structure Plans and will result in even fewer affordable homes, again contrary to the Government’s housing policy objectives.  

1.14. For the reasons set out above Policy SCT7 is unsound and fails to represent the most appropriate policy in the circumstances.

1.15. The required step change in housing provision should be supported by a commensurate increase in employment land provision.  This approach would provide opportunities to improve the correlation between housing and employment opportunities, helping to create more sustainable growth patterns.

MATTER 8Aii.2
Is 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?

2.1. Evidence to the South East Plan suggests that there is a need for a significant amount of affordable housing provision to be met within the Sussex Coast Sub-region.  However, contrary to this requirement, the policies of the plan seek to provide for a reduced level of house building compared to that needed to tackle the housing shortage and to help meet both open market and affordable housing needs.

2.2. The levels of housing proposed for the Sub-region will result in fewer affordable homes constructed when compared with current annualised levels of housing growth proposed in adopted Structure Plans.

2.3. It will only be possible to secure a step-change in the provision of affordable housing if there is a step-change in the amount of public subsidy made available.  Accordingly, the Plan should confirm that sufficient public subsidy is essential if a step-change in affordable housing provision is to be secured.
2.4. However, we do support the ‘target’ based approach to the application of a 40% affordable housing requirement.  This reflects the guidance set out in PPS3 (paragraph 28) which requires Regional Spatial Strategies to include the affordable housing ‘target’ for the region.

2.5. The ‘target’ approach provides the necessary flexibility when appraising the capacity and viability of sites to deliver affordable housing.

MATTER 8Aii.3

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

3.1. We are of the view that Policy SCT7 fails to fully explore the potential to provide additional housing growth in sustainable locations currently identified in approved Structure Plans, but not carried forward in the South East Plan.
3.2. For the most part, the strategy for the Sussex Coast and that for the rest of the Sussex Sub-region, albeit, outwith the Sussex Coast boundary, largely ignores the strategic framework of the approved Structure Plans.
3.3. There are a number of factors that need to be considered in devising the sub regional strategy.  They include as follows:

· Environmental designations (Heritage Coast, AONB’s, Flood)

· Transport Connections (A27 and rail)

· Status of the economy

· Pockets of deprivation

· Out commuting

· Regeneration Needs

3.4. The Sub-regional strategy should promote growth at sustainable locations whilst seeking to underpin, support and improve areas in need of regeneration, fuelling further growth and demand and hence economic and urban regeneration.

3.5. The RSS will replace, at the strategic level, Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (RPG9) published in March 2001 as well as the plan making functions at the Sub-regional level previously undertaken by the Structure Plan authorities.  

3.6. The East and West Sussex Structure Plans have established a valuable policy regime, including long term strategic proposals, which should not be lost with the change to the new RSS/LDF system.

3.7. Such proposals, supported by the relevant County Council have emerged over a number of years, with the merits of such an approach having been acknowledged, debated and supported at past EIP sessions.

3.8. We are most concerned that through the new RSS system, major and long term commitments could be cast a side, especially if the local authorities concerned do not support continued growth in their areas.  This is not an acceptable approach to dealing with the policy continuum including past and future considerations and commitments.

3.9. As an example, paragraph 6.12 of the East Sussex Structure Plan refers to the Report of the Panel and their assessment of future development capability within the plan area which identified that there is no real choice (in accommodating additional development to 2011) other than to look for development in Uckfield, Hailsham and Polegate.  This is a strategy that we say should be carried forward post 2011 in meeting the additional housing requirement to 2026 as part of the South East Plan process.
3.10. However, as part of the RSS process, the development potential for growth at these towns has largely been lost and the current strategy for the Sussex Coast sub-region is weighed against providing for growth in the ‘rest of Sussex’.  This is a significant flaw and fails to take account of considerable development opportunities that exist, located at sustainable settlements, the merits of which have been previously considered through the preparation of the East Sussex Structure Plan.  We will address further address these issues in our further written representations to be submitted upon Matter 9D concerning the ‘Rest of East and West Sussex’.
3.11. The primary focus of Policy SCT7 is the location and distribution of housing across the Sussex Coast Sub Region.  However, the ‘Rest of East Sussex’ covers a larger geographical area than that covered by the Sussex Coast.  Around 126,000 people live in the ‘Rest of East Sussex’ which represents about one quarter of the county’s population.  
3.12. Growth in this part of the county is constrained for the reasons set out in Para 1.5 above.  However, the central parts of Wealden District and the eastern part of Lewes District comprise some of the least environmentally sensitive areas in the county.  However, that part of Lewes unconstrained by environmental policy does not contain any large settlements where development could be located.  
3.13. It is our view that the central and southern part of Wealden District represents the most suitable geographical area to accommodate additional development as part of the strategy for the ‘Rest of East Sussex’.  This is supported by the findings of the Structure Plan Panel’s report which includes, inter alia, Wealden as a location for a material amount of growth.

3.14. The aim of the South East Plan, including at Policy SCT7 should be to increase the level of housing supply, meeting the need for a step change in housing growth, whilst, at the same time, providing for an increase in affordable housing, based upon a spatial strategy that supports the economic regeneration of the Coastal towns, but recognises the need to provide for appropriate levels of growth in the remainder the County areas.
**********
PAGE  
7

