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1.0 Instructions and Introduction

1.1 Charles Planning Associates Limited, Chartered Town Planners, is Instructed by Croudace Strategic Limited to prepare a number of Written Statements in respect of various matters identified by the appointed Panel for the Public Examination of the Draft South East Plan.

1.2 This Statement provides the Panel with Croudace’s comments regarding the questions raised under Matter 8Aii Sussex Coast Housing and Infrastructure, and is submitted in its capacity as a non-participant to the Public Examination in relation to this Sub-Matter.

1.3 The remainder of this Statement examines the questions raised by the Panel within Section 2.0.

2.0 Panel Questions

2.1 The Panel has raised a total of five questions in respect of this sub-matter.  This Statement addresses four of the five questions raised:

Question 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 ST7, para 2.3)?

2.2 In short the answer to this question is no.

2.3 Whilst Croudace is generally content with the broad distribution identified by SEERA within the Sub-Regional Strategy, it does have concerns regarding the overall provision for the Sussex Coast.  These concerns are linked to Croudace’s comments regarding the overall level of housing for the Region as a whole in relation to Matter 1H.

2.4 As part of the preparation of the Sub-Regional Strategies SEERA set out a brief for the principal authorities, which required consideration of the key issues of relevance within each Sub-Region and through analysis of these issues the formulation of an appropriate Sub-Regional Strategy.

2.5 The principal authorities responsible for the preparation of the Sussex Coast Strategy, headed by East Sussex County Council, undertook the necessary background research during 2004, which resulted in the preparation of a draft Sub-Regional Strategy that was presented to SEERA on 29 October 2004.

2.6 The draft Strategy considered three options for housing growth within the Sub-Region that centred on: maintaining existing RPG levels; maintaining existing RPG levels plus 20%; and, maintaining existing RPG levels minus 20%.

2.7 The conclusion drawn by the principal authorities from the analysis of these options was that a Sub-Regional Strategy based on existing RPG levels of growth would strike the best balance in terms of delivering an appropriate level of housing to meet the needs of the Sub-Region’s community, whilst still allowing a more vigorous drive for economic development and regeneration.  This level of development (3,000 dwellings per annum (dpa)) could be achieved with only minimal incursion into the environmental constraints in the Sub-Region, and would, in the opinion of the principal authorities, represent the most sustainable combination.

2.8 Following this stage, SEERA published its consultation draft version of the South East Plan (minus District level housing figures) in January 2005, which identified a number of growth options for each Sub-Region.

2.9 The consultation process concluded with SEERA setting the housing requirement for each Sub-Region at its Plenary meeting on 13 July 2005.  The figures were then handed back to the principal authorities to inform the final preparation of the Sub-Regional chapters.

2.10 Having monitored this process closely Croudace remains concerned that the sub-regional allowance for the Sussex Coast has been reduced from the figure of 3,000 dpa originally recommended as the most sustainable option by the principal authorities to a lower level of 2,700 dpa set out by SEERA.  There appears to be little justification or provenance presented to support this level of reduction, particularly given the acute need for affordable housing within the Sub-Region and the advice of the principal authorities that existing RPG growth levels are appropriate (subject to detailed local analysis).

2.11 Croudace acknowledges the conclusions of the Roger Tym report (Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan – May 2006), which has examined a number of growth scenarios in greater detail and states that the growth options higher than the South East Plan level that it has tested could not be accommodated within the Sussex Coast Sub-Region (Paragraph 4.98, Page 38).  However, and although identified within the report, the level of growth implied by the existing RPG i.e. 3,000 dpa for the Sussex Coast would not appear to have been examined in detail within the context of the report.

2.12 It is therefore Croudace’s view that the figure of 3,000 dpa as originally endorsed by the principal authorities represents a more appropriate level of growth for the Sub-Region bearing in mind the key objective for delivering affordable housing and also the need to focus on economic regeneration.   This level of growth is sustainable within the Sub-Region and opportunities exist to accommodate development without resulting in unacceptable harm to the key environmental constraints.

2.13 The current level of provision, 2,700 dpa, is in Croudace’s view inadequate to meet the needs of the Sub-Region’s population or to help meet the wider needs of the Region as a whole.

2.14 On a related point concerning draft Policy SCT7, Croudace is concerned that SEERA has identified the Sub-Regional housing requirement as being contingent on the delivery of infrastructure, and in particular strategic scale infrastructure.  

2.15 It is the role of the RSS to meet the needs of the Region’s population over the next 20 years and not to make its development obligations contingent on the delivery of strategic infrastructure, the majority of which should be funded by central Government.  New development will meet its own generated needs in terms of infrastructure and it is therefore incumbent on central Government to provide the necessary resources to deliver strategic infrastructure if its own growth agenda is to be realised within the Regions in a holistic and sustainable manner.

2.16 Croudace therefore considers that any reference to development being contingent on strategic infrastructure provision should be removed from the RSS. 


Question 8Aii.2:

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

2.17 Croudace has been generally supportive of the approach taken by SEERA regarding affordable housing provision within the Sub-Region, and in particular the acknowledgement that the RSS should not set a requirement for the provision of affordable housing in the Sub-Region.

2.18 It is acknowledged that the current demographic position within the Sussex Coast area is such that open market housing is simply out of reach to the large proportion of the resident population.  The consequential affordable housing need is high within this area.  A target of up to 40% would not therefore seem unreasonable for the Sub-Region.

2.19 It is however important that the policies within the Sub-Regional section do not identify a specific requirement or site threshold as these issues are best addressed at the local level, on a site by site basis, through up-to-date assessments of housing need, which can be updated annually.

2.20 Furthermore, given the identified level of properties that are either vacant or unfit for use within the Sub-Region, it is important that any strategy for the delivery of affordable housing focuses firstly on the reuse of such properties prior to the development of new affordable housing units. 

2.21 An aspiration of up to 40% is therefore considered appropriate, however, the current wording of draft Policy SCT8 places a presumption of at least 40% provision.  This approach is inflexible and does not allow for the inevitable disparities within this diverse Sub-Region.

2.22 It is therefore considered that the emphasis within this policy should be changed to ensure that the percentage requirement represents an aspiration rather than a minimum, and that the actual level of provision should be set at the local level.  This approach would accord with current Government advice on Affordable Housing contained within Circular 06/98, PPG3: Housing (March 2000) and emerging draft PPS3: Housing (December 2005).  


Question 8Aii.3:


Has the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans been fully 

explored (Policy SCT7)?

2.23 Croudace considers that the potential for additional housing in the areas identified for development in structure plans has been explored to a reasonable level of detail by the principal authorities in preparing the Sub-Regional Strategy.  This consideration is on the basis that the principal authorities have assessed the physical capacity of the Sub-Region i.e. the availability of suitable land to accommodate growth together with the key environmental constraints present within the Sub-Region that might affect the realistic delivery of land for development.  

2.24 On the basis of this level of assessment, the principal authorities original advice to SEERA in October 2004 was that the Sub-Region could accommodate similar levels of growth to that identified in the existing RPG, but that further assessment particularly in relation to infrastructure provision was required.  

2.25 Subsequent to this advice the level of growth identified for the Sub-Region by SEERA, and as a consequence the levels of additional housing within the areas identified for development in structure plans, has been reduced.  This reduction is understood to be based not on the physical capacity to accommodate development but on the need for strategic infrastructure provision to be made within the Sub-Region.  Indeed, draft Policy SCT7 is still contingent on the provision of strategic infrastructure.  

2.26 Croudace is in agreement that the Sub-Region can accommodate similar levels of growth to that currently identified within the RPG and that the potential of the areas already identified within extant structure plans to take additional housing has been adequately explored.  It does not however agree with SEERA’s approach that has sought to reduce the overall levels of growth for the Sub-Region on the basis of infrastructure delivery, which should be provided for in any event (this issue has been explored more fully in relation to Question 8Aii.1, 8Aii.5, and in Croudace’s Statement in relation to Matter 1H).


Question 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, para 11.1)?

2.27 Croudace does not wish to add any comment on this issue.


Question 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?

2.28 It is assumed that this question only relates to that part of the Implementation Plan concerning the Sussex Coast Sub-Region.

2.29 On the basis that Croudace is not an infrastructure provider (other than in the context of delivering new infrastructure as part of its developments in order that they can meet their own generated needs), it is only intended to provide observations in relation to this issue.

2.30 It is clear in relation to a number of the key highway improvements set out in Annex 3 of the Implementation Plan for the Sussex Coast that these improvements are necessary in order to rectify existing deficiencies in provision, some of which are long standing problem areas i.e. the A27 at Chichester and Arundel.  It is of course correct, in the interests of efficiency, that in seeking to rectify these deficiencies any improvements look to accommodate increased demand arising from planned growth within the Sub-Region.

2.31 However, given that many of the key highway improvements and indeed a number of the rail improvements are intended to rectify existing deficiencies the strategy for the Sub-Region should not be restricted by their delivery.  These key improvements are matters for the Highway Agency and Network Rail to address.  The Government growth agenda for the Region is also clear, and it is the role of the RSS to set out the Spatial Plan for its delivery over the next 20 years.  In seeking to achieve growth the Government must acknowledge its responsibility to deliver strategic infrastructure projects, which have failed to be delivered in the past.  The RSS should therefore set appropriate growth requirements for the Sub-Region that are not contingent on strategic infrastructure delivery in order to focus Government on meeting its obligations through the relevant Agencies.

2.32 This approach would ensure that adequate growth is planned for within the Sub-Region that reflects its physical and environmental capacity and the needs of its population.  It is then the role of Government to ensure that the necessary strategic infrastructure is provided to address existing deficiencies.  

2.33 Infrastructure projects at a more local level will either be bought forward as part of new development proposals through the Development Control process, or through the planned implementation strategy set out by the Local Highway Authorities.  This more local tier of infrastructure can be linked to the delivery of growth given the direct relationship between new development and the importance of meeting its own generated needs.
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