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Matter 8Aii – Sussex Coast - Housing and Infrastructure (SEP Section E2)

8Aii.1
· Is the housing provision set at the right level for the Sussex Coast?

· Does it have regard to assumptions about local employment and does it ‘help meet wider regional needs’ (Policy SCT7, para 2.3)?

1.1 Housing provision for the Sussex Coast Sub-Region in RSS Policy SCT7 is 2,700 d.p.a. (54,000 dwellings overall): 1,600 dwellings per annum in East Sussex and 1,100  dwellings per annum in West Sussex. 

1.2 Total housing provision in East Sussex is 1,600 d.p.a. in Sussex Coastal and 300 d.p.a. in the ‘rest of the County’. In West Sussex, it is 1,100 d.p.a. in Sussex Coastal, 1,500 d.p.a. in Gatwick Area and 300 d.p.a. in the ‘Rest of the County’. However, Policy SCT 7 allows the local authorities some flexibility in their allocations between the Coastal Sub-Region and the rest of the county.

1.3 The South East Plan proposed housing distribution in Policy H1 and in Pegasus’s alternative proposals are set out below:
Table 1: Comparative Housing Provision Table
	
	South East Plan 

Policy H1
	South East Plan 

Policy SCT7: 

Sussex Coast
	Pegasus’s alternative proposals 

(district level)

	
	d.p.a.
	total
	d.p.a.
	total
	d.p.a.
	total

	Brighton and Hove
	550
	11,000
	550
	11,000
	700
	14,000

	Eastbourne
	240
	4,800
	240
	4,800
	500
	10,000

	Hastings
	210
	4,200
	210
	4,200
	400
	8,000

	Lewes
	220
	4,400
	170
	3,400
	300
	6,000

	Rother
	280
	5,600
	200
	4,000
	400
	8,000

	Wealden
	400
	8,000
	230
	4,600
	700
	14,000

	East Sussex
	1,900
	38,000
	1,600
	32,000
	3,000
	60,000

	Adur
	130
	2,600
	130
	2,600
	200
	4,000

	Arun
	465
	9,300
	465
	9,300
	775
	15,500

	Chichester
	430
	8,600
	305
	6,100
	500
	10,000

	Crawley
	350
	7,000
	
	
	500
	10,000

	Horsham
	620
	12,400
	
	
	800
	16,000

	Mid Sussex
	705
	14,100
	
	
	900
	18,000

	Worthing
	200
	4,000
	200
	4,000
	400
	8,000

	West Sussex
	2,900
	58,000
	1,100
	22,000
	4,075
	81,500

	Sussex Coast
	
	
	2,700
	54,000
	
	


1.4 Pegasus Planning proposes substantially higher housing figures in the Sussex Coast sub-region and at other locations in the rest of the two counties to facilitate economic growth and regeneration, and to contribute to wider regional housing requirements, which have been underprovided by some 40% in the South East Plan, in the light of evidence of the ONS 2003-based household projections and other information on housing needs. 
1.5 The ratio of lower quartile house prices to incomes for the first quarter of 2006¹ shows that Adur, Chichester and Mid Sussex have some of the worst affordability ratios in the region (ranking 1st, 2nd and 6th respectively).  A study of the difficulties faced by working households aged under 40 in becoming home owners, revealed that in 20 local authority areas, 40% or more of such households could afford to pay more than a social sector rent, but still could not afford to buy at the lowest decile house prices.  5 of these local authority areas were in the Sussex Coastal Sub-Region: Brighton and Hove, Chichester, Adur, Rother and Wealdon.²
1.6 Pegasus’s proposed housing numbers are 58% higher for East Sussex and 41% higher in West Sussex overall.  These figures are, however, comparable with rates of house building achieved in the 1980s.  In West Sussex, the average rate of housing completions in the 1980s was, according to local authority figures, over 4,000 and, in East Sussex, it was close to 3,000³.  The “step-change” in housing supply that the Government is seeking implies no more and no less than a return to the previous rates of house building that were achieved in the 1980s and included significant numbers of local authority houses. There remains a substantial requirement for social housing today in the Sussex Coastal sub region, which forms a significant part of the overall housing requirement.
1.7 Accelerated delivery of housing in the sub region will help to stimulate and support the local economy, with more affordable and key worker housing, as well as more open market housing to help contain increases in house prices.  Policy SCT2 should be amended to refer to the need for additional housing provision to meet local needs, including key workers and maintain labour supply (in the face of competition for housing from commuters who travel to work outside the Sub-Region).
1.8 The Sub-Regional strategy does not give sufficient attention to the role of the Sussex Coast within the region, including the roles of Brighton & Hove and Hastings as hubs linked by the orbital A27 corridor and the radial spokes associated with the A21 and A23 into London and the London Fringe.

1.9 Estimates of a need for ‘new strategic allocations for around 7,600 new homes’ (paragraph 8.2) are far too low.  New greenfield allocations will be required, including urban extensions in sustainable locations, recognising constraints imposed by AONB and other environmental designations in the sub region.

1.10 Additional housing will need to be identified at urban extensions, especially adjoining the larger towns (including towns in Arun, Chichester, Rother and Wealden); as well as making the most of redevelopment opportunities during the plan period. Housing will also support economic development on mixed-use sites, as described in paragraphs 4.1 to 4.3 and proposed in Policy SCT3 (iii). 

1.11 Table 2 below compares the proposals of the South East Plan and those of Pegasus with recent annual completion rates and structure plan provision or projected housing supply. It shows that the Pegasus proposals:

· are not much above actual completions for 1991 to 2005 in some cases: 8% in Brighton and Hove, 5% in Chichester and 2% in Eastbourne;

· are reasonably close to forecasts of supply for 2002-2016 in several districts 

· are more challenging in Hastings and Rother, with a combined figure of 800 d.p.a., although a Housing Market Assessment of Hastings and Rother
 also includes a combined forecast of ‘more than 800 potential completions per annum to 2011’, compared with their combined South East Plan target of 490 (210 for Hastings and 280 for Rother) and lower recent completions;

· are challenging for several other districts that have struggled to achieve structure plan forecasts, but where investment in regeneration is needed, as well as the up-to-date planning framework which has been lacking in some cases (see also response to 8Aii.3 and Appendix 1 below).
Table 2: Comparisons of annual completion rates

	 
	South East Plan Policy H1
	South East Plan Policy SCT 7 Sussex Coast
	Pegasus’s alternative proposals (district level)
	Completions 1991-2005 (d.p.a.)
	Structure Plan Provision 1991-2011 (d.p.a.)

	 
	d.p.a.
	d.p.a.
	d.p.a.
	 
	 

	Brighton and Hove
	550
	550
	700
	647
	470

	Eastbourne 
	240
	240
	500
	489
	445

	Hastings 
	210
	210
	400
	226
	300

	Lewes
	220
	170
	300
	212
	230

	Rother
	280
	200
	400
	231
	275

	Wealden
	400
	230
	700
	428
	550

	East Sussex 
	1,900
	1,600
	3,000
	2,233
	2270

	 
	 
	 
	 
	Completions 2001-2005 (d.p.a.)
	Forecast Supply 2002-2016 (d.p.a.)

	Adur
	130
	130
	200
	85
	147

	Arun
	465
	465
	775
	595
	620

	Chichester 
	430
	305
	500
	474
	546

	Crawley 
	350
	 
	500
	103
	384

	Horsham
	620
	 
	800
	550
	696

	Mid Sussex
	705
	 
	900
	483
	825

	Worthing 
	200
	200
	400
	220
	349

	West Sussex 
	2,900
	1,100
	4,075
	2,509
	3,567

	Sussex Coast 
	 
	2,700
	 
	 
	 


8Aii.2

· Is a 40% affordable housing appropriate in the Sussex Coast (Policy SCT8)?
1.12 In view of the need for much higher housing figures needed to meet the overall requirements of the sub region and the sub-regional economy, the appropriate proportion of affordable homes should be less than 40% of an increased overall figure. The wording of Policy SCT8, that ‘at least 40% of new housing should be affordable housing’ is not therefore appropriate.

1.13 Although this approach was recommended in further advice presented by East Sussex County Council on behalf of the principal planning authorities on 6 June 2005,
 their report concedes that there are difficulties in deriving a single measure of affordable housing need over the sub-region as a whole, that provision needs to reflect local information on needs and the viability of provision through the planning system, and that the system of planning obligations cannot alone meet all affordable housing needs.
8Aii.3

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

1.14 Housing monitoring reports of the two counties indicate heavy reliance on unidentified previously developed sites and that development has not progressed according to the structure plan rates in all locations. 

1.15 In East Sussex more than 90% of housing completions are currently on previously developed land, but only in Brighton & Hove and Eastbourne are completions running at or above Structure Plan target levels.  

1.16 In West Sussex, some 35% of the total estimated housing supply from 2005 to 2016 is unidentified (‘remaining PDL target’) on the assumption that the 2004 Structure Plan targets for PDL will be met: rising to 42% in the coastal districts. This is perhaps not surprising, as six of the local plans have end dates at or before 2006 and relate to the 1998 Structure Plan Review.

1.17 Locations identified in the two structure plans should be given more prominence in the Sub-regional strategy, especially in view of the limited progress made in identifying sites within local plans and the impending replacement of structure plans by the RSS. 

1.18 The East Sussex and Brighton & Hove Structure Plan 1991-2011 (adopted in 1999) relied very heavily on the existing urban areas, including peripheral extensions, but pointed to the need for new strategic land allocations for some 3,800 dwellings, mostly in the Wealden towns of Uckfield, Hailsham and/or Polegate as well as a committed new community at North Bexhill (subject to road access improvements).

1.19 The West Sussex Structure Plan lists a number of strategic locations including, in the coastal area, east of Angmering, Worthing (Durrington), north of Bognor Regis (Bersted/Felpham), and at Chichester and west of the River Arun, subject to improvements of the A27.

1.20 There is a clear need for the RSS to give some impetus to the identification of sustainable urban extensions for housing in the Sussex Coastal Sub-Region and in the Rest of the two Counties, including at the smaller towns and the strategic locations listed in the current Structure Plans.
8Aii.4

Have the water supply and waste water treatment, and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered?

· Is there a case for a more co-ordinated sub-regional approach to infrastructure (Policies SCT6, SCT9, para 11.1)?
1.21 The Plan acknowledges that infrastructure investment has not kept pace with development and, in some cases, has delayed development plan proposals that included some of the most sustainable opportunities for development.  This is a regional and a national problem. 

1.22 Part of the solution is to have up-to-date Local Development Plans with time horizons extending 10 years or more ahead, which are currently lacking in East and West Sussex. The sub-regional strategy within the RSS needs to make the case for Local Development Documents to accommodate a more realistic pace of development, in a wider range of locations. 

1.23 The Sub-regional Investment Framework (Annex 3 of the separate Implementation Plan, revised in October 2006
), provides some useful guidance on investment priorities in relation to development proposals. However, overall regional estimates of local infrastructure costs in the Implementation Plan are often formula-based and related to population or housing figures. They will need to be revised to be consistent with a revised housing distribution that reflects the findings of the ONS 2003-based household projections and other information on housing needs.

1.24 The Sub-regional Infrastructure Framework will also need to be developed through Local Development Documents to consider the implications for infrastructure investment of a faster pace of development and urban extensions in a wider range of locations.
1.25 Whilst infrastructure investment on trunk routes like the A27 and the main public transport corridors, is of regional or national significance, the Sussex Coastal Sub-Region is perhaps less closely integrated than some other sub-regions and the need to co-ordinate investment in the Sub-Region with other parts of the two counties is perhaps as strong as the need for co-ordination within the Coastal Sub-Region.

8Aii.5

Are the proposals in the Implementation Plan clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy (including for social and green infrastructure)?

· What are the priorities?
1.26 Proposals in the Implementation Plan
 (including Annex 3, the Sub-regional Investment Framework) are strategic in nature and mostly for transport infrastructure.  Only limited information is provided on investment in social facilities, utilities and green infrastructure. Proposed for investigation or under investigation are: expansion of the University Centre, Hastings; flood defences across the Sub-region; expansion of two water treatment plans; and three ‘green infrastructure’ projects. 

1.27 The degree of detail that can be included in the sub-regional strategy of an RSS is necessarily limited, especially when development proposals are limited in their scale and specificity, and largely reliant on previously developed sites in existing urban areas. The RSS should focus on those infrastructure priorities that are truly strategic and likely to shape development of the Sub-region and Local Development Frameworks should address the local infrastructure arising from the scale of development required.

Appendix 1

Appendix to Statement on Sussex Coastal Sub-Region
1. We have compared (in the table below) the Pegasus housing distribution in our alternative Policy H1 with the Roger Tym & Partners (RTP) work for GOSE: ‘Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan’: We have scaled up their alternative distributions of 37,000 d.p.a., which are based on a demographically-derived total housing requirement (made in advance of the 2003-based household projections) to our proposed requirement of 40,400 dwellings p.a.  The alternative distributions are based on the following RTP options
:

i. in proportion to population (Option C)

ii. concentrated on functional urban regions (Option D) and

iii. in proportion to employment growth (a sub-option that we call Option E) 

2. The RTP distributions incorporate the South East Plan’s distribution of 28,900 dwellings p.a. and show alternative distributions above that baseline. They distribute housing down to district level, or part of the district if there are parts in one or more sub-region. They do not go down to settlement level.

3. The Pegasus amendments have applied the proportional distributions of the RTP study, scaled up to a total requirement of 40,400 dwellings, for comparison with the original Pegasus distribution. 

4. Comparison of these distributions for the Sussex Coastal Sub-region (Table 1) shows that the original Pegasus distribution: 

· is closer to RTP’s ‘functional urban regions’ option in relation to the Sub-region overall, Eastbourne, Hastings, Chichester and Worthing; 

· is little different from the various RTP options in relation to Lewes. Rother;

· is closer to the ‘pro rata’ or ‘employment-led’ options than to the other RTP options for Adur, Brighton and Hove; and

· places a greater emphasis on the Wealden and Arun towns than any of the RTP options.

5. However, the Pegasus distribution also implies higher figures in parts of the two counties that are outside the Sussex Coastal Sub-region: especially in Horsham and Mid Sussex, and to a much smaller extent in parts of Wealden outside the Sub-region.

6. These differences largely reflect Pegasus’ view of development opportunities in East and West Sussex and the prospects of delivering higher housing figures than envisaged in the South East Plan or Options B, D and E of the RTP Study. Our preferred approach to the distribution of the higher housing figures that are required is not to increase further the concentration on the larger urban areas, but to give greater attention to a wider range of sustainable communities that have physical and social infrastructure to support additional housing.

7. We have also calculated the land take required by the proposed Pegasus housing distribution, incorporating the same assumptions that are used in the RTP Study about commitments, urban capacities, windfall sites, densities of new development and the assumption of a 50% net:gross ratio for developable housing area at strategic locations.  

8. Table 1 below presents the additional land requirements of the Pegasus distribution (@ 20 or 25 dph) compared with the RTP estimates of land requirements
 in the South East Plan and for alternative, higher growth scenarios (‘options’) considered in the RTP report. The RTP tables take account of urban potential in the calculation of additional greenfield land requirements. 

9. Table 1 shows that the overall regional requirement of 40,400 p.a. implies a substantially higher land requirement in the Sussex Coastal Sub-region in all districts and especially in Arun, Eastbourne, Worthing, Hastings and Wealden which each require some 100 to 200 hectares of additional housing land. These figures provide a stark contrast to the very low additional land requirements of the South East Plan’s housing provision, as calculated in the RTP report: ranging from nil in Eastbourne to 11 hectares in Arun.  

10. The RTP analysis of land-take probably provides a ‘worst-case’ assessment because of the assumption that net housing land comprises only 50% of the gross developed area, which includes undevelopable areas and green infrastructure as well as other land uses. However, in our view, the South East Plan seriously underestimates future requirements for new housing land in the Sussex Coastal Sub-region (and elsewhere in the two counties).  This underestimate is partly the result of adopting too low a figure for housing requirements overall and partly the result of an excessive reliance on brownfield sites within urban areas, which cannot provide the necessary flexibility to respond to the need for much higher rates of house building. 

11. The consequence of not addressing the sub-regional need for new housing land in the Regional Spatial Strategy will be an inadequate response in Local Development Frameworks to the need to identify and plan strategic locations for urban expansions and new communities, which will require long lead times of up to ten years to achieve the sustainable planning of new communities and their associated infrastructure.
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1
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0
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9
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3

3
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9
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5

4
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6

5

306

515
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8

6
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3

2
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5

4

299
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473
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0
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9

8

292
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34

28
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4

3
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290

19

15

465
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9

508

855

54

43
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49
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14

11
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47
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11
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47
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1027

76
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559

25

20
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1027

76

61
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22

18
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79

64
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29
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22
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37

30
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96
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12
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55

44
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8

6
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Pegasus

Roger Tym Option C:  plus 8,100

(FURs)

Roger Tym  Option E:  

plus 8,100 

(Employment)

Pegasus
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