South East Plan Examination in Public
(Sub-matter 2C: Rural small towns and built environment)
Chichester, Wednesday 17th January
1. 2C.1

The Plan has created problems both for itself, and for some of the rural areas in the region, by defining sub regional strategy areas on a non-contiguous basis.  The areas that are not so defined are the major rural areas and the key policy RE5 does not, as a consequence, apply properly to these rural areas.  In this regard Policy RE5 is a symptom of an urban focused approach to developing the plan that denies rural areas the right policy framework for sustainable economic development.

Policy H3 reads correctly and the final paragraph gives the right steer.  However, the terminology in regard to meeting identified need must be consistent with PPG3.  It would be helpful if Local Development Documents were required not just to look at immediate identified need but also to look the long term economic and social sustainability of rural communities and the housing needed to achieve this.  Even with these policies in place the allocation of housing numbers, geared as it is, primarily to the urban focused sub-regional strategy areas, will not provide sufficient housing numbers to meet rural communities’ total needs let alone their needs for affordable and social housing.
In developing the South East Plan, the only strategic distribution options considered were variations on degrees of 'urban concentration'. The Sustainability Appraisal subsequently raised serious questions about this approach. As no alternatives to urban concentration were considered, we do not know if a plan that placed greater emphasis on investment in rural communities would have produced a better result from a sustainability point of view. Specifically, the total amount of housing required by the region was allocated to Sub-regional Strategy Areas and Rest of County Areas in proportion to the number of settlements with a population of 10,000. The same approach was not tested on settlements with a population of 5,000, or even 3,000. Had this been done, the result could have been a more dispersed and, possibly, a more sustainable pattern of development.

Policy BE5 and 6: the same comments in relation to identified need and available housing allocations apply.
2. 2C.2

BE5 is a good policy as far as it goes but is undermined by the other emphasis placed in the plan on the sub-regional strategy areas and major towns.  The balance between the policies directed at the urban areas, BE5 and then BE6 denies the potential that smaller rural communities have to be deliver both liveability, quality of life and sustainability, particularly in a future where energy and food security may become more critical issues to which local solutions will need to be found.

3. 2C.3

BE4 and Box BE2: It is not clear what status the text in Box BE2 has.  Item 8 is particularly revealing as it describes an ideal process for pursuing sustainable development in the urban / fringe that should apply to all rural areas.  Unfortunately it is a process that has not been reflected in the development of the draft South East Plan itself.
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