
 - 1 - 

West Sussex County Council response to the Arun District Council Local 
Plan consultation 

 
The draft Local Plan provides a comprehensive picture of how Arun District 

Council will plan for future development through strategic and development 
management policies. It will need to be demonstrated that the infrastructure 
package supporting a preferred development scenario is deliverable. Further 

transport modelling will be required to strengthen the evidence base supporting 
the Local Plan prior to further consultation. Additional work is also required to 

ensure that the draft plan conforms with the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) in terms of its approach to archaeological issues. 
 

This note sets out West Sussex County Council’s officer response to the 
consultation on the draft Local Plan and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal. 

It highlights key issues and suggested changes to which Arun District Council is 
requested to give consideration. 
 

General 
The structure of this note is based on the chapters within the draft Local Plan. 

However, the following point relates to several chapters: The successful 
implementation of Travel Plans will be essential to meet the strategic objective 

to ‘reduce the need to travel and promote sustainable forms of transport’, as 
they are aimed at improving the sustainable mode share. It is encouraging to 
see the inclusion of Travel Plans in the strategic policy for transport and 

development. However, there has been an inconsistent approach throughout 
chapters 9-13. For example, it has been highlighted that Travel Plans will 

accompany proposals for tourism related development, but there is no mention 
of Travel Plans in the employment & enterprise chapter. As employment trips will 
have a bigger impact on the transport network due to their frequency, the 

successful delivery of Travel Plans will be integral to improving sustainable mode 
share given the scale of growth proposed in the draft Plan. Further consideration 

should therefore be given to the approach to the inclusion of Travel Plans in the 
policies and indicators within these chapters. 
 

Vision & Objectives 
Strategic Objective - ‘To plan for climate change and work in harmony with the 

environment to conserve natural resources and increase biodiversity’: Climate 
change is not just an environmental issue. It links to business and to all other 
aspects of community life so this should be a separate objective or separated 

from the word ‘environment’. 
 

Spatial Portrait 
4.20: Reference to the ‘South Coast rail line’ should be amended to ‘West 
Coastway’. 

 
It is unclear what is meant by the north-south road links being ‘generally less 

good’ – are these being compared with the rail links? The role of these north-
south road links should be clarified. 
 

4.44: This states that poor educational achievement is an issue for the area and 
explains that planned extension of educational establishments will be an 

opportunity to use education as a catalyst. Please clarify how this will address 
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the issue and deliver higher educational achievement for residents in further 
detail. 

 
Employment & Enterprise 

The draft Plan broadly aligns with the West Sussex Economic Strategy (2012-
2020), which was recently published. Arun District Council was a key partner in 
developing the strategy and will also be critical to its delivery. It is therefore 

suggested that the draft Local Plan is reviewed to establish if there is better 
scope to align it further with the West Sussex Economic Strategy and that the 

strategy is referenced in future drafts of the Plan: 
 
www.westsussex.gov.uk/doing_business/economic_facts_and_figures/economic

_research_and_reports.aspx 
 

Policy SP3: Further transport modelling work will be required to assess the 
impact of a preferred development scenario to include this scale of strategic 
employment land allocations. 

 
Policy SP4: Please re-consider reference to the strategic road network. It may be 

more appropriate to refer to the ‘highway network’. Reference to providing 
public transport within the plan period could be problematic unless there is 

commitment to deliver improvements. 
 
9.5: Whilst the upgrade of existing employment areas could be beneficial in the 

overall provision of sites and premises and help attract businesses to those 
areas, some industrial estates (and particularly ex agricultural buildings) which 

are distinctly 'tired' nevertheless quite often have high occupancy rates because 
they offer low cost premises for 'one-man' or smaller businesses and perhaps 
are suitable for more ‘noisy activities users’– these types of premises are in 

short supply elsewhere. Whilst the importance of ensuring there is quality 
business accommodation is recognised, there is a need to provide a mix and 

range in terms of quality (and therefore price). 
 
It is suggested that there is recognition that there will be the provision of 

affordable commercial premises particularly for micro businesses. 
 

Policy DM2: Whilst WSCC is generally happy with the approach to safeguarding 
proposed in this policy, it is recommended that further discussion takes place 
with the relevant landowners to ensure that this policy is deliverable during the 

life of the Plan. 
 

9.8.3: Please add ‘and West Sussex County Council’ after ‘from the 
Government’. 
 

This superfast broadband is defined as 24 Megabytes per second (Mps) or faster. 
 

In the second sentence, please add ‘or equipment to suit potential other 
technologies’ after ‘new cabinets’. 
 

Policy SP5: ‘Superfast’ should not be hyphenated. 
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For the first bullet point under ‘policy outcomes and key indicators’, please 
amend to read ‘the UK national average as defined by BDUK’ – this is the 

Government department responsible for spending money committed by the 
Treasury. 

 
It is unclear as to why ‘West Sussex Broadband Better Connected’ has been 
included in the ‘background studies and supporting evidence’ section, when this 

is a programme title (not a document). 
 

Policy DM5: This recognises the importance of business retention and affords 
some benefit to existing businesses which are seeking to expand, but cannot find 
suitable land or accommodation within the built up areas. It does not support 

incoming businesses / inward investment. 
 

Whilst the ability to impose a ‘restriction of occupancy to the firm concerned’ 
may provide some protection against local businesses effectively ‘selling’ this 
benefit on to other businesses, it is important that any such policy does not 

restrict the ability of those businesses to expand further in the future (which 
may mean a further relocation). The restriction on occupancy may also mean 

that businesses would be concerned about the security / return on their 
investments and it may mean that they struggle to raise finance if lenders are 

equally concerned. 
 
Whilst the sentiment behind the policy is broadly supported, it is not clear at this 

stage whether this would work in practice for supporting local businesses and it 
is suggested that this is re-considered. 

 
On the conversion of rural buildings for business purposes there should be an 
explicit reference to the importance of broadband access. It is understood that 

many past conversions of such buildings for business use have not been that 
successful in terms of their long term use because of the lack of decent internet 

access. It is therefore suggested that this be a requirement along with the 
reference to roads capacity, e.g. other issues related to connectivity need to be 
considered. 

 
Retail 

Policy DM6: In the section on reuse of redundant floorspace, it is unclear as to 
why a reduction in car parking standards is considered to be acceptable for this 
specific use. 

 
Soil, Horticultural & Equine Developments 

12.2: This acknowledges that Horticulture is one of four key sectors offering 
good opportunities for economic development and job creation. It is suggested 
that a further key point is added along the following lines: 

 
‘12.11 Planning considerations for glasshouse development in open countryside 

have proved to be contentious. The protection of land within Horticultural 
Development Areas (HDAs) for the purpose of commercial horticultural 
development will be a major consideration when determining planning 

applications for other uses within the HDAs’. 
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Policy DM9: This sets out the Council's policies on new glasshouse, polytunnel 
and packhouse development. West Sussex Growers' Association (WSGA) is 

currently researching the feasibility of combined horticultural and energy hubs. 
An interim report has been published and a final report is due in September / 

October. Arun DC may wish to review Policy DM9 to ensure it reflects any 
relevant issues identified as a result of the WSGA research project. 
 

For point 7, reference to the strategic road network should be removed because 
the focus of this point is the roads near the access to proposals for horticulture 

development. The phrase ‘without detriment’ in relation to residential amenity 
could be difficult to achieve given guidance within the NPPF. It is suggested that 
this is amended to reflect guidance within paragraph 32 of the NPPF that 

development should only be refused if the ‘residual cumulative impacts’ are 
‘severe’. This comment also applies to point 5 of policy DM10. 

 
In the background studies & supporting evidence section for this policy and 
DM10, there is a reference to a ‘West Sussex Rural Transport Strategy’. ‘A Rural 

Transport Plan for West Sussex’, 2000 was related to a previous Local Transport 
Plan. However, please refer to the ‘West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-2026’ for 

the current rural strategy. 
 

Housing Delivery 
13.1: Whilst there is mention of the wider Coastal West Sussex housing market, 
this should also refer to the wider Coastal West Sussex economic area. Recent 

developments have led to the formulation of a Strategic Planning Board for 
Coastal West Sussex (to include neighbours Brighton & Hove and others as 

appropriate). The Local Plan should reflect this new board, alongside the new 
Duty to Cooperate and allow for flexibility for ‘larger than local’ issues to be 
managed on a strategic basis. 

 
Policy SP8: Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate 

This broad strategic housing location is situated on the edge of existing villages 
where there is a relatively low level of local services that are easily accessible by 
walking or cycling when compared with the towns in the District. Residential 

development will need to be linked to local employment and enhanced local 
services to reduce the demand to travel. Development at this site would rely on 

strong bus, cycle and pedestrian links to Barnham railway station. These should 
be provided through direct convenient and attractive routes. Consideration will 
need to be given to the potential impact of on-street parking in areas near to the 

railway station. The challenge of providing good public transport links to nearby 
towns will also need to be addressed. A transport mitigation package was 

identified in the Strategic Transport Modelling Study (2009) undertaken by MVA. 
However, further transport modelling and assessment will need to be undertaken 
to assess the impact of a preferred development scenario. 

 
WSCC is not aware of any guaranteed source of funding to deliver the A29 

realignment and railway line bridging, therefore it is likely that development will 
need to provide it. Further evidence is required to demonstrate that this scheme 
is deliverable to ensure the soundness of this policy. WSCC currently has no 

protected or preferred route for this scheme. 
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The bullet point relating to an ecological survey and Environmental Impact 
Assessment is supported. The following should be added: ‘Any development 

scheme would be expected to deliver biodiversity enhancements, including those 
associated with the provision of new green infrastructure’. 

 
Please amend the second to last bullet point to include education including early 
years and youth services; please delete the last bullet point. 

 
Development of this scale in this locality would require provision of the following 

education infrastructure: 
 

• Early Years: Development of this size would create the need for an 

additional 53 place full day care nursery requiring approximately 150sqm. 
 

• Primary Sector (4 – 11): Would produce an additional 500 primary aged 
pupils requiring provision of an additional two and a half forms of entry 
per year of age (75 places per year of age).  A new school site would be 

required as well as financial contributions. 
 

• Secondary Sector (11 – 16): Financial contributions would be required to 
create an additional 360 places through likely expansion of existing 

schools within the locality – subject to site and feasibility studies as well 
as public consultation. 

 

• Youth Services (16 – 18): Financial contributions towards expanding local 
provision for an additional 140 pupils. 

 
Policy SP8: Angmering 
Development in this location will need to be connected to the existing pedestrian 

and cycle network to provide links to the village centre, Angmering rail station 
and other local services. Further transport modelling and assessment will need 

to be undertaken to assess the impact of a preferred development scenario. 
 
Improvements to the A259 would be subject to the outcome of a study which 

WSCC is currently commissioning. This study will be undertaken to develop 
solutions that can at least be funded in part by development identified through 

the Local Plan. Crossing facilities for pedestrians and cyclists across the A259 will 
also be considered. 
 

For education infrastructure, the last bullet point should be consistent with those 
for Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate as proposed above. The word ‘resolve’ is 

not appropriate. 
 
Development of this scale in this locality would require provision of the following 

education infrastructure: 
 

• Early Years (0 – 4): Financial contributions towards the provision of 
approximately 13 additional early years places within the locality. 

 

• Primary Sector (4 – 11): Financial contributions towards the provision of 
approximately 123 additional primary school places within the locality. 
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• Secondary Sector (11 – 16): Financial contributions towards the provision 
of approximately 88 additional secondary school places within the locality. 

 
• Youth Services (16 – 18): Financial contributions towards expanding local 

provision for an additional 34 pupils. 
 
Policy SP8: Parish and Town Council Housing Allocations 

Parish and town council allocations will be subject to financial contributions 
towards education infrastructure in line with West Sussex County Council’s 

Planning Obligations policy, which is available online. 
 
13.1.18: When planning for uncertainty, it will be important to identify items of 

infrastructure that are essential to delivering strategic housing allocations. 
 

Policy SP11: This policy should refer to the WSCC parking standard for Houses in 
Multiple Occupation, which is contained within the ‘Revised County Parking 
Standards and Transport Contributions Methodology’. It is recognised that the 

parking standard requires updating, but it would not be appropriate to propose 
an alternative approach unless there is evidence to support it. 

 
Design 

14.1.10: This paragraph recognises that proposals for new development are 
expected to demonstrate methods of construction. It would be beneficial to build 
upon this to include sustainable construction methods in this paragraph and also 

in Policy DM14. 
 

14.2.31: Please clarify what is meant by: ‘The cost of providing infrastructure 
and roads places pressure on a need for narrow fronted properties’. 
 

14.5.1-14.5.16: Climate change has its own chapter which is encouraging, but 
climate change is cross cutting and should therefore be referred to in other 

chapters. 
 
14.5.1: The second sentence should include 'increasing frequency and more 

severe extreme weather patterns or events'. 
 

14.5.2: Reference to the Nottingham Declaration is out of date as Climate Local 
has now been launched. Climate Local also refers to adaptive measures, not just 
mitigation. 

 
14.5.3: Please remove the word 'environmentally' - it should just be sustainable 

development. 
 
14.5.4: Flooding, drought and heat exposure are direct effects (and the Plan 

should refer to an increase in the frequency of these events). They should be in 
a separate sentence to 'habitats and biodiversity' as that is an indirect effect. 

Also this should not refer to the 'known impacts' as that's one of the problems – 
it is uncertain as to what the impacts are: please refer to 'likely impacts'. 
 

Policy SP14: This refers to increased probability of tidal and fluvial flooding; 
water stress; health impacts as a result of extreme temperatures and a decline 

in the quality of habitats and richness of biodiversity. Please explain what water 



 - 7 - 

stress means (it is not the same as drought). This also refers to habitats and 
biodiversity, which is an indirect impact. 

 
One of the key indicators for policy SP14 refers to the number of homes built to 

eco-homes / other energy efficiency standards – please clarify what is meant by 
these standards. 
 

In the ‘background studies, supporting evidence’ section, the sustainability and 
building development checklists appear to be about seven years out of date: 

please explore whether there is anything more recent. 
 
Health, Recreation & Leisure 

15.0.13: Protection and enhancement of the coastline might also warrant 
inclusion as a bullet point since the GI Study also highlighted the importance of 

the coast. 
 
Transport 

Policy SP18: Car parking should be included in this policy. It is suggested that 
Policy DM22 is incorporated into this strategic policy. The impact of a 

development on on-street parking should also be considered – please see 
Principle D of the WSCC ‘Guidance for Car Parking in New Residential 

Developments’. 
 
(i) Reference to ‘public transport routes’ should be amended to ‘public transport 

services’. Community transport does not need to be directly referenced in this 
policy. The priority should be passenger transport and stakeholders should work 

together to see if solutions to passenger transport issues can be found. 
Community transport could be acknowledged in the plan as part of a range of 
solutions but should not be seen as a solution in itself. 

 
(iii) Reference to protecting the line of major road schemes is duplicated in 

Policy SP20. 
 
(iv) The focus of this section should be on the effective delivery of Transport 

Assessments and Travel Plans. 
 

This policy should include reference to providing safe access to the highway 
network. 
 

The key indicators from Policy DM21 relating sustainable mode share should also 
be included in the indicators for this strategic policy. 

 
16.1.1: Reference to ‘public transport routes’ throughout this section including 
Policy DM21 should be amended to ‘public transport services’. This can include 

railway stations. 
 

16.1.2: Please amend to read: ‘Results showed that an increased use of public 
transport was attributable to increased travel times on highway routes and 
increased levels of congestion’; i.e. people used public transport more because 

of these issues with the highway network. 
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16.1.4: Reducing the impacts of congestion is not a key aspect of community 
transport. The emphasis should be on accessibility and social inclusion. 

 
16.1.5: There is an emphasis on leisure in this section. Although it is mentioned 

in 16.1.8 that improvements to the pedestrian and cycle networks would act to 
reduce congestion, this should be emphasised in the introduction to this section. 
 

16.1.6: In the second sentence, ‘carriageway’ should be singular. 
 

16.1.8: Please revise the third sentence to: ‘In addition to the fragmented cycle 
and PROW network, it is perceived that there is a lack of facilities such as 
secure, convenient parking and cycle storage and changing facilities within 

places of work’. This section including Policy DM21 should also refer to the 
importance of facilities provision at other destinations such as town centres, 

schools and other key services. 
 
Policy DM21: In the last sentence of the first paragraph, please amend to read 

‘the public right of way and cycle networks’. 
 

(i) New development should also be within easy access of the existing cycle 
network, although this is not shown on the Proposals Map. 

 
The ‘Proposed Cycle Network’ category on the Proposals Map should be changed 
to ‘committed’ and the latest WSCC cycle network data will be supplied to ensure 

the Proposals Map is up to date. 
 

(iii) This section should refer to ‘secure cycle parking’. 
 
16.1.9 & Policy SP19: There is potential to work closely with the Arun & Rother 

Connections (ARC) – Linking Landscape & Community HLF Project in developing 
and delivering the Littlehampton to Arundel Green Link, including the habitat 

creation elements. For further information, please contact the ARC Project 
Officer. 
 

The sentence on cycle hire should be amended to the following: ‘Cycle hire 
should be encouraged at stations to provide opportunities to access a bicycle’. 

 
16.2.1: The first sentence should be revised to highlight the need to balance the 
needs of all road users. 

 
Policy SP20: It is understood that this policy is designed to protect the routes of 

committed and potential road schemes. However, reference to delivery 
timescales in the ‘medium to long term’ and long term categories should be 
removed. It should be noted that these schemes may be needed to deliver the 

plan but further work is required, which could be in the form of design, 
consultation and approval. If these schemes are to be referred to in this way, it 

would be preferable to merge them into one category as there is no current 
commitment to deliver them. The Proposals Map should be revised to display 
these schemes in a level of detail which is more appropriate to their status as   

schemes that are not currently committed. The ‘A259 Littlehampton Worthing 
Road Improvement’ should be added to this category for consistency. Lines of 

any schemes in the ‘short term’ category should also be confirmed with WSCC. 
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(iii) Lyminster Bypass (southern section) – The red line on the Proposals Map 

should be revised to better reflect the extent of this scheme as it currently 
appears to also include the proposed Fitzalan Link Road to the south. This 

scheme should be included separately in the same category. The extent of the 
scheme to the north should also be revised in accordance with approved plans. 
Improvements on the A259 appear to extend further east and west than has 

been agreed through development-led proposals. This should not be confused 
with the ‘A259 Littlehampton Worthing Road Improvement’, which is still a West 

Sussex County Council approved line but is not programmed. WSCC is 
commissioning a local study to clarify improvement needs for this section of the 
A259 but any conclusions about what would be funded, by whom and any 

potential timescales are unclear at this stage. 
 

Green Infrastructure 
17.0.17 & 18: It is unclear as to what the land allocated for education refers to – 
please provide clarification. 

 
Policy DM25: It is not clear how previously developed land which is within a Type 

A GIC is dealt with. WSCC has proposed the allocation of a site at Hobbs Barn, 
near Climping in the draft Waste Local Plan as a strategic waste site allocation 

(Policy W10) for a potential built waste facility (relevant policy – PPS10). This 
land forms part of an industrial estate which is classified as previously developed 
/ brownfield land. The County Council has set out a number of development 

principles which would ensure the protection of the surrounding area, however in 
principal the site is suitable for waste uses. 

 
Policy DM25 should give clarification on its stance towards previously developed 
land. Any development of a waste facility would be assessed against the 

emerging Waste Local Plan which would ensure the protection of the 
environment, communities, and economy. 

 
17.1.1: The final sentence of this paragraph reads: ‘However, in general, the 
loss of habitats should be resisted.’   It is suggested that this is amended to ‘…… 

strongly resisted’. 
 

Policy DM26: This policy could be strengthened by adding ‘Developments should 
seek to achieve a net gain in biodiversity’. 
 

Conservation & Archaeological Heritage 
To avoid confusion with nature conservation, it might be clearer to change the 

title to: ‘Building Conservation & Archaeological Heritage’. 
 
18.5.1-2: The draft Local Plan is potentially unsound in terms of its approach to 

archaeological issues because it does not follow NPPF guidance in terms of 
handling archaeological issues.  Para 18.5.2 (followed by table 18.1) gives the 

impression that archaeological mitigation for development proposals begins and 
ends with designated / statutorily protected archaeological sites.  It does not 
reflect paragraph 169 of the NPPF which highlights the need for LPAs to make an 

assessment of the likelihood that currently unidentified heritage assets, 
particularly sites of historic and archaeological interest, will be discovered in the 

future.  For example, the regionally important prehistoric and Roman discoveries 



 - 10 -

at Bersted Site 6, which until tested by archaeological evaluation contained no 
identified archaeological deposits according to the West Sussex Historic 

Environment Record (HER). There have been other discoveries from the Arun 
district coastal plain which were similarly ‘blank’ before evaluation pre-

determination or investigating by archaeological planning condition.  Equally, 
housing land allocation sites which contain no known heritage assets (based on 
the existing information in the HER) should not be assumed to be devoid of 

features and should be assessed and, if appropriate sampled by field 
investigation before the determination of the application. 

 
Section 18 and Policy DM33 make no reference to the HER which again is out of 
step with the NPPF.  Please refer to paragraphs 128 and 169 of the NPPF. 

 
The paragraph 17 of the NPPF also refers to ‘landscape character 

assessments…integrated assessment of historic landscape character’.  The West 
Sussex HER includes historic landscape character assessment (The Sussex 
Historic Landscape Characterisation – HLC- and the Sussex Extensive Urban 

Survey [which includes Bognor, Littlehampton and Arundel] – EUS- prepared on 
a pan-Sussex basis with support from English Heritage are a useful ‘quarry of 

information for historic land use data and character assessments).  The EUS 
provides a detailed synthesis of known records and archaeological investigation 

of historic town development and could inform the validation of the status of 
Conservation Areas and Areas of Special Character. 
 

For further information see “Heritage in local plans: how to create a sound plan 
under the NPPF” English Heritage, 25 July 2012 

 
Table 18.1: 5th (last) site Scheduled Monument – Romano-British villa shown on 
the table: this is colloquially known as Angmering Roman villa 

 
Please add Arundel medieval Blackfriars site to the table list.  The National Park 

boundary takes in the southern range of this scheduled site to the south of Mill 
Road, but the northern range on the other side of the road is just outside the 
park boundary and therefore should be included on the list for the purposes of 

the Local Plan. 
 

Natural Environment 
Table 19.5: Middleton Shingle SNCI (Site Code Ar19) should be included in this 
table. 

 
19.1.11: In West Sussex, Local Geological Sites are known as Regionally 

Important Geological & Geomorphological Sites (RIGGS).  This should be altered 
in this paragraph and the title to Table 19.6. 
 

Policy DM37: It is unclear as to why Marine Conservation Zones (MCZs) have 
been included in a policy concerning Non-designated Sites.  MCZs are designated 

under the Marine and Coastal Access Act (2009) and thus are a statutory site 
designation.  It is recommended that advice is sought from Natural England. 
 

Policy DM38: No. (iii) should read ‘an arboricultural impact assessment’ and not 
implications assessment. 

 



 - 11 -

In the ‘background studies and supporting evidence’ section, the correct version 
of the British Standard needs to be referred to i.e. ‘BS5837: 2012 Trees in 

relation to design, demolition and construction – recommendations’. 
 

Water 
20.0.2: ‘…sustainable drainage systems which reduce the volume of surface 
water rapidly entering groundwater flows which can result in surface water 

flooding and water pollution’ - this sentence needs clarification. Surface water 
does not enter groundwater flows as such (they are separate hydrological 

systems). Although of course it will eventually filter through and restock 
groundwater. An increase in groundwater flows does not cause surface water 
flooding (or not very often) and it does not follow at all that it will cause water 

pollution - although you may get an increase in road grit for example, generally 
it will be so much more dilute that it does not cause a problem. 

 
20.1.2: ‘…the South East river basin district relies on groundwater for 72 per 
cent of its public water supply yet the aquifers (groundwater storage) also 

provide flow for rivers and wetlands’ – this sentence is not required.  Aquifers 
provide both public water supply as well as river flow: that is what they are 

designed for. If it is necessary to make this point, the two parts of the sentence 
should be separated. 

 
20.1.3 & 4: Please refer to the ‘sewerage network’; not the ‘sewage network’ 
(the sewage is what actually flows through the pipes). 

 
20.1.5: ‘Surface water flooding has also occurred, possibly due to capacity in the 

main river network and its tributaries being exceeded’: rain causes surface water 
flooding. If it's the river being too full, then it's ‘riverine’ flooding. There is a 
difference as to where it comes from and where it ends up. 

 
20.1.6: Please provide the acronym for SWMP. 

 
20.1.8: This paragraph needs to explain what CAMS is (an explanation has been 
provided in 20.1.9). 

 
20.1.9: ‘…water efficiency standard of 105 litres per person per day, rising to 80 

litres per person per day by 2016’:  this should read ‘reducing’, not ‘rising’. This 
should also be amended in policy DM 39. 
 

20.1.9 & 20.1.10: These paragraphs run too many unrelated ideas together in 
the same sentences. They should be re-written with shorter sentences and 

perhaps bullet points for some of the actions. 
 
20.2.1: A map of the referenced flood risk areas for the District would be useful. 

 
Natural Resources and Minerals Safeguarding 

The Arun Local Plan should align with the West Sussex Minerals Local Plan 
(2003). WSCC is pleased to see the inclusion of a chapter and policy on Minerals 
Safeguarding in the draft Plan. 
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It is the obligation of the County Council to safeguard mineral resources, as is 
correctly stated in Policy DM43 and its supporting text. It is also however the 

responsibility of the County Council to safeguard: 
 

• existing, planned and potential rail heads, rail links to quarries, wharfage 
and associated storage, handling and processing facilities for the bulk 
transport by rail, sea or inland waterways of minerals, including recycled, 

secondary and marine-dredged materials; and 
 

• existing, planned and potential sites for concrete batching, the 
manufacture of coated materials, other concrete products and the 
handling, processing and distribution of substitute, recycled and 

secondary aggregate material. 
 

Policy DM43: This policy and its supporting text should clarify that the County 
Council does safeguard beyond just mineral resources. Any safeguarded facilities 
will form part of the Minerals Consultation Area. 

 
This policy requires proposals to include information on how recycled and 

secondary aggregates have been incorporated into design. However, this is an 
important strategic issue in order to both drive waste up the Waste Hierarchy 

(as set out in PPS10) and to minimise the need for primary aggregates where 
possible. 
 

The NPPF recognises the importance of recycled and secondary aggregates. 
These can reduce the need for using / extracting primary aggregates, whilst also 

avoiding the disposal of inert materials to land – please refer to paragraph 143 
of the NPPF. 
 

Greater emphasis should be given to the importance of sustainable construction 
in Arun by incorporating it into Policy DM14. These comments can also apply to 

paragraphs 14.1.14 and 14.1.16 in the ‘Design’ chapter. 
 
Waste Management 

The Arun Local Plan should align with the West Sussex Waste Local Plan Revised 
Deposit Draft (July 2004). It should also consider the emerging Waste Local 

Plan, which will be published for Reg 19 consultation on its soundness in 
November as a proposed submission draft (at which stage it will replace the July 
2004 version). WSCC is pleased to see the inclusion of a chapter and policy on 

Waste Management. 
 

22.0.1-5: These paragraphs clearly define the role that the County Council has 
in Waste Management in Arun District. It is noted however, that there is no 
reference to the protection of West Sussex waste facilities against competing 

development. 
 

The waste that is generated must be managed locally, where practicable and 
viable, reducing the need for the transportation of waste over long distances. 
Accordingly, there will be a network of waste management facilities within or 

close to the main towns along the coast and in the northeast of the County, and 
within or adjoining the larger settlements in rural areas. The emerging Waste 
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Local Plan sets out a policy (W2) which ensures that development which would 
prevent or prejudice existing sites for waste management will be protected. 

 
DM44: This should include wording to cover the safeguarding of waste facilities. 

 
Quality of the Environment 
This chapter refers to pollution but there is no reference to water pollution and 

therefore appears to be incomplete. 
 

23.1.3: Please replace ‘noise maps are prepared’ with ‘noise mapping is 
undertaken’. 
 

23.1.3&4: When referring to noise pollution from roads, a reference to Important 
Areas as identified through the noise mapping process should be included. In 

Arun these include sections of the A29 and A259 in Bognor Regis, the A284 in 
Littlehampton and the A24 around Findon. 
 

23.1.4: In the first sentence, please replace ‘within’ with ‘adjacent to’. 
 

A second round of mapping is to be undertaken by DEFRA imminently, therefore 
the plan should reflect any changes such as ‘subsequent declarations’. 

 
Policy DM45: A reference to other / subsequent identified First Priority and 
Important Areas should be included. 

 
23.2: If illuminated advertisement signs are to be included in this category, it 

may be appropriate to reference the Institution of Lighting Engineers’ “Technical 
Report Number 5: Brightness of Illuminated Advertisements” (3rd Ed.). 
 

23.3.3: In the first sentence, please amend to read ‘identify a range of measures 
to improve air quality such as promoting cleaner fuels or reducing traffic 

congestion through promoting sustainable cleaner modes of transport’. 
 
Policy DM47: This should include reference to the key document being prepared 

by Sussex-air: “Air Quality and Emissions Mitigation Guidance for Sussex” 
(2012). 

 
Infrastructure Provision & Implementation 
It is noted that an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) will be prepared to identify 

future infrastructure needs within the District. This should include improvements 
required to enable the provision of County Council services to meet the needs of 

new strategic development. A Strategic Infrastructure Package will be developed 
to set out improvements associated with a preferred development scenario. The 
Joint Area Committees have been working to identify local priorities to inform 

the selection of highway schemes. Any work to identify future infrastructure 
needs should also be informed by these Infrastructure Plan Priorities. 

 
The proposals are generally urban growth with perhaps the exception of 
Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate, which would be within operational reach of 

Bognor Fire Station currently manned 24 hrs. The Fire and Rescue Service is 
currently undergoing a fundamental service review and any impact would have 

to be assessed against known changes or proposals such as urban growth.  
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Further operational infrastructure changes for which WSCC may seek developer 
funding may be required as a consequence. 

 
Sustainability Appraisal 

6.31: There is no current commitment to deliver the A29 realignment. 
 
6.32: Please remove ‘through resulting in a more extreme under capacity than 

at present’. 
 

6.33: It is acknowledged that access to the South Downs National Park through 
sustainable modes is limited in some areas, but it would be incorrect to say that 
‘there are currently no routes to reach the National Park without a car’. 

 
Appendix 1: Relevant Plans and Programmes 

These lists require updating; for example, they contain many of the Planning 
Policy Statements that have now been replaced by the NPPF. The current Local 
Transport Plan should be referred to as the ‘West Sussex Transport Plan 2011-

2026’. 
 

Lucy Seymour-Bowdery 
10/09/2012 


