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SUMMARY OF KEY POINTS 

1. The Parish Councils welcome an economically-led Local Plan which seeks to increase job provision 

in the district and to provide economic regeneration to Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. But it is 

the level of ambition and the spatial consequences of this that is the problem. Not only could the 

additional jobs fail to be delivered, but major detrimental impacts will still be felt by the villages, a 

‘lose-lose’ situation. Aspiration is fine but a cautious early approach is what is needed, 

with an early review as wider economic circumstances change. 

2. The priority sectors for growth in the Economic Strategy – high value manufacturing, 

health and social care, tourism, horticulture and the creative industries – are not 

likely to create significant numbers of jobs. Moreover, Arun has fundamental issues with its 

economy which the strategy will not overcome. This is because it fails to acknowledge address 

how these issues will be dealt with and then how it will compete with the better-quality offer of 

its neighbouring sub-regions. The failure to secure Enterprise Zone status was an example of this.  

3. The Local Plan allocates for more employment land than will reasonably be taken up over the 

plan period, even when allowing for range and choice. This is contrary to national guidance in the 

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

4. The Parish Council wishes to make clear that it considers Housing Option 1 to be its 

preferred option. Housing Option 2 would place significant levels of housing in the villages but 

this would make no obvious contribution towards delivering the economically-led strategy. The 

economy of the villages does not provide workers or sites for any of the drivers of economic 

growth and it is evident that the predominantly higher value housing in the villages will be 

occupied by people out-commuting to neighbouring sub-regions with better quality jobs. Housing 

Option 1 enables the District Council to work towards its economic aims without building large 

numbers of dwellings in the villages. 

5. It appears instead that growth in the villages is simply being used as a way to 

maximise contributions from development. The villages have a far stronger housing market 

than Bognor Regis or Littlehampton so will create more value. However, this will serve to deliver 

the wrong type of housing compared to what is needed, and in the wrong locations. This could 

exacerbate the economic disparity between the villages and the main settlements in the district. 

6. The scale of housing in Housing Option 2 in the villages would serve to reduce the 

separation between the villages if delivered on very large sites. This would be contrary 

to policies in the plan. Equally however, the only way to deliver the necessary strategic 

infrastructure required to support such growth is through strategic scale sites. Therefore there is 

no spatial strategy for Housing Option 2 in the villages which is deliverable. 

7. Careful examination reveals that the Local Plan has not been based on its evidence base. The 

proposed route for the A29 upgrade was chosen against the advice in its evidence 

base. The consultants’ view of the proposed route is that it is “not considered viable”. 

8. Full evaluation of the evidence base would show that the range of requirements in 

the Local Plan are collectively undeliverable, which is contrary to the NPPF. Indeed, the 

evidence base is also incomplete because it lacks an infrastructure delivery plan which would 

highlight a fundamental aspect of the delivery problem. As a consequence, the infrastructure 

requirements to support growth, both across the district and in the villages, have not been 

properly considered. The cost of the infrastructure requirements is considerable yet the ability of 

development to address these costs is limited – it will only cover between 20% and 40% of costs. 

The plan lacks any understanding of how the infrastructure funding gap is going to be bridged.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 This document forms representations from Barnham, Eastergate, Walberton and Aldingbourne 

Parish Councils (“the Parish Councils”) in respect of the Arun draft Local Plan (“the Local Plan”). 

These representations do not address the whole plan, only matters pertaining to the Foreward, 

the Vision and Objectives and Policies SP3, SP4, DM3, SP8, SP20 and SP26 contained within the 

Draft Local Plan. 

1.2 The Parish Councils wish to register their objection to fundamental parts of the Local 

Plan as currently proposed. These objections principally concern the proposed role of the 

villages and the spatial strategy which is proposed for them.  

1.3 The Parish Councils welcome an economic strategy which seeks to increase job provision in the 

district and to provide economic regeneration to Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. But it is the 

spatial consequences of being very ambitious that is the problem. It is our contention that 

development in the villages is being used as a way of plugging the gap in deliverability that such 

ambitious economic plans create.   

1.4 Ultimately, the equation is simple. Housing is required to pay for infrastructure. Infrastructure is 

required in order to stimulate economic growth. Yet the economic strategy is confused and 

unrealistic. It also doesn’t seem to be related to the housing growth, whereas the Economic and 

Employment Assessment – a key part of the evidence base - recognises that there is a 

relationship. 

1.5 Given the uncertainty of the current economic climate and the potential long term effects of 

recent global events on the prospects for recovery, it is clearly better to be cautious and take a 

‘plan, monitor, manage’ approach. If this approach is not adopted then the Plan will simply effect 

a major house building programme in the higher value areas which will not provide the 

associated benefits of job creation that are sought. 

1.6 What this means is that the Parish Councils object in the strongest possible terms to the 

Option 2 housing numbers contained in Table 13.1. These levels of housing have been 

rejected by the Arun District Council Local Plan Sub-Committee and Full Council and will not 

improve the ability to deliver the economic strategy in any way.  

1.7 The Parish Councils have further objection to the interpretation of the evidence base which has 

been used to underpin the employment and economic polices contained in Section 9 of the Local 

Plan. This does not represent a credible strategy, based on the evidence. 

1.8 The Parish Councils also object to the justification for the A29 realignment contained in Policy 

SP20. The evidence has not been properly considered in order to arrive at the most appropriate 

solution. Also, an appropriate range of options has not been considered.  

1.9 The fundamental common thread running through the objections of the Parish Councils is that 

the strategy in the Local Plan, whilst aspirational, is undeliverable, which is contrary 

to national guidance in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 173 

of the NPPF states that: 

“Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of 

development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of 

obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 

threatened.” 
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1.10 This is precisely the case and our representations will demonstrate this. The required list of 

infrastructure has a funding gap running into tens of millions of pounds and the Community 

Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will have little prospect of filling any more than around one-third of this 

gap. Whilst we are in a long term economic downturn, there is little prospect of house prices in 

Arun increasing to help narrow this gap. Added to the significant other requirements sought, 

there is little prospect of delivering the plan. 
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2 OVERALL STRATEGY 

2.1 We firstly consider the overall strategy in the Local Plan. 

2.2 We welcome the fact that the Local Plan is explicit about the fact that the strategy is economic-

led. This makes it clear what the number one priority is and therefore provides clarity when 

considering the role and impact of other policies.  

2.3 However, we consider that both the strategy and the spatial approach to deliver this lack sense. 

There are inconsistencies and contractions, and this manifests itself most starkly in the villages. 

2.4 For a strategy to be economically-led, it must focus on a number of credible sectors for growth. 

Most other districts in the country have some form of economic growth plan so Arun is 

competing not only with its neighbours for jobs (and the particular type of jobs) but with other 

parts of the UK and beyond. But this plan is based on a number of sectors for which strong 

growth is not credible and certainly not if that growth is to provide the outcomes envisaged by 

the plan. The strategy for growth of the economy is simply not credible.    

Relationship between housing and employment 

2.5 Clearly there must always be some form of relationship between housing and employment. This 

differs depending on the nature of the functional economic areas which draw people to it to 

work. Again, the strategy is clear in Section 9 and Policy SP3 that one of the main issues it 

wishes to address is the high levels of out-commuting from Arun district to other areas. 

2.6 This is a laudable aim and is a common aim amongst districts with a net outflow of workers. 

However, on closer inspection of the evidence, it is unclear as to whether this is achievable. 

Analysis of the 2001 Census data in the Local Plan and accompanying evidence base shows that 

there is a net outflow of 13,300 workers from the district. Along with this, it shows that Arun 

residents working outside the district earn substantially more than those working within the 

district1. This is not surprising and is the main motivation for travelling longer distances to work 

– in order to earn more money. 

2.7 However, this is only applicable for higher earners. Those on low incomes are less likely to 

commute long distances outside the district because of the high costs of travel, be it by car, train 

or bus. The economy has a higher proportion of low skilled jobs, so this reinforces the point – 

why travel a long way to access a low skilled, low paid job when there is one closer to home? 

2.8 As we are told in Section 4, the main destinations for out-commuters from Arun are Chichester, 

Worthing, Horsham and Brighton. In particular, Chichester, Horsham and Brighton have 

economies that Arun is going to have to compete with if it is to improve. But these districts all 

have economies with a higher proportion of higher skilled jobs than Arun. This is shown in Figure 

2.1. 

                                                           
1
 The Economic Strategy states that at 2008, the median gross weekly earnings for those working in Arun was 

£404 but for Arun residents as a whole, the figure was £455. Therefore, the earnings of those Arun residents 
commuting out of the district is even higher than the £455 figure. 
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Figure 2.1  Comparison of skill levels in Arun with competing districts 

 

Source: Office for National Statistics 

2.9 Figure 2.1 shows that Arun has a noticeably higher proportion of people working in very low 

skilled or unskilled occupations. It also has a high proportion of people working in the service 

industry, reflecting its strength in sectors such as health and social care. But it has low numbers 

working in highly skilled trades – more than 10% less than Brighton and Horsham.   

2.10 So where in Arun do these higher skilled out-commuters live? Clearly they reside in the higher 

value parts of the district which it is acknowledged are the villages and other rural areas.  

2.11 What the Local Plan strategy in Section 9 - and through Policy SP3 - seeks to do is provide jobs 

locally which these out-commuters from the villages will fill. Yet the low existing economic base 

cannot be dramatically transformed over the short term. The strategy needs to accept that it will 

take a very long time to improve the quality of jobs in the district and, in this case, to provide 

sufficient numbers of highly skilled jobs to compel out-commuters to take a job locally. If these 

jobs do not pay well enough to make it financially worthwhile, then people will continue to out-

commute.  

2.12 Moreover, if significant amounts of new housing are provided in the villages, then this will serve 

to exacerbate the problem. Indeed, this highlights one of the relationships which the Local Plan 

fails to properly acknowledge and address, namely that building more housing in the villages will 

serve to worsen the out-commuting problem, not reduce it. This is within the context of a weak 

economy that has the potential to improve but not to be fundamentally re-invented. 

The housing options  

2.13 Two housing options are presented in the Local Plan in Table 13.1. However, there is only a 

single option for strategic employment allocations (in Policy SP3) to provide the jobs for the 

residents of these homes. The question that one must ask is what is the difference between 

Housing Options 1 and 2 in terms of their implications for delivery of the economic strategy? It is 

not apparent from either the strategy in the Local Plan or the evidence base documents that 

there is any difference.  
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2.14 The Local Plan should acknowledge explicitly in Sections 9 and 13 that, whichever housing option 

is taken forward, it will not have a material effect on the economic strategy. The difference in 

the overall housing options is basically a choice as to whether the villages have significant 

growth allocated to them or not. Yet there is nothing anywhere in the Local Plan to suggest why 

Option 2 should be taken forward.  

2.15 The LDF Sub-Committee – endorsed by the Full Council - voted for the lower housing numbers in 

Option 1 and made it clear that the way to achieve the economic strategy was through education 

actions, not through higher housing numbers. This is a point that the Parish Councils fully 

endorse. Moreover, the economy of the villages does not provide for any of the drivers of growth 

– apart from horticulture which cannot be a major driver, as we shall demonstrate – and they do 

not have any strategic employment allocations proposed in Policy SP3. What then could Housing 

Option 2 add to the economic strategy such that it is worth fundamentally altering the role of the 

villages? By contrast, Housing Option 1 enables the District Council to achieve its economic aims 

without building large numbers of dwellings in the villages where they will not actually be 

contributing towards housing the workforce which will be improving the economy. 

2.16 However, the Local Plan fails to acknowledge that the economic strategy is not impacted by the 

housing option taken forward and the Parish Councils are concerned that the reason is because 

additional housing is seen as a way of funding the major strategic infrastructure which is 

considered necessary to improve economic competitiveness.  

2.17 The Parish Council wishes to make clear that it considers Housing Option 1 in Table 

13.1 to be its preferred option. We shall address this in more detail later in these 

representations.  

2.18 In light of the fact that this is a Regulation 25 consultation on preferred options, it is unclear as 

to why the District Council has seen fit to acknowledge on its website the fact that paragraph 

13.1.12 of the Local Plan is incorrect and should have the word ‘preferred’ removed. It is clear 

that this is the District Council’s preferred option because Policy SP8 reflects it.  

2.19 Whilst two housing options are presented in Table 13.1 for the overall numbers, only one spatial 

option is presented for Housing Option 2 and none for Housing Option 1. As stated, this is a 

Preferred Options consultation and, whilst presenting the preferred option, it should also 

demonstrate that it has considered alternative spatial options.  

2.20 These two matters serve to cast further doubt on the credibility of the Local Plan strategy.  

Evidence base 

2.21 The principle of front loading is well established in plan-making. As the NPPF states at paragraph 

158: 

“Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on 

adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence.” 

2.22 The Parish Councils do not consider the evidence base is adequate, nor that certain aspects of it 

are sufficiently up-to-date. Indeed, the District Council is acknowledging that significant amounts 

of work are needed to provide the necessary evidence to underpin the plan. Recently, Barnham 

Parish Council has received notification of a series of decisions to be made by Arun District 

Council in respect of spending on further studies. These include: 

 Housing needs assessment under the duty to cooperate 

 A "Visioning Study" for strategic housing locations  
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 Studies on Arun's settlement hierarchy and retail needs  

 Infrastructure Delivery Plan and a Viability Assessment 

 Transport assessment conducted in consultation with other local authorities  

2.23 All of these studies should be critical to determining the spatial strategy. This poses a number of 

questions: 

 How is it possible to determine the most appropriate strategy for growth when the 

settlement hierarchy has not been confirmed? 

 How can the housing requirements be properly ascertained unless a housing needs study 

has been undertaken in conjunction with the surrounding authorities? 

 How can the strategic locations for growth have been determined in advance of a visioning 

study? 

 How can a plan which is predicated on such major infrastructure requirements not have 

been fully scoped out in an infrastructure delivery plan and had the viability of delivering this 

assessed? 

2.24 This would be of concern for a plan in its relatively early consultation stages. However, this is the 

final opportunity for the Parish Councils and other key stakeholders to comment prior to the 

publication of the submission version, the consultation for which is likely to be in early 2013. This 

is of grave concern of the Parish Councils and can only led to the conclusion that the strategy 

has been pre-determined, with consultants required to provide evidence to ‘back-fill’ the story.  

2.25 With the concern that the NPPF transition period ends in April 2013, it appears that the District 

Council is seeking to get a plan submitted prior to then. Moreover, in order to do so it is 

prepared to commit expenditure to these further studies before the outcome of this consultation 

is known. This is wholly unacceptable and fundamentally at odds with the principle of good plan-

making. 
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3 ECONOMIC STRATEGY 

3.1 The Parish Councils firstly wish to make clear that they support the overall objective of the 

economic strategy in Section 9, namely to increase job creation and for these to be higher 

quality jobs. As already stated, the concern with that strategy is the spatial implications for the 

villages. In considering this, it is necessary to consider whether the strategy is realistic and 

based on sound evidence.  

Approach and evidence 

3.2 The Local Plan seeks to deliver the Economic Strategy ‘Open for Business’. This was published in 

2009 and covers the period 2009 to 2026. Consultation to inform the strategy took place in 

2008. This was at a point when the first recession was just commencing and it was thought that 

whilst this would be a deep economic downturn, we would probably start seeing growth again by 

2010/11. However, much has served to change our collective view of the national and global 

economy and there has been far more change than we could ever have envisaged since then.  

3.3 One example of how strategies have had to be revised is the way in which growth forecasts have 

been significantly and consistently downgraded. The Economic and Employment Strategy states 

at paragraph 6.9 that: 

“…the most recent employment growth forecasts for the South East region, 

prepared by Experian for SEEDA and the South East England Partnership 

Board (SEEPB), are some 48% lower than their previous (2006) forecasts.” 

3.4 Whilst it goes on it acknowledge that the latest forecasts should not be used as a target because 

they reflect a necessarily pessimistic view of the future, it equally suggests that any economic 

strategy being taken forward now must be cautious and must acknowledge the need for early 

review. We simply cannot forecast with any degree of accuracy what the economy is going to 

look like in three years’ time, so a plan that is not reviewed within five years could have 

significant negative consequences. This is particularly the case for Local Plans which provide the 

spatial representation of strategies which are all too often overly aspirational.  

3.5 This Economic Strategy, given all that has happened to the world economy, is now overly dated 

but despite this, the Local Plan still looks to deliver it and many of its policies are predicated on 

it. The Parish Councils are concerned that taking forward as the clear priority, an 

Economic Strategy founded in such different times, represents a significant risk. This 

would potentially be acceptable if the implications of failing to deliver the strategy were minimal. 

However, the villages in particular are going to be fundamentally changed by development 

associated with this strategy and so the evidence base to support such major change must be 

watertight. Whilst the Parish Councils are not suggesting that the evidence base is not robust, 

we are suggesting that the interpretation of it is not.  

3.6 As is noted in paragraph 158 of the NPPF: 

“Local planning authorities should ensure that their assessment of and 

strategies for housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that 

they take full account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

3.7 The market and economic signals are being ignored in this case. 

3.8 The inconsistency between the dated Economic Strategy and the Local Plan is also evident. 

There is confusion and inconsistency between the two documents and the evidence base 
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underpinning the Local Plan. The Economic Strategy states that there is a need to generate 

additional jobs to meet the demands of planned housing growth. Yet the Local Plan, as 

acknowledged in paragraph 1.2, is economically-led and, as discussed, only has a single option 

in relation to strategic employment allocations irrespective of the different housing options.  

3.9 The Economic Strategy is working on the assumption that there will be 11,300 net additional 

dwellings in Arun by 2026, an annual average since 2009 (when the Strategy was published) of 

688 dwellings per annum. This is part of the rationale for the strategy. Yet even the Option 2 

numbers in Table 13.1 are substantially lower than this, so the number of jobs simply created by 

housing growth will also be lower. 

3.10 Notwithstanding the spatial implications that the Economic Strategy creates through the Local 

Plan, we do not consider that the Strategy itself is sufficiently robust. We now explore the 

reasons why we believe this to be the case. 

Economic drivers 

3.11 To assess what will drive the future economy, it is necessary to acknowledge where the 

economy is at the moment. In this respect, the Local Plan is clear on the scale of the structural 

weaknesses in the economy and acknowledges that there is a significant task ahead. It is only 

possible to build from the base you have and whilst aspiration is important, it must be accepted 

that transformational change, certainly within a single 15-year plan period, is extremely difficult 

to achieve. All of the necessary ingredients must be in evidence. However, Arun district has 

significant acknowledged weaknesses but not necessarily all of the ingredients to deliver change.  

3.12 So not only does Arun have to overcome these weaknesses to get up to level of areas it will be 

competing with for jobs, but it then has to be successful in the way it competes. Most economic 

strategies are clear about what a place’s ‘unique selling point’ is that will make it a more 

favourable place to do business than its competitors. But this strategy is not clear what that is. 

One possible answer is that it is cheap. But this would then have to be supported by low house 

prices, a requirement that new housing in the villages will not address as has already been 

explained. 

3.13 The area has sought special help in how it improves the competitiveness of its economy. 

However, it failed in its bid for Enterprise Zone (EZ) status. With the Solent EZ successful in its 

bid, this further serves to disadvantage Arun district. Indeed, the Solent EZ at Daedalus, 

Gosport, is less than 30 miles from Bognor. It is focusing, like Arun, on high value manufacturing 

and will provide tax breaks for businesses, as well as superfast broadband and a collaborative 

international marketing effort. Arun will be unable to compete with this area as it establishes 

itself in these sectors and seeks to take forward its own advanced manufacturing and knowledge 

park – any company looking to locate in the area would logically choose the Solent EZ area and 

its significant benefits over what Arun could offer. 

3.14 Arun is trying to compete locally with several other economic areas which are much stronger and 

have clear and convincing plans for growth, which Arun does not. Within the wider sub-region, 

the Partnership for Urban South Hampshire (PUSH) area, Brighton & Hove and the Gatwick 

Diamond will all provide opportunities if Arun can support them. However, in reality they are 

more likely to pose direct threats as they will draw workers towards a more attractive offer in 

terms of the amount of jobs and the quality of those jobs. And the Arun resident workers that 

will be most likely to be drawn to such areas to work are the very people that will live in the new 

housing proposed for the villages.  
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3.15 This need to gain the benefit of working with other economic areas is a point that was 

acknowledged in the Arun Economic Strategy ‘Open for Business’  at page 14: 

“The ability of Arun’s businesses to operate convincingly within it [the 

network of capital flows coming from other main economic centres], is key 

to their overall competitive performance and to their future prospects.” 

3.16 However, it fails to say how it would resolve the problem that, in reality, they will be competing 

with their neighbouring areas. The Economic Strategy goes on to demonstrate that Arun is 

uncompetitive on all the HM Treasury drivers – skills, investment, entrepreneurship, innovation 

and competition. So it is unclear how such fundamental structural issues are going to be 

resolved in such a way that even the main aim of increasing job density can be achieved in any 

meaningful sense. 

3.17 Closer examination of the priorities for growth in the neighbouring economic sub-regions 

reinforces the fact that Arun will be competing against them in order to grow some of its priority 

sectors. These sectors are as follows: 

Arun (Coastal West 
Sussex) 

High value 
manufacturing 

Health and 
social care 

Tourism/ 
Horticulture 

Cultural 
industries 

Brighton & Hove 

Financial & 

business 
services 

Cultural 

industries 
  

Gatwick Diamond Wholesale Warehousing Logistics 

Financial & 

business 
services 

Partnership for Urban 

South Hampshire 
(PUSH) 

Advanced 

manufacturing 

Business 

services 

Logistics and 

distribution 
 

        = competing sector 

3.18 The sectors highlighted in red are those that are in direct competition with Arun’s priority 

sectors. Cultural industries in Brighton & Hove and advanced manufacturing in the PUSH area 

cover two of Arun’s four sectors. Whilst it is clearly possible for both areas to prosper in similar 

sectors, these other areas are already acknowledged to be strong in these sectors so have a 

much more solid base from which to grow. Arun’s growth in these sectors is always likely to be 

less significant and where there is competition, is likely to lose out. 

3.19 On the other side of the coin, it is difficult to see how Arun can take advantage of sectoral 

priorities elsewhere by providing complementary services. For example, business and financial 

services a key priority across all three sub-regional strategies yet the Economic Strategy 

acknowledges that Arun and Coastal West Sussex has lost jobs in business and professional 

services. Equally, it is difficult to see how Arun could provide services to complement the 

logistics, distribution and warehousing sectors, themselves purely service-based sectors.  

3.20 One common theme across all the economic strategies is the importance of improving transport 

links. The other strategies are clear as to how such improvements are going to have a direct 

positive effect on the respective priority sectors. By contrast, none of Arun’s key sectors 

fundamentally have to have good transport links in the same way as, for example, the Gatwick 

Diamond’s focus on warehousing and logistics needs good linkages. So it appears that Arun’s 
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strategy is simply trying to make any improvement it can to the district’s transport network, not 

to make it a place for transport-related businesses to invest. Inevitably therefore, it will lose out 

on public sector funding to support such transport infrastructure which will make it less likely 

that key schemes will be delivered. 

Priority sectors 

3.21 The four main sectors which the economic strategy focuses on (and are acknowledged in Section 

9 of the Local Plan) are high value (knowledge-based) manufacturing, tourism, health and social 

care and horticulture. We don’t dispute that these are the four sectors with greatest potential to 

grow in Arun over the plan period. However, Paragraph 10.8 of the Economic and Environmental 

Assessment sums it up: 

“… no B class sector is likely to experience high or transformational levels of 

growth which could lead to economic ‘step change’.” 

3.22 Moreover, the strategy’s focus is not only about creating jobs but creating higher value jobs and 

we do question the ability of these sectors to create large numbers of ‘quality’ jobs. This is 

supported by our analysis in the relevant evidence base documents.  

3.23 A key point is made in the Economic Strategy. There is a skills and pay problem in Arun. But 

three of the four growth sectors are characterised by low skills and low pay. The solution is to 

‘upskill’ and ‘move along the value chain’. Yet how do you achieve that in tourism, health and 

social care and horticulture?  

Tourism and horticulture 

3.24 Neither tourism nor horticulture have the potential to bring in many jobs or for these to be high 

value jobs. Moreover, the Economic and Employment Assessment forecasts a decline in the 

horticulture sector or, at best, maintenance at current levels.  

3.25 Both are seasonal industries where the jobs are predominantly part-time and low skilled. In 

particular, it is this seasonal nature that potentially reduces the likelihood of local people 

accessing these jobs. It is more common that seasonal migrants come into the area to fill the 

jobs at the appropriate time of year and then leave when the season is over. Alternatively, jobs 

are filled by students outside of term time as a way of funding their studies. 

3.26 This not only limits the ability to improve employment density in the district; it also has 

implications for the amount and pattern of housing required. The horticulture sector is currently 

in the rural areas close to the villages. Those working in the sector mostly live in Bognor in low 

cost rented accommodation. If housing is to be built in the villages to accommodate these 

workers, then it will have to be low cost housing, either market of affordable. However, as will 

be shown in the next section, housing built in the villages is likely to be larger, more expensive 

properties so will not be affordable for these people. What will also be shown in the section on 

deliverability is that this higher value housing is required to be able to maximise the 

contributions from development which are required to at least part-fund the infrastructure 

requirements of the economic strategy. 

Health and social care 

3.27 Levels of employment in health and social care are almost exclusively a function of change in the 

population. Increases in the population are likely to create more jobs in the sector (subject to 

wider public funding for health provision being made available) as is the ageing population. In 
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this respect, it is not doubted that there will be more jobs in total created in this sector but it is 

unclear how it will create more jobs per head of the population, which is the stated objective. 

3.28 The SWOT analysis in Table 2.3 of the Economic and Employment Assessment is clear that the 

threats to Arun’s economy include over-reliance on the public sector, which is what growth in 

health and social care would represent. 

High value manufacturing 

3.29 The Economic and Employment Assessment is clear about the potential in the knowledge-based 

sectors. Arun has a lower proportion of businesses in these sectors than competing local areas 

Brighton and Chichester. It states at paragraph 2.25 that: 

“This relatively low concentration may limit the area’s growth potential.” 

3.30 As with health and social care, the SWOT analysis in Table 2.3 of the Assessment is clear that 

the threats include over-reliance on manufacturing. 

3.31 Perhaps the most important point to acknowledge is that growth in knowledge-based 

manufacturing does not require lots of people and therefore lots of dwellings to house them. The 

sector has significant value and the jobs are highly skilled but is not a significant employer of 

people. To reinforce this, the Economic and Employment Assessment forecast that, without 

policy intervention, there was to be growth totalling just 320 jobs across all manufacturing sub-

sectors between 2008 and 2026. Growth in knowledge-based manufacturing would only 

represent a proportion of this. This then begs the question as to how policy is going to increase 

this and how many jobs are actually going to be created? In a global market for such services, 

the likely job gains are not going to be significant. 

New sectors 

3.32 Establishment and growth of new sectors requires inward investment. However, this is 

acknowledged to be a struggle in Arun. The Economic Strategy states that the district is seen as 

being in a peripheral location. If the transport network is the main reason for this, then the 

question arises as to how the proposed road improvements are going to change this? They will 

undoubtedly assist in the movement of traffic along the network, but this is surely not enough to 

fundamentally change the image of a peripheral location sufficiently to attract significant 

amounts of inward investment. 

3.33 If it is difficult to attract inward investment then it is difficult to grow without high levels of local 

entrepreneurship. However, this is at low levels in Arun too. As was pointed out by councillors on 

the LDF Sub-Committee, the strategy needs to focus on educational improvements and then, in 

a generation’s time, there will be the entrepreneurs coming out of local schools, colleges and 

universities who will be able to start up the businesses that create the jobs. This cannot and will 

not happen overnight such that this 15-year plan will be delivered.  

3.34 The Economic Strategy has an objective of encouraging inward investment in new sectors, yet 

none are actually identified. Clearly one cannot know which sectors are likely to start up in Arun 

but if you don’t focus on sectors which you have a clear rationale for focussing on, then you will 

lose out to all the other areas competing for this new investment. 
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Employment forecasts and land requirements 

Employment forecasts 

3.35 The various forecasts on employment growth included in the evidence base documents represent 

a ‘policy off’ position. So clearly the aim of the Local Plan and Economic Strategy is to change 

this and improve the level of job growth, through the policies and actions put in place. However, 

it is important to understand to what degree policy is able to improve economic performance.  

3.36 The Economic and Employment Assessment presents the Experian 2010 forecasts growth of 

3,130 jobs between 2008 and 2026. Paragraph 6.14 considers these to be ‘optimistic’ yet they 

only create 372 B-class jobs. If the same levels of economic activity as seen in the recent past 

are continued in the future (79.8% between July 2009 and June 2010 – source: ONS), then the 

additional housing will accomodate the following numbers of additional economically active 

people: 

 Option 1 – 400 dpa = 5,100 economically active persons 

 Option 2 – 565 dpa = 7,200 economically active persons 

3.37 As at 2001, the self-containment rate stood at 63%. If the aspiration to reduce out-commuting 

means that this rate increases to 70% - which would represent a very significant increase – then 

it would mean creating approximately 3,600 jobs under Option 1 and 5,000 jobs under Option 2. 

In other words, Local Plan policy and the Economic Strategy would have to create an additional 

500 jobs under Option 1 and 1,900 jobs under Option 2, compared to what is an ‘optimistic’ 

policy-off scenario. This reinforces the fact that the Option 1 housing numbers in Table 13.1 are 

more appropriate.  

3.38 Again, the Parish Councils wish to voice their concerns that an overly ambitious economic 

strategy could not only fail to deliver the additional jobs, but will mean major detrimental 

impacts in the villages without even seeing positive economic change, in other words a lose-lose 

situation. Aspiration is fine but a cautious early approach is what is needed, with an early review 

as wider economic circumstances change. 

Land requirements 

3.39 The land requirement stemming from the 2010 employment forecasts in the Economic and 

Employment Assessment equate to 3.4ha. Again, there needs to be an additional allowance for 

the positive effect of the Local Plan policy and the Economic Strategy. Looking at past trends and 

just assuming the same needs over the plan period, the Economic and Employment Assessment 

considers there would be a need for 78.9ha. However, it acknowledges this was a period of 

strong growth which is unlikely to be replicated.  

3.40 So this begs the question as to how the Local Plan can justify allocating a total of 81.35ha in 

Policy SP3? The Economic and Employment Assessment considers that an appropriate approach 

is to look at a hybrid of all the forecasts, in other words a requirement below the aspirational 

forecast. Indeed, the ‘Housing and Employment Growth’ consultation in 2010/11 led councillors 

on the LDF Sub-Committee to consider an employment target of 49.3ha (25.5ha plus 23.8ha at 

Oldlands Farm) as reasonable.  

3.41 This will result in large proportions of unused employment land and will exacerbate a nationwide 

issue. This is even more the case bearing in mind there will be a significant overhang of space 

created by the economic downturn. This issue was highlighted in a recent report by Nathaniel 

Lichfield & Partners, the same consultants that produced the Economic and Employment 

Assessment. Their study found that nearly three-quarters of councils in England and Wales had 
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allocated employment sites which had not seen development in more than a decade. Whilst the 

impacts of the recession are clear, looking over at least a 10-year period takes in a time of 

economic boom. The simple fact is that the allocation of large amounts of employment land is 

not sufficient to attract new business and in the case of Arun district, this is an inefficient and 

unsustainable approach. As is stated in the NPPF at paragraph 22: 

“Planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites allocated 

for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site being 

used for that purpose.” 

3.42 Looking at needs based on housing growth, the Economic and Employment Assessment 

considered there is a need for 55.0 - 61.6ha of space, with the lower figure required to support 

growth levels just above the RSS figure from Option 2. So even allowing for aspiration, 81.35ha 

is excessive. As is acknowledged at paragraph 6.29 of the Assessment: 

“However, all these forecasts may be affected by other economic factors 

expected to influence demand and supply of employment workspace in the 

years to 2026.” 

3.43 There is little evidence in the Economic Strategy to suggest that Arun will be positively affected 

by these ‘other economic factors’. In fact, it singly fails to acknowledge that such issues exist. 
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4 HOUSING STRATEGY 

House prices and the strategy 

4.1 The next section on deliverability will show that the Local Plan has a significant problem in 

demonstrating that the necessary infrastructure to support development can be funded. Whilst 

clearly the plan does not say it, the Parish Councils have concerns that development in the 

villages is being used as a way to maximise development contributions by allocating significant 

amounts of growth in the highest value areas. 

4.2 Certainly as Figure 4.1 shows, the villages have a substantially stronger housing market than the 

main settlements of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton.  

Figure 4.1: Change in house prices by area, April 2000-April 2012 

 

Source: www.home.co.uk   

4.3 This shows that at April 2012, average house prices in the villages were between £50,000 and 

£145,000 higher than in Bognor Regis and Littlehampton. Moreover, because this data is by 

postcode area, the figures for Barnham and Eastergate include the surrounding areas, with the 

Barnham figures including parts of Bognor itself. So in reality, it is likely that the difference is 

higher still. 

4.4 Furthermore, the housing market in the villages is stronger because it has shown stronger long 

term growth. Figure 4.1 shows how prices in Littlehampton and Bognor Regis have increased by 

104% and 146% respectively. By contrast, the Barnham and Eastergate areas have seen much 

higher growth, at 181% and 165% respectively.  

4.5 Clearly it will be possible to secure much higher contributions through development in the 

villages and the need to maximise contributions is considerable. Equally, higher value housing 

will give better prospects of securing the required levels of affordable housing without 

compromising viability. 

4.6 However, such an approach does not serve to support the overall strategy. It is clear that to 

deliver the Economic Strategy – which is the clear priority of the Local Plan - the need is to 

provide lower cost housing for the workforce that will be filling the bulk of the jobs created. As 

we have discussed in the previous section, the reality is that the majority of new jobs created 
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will not be highly paid and will be relatively low skilled in nature – the priority sectors dictate that 

this is the case.   

4.7 As Figure 4.1 shows, the most appropriate locations to house the new workers in these growth 

sectors are Bognor and Littlehampton. Not only will this reduce the distance that these people 

travel to work but will also provide better prospects of being able to get access to affordable 

market housing. 

4.8 This is again where the Local Plan strategy diverts from the evidence. The 2009 Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) states for Arun district that: 

“New strategic developments should be designed to encourage a range of 

housing types, to include aspirational larger family homes to help diversify 

the housing offer, contribute to the sustainability of the District’s 

communities and provide an appropriate range of affordable housing taking 

account of wider infrastructure requirements and the viability of strategic 

developments.” 

4.9 This is true of most areas. But most areas are not focusing all of their efforts on economic 

growth and should therefore be recognising that a different approach is required. The evidence 

base simply does not underpin the Local Plan housing strategy in Policy SP8, therefore it is not 

possible to have any confidence in the ability for the strategy to be delivered. 

Impact of strategic growth on the villages 

4.10 Paragraph 4.12 of the Local Plan states that: 

“Arun’s main settlements are separated by areas of undeveloped 

countryside which are important in helping maintain their separate identity 

and character.” 

4.11 Paragraph 13.1.8 provides further context when it states: 

“Growth at these locations [the villages] would provide for the delivery of 

critical infrastructure, open space and recreation areas while also helping 

to maintain the distinctive character of individual villages” [our 

emphasis] 

4.12 So there are two issues here: 

 Whether the overall levels of growth allow the settlements to maintain their character and 

identity and not be fundamentally altered. 

 Whether individual sites serve to reduce the separation of the villages (and hence retain 

their individual identity).  

Scale of growth 

4.13 At 2001, there were 2,956 households in Barnham and Eastergate, based on 2001 Census data 

at super output area. A further 1,685 units will provide over 1,600 new households, an increase 

of well over 50%. 

4.14 At 2001, the Census data for super output areas gave a population for Barnham and Eastergate 

of 7,070. If you assume that future household sizes will be 2.06 persons (based on forecasts in 

Locally Generated Needs Study, 2010, GL Hearn), then this creates nearly 3,500 additional 

people, an increase of nearly 50%. 
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4.15 It is difficult to envisage how the identity of these villages can be maintained when the number 

of households and people will broadly increase by half. To suggest otherwise simply lacks 

credibility. 

4.16 Indeed, perhaps the key point is acknowledged by the Local Plan in Section 13 - these are 

villages. Yes, they are large villages so can support some growth and two recent permissions 

already mean that Barnham will receive in excess of 200 additional dwellings in the short term. 

But the whole purpose of a village is not a place that is capable of growing by more than half in 

15 years. It is simply inconceivable that the scale of growth in Housing Option 2 and in Policy 

SP8 would fail to do anything other than fundamentally alter the villages. More people and more 

houses do alter the character and identity of a place, an issue that is magnified in a village 

setting. 

Impact of likely locations for growth 

4.17 The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) is a vital part of the evidence base 

because it identifies and assesses the strategic sites that would deliver the chosen strategy. 

Policy SP8 also uses the potential capacity of the SHLAA sites to underpin the justification for the 

Local Plan. Yet these sites have been considered against the SHLAA criteria – availability, 

suitability and achievability – but not against the other criteria which are vital to delivering a 

sustainable plan. In particular, there is the issue of retaining the physical separation of the 

villages.  

4.18 Two of the strategic scale sites which would be needed to deliver the required scale of growth 

under Housing Option 2 would clearly serve to reduce the separation between the villages. As 

shown in the SHLAA, site 124 – land adjacent to Eastergate – and site WE4 – land to east of 

Eastergate Street – would be delivered on open countryside between the villages and would 

substantially reduce the amount of physical separation of the villages. This would clearly be 

contrary to one of the overarching aims of the Local Plan, explicitly identified in Policy SP8: 

“Each of the three villages has a unique character and the separation of 

these settlements shall be conserved as part of any proposed development 

scheme.” 

4.19 Yet if the Option 2 numbers are to be delivered, the only sustainable strategy would be for this 

to be located on a smaller number of large sites. Pepper-potting a larger number of smaller sites 

– in the region of between 50 and 300 dwellings – around the villages would have cumulative 

impacts which would be difficult to assess at the plan-making stage and so could result in some 

of the sites being undeliverable. On particular example is the impact on the road network.  

4.20 Furthermore, smaller sites could also mean it is more difficult to deliver the strategic 

infrastructure which is necessary to support this overall scale of growth. Larger sites can create 

the value to deliver these needs directly without having to pool contributions from a number of 

sites. 

4.21 Another issue which is created by large sites being used to deliver strategic allocations in the 

villages is the loss of high-grade agricultural land that this would entail. Because the plan does 

not allocate sites to deliver the requirement – and demonstrate that the sites have been chosen 

which reflect the lowest possible impact on agricultural land – development would be contrary to 

Policy DM8. 

4.22 The Parish Councils therefore consider that Policy SP8 and the Option 2 numbers in the villages 

are not deliverable. The only reasonable approach is to allocate a smaller number of strategic-

scale urban extensions to the villages yet by doing so, it would serve to reduce the physical 
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separation of the villages and used high grade agricultural land, and so be in clear conflict with 

plan policy.  
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5 DELIVERABILITY 

Cumulative impact of strategy requirements 

5.1 This Local Plan consultation is a Regulation 25 consultation on the Preferred Options. In order to 

present credible high level options, it is necessary to have at least some understanding of 

whether these options are underpinned by credible evidence which demonstrates that they all 

have a reasonable prospect of being delivered.  

5.2 Paragraph 158 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) says:  

“Each local planning authority should ensure that the Local Plan is based on 

adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the economic, social and 

environmental characteristics and prospects of the area. Local planning 

authorities should ensure that their assessment of and strategies for 

housing, employment and other uses are integrated, and that they take full 

account of relevant market and economic signals.” 

5.3 Despite this clear guidance, the District Council has not even prepared an Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan (IDP) to guide what infrastructure is likely to be needed, its cost and how it will be funded. 

It is clear that the plan is in conflict with paragraph 158 of the NPPF, and that the District Council 

has rushed out a consultation on its draft Local Plan in order to try and produce a submission 

version as soon as possible after the NPPF transition period for getting an up-to-date plan in 

place has ended in April 2013. Whilst the Government has urged local planning authorities to get 

up-to-date plans in place as quickly as possible, this does not obviate the need to produce plans 

which reflect a sound and complete evidence base.  

5.4 Paragraph 173 of the NPPF goes on to say:  

“Plans should be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of 

development identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of 

obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably is 

threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely to be 

applied to development, such as requirements for affordable housing, 

standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements should, when 

taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, provide 

competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable 

the development to be deliverable.” 

5.5 In summary, the Local Plan requires the following: 

 30% affordable housing across the large majority of developments – this is explicitly stated 

in Policy SP9. 

 An infrastructure funding gap of potentially over £100m be filled – this is not acknowledged 

in the Local Plan but has been assessed through our own analysis of the District Council’s 

evidence base 

 10% of dwellings to be designed to Wheelchair Design standard – this is explicitly stated in 

Policy SP9. 

 Dwellings where possible to meet Lifetime Homes standards – this is “encouraged” in Policy 

DM18 and is sufficiently weak as a statement to be meaningless given the viability issues 

that are likely to impact most developments. 
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5.6 These policies and aspirations, when added together, will significantly impact on deliverability. 

However, the Local Plan in no way demonstrates that its strategy is achievable whilst also 

delivering the wider plan objectives. Recent Government guidance identifies the dangers of this. 

In 2011, the Government set up the Local Housing Delivery Group, which published a document 

entitled Viability Testing of Local Plans: Advice for Planning Practitioners in June 2012. This has 

been endorsed by the Local Government Association, the National Home Builders Council, the 

Homes and Communities Agency and by the Planning Inspectorate. This states that: 

“It is critical that consideration is given to the cumulative impact of the 

plan policies, rather than treating policies in isolation or overlooking the 

potential impact of policies on the delivery of planned development” [our 

emphasis] 

5.7 It then goes on to say that: 

“This local choice should be supported by a collaborative approach that 

is taken throughout the policy making process. The advice and input of local 

partners, particularly those with knowledge of the local market and 

development economics, and those who will be involved in delivering the 

plan, should be sought at each stage. This should avoid making poorly 

founded assumptions that can lead to plans being contested” [our 

emphasis] 

5.8 The Local Plan has yet to ask all the developers of the potential strategic sites whether they 

consider that they are deliverable. The SHLAA is clear that a number of sites are not known 

whether they are available because the landowners could not be contacted. If they did not come 

forward through a Call-for-Sites process then it is highly questionable as to whether they are 

interested in bringing their sites forward. The Local Plan has not demonstrated a cumulative 

approach which has to be fundamental when so many major sites are proposed. 

5.9 Finally, the guidance neatly sums up the importance of this approach by stating the following: 

“Viability assessments of Local Plans should therefore be seen as part of the 

wider collaborative approach to planning and a tool that can assist with 

the development of plan policies, rather than a separate exercise” [our 

emphasis] 

5.10 A whole-plan viability exercise therefore must be undertaken before the Local Plan can remotely 

determine that it is deliverable. If the Local Plan sought a less ambitious strategy, instead 

committing to an early review, then this may not be so imperative.  

Infrastructure needs 

5.11 The lack of clear evidence that the strategy has been properly assessed is demonstrated when 

examining the infrastructure evidence provided in the ‘Arun Infrastructure and Funding Study’ by 

EDAW/AECOM and partners, published in August 2009. 

5.12 This study looked at three spatial options to deliver 7,150 dwellings over a period up to 2026. 

Assuming this was a 15-year period, this equates to 477 dwellings per annum. This is broadly 

the midpoint between the Local Plan Housing Options 1 and 2. Of these three alternatives, 

Spatial Options 1 and 3 represent the most similar to the Local Plan. Spatial Option 1 focuses 

growth in Bognor Regis and Littlehampton, with 4,500 dwellings on strategic sites in those 
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locations. By contrast, Spatial Option 3 focuses on the villages, with a total requirement for 

2,500 dwellings to be delivered there.  

5.13 Focusing on the villages, the development of 2,500 dwellings would create a need for new 

expanded secondary school provision. The Infrastructure and Funding Study states that this 

would principally have to be provided through expansion of Felpham Community College in 

Bognor Regis by two further forms of entry (FEs). This is 6 miles away from Eastergate so no 

children would reasonably be able to walk there and, without proper provision of a network cycle 

lanes, few could be expected to cycle. All would either have to get a school bus – which would 

require expanded provision of services at additional costs – or be driven there. This is not a 

sustainable strategy and certainly not when compared to having higher growth in the largest 

urban centres such as Bognor Regis and Littlehampton where critical infrastructure such as 

schools is already provided.   

5.14 In addition, growth in the villages would require Philip Howard Catholic High School to expand 

but, as it says on p.52 of the Infrastructure and Funding Study, “this would require the support 

of the Catholic Diocese which oversees the school”. There is no understanding as to whether the 

school would be amenable to this. 

5.15 A further point about Felpham Community College is that it is currently over-capacity so would 

need early expansion, as part of first phase of development. With the high costs associated with 

this, there would be a significant burden placed on developer funding unless public funding was 

provided. This would significantly affect cashflow so could compromise the viability of 

development.  

5.16 This assessment represents the needs of growth in the villages. However, Spatial Option 1 also 

reflects strategic growth in Bognor, which the Local Plan also seeks. Growth in Bognor would 

itself require expansion of Felpham Community College and the Infrastructure and Funding Study 

considers this could be by as much as 2.5 FEs, so total growth of the college to support this and 

growth in the villages would be 4.5FEs. It is highly questionable as to whether there is the 

physical space to do this and neither the Local Plan nor its evidence base has considered this.  

5.17 The point being made is that these issues can be ‘showstoppers’ to a plan being delivered, even 

one in its early stages which this Local Plan is. Before presenting the Plan, the District Council 

has to have a degree of understanding that its strategy is deliverable. There is no evidence that 

this is the case. 

Funding infrastructure needs 

5.18 The deliverability of the Local Plan will largely be dependent on contributions from development. 

Whilst Policy SP26 states that landowners ’may’ be required to make contributions, it is clear that 

without such contributions, there is no prospect of securing the necessary infrastructure to 

support development. 

5.19 In this respect, the Local Plan fundamentally fails to acknowledge the scale of the task at hand in 

funding infrastructure needs. An aspirational economic strategy which seeks major transport 

improvements, coupled with significant housing growth and the associated infrastructure needs 

that come with this, creates very costly requirements. At the very least, the Local Plan should 

recognise this but it really should also assess whether these needs are so great as to 

compromise deliverability.  
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District-wide funding gap 

5.20 The Infrastructure and Funding Study considers that, based on Spatial Options 1 and 3 which 

most closely mirror the options in the Local Plan, the total cost of infrastructure for the district is 

between £126m and £149m. 

5.21 The Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) is to be the main mechanism through which developer 

contributions will be captured so it is important to assess – at least at a high level – what this 

may contribute. 

5.22 Housing Option 2 in the Table 13.1 of the Local Plan seeks to deliver 8,475 dwellings over the 

plan period. Ignoring the fact that some of these dwellings already have planning permission so 

will not provide contributions through this mechanism, we have assessed the potential level of 

CIL that could be collected. 

i. Total number of dwellings 8,475 dwellings 

ii. Affordable housing requirement  

= 30% for developments of more than 15 dwellings 

= assume average of 25% across all schemes 

6,356 market dwellings 

 liable for CIL 

iii. Average house size = 100m² 635,600m² gross  

floorspace liable for CIL 

iv. Development on existing built sites 

= reduce total area liable for CIL by 10% 

572,040m² net  

floorspace liable for CIL 

v. CIL rate 

= £90 per m², based on emerging CIL rates in other 
areas with equivalent house prices 

£51.5m CIL  

funds raised 

vi. Proportion of £126m-£149m funding gap filled 35%-41% 

vii. Funding gap still to be filled £74.5m-£97.5m 

 

5.23 This shows that CIL – the main mechanism for delivering the necessary infrastructure – is only 

expected to contribute between 35% and 41% towards the total funding gap. This begs the 

question as to where the other £75m to £98m is going to come from?   

Funding gap in the villages 

5.24 Policy SP8 of the Local Plan wishes to consider the delivery of approximately 2,200 dwellings in 

the villages of Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate (a strategic allocation of 2,000 dwellings 

plus 100 dwellings each to the parishes of Barnham and Eastergate). The Infrastructure Funding 

and Delivery Study considers that the cost of infrastructure in the villages to serve the needs of 

2,500 additional dwellings is £60m. Clearly this is a slightly higher requirement because of the 

higher scale of growth but the main strategic infrastructure needs will not change – certainly in 

terms of primary education and transport needs. Also, costs based on today’s figures, have been 

under-estimated in the study. It considers that a 2FE primary school will cost £5.1m. However, 

recent evidence from other education authorities is that these costs are nearer to £7m now.  
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5.25 Overall therefore, it is reasonable to use £60m as a working figure.  

5.26 We have undertaken the same CIL assessment for these needs: 

i. Total number of dwellings 2,200 dwellings 

ii. Affordable housing requirement  

= 30% for developments of more than 15 dwellings 

= assume 30% across all schemes because they will be 
delivered on large, greenfield sites 

1,540 market dwellings 

 liable for CIL 

iii. Average house size = 100m² 154,000m² gross  

floorspace liable for CIL 

iv. Development on existing built sites 

= reduce total area liable for CIL by 5% 

146,300m² net  

floorspace liable for CIL 

v. CIL rate 

= £90 per m², based on emerging CIL rates in other 
areas with equivalent house prices 

£13.2m CIL  

funds raised 

vi. Proportion of £60m funding gap filled 22% 

vii. Funding gap still to be filled £46.8m 

 

5.27 Again, even with the high levels of housing, the funding gap is very large, reaching nearly £47m. 

Indeed, the important point to note is that the more housing that is sought, the greater the 

infrastructure needs and therefore the greater the funding gap. This is a further reason why 

Housing Option 1 should be taken forward in the Local Plan. 

Sustainability of A29 proposals 

Role of the A29 proposals 

5.28 As is clearly stated in the Local Plan at paragraph 4.9, the recognised need in Policy SP20 to 

improve the A29 road is ‘a district-wide priority…for access to employment land at Bognor Regis’. 

Yet, once again, the evidence base does not support this. Paragraph 2.3.6 of the A29 Woodgate 

Study states the following: 

“All four options represent local solutions and none of the proposed options 

have sought to improve the tortuous alignment of the A29 single 

carriageway section between Shripney and Lidsey nor detailed access to the 

A27.” 

5.29 Whilst it is appreciated that it is not possible necessarily to address all of the problems with the 

A29 in the lifetime of a single plan, the current strategy is to deliver significant economic growth 

and such a bold strategy can only be achieved if all of the problems have been addressed. 

Clearly the District Council’s consultants felt compelled to point out that this is only a local 

solution, rather than a strategic solution which will address strategic needs such as economic 

growth. 
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5.30 Good road transport links as a factor driving economic growth effectively means dual 

carriageway provision along the length of the strategic routes. Whilst the report identifies that a 

particular section of the single carriageway part of the A29 has a less-than-ideal alignment, the 

most important fact is that most of the A29 is single carriageway anyway, passing through 

villages before it reaches the dual carriageway section just north of Bognor Regis. Businesses 

need good access and this has to be on dual carriageway routes which create the necessary 

capacity for most of their journeys. Providing ‘local solutions’ which do nothing to address the 

lack of road capacity on the A29 into and out of Bognor Regis is not going to be sufficient to 

attract businesses, certainly not when there are other far more accessible competing locations in 

both directions along the coast.  

5.31 Indeed, even if significant numbers of new businesses were attracted to the area, the additional 

traffic would quickly cause unacceptable levels of congestion on the single carriageway A29 

before they got to the proposed Bognor Regis bypass - another costly scheme supposed to 

improve Bognor as a business location. It doesn’t matter where the congestion is, if there is 

congestion then it will reduce the attractiveness of Bognor Regis as a location for new 

investment.  

5.32 This additional traffic would be also contributed to by commuters from the new development in 

the villages. Whilst there is a train station and there are bus services, these will only be used for 

such comparatively short journeys by commuters if they can get the train station or bus stop 

easily from home and then arrive close to their place of work. The proposed growth locations for 

employment in Bognor in Policy SP3 – Salt Box, Rowan Park, Oldlands Farm and the former LEC 

Airfield and adjoining land – are not located close to these public transport arrival points in the 

centre of Bognor Regis town, so people will drive. The fact is that attitudinal surveys have long 

held that the vast majority of people would rather spend 20 minutes in their car than 40 minutes 

on a train, bus or combination of both from home to their place of work. Indeed, the proposed 

A259 Bognor Regis bypass identified in Policy SP20 will help to ensure that they drive because it 

will increase capacity on part of their route to work.  

5.33 The Parish Councils do not support any of the four proposed routes for the A29 and are opposed 

to the closure of the level crossing. 

Selection of the preferred route option 

5.34 The question must be asked as to why the District Council chose route Option D for the 

improvements to the A29? It is required to produce its strategic plan using the evidence base 

that underpins it, yet the evidence base in this case contradicts it.  

5.35 One of our concerns, already outlined in Section 2, is that the strategy has been pre-determined. 

It is important that the A29 Woodgate Study was published on 30th May 2012, yet the Local Plan 

was published only on 19th July 2012. This gave just over 7 weeks for the recommendations of 

the report to be reflected. Given committee cycles and lead-in times, it is not possible that 

changes could have been made to the Local Plan to reflect what the report said. In other words, 

it is clear that the Local Plan has pre-determined its chosen option in advance of the report 

concluding what the expert consultants consider to be the best option.   

5.36 Such a situation may be acceptable if the chosen option was the one clearly recommended by 

the evidence base. However, it is not. As is noted in the Executive Summary to the report: 

“Option A is considered the preferred option to be taken forward for the 

following reasons: 

• It provides the best transport connectivity opportunities of all the options 
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• It brings widest potential economic benefits of all the options 

• Environmentally it is acceptable 

• It has the least property demolition of all the options 

• It best meets the study objectives of all the options.” 

5.37 The ‘Five Case Business Model’ appended to the A29 Report also demonstrates that there would 

need to be clear justification put forward in the Local Plan for the chosen Option D. It states 

that: 

“This option [Option D] provides fewer opportunities for improving area-

wide connectivity than Option A [the consultants recommended option], and 

possibly Option C, and has negative impacts on the local bus network.” 

5.38 The Local Plan fails to acknowledge in Section 16 that its chosen option will have a detrimental 

impact on its sustainable transport strategy. 

5.39 Despite what the evidence base says, the Parish Councils wish to register their objection 

to all four of these options. The four options considered by the study represent a very narrow 

set of alternatives. There has been no consideration of alternative options which would represent 

just that – genuine alternatives to the four considered to date.  

5.40 This view has been supported through our own consultation event. On Saturday 25th August (a 

warm bank holiday weekend during the school holidays, which would always serve to reduce 

attendance), more than 80 people attended a special Parish Council meeting in Barnham. The 

rejection of all four options was unanimously supported.  

5.41 The Parish Councils consider that the plan is unsound without consideration of further alignment 

options for the A29. One potential route that must be considered is a route further to the west, 

potentially routed across Tangmere Airfield. This option, in our view, would meet the objective of 

improving road links to Bognor Regis, would connect directly to the A27 and would integrate 

with the Bognor Relief Road. 

5.42 Moreover, all options cannot be considered to be robust because none of them are supported by 

evidence of any assessment of future traffic flows or other alternative routes to link the A259 

with the A27, e.g. following completion of A259 Bognor relief road and further ‘dualling’ of A259. 

As such, the final sentence of paragraph 16.2.4 is vital: 

“Further technical work is required to determine the line of the route and 

how it would connect to the A27 to the north and the Bognor Regis Relief 

Road to the south.” 
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