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10 September 2012 bc 
Chris Rees 

Planning Policy & Conservation Team E: crees@savills.com 
Arun Civic Centre DL: +44 (0) 23 8071 3944 
Maltravers Road F: +44 (0) 23 8071 3901 
LITTLEHAMPTON 

2 Charlotte Place West Sussex Southampton BN17 5LF SO14 0TB 
T: +44 (0) 23 8071 3900 

savills.com 

Dear Sir or Madam 

DRAFT LOCAL PLAN 2013 - 2028 CONSULTATION – SUBMISSION ON BEHALF OF HAMPSHIRE 
DEVELOPMENTS LTD 

In response to the Draft Local Plan, please accept the following comments in respect of Housing 
Requirement (Table 13.1) and Policy SP8. We would welcome the opportunity to continue to liaise with the 
Local Planning Authority over the emerging Local Plan and in particular the opportunities for growth in the 
Westergate, Eastergate and Barnham area. 

Housing Requirement - Table 13.1 

It is noted within the draft Local Plan that the Council is still to define its locally derived housing requirement, 
with the two options representing the outcome of its previous consultation event (400 dpa) and that included 
within the adopted South East Plan (565 dpa). While the variation between the two options may appear small, 
such a difference in the numerical annual becomes significant when multiplied over the course of the Plan 
Period to 2028. 

Through the Localism Bill and the recently adopted NPPF, the responsibility for testing and setting its housing 
requirement now lies firmly with the Local Planning Authority. With this responsibility comes a requirement to 
ensure that the evidence base and Local Plan upon which it is based meets the full, objectively assessed 
needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area (NPPF Para 47). This first part of 
assessing the open market and affordable housing need and demand is vital to the soundness of the Local 
Plan and the foundations upon which the Local Planning Authority’s spatial strategy has been formed.  

Recently we have witnessed several Local Planning Authorities fall foul of this process in preparing for 
Examination in artificially seeking to reduce the housing requirement either through not establishing the 
objectively assessed housing needs in the first instance, or choosing to consciously disregard the level of 
housing requirement deemed necessary to meet the tests held within the NPPF. Both scenarios would find 
the Local Plan unsound. 

Officers will be aware of the outputs from the Locally Generated Needs Study completed by GL Hearn in May 
2010 and the recommendation of an annual requirement of 610 dwellings per annum. Given the disparity 
between the 400 dpa and the 610 dpa recommended within the GL Hearn Report, we raise concerns at this 
time over the soundness of any Local Plan based on the former particularly if this is presented as being the 
objectively assessed housing needs of the District. 

In considering the next iteration of the Local Plan, the Council should move quickly to dismiss the 400 dpa 
option given its conflict with the NPPF and set about finalising a strategy for submission to the Secretary of 

Offices and associates throughout the Americas, Europe, Asia Pacific, Africa and the Middle East. 
Savills (L&P) Limited. Chartered Surveyors. Regulated by RICS. A subsidiary of Savills plc. Registered in England No. 2605138. 
Registered office: 20 Grosvenor Hill, London W1K 3HQ 
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State. To continue to Examination with an annual requirement significantly below that shown to be required, 
and without justification will lead to the Local Plan being deemed unsound. 

It is noted that the Council is planning to update its Strategic Housing Market Assessment, which as required 
by the NPPF forms an integral part of the evidence base and thus the soundness of the Strategy.  In advance 
of this updated SHMA being prepared, the strategy should include at a minimum a continuation of that 
previously deemed sound with the South East Plan (565 dpa), with full consideration given to achieving that 
identified as being needed through the GL Hearn Report (610 dpa) or any variation to be defined through the 
updated SHMA as being the objectively assessed needs within the District. 

Policy SP8 

Support is given to the identification of the Eastergate/ Westergate/ Barnham area as a principal area of 
growth within the Local Plan. Where there is concern at this time is to ensure that Policy is sufficiently flexible 
and reflects the work that has already been completed to demonstrate the deliverability of circa 350 dwellings 
adjacent to the village of Westergate. 

As part of a wider project team, Savills has been engaged and consulted with the Parish Council and other 
stakeholders regarding delivering development within the area of land now identified as a Broad Location of 
Growth. Significant work has taken place in scoping the opportunities and constraints in forming the 
proposals, which include the delivery of 350 dwellings with associated access, landscaping and public open 
space. 

The Government recognises that large scale development is an important part of land supply, with 
opportunities to open up opportunities to build economic, social and environmental sustainability from the 
beginning. Moreover, large scale developments allow for delivering the attributes of housing that people 
most value, through a variety of house types, open spaces and improved services and facilities. 

The value of delivering large scale development is recognised within the NPPF (Para 52), where it states that 
‘The supply of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, 
such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden 
Cities’. 

While Policy SP8 provides opportunities for the Local Planning Authority to work with the landowners to 
deliver such a vision for the Westergate, Eastergate, Barnham area, it should not restrict or prejudice the 
work that has been completed to date in forming a deliverable solution to 350 dwellings to the east of 
Westergate.  

In order to present a sound strategy considered deliverable to the Inspector, the Council will hopefully work 
with those who have an interest in the land to ensure that the proposal defined within Policy SP8 is 
deliverable and viable. There will always be barriers to large scale development including costs, viability, risk, 
timeframes and infrastructure, however by working closely with those with an interest in the land these can be 
worked through so a deliverable solution can be presented at the Examination in Public. 

Turning to the wording of Policy SP8, the criterion are provided in broad terms and need to be refined 
working with stakeholders and those with a land interest to reflect the site specific issues. While criterion 4 
recognises the unique character of each of the existing villages and notes the separation of each shall be 
conserved, this should not be inferred to mean that through good design and masterplanning, combined with 
a network of green corridors and open spaces, that development cannot occur immediately adjacent to the 
villages. 

There will throughout the Growth Area be constraints to development, whether physical or environmental and 
therefore a comprehensive assessment of these constraints is required before the scope and location of 
development is set out within the policy criterion. Beyond the physical constraints there will also be a need to 
assess in full the viability of the bridging of the railway line and how such costs can be met as part of the 
wider objectives of the Local Plan. 
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As the Council is aware, a number of studies have been undertaken within the western part of the Growth 
Area to assess these constraints and identify a deliverable scheme of circa 350 dwelling ngs with associated 
open space and infrastructure. Thesee studies include Highways Assessment, Flood RRisk Assessments, 
Ecology, Landscape and Visual Impact t Assessments as well as conceptual masterplanniing based on these 
known constraints. 

This conceptual masterplan is appende ed to this representation, which takes into account t the work completed 
to map the opportunities and constraints s in forming the east of Westergate proposal, which h could deliver: 

• 	 A range of dwelling sizes and hou use types to meet both the affordable and open n market need and 
demand.  

• 	 Integrated network of retained hedge gerows and tree planting providing new on site open en space and formal 
and informal play space 

• 	 Opportunities for new pedestrian and nd cycle connections to the east and beyond to Barn nham Train Station. 
•	 New vehicular access to the A29, withth improvements to wider road network facilitated v via S.278. 
• 	 Improvements to social infrastructure e via financial contributions (Healthcare) 

The delivery of this informed developm ment within the Growth Area is in the control of a single party and 
therefore can be shown to be deliverablle, particularly in the short term and aid with the Coun Council’s requirement 
to maintain a rolling supply of land for housing. Within the wider Growth Area as propossed by Policy SP8, 
there will be a number of separate lan ndowners and third parties that will need to be ass ssessed, particularly 
where the intention of third parties such h as Network Rail are not yet know. 

In summary, while support is offered to o the identification of the Eastergate, Westergate and Barnham area 
being identified as one to deliver growt th, Policy SP8 should not be used to restrict delive erable proposals for 
development within the Growth Area. S Savills are keen to continue to work with the Autho hority in the coming 
months to ensure that what is submitted tted to the Secretary of State is deliverable and e explores further the 
outstanding issues needing to be addre essed in advance of the Examination in Public. 

Yours faithfully 

Chris Rees 
Savills Planning 

Copy: Hampshire Developments Ltd 
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Arun Draft Local Plan – supporting representations 

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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Arun Draft Local Plan – supporting representations 

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. 

3 
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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 
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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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Arun Draft Local Plan – supporting representations 

	 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 

8 



    

 
 

         
     

        
 

           
           

               
           

 

       
          

 

 

           
           

            
           

         
         

 

            
           

           
      

         
        
 

         
            

      
          

     
         

         
              

  

          
      

        
           

          
             

              
 

Arun Draft Local Plan – supporting representations 

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 
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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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We, the Chairpersons of the following Parish Councils, Barnham, 

Eastergate, Aldingbourne and Walberton, certify that these 

Councils agree and approve the contents of this report as the 

Cluster response to Arun District Council's Draft Local Plan. 

Aldingbourne, Marianne Wes 1-b, uggxrt 

Barnham, David Philips..... 

Eastergate, Chris Allington . 

Walberton, Sharon May ........
 

7 September 2012 
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Introduction 

1.0	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 These representations have been prepared by Barton Willmore on behalf of West End 

Property Development LLP (WEPD). These representations are in re lation to the ‘Arun 

District Council Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028)’ (hereafter referred to as “the Draft 

Local Plan”), which is subject to consultation between 19 th July and 10th September 

2012. 

1.2	 The aim of this Report is to assist the District Counci l in formulating their Local Plan, 

having particular regard to Angmering and WEPD’s land interests at West End Nursery, 

Roundstone Lane, Angmering. A plan of the site is attached at Appendix 1. West End 

Nursery is currently occupied by VHB, a horticultural operation that specialises in 

growing fresh herbs and seedlings; VHB also occupies a larger site in Runcton. 

1.3	 West End Nursery is located on the eastern side of Roundstone Lane, within the 

settlement of Angmering. To the immediate east of the site li es a vegetated mound and 

Public Rights of Way (PRoWs) 2145 and 3605, which separate the site from the recently 

completed Angmering Bypass (A280). To the north lies a mature Leyland Cypress tree 

belt which separates the site from Worthing Rugby Club. Substantial buildings, fencing 

outdoor storage and car parking associated with Haskins Garden Centre lie to the south 

and a vegetated earth mound lies to the west, adjacent Roundstone Lane. 

1.4	 Although the site lies outside the settlement boundary of Angmeri ng, there is significant 

built form to the west and south in the form of residential use and the large, recently 

redeveloped Haskins Garden Centre respectively; a very strong defensible boundary in 

the form of the Angmering Bypass lies to the east, which a lso introduces a strong 

urbanising feature in the locality. A planning application for residential development for 

150 dwellings north of Worthing Rugby Club has recently been submitted. 

1.5	 The site comprises approximately 10ha in total. Some 80% of the site is covered by 

hardstanding and is occupied by substantial glasshouses associated with its horticultural 

use. The total area covered by glass extends to approximately 6ha and accommodates 

some 60,000 sqm of floor space. 

1.6	 In addition to this there is an administration building, car park for use by employees 

and visitors to the premises and hardstanding for loading and unloading. Within the 

south east corner of the site is a green area in which is located a small pond, although 

11192/A3/PS	 1 September 2012 
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it is usually dry. Two electricity pylons are located in the south west corner of the site 

with associated 132kv power lines. 

1.7 In summary, these representations are in relation to the following aspects of the Draft 

Local Plan: 

Section 3 – Vision & Objectives; 

Section 4 – Spatial Portrait; 

Section 5 – Key Diagram; 

Section 7 – Sustainable Development; 

Section 9 – Employment & Enterprise; 

Section 12 – Soil, Horticulture & Equine Developments; 

Section 13 – Housing Delivery; 

Section 14 – Design; and 

Section 17 – Green Infrastructure. 

1.8 Conclusions are drawn at the end of these representations, and Appendix 2 contains 

an Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note, produced using Barton 

Willmore’s Open House Toolkit, which assesses the proposed housing numbers in the

Draft Local Plan. 

1.9 Where proposed revisions to the document are suggested these are identified under 

bold sub-heading Recommendations. 

11192/A3/PS 2 September 2012 



                                              

                                                                                                      

       

 

                 

               

              

              

              

       

 

            

              

      

 

                 

                

             

               

              

                 

         

 

          

 

            

           

         

  

 

              

            

              

                

       

 

                

            

                

             

Vision & Objectives 

2.0	 SECTION 3 – VISION & OBJECTIVES 

2.1	 The Vision and Objectives of a Local Plan are a crucial element of the whole document. 

All of the policies and supporting text flow from these strategic objectives and they are 

effectively a starting point which ultimately informs the whole Local Plan. ‘Our Kind of 

Place – Sustainable community strategy for Arun 2008 – 2026’, which was produced by 

the Arun Local Strategic Partnership, sets out a number of key objectives that the 

Council wishes to achieve during that period. 

2.2	 There are regular references throughout that document about how those objectives wil l 

be achieved, including how the Local Development Framework (as it was titled then) will 

contribute to achieving these corporate aims. 

2.3	 The Vision and Objectives of the Local Plan are therefore key. If they are flawed then 

the overall strategy and policies that follow are also likely to be flawed. This could, in 

turn, result in the Vision and Objectives not being successfully delivered. Ultimately, the 

Local Plan could be deemed unsound when it is scrutinised at an Examination in Public. 

Further, the corporate vision of Arun District Council, as contained within ‘Our Kind of 

Place’, may also not be delivered. A great deal of care therefore needs to be shown to 

the Vision and Objectives contained within the Local Plan. 

2.4	 The Vision set out in paragraph 3.1 states that: 

‘By 2028, the district will be a safer, more inclusive, vibrant and 

attractive place to live, work and visit. Arun’s residents will be 

better educated, with reduced inequalities between the most and 

least affluent.’ 

2.5	 This is a posit ive Vision that aligns itself with sustainable development, the ‘golden 

thread’ that runs through the National Planning Policy Framework. However, the text 

within the Local Plan, and more importantly the policies themselves, also need to be 

positively drafted and applied in order to meet the objectives of the NPPF, which is a 

‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’. 

2.6	 In that regard, whilst the Vision in paragraph 3.1, and indeed many of the comments 

under the ‘place shaping’ section, are sup ported, the ensuing policies and supporting 

text need to be equally positive to deliver the Draft Local Plan Vision, the objectives of 

‘Our Kind of Place’ and the objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework. 

11192/A3/PS	 3 September 2012 



                                              

                                                                                                      

     

 

          

         

          

     

 

              

             

         

             

     

 

              

           

              

 

               

           

              

                

               

 

                  

               

               

             

 

                  

              

                

           

          

 

              

                   

   

 

Vision & Objectives 

2.7	 Paragraph 3.15 states that: 

‘Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their roles as 

well-connected large villages serving inland Arun; providing an enhanced 

range of shops, employment, housing, community facilities and local services, 

supported by improved transport links.’ 

2.8	 West End Property Development LLP supports the Angmering aspect of this policy given 

its strong sustainability credentials of providing a range of shops and local services, 

primary and secondary schools, employment opportunities (including a proposed 

allocation of 8.95ha ‘West of A280’ as demonstrated in Policy SP3) community facilities 

and bus and train links. 

2.9	 Given the above, Angmering is a highly sustainable settlement and consequently is an 

appropriate location for additional development to meet Arun District Council’s needs 

over the Plan period, and this is also addressed later in these representations. 

2.10	 Further, Angmering does not warrant some of the relatively low scores it has been 

awarded in Arun’s Settlement Sustainability Study undertaken in July 2007. 

For example, the Transport Accessibility score for Angmering is 0.69 and its category is 

‘Poor’. However, Angmering is served by a train station which lies to the south of the 

A259 therefore it has excellent rail links along the South Coast and into London. 

2.11	 The reason for this relatively poor score is as a result of the train station being located 

within the adjacent parish of East Preston (to the south of Angmering) rather than lying 

in Angmering itself, and it is acknowledged that matters such as this are identified by 

the Council as limitations in the Conclusions of the Settlement Sustainability Study. 

2.12	 However, it must be noted here that, in relation to West End Nursery which lies in the 

south of Angmering Parish, Angmering train station is less than 1.5km away, and indeed 

is closer to the train station than many properties that lie within the parish of East 

Preston. Therefore its sustainability credentials, particularly in terms of transport as 

highlighted above, are higher than the Settlement Sustainability Study suggests. 

2.13	 As previously identified the Council has acknowledged the limitations in the Study, and 

it has been clear in stating that the Study is a guide only to help inform the location of 

future development. 

11192/A3/PS	 4 September 2012 



                                              

                                                                                                      

              

            

              

          

               

                

       

 

            

                

            

              

               

               

      

 

             

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Vision & Objectives 

2.14	 Notwithstanding, Angmering is a highly sustainable settlement in the east of the District 

and is a wholly appropriate location to concentrate development to meet Angmering’s 

future needs and to help achieve the Council’s Local Plan and Cor porate Aims and 

Objectives. Therefore, not directing substantial development towards Angmering in the 

Local Plan would be a flawed strategy as it would seriously undermine the ability of 

Arun District Council to meet its future needs over the Plan period and result in an 

Inspector finding the Plan unsound at Examination. 

2.15	 Consequently, West End Property Development LLP supports the positive Vision and 

Objectives as set out in Section 3 of the Arun District Local Plan. WEDP also supports 

the Angmering aspect of paragraph 3.15 contained within that section. However, as 

noted above, the policies themselves need to reflect this positivity to enable the Local 

Plan and Corporate Vision and Objectives to be achieved. If the policies are not flexible 

or positive enough they will not be able to deliver the Vision and Objectives, and 

therefore the Plan will be unsound. 

2.16	 WEDP’s concerns in relation to specific policies are addressed later in these 

representations. 

11192/A3/PS	 5 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

      

 

                  

          

            

             

                

  

 

              

         

 

             

        

            

           

          

    

 

              

            

            

                

             

     

Spatial Portrait 

3.0	 SECTION 4 – SPATIAL PORTRAIT 

3.1	 Similar to the Vision and Objectives set out in Section 3 of the Draft Local Plan, West 

End Property Development LLP supports the general strategy and accompanying 

commentary in relation to the Spatial Portrait, in particular paragraph 4.39 which 

identifies that ‘Over the next 15-20 years, Arun will have to accommodate significant 

new housing to meet current local or regional targets, as well as provide for its own 

local needs’. 

3.2	 Further, and in general conformity with the representations made in relati on to Section 

3 above, WEDP supports paragraph 4.10 which states that: 

‘The largest inland settlements [sic] in the east of the district is Angmering. 

Angmering has experienced considerable new residential development in 

recent years but retains a village character. With improvements to the A280, 

proposed improvements to the A259 and the possible securing of additional 

primary school places, Angmering is considered a sustainable place for 

additional housing and growth.’ 

3.3	 WEDP’s comments in relation to this paragraph have largely been addressed in the 

preceding section therefore it is considered superfluous to repeat these comments here. 

However, for clarity, WEDP supports the above paragraph, but reiterates its concerns 

that the policies need to be positive and flexible enough to enable the objectives of the 

above paragraph to be achieved, and comments in relation to specific policies are 

addressed later in these representations. 

11192/A3/PS	 6 September 2012 



                                            

                                                                                                      

      

 

              

            

           

 

               

              

              

              

           

        

 

              

             

              

               

   

 

               

                 

               

              

               

       

 

                

        

 

             

             

            

            

             

                

       

 

Key Diagram 

4.0	 SECTION 5 – KEY DIAGRAM 

4.1	 It is acknowledged that the Key Diagram is a diagrammatic depiction of future 

development and the boundaries and designations shown are illustrative and a broad 

indication of how future development will occur over the Plan period. 

4.2	 However, there are specific, localised elements of the Key D iagram that need to be 

addressed in relation to Angmering, and in particular the east of Angmering and West 

End Nursery. These comments are also in relation to policies and text that are 

contained later in the Draft Local Plan, particularly with regard to Policy DM25 Green 

Infrastructure Corridors, and therefore comments specifically in relation to that policy 

will be addressed later in these representations. 

4.3	 A ‘Broad Strategic Location of Growth’ has been identified towards the east of 

Angmering; it appears that this comprises land north of Worthing Rugby Club. Similarly, 

a ‘Green Infrastructure Corridor – Type B’ has been identified towards the east and 

south of Angmering; it appears that the Rugby Club and West End Nursery lie within 

this draft designation. 

4.4	 Whilst the virtues of Green Infrastructure Corridors are to be applauded, they need to 

be properly considered, be based on up to date evidence and be in the right location. It 

is considered that the draft designation in this instance is simply a regurgitation of the 

previous Local Gap designation in the Arun Local Plan, which was questionable at that 

time, and this is evidenced by the Inspector’s comments in his Report into the Arun 

District Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. 

4.5	 When addressing the Local Gap to the east of Roundstone Lane in that Local Plan 

Inquiry, the Inspector stated at paragraph 4.11.5 that: 

“I have some sympathy for the view that it may extend eastwards rather 

further than necessary, and that this garden centre site is not an essential 

component of a functional Gap. However, the situation will change on the 

completion of the Angmering bypass, creating interest in land that could be 

perceived as a future extension to that settlement. That is not necessarily a 

view I support, and not a decision to be made now: the next review of the 

Plan is the proper time and place.” 

11192/A3/PS	 7 September 2012 



                                            

                                                                                                      

               

                

             

                

          

               

      

 

               

             

             

             

              

  

 

                 

            

 

 

  

 

               

             

       

 

               

            

            

Key Diagram 

4.6	 It is therefore evident that the Inspector had concerns about the designation of the 

land as a Local Gap, and he also recognised that the situation would change once the 

bypass was completed. The bypass has since been completed and this further reduces 

the landscape and ‘gap’ benefits of this part of Roundstone Lane, as well as providing a 

strong defensible boundary which will control development encroaching fur ther east, 

thereby maintaining the open feel of that part of the landscape to the east of 

Angmering and north of the A259. 

4.7	 Further, the evidence base documents used to inform the Draft Local Plan, notably the 

Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) and the Arun Landscape Study - Landscape and 

Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District (August 2006) do not 

identify East Angmering as a particularly sensitive landscape type, and in particular do 

not identify the part of Angmering within which West End Nursery lies as being 

particularly sensitive. 

4.8	 This is dealt with in detail in Chapter 10 of these representations but as the broad 

designation is depicted in the Key Diagram, initial comments have been highlighted 

here. 

Recommendation 

4.9	 That the Key Diagram be amended to exclude West End Nursery from the Green 

Infrastructure Corridor, along with the sites to the immediate north and south, namely 

Worthing Rugby Club and Haskins Garden Centre. 

4.10	 That the Key Diagram be amended to include West End Nursery within the Broad 

Strategic Location of Growth, recognising that Worthing Rugby Club provides a valuable 

open space facility and community asset and should be retained as such. 

11192/A3/PS	 8 September 2012 



                                            

                                                                                                      

      

 

     

 

          

          

       

 

              

             

          

               

            

 

 

               

                

  

Sustainable Development 

5.0	 SECTION 7 – SUSTAINABLE DEVELOPMENT 

5.1	 Policy SP1 states that: 

“When considering development proposals the Council will take a positive 

approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development 

contained in the National Planning Policy Framework……..” 

5.2	 West End Property Development LLP strongly supports this policy given that it is 

precisely in line with the NPPF. However, and as previously mentioned in these 

representations, there is serious concern that the more ‘Development Management’ 

policies later in the Draft Local Plan simply do not reflect this ‘positive approach’ or 

‘presumption in favour of sustainable development’, and are therefore contrary to the 

NPPF. 

5.3	 Specific examples of this will be addressed later in these representations, but many of 

the policies as currently drafted do not follow the theme of the Vision and Objectives or 

Policy SP1. 

11192/A3/PS	 9 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

       

 

            

               

    

 

                 

             

               

             

   

 

                

             

           

           

 

            

          

             

            

 

 

             

               

      

 

              

                

              

                

 

                

               

                 

 

                  

               

Employment & Enterprise 

6.0	 SECTION 9 – EMPLOYMENT & ENTERPRISE 

6.1	 The Employment and Economic Land Assessment (EELA) produced by Nathaniel Lichfield 

and Partners in December 2010 is the key evidence base document that has been used 

to inform this section. 

6.2	 The introductory paragraphs of Section 9 of the Draft Local Plan draw on a number of 

other evidence base documents and take a broad strategic view of the employment 

market across the region as a whole, taking into account the Coast to Coast Capital 

Local Enterprise Partnership Map and, on a more localised scale, the Coastal West 

Sussex Partnership Map. 

6.3	 This broad strategic approach is supported as it considers an holistic view of a wider 

area based on travel to work patterns, housing market areas, employment market areas 

and other such considerations rather than simply focussing on administrative boundaries 

which have little impact on how people live their everyday lives. 

6.4	 Notwithstanding some landscape concerns which will be addressed later in these 

representations, West End Property Development LLP generally supports the allocation 

of 8.95 ha of Strategic Employment Land at Water Lane, Angmering. Angmering is 

identified as a broad strategic location for growth and employment development is 

required. 

6.5	 Firstly in this Section however, our client requires some clarification regarding the 

policies contained in Section 9, and also Section 12 but they are also partly addressed 

here as they are interlinked. 

6.6	 As previously mentioned, these representations are made in relation to the Draft Local 

Plan, with a view to the redevelopment of West End Nursery in Angmering, which is a 

horticultural business. The site is not allocated for employment use in the adopted Local 

Plan, nor is it proposed to be allocated for employment use in the Draft Local Plan. 

6.7	 Section 9 and Policy DM1 address employment but it is not clear what types of 

employment. For example, the supporting text under 9.4 refers to B1 – B8 uses, and 

the ensuing Policy SP4, which also falls under 9.4, clearly then refers to B1 – B8 uses. 

6.8	 However, it is not clear what types of employment Policy DM1 is seeking to protect. If it 

is not allocated employment premises and sites then it follows that it must be applicable 

11192/A3/PS	 10 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

                 

       

 

               

             

              

             

             

              

        

 

            

               

              

                

 

 

            

             

           

             

             

            

        

 

               

             

               

               

 

            

            

              

                

             

             

   

 

Employment & Enterprise 

to any premises or site that generates any employment. If this is the case then it is 

fundamentally flawed for a number of reasons. 

6.9	 Firstly, there is no evidence base to warrant such a restrictive policy on any 

employment generating site or premises, in particular in relation to the ‘Protection of 

Existing Premises and Sites’ element. To require such onerous conditions to be met to 

address this Policy is not the ‘positive approach’ or ‘presumption in favour of 

sustainable development’ that is contained within the NPPF and is advocated in the 

Draft Local Plan itself, and is an indication of WEDP’s concerns that the policies 

themselves conflict with the Vision and NPPF. 

6.10	 Notwithstanding whether it refers to allocated employment sites or any employment 

sites, it is a highly negative starting point which is contrary to the general positive 

theme of the NPPF about alternative uses for employment land and, whilst not expressly 

set out, it conflicts with the whole theme of paragraph 22 of the NPPF, which states 

that: 

“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. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there 

is no reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment 

use, applications for alternative uses of land or buildings should be treated on 

their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for 

different land uses to support sustainable local communities.” 

6.11	 Consequently, this element of the policy is not drafted in accordance with the positive 

approach of the NPPF or the presumption in favour of sustainable development. In 

addition, given that the policy is so negative and restrictive, it does not promote flexible 

use of land, in accordance with paragraph 157 of the NPPF. It is therefore unsound. 

6.12	 The ‘Relocation and Expansion of Existing Businesses’ element is also overly restrictiv e 

and insufficiently flexible, with particular regard to having to relocate within the 

District. West End Nursery, which is currently occupied by VHB, is seeking to rationalise 

its existing operation by relocating to its Runcton site on Pagham Lane so that it is 

more efficient and competitive. This site is outside the administrative area of Arun 

District but is adjacent to it; indeed the adjacent nursery (Roundstone Nursery) lies 

within Arun District. 

11192/A3/PS	 11 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

               

              

              

          

 

               

                

             

              

              

        

 

               

             

             

              

              

 

                 

             

             

  

 

               

               

                

                

       

 

              

               

        

 

            

         

            

             

  

 

Employment & Enterprise 

6.13	 To impose a restriction on businesses having to re locate within the District only is 

fundamentally flawed for a number of reasons. It is acknowledged that the policy was 

not drafted with the specific example of VHB’s possible relocation to Runcton in mind, 

but the principle of such circumstances need to be addressed. 

6.14	 Firstly, and with particular regard to the situation at West End Nursery, the proposals 

are to relocate to the existing VHB site at Runcton. Runcton is a more modern facility 

with higher quality, newer glass and is therefore more efficient, and ultimately more 

sustainable. It is a larger site, with the potential to expand, therefore enabling possible 

economies of scale to occur which would further improve the viability of the business, 

as identified in paragraph 5.57 of the EELA. 

6.15	 The site lies within the same Housing Market Area, Travel to Work Area, Employment 

Market Area, Coast to Coast LEP Area and Coastal West Sussex Partnership Area 

therefore both sites are essentially in the same locality. This is notwithstanding where 

the administrative boundary falls as they have little bearing on everyday life. Also, and 

as mentioned above, in any event the Runcton site is adjacent to Arun District. 

6.16	 The new site still lies within the heart of the West Sussex horticulture industry, close r to 

the heart of Arun’s horticulture industry at Barnham rather than Angmering, and closer 

to West Sussex College in Chichester, which offers a number of higher education 

horticulture courses. 

6.17	 Runcton is also closer to Angmering than other sites within Arun, most notably towards 

the south east of the District. Therefore with the policy as currently drafted, there could 

be a situation where the business could be relocated to the south east of the district 

and employees could be travelling further to get to work than if it relocated to Runcton. 

This is clearly not a sustainable solution. 

6.18	 To overly restrict the relocation of businesses, particularly to an adjacent district (and 

so close within the adjacent district), is also contrary to the Duty to Cooperate provision 

contained within the NPPF. Paragraph 178 states that: 

“Public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross 

administrative boundaries, particularly those which relate to the strategic 

priorities set out in paragraph 156. The Government expects joint working on 

areas of common interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of 

neighbouring authorities.” 

11192/A3/PS	 12 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

                

                

               

               

 

 

                

             

               

              

     

 

             

           

 

                

               

              

               

               

               

               

 

              

                

  

 

           

             

           

              

            

            

             

              

           

               

           

               

Employment & Enterprise 

6.19	 Horticulture is identified as a strategic priority in the Draft Local Plan. To overly restrict 

the ability of an horticultural business to a site in an adjacent authority, which is clearly 

still well within the wider West Sussex horticulture area, and is indeed adjacent to Arun 

District Council, is in direct conflict with the Duty to Cooperate as advocated in the 

NPPF. 

6.20	 Further, paragraph 182 states that the Duty to Cooperate is one of the tests of 

soundness. This element of Policy DM1 therefore clearly fails that test of soundness. 

Whether it is in relation to allocated or any employment sites, it has wide ranging, 

strategic ramifications for the delivery of the whole Plan, thus calling into question the 

soundness of the whole Plan. 

6.21	 Again the negative, restrictive text contradicts with the NPPF which as previously 

mentioned states that Local Plans should be positively prepared and flexible. 

6.22	 In terms of West End Nursery in particular, and with reference to both the ‘Protection’ 

and ‘Relocation and Expansion’ elements of DM1, it is noted in the EELA that the 

employment allocation that was secured in the 2003 Local Plan (unsaved policy for Site 

4) has not come forward in Angmering; this is also contained within paragraph 9.3.4 of 

the Draft Local Plan. This is despite the fact that substantial housing has been under 

construction in Bramley Way and that, for the first half of the intervening period at 

least, the UK and global economy was extremely strong, and was on an upward curve. 

6.23	 The EELA assesses the existing and future employment sites within the District. In 

relation to Site 4 (referred to as Roundstone: PS15 in the EELA) it states in paragraph 

8.19 that: 

“Roundstone at Angmering was allocated in the previous Local Plan for mixed-

use development for 600 dwellings and B1 use (Site 4). The housing element 

has been built out, the B1 allocation remains undelivered. Whilst the 

allocation has not been formally ‘saved’, the site is included as part of the 

available supply with the Council’s Annual Monitoring Report and so the site 

has been assessed for its employment potential. The site comprises a former 

nurseries complex, and now has a range of activities including car sales, dog 

kennels, open storage and parking. There is no direct access to the site from 

the A259, but existing access is provided via Roundstone Lane/ Mayflower 

Way. Set back from the A259, the site is bounded by open land/ playing fields 

to the south and west, and immediately adjoins new residential development 

to the north. Overall, this is an average quality site and may be suitable for 
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Employment & Enterprise 

smaller workshops or units which do not adversely impact upon the amenity of 

the adjacent dwellings or nearby school. However, given that the site has 

been allocated for employment for seven years without attracting any 

interest, there is a question over deliverability.” 

6.24	 The Council’s own evidence base document therefore highlights the difficulty about 

delivering this allocated site for employment related development, through a period of 

significant growth in the economy in the first half of its allocation. Ultimately, the 

Council does not recommend taking it forward in either Angmering’s Broad Location for 

Growth or as a Strategic Employment Site. 

6.25	 West End Nursery is opposite this site. Therefore, to ‘protect’ West End Nursery, or 

restrict its ‘relocation or expansion’ possibilities , is completely contradictory to the 

Council’s own evidence base. This is again regardless of whether DM1 refers to 

allocated employment sites or any employment sites. 

6.26	 In addition, the Water Lane site, which has been provisionally allocated for 8.95 ha of 

Strategic Employment Land in the Draft Local Plan under Policy SP3, was also assessed 

in the EELA. Paragraph 8.20 states that: 

“Water Lane is a large site located to the east of Angmering. This is a large 

regular shaped site located off the A280 less than 2km from the A27, currently 

serviced by a narrow track which is shared with a motor racing circuit. As such 

it is a high profile site, but it lies outside of the built area and is not in close 

proximity of a sizeable workforce or services, although some are available 

within Angmering. Whilst the site slopes from the north to the south, it may 

be possible to reduce the landscape impact through careful design. Overall, 

this is a large site that scores well due to its strategic road access and lack of 

obvious constraints other than a need to upgrade the local road access and 

potentially junction arrangements onto the A27 for increased traffic volumes. 

The site could potentially accommodate a range of employment uses, but it is 

less clear that there is a sufficient market demand in this location for 

employment development of this scale.” 

6.27	 Therefore it is evident that the Council’s own evidence base questions the viability and 

deliverability of Water Lane given that it is ‘not in close proximity of a s izeable 

workforce’ and ‘it is less clear that there is a sufficient market demand in this location 

for employment development of this scale’. However, in order to achieve the Council’s 

11192/A3/PS	 14 September 2012 



                                             

                                                                                                      

           

          

 

             

             

             

            

 

 

                 

              

           

               

            

  

 

                 

            

                  

              

            

              

     

 

            

            

              

              

               

 

               

 

 

 

                

            

 

 

Employment & Enterprise 

spatial strategy of concentrating development towards Angmering, and other areas as 

identified in Policy SP8, such an allocation is required. 

6.28	 As previously stated, WEDP supports this broad strategic allocation, but the EELA 

highlights some concerns with the site, therefore it is wholly inappropriate to impose 

severe restrictions on other employment sites in the nearby vicinity as the deliverability, 

viability and indeed ongoing competitiveness of employment in Angmering is far from 

assured. 

6.29	 Added to the above is the fact that an Enterprise Zone has been designated in Bognor 

Regis, therefore should West End Nursery wish to vacate its site, and the planning 

system cannot prevent this, financial incentives and more relaxed planning restrictions 

will not be available on this site whereas they would be within the Enterp rise Zone, 

putting West End Nursery at a further competitive disadvantage in attracting new 

employment investment. 

6.30	 Linked to all of the above in relation to West End Nursery is Policy DM9, which 

specifically refers to Horticulture, although as mentioned above Horticulture is listed as 

one of the four key sectors that many of the policies in Section 9 appear to flow from, 

including Policy DM1. However, Policy DM9 contradicts Policy DM1 in that the criteria for 

development of sites are different. WEDP therefore requires clarification as to what 

policy is most applicable to the potential redevelopment of an unallocated site that is 

currently used for horticulture. 

6.31	 Overly restricting the redevelopment or relocation of employment sites will stifle 

competition and result in unsuccessful sites becoming less and less sustainable through 

rising costs and declining facilities. This is contrary to the NPPF’s positive approach and 

consequently will not achieve the Policy Outcome identified on Page 56, which is to 

achieve a prosperous economy, which is also one of the main themes of the NPPF. 

6.32	 Further specifics in relation to Policy DM9 are addressed later in these representations. 

Recommendation 

6.33	 That the supporting text for Policy DM1 is revised to clarify whether it refers to 

allocated employment sites and premises or any sites or premises that generates 

employment. 

11192/A3/PS	 15 September 2012 



Employment & Enterprise 

6.34 Notwithstanding paragraph 6.33 above, that Policy DM1 is wholly redrafted, to reflect 

the following paragraphs of the NPPF: 

Paragraph 157 which states that Local Plans should allocate sites to promote 

development and flexible use of land; 

Paragraph 178 which states that public bodies have a duty to cooperate on planning 

issues that cross administrative boundaries 

Paragraph 182 which states that Local Plans be positively prepared; and 

Paragraph 182 which states that the duty to cooperate is one of the tests of soundness. 

6.35 That Policy DM1 is clarified to state whether Horticulture, and in particular the 

redevelopment of existing horticultural sites, falls under Policy DM1 or DM9. 

11192/A3/PS 16 September 2012 



                                               

                                                                                                      

         

 

             

            

           

            

                

         

 

                

   

 

              

        

 

              

                 

 

              

             

               

             

 

            

 

              

            

           

          

 

                

         

 

              

            

                 

       

 

Soil, Horticulture & Equine Developments 

7.0	 SECTION 12 – SOIL, HORTICULTURE & EQUINE DEVELOPMENTS 

7.1	 Policy DM9 addresses horticulture. Paragraph 12.7 states that ‘The evidence base notes 

that the horticultural sector has significant growth potential and that provision should 

be made for larger scale horticultural operation expansion within an overall 

rationalisation of the sector (in response to the economics of production linked 

especially to the costs of energy and water resources’. This is not entirely the case, and 

the start of the above statement is particularly misleading. 

7.2	 Paragraph 3.38 of the EELA, which is an evidence base document for the Draft Local 

Plan, states that: 

“Arun has a strong history of horticulture but, as a result of competition with 

The Netherlands and Spain, this demand is declining.” 

7.3	 Paragraph 5.56, in recognising that there is potential for growth in horticulture, does 

caveat this by saying ‘if the pound remains weak’. In addition, it goes on to sta te that: 

“However, the agriculture sector as a whole has lost around 650 jobs in the 

past decade (30%) and the Experian job forecasts predict a further decline of 

480 jobs over the plan period. It therefore appears likely that there will be a 

decline in jobs in this sector, or at best, maintenance at current levels.” 

7.4	 The following paragraph does offer some hope where it states that: 

“Despite this, the decline in jobs does not necessarily mean that there will not 

be land requirements as a result of the sector’s development. In particular, 

the larger, more efficient glasshouses that are being erected to achieve 

economies of scale could potentially require significant areas of land.” 

7.5	 Relocating the existing VHB operation to a larger, more efficient site with better glass is 

precisely what is being proposed at West End Nursery. 

7.6	 Table 5.3 of the EELA addresses the growth prospects for key sectors, identifying 

Horticulture’s Current Representation as ‘High’, its Future Growth as ‘Low’, its job 

forecast as -480, its additional floorspace requirements as 3 – 8 ha and that it is not 

likely to require any Class B land. 
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7.7 Policy DM9 identifies the criteria that need to be met when considering the 

redevelopment of under-used, redundant or derelict glasshouses, polytunnels or 

packhouses. Whilst it is a permissive criteria based policy it does not address the 

possible redevelopment of existing glasshouses, polytunnels, or packhouses. It 

therefore appears implicit that this is not acceptable and it is here where WEDP is 

confused about what policy relates to the possible redevelopment of West End Nursery. 

This stance alone of is contrary to the NPPF. 

7.8 The reasons why WEDP considers that there should not be such restrictive criteria 

imposed on the redevelopment of West End Nursery have been raised in the preceding 

section. The same principles apply to this policy so it is not considered necessary to 

repeat them here. 

7.9 However, WEDP does have concerns about the Policy Outcome on Page 97, which states 

that the intention is: 

“To protect the horticultural industry in Arun” 

7.10 It is interesting to note that the evidence base documents listed just below this Policy 

Outcome include, amongst others: 

‘Viability of Horticultural Glasshouse Industry in West Sussex’, 2009, West Sussex

Growers Association; 

‘Growing Together: A strategy for the West Sussex Growing Sector’, March 2010, Step

Ahead Research; 

West Sussex Rural Transport Strategy 

7.11 It is therefore evident that a significant number of the evidence base documents are 

‘West Sussex’ related, and not ‘Arun’ specific. It is also widely recognised that the

horticulture industry is West Sussex wide, and not limited to Arun. 

7.12 The Policy Outcome ‘to protect the horticultural industry in Arun’ therefo re does not 

support the wider horticulture industry in West Sussex as a whole, particularly in the 

case of West End Nursery where the policies as currently drafted would prevent 

relocation within a neighbouring authority which also lies within West Sussex, 

regardless of the fact that the proposed relocation is actually adjacent to Arun. 
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Soil, Horticulture & Equine Developments 

7.13	 Finally, such a Policy Outcome is contrary to the Duty to Cooperate outlined in the NPPF 

and is therefore unsound. 

Recommendations 

7.14	 To clarify which policy or policies are applicable to the redevelopment of existing 

horticultural industries, and to include positive, permissive based criteria in the relevant 

policy, reflective of the positive approach contained in the NPPF. 

7.15	 To ensure consistency between policies if more than one is applicable, i.e. Policy DM1 

and/ or DM9. 

7.16	 To revise the Policy Outcome so that it is not Arun specific, which currently contradicts 

the Duty to Cooperate contained within the NPPF. 
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8.0 SECTION 13 – HOUSING DELIVERY 

8.1 Policy SP8 highlights the spatial strategy for strategic housing in Arun over the Local 

Plan period, focusing the majority of development on urban extensions at Bognor Regis 

and Littlehampton, at Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate, and at Angmering. 

8.2 WEDP supports the principle of this approach in relation to Angmering, given its 

sustainability credentials that have been previously identified. However, there is a 

concern about the two strategies for housing numbers across the District as a whole, 

with two figures of 400 dwellings per annum and 565 dwellings per annum being 

mooted. 

8.3 It is considered that both of these figures are too low, and this is addressed more fully 

in an Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note that has been prepared, using

Barton Willmore’s Open House toolkit, which is attached at Appendix 2 of these 

representations. 

8.4 Paragraphs 8.5 – 8.9 are the concluding paragraphs of the Technical Note, but they are 

included her for ease of reference. 

8.5 This housing technical note has summarised the policy background informing ADC’s

preferred housing target (400 new dwellings per annum 2013-2028), and the Central 

Government population, migration, and household projections for Arun District. The 

conclusions of the note are as fol lows: 

The preferred housing target of the emerging Local Plan (400 new dwellings per annum, 

2013-2028) and the SEP housing target (565 new dwellings per annum) fall significantly 

lower than the 2008-based CLG household projection (1,000 new household per annum, 

2013-2028); 

The latest 2010-based population projection (ONS, March 2010) projects population 

growth which is broadly consistent with the previous population projections (2003, 

2004, 2006, and 2008-based series). In the context of falling household sizes it is 

considered that the 2010-based DCLG household projections (due in 2012) will show 

similar household growth to the 2008-based series (approximately 1,000 households per 

annum). 

11192/A3/PS 20 September 2012 



Housing Delivery 

The Locally Generated Housing Needs Assessment by GL Hearn (May 2010) was 

instructed by ADC to support development of the emerging Local Plan. The assessment 

sets out economic and demographic-led scenarios for housing growth, all of which 

exceed the preferred option (400 dpa) of the emerging Local Plan; 

In this context, it is considered that provision of only 400 new dwellings per annum, 

2013-2028, would stymie economic growth in Arun and wholly conflict with the clear 

economic growth aspirations of ADC; 

The economic-led scenarios for growth show a range of growth between 550 and 670 

new dwellings per annum. The minimum (550 dpa) is based on recessionary trends and 

is considered highly conservative in the context of ADC’s priorities for employment

growth and a reduction in net out-commuting; 

The Bath and North East Somerset Core Strategy Inspector suspended the EiP due to 

the Council’s housing growth methodology being primarily based on job growth

projections. To be NPPF compliant the housing target must be considerate of 

demographic and economic projections; 

The demographic trend-based scenario of the GL Hearn report projects housing growth 

of 610 new dwellings per annum, and is considered by GL Hearn to represent a robust 

scenario for growth; 

The GL Hearn report also concludes that the previous housing target of ADC – the draft 

SEP target of 465 new dwellings per annum – would not provide the economic growth 

aspired to by the Council. 

Recommendation 

8.6 Housing targets must be compliant with paragraphs 158-159 of the NPPF, and consider 

demographic and economic growth projections as part of a proportionate evidence base. 

8.7 The GL Hearn report has concluded that 610 new dwellings per annum would provide a 

robust scenario for growth based on past demographic trends. This is considered to be 

a conservative estimate for growth based on the official CLG projection of approximately 

1,000 new households per annum. It is therefore considered that 610 new dwellings per 

annum should form the very minimum starting point for housing growth in Arun. 
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Housing Delivery 

8.8	 However the GL Hearn report has also concluded that economic growth could require up 

to 670 new dwellings per annum, and in the context of the Council’s priorities for 

economic growth it is considered a range of 610 – 670 new dwellings per annum should 

be targeted. 

8.9	 This target could be further clarified by further modelling work using the highly 

respected Chelmer Population and Housing Model. 

Policy SP9 

8.10	 Policy SP9 seeks to secure affordable housing for schemes and this is to be supported 

as there is a distinct need for affordable housing in Arun and the UK and it contributes 

to mixed and sustainable communities. The flexibility introduced in the second 

paragraph is supported in that it provides options should the primary solutions for 

delivering affordable housing not be viable. 

8.11	 However, it is not considered that this flexibility goes far enough in that the financial 

implications of the affordable housing requirement, be it on-site provision or the options 

of off-site provision or payment of contributions in lieu can be or are likely to be 

broadly the same. 

8.12	 Consequently, a further option needs to be included to ensure that the overall costs of 

addressing affordable housing requirements, through whatever means, do not prevent 

development coming forward. 

8.13	 This is line with paragraph 50 of the NPPF which states that local planning authorities 

should: 

“where they have identified that affordable housing is needed, set policies for 

meeting this need on site, unless off-site provision or a financial contribution 

of broadly equivalent value (our emphasis) can be robustly justified.” 

8.14	 In addition, paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that: 

“To ensure viability, the costs of any 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.” 
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Housing Delivery 

Recommendation 

8.15	 To revise Policy SP9 accordingly so that it is compliant with paragraphs 50 and 173 of 

the NPPF. 
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Design 

9.0	 SECTION 14 – DESIGN 

9.1	 As with affordable housing above, good design and responding to climate change are 

essential components of delivering sustainable development and the general content of 

Section 14 is supported. 

9.2	 However, again as with affordable housing above, there is insufficient flexibility 

incorporated within the policies in Section 14 and it therefore conflicts with paragraph 

173 of the NPPF, which states that: 

“To ensure viability, the costs of any 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.” 

9.3	 Consequently, the text and general policies in Section 14 need to be revised to increase 

flexibility. 

Recommendation 

9.4	 To revise the supporting text and Policies DM14 – DM16, DM19, SP14 and SP15 so that 

it takes into account the requirements of paragraph 173 of the NPPF concerning viability 

and deliverability. 
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Green Infrastructure 

10.0	 SECTION 17 – GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 

10.1	 As previously mentioned, a ‘Broad Strategic Location of Growth’ has been identified 

towards the east of Angmering; it appears that this comprises land north of Worthing 

Rugby Club. Similarly, a ‘Green Infrastructure Corridor – Type B’ has been identified 

towards the east and south of Angmering; it appears that the Rugby Club and West End 

Nursery lie within this draft designation. 

10.2	 Whilst the virtues of Green Infrastructure Corridors are to be applauded, they need to 

be properly considered, be based on up to date evidence and be in the right location. It 

is considered that the draft designation in this instance is simply a regurgitation of the 

previous Local Gap designation in the Arun Local Plan, which was questionable at that 

time, and this is evidenced by the Inspector’s comments in his Report into the Arun 

District Local Plan Inquiry in 2002. 

10.3	 Further, the limitation in Policy DM25 under Type B Green Infrastructure Corridors 

which restricts residential development in the Angmering Green Infrastructure Corridor 

is wholly inappropriate for a variety of reasons. 

10.4	 When addressing the Local Gap to the east of Roundstone Lane in that Local Plan 

Inquiry, the Inspector stated at paragraph 4.11.5 that: 

“I have some sympathy for the view that it may extend eastwards rather 

further than necessary, and that this garden centre site is not an essential 

component of a functional Gap. However, the situation will change on the 

completion of the Angmering bypass, creating interest in land that could be 

perceived as a future extension to that settlement. That is not necessarily a 

view I support, and not a decision to be made now: the next review of the 

Plan is the proper time and place.” 

10.5	 It is therefore evident that the Inspector had concerns about the designation of the 

land as a Local Gap, and he also recognised that the situation would change once the 

bypass was completed. The bypass has since been completed and this further reduces 

the landscape and ‘gap’ benefits of this part of Roundstone Lane, as well as providing a 

strong defensible boundary which will control development encroaching further east, 

thereby maintaining the open feel of that part of the landscape to the east of 

Angmering and north of the A259. 

11192/A3/PS	 25 September 2012 



  

                                                                                                      

                   

                

              

               

               

                 

 

 

             

             

             

           

              

              

               

              

       

 

            

             

                

              

           

        

 

               

               

                 

             

            

  

 

              

              

              

            

              

             

             

Green Infrastructure 

10.6	 It must be noted here that the site was designated as a Local Gap in the 2003 Arun 

District Local Plan. This is one designation lower than a Strategic Gap, and a number of 

sites were designated as such in the Arun District Local Plan. Therefore, despite its 

designation at that time, it was already in the ‘lower’ category of being designated a 

Local Gap, not wholly endorsed by the Local Plan Inspector, as opposed to a Strategic 

Gap. It is therefore evident that in 2002 it was already at the lower end of landscape 

value. 

10.7	 Since that time there has been significant further development locall y which has 

substantially reduced the landscape value of West End Nursery and this part of 

Angmering. This consists of residential development to the west in Bramley Way, the 

redevelopment of Haskins Garden Centre resulting in significantly more built form 

(closer to Rustington/ East Preston than West End Nursery) and the completion of the 

A280 Angmering bypass. All of these developments, on three sides of West End Nursery, 

have significantly reduced the landscape value of West End Nursery to the point that it 

is no longer worthy of any such designation, let alone an even more restrictive 

designation which does not allow housing growth. 

10.8	 Since 2002, Haskins Garden Centre has undergone significant multi million pound 

development. This has had two impacts. Firstly, there is substantial additional built form 

than was present on site at the time of the Local Plan Inquiry. The Inspector had 

already stated that “…this garden centre site is not an essential component of a 

functional Gap”. It has now been signif icantly increased, further increasing its 

unsuitability to be incorporated within a landscape designation. 

10.9	 Secondly, as it has been subject to substantial financial investment it is highly unlikely 

that it will be redeveloped in the near future; the landowners are clearly committed to 

the long term future of the garden centre. The garden centre is therefore likely to be in 

situ for a significant number of years, and indeed only additional development can 

realistically be envisaged, further reducing its value as contributing to a landscape 

designation. 

10.10	 West End Nursery has the same physical properties as the garden centre, with 

substantial built form on site in the form of glasshouses, hardstanding and brick office 

buildings. It is recognised that being a horticultural industry then the site is not 

previously developed in accordance with the NPPF definition. However, the majority of 

the site is covered by hardstanding, both inside and outside the glasshouses, and there 

is a substantial office building and car park with engineered bunds, overhead power 

lines and associated substation and a large water tank. Therefore it cannot be 
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Green Infrastructure 

considered as open or virgin ‘green field’ land. It is directly adjacent to the substantial 

built form of the Haskins Garden Centre Site, it has residential development to the west, 

the A280 Angmering bypass to the east and a protected open space facility and 

community asset in Worthing Rugby Club to the north therefore it is far from being an 

open countryside location, unlike land north of the rugby club and north of Water Lane. 

10.11	 North of the West End Nursery lies Worthing Rugby Club, which is an existing rugby 

club with a number of pitches and is a valuable community asset. It benefits from the 

extra protection in the adopted Local Plan of being protected open space under Policy 6, 

therefore its additional protection under a landscape policy is superfluous. 

10.12	 Further, the evidence base documents used to inform the Draft Local Plan, notably the 

Green Infrastructure Study (June 2012) and the Arun Landscape Study - Landscape and 

Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District (August 2006) do not 

identify East Angmering as a particularly sensitive landscape type, and in particular do 

not identify the part of Angmering within which West End Nursery lies as being 

particularly sensitive, and this is addressed below. 

10.13	 The evidence base documents for the preparation of the draft Local Plan are key 

considerations. The Green Infrastructure Study prepared in June 2012 assesses the East 

Angmering Growth Area. It states that this area, which stretches the length of 

Angmering lying between the A280 and the eastern edge of the settlement, lies within 

two landscape character areas, SC11 Littlehampton (south of the Growth Area) and 

SC12 Angmering Upper Coastal Plain (north of the Growth Area. It must be noted here 

that SC11 is in fact south of the Growth Area and SC12 is north of the Growth Area. 

Additionally, and much more significantly in relation to West End Nursery, is that West 

End Nursery lies outside of both of these landscape character areas, as does the 

Haskins Garden Centre site. 

10.14	 This is a strong indication of their lack of landscape value as they weren’t even included 

in the landscape character areas that were even assessed in the West Sussex Landscape 

Character and Guidelines, unlike land further to the north including the rugby club and 

the site currently subject to an outline application for residential development by David 

Wilson Homes. 

10.15	 Notwithstanding, the East Angmering Growth Area is addressed in the Green 

Infrastructure Study. Under key characteristics it is identified that ‘glasshouses 

associated with the horticulture industry dominate the south of the growth area’ and 

that key stakeholders stated that the Growth Area was low sensitivity as there is scope 
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to improve the interface between the existing development and the surrounding 

landscape and that its capacity for development is low to low/ medium. 

10.16 The recommendations for the south of the Growth Area are: 

Strengthen the landscape framework and filter views of the urban edge through 

planting of woodland, tree and shrub belts and groups. Use these to screen and unify 

disparate suburban elements especially along roadside verges, village edges and around 

glasshouses and horse paddocks. 

Maintain and strengthen existing field boundaries such as hedgerows and shelterbelts. 

Conserve and link existing hedgerows and trees with new planting. 

Encourage the creation of new suburban woodlands, preferably with community 

involvement, for recreation and to link up with existing woodlands. 

Maintain and enhance the landscape and biodiversity of rifes and other existing wetland 

habitats such as salt marsh, mud flats and water meadows. 

Encourage and promote land management schemes to increase species rich grassland 

areas. 

10.17 Therefore, this evidence base document does not identify this area as being of high 

landscape value that is worthy of designation as a Green Infrastructure Corridor. 

Further it identifies the area as having low to medium capacity and it recognises the 

existing built form to the south of the Growth Area. Finally, it makes no 

recommendations concerning preventing housing in this area. 

10.18 The designation as currently drafted is therefore not in compliance with this evidence 

base document. 

10.19 Another key evidence base document is the Arun Landscape Study - Landscape and 

Visual Amenity Aspects of Development Choice in Arun District (August 2006). 

10.20 Paragraph 4.5.7 states that: 

“There are substantial urban influences on the landscape between the two 

settlements [Rustington/ East Preston and Angmering] which limit the rural 

quality of the landscape. The narrow belt of agricultural land does however 

maintain clear separation between the two settlements.” 
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Green Infrastructure 

10.21	 It is therefore evident that this document does not consider that the landscape quality 

of this Local Gap is of particular value. It identifies the narrow belt of agricultural land 

which does maintain separation and this is acknowledged. It is on the west side of 

Angmering and it is clear that it performs a separation function. Further, land 

immediately to the east of that continues the ‘narrow belt’ that separates the two 

settlements, and this comprises of sports pitches and other public open space. 

10.22	 However, as these areas are on the western and southern edges of Angmering they are 

directly adjacent to Rustington/ East Preston, and therefore perform a ‘gap’ function. 

West End Nursery is divorced from these sites, in particular the specifically referenced 

agricultural land, and simply does not perform a ‘gap’ function between Angmering and 

Rustington/ East Preston. 

10.23	 The Arun Landscape Study identifies that West End Nursery lies within the Angmering 

Coastal Plan LCA42 designation, identifying its landscape capacity as ‘Mixed urban edge 

landscape, partially enclosed, separates Angmering from Littlehampton’, classifying it as 

having a landscape capacity of Low/ Medium. 

10.24	 The significance of this is that the Arun Landscape Study assessed the whole of the 

southern half of the District, with the exception of many of the larger built up areas 

(unlike the West Sussex Landscape Character and Guidelines which only assessed the 

most sensitive landscape areas). The assessment area was split into 45 separate 

classifications, and whilst LCA42 was classified as Low/ Medium, only 8 landscape 

designations were classified as having a higher, or better, capacity, with 22 having a 

lower, or worse, classification. Of the 8 sites with a higher landscape capacity, three are 

adjacent to Bognor Regis and one is adjacent to Littlehampton, and has been the 

subject of a recent approval for outline planning permission for 600 dwellings, 

employment, mixed and community uses, landscaping and open space. 

10.25	 The Study went on to conclude that the Final Assessment Landscape Sensitivity was 

‘Substantial’ with the Final Assessment Landscape Value being ‘Slight’, which ultimately 

led to the conclusion that the landscape capacity was ‘Low/ Medium’. 

10.26	 The Study ultimately concluded its findings in paragraphs 6.5.2.2 - 6.5.2.3. These state 

that: 

“Character varies across the gap with a transition from open arable 

agriculture to the west to recreational uses and horticulture in the east with 

an attendant increase in boundary vegetation. The area has considerable 
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urban influence from residential areas of Littlehampton south of the A259. 

However, the roadside vegetation and internal hedged and treed boundaries 

do contain Angmering providing visual separation between Angmering and the 

A259/ Littlehampton. 

The gap is heavily influenced by the residential areas of Littlehampton and the 

A259. However, the gap does function, it has the potential to avoid 

coalescence between the settlements, it visually contains Angmering and it 

maintains the individual and separate identity of the village. An exception to 

this functional landscape is the Worthing Rugby Football Club located on the 

north western [sic] edge of the gap policy area. It is physically removed from 

the gap, located west [sic] of Angmering. Mature boundary vegetation visually 

separates the playing fields from the gap and it serves no purpose in limiting 

the potential for coalescence between the settlements.” 

10.27	 It is therefore evident from the above two concluding paragraphs, which are 

substantially weaker than many of the other conclusions in the document, that whilst 

the area does function as a gap, it has a number of weaknesses. Further, the conclusion 

recommends deletion of Worthing Rugby Club from the gap. Whilst this does not include 

West End Nursery, it is immediately to the north of West End Nursery. The Study 

identifies that that part of the designation is ‘physically removed from the gap’ and it is 

strongly contended that this also applies to West End Nursery, being north of the rest of 

the narrow belt that lies north of the A259. 

10.28	 Therefore, the evidence base documents simply do not conclude that this designation, 

especially the eastern/ north eastern part, is particularly strong and consequently this 

draft designation, particularly east of Roundstone Lane, is not necessary. This is a view 

that was supported by the Local Plan Inspector in 2003. 

10.29	 Consequently, whilst the designation of the eastern/ north eastern part of this Green 

Infrastructure Corridor is highly questionable, the ‘extra’ protection inserted into Policy 

DM25 in relation to housing growth is wholly inappropriate on landscape grounds alone. 

The impact of this designation on delivery is addressed below. 

10.30	 Notwithstanding the landscape characteristics of West End Nursery which have been 

highlighted above, the designation of land to the east of Roundstone Lane, together 

with the extra restriction of preventing housing growth within it as currently proposed 

in Policy DM25, will have a serious impact on the Council’s ability to deliver the 

necessary amount of housing in Angmering. 
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Green Infrastructure 

10.31	 The delivery of ‘approximately 490 new homes’ is proposed in Angmering over the Plan 

period. Further comments in relation to housing numbers have already been made in 

these representations and in Appendix 2 and it is considered that the Council’s strategy 

of seeking either 400, or even the higher target of 565, dwellings per annum is too low. 

Notwithstanding this, development in Angmering forms a substantial element of the 

spatial strategy for the District for the whole Local Plan period. The Broad Strategic 

Location of Growth in the Key Diagram comprises land to the east of Roundstone Lane, 

plus land immediately north of that. 

10.32	 A planning application for 150 units has just been submitted for land immediately north 

of Worthing Rugby Club. North of that lies a proposed allocation for 8.5ha of 

employment land and these two sites together comprise the majority o f the Broad 

Strategic Location of Growth. In addition both of these sites lie south of Water Lane. 

10.33	 Therefore, that leaves 340 new homes to be delivered to the north east of Angmering, 

north of Water Lane. This land is much more open than West End Nu rsery, comprising a 

proliferation of smaller horticultural holdings but predominantly greenfield. Whilst West 

End Nursery, being a horticultural industry, is not brownfield land, it is previously 

intensely used land and these is no ‘green field’ land on th e site as it is covered with 

hardstanding (outside and inside the glasshouses) and a substantial brick office 

building. 

10.34	 Further the David Wilson application site and the proposed Water Lane employment 

allocation have been identified as being more sensitive in the local landscape and is 

adjacent to the South Downs National Park. It is also further from the train station. 

Consequently, it is a far less sustainable site to develop than West End Nursery. 

10.35	 Therefore, notwithstanding the principle of developing land north of Water Lane, it 

would need to accommodate substantial numbers of houses to meet the strategic 

growth requirements for Angmering for the Plan period. This is a heavy over reliance on 

one site to deliver the majority of the growth st rategy, in an area more landscape 

sensitive than West End Nursery. 

10.36	 As such, the restriction on ‘no housing growth’ in the Angmering Green Infrastructure 

Corridor will call into serious question the ability to deliver the necessary number of 

dwellings, even at the lower figures of 400 or 565 dwellings per annum currently being 

proposed by the Council. 

11192/A3/PS	 31 September 2012 



  

                                                                                                      

           

               

               

                

    

 

 

 

               

           

               

   

 

               

          

 

               

               

         

Green Infrastructure 

10.37	 Notwithstanding the proposed higher annualised housing requirement of 610 dwellings 

per annum that is advocated in Appendix 2 to these representations, this would still call 

into question the ability of the Plan to deliver its spatial strategy, leaving an Inspector 

with little choice but to find the Plan unsound given that this is such a fundamental 

aspect of the Plan. 

Recommendations 

10.38	 That West End Nursery, along with Haskins Garden Centre and Worthing Rugby Club be 

removed from the Green Infrastructure Corridor designation, but recognising the Rugby 

Club’s	 valuable function as a public open space facility and community asset and that it 

should be retained. 

10.39	 That the text “not housing” contained in parentheses in Policy DM25 under Type B 

Green Infrastructure Corridors in relation to Angmering is deleted. 

10.40	 That “housing” be specifically referenced as being suitable on the West En d Nursery site 

to enable the required number of dwellings to be delivered in Angmering over the Plan 

period, regardless of what annualised requirement is eventually proposed. 

11192/A3/PS	 32 September 2012 



 

                                                                                                      

  

 

            

               

           

    

 

               

              

             

   

 

                

               

                 

      

 

               

           

             

              

 

 

                

               

               

             

      

 

                

              

            

 

                

             

             

               

     

Conclusions 

11.0	 CONCLUSIONS 

11.1	 West End Property Development (WEPD) generally supports the positive Vision and 

Objectives of the Draft Local Plan in that they are consistent with the positive approach 

and presumption in favour of sustainable development advocated in the National 

Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

11.2	 However, there is serious concern about a number of the policies that have been 

drafted which do not reflect the positive approach and presumption outlined in the NPPF 

as they are too restrictive, too inflexible, too negative and not cognisant of 

deliverability and viability. 

11.3	 Further, the a number of the policies are too Arun District Council focused which, whilst 

understandable, is contrary to the Duty to Cooperate that is advocated in the NPPF. The 

Duty to Cooperate is one of the tests of soundness, therefore if this fail s then the Plan 

is likely to be found unsound. 

11.4	 The Bath and North East Somerset Core Strategy Inspector suspended the EiP due to 

the Council’s housing growth methodology being primarily based on job growth 

projections. To be NPPF compliant the housing target must be considerate of 

demographic and economic projections and the Arun Draft Local Plan is based on jobs 

growth. 

11.5	 This has led to two housing growth figures being proposed, one of 400 dwellings per 

annum and one of 565 dwellings per annum. It is considered that 610 dwellings per 

annum is a more robust approach, and this takes into account the necessary balance as 

alternative options include 1,000 dwellings per annum, and it is acknowledged that this 

figure is not appropriate for Arun. 

11.6	 A number of the policies are not based on the evidence base documents, most notably 

the elements of Policies DM1, DM9 and DM25 that have been addressed in these 

representations, and those elements are contrary to paragraph 158 of the NPPF. 

11.7	 All of the above results in West End Property Development considering that the Plan is 

fundamentally flawed in a number of areas and is therefore unsound. As such, 

significant revisions are required to the aspects referred to in these representations to 

make the Plan sound, which will enable Arun District Council to achieve its Aim and 

Objectives over the Plan period. 

11192/A3/PS	 33 September 2012 
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Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

1.0	 INTRODUCTION 

1.1	 This Technical Note provides an up-to-date analysis of the housing requirements for Arun 

District Council (ADC) and has been prepared following the publication of the ‘Draft Local 

Plan’ consultation document in July 2012. 

1.2	 The Draft Local Plan sets out the ‘Vision’ and planning framework for the District up to 2028, 

and sets out a preferred option to deliver 400 new dwellings per annum, 2013-2028, 

following the intended revocation of the South East Plan (SEP) which currently sets a housing 

target of 565 new dwellings per annum. 

1.3	 In this context the Technical Note comprises an outline of the relevant National, Regional 

and Local Planning Policy followed by a review of the housing target set out in the Draft 

Local Plan in the context of publicly available information sources . 

2	 6 September 2012 



Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

2.0 PLANNING POLICY 

a. NATIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

i) National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – March 2012 

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the Government’s planning policies 

for England and how these are expected to be applied. The NPPF must be taken into account 

in the preparation of local and neighbourhood plans. 

2.2 The NPPF considers there to be three dimensions to sustainable development: 

Economic; 

Social; and 

Environmental 

2.3 Accordingly, the planning system is required to perform these same three roles. In respect of 

its economic role the planning system is intended to contribute to building a strong, 

responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring sufficient land availability, and by 

identifying and coordinating development requirements. In its social role, the planning 

system is intended to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the 

supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations. In its 

environmental role it should contribute to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and 

historic environment. The NPPF confirms (paragraph 8) that these roles should not be 

undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually dependent. 

2.4 In delivering sustainable development the NPPF confirms that the Government is committed 

to ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable economic 

growth, and that planning should operate to encourage and not act as an impediment to 

sustainable growth. Significant weight should therefore be placed on the need to support 

economic growth through the planning system. 

2.5 The NPPF confirms that to help achieve economic growth, local planning authorities should 

plan proactively to meet the development needs of business and support an economy fit for 

the 21st Century (paragraph 20). 

2.6 The NPPF (paragraph 47) confirms the need to significantly boost the supply of housing and 

in doing so confirms that LPAs should use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan 

3 6 September 2012 



 

                                                                                                                                                                                         

     

            

                 

  

 

               

            

            

              

            

 

               

 

           

         
        

         
          

            
  

 

              

             

                 

 

 

        
    

 

                

             

              

              

 

 

                 

              

             

                

            

                                                           
      
      

Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing. Furthermore, 

paragraph 50 confirms the need to plan for a mix of housing based on current and future 

demographic trends. 

2.7	 In dealing with the plan making process, the NPPF (paragraph 152) confirms that LPAs 

should seek opportunities to achieve each of the economic, social and environmental 

dimensions of sustainable development, and net gains across all three. Significant adverse 

impacts on any of these dimensions should be avoided. The NPPF (paragraph 154) also 

confirms the need for local plans to be aspirational, but realistic. 

2.8	 The NPPF also refers to the use of a proportionate evidence base as follows: 

“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.”1 

2.9	 More specifically in respect of housing evidence, the NPPF (paragraph 159) confirms that 

Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) should identify the scale and mix of housing 

and the range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period, 

which: 

“meet household and population projections, taking account of 
migration and demographic change.”2 

2.10	 In respect of business needs, the NPPF (paragraph 160) confirms that LPAs should have a 

clear understanding of business needs within the economic markets operating in and across 

their area, and that they should work closely with the business community to understand 

their changing needs and identify and address barriers to i nvestment, including a lack of 

housing. 

2.11	 As a consequence of section 110 of the 2011 Localism Act, the NPPF states (paragraph 178) 

that LPAs have a duty to cooperate on planning issues that cross administrative boundaries, 

particularly those which relate to strategic priorities, which includes, inter alia, the homes 

and jobs needed in the area. The Government expects joint working on areas of common 

interest to be diligently undertaken for the mutual benefit of neighbouring authorities. 

1 Paragraph 158, NPPF, March 2012 
2 Paragraph 159, NPPF, March 2012 

4	 6 September 2012 



 

                                                                                                                                                                                         

     

    

 

        

 

              

                

           

             

    

 

              

              

                 

            

          

 

               

            

             

                  

              

                

      

 
                   

               

                  

 

                  

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
                 
                

          

Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

b.	 REGIONAL PLANNING POLICY 

ii)	 Adopted South East Plan (May 2009) 

2.12	 The Draft South East Plan (dSEP) Examination in Public (EiP) was undertaken between 

November 2006 and March 2007, with the final report published in August 2007. The EiP 

took account of the CLG 2003-based national household projections, and subsequently 

following publication the 2004-based series. The report refers largely to the 2004-based 

series, following CLG advice3 . 

2.13	 Following publication of the EiP Panel Report (August 2007) t he SEP was subsequently 

adopted (May 2009). Whilst recognition is given to 2006-based projections these were only 

published very shortly prior to adoption of the SEP and were not considered as part of the 

EiP evidence. The 2003 and 2004-based national household projections therefore informed 

the adopted housing policy of the adopted SEP. 

2.14	 However, paragraph 7.6 of the adopted SEP recognises that the regional minimum target of 

housing provision (being 32,700 dwellings per annum) is significantly below the forecast 

growth of households and the 2006-based population projections. Paragraph 7.7 of the SEP 

goes on to state that a review of the SEP would be likely to conclude that the adopted 

minimum target of 32,700 dwellings per annum would be insufficient to meet housing needs 

in the region4. It is clear therefore that the SEP housing numbers were politically driven, and 

not based on objective evidence. 

2.15	 Policy H1 of the SEP sets out a minimum housing target for ADC of 565 new dwellings per 

annum, 2006 – 2026, equating to 11,300 new dwellings over the Plan period.5 This target 

represents a rise of 100 dpa from the target of the draft SEP (465 new dwellings per annum). 

2.16	 In respect of economic growth within the Region, the ‘interim job number’ for ADC was set at 

4,964 new jobs, 2006-2016. 

3 Referenced in paragraph 7.21, page 87 of the Draft South East Plan Panel Report: August 2007 
4 Paragraphs 7.6 and 7.7, page 57-58 of the adopted South East Plan, May 2009. 
5Table H1b, page 54, adopted South East Plan, May 2009 

5	 6 September 2012 
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c.	 LOCAL PLANNING POLICY 

iii)	 Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan – July 2012 

2.17	 The ADC Draft Local Plan sets out the strategic planning policies that the District Council 

seeks to pursue over the Plan period (2013-2028). The overall ‘Vision’ for the District 

includes the following emphasis on economic growth: 

“Barnham, Eastergate, Westergate and Angmering will develop their 

roles as well-connected large villages serving inland Arun; providing an 
enhanced range of shops, employment, housing, community facilities 

and local services, supported by improved transport links.” 

2.18	 As this part of the ‘Vision’ highlights, there will be a specific emphasis placed on economic 

growth in Angmering. Paragraph 4.10 states that: 

“Angmering has experienced considerable new development in recent 
years but retains a village character. With improvements to the A280, 

proposed improvements to the A259 and the possible securing of 

additional primary school places, Angmering is considered a 
sustainable place for additional housing and employment growth.”6 

2.19	 This reinforces the firm emphasis on providing economic growth within the District . In this 

context Arun’s strategic objective for employment and enterprise is to: 

“Strengthen Arun’s economic base and provide local job opportunities 
by increasing, diversifying and improving the quality of employment 

within the district through the provision of appropriate employment 
sites, quality affordable accommodation and the development of 

business support and partnerships.”7 

2.20	 The key documents used in formulating the strategic employment policies of the Draft Local 

Plan are the Council’s ‘Economic Strategy Open for Business 2009-2026’ and the ‘Employment 

and Economic Land Assessment (EELA)’. The latter report concludes that employment 

growth will total 3,130 new jobs between 2008-2026 (174 new jobs per annum)8. 

2.21	 In respect of the housing growth required to accommodate the economic growth aspired to 

by the ADC, the Draft Local Plan states the following strategic objective: 

“To plan and deliver a range of housing types in locations with good 
access to employment, services and facilities to meet the district’s 

6 Paragraph 4.10, page 22, Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan, July 2012 
7 Paragraph 9.2, page 41, Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan, July 2012 
8 Table 6.1, page 79, Arun District Council Employment and Economic Land Assessment, Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners, 
December 2010 

6	 6 September 2012 
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housing requirements and the needs of Arun’s residents and 
communities both urban and rural, ensuring that issues of affordability 
and the provision of appropriate levels of affordable housing are 

addressed.”9 

2.22	 To achieve this objective ADC considers two options for housing growth; the SEP target (565 

new dwellings per annum); or following the revocation of the SEP , ADC’s preferred target of 

400 new dwellings per annum. This is confirmed in the ‘Overview’ section of the Draft Local 

Plan as follows: 

“The majority of policies in the SEP are not contentious for Arun but 
the determination of housing and employment strategy are the critical 

matters. Whilst Arun is legally bound to plan for the housing targets in 
the SEP its employment strategy is different to the SEP. Given this 

transitional matter this Local Plan presents both Arun's preferred 

housing target, which can be annualised as an average of 400 units 
each year, compared to the SEP average of 565 each year.”10 

2.23	 In this context the Draft Local Plan states that its approach is ‘jobs-based’ rather than 

housing-based. 

iv)	 Locally-Generated Needs Study (GL Hearn) – May 2010 (GL Hearn report) 

2.24	 The GL Hearn report was published in May 2010 and presents a number of demographic and 

economic-led projections for growth in Arun District. The report is one of ADC’s ‘Background 

Documents’ used in the preparation of the Draft Local Plan as confirmed on the Council’s web 

site: 

“This study considers what level of housing might be needed over the 

period to 2031. It addresses the requirement for a local evidence base 
of housing requirements in light of the abolishment of regionally 

imposed housing targets. The study is intended to inform the Council’s 
work on the emerging Local Plan which will replace the current Local 

Plan, adopted in 2003.”11 

2.25	 The results of the projections carried out by GL Hearn and presented in their report are set 

out in Table 1.1 below. 

9 Paragraph 13.1.3, page 41, Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan, July 2012 
10 Paragraph 2.6, page 10, Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan, July 2012 
11 Paragraph 2.6, page 10, Arun District Council: Draft Local Plan, July 2012 

7	 6 September 2012 
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Table 1.1: GL Hearn projections for household growth, 2006-2026 

Scenario 
Housing Numbers 2006-2026 

Per annum 20 years 

Zero migration (PROJ 2) 132 2,650 

Zero employment growth (PROJ 7) 362 7,244 

Recent trend based (PROJ X) 425 8,510 

4% Employment Growth (105 jobs pa) (PROJ 8) 447 8,937 

2.7% GVA Growth pa post 2013 ( 230 jobs pa) (PROJ 9) 548 10,953 

South East Plan 565 11,300 

Long term trend based (PROJ 1) 609 12,189 

3.0% GVA Growth pa post 2013(330 jobs pa) (PROJ 10) 628 12,566 

3.0% GVA Growth pa (380 jobs pa) (PROJ 11) 669 13,373 

3.5% GVA Growth pa (470 jobs pa) (PROJ 12) 741 14,824 

CLG Projections (2006-2026) 865 17,295 
Source: page 12, ADC Locally Generated Needs Assessment, GL Hearn, May 2010 

Economic-led scenarios 

2.26	 In the context of the Draft Local Plan’s clear focus on achieving economic growth in Arun, 

the effect of any housing target on labour force growth in the District is a pertinent 

consideration. In this context the GL Hearn report sets out a zero net-migration scenario 

(whereby in-migration and out-migration are forced to balance), which indicates the labour 

force population of the District would decline by -12,400 people between 2006 and 2026. 

This scenario is not considered to be realistic in practice, but this level of labour force 

decline sets a baseline on which to assess housing requirements in the District. 

2.27	 The GL Hearn report moves on to show that 360 new dwellings per annum would be required 

simply to maintain the existing employment leve ls based on current commuting patterns 

(PROJ 7). 

2.28	 In respect of economic growth the GL Hearn report sets out six different scenarios, including 

the zero employment growth scenario referred to above. This range is considered prudent in 

the absence of an econometric model for Arun District. 

2.29	 The economic-led scenarios show growth ranging from 447 to 741 new dwellings per annum, 

all of which are in excess of the Council’s preferred target (400 new dwellings per annum). 

2.30	 However in conclusion the GL Hearn report states the following: 

“We consider that a realistic economic scenario which represents a 

positive future for the District will lie between PROJ 9, which is based 

8	 6 September 2012 
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on achieving 3% GVA growth per annum post 2013 (taking into account 

the impact of the recession in the early part of the plan period) and 
PROJ 11, which is based upon delivering an average of 3% GVA growth 

per annum 

respectively 
annum.”12 

across 

require 

the 2006-26 

delivery of 

period. 

between 

These 

550 – 
scenarios would 

670 homes per 

2.31 On an economic-led 

dwellings per annum 

basis the GL Hearn report concludes that 

would be required in Arun, based on a 

a minimum of 550 new 

recessionary scenario for 

economic growth. This would represent a similar level of growth to the SEP and a significant 

increase of 150 additional dwellings per annum (37.5% increase) from the preferred Draft 

Local Plan target (400 new dwellings per annum). 

2.32	 In addition it should be noted that the higher projection for economic growth (PROJ 12: 

3.5% GVA growth per annum; 470 new jobs per annum) would require provision of 741 new 

dwellings per annum. 

Demographic-led scenarios 

2.33	 To be compliant with the NPPF requirements for a proportionate evidence base, economic 

and demographic projections must be integrated and presented in an up-to-date SHMA. The 

Bath & North East Somerset (BANES) Core Strategy Examination was recently suspended due 

to the Council’s ‘overriding primacy’ to a linear link between homes and jobs. The Inspector 

commented on BANES’ methodology as follows: 

“it gives overriding primacy to a linear link between homes and jobs. 

Whilst NPPF 158 refers to authorities ensuring that their assessments 

of, and strategies for, housing, employment and other uses are 
integrated, that is not justification for making this link the primary 

consideration, particularly given the detailed explanation for the 
”13content of the SHMA which follows in NPPF 159.

2.34	 The BANES methodology effectively caps the proposed housing number based on the job 

growth projection adopted by the Council, and does not give the required level of 

consideration to household and population projections, taking account of migration and 

demographic change, as required by the NPPF (paragraph 159). 

2.35	 In this context the ADC Draft Local Plan must ensure that due consideration is given to 

demographic projections in setting the housing target for the District over the Plan period. 

12 Paragraph 5.6, page 12, ADC Locally Generated Needs Assessment: Executive Summary, GL Hearn, May 2010 
13 Paragraph 1.10, page 5, document ID/28, BANES Core Strategy Examination: Inspector’s preliminary conclusions on 
strategic matters and way forward, June 2012 
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2.36	 The GL Hearn report considers demographic projections alongside the economic -led 

projections set out above. At the time the GL Hearn report was published (May 2010) net in-

migration had been steadily declining in Arun District (2,400 people in 2001/02 to 800 people 

in 2007/08). However as set out in the following section, net in -migration has increased 

again in the most recent year (1,300 people in 2009/10). 

2.37	 The GL Hearn trend-based projection is therefore based on the long-term average net-

migration between 2001/02 and 2007/08 (1,629 people per annum). The latest long-term 

average trend is for net in-migration of 1,800 people per annum, and it is therefore 

considered that the trend-based projection in the GL Hearn report is conservative. 

2.38	 The long-term trend-based projection set out in the GL Hearn report sets a housing target of 

610 new dwellings per annum. This exceeds the Draft Local Plan’s preferred target by 210 

additional dwellings per annum (or 52%). It also represents an increase of 45 additional 

dwellings per annum from the SEP target (8% increase). 

2.39	 In conclusion the GL Hearn report comments as follows: 

“We consider that the main trend-based projection (PROJ 1) represents 
a robust basis for strategic planning based on a ‘locally-generated 

approach’ to assessing housing requirements which is driven by 
demographic trends. It projects a requirement for 12,200 homes over 

the plan period to 2026, equating to delivery of 610 homes per annum. 

This is a relatively modest 8% above the current South East Plan 
target, and 5% over the previous West Sussex Structure Plan 

requirement.”14 (our emphasis) 

2.40	 The GL Hearn report considers that a target of 610 new dwellings per annum would be a 

robust scenario for growth. 

Dwelling-led scenario 

2.41	 The GL Hearn report also considered the effects of providing 465 new dwellings per annum, 

2006-2026. This target represented the growth target of the draft SEP and was previously 

set out by the Council as a potential option for housing growth between 2006 and 2026. The 

GL Hearn report considered this level of growth as follows: 

“Our analysis suggests that housing delivery in line with the Option 1 
numbers of 465 dwellings per annum could potentially constraint the 

economy, supporting just 2,000 – 3,000 jobs over the plan period; 
would result in an increase in the dependency ratio with a higher 

proportion of the population of retirement age relative for instance to 

14 Paragraph 5.4, page 11, ADC Locally Generated Needs Assessment : Executive Summary, GL Hearn, May 2010 

10	 6 September 2012 
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PROJ 1 or PROJ 10, and could contribute to an imbalance to long-term 

growth in house prices as housing supply fell short of demand based on 
a realistic economic or demographic driven scenario.” 

v)	 Summary 

2.42	 In summary the Draft Local Plan seeks to provide economic growth within Arun, and provide 

a wider range of employment. 

2.43	 The Draft Local Plan will seek to achieve this objective by adopting its preferred option of 

400 new dwellings per annum, 2013-2028, following the intended revocation of the SEP (565 

new dwellings per annum). 

2.44	 The GL Hearn report (May 2010), published to support the Draft Local Plan, has concluded 

that between 550 and 670 new dwellings per annum would be required on an economic -led 

basis. 

2.45	 However to be NPPF compliant, migration and demographic change must be considered in 

setting a housing target. The GL Hearn report concludes that provision of 610 new 

dwellings per annum is a robust target for growth based on demographic trends. This is 

considered a conservative projection for growth following the increase in net in -migration to 

Arun since the GL Hearn report was published. 

11	 6 September 2012 
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3.0	 HOUSEHOLD DEMOGRAPHICS 

A. CENTRAL GOVERNMENT HOUSEHOLD AND POPULATION PROJECTIONS 

i)	 ONS Sub National Population Projections (SNPP) 

3.1	 The SNPP published by ONS (Table 3.1) shows relatively consistent projected population 

growth of between 1,353 and 1,587 people per annum over the Plan period (2013-2028), 

from the 2003-based series to the most recent 2010-based series (March 2012). The most 

recent 2010-based projection shows growth of 1,353 people per annum (see Table 3.1). 

Table 3.1: ONS Sub National Population Projections, Arun District, 2013-2028 

1991 2001 2006 2013 2016 2021 2026 2028 
2013-
2028 

2010-based 130,500 141,000 148,400 156,000 160,000 166,700 173,600 176,300 20,300 

2008-based 130,500 141,000 148,400 155,700 159,800 167,100 174,900 178,000 22,300 

2006-based 130,500 141,000 145,700 154,400 158,400 165,500 172,800 175,600 21,200 

2004-based (revised) 130,500 141,000 147,500 156,800 160,900 167,900 174,700 177,200 20,400 

2003-based 130,500 141,000 147,800 159,000 163,800 172,000 179,900 182,800 23,800 
Source: Office for National Statistics (rounded to nearest hundred) 
Note: Figures may not sum due to rounding 

ii) Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) household 

projections 

3.2 Official DCLG household projections (see Table 3.2) have estimated a consistent level of 

housing growth of approximately 1,000 households per annum, 2013 -2028. The 2010-based 

population projection (above) shows very similar population growth to the 2004 -based 

projection. It is therefore considered that the 2010-based household projection (due in 

2012) will be of a similar magnitude to the 2004-based figure. Given the nationwide trend 

for falling household sizes the 2010-based projection could potentially exceed the 2004-

based projection. However the 2008-based figure remains the most up-to-date. 

Table 3.2 DCLG Household Estimates and Projections for Arun District, 2013-2028 

1991 2001 2006 2013 2016 2021 2026 2028 2013-2028 

2008-based 57,000 63,000 67,000 71,000 74,000 79,000 84,000 86,000 15,000 

2006-based 57,000 63,000 66,000 71,000 74,000 78,000 83,000 85,000 14,000 

2004-based (revised) 57,000 63,000 66,000 73,000 76,000 81,000 86,000 88,000 15,000 

2003-based 57,000 63,000 67,000 73,000 78,000 84,000 89,000 - -
Source: Department of Communities and Local Government (rounded to nearest hundred) 
Note: Figures may not sum due to rounding 

12	 6 September 2012 



 

                                                                                                                                                                                         

     

      

 
                  

                  

                

               

                

 
             

 

 

 

 

           
  

  
             

      
        

 
 

      

 
              

               

              

              

 

           

           

      

      

      

       

      

        
                   

 

  

 
              

              

              

               

          

 

Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

iii)	 ONS estimates of net migration 

2.3	 Net-migration is one of the inputs of population change in Arun. The recent levels of net 

migration are shown in Table 3.3. They show that there has been a consistent level of net 

in-migration to the District over the past ten years. The level of net in -migration remained 

high between 2001/02 and 2006/07 before falling to 800 people per annum in 2007/08 and 

2008/09. However the most recent year (2009/10) has seen an increase to 1,300 people. 

Table 3.3 ONS Estimates of Net Migration and other change: Arun District 
Annual 

average 

2000 
-

2001 

2001 
-

2002 

2002 
-

2003 

2003 
-

2004 

2004 
-

2005 

2005 
-

2006 

2006 
-

2007 

2007 
-

2008 

2008 
-

2009 

2009 
-

2010 

2005-
2010 

2000-
2010 

Net 
Migration 1,600 2,800 2,400 2,900 1,900 2,000 1,800 800 800 1,300 1,300 1,800 

Source: ONS (rounded to nearest hundred) 
Note: Figures may not sum due to rounding 

v)	 ONS projections of net migration 

3.5	 The average long-term trend (net in-migration of 1,800 people, 2000-2010) is projected to 

continue in Arun from 2014 onwards, reaching a peak of 2,100 people per annum between 

2004-2028. This represents the lowest migration projection of the past five series’ but 

remains high, impacting significantly on the demand for new housing in Arun. 

Table 2.4 ONS Migration Estimates and Projections for North Warwickshire pa 

2004-06 pa 2009-13 pa 2014-18 pa 2019-23 pa 2024-28 pa 

2010-based - 1,700 1,800 1,900 2,100 

2008-based - 1,900 2,000 2,100 2,300 

2006-based - 2,000 2,000 2,200 2,300 

2004-based (revised) 2,200 2,200 2,300 2,300 2,400 

2003-based 2,500 2,500 2,600 2,600 2,700 

Source: ONS (rounded to nearest hundred)
 
Note: Migration per annum within the range of years indicated (specific year differs by base year of projection)
 

vi)	 Summary 

3.6	 In summary, projections for population growth has remained broadly consistent in Arun from 

the 2003-based series to the most recent 2010-based series. This growth has been 

generated from high levels of net in-migration (short-term trend of 1,300 people per annum, 

and long-term trend of 1,800 people per annum) to the District. DCLG household projections 

have subsequently remained broadly consistent at 1,000 new households per annum , 2013-

2028. 

13	 6 September 2012 



Arun District Housing Requirements Technical Note 

4.0 CONCLUSION 

4.1 This housing technical note has summarised the policy background informing ADC’s preferred 

housing target (400 new dwellings per annum 2013-2028), and the Central Government 

population, migration, and household projections for Arun District. The conclusions of the 

note are as follows: 

The preferred housing target of the Draft Local Plan (400 new dwellings per annum, 

2013-2028) and the SEP housing target (565 new dwellings per annum) fall significantly 

lower than the 2008-based CLG household projection (1,000 new household per annum, 

2013-2028); 

The latest 2010-based population projection (ONS, March 2010) projects population 

growth which is broadly consistent with the previous population projections (2003, 2004, 

2006, and 2008-based series). In the context of falling household sizes it is considered 

that the 2010-based DCLG household projections (due in 2012) will show similar 

household growth to the 2008-based series (approximately 1,000 households per annum). 

The Locally Generated Housing Needs Assessment by GL Hearn (May 2010) was instructed 

by ADC to support development of the Draft Local Plan. The assessment sets out 

economic and demographic-led scenarios for housing growth, all of which exceed the 

preferred option (400 dpa) of the Draft Local Plan;

In this context, it is considered that provision of only 400 new dwellings per annum, 

2013-2028, would stymie economic growth in Arun and wholly conflict wi th the clear 

economic growth aspirations of ADC; 

The economic-led scenarios for growth show a range of growth between 550 and 670 new 

dwellings per annum. The minimum (550 dpa) is based on recessionary trends and is 

considered highly conservative in the context of ADC’s prior ities for employment growth; 

The BANES Core Strategy Inspector suspended the EiP due to the Council’s housing 

growth methodology being primarily based on job growth projections. To be NPPF 

compliant the housing target must be considerate of demographic and economic 

projections; 

The demographic trend-based scenario of the GL Hearn report projects housing growth of 

610 new dwellings per annum, and is considered by GL Hearn to represent a robust 

scenario for growth; 

14 6 September 2012 
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The GL Hearn report also concludes that the previous housing target of ADC – the draft 

SEP target of 465 new dwellings per annum – would not provide the economic growth 

aspired to by the Council. 

Way Forward 

4.2 Housing targets must be compliant with paragraphs 158-159 of the NPPF, and consider 

demographic and economic growth projections as part of a proportionate evidence base. 

4.3 The GL Hearn report has concluded that 610 new dwellings per annum would provide a 

robust scenario for growth based on past demographic trends. This is considered to be a 

conservative estimate for growth based on the official CLG projection of approximately 1,000 

new households per annum. It is therefore considered that 610 new dwellings per annum 

should form the very minimum starting point for housing growth in Arun. 

4.4 However the GL Hearn report has also concluded that economic growth could require up to 

670 new dwellings per annum, and in the context of ADC’s priorities for ec onomic growth it is 

considered a range of 610 – 670 new dwellings per annum should be targeted. 

4.5 This target could be further clarified by further modelling work using the highly respected 

Chelmer Population and Housing Model. 

15 6 September 2012 
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Comments by Mr A J Allison Woodland West Walberton Lane Walberton  Arundel 
West Sussex BN18 0QS on Green Infrastructure and Drainage Local Plan 2012 

On page 221 Policy DM25 there is mention of Walberton and Barnham Green (?) 
Infrastructure Corridor under Type A. I assume the reference should be Walberton Green 
to Barnham but as Fontwell is within the parish of Walberton and that the corridor 
between Walberton Green and Fontwell covers all the requirements in that section it 
should also be included. (It is interesting to note that this year the BBC chose Fontwell as 
a location for its national programme on the Night Sky.) I consider that the hatched area 
on Arundel, the Six Villages and Surrounding Area Map 2 be extended northward from 
Eastergate Lane to the old Arundel Road as far eastward to Copse Lane to embrace 
woodland, springs, emerging streams and ponds shown on the accompanying Ordnance 
Survey Map GI Corridor Walberton Green and Fontwell pdf doc.  

The name Fontwell is made up of Font – Old English from Latin fons, font “spring, 
fountain” and Well – “a shaft sunk into the ground to obtain water” and although this 
may be recognised on pages 11 of Sequential Test October 2009 development is endorsed 
in the Site Ref FON1, 3 AND 5 Appendix 4 and 5 covering Sites outside settlements with 
future potential. 

Map G 1 Indicative Risk of Groundwater Flooding shows Fontwell at High Groundwater 
Flood Risk and under Flooding from Groundwater pages 2-4 to 2-5 of Arun District 
Council SFRA (February 2008) it recognises “Groundwater can often emerge over a 
large or diffuse area but can also emerge from a single point. The location of the 
emergence points cannot be accurately located.” Any development in Fontwell may be at 
risk therefore but more importantly such development may have significant effect on the 
subsurface and surface drainage of the environs within the catchment. 

On p 287 Section 20.2 Flooding there is reference in para 20.2.1 to risk of flooding due to 
high water table and reference to Arun and Western Streams CFMP 2009. In the 
Introduction to that Report the EA Regional Director states that “coverage of surface and 
groundwater is however limited due to lack of available information”. Also on p 287 in 
para 20.2.3 mention is made of specific flooding problems, including Barnham which has 
experienced significant foul and surface water problems. This equally applies between 
Fontwell and The Street Walberton as witnessed following rainfall events this summer 
and earlier events referred to in the attached bundle of papers. I consider therefore that 
similar references to Walberton Parish be included in the Local Plan.  

Risk from flooding should be properly described in FON1, 3 and 5. The new wording 
should embrace the type of flooding as defined on pages 2-4 and 2-5 of Arun District 
Council SFRA (February 2008) and shown on Maps L, G1 and S. The wording needs to 
refer to “high risk from groundwater flooding” and “significant foul and surface water 
problems” referred to above and Map S amended to include such incidents. 

The effects of any development on possible pollution to the aquifer also need to be 
included. 



 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Bundle of Papers attached to Comments on Local Plan 2012 



 
    

   
  

 
    

      
    
     
     
 

 
  

 
 

 
 

  
   

    
 

 
 

    
  

  

  
 

  
 

 

 
   

   
  

 
  

 
  

  
  

 

In the minutes of the meeting of the Barnham Drainage Group on 19 September 2001 it is recorded that 
representations had been received regarding flooding problems in Walberton and the need for the Group to 
consider flooding issues in the area as part of the work 

Meeting with Southern Water 15 June 2001 
Present: Neil Burns Southern Water Regional Sewerage Engineer 

Mike Yung Hok Southern Water Underground Services 
Martin Jones Southern Water Technician 
Alan Allison Walberton Parish Council 

Alan Allison welcomed the Southern Water Representatives and explained the reason for 
the meeting was a follow up to that held in April when residents invited Southern Water, 
Sussex CC Highways, Arun DC and the Environment Agency on site to discuss drainage 
problems encountered over the last autumn and winter. Unfortunately Southern Water 
had not been able to send a representative at that time. 

Neil Burns was aware of the problems in The Street near Maple Parade and understood 
the difficulties in getting the water away. The problems experienced last winter at the 
southern end of West Walberton Lane and Mill Lane were appreciated, as was the raising 
of the manhole covers when under water pressure along The Street. Southern Water 
considered that the system was adequate under normal conditions.  

Alan Allison described the matter of flooding at the top of West Walberton Lane at its 
junction with Wandley's Lane and the recent pipe connections associated with the 
Hunters Mews development was discussed. It would appear that the surface water was 
connected to the Highways Drainage at the junction which meant that the surface water 
from the development would appear to be directed down West Walberton Lane and into 
the ditches for which the Riparian Owners were responsible. It was Alan Allison's 
opinion that the existing ditches would not be able to take the flow and in effect the new 
development would cause flooding to the properties on the south side of West Walberton 
Lane. 

Southern Water agreed that during the last ten years they had been concerned about their 
drainage system in West Walberton Lane and subsequent to a CCTV survey had notified 
residents that surface water connections to the system would cause problems. However 
much of the additional flow had been caused by the natural groundwater getting into the 
system. Subsequent to a complaint by a resident halfway down West Walberton Lane it 
was found necessary to alter the gradient of the pipe. Southern Water said that they were 
obliged to agree to the developer connecting foul water to their sewer in Arundel Road 
and agreed that as a result it would also increase the flow in their system down West 
Walberton Lane.  It seemed likely that the Hunters Mews Development would also 
squeeze more of the natural groundwater towards West Walberton Lane and this would 
be exacerbated by the use of soakaways taking roof and conservatory run-off. The 
additional surface water drainage into the Highways drainage system down West 
Walberton Lane and into the ditches could also get into the Southern Water system. 
There was a need to look again at the drainage system. 



 
    

   
   

   
    

 
   

  
  

       
   

  
     

   
     

   
   

   
  

      
  

 
  

  
 

 
  

  
  

 
 

  
  

    
  

  
  

  
  

    
 

 
 

   
 

  
    

  
  

  
  

  
  

  
 

----- Original Message ----
From: Alan Allison 
To: Neil Burns 
Sent: Tuesday, November 23, 2004 7:41 AM 
Subject: Sewer Survey Arundel Road/West Walberton Lane Walberton West Sussex 
Neil 
Long time no see. I hope that you are well. 
I have been trying with little success to get an update on the survey that took place about a year ago on the 
sewer that runs down West Walberton Lane. Unfortunately neither the Parish nor the District Council have 
been much help. The latter has after some considerable pushing given me the name of Mr Douglas who I 
believe is a Planning Engineer in your offices. 
My apologies therefore in bothering you. 
As I understood from the people who carried out the above on your behalf the sewer on my property was 
OK but the efficacy of the sewer running through the property previously named Appledore but now named 
Richmond House in Arundel Road was suspect as was the sewer in West Walberton Lane. You may recall 
that I queried the adequacy of the sewer in West Walberton Lane when I was on the Parish Council and we 
had a discussion about it on site. Also as Richmond House which backs onto my property is now being 
developed so as to be more than double the original Appledore I am very much concerned about the overall 
effects to me and others in the neighbourhood. 
I am still keeping myself busy going to various meetings at CIRIA and the ICE on drainage etc and in 
particular SUDS. 
Best wishes 
Alan Allison 
valanem Environmental Management 
Woodland 
West Walberton Lane 
Walberton 
West Sussex 
BN18 0QS 
Tel No. 01243 542301 

Message date : Dec 10 2004, 10:25 AM
 
From : "Burns, Neil"
 
To : "'Alan Allison'"
 
Copy to : "Stubbs, John"
 
Subject : RE: Sewer Survey Arundel Road/West Walberton Lane Walberton West Sussex
 
Alan 
Sorry for the delay but my investigations into the West Walberton Lane sewer have been 
somewhat protracted and have been dependant upon the results of the OFWAT 2005-2010 Final 
Determination, the results of which were only received on 2 December. 
Our records show that the West Walberton Lane sewer has a record of blockages affecting 
several properties in the area including Pantiles, The Pines, Willows, Brookside, Findon House 
and several others. However I am pleased to inform you that, following the increase in funding 
granted by OFWAT for sewer refurbishment, we are planning to undertake remedial work on this 
sewer during 2005-06. This will correct the various structural defects that give rise to these sewer 
blockages. 
I hope this satisfies your concerns over the adequacy of the sewer. 
Regards 
Neil Burns 
Regional Sewerage Engineer 
Ext 6165 
Tel 01962 716165 
Mob 07788 150155 
Fax 01962 715246 

mailto:alan@valanem.freeserve.co.uk
mailto:neil.burns@southernwater.co.uk


     
   
     

     
 

  

    
      
     

     
     

    
 

  

  
 

 

   

   

  

   

 
   

   
     

 
   

 
     

  
   

  

     
  

  
  

  
   

  

 

Sent: 14 August 2005 22:20 
To: Burns, Neil 
Cc: Angela Rollinson; Ray Huskisson 
Subject: Sewer West Walberton Lane 

Neil 

Further to my e-mail of 9 August I spoke to one of your Inspectors looking at the sewer in WWL on Wednesday 
who told me that the sewer was again blocked - I assume that somebody else had reported this and it was not as a 
result of my e-mail seeking info on progress. He had already raised the manhole outside my preperty and thought 
it would have to be replaced. The men were on site for some hours and their van was parked outside the property 
alomost opposite mine for much of the afternoon. They also returned on Friday and I note that the manhole has 
been marked with a blue square. 

I am copying this to the Parish Council for info. 

Kind Regards 

Alan 

From: Burns, Neil 

To: 'Alan Allison' 

Sent: Monday, August 15, 2005 10:52 AM 

Subject: RE: Sewer West Walberton Lane 

Alan Apologies for the slight delay in replying to your original email. I have been awaiting 
confirmation of the details of the sewer refurbishments in West Walberton Lane which, 
due to annual leave, I only received this morning. Work will commence this financial year 
on sealing groundwater leaks on six manhole chambers between Woodcroft and the 
junction with Wandleys Lane. This will prevent the sewer from being unnecessarily 
overloaded during periods of prolonged rainfall. Following this we are planning major 
works to relay 415m of the sewer between Hazelwoods and Findon House to rectify the 
structural problems that are leading to the repeat blockages, although as yet this part of 
the works has not yet been programmed. I have made arrangements for the manhole 
cover and frame outside your property to be replaced and this will be done within the next 
two weeks. 

I hope this brings you up to date with the situation and resolves your immediate problem 
with the rocking cover. 

Regards
 
Neil
 

Neil Burns
 
Regional Sewerage Engineer
 

mailto:Neil.Burns@southernwater.co.uk
mailto:alan@valanem.freeserve.co.uk


   
  

 
 

    
 

  
     

 
  

 
  

 

  
    

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
 

 
   

 
 

  
 

  
 

  
  

 
  

 
   

 
 

   
 

    
   

   
  

 
   

 
  

 
   

  

Notes of events that took place on the 11.7.2007 and 12.7.2007 with respect to a blocked main sewer 
in West Walberton Lane. 

11.7.2007 
9pm.        Observed water backing up in toilet. Lifted both manhole covers in the front garden, both 
blocked. rodded out sewer pipe between my manhole and the road, used 50ft of rodding, no blockage. 

11am approx.  Phoned Arun District Council Environmental Health said I thought main sewer in the 
road was blocked, he said I should call a contractor to double check my drains as it was very rare for 
a main sewer to be blocked. He said the council used Sussex Arun Contractors and said I could 
possibly use them. 

1130am. Phoned Sussex Arun Contractors, said they would be on site in an hour or so. 

1250pm. Contractor arrived, pressure hosed my sewer pipes found no problem, lifted manhole in 
West Walberton Lane outside Fresh-Acre found completely blocked. There was no question about 
this both contractors men and I saw the sewage lapping at the top of the manhole. 

1.15pm. Contractor phoned Southern Water told them of main sewer blockage, they said they would 
send someone to check. 

1.40pm approx. Phoned Southern Water was put through to Adrian in the Technical Dept he said 
Southern Water were on their way. I raised the question of payment to the contractor, he asked 
someone else in his dept for advice. He came back and said Southern Water would foot the 
contractors bill, just get them to send the invoice to Customer Services, Southern House, Yeoman 
Road, Worthing, BN13 3NX. 

3pm. very approx. Sometime during the afternoon spoke to someone in Southern Water re main 
sewer blockage they said someone would be on site as soon as possible but could not say when. 

Note, Have observed during the afternoon that the water in our stream is higher than usual and has 
turned a funny colour.The water (or sewage) has continued to rise during the afternoon. 

6pm. approx. Phoned Southern Water emergency number asked when main sewer blockage would 
be dealt with, spoke to Arron he said it had been reported as a main sewer blockage at 1.15pm but 
nothing had been done about it as it was a private matter. I asked if it was Southern Water’s 
responsibility as the main sewer was blocked he said it was, and agreed (most reluctantly) to get 
someone to come out straight away to check. Told him the manhole where the blockage was , outside 
Fresh-Acre in the road. 

Note,  I cannot understand the attitude of the emergency man (Arron). His attitude was that it was a 
private matter (whatever he meant by that) and it is obvious that if I had not phoned and pressed 
him to send someone out to check nothing would have been done. If action had been taken earlier 
sewage would not have built up in the stream and it would not have been necessary to drain it. 

7.45pm. Southern Water man arrived, checked main sewer, still blocked, checked stream 
(chemically) full of sewage. Will unblock main sewer then come back and check with me. Said he 
would need to check with his manager what course to take. It was decided it would be necessary to 
drain stream to avoid further contamination. 

8.15pm. Southern Water man phoned for tanker to drain stream. 

10.30pm. Tanker arrived , stream drained. The Southern Water man who attended was very 
proficient and helpful at all times and said Environmental Agency would check the area out 
tomorrow (12.7.07), and a tanker would probably arrive tomorrow to flush out the main sewer 
system. 



 
   

 
 

   
  

 
    

 
  

   
 
 
        
          
             
                     

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

12 midnight approx. Tanker driver and Southern Water man left. 

12.7.2007. 
1145am.   Tracy Rowlands, Environmental Agency Team Leader phoned. I explained what had 
transpired regarding the sewage blockage incident in some detail. She said she would raise these 
problems at the next meeting she attended with Southern Water. She said Southern Water were 
going to survey the main sewer pipes with CCTV camera’s today to see if they could find out where 
the sewage leak occurred. She also gave me her telephone number 0800-80-70-60 to ring if any 
further sewage leakage problems occurred. and also the number of her local Environmental 
colleague Fay Baldrey 01903-8232-580. Tracy said she had attended site this morning and checked 
the lake at Pines and there was no pollution. 

E.W.Stockdale. 

“Stansted”
 

West Walberton Lane.
 
01243-543984.
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LUKEN BECK 

30 Carlton Crescent, Southampton SO15 2EW 

Tel: 023 8063 3440 Fax: 023 8063 3441 

Mr. K Roberts, 

Arun District Council, 
 3rd September 2012
Arun Civic Centre, 
Maltravers Road, 	 Our Ref: GB/ADC /12025 

Your Ref:Littlehampton, 

West Sussex  BN17 5LF 


Dear Mr Roberts, 

Arun District Council Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028) Consultation 
Document 
- Representations in respect of land at Oldlands Farm 

I refer to the Council’s current public consultation regarding the above document and on 
behalf of the landowner and developer Hanbury Properties, we are instructed to make 
representations. 

The Key Diagram identifies Oldlands 
Farm as an area for future employment 
growth, an objective we support. 

The main issues surrounding the 
principles of delivery are contained 
within paragraph 2.6 of the Draft Plan 
and it is in this context that we wish to 
comment. 

Extract from Key diagram – Figure 5.1 
Arun District Council – Draft Local Plan 
(2013-2028) Consultation Document 

Luken Beck mdp Ltd.
Directors: Graham Beck  JP, M.B.A., LL.B.(Hons), B.A.(Hons), Dip.T.P., M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.I. 

Mark Luken  M.B.A., B.Sc.(Econ) (Hons), Dip.T.P., M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.I 

Chartered Town Planners Company registered in England & Wales No. 7548836   VAT Registration No. 110257563 



 

  

 
                                                                                                                    

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

                                            

The Draft Plan states, “The majority of policies in the SEP are not contentious for Arun but 
the determination of housing and employment strategy are the critical matters. Whilst Arun 
is legally bound to plan for the housing targets in the SEP its employment strategy is 
different to the SEP. Given this transitional matter this Local Plan presents both Arun's 
preferred housing target, which can be annualised as an average of 400 units each year, 
compared to the SEP average of 565 each year. The SEP was published in May 2009 
based on information and evidence from much earlier. The housing targets in the SEP 
were set above the advice of local authorities and the Regional Assemblies. They were 
also set against a positive aspiration for economic growth despite the fact that the UK had 
been in recession since the second quarter of 2008. Four years on - the UK is still in 
recession, economic growth predictions are low, mortgage lending is at a new low, 
development yield is poor and public sector development subsidy is at its lowest for over a 
decade. These issues matter and this is why Arun takes a different approach to the SEP - 
one that is jobs based not housing based.”1 

Clearly the relationship between employment and residential growth is important if a 
sustainable community is to be achieved avoiding unnecessary outward journeys from the 
District northwards to Chichester and London. The national economy remains in the 
doldrums and according to the Exchequer and the National Chamber of Commerce, 
growth in the foreseeable future is estimated to be slow. For this reason alone it is crucially 
important to try and stimulate the economy particularly through infrastructure projects. This 
is supported by the developers in responding to the NLP report and creating a step 
change in economic prospects for the District. 

Extract from Map2 – Arundel, the six Villages & 
Surrounding Area, showing Area 3 – Oldlands 
Farm and the A29 proposed northern extension 

Within the Spatial Portrait section of the draft document the analysis continues, “In the 
west of the district are the ‘Six Villages’ of Aldingbourne, Barnham, Eastergate, 
Westergate, Walberton and Yapton. Barnham, Eastergate and Westergate are located 
close together and although physically separate, share many facilities. Considered 
together the three villages provide a range of shops and local services, whilst Barnham 
benefits from a mainline railway station. The combination of these three villages, their 

1 Paragraph 2.6 Draft Local Plan 

Luken Beck Ltd. 
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services and the vastness of undesignated space between them, as well as a district wide 
priority to improve the A29 for access to employment land at Bognor Regis make this area 
a particularly sustainable location for criteria based additional growth. Walberton and 
Yapton are more clearly physically separate - benefit from strategic gaps and have a more 
restricted range of facilities and services.”2 

The A29 is a key objective to improve transport communications from Bognor to the east-
west A27 which is likely to unlock the development potential at Oldlands Farm. The 
questions is, “How will such a project be funded?” Bearing in mind the challenges to 
construct the BRNRR, in austere times without any prospect of central government 
funding, it is highly likely the A29 project will have to be funded from the private sector3, no 
doubt generated by development, probably further residential development to the north. 
One of the keys therefore is to establish a flexible approach to securing both the widest 
possible employment opportunities whilst linking funding for infrastructure. Further 
technical work is required whilst a developer is now actively engaged exploring different 
employment opportunities to boost the local economy and create new jobs.     

It is agreed that support should be given to the central objective in 9.0.2 - Strengthen 
Arun’s economic base and provide local job opportunities by increasing, 
diversifying and improving the quality of employment within the district through the 
provision of appropriate employment sites, quality affordable accommodation and 
the development of business support and partnerships.4 Given that this is an objective 
however, which should be clearly capable of easy measurement, perhaps the wording 
could be altered to include actual numbers and types of jobs to be created over the plan 
period and/or amounts of floorspace to be created. 

The evidence for improved transport communication can be found in the study prepared 
by N Litchfield5 which says, “The Oldlands Farm site [BR1] (23 ha) is a large greenfield 
site currently in agricultural use, situated at the northern edge of the Bognor Regis’ built up 
area. It comprises two adjacent areas of land allocated for employment use in the Arun 
Local Plan. Site 5 (11.2 ha) is allocated for employment uses, while Site 6 (11.2 ha) 
provides for a high quality business park (B1) although the policy notes that B2/B8 uses 
may also be permitted where they provide regeneration benefits and are of high quality 
design. Effectively, theses sites provide a high profile, gateway location at one of the main 
entry points to the town along the A29. Although located directly on the A29, strategic 
access is constrained as the site lies about 6km south of the A27 (via part-dual and single 
carriageways) and there is local congestion at peak times. A strategic bypass to Bognor 
Regis which passes to the north of the site is proposed in the Local Plan.” 

The strategic bypass referred to in the last sentence is in fact the BRNRR currently under 
construction and paid for by the Felpham / Bersted housing development. This road will 
undoubtedly assist traffic east/west but, as paragraph 4.3 of the Litchfield report suggests, 
there remains congestion on the A29 north which requires attention. 

2 Paragraph 4.9 Draft Local Plan
3 paragraph 2.3.1 – A29 Woodgate Study (2012) Appendix 3 – Identification of Funding Sources – Parsons 
Brinckerhoff 
4 Paragraph 9.0.2 Draft Local Plan
5 paragraph 4.3 Employment Land and Economic Land Assessment (December 2010) by N Litchfield & 
Partners 

Luken Beck Ltd. 
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Following on, the Litchfield report continues to describe the context of Oldlands Farm as 
well as outlining its recent history, “The site is adjacent to the existing Southern Cross 
Industrial Estate, whilst a small caravan park lies on the opposite side of the A29. The site 
lies within flood zones 1, 2 and with a significant part within flood zone 3, and has no 
existing road access or other infrastructure. An outline application for mixed use 
employment (19,500 sq.m B1) and retail superstore (4,459 sq.m A1) with infrastructure 
was refused in 2008. Amongst other reasons, it was considered the loss of employment 
land was not acceptable and would ‘prejudice the comprehensive development of the site 
as a whole’. The site performs reasonably against the site assessment criteria and could 
be potentially attractive to the market to provide large-scale new employment 
development. However, the site has been allocated for over seven years with some 
significant barriers to development including flood risk and highways/infrastructure works. 
The Council has therefore commissioned a separate technical assessment of the 
feasibility of employment development on this site.6 

As part of the Litchfield analysis the Environment Agency Floodmap illustrates Oldlands 
Farm on the edge of the floodplain which, in itself is not an impediment to development 
illustrating that the western part of the farm site is outside the floodplain. A technical 
solution to any possible flood plain issues for Phase 2 is underway. 

Extract from the Environment 
Agency Floodmap illustrating the 
position of Oldlands Farm straddling 
the floodplain. 

The results of the Litchfield report suggests that the amount of supply of potential 
employment land or land offering opportunities is approximately 30 ha to include Oldlands 
Farm, considered a ‘Good’ prospect.7 

6 ibid – paragraph 4.35
7 ibid – paragraph 4.53 
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Evidence from the Litchfield report also brings a touch of reality by pointing out that, 
“Against this background, it is possible to speculate that the potential future economic role 
for Arun District may not be greatly different from its current one given there are few 
obvious factors likely to instigate significant change. Low growth appears more likely 
across a range of existing sectors although healthcare has the potential to grow more 
rapidly.”8 It is further suggested that diversification of the local economy may be needed to 
encourage local start-ups and expansion by small indigenous firms by providing a range of 
suitable, small, flexibly managed units.9 Attracting business relocations from outside the 
District and creating opportunities for growth in the service sector with new offices is also 
proffered. What is required is a whole cross section and range of jobs. Oldlands has the 
opportunity to deliver real employment prospects. 

There is some caution in the Litchfield report when trying to balance the national, regional 
and local projections of future growth10 comparing figures from Experian for SEEDA and 
the South East Partnership Board [SEEPB] with Arun District Council’s Economic Strategy 
whereby the former suggests no job growth between 2006 and 2016 whilst the later 
indicates a possible 5,000 jobs between 2006 and 2026. 

The important issue arising from this evidence, no matter how the statistics and 
projections are interpreted, sites such as Oldlands Farm are critical to the delivery of 
employment growth in the District; employment which must be diverse and offering the 
widest choice of jobs. The other key ingredient to success is the number and range of new 
housing growth as mentioned by Litchfield.11 The construction industry is important in itself 
but the by-product of creating housing will stimulate employment in a number of different 
ways. The idea of developers building houses for their own sake is highly unlikely to occur 
because if there is no demand, houses will not be built. As the report states clearly, 
“Assuming 9,700 more dwellings in Arun by 2026, with out-commuting remaining as now, 
there would be 1,950 more residents requiring B class jobs. If a lower level of housing 
growth were assumed (8,700 dwellings), this would mean 1,750 residents available to fill B 
class jobs.” 

8 Ibid, paragraph 5.78
9 Ibid, paragraph 5.79
10 Ibid paragraphs 6.9, 6.10 and 6.26
11 Ibid, paragraphs 6.26 and 6.27 
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There is a correlation between housing and employment growth and it is finding the 
balance that is critical. Equally important, although not land use based, are educational 
policies also mentioned in the report because without appropriate levels and standards of 
education fit for industry, employers will not be attracted to the District. 

Policy SP 3 – Strategic Employment Land Allocations12 is generally supported particularly 
in respect of Site 3 – Oldlands Farm but in order to be better focussed it would assist to 
identify the quantum, type and range of floorspace required to satisfy need. This approach 
would also allow the objective to be easily measured in terms of achievement or 
otherwise. The Litchfield report suggests a range of overall floorspace requirements from 
34,500 to 104,300m² of all types of employment space up to 2026 but between 4,900 and 
18,000m² for office space, depending upon which range is the council’s identified 
objective.13 

Paragraph 9.3.8 could also be altered to add the following words in a blue coloured font; 
“The Local Plan will assist the creation of new jobs in Arun in a variety of ways, both 
through the allocation of land for employment uses and by securing the A29 northern road 
east of Woodgate, but also by less direct means, for example, by promoting urban and 
town centre regeneration and supporting local services in rural areas, enhancing visitor 
facilities, supporting expansion of education and training, facilitating improvements to 
transport and ICT networks. The planned strategic housing developments will also provide 
sufficient financial contributions through the Community Infrastructure Levy [CIL] to 
support major road infrastructure projects such as the construction of the proposed A29. 
Some housing sites can also assist by including provision for on-site employment, as well 
as by increasing the local demand for services and a wealth base for the area. It will be 
important to adopt a co-ordinated approach where all development proposals are 
considered in terms of their potential for job creation, whether direct or indirect.” 

It is agreed that Education is a key ingredient for the District’s economic prosperity but 
rather than support Policy DM 3 in its current form, perhaps recognising that West Sussex 
County Council is the Education Authority and Chichester University is an entity in itself, 
Arun DC as planning authority should safeguard all existing educational establishments 
and encourage future investment by appropriate expansion of those institutions or even 
the creation of new ones, such a free schools. 

One of the key issues facing the District is the level crossings on the A29……….causing 
delay between the A27 and the main Towns of Bognor Regis and Littlehampton.14 We 
totally support paragraph 16.0.2 of the Draft Local Plan. Policy SP18 remains wholly 
inadequate however simply because the policy is not designed to deliver any north – south 
route from the A27 to Bognor Regis which is critical to the infrastructure of the District and 
is key to economic prosperity. The policy needs to not only safeguard the route of the A29 
extension to the east of Woodgate as per the Key Diagram and Map 2 of the Six Villages 
but it needs to specify the delivery mechanism. To protect the line of the route per “Policy 
SP 18 iii. Protects the lines of major road schemes from development and, where 
applicable, contributes towards new road schemes which improve north-south links 
between Bognor Regis and Littlehampton and the A27, to ensure that they are delivered in 

12 Arun Draft Local Plan – page 48
13 Litchfield Report December 2010 paragraph 6.67
14 Arun Draft Local Plan – paragraph 16.0.1 
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line with strategic growth in the district and;” this part of the policy will not deliver the 
infrastructure vital for economic growth. 

Looking beyond Policy SP 18, neither Policies SP 20 nor SP 26 offer greater support to 
the delivery of the Woodgate A29 Road. Once again Policy SP 20 identifies the “A29 
realignment and replacement of Woodgate level crossing with bridge (indicative line)”15 as 
a protection to be delivered medium to long term but this part of the policy needs to be 
reinforced with a delivery mechanism to ensure the road is constructed. 

The current form of Chapter 24 – Infrastructure Provision and Implementation,16 remains in 
limbo awaiting the remainder of the document to be finalised. Policy SP 26 is written in 
very general terms and offers no implementation timetable or rationale for the delivery of 
the plan. On this basis we have little option but to submit a holding objection until the work 
is complete. 

During the next few months it is intended to continue the positive dialogue with the council 
addressing the deliverability of a package of measures that can bring employment to the 
Oldlands site thereby achieving many of the council’s key objectives upon which the Draft 
Plan is based. 

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss any of the above, please contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Graham Beck 
Director 
Email grahambeck@lukenbeck.com 

Appendix – Oldlands Farm – Site Ref: BR1 

15 Ibid Policy SP20 (viii)
16 Ibid, pages 322 to 324 
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ID: 2391
	

LUKEN BECK 

30 Carlton Crescent, Southampton SO15 2EW 

Tel: 023 8063 3440 Fax: 023 8063 3441 

Mr. K Roberts, 
Arun District Council, 
Arun Civic Centre, 

4th September 2012 

Maltravers Road, 
Littlehampton, 

Our Ref: GB/ADC /12026 
Your Ref: 

West Sussex  BN17 5LF 

Draft 

Dear Mr Roberts, 

Arun District Council Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028) Consultation 
Document 
- Representations in respect of land at Headhone Farm 

With reference to the Council’s public consultation exercise regarding the Arun District 
Draft Local Plan (2013 – 2028) we are instructed on behalf of a landowner to comment on 
the document. 

The Key Diagram identifies an area of land west and south of Eastergate and Barnham, to 
the east of the A29 as a “Location of Growth”; see extract below. 

Extract from Key diagram – Figure 5.1 Arun District Council – Draft Local Plan (2013-
2028) Consultation Document 

Luken Beck mdp Ltd.
Directors: Graham Beck  JP, M.B.A., LL.B.(Hons), B.A.(Hons), Dip.T.P., M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.I. 

Mark Luken  M.B.A., B.Sc.(Econ) (Hons), Dip.T.P., M.R.T.P.I., M.C.M.I 

Chartered Town Planners Company registered in England & Wales No. 7548836   VAT Registration No. 110257563 



 

  

 
                                                                                                                    

 

  
 

 

 

   
 

                                            

The Council recognises that during the plan period a significant amount of new housing 
will be required to meet current local and regional targets.1 The thrust of the document is 
based upon a jobs-based approach2 for which reason the inter-relationship of different 
types of land use is important to understand and articulate. 

The Key Diagram is consistent with the principle of the recently published National 
Planning Policy Framework [NPPF] insofar as major new housing areas should be 
considered around existing smaller settlements3. In order to establish the correct balance 
of new housing with other land uses thus creating sustainable communities, further 
consideration should be given to working with neighbouring authorities whilst conducting a 
strategic housing market assessment taking account of local needs and migration / 
demographic changes.4 

Having said that, the Draft Local Plan considers two target figures5 for housing delivery; 
400 units and 565 units respectively. The document is not an Options report, it is a Draft 
Policy Document for which reason the council should decide which option is most 
appropriate. The key diagram clearly allows for the provision of Option 2 suggesting this is 
the preferred option? According to the Council’s website, the Locally Generated Needs 
Study 20106 “considers what level of housing might be needed over the period to 2031” 
and “is intended to be inform the Council’s work on the emerging Local Plan which will 
replace the current Local Plan, adopted in 2003.” 

The Hearn Study7 states that on the projections of demographic dynamics, “we estimate 
that this trend-based projection would result in household growth (and hence demand for 
housing) of 12,200 to 2026, requiring delivery of 610 homes per annum. This is a relatively 
modest 8% above the current South East Plan target and just 5% over the previous West 
Sussex Structure Plan requirement.” Reviewing the projections based upon the impact of 
the local economy the study concludes, “Achievement of an economic scenario within this 
range would require delivery of between 550 – 670 homes per annum.”8 

Drawing all matters together the Hearn Study summarises the position saying, “We 
consider that the main trend-based projection (PROJ 1) represents a robust basis for 
strategic planning based on a ‘locally-generated approach’ to assessing housing 
requirements which is driven by demographic trends. It projects a requirement for 12,200 
homes over the plan period to 2026, equating to delivery of 610 homes per annum.”9 Later 
on the report qualifies this stance suggesting, “We consider that a realistic economic 
scenario which represents a positive future for the District will lie between PROJ 9, which 
is based on achieving 3% GVA growth per annum post 2013 (taking into account the 
impact of the recession in the early part of the plan period) and PROJ 11, which is based 
upon delivering an average of 3% GVA growth per annum across the 2006-26 period. 
These scenarios would respectively require delivery of between 550 – 670 homes per 
annum.10 It is further concluded that the Option 1 numbers of 465 dwellings per annum 

1 Paragraph 4.39 Arun DC Draft Local Plan
2 Ibid, paragraph 2.6
3 Paragraph 52 National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF]
4 Ibid, paragraph 159
5 paragraph 13.1.9, Draft Local Plan
6 Arun DC Locally-Generated Needs Study 9May 2010, prepared by GL Hearn
7 Ibid, paragraph 2.11
8 Ibid, paragraph 3.9
9 Ibid, paragraph 5.4
10 Ibid, paragraph 5.6 
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could potentially constrain the economy and yet the key platform upon which the Arun 
Local Plan is based is on job creation. 

Based upon the above analysis we object to the Option 1 figures and recommend the 
Council consider its position in relation to the evidence base report prepared by GL Hearn. 
We should also add that if this current Draft Plan was the final document, we would be 
suggesting it was unsound. 

Returning to the Draft Plan, because we believe the Council should be planning for the 
higher range of housing delivery over the plan period, the land identified for strategic 
growth is welcomed. The analysis of alternative locations for major development areas 
appears to have been conducted in an appropriate manner and given the constraints on 
development elsewhere, the Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate Location is a deliverable 
prospect. It should also provide sufficient critical mass to make significant contributions to 
much needed highway infrastructure and other community needs. 

Extract from Map2 – Arundel, the six Villages & Surrounding Area, showing Area 1 – to 
include the A29 proposed northern extension 

Paragraph 13.1.1 is a reminder that, “Employment growth is central to this Local Plan area 
and needs to be encouraged and facilitated together with community, housing and social 
facilities, such as education, health, retail, leisure and entertainment.” In accordance with 
the findings of the GL Hearn Report, the levels of housing required will inevitably increase 
particularly as the Council aspires to improve the range, quality and numbers of 
employment opportunities. The essence of this is captured later in the document, “In order 
to provide the means by which critical infrastructure could be delivered in the district, 
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broad strategic areas of growth should be encouraged in addition to allocations in town 
and parish council areas.”11 

In view of the challenges facing the District over the next fifteen to twenty years Policy SP8 
is endorsed which proposes a strategic allocation between Eastergate and Barnham.  

Policy SP9 – Affordable Housing - is understood and accepted following general policy to 
provide a variety of house types with related mix and tenure. It is noted also the helpful 
statements regarding the need to recognise economic viability particularly where the list of 
community infrastructure benefits might need to be reviewed12. In this regard, the provision 
through the Community Infrastructure Levy and the relationship with S106 contributions 
needs careful consideration. 

Only comments have been requested by the council as part of this public consultation but 
there is clearly much further work to complete before the council is in a position to publish 
a final draft Local Plan in preparation for submission to the Secretary of State. During the 
coming months it would be most helpful to meet thos e officers responsible for preparing 
such documentation so that on behalf of landowners and developers alike, as much 
common ground can be established as possible. 

Should you have any questions or wish to discuss any of the above, please contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

Graham Beck 
Director 
Email grahambeck@lukenbeck.com 

11 Draft Arun Local Plan, paragraph 13.1.11
12 Ibid, paragraph 13.2.8 
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