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MATTER 3: MR A KITCHEN ON BEHALF OF MR J BARKER

MATTER 3 — HOUSING (WCS1, WCS2, WCS5): Whether the overall level of housing

provision and its distribution are justified and appropriate.

a) Does the overall scale and distribution of housing provision accord with the
requirements of the South East Plan (SEP) having regard to policies relating to
infrastructure and the environment as well as those for housing? Is the Core

Strategy in general conformity with the SEP in this regard?

Plainly, the overall housing provision proposed by the Core Strategy Policy WCS1
(equivalent to an average of 400 dwellings per annum over the plan period) does not meet
the headline annual requirement of 550 dwellings set out in Table 1b of the South East Plan
(SEP). Indeed, it represents only 73% of the annual average dwelling provision stipulated by
the SEP. SEP Policy 1 makes clear that plans, strategies and programmes should ensure
the delivery of this annual average net additional dwelling requirement. As an indication, this
level of variation is vastly in excess of the 10% allowance advised by the Inspector in relation
to the South Oxfordshire Core Strategy Examination’. Furthermore, the Core Strategy
significantly underprovides against the SEP requirement for the Sussex Coast Sub-Region
of 350 dwellings per annum, proposing only 5,197 dwellings over the plan period, equivalent

to 217 per annum (62% of SEP requirement).

Policy H2 of the SEP brings together the requirement for local planning authorities to provide
for the housing requirement while ensuring appropriate regard is had to environmental and
infrastructure issues. The first paragraph provides a potential remedy for a situation where
the environmental or infrastructure issues facing a district are so acute that it cannot identify
a Strategy which ensures the provision of its housing requirement. That is, to work together
with other local authorities to deliver the full requirement across a wider area. Wealden has

not, it would appear, initiated such joint working.

Policy CC7 of the SEP acknowledges that infrastructure could be a constraining factor on
the scale and pace of development delivery. The Wealden IDP (BP11) identifies transport
infrastructure and education infrastructure as two out of four key issues however it is unclear

from that document and from the ,Development of Core Strategy’ document (BP1) exactly

! South Oxfordshire Core Strategy: Inspector’s Conclusions After Exploratory Meeting: 23™ May 2011.
Paragraph 3 on page 4 (Appendix C).
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how these issues have specifically prevented the local planning authority from producing a
Core Strategy which is able to have general conformity with the SEP requirements for
housing provision in the district as a whole and for the Sussex Coast Sub region. Indeed, in
respect of both education (Figure 6, p25 of BP11) and transport (Fig 3, p17, BP11) there are
no settlements identified where infrastructure is required and where no monies are available
to provide it. Whilst current waste water treatment infrastructure is identified as a constraint

in some areas, this only relates to a small proportion of the District as a whole.

With reference to environmental constraints it is recognised that the District contains habitats
protected by the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, including
Ashdown Forest SPA/SAC. In this context the Council has produced an Appropriate
Assessment of the submission Core Strategy proposals (BP9). However, this Assessment
does not examine the likely impact of any alternative level of housing development. Whilst
the response of WDC and SDNPA (Document X4) suggests that any greater level of
development in Uckfield, Crowthorne and Maresfield would have a likely significant effect
from Atmospheric Pollution on the Ashdown Forest SAC this would appear to be an overly
simplistic and inappropriate interpretation of the methodology set out in the DMRB which

relates to scoping of a study.

Should such an exercise conclude there is a non-neutral impact, further modeling and
impact assessment would still be required to discern whether or not such an impact would
have a likely significant effect on the biodiversity interest in question. Therefore atmospheric
pollution has not been sufficiently justified in terms of the tests of soundness to be identified
as a constraint on the level of development. Indeed, the majority of roads identified in the
study would have only around half the Annual Average Daily Trips increase that would be
required to have any more than a neutral impact on local air quality. Furthermore, Natural
England’s response to a recent application for 173 dwellings at Maresfield (WDC reference
11/0366) states that “subject to the avoidance measures being fully implemented ... Natural
England’'s view is that, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects, this
proposal would not be likely to have a significant effect on the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA”
(see Appendix B). This response suggests that the level of development proposed for the
Uckfield/Maresfield/Crowthorn area should not necessarily be viewed as the maximum

deliverable under the constraints of the Habitats Regulations 2010.

Given the disparity between the overall housing rate required by the SEP and that proposed

in the Core Strategy, it is submitted that the Core Strategy could only be considered to be in
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general conformity with the SEP if it was supported by robust evidence to demonstrate that,
with reference to SEP Policy CC7, critical infrastructure could not be delivered or
environmental constraints could not be avoided or mitigated. There is insufficient evidence

to support either argument in this instance.

As such it is submitted that the Core Strategy does not exhibit ,general conformity’ to the
South East Plan, a legal requirement of s20(5)(a) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004 which as of December 2011 has not yet been repealed by the provisions of the
Localism Act 2011.

In order to have general conformity with the RS, Policy WCS1 (and consequential revisions
to WCS2 and WCS5) would need to be amended to provide for an annual average of at

least 550 dwellings per annum in the district to 2026.

b) Is there evidence since the SEP was adopted that would support a different

level of housing provision in the Core Strategy from that in the SEP?

Since the adoption of the SEP in 2009 the government’s Office for National Statistics has
published updated household projection figures, the most recent being the 2008 based
household projections which were published in 2010 (see response to sub question (C)
below). East Sussex County Council has also produced projections for household growth
also assessed below. Both projections indicate that future requirements for housing within

Wealden will exceed the annual rate proposed by the submission Core Strategy.

As discussed under (a) above, the evidence the local planning authority has produced is not
considered to sufficiently justify a reduced level of housing across the District from that set
out in the SEP.

c) How does the overall level of housing provision in the Core Strategy relate to
the need for both market and affordable housing in the District?

The housing requirements of the SEP were prepared having regard to the Office for National
Statistics’ 2004 based household projections. Since its preparation the government’s Office
for National Statistics has published updated household projection figures, the most recent
being the 2008 based household projections which were published in 2010. In addition,

East Sussex County Council (ESCC) has also produced a demographic projection model
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which includes a migration led forecast for Wealden District. These figures are set out at

Appendix A.

Over the plan period to 2030 these figures forecast an increase of between 13,212 (ESCC)
and 15,040 (ONS) new households within the District. Translating these forecasts into
housing demand requires taking account of vacancy and second home rates. WDC in its
analysis (Document Y10) assumes that all existing vacant properties which are not second
homes can be utilised to meet demand and reduces demand accordingly. It is our belief that,
whilst reducing the amount of long term vacant properties is a valid objective, zero vacancies
at any time is an unrealistic expectation as there will always be some vacant property due to
the cycle of the market. However, where the current rate represents 3.2% of all property it is
considered that a realistic target would be to reduce this to 2.5%. Taking this into account,
in order to meet the full requirement for housing as forecast, a total of between 13,500 and
15,400 dwellings would be required in the period 2006-2030.

In addition to not meeting the full housing requirement of either the SEP or as indicated by
more recent locally or nationally derived projections, the Submission Core Strategy fails to
identify a specific strategy to fully meet Wealden’s identified affordable housing need (SEP
Policy H2 and H3) and the full range of existing and future needs by housing type (SEP
Policy H4, echoed in paragraph 109 of draft NPPF).

SEP Policy H2 requires local planning authorities to address any backlog of unmet housing
needs within the housing markets they relate to, in the first ten years of the plan. This is
echoed by SEP Policy H3 which pledges to bring about the delivery of “a substantial
increase in the amount of affordable housing in the region” and SCT6 in the context of the
Sussex Coast sub-region. WDC has stated that affordable housing need at 2010 stood at
812 dwellings per annum (Document X4 para 2.1). At August 2011 the Council reported that
2,161 households were on the housing register and that each of these were in current need
(“Development of the Core Strategy, August 2011, para 5.16). It also indicated that this was
likely to be an underestimation of total levels of need. It is clear that the level of housing

need across the Borough is acute.

In its response to the Summary of Inspector’'s Concerns (Document X4) WDC and SDNPA
refer to a variety of mechanisms by which to meet this need, not just through the provision of
new affordable houses. Such mechanisms include bringing empty homes back into use and

addressing under-occupation. WDC and SDNPA refer to the lack of guidance from regional
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level as the reason for why no more specific details are given on the delivery from these
mechanisms. Whatever the reason, there is insufficient detail to be able to have confidence
that the Core Strategy will be able to meet the requirements of Policy H2 and H3 in relation
to the provision of affordable housing and meet the tests of soundness in terms of its
Effectiveness. By way of example, in relation to bringing empty homes back into use, the
methodology for assessing ,housing demand’ in Document Y10 assumes that all vacant
homes in the District (totaling 1,091 dwellings at 2011) could also be occupied to address
future household demand, thus double counting a source of supply unlikely to be fully

realised in any event.

In summary, the overall level of housing provision in the Core Strategy significantly under-
provides in relation to the need for both market and affordable housing. This places the
Core Strategy at odds with SEP Policies H1, H2, H3 and SCT6. It also places the Core
Strategy at odds with emerging guidance contained in the Draft NPPF which, at paragraph
109 proposes that:

“To boost the supply of housing, local planning authorities should use an evidence base
to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full requirements for market and affordable

housing in the Housing Market Area...”

In order to make the Core Strategy sound it is considered that Policy WCS1 should be

amended to provide for a figure of 15,400 dwellings over the plan period to 2030.

d) Has the distribution of housing between the different types of settlement been
justified by the evidence base and does it accord with national and regional

policy?

Whilst we do not have any objection to the distribution of development between the higher
tiers of the settlement hierarchy, it is submitted that the distribution of housing between
different settlement types under-utilises the capacity of suitable sites which have potential for
accommodating a proportion of the District’s needs in the more rural settlements of the
District, the subject of Core Strategy Policy WCS6. This is evidenced by the sites identified
within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment as potentially suitable within these
settlements. The fact that neither of the top two tiers of settlements in the proposed

hierarchy are represented within the District illustrates the rural nature of Wealden. With
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reference to paragraph 4.32 of PPS12 it also demonstrates, combined with the transport and
environmental constraints to Hailsham, Crowthorne and Uckfield, a Jocal circumstances’

justification for a more dispersed distribution of development across the tiers.

Therefore, as part of an increased overall level of development it is submitted that the
smaller centres subject to Policy WCS6 should accommodate around 30 per cent of new

housing development.

e Have reasonable alternatives to the distribution and location of housing
development been considered? Has it been demonstrated that there are no
reasonable options that would avoid the infrastructure and environmental

constraints in the Core Strategy?

It appears to have been the local planning authority’s consistent position since the
announcement of the proposed revocation of Regional Strategies in May 2010, that the
preparation of the Wealden Core Strategy, notwithstanding the requirements of the adopted
South East Plan, and in isolation from the commissioned studies in relation to infrastructure
constraints, should not have an overall level of housing provision greater than an annual

average of 400 dwellings.

Indeed, this position was set out in the Council’s report to Cabinet LDF Sub-Committee on
19" October 2010, where, in paragraph 4 the Council confirms that its preparation of the
Core Strategy relies upon the post revocation flexibility (particularly on housing targets and

plan periods).

The 2009 Spatial Options consultation considered the advantages and disadvantages of
concentrating development in different parts of the district in relation to the full SEP
requirement. Various aspects of infrastructure have been identified as potential constraints
including the transport network in Uckfield town centre and the A27 west of Polgate, the
capacity of waste water treatment works north of Hailsham, the capacity of education
provision in various settlements across the district, and also the environmental capacity of
areas around the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA, the Pevensey Levels RAMSAR and the Lewes

Downs Special Area of Conservation.
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However there is no evidence that at any time since May 2010 have studies sought to
identify a maximum constrained level of housing development which would exceed the 400
dwellings per annum rate. Indeed, the commissioned infrastructure studies were only
completed to support the Submission Core Strategy as well as the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP) itself (document BP11) and thus they only examine the capacity of infrastructure

to deliver the 400 dwellings per annum requirement.

With reference to the submitted IDP Figures 2-6 it is not apparent how these infrastructure
elements are absolute constraints on the overall level of development as there are very few
examples of where infrastructure is a constraining factor and no monies are available to

mitigate it.

The Appropriate Assessment report completed as part of the evidence base to the Core
Strategy (BP9) only assesses the distribution and level of development proposed in the
submission Core Strategy and there is no evidence that any alternative distribution which

could achieve a higher level of development across the district has been considered.

By way of example the impact of the proposed development around the Ashdown Forest
SPA/SAC on atmospheric pollution and local air quality has been assessed within the
appropriate assessment (see section (a) above). The Council has indicated that the level of
development proposed by the Core Strategy around the Ashdown Forest area (in
settlements of Uckfield, Maresfield, Crowthorne) is at the maximum level which could be
accommodated without having a significant effect in terms of the Habitat Regulations 2010
on the Ashdown Forest SPA/SAC from increased atmospheric pollution. As expanded
under (a) above This suggests that the level of development proposed for the Uckfield/
Maresfield/ Crowthorne area should not necessarily be viewed as the maximum deliverable

under the constraints of the Habitats Regulations 2010.

It is thus submitted that the Core Strategy is unsound as it fails to demonstrate that the
overall level of development equivalent to 400 dwellings per annum is the most appropriate
when considered against reasonable alternatives. It is therefore not sufficiently justified’ in
PPS12 terms.

f) Does the Core Strategy assist in the providing a continuous supply of
deliverable sites so that the housing requirements of the next 5 years can be

delivered?
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No evidence has previously been submitted in respect of this matter.

g) Is the Core Strategy likely to result in an adequate supply of developable sites

in the plan period beyond 5 years?

No evidence has previously been submitted in respect of this matter.

h) Is there an adequate strategy for bringing previously developed land into

housing use? Should there be a local previously developed land trajectory?

No evidence has previously been submitted in respect of this matter.
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