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1. Introduction 
 
Development Plan Documents are required to be prepared in accordance with the Town and 
Country Planning (Local Development) (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2008. The 
Submission Core Strategy Publication Version and accompanying Sustainability Appraisal and 
supporting documents were published on Tuesday 27th April 2010 for a period of six weeks 
public consultation ending on 8th June 2010. The process was widely advertised and 
approximately 500 specific and general consultees were notified of the publication of the 
development plan document and invited to make representations during this period in terms of 
the soundness and legal compliance of the document. 
 
This Statement of Representations provides information in relation to consultation on the 
publication version of the Submission Core Strategy (Regulation 27) including the number of 
valid representations received and a summary of the main issues raised in those 
representations. This document therefore fulfils the requirements of Regulation 30 (1) (e). 
 
2 Conformity with the South East Plan (Reg 29) 
 
As part of the consultation process of the publication stage (Reg 27) the Council sought the 
view of the Government Office of the South East (GOSE) in accordance with (former) 
Regulation 29 as to the general conformity of the Core Strategy with South East Plan. 
However, as of the 1st April 2010 the requirements under Regulation 29 have been removed. 
 
3. Who was invited to make representations? 
 
The Core Strategy DPD has been available for comment on a number of opportunities as 
outlined below. 
 
Issues and Options: November 2005 – Jan 2006 
Preferred Options Core Strategy: September - November 2006 
Preferred Options Unlocking Development Potential: September -Nov 2006 
Core Strategy Submission DPD: October – December 2007 
Revised Core Strategy Consultation: June - August 2009 
Submission Core Strategy - Publication Stage: April –June 2010 
 
The Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) which was adopted in October 
2006, and amended in January 2010 to reflect the changes in legislation, sets out the strategy 
for involving the community in the planning process. It also helped to establish who the 
‘community’ is in Worthing and how that community would be involved in the planning 
process. The SCI considers how to involve the whole community and recognises that this is a 
difficult task and also that there are certain groups that are even harder to reach. The 
Statement of Community Involvement then goes on to set out when and how consultation will 
take place. 
 
In line with the SCI, a variety of individuals and organisations have been consulted throughout 
the development of the Core Strategy representing a diverse range of groups within the 
borough. Many of the organisations and groups consulted represent those from the ‘harder to 
reach’ groups identified in the SCI. 
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The consultation has included a combination of statutory consultees, general consultees, 
including professional, business and voluntary organisations and individual consultees 
including residents and interested parties, previous respondents, stakeholders, stakeholder 
groups and local members. 
 
4. How were they invited to make representations? 
 
Community engagement through the whole of the Core Strategy process has been facilitated 
by a variety of methods including the distribution of letters, consultation documents, radio, 
public exhibitions, newspaper articles, workshops, and meetings with key stakeholders and 
community groups including local resident groups. 
 
The full extent of the consultation methods used to engage the community is set out in the 
Statement of Compliance. The table below however, provides a short summary of the 
consultation methods which were used at the Publication Version of the Submission Core 
Strategy (Reg 27) stage of the process.  
 

• Hard copies of the documents were put on public display in the Councils offices at 
Portland House and the Town Hall. 

• Hard copies were displayed in the Main Library and the 4 local libraries. 
• Consultation letters were sent to the statutory, general and interest groups. CD copies 

of the documents were provided for the statutory consultees and were made available 
for the public if requested. 

• All the documents were made available on the Councils website. 
• An online consultation system was set up – Limehouse Portal - which notified those 

consultees with an email address, of the start of the consultation (27/4/10) together 
with a reminder e-mail (25/5/10). 

• E-mails were sent to those general consultees with an e-mail address notifying them of 
the consultation. 

• A Planning Policy Newsletter was sent to all consultees whether by e-mail or post and 
hardcopies were left alongside the Core Strategy documents at the councils offices 
and libraries 

• Press releases were placed on the Council’s website and sent to the local press. 
• Public Notice advertisements were published in a Borough wide newspaper on two 

separate occasions during the consultation period (on 29/04/2010 and 18/05/2010). 
 
5. Number and type of representations received 
 
The Council received a total of 98 duly made representations from 35 different respondents.  
A number of respondents did state that they found the Core Strategy (or elements within it) to 
be sound or unsound.  However, the majority of respondents didn’t, and in these instances 
officers have assessed whether the comments are clearly in support of, or objecting to, the 
document or policies within it.  Where this is not clear the responses have been recorded as 
‘not specified’.  The table below illustrates that of the 98 comments received, 31 raised issues 
of Soundness, 29 made comments supporting the DPD or elements of the DPD and 38 
responses did not specify.  All comments submitted are summarised in Section 6 below.   
 
Of those that have raised issues of soundness only 11 have stated that they do wish to 
participate at the oral examination (11 others have stated that they do not want to participate 
and the remaining 13 have not specified).   
 
The following table shows the number of representations made against each part of the 
document.  It is important to note that the table below reflects the number of comments logged 
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within each chapter of the Limehouse consultation database.  In some instances, respondents 
have made multiple comments on policies within a single chapter of the document.  In these 
cases they have been recorded as ‘1’ response to the chapter.  For clarity, this is explained 
within the appropriate chapters / sections below and any additional comments are 
summarised accordingly.    
 

TITLE SOUND / 
SUPPORT 

UNSOUND NOT 
SPECIFIED 

TOTAL 

General Comments - Whole Document 2 0 4 6 
Section A – Introduction, Context and Vision 

Chapter 1 - Introduction 1 0 3 4 
Chapter 2 - Characteristics  0 1 1 2 
Chapter 3 - Issues and Challenges 1 0 2 3 
Chapter 4- Vision + Strategic Objectives 5 0 3 8 

Section B – Delivering the Vision 
Chapter 5 - The Spatial Strategy 3 1 1 5 

Chapter 6 - Enabling Regeneration 
Policy 1 – West Durrington 1 4 2 7 
Policy 2 - Areas of   Change (AOC) 0 0 1 1*** 
AOC 1 – Aquarena 0 0 1 1* 
AOC 2 – Marine Parade / Stagecoach  0 0 0 0 
AOC 3 – Grafton Site 0 1 0 1* 
AOC 4 – Union Place South 0 1 0 1* 
AOC 5 – Teville Gate 2 2 0 4* 
AOC 6 -  Newland Street Superstore 0 0 0 0* 
AOC 7 – British Gas – Lyndhurst Road 1 0 0 1* 
AOC 8 – Land Adj to Martletts Way 1 0 1 2 
AOC 9 – The Warren – Hillbarn Lane 0 0 0 0 
AOC 10 – The Strand 1 0 0 1* 
AOC 11- Northbrook College 0 0 0 0* 
AOC 12 – Decoy Farm 0 0 1 1 
Policy 3 - Sustainable Economy 1 1 1 3 
Policy 4 - Protecting Employment 0 1 0 1 
Policy 5 - The Visitor Economy 0 1 0 1 
Policy 6 – Retail 0 2 0 2 

Chapter 7 - Housing and Infrastructure 
Policy 7 - Meeting Housing Need 0 2 0 2* 
Policy 8 - Mix of Homes 0 1 0 1 
Paragraphs 7.14 - 7.15 (Gypsies)  0 1 1 2 
Policy 9 - Existing Housing Stock 0 0 0 0 
Policy 10 - Affordable Housing 0 3 3 6 
Policy 11 - Community Uses 1 1 0 2 
Policy 12 - New Infrastructure 1 1 0 2 

Chapter 8 – Sustainable Environment 
Policy 13 - The Natural Environment 1 0 0 1 
Policy 14 - Green Infrastructure  3 1 1 5 
Policy 15 – Flood Risk 2 0 0 2 
Policy 16 – Built Environment / Design 0 1 1 2 
Policy 17 – Sustainable Construction 0 1 1 2 
Policy 18 – Sustainable Energy 0 1 2 3 
Policy 19 – Sustainable Travel  1 1 1 3 

Section C – Implementation and Monitoring 
Chapter 9 – Implementation 0 0 1 1* 
Chapter 10 – Monitoring 0 0 0 0 

Section D - Appendices 
Appendix 1 – Monitoring Framework 1 1 3 5 
Appendix 2 – Strategic Risk Appraisal 0 0 0 0 
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Appendix 3 – Key Stages 0 0 0 0 
Appendix 4 – Evidence Base 0 0 2 2 
Appendix 5 – Housing Trajectory 0 0 0 0** 
Appendix 6 – Saved Policies 0 0 0 0 
Appendix 7 – Glossary 0 0 0 0 
Appendix 8 – Proposal Map 0 1 1 2* 

 
* -  The West Durrington Consortium (CS96) has commented on these elements of the plan but to avoid duplication these 
comments are summarised and recorded under Policy 1 – West Durrington. 
** - The West Durrington Consortium (CS96) and the Worthing Society (CS11) have commented on this appendix but to avoid 
duplication their comments have been recorded under Policy 1 and Policy 7 respectively. 
*** - The Worthing Society (CS11,CS97) have commented on this element of the plan but to avoid duplication these comments 
have been recorded under Policy 7 
 
6. Summary of the main issues raised  
 
The following summary of the main issues raised follows the same format of the Core Strategy 
for ease of reference.  It should be noted that where comments have been made by West 
Sussex County Council (WSCC) that these are officers comments only and they have yet to 
be endorsed by WSCC members. 
 

General Comments - Whole Document 
 
In total, six respondents made comments on the Core Strategy as a whole that were not 
related to any specific chapter or policy. 
 
The Coal Authority confirmed that they had no specific comments.  Persimmon Homes and 
Arun District Council (officers) considered the Core Strategy to be sound – being legally 
compliant and meeting the required tests. 
 
Three local residents made comments on the plan as a whole.  One respondent questioned 
the future role of the South East Regional Assembly (SEERA) and how this could affect the 
Core Strategy.  Another suggested that reference should be made to facilities for children.  
The final comments (Lady Maria Chapman) were somewhat difficult to interpret but appeared 
to relate to a perceived proposal to build within the National Park. 
 

Section A – Introduction, Context and Vision 
 
Chapter 1 - Introduction 
 
Four comments were received on the Introduction to the Core Strategy.  West Sussex County 
Council was supportive of the need to inform the public of what the Core Strategy was and 
what it aimed to achieve. 
 
The Government Office for the South East (GOSE) were concerned that there was too much 
detail set out in this section and much of it could be omitted without materially affecting the 
section’s content.  GOSE also expressed concerns over the references to the South East Plan 
within this section (and the rest of the Core Strategy). Their view was that references should 
be revised or even omitted due to the uncertainty over the future of the regional plan. 
 
The South Downs Joint Committee expressed some concerns over the lack of reference to 
the South Downs Management Plan but they were satisfied that references were clearly set 
out in the relevant Policy sections of the Core Strategy. 
 
Aid for Trade (Mr Mike Tyler) expressed the view that the Core Strategy was one of many 
strategic documents that had been produced in Worthing in recent years and that this 
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demonstrated a lack of overall direction and it is more logical to produce one combined and 
agreed document to take Worthing forward. 
 
Chapter 2 - Characteristics of the Borough 
 
Two comments were received on this section. West Sussex County Council gave detailed 
analysis of Worthing’s archaeology and its historic environment and expressed 
disappointment over any lack of detail in this section. The County provided extracts from 
national and regional guidance on the preservation of the built environment.  The County also 
requested the inclusion of an Air Quality Management Area within the Context map. 
 
English Heritage believed that more detail was needed on the Context Map such as the 
ancient monument at Cissbury Ring and Worthing’s Conservation Areas 
 
Chapter 3 - Issues and Challenges 
 
There were three comments received on this section of the strategy. Anthony Cartmell 
(resident) commented that the section was sound. West Sussex County Council (WSCC) and 
the Highways Agency raised no objection to its soundness. 
 
The HA offered some general advice in respect of the WASTM (Worthing and Adur Strategic 
Transport Model) and its role in tackling congestion and promoting accessibility to more 
sustainable transport modes.   
 
WSCC have suggested a number of minor inclusions to help strengthen this section. These 
include mention of archaeology and heritage and their role in tourism. Consider mention 
should be made in this section to the code for sustainable homes, green jobs and the impact 
of climate change on tourism. Finally, they consider that specific mention should be made of 
the DaSTS – Delivering and Sustainable Transport System and the Local Transport Plan 3. 
 
Chapter 4 - The Vision and Strategic Objectives 
 
8 comments have been received on the Vision and Strategic Objectives. English Heritage, 
Countryside Access Forum West Sussex (CAFWS), Natural England, South Downs Joint 
Committee, and the Environment Agency all commented that the section was sound and West 
Sussex County Council (WSCC) stated that they did not challenge the section on soundness. 
The Highways Agency and British Horse Society did not raise any objection to soundness. 
 
Overall support was given to this section and more specifically the Strategic Objectives S01, 
S04, SO5, SO6 and SO7. Whilst the section was supported there were a number of 
considerations and changes that were suggested to help strengthen it. 
 
In respect of S07 comments have been received requesting specific reference to support for 
the aims and objectives of the West Sussex Rights of Way Improvement Plan. S04 was 
supported but it was considered that consideration should be given to a grade separated 
crossing at West Durrington. 
 
English Heritage has commented on their support for strategic objectives 2 and 6 due to the 
references to the historic environment, conservation and enhancement of the town’s historic 
assets. They recommend a minor text change so as to reflect fully the South East Plan policy 
BE6 and reference to be made in the regeneration and economy section of the contribution 
that heritage can make to the regeneration effort. 
 
The Environment Agency supports this section and in particular the strong focus on reducing 
the Boroughs carbon footprint and enhancing environmental assets. They have suggested 
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that the water efficiency objectives of S01 could be strengthened by reference to water 
efficiency in S06. 
 
WSCC has suggested a number of minor amendments to the text. In addition, they consider 
that mention should be made of low carbon objectives and improvements to the transport 
network/system within the vision. In respect of the strategic objectives they have stated that 
S01 should emphasise the cross cutting nature of climate change, S02 should refer to green 
infrastructure, S03 should refer to sustainable transport and its role in delivering sustainable 
communities, S05 should include a reference to healthy lifestyles and in respect of S07 it is 
suggested this be re-titled to better reflect the aims of the objective. 
 

Section B – Delivering the Vision 
 
Chapter 5 - The Spatial Strategy – Where Should it Happen? 
 
Five comments were submitted that specifically related to the Spatial Strategy.  Three of these 
comments were very supportive with particular regard to the reference to protect and enhance 
open spaces and the built and natural environment (Natural England and the South Downs 
Joint Committee).  The third comment in support (Persimmon Homes) endorsed the Spatial 
Strategy and agreed that developments will provide the impetus for regeneration of the town 
and surrounding area.  English Heritage requested a minor wording change for clarity. 
 
The final comment on this chapter (Gracemount Developments Ltd) raised concerns about the 
soundness (effectiveness) of the DPD in that the Spatial Strategy should include proposals for 
the redevelopment of Montague Place. 
 
Chapter 6 - Enabling Regeneration    
 
A total of 27 comments were received in respect of this chapter (the comments from West 
Sussex County Council, the South Downs Joint Committee and Pat Berry (resident) have 
been recorded as a single response to this chapter but actually cover a number of policy 
areas within this chapter – these are all summarised below). 
 
Policy 1 – West Durrington 
 
Seven representations were submitted on this policy.  Four of these suggested that the policy 
was unsound, one supported the approach and two did not specify.  It is important to note that 
the West Durrington Consortium submitted lengthy responses on this policy.  However, their 
comments, although focussed on the West Durrington allocation are also very much related to 
housing (Policy 7), implementation (Chapter 9), the housing trajectory (Appendix 5) and the 
Proposals Map (Appendix 8).  To avoid duplication all these comments have been recorded 
under this policy but where appropriate a cross reference has been provided in the summary 
text below and within the summary table in section 5 above. 
 
The West Durrington Consortium considers this policy to be unsound in that it is not justified, 
effective or consistent with national policy.  They support the general strategy found within the 
Core Strategy and a considerable part of the detail in the document.  They believe that it is 
right to plan for the development of land at West Durrington (which they consider to be the 
cornerstone of the Core Strategy) alongside the aspirations for the generally more urban 
Areas of Change to come forward.  However, they believe that the Core Strategy is flawed 
insofar as housing provision is concerned.  Considerable documentation is provided to 
support this view but, in summary, they consider that the strategy currently lacks a clear and 
realistic approach to housing delivery and fails to embody the necessary certainty, flexibility 
and contingency regime.  It relies on too many housing sites with too much uncertainty over 
delivery (information to support this view is provided in relation to housing land supply 
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assumptions and the delivery certainty related to a number of the identified Areas of Change).  
In addition, they feel that the document fails to fully recognise the even greater role that West 
Durrington can play in creating a sustainable community, providing homes for families and the 
wider regenerative benefits that will arise from carefully planned greenfield development.  
Despite these concerns the consortium considers that the present unsoundness of the plan 
can be easily rectified by relatively minor changes.  The Potential Future Development Area 
(PFDA) concept, along with the extremely vague, non-policy based commitment to it in 
supporting text, should be removed and replaced.  The overall land area at West Durrington is 
allocated in the adopted development plan and lies within the built up area boundary.  In the 
wide ranging interests of proper planning the West Durrington site should be looked at as a 
comprehensive whole.  As such, it is suggested that Policy 1 is revised to state ‘approximately 
1,000 dwellings’.  This would then necessitate the need to amend paragraphs 6.10 & 9.10/11, 
the Housing Land Supply Table paragraph 7.7, Policy 7, Appendix 5 Housing Trajectory & 
large site information, and Appendix 8 West Durrington Inset Map.   
 
The Worthing Society considers this policy to be unsound in that it is not justified or effective.  
It is argued that Policy 1 should be deleted as it is not needed to meet the target of 4,000 
dwellnigs by 2026 even if no allowance is made for windfalls in the first ten years. Its 
development would be contrary to the Strategic Objectives of protecting the natural 
environment and giving priority to the redevelopment of previously developed land. The 
argument that it is needed to provide family houses, which cannot be supplied on urban sites, 
is not valid. The site is the least likely site to be developed because it would involve the 
greatest risk. 
 
English Heritage consider this policy to be unsound in that it is not justified - they have 
concerns about the potential impacts upon the historic environment.  The Grade I listed Castle 
Goring and the Goring Conservation Area that are in proximity to this site are identified as 
being ‘at risk’. The text mentions Castle Goring and the conservation area, but there is no 
explanation of the implications of these designations, or to the fact that both on the at Risk 
Register. There is no mention of these assets within the policy as there has been previously. 
This fails to provide the necessary guidance and compares unfavourably with the protection 
sought for the natural environment.   A review of the Goring Conservation Area should be 
given priority and there an urgent need to review the existing Development Brief. 
 
OMC Investments Ltd are generally supportive of the Core Strategy but consider this element 
to be unsound in that it is not justified or effective.  They request a minor but important 
amendment in order for the Plan to accurately reflect the current context in West Durrington 
and the material changes that have taken place since the adoption of the Local Plan in 2003.  
It should be specified that the lack of need for additional convenience retail provision is limited 
to Worthing Town Centre. Alternatively, the claim should be revised to take into account the 
additional need that will be created in West Durrington by the proposed urban extension, 
which may be accommodated within the fully extended District Centre. 
 
The British Horse Society and the Countryside Access Forum West Sussex suggest that a 
grade separated underpass or bridge should be provided as part of this development for use 
by all non motorised users.   This would provide a sustainable, safe crossing of the A27 and a 
link to the countryside. 
 
South Downs Joint Committee state that it is a pity that no recognition is given to the fact that 
the South Downs National Park abuts the northern and western boundaries of the site or that 
much of the surrounding woodland is semi-natural ancient woodland. 
 
Natural England commend the Council for stating that it is essential that the allocation does 
not have an adverse impact on ancient woodland and protected species.  They also welcome 
the application of sustainable drainage systems. 
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Policy 2 – Areas of Change 
 
The South Downs Joint Committee state that it is a pity that Policy 2 does not include a 
mechanism to control the heights of buildings on some of the Areas of Change, as there 
would be potential impacts on views from within and towards the South Downs if some of the 
sites were redeveloped with tall buildings (in particular – The Warren). 
 
Area of Change 1 – Aquarena 
 
Pat Berry resident suggests that the paddling pool adjacent to the aquarena should be 
retained.  West Sussex County Council wanted any redevelopment to be supported by the 
provision of more sustainable transport services and supporting local transport infrastructure.   
 
Area of Change 2 – Marine Parade, Stagecoach Site 
 
No comments submitted on this Area of Change. 
 
Area of Change 3 – Grafton Site 
 
Southern Water has challenged the soundness, justification and effectiveness of this AOC as 
they consider it fails to raise the issue of lack of capacity in the local sewerage system. They 
state that new infrastructure is required to be delivered by any potential developer and this 
should be raised in this section or in the relevant section of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   
 
Local resident Ms Pat Berry questioned the appropriate uses and suggested that a cinema 
and bowling maybe preferable uses.  West Sussex County Council does not challenge its 
soundness but does suggest a minor change to the text for reasons of clarity.  
 
Area of Change 4 – Union Place South 
 
Sussex Police object to the approach set out in Area of Change 4 to develop this area as a 
comprehensive development. They own Union Place and would like to ensure that this area 
could come forward separately and that reference to redevelopment of the Guildbourne 
Centre should be taken out. 
 
Two comments have been made with regard to Union Place South. West Sussex County 
Council suggest that a reference be made to satisfactory level of off-street parking.  
 
Area of Change 5 – Teville Gate 
 
Boyer Planning (representing Capella Holdings) were generally supportive of this Area of 
Change however, they felt that Teville Gate should not necessarily be the sole catalyst for the 
regeneration of the site and the surrounding area. The site was one part of an area that 
needed to undergo a programme of investment and growth.  
 
Southern Water has challenged the soundness, justification and effectiveness of this AOC as 
they consider it fails to raise the issue of lack of capacity in the local sewerage system. They 
state that new infrastructure is required to be delivered by any potential developer and this 
should be raised in this section or in the relevant section of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.   
 
Hanson Capital (representing Blue Sky Planning) were also supportive of the development 
principles at Teville Gate. Given the strategic importance of the site, there is support for its 
regeneration potential and the development options put forward by the Council. Hanson’s 
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would encourage the Council to take a pragmatic approach and allow for a range of possible 
uses and high density development. 
 
WYG Planning on behalf of Sainsburys were also supportive of the development aims of the 
Teville Gate site. 
 
Pat Berry (resident) stated that Teville Gate could see development of new retail and 
affordable housing and could be used to construct a new bus station.  West Sussex County 
Council wanted any redevelopment to be supported by the provision of more sustainable 
transport services and supporting local transport infrastructure.  The South Downs Joint 
Committee is pleased to note that only Area of Change 5 (Teville Gate) is referred to as being 
potentially suitable for a tall building. 
 
Area of Change 6 – Newland Street Superstore 
 
West Sussex County Council suggest that reference be made to a satisfactory level of off-
street parking remaining if the site were to be redeveloped. 
 
Area of Change 7 – British Gas Site, Lyndhurst Road 
 
National Grid Property Holdings support the designation of this Area of Change.   
 
Area of Change 8 – Land Adjacent to Martletts Way 
 
National Grid Property Holdings support the designation of this Area of Change.  Mrs SJ 
Gauntlett (resident) has queried the protection of a number of existing tress on the site.  
WSCC have not challenged its soundness but have requested a minor text change regarding 
the access.  
 
Area of Change 9 – The Warren – Hillbarn Lane 
 
The South Downs Joint Committee has commented that the section is sound and welcomes 
the acknowledgement of the sensitivity of the location next to the National Park.  
 
WSCC has not challenged its soundness but recommends a number of minor changes to the 
text. These changes include the consideration of a wider range of uses in this AOC to include 
education, leisure and recreation. In addition, they wish to see stronger emphasis to 
sustainable transport measures and reference to the Air Quality Management Area (AQMA). 
 
Area of Change 10 – The Strand  
 
Rapleys on behalf of Cantium Durrungton Ltd supported the inclusion of this Area of Change 
and considered it to be compliant with national policy and sets out a clear delivery strategy to 
achieve key objectives. In relation to the Strand, Rapleys have also made comment with 
regard to the retail boundary and housing – these have been summarised and recorded 
against policies 6 (retail) and 7, 8 (housing). 
 
The County Council has not questioned its soundness but has suggested some minor change 
to the text in respect of car parking and sustainable transport measures.  
 
Area of Change 11 - Northbrook College, Durrington and Broadwater Sites 
 
No comments submitted on this Area of Change. 
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Area of Change 12 – Decoy Farm 
 
The Environment Agency was supportive of the Areas of Change process. However, the site 
at Decoy Farm was particularly prone to flood risk in certain areas and the EA recommended 
that in the future it would be appropriate to look at flood risk management options for the 
Teville Stream and his may have implications for any strategic allocations in the Decoy Farm 
area and flexibility should be designed into the policy for development in this location.   
 
Pat Berry (resident) agreed that the site could deliver new warehousing with new recreational 
and leisure facilities. West Sussex County Council wanted any redevelopment to be supported 
by the provision of more sustainable transport services and supporting local transport 
infrastructure. 
 
Policy 3 – Providing for a Diverse and Sustainable Economy 
 
WYG Planning and Design on behalf of Persimmon Homes commented that although there 
was some support for the policy it was in danger of being found unsound as to be fully 
effective in delivering the strategic objectives some amendments are needed. It is considered 
that the policy should seek to encourage the provision and improvement of sporting facilities 
and not just in the town centre and seafront area but in out of town locations where it is 
appropriate and where it would bring wider benefits. 
 
SEEDA fully support this policy and particularly supports the delivery of sufficient employment 
land, the addressing of the skills issue and improving the ICT infrastructure. 
 
WSCC does not challenge the soundness of the plan but dose suggest a minor amendment to 
strengthen the policy. It states that employment sites should be served by a choice of 
transport modes and where this is not the case then contribution should be secured to meet 
the shortfall. 
 
Policy 4 – Protecting Employment Opportunities 
 
Vial Williams – Blackrock UK Property Fund have challenged the soundness of this policy on 
the basis of it not being justified. It welcomes the changes to this policy from pre-submission 
version but raises concern over one of the criteria within the policy. This relates to criterion 4, 
and the concern in that it ignores situations where the loss of floorspace can be justified 
without significant upgrade e.g. where large buildings or sites that were designed for a single 
occupier have now vacated and that the whole site is no longer suited to a future single 
occupier or number of occupiers. In these situations, it may be possible to redevelop part of a 
site without the requirement for a significant upgrade of the remainder. It is considered that 
either the criterion is deleted or clarification is given as to what is meant by ‘significant’. 
 
The County Council does not challenge its soundness but states that the policy is welcomed 
and adds that Industrial estates can provide opportunities for new waste management 
facilities and would be happy to work with the council in the production of subsequent LDDs. 
 
Policy 5 – The Visitor Economy 
 
WYG Planning and Design on behalf of Persimmon Homes commented that policy 5 is at risk 
of being found unsound as it is not as effective as it could be. It suggests that the policy needs 
changing to encourage the provision of and improvement to sporting facilities as it is 
considered such uses play a significant role in contributing to the wider economy and the use 
of tourist accommodation. The policy should not just restrict development to the town centre 
and seafront but consider appropriate out of town development where it brings wider benefits.  
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The County Council did not challenge soundness but did question why Worthing Museum and 
Art Gallery is not mentioned.  
 
Policy 6 – Retail 
 
The Worthing Society considers the Policy unsound as it is not based on robust and credible 
evidence. There is no reliable information about the level of trading in central Worthing, so 
there is no evidence about the ability of retailers to increase sales from their present premises. 
Nobody knows when increasing sales will trigger a demand for additional premises. The 
Strategy seems to assume that if a new large store was built, it would attract additional 
customers but a large new store would only be built if a retailer and a developer believed the 
demand for such a store existed and the Strategy does not provide such evidence. 
 
Rapleys on behalf of Cantium Durrungton Ltd question the soundness of the policy as they 
consider that the local centre boundary of The Strand should be extended to include the 
former Lloyds TSB site and a new proposals map produced. 
 
The County Council suggest that reference should be made to the need for a satisfactory off-
street car parking strategy and that all retail areas should be accessible by a choice of 
transport modes.  
  
Chapter 7 – Housing and Infrastructure 
 
A total of 15 representations were submitted on this chapter by 13 respondents (although the 
comments from West Sussex County Council have been recorded as a single response but 
actually cover a number of policy areas within this chapter).  Comments were split across 
housing and infrastructure policy areas and these are summarised accordingly below: 
 
Policy 7 - Meeting Housing needs 
 
Only two representations have been recorded against this policy but in addition it is important 
to note that the West Durrington Consortium made lengthy comments relating to housing land 
supply issues, particularly the deliver certainty attached to the identified Areas of Change.  
Although these are very relevant to Chapter 9 for the purposes of this paper they are 
summarised within Chapter 6 (Policy 1 - West Durrington). 
 
The Worthing Society questioned the soundness of this policy in that it is not considered to be 
justified or effective. It is considered that the policy is not based on robust and credible 
evidence because it does not take account of the high rate of building on windfall sites that 
has characterised recent years. PPS3 may not permit development on windfall sites to be 
included in the housing supply in the first ten years but this building is a very relevant factor in 
determining what development may occur in the future - and the life of PPS3 will soon be 
over. The policy is not deliverable because it does not demonstrate how the twelve Areas of 
Change would be redeveloped when building on windfall sites is running at so high a rate. 
This development on windfall sites suggests that the housing target in the South East Plan 
can easily be surpassed without the allocation of any strategic sites, and that the Strategy 
should be concerned with how to direct development to sites considered important. The 
Society considers the housing trajectory / assumptions to be unrealistic and not credible as it 
does not contain any windfall sites after the first ten years of the Strategy, although there are 
many in the early years because planning consents are included. 
 
Cantium Durrington Ltd questioned the soundness of this policy in that it is not considered to 
be effective or consistent with national policy.  Their client is supportive of the inclusion of 
‘Worthing College, Bolsover Road/The Strand’ as a Development Area although it is 
concerned that an absence of LSC funding may prevent the permitted development (124 
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dwellings) at the College site from occurring in the foreseeable future. However, it is 
considered that reference to the number of dwellings should be revised to state that the area 
can deliver a “minimum of 124 dwellings”. Their client’s site (the former Lloyds TSB buildings) 
and housing sites along Bolsover Road identified in the SHLAA (which we consider fall under 
“The Strand” Development Area/ Area of Change), also have the potential for delivering 
additional dwellings, either in isolation or, in the case of the former Lloyds TSB site, as part of 
a mixed use scheme which will assist in the delivery of upgraded office floorspace.  Cantium 
Durrington Ltd go on to state that in accordance with national policy (PPS3) the “role” of this 
Development Area should be amended to state “predominantly” lower densities and higher 
numbers of family dwellings, thereby ensuring that higher density development is not 
precluded. This will ensure that Policy 7 is consistent with Policy 8. 
 
Policy 8 - Getting the Right Mix of Homes 
 
One response, from Cantium Durrington Ltd, was submitted on this policy and soundness 
concerns were raised in that the policy was not considered to be justified or consistent with 
national policy.   The need for additional family housing is acknowledged but it is considered 
that higher density forms of development should not be precluded from sites that are 
sustainably located in, and abutting, local or district centres and at locations which are highly 
accessible by means of public transport. In these terms, Policy 8 should be amended to reflect 
the evidence base more fully.  
 
Paragraphs 7.14 - 7.15 – Requirements of Specific Groups (Gypsies and Travellers) 
 
The Showman’s Guild (George Irvin) considers that the section is inadequate as there is no 
specific reference to Travelling Showpeople as there should in accordance with guidance 
04/2007.   They do not consider that the wording reflects any form of positive approach to 
meeting the historic under provision for travelling showpeople in the area. The DPD should 
positively recognise the importance to work with the Showmen's Guild. They have no 
objection to such provision being over a wider area than one borough, but this is far too vague 
to be effective.  
 
The Government Office state that Circulars 01/2006 and 04/2007 state that Core Strategies 
should set out criteria for the location of Gypsy and traveller sites (and planning for Travelling 
Showpeople) which will be used to guide the allocation of sites in the relevant DPD. GOSE 
accept that there would not appear to be a need to allocate sites in a subsequent DPD and 
that Circular advice may change.  However, for the Core Strategy to be consistent with 
national policy, the GOSE view is that a criteria-based policy should be included to guide the 
determination of any planning applications that may be submitted for new pitches. 
 
Policy 9 – Existing Housing Stock 
 
No comments were submitted on this policy. 
 
Policy 10 – Affordable Housing 
 
Six respondents made comment on this policy. Four of these made similar comments relating 
to the upper target for affordable housing provision for developments of 15 or more dwellings.   
 
The Worthing Lib Dems felt that the policy was unsound as it will fall well short of meeting the 
demand and the levels of provision should be at the very least in line with our neighbouring 
authorities and set at 40% for developments of 15+ dwellings.   The Government Office 
response highlights the acute affordable housing need and that the evidence would appear to 
support increasing the upper target to 40%.  The South Downs Joint Committee considered 
the policy unsound due to the non-compliance with the South East Plan (policy SCT6) and 
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that evidence to support the requirement for only 30% to meet wider regeneration objectives 
should be subject to examination and should at least include flexibility to seek a higher 
provision where it would not compromise the deliverability of larger sites.  Although the 
SEEPB were of the view that the Core Strategy is in general conformity with the RSS they 
would welcome reference within the policy to seeking 40% affordable housing on larger sites 
where it is viable, thereby meeting the objectives of South East Plan (SCT6) and responding 
to the conclusions of the viability study .   
 
West Sussex County Council felt that proposals to ensure appropriate provision of Supported 
Housing should be made clear. 
 
The final comment (Knightspur Homes Ltd) considers the policy to be unsound, being neither 
effective or justified. They consider that it is based on outdated evidence that does not 
address the significant change in the housing market from its peak in 2007 when the viability 
study was undertaken. They therefore recommend that an updated viability study be 
undertaken.  They go on to state that market conditions are no longer what was then 
considered “normal” and they are of the opinion that the policy needs to be more flexible to 
reflect fluctuations in the market. 
 
Knightspur Homes then state that they are supportive of the reduction from 40% to 30% on 
larger sites, as an increase in % would have diminished the viability of many schemes.  
However, they disagree with the proposed lowering of thresholds on sites with 6-14 dwellings 
as the targets outlined are not viable on smaller developments, particularly given the current 
state of the market. They consider that the Council has done little to justify the reduction of the 
threshold. Although they do not support the approach of sites in the size range 6 to 14 units 
they do support the proposal to collect a financial contribution in lieu of on-site contributions 
on such sites, should the policy remain unchanged – although greater clarity is requested as 
to how this money will be collected and spent.  They consider that that the evidence does not 
adequately address the potential scale of other contributions that could make scheme 
unviable. 
 
Policy 11 – Protecting and Enhancing Recreation and Community Uses 
 
The Theatres Trust wrote in support of Policy 11 in that it will protect and enhance cultural 
facilities.  They were pleased that the document acknowledges the town’s cultural offer, seeks 
to protect theatres (and cinemas) and that this was also reflected within the Vision and 
Strategic Objectives.  
 
The representation from Persimmon Homes raised soundness concerns in relation to policy 
11.  Although they consider that the policy is justified and is consistent with national policy 
they raise some concern that the policy will not be as effective as it could be in its delivery of a 
improved recreation and community uses as it misses the opportunity to encourage the 
provision and improvements of sporting facilities which are key to aiding community well 
being.  A wording change to the policy is then suggested that it is considered will make the 
policy effective and sound. 
 
Policy 12 – New Infrastructure 
 
The Environment Agency wrote in support of Policy 12, in particular the requirement for new 
infrastructure to be in place prior to development. 
 
The Highways Agency have raised soundness concerns (not being consistent with national 
policy) in relation to this policy as the HA is no longer able to cater for unrestrained road traffic 
growth and it is important that proposals include ways to reduce the traffic impact of 
development in the first instance in line with the South East Plan, Circular 02/07 and PPS12.  
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Furthermore the HA question the definition of ‘an acceptable level’ as it is not clear if the 
statement is referring to capacity, service, safety, congestion, or all of these.   To address 
these concerns the HA suggest a wording change to the last paragraph in Policy 12. 
 
West Sussex County Council (WSCC) commented on paragraph 7.40 which recognises costs 
of providing infrastructure and that such costs should not prejudice the delivery of schemes 
which meet the over-arching spatial objectives.  Concern was raised as they felt that without 
appropriate infrastructure (and contributions thereto), development schemes should not 
proceed.   WSCC also suggested that the final sentence of Policy 12 should finish after the 
word ‘development’.  
 
Chapter 8 – Sustainable Environment 
 
In total 18 representations were received in respect of this chapter (the comments from West 
Sussex County Council and Natural England have been recorded as a single response to this 
chapter but actually cover a number of policy areas within this chapter – these are all 
summarised below). 
 
Policy 13 – The Natural Environment and Landscape Character 
 
The Environment Agency and Natural England support the aims of the Natural Environment 
and Landscape Character policy and were pleased to see the inclusion in this version of 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas and the marine and coastal environment. 
 
Policy 14 – Green Infrastructure 
 
The Environment Agency, Natural England, the British Horse Society and West Sussex 
County Council supported the aims of the policy and were particularly pleased to see the 
emphasis on the creation/enhancement of an integrated green infrastructure network within 
Worthing.  The Countryside Access Forum West Sussex fully supported the aims of the policy 
but wanted to see more non motorised routes along the western borders of the town.
 
WYG Planning on behalf of Persimmon Homes were generally supportive of the measures to 
improve Worthing’s green infrastructure wanted to ensure that it was possible to allow 
development in Worthing’s areas of green infrastructure and still improve the assets. As such 
WYG believed that the Green Infrastructure policy could be amended to allow certain types of 
development within green areas. 
 
Policy 15 – Flood Risk and Sustainable Water Management 
 
The Environment Agency and Natural England were supportive of the aims and objectives of 
the flood risk section, for both the supporting text and the policy.  However, the EA suggest a 
minor wording amendment to refer to the most up-to-date flood risk mapping.  
 
Policy 16 - Built Environment and Design 
 
English Heritage consider the Core Strategy unsound in terms of its evidence base and falls 
short of protecting international and national designations. There is no information on 
nationally important archaeology. It is unclear whether the policy is orientated towards just 
locally important assets or also towards nationally significant assets. It is not considered to be 
a pro-active approach as per PPS5.  
 
The South East England Partnership Board would like to see reference to higher housing 
densities and the overall regional target of 40 dwellings per hectare over the Plan period.  
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Policy 17 – Sustainable Construction 
 
The Government Office for the South East (GOSE) has stated that the Core Strategy is sound 
but has recommended minor changes. GOSE has questioned the value of this policy in light of 
PPS12 in that it does not add value to existing national/regional policies. It points out that 
setting local standards is at odds with emerging PPS guidance, ‘Planning for a Low Carbon 
Future in a Changing Climate’ – however they note that this guidance is only draft and the 
new government may wish to take a different approach. 
 
The Environment Agency has stated that the policy is not sound although it supports the 
policy aims. The EA recommend a very minor change to ensure that water efficiency targets 
are included in the policy or a future LDD.  West Sussex County Council has not challenged 
its soundness but suggest the policy should refer to air pollution and noise.  Natural England 
commended the Council for stating that development will be required to address climate 
change mitigation and adaptation. 
 
Policy 18 – Sustainable Energy 
 
South Downs Joint Committee has stated the policy is not sound as it is not consistent with 
national policy. It suggests the policy is amended to include reference to the need to consider 
landscape, wildlife, heritage assets and amenity when considering sustainable energy 
applications and that there should be a presumption against large scale renewable 
development within or adjacent to the National park.  West Sussex County Council welcomes 
this policy particularly the reference to low carbon and renewable energy. 
 
The SEEPB has not challenged its soundness and states it is in general conformity with the 
South East Plan (SEP). It notes that the governments approach to zero carbon means SEP 
policy NRM11 is superseded. It goes on to suggest that a CO2 reduction target should be 
included in the policy to help deliver policy CC2 of the SEP and that consideration should be 
given to allowable solutions appropriate to Worthing. 
 
GOSE has stated that the Core Strategy is sound but that this policy may need to be revisited 
in light of the likely revocation of the South East Plan and emerging PPS. 
 
Policy 19 – Sustainable Travel 
 
The Highways Agency were generally in agreement on this policy but were keen to point out 
that Transport Assessments and Travel Plans are important aspects of all new development 
and not just major sites.  The HA were supportive of the evidence base that the Council 
carried out to support the development scenarios in the Core Strategy. 
 
Anthony Cartmell, a resident, was concerned with increasing road congestion in Worthing. 
Walking and cycling needs to be made more accessible and user friendly and there is no need 
limited and poorly-implemented walking and cycling "networks" The entire road network needs 
to be made more friendly for non-motorised road users. 
 
Resident, Pat Berry, was supportive of new cross boundary bus routes being implemented 
and the improvements to local bus services in Worthing. 
 
The County Council advised that more details on transport infrastructure, freight movements 
and references to sustainable transport and better health would be useful in Policy 19. 
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Section C – Implementation and Monitoring 
 
Chapter 9 - Implementation 
 
Only one comment related specifically to this chapter.  This was a very minor punctuation 
comment submitted by West Sussex County Council.  In addition, the West Durrington 
Consortium made lengthy comments relating to the need to allocate the West Durrington 
Potential Future Development Area (see Core Strategy paragraphs 9.10 and 9.11).  Although 
these are very relevant to Chapter 9 for the purposes of this paper they are summarised within 
Chapter 6 (Policy 1 - West Durrington). 
 
Chapter 10 - Monitoring 
 
No comments received. 
 
Section D - Appendices 
 
Appendix 1 - Monitoring Framework and Policy Linkages 
 
Five representations were submitted.  West Sussex County Council state that the publication 
date of the Transport Statement of Common Ground should be updated.  They also suggest 
adding PPG15 under other relevant guidance.  Natural England support the ‘no net loss’ 
target for areas of biodiversity importance and the target for open space, but consider that 
other targets could be set for Strategic Objective 1.  GOSE suggest that all the delivery 
indicators should have a suitable target against which these can be assessed.  Concerns 
were raised by a resident (A Cartmell) about the adequacy of the accessibility indicators and a 
number of new indicators have been suggested. 
 
English Heritage commented that there is only one indicator measuring the conservation and 
enhancement of heritage assets as part of Strategic Objective 6. They also re-iterated that 
there is no target set yet for the number of up-to-date conservation area appraisals despite 
section 10 stating that there is a need for clear targets and measurable outcomes.  
 
 
Appendix 2 – Strategic Risk Appraisal 
 
No comments received 
 
Appendix 3 – Core Strategy Key Stages 
 
No comments received 
 
Appendix 4 – Evidence Base 
 
Two representations received. English Heritage comment that the recently published PPS5 
‘Planning for the Historic Environment’ requires that local planning authorities should ensure 
that they have evidence about the historic environment and heritage assets in their area, and 
that this is publicly documented.  West Sussex County Council state that the publication date 
of the Transport Statement of Common Ground should be updated. 
 
Appendix 5 – Housing Trajectory 
 
Although no representations have been specifically logged under this appendix it is important 
to note that comments have been received from the West Durrington Consortium and the 
Worthing Society in relation to housing land supply and delivery.  Although there is a direct 
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relationship between these comments and the housing trajectory to avoid duplication these 
have been logged under Policy 1 (West Durrington) and Policy 7 (Meeting Housing Need). 
 
Appendix 6 – Saved Local Plan Policies 
 
No comments received  
 
Appendix 7 – Glossary 
 
No comments received 
 
Appendix 8 – Proposal Map 
 
OMC Investments Ltd are generally supportive of the Core Strategy but consider this element 
to be unsound in that it is not justified or effective.  They request that the Proposals Map is 
amended to show the true extent of the West Durrington District Centre to accurately reflect 
the current local context. This will provide the necessary level of certainty to enable OMCI’s 
imminent planning application for retail development to be assessed. 
 
West Sussex County Council has stated that once the Minerals and Waste Core Strategy is 
adopted, the Borough Council should illustrate safeguarded waste sites and waste site 
allocations on their adopted Proposals Map.   
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