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Preliminary Note to Worthing Borough Council  

 
 
As you know, I have been appointed to carry out the examination of the 
Borough Council’s Core Strategy (CS) and I am in the process of 
familiarising myself with the development plan document and the 
supporting evidence.  As explained in the Inspectorate’s Local 
Development Frameworks Examining Development Plan Documents: 
Procedure Guidance, an early task for Inspectors is to identify whether 
there are any “fundamental /cumulative flaws” in a submitted document 
at the first possible opportunity.  It can avoid wasting time and money if 
these are found and addressed early in the examination process. 
 
When serious flaws are identified, Inspectors often call an Exploratory 
Meeting commonly leading to a decision to delay or withdraw examination 
of the DPD.  I hope that neither delay nor withdrawal will be necessary in 
this case.  At present, I intend to go forward with the Pre-Hearing Meeting 
and Hearing sessions as arranged.  However, I do need more information 
and I also have several matters that I wish to flag up at the outset for the 
consideration of the Council.    
 
South East Plan 

• In view of the revocation of the Regional Strategy I would ask the 
Council to clarify whether or not it is intending to review its housing 
and employment targets.   

• In view of the revocation of the Regional Strategy I would ask the 
Council to clarify whether it intends the town to continue to aspire 
to be a Primary Regional Centre in the retail hierarchy.  

• In view of the revocation of the Regional Strategy I would ask the 
Council to clarify whether it considers there are any other relevant 
impacts on the CS following the removal of this strategic policy 
layer, for example in relation to sustainable energy? 

 
The Evidence Base: 

• The evidence base at Document 32 includes no SHLAA Stage 8 
which is referred to on the list. 

• The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) appears at present to be a 
draft document.  

• West Sussex County Council Housing Land Supply Survey 2009 is 
not included in the evidence base but has been referred to by the 
Council in terms of its housing land supply assessment.  

 
Responses to Objections 

• I have seen no response to the following objections: 
• CS 29, CS30, CS34   
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Initial Matters of Concern about the CS 
 
1.  Areas of Change (AoC) 
 

• The AoC are the foundation on which the whole CS depends. They 
are the main vehicle through which the Council’s vision of 
regeneration and growth would be delivered. 

 
• PPS 12 emphasises that the CS should show how its vision, strategy 

and objectives will be delivered, by whom and when. My initial 
concern is these requirements are not met in respect of a number 
of the AoC.  Notwithstanding the present economic climate, which it 
is reasonable to assume will improve, there are serious constraints 
including land assembly, funding and ultimately viability.  This 
concern is heightened by the fact that several are old Local Plan 
allocations and some even have or have had planning permissions. 
Yet no development has materialised and there is no evidence of 
developer commitment to give confidence that the AoC will deliver 
what they promise during the lifetime of the CS. 

 
• It is heartening that representations in respect of Teville Gate (AoC 

5), British Gas Site (AoC 7), Land adj Martletts Way (AoC 8) and 
The Strand (part of AoC 10) indicate owner/ developer interest.  
Nevertheless there is little if any evidence that other AoC are 
anything more than aspirational – in particular Marine Parade (AoC 
2), Grafton Site (AoC 3), Newland Street Superstore (AoC 6), 
Northbrook College (AoC 11) and Worthing College (AoC 10).  
Deliverability is an important test of soundness.   

 
• One of the consequences of the above is that the AoC are intended 

to make a significant contribution to housing delivery. If this does 
not happen then the Council’s favourable land supply situation will 
be in trouble.  At the very least these are complex brownfield 
redevelopment projects and it is difficult to believe that by 2015 
they would be contributing to housing supply in the way anticipated 
in the Housing Trajectory.  

 
• As the AoC are key to delivering the vision I am not sure what 

contingency is available if they don’t come forward. The Strategic 
Risk Appraisal (CS Appendix 2) says that “any prolonged under-
delivery would trigger the need to review the overall development 
strategy”. However it is unclear what “Plan B” is and when such a 
scenario would be triggered. The low level of specific targets or 
measurable outcomes is a shortcoming in this respect, which I deal 
with more generally below. 

 
• The employment growth forecasts and demand for office floorspace 

appears to be heavily reliant on strong public sector growth. Many 
of the AoC have significant employment components. What effect 
will the Coalition Government’s public sector cutbacks have on the 
need for and delivery of office floorspace in the AoC?   
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2.  Affordable Housing (AH) 
 

• The evidence base establishes the very high level of AH need in the 
Borough.  Furthermore, the viability study suggests that on larger 
sites higher levels of AH may be able to be provided. Although this 
study was undertaken in 2007 at the height of the market the 
Council clearly expects “normal” market conditions to return in 
time. When this happens the CS makes no provision for the higher 
levels of AH that the evidence base indicates could be supported.  
Worthing’s level of provision seems to be out of kilter with other 
West Sussex coastal boroughs despite its level of need. I have seen 
no evidence to justify the Council’s assertion that a higher level of 
AH would be incompatible with regeneration objectives.  

 
• Furthermore, the largest site of all (West Durrington) seeks only 

25% AH (the 5% low cost market housing is not counted as AH in 
PPS 3).  This is a large Greenfield site and there is no justification 
given as to why the contribution should be decreased. Indeed I 
would have expected that a higher level of contribution would have 
been sought rather than a lower one.  

 
3.  Relationship with the IDP 
 

• It is important that the key delivery requirements for the Strategic 
Site/ AOS are included in the CS with cross referencing to the IDP 
as necessary. This is not the case at the moment. The CS is the 
policy document not the IDP.  

 
• There are also inconsistencies between the 2 documents. The IDP 

for example refers to the infrastructure needed to support West 
Durrington but relies on the provision of 875 dwellings. It is not 
clear whether the 700 dwellings now proposed could support the 
level of infrastructure being sought in the IDP.   

        
4. Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 
 

• Paragraph 7.15 of the CS indicates that the needs of gypsies and 
travellers will be considered in a joint strategy by Coastal West 
Sussex. It is unclear what form this will take or when it will be 
delivered.  

 
• Notwithstanding the low level of requirement for pitches in 

Worthing Borough, Circular 01/2006 makes clear that the CS is 
expected to include a criteria based policy. In the absence of such a 
policy the CS does not appear to comply with national planning 
guidance.  

 
• Furthermore, Circular 04/2007 requires that the accommodation 

needs of travelling showpeople are catered for. The evidence base 
seems to be deficient in this respect in that this group are 
specifically excluded from the Assessment at Document 34.  
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4. Monitoring 
 
• The only way that stakeholders will know that the plan’s strategies 

and objectives are being successfully delivered is through effective 
monitoring. It will also allow the Council to activate contingency 
arrangements in the event of delivery failure.  Most of the delivery 
indicators have no measurable targets or outcomes and this seems 
to me to be a serious shortcoming. There may be other indicators 
that could be used but as things stand this part of the CS appears 
to be deficient.     

 
Christina Downes 
August 2010  


