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Issue 10 
 
Whether there is justification for a Strategic Site for development at West 
Durrington and whether it would secure significant benefits for the wider area  
 
The timing of the delivery of West Durrington is very dependent on the 
buoyancy of the housing market. It would be an expensive site to build on, 
and developers are unlikely to take the risk unless they are confident that 
prosperity can be expected for the five or so years that development would 
last, and that the dwellings can be sold at profitable prices. The site is 
expensive to develop because it requires cement injecting to stabilise the 
ground, the high water table necessitates elaborate drainage schemes, and the 
Borough Council wishes to collect large amounts under a S106 agreement.  The 
companies concerned with this scheme have not appeared to be in a hurry to 
start development, and have had one planning application refused.  They have 
therefore given some indications that they may be less than enthusiastic about 
the scheme, and may wonder whether the potential profit warrants the risks 
involved.  
 
There is no justification for releasing this greenfield site in advance of 
brownfield alternatives. The development of West Durrington would be 
contrary to the primary strategic objectives of the CS: it would harm, not 
protect, the natural environment; it would not revitalise the town centre, but 
draw development away from it; and it would not deliver a sustainable 
economy. Building in Worthing will be monitored through the annual 
monitoring reports; and the supply of dwellings, including those on windfall 
sites, can be used to judge whether any of the strategic sites ought to be 
released.   
 
It is difficult to see how this development would reduce social deprivation. The 
only benefits it could provide are about 175 affordable rented dwellings and 35 
low priced dwellings, and some new playing fields. The main cause of 
deprivation is low incomes; West Duirrington would not provide additional 
employment or better paid employment. It is just a residential development; its 
effect on social deprivation would be minimal. 
 
Flexibility in dwelling numbers not seem an important feature of Policy 1The 
developers are unlikely to accept a smaller number than 700 for the site; a 
reduction would make the site less profitable. The inclusion of the Potential 
Future Development Area is unjustifiable; if there is no case for including in 



the CS the 700 dwellings that could be built on the main site, there is no case 
for adding the 375 dwellings that could be built on the PFDA. 
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The lower level of AH proposed at West Durrington is presumably a 
consequence of the high cost of developing the site. Without having more 
information on the costs, it is impossible to say whether the level of AH is 
justifiable. 
 
If Policy 1 provided more information on the infrastructure, delivery and 
phasing requirements for this site, the CS would be more reader-friendly. It is 
unreasonable that the reader should be expected to find a separate volume to 
obtain such basic items of information about this site. 
 
The viability of the infrastructure requirements for this site after the number of 
dwellings was reduced to 700 will only be revealed by the results of the 
negotiations of the S106 agreement for the site. I understand that it is being 
renegotiated; Worthing may not get all the infrastructure that it wants. 
 
The land adjacent to the nature conservation sites could beneficially be 
omitted from the area that may be developed. The development would 
inevitably harm the wildlife in the woods, because people and their pets will 
enter the woods and disturb or kill the wildlife living there. The further the 
houses are from the woods, the less would be the amount of disturbance and 
the more the scope for barriers of scrub. 
 
 
 
 
 


