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Issue 3 
 
Whether the plan makes sound provision for housing in terms of numbers and 
distribution 
 
No evidence is supplied to justify the number of new homes to be provided. 
Such evidence should be added to the CS, now that the SE Plan no longer 
provides justification for this number, as suggested under Issue 1. When the 
number of dwellings to be provided in the Sussex Coast Sub-Region was 
debated in 2006, the reduction in net outward commuting  from the Sub-Region 
was one factor considered. Net outward commuting had risen in the 1990s – 
that from Worthing had increased by 1,840 in the decade – showing that 
employment had risen less than the workforce. The original strategy for the 
sub-region proposed that employment should grow faster than population. 
This objective remains relevant for Worthing, and the record suggests that the 
proposed rate of housebuilding would support a continued increase in 
outward commuting. The number of new homes to be provided requires more 
study and then discussion with residents. 
 
The locations identified for housing are not the most appropriate, given the 
alternatives. The availability of enough sites in the built up area, including 
windfalls, to provide more than enough sites to meet the SE Plan objective 
without building on greenfield sites shows that the proposals are sub-optimal. 
West Durrington can and should be deleted from the list. 
 
Windfall sites provided an average of 231 dwellings a year (net) from 2000-01 
to 2008-09. They represented 98% of the supply of new dwellings in this 
period. These figures demonstrate the absurdity of the rule in PPS3 that 
excludes windfall sites from the supply in the first ten years of the CS, and 
makes essential their inclusion in the second ten years, as authorised by PPS3. 
Development of windfall sites will not cease if they are excluded from 
estimates of supply. It is apparently envisaged that their contribution to supply 
will be counted in at each five yearly review of the CS, and will therefore 
reduce the future requirement for housing from that date.  This procedure 
implies that unnecessarily large amounts of development may be permitted on 
allocated sites, because the supply from windfall sites has not been considered 
in advance. Worthing BC will of course know how many windfall sites are 
being developed; it should use this information to revise its policy towards the 
development of allocated sites in its annual monitoring report every year.The 
supply from windfall sites would be reduced if development on gardens is 
restricted – 61% of recent development in Worthing has been on previously 
residential land – but even if there was no development of such land in future, 



recent trends suggest that 100 windfall sites would be developed annually. So 
large a potential supply cannot be ignored.  
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Of the recent changes to PPS3, removing the minimum level of density will 
only affect Worthing’s assessment of housing land supply if the planned 
density of any development would have been lower in the absence of the 
minimum density. It is unlikely that this will  
have been the case, because most of the development sites are urban. 
Removing gardens from the definition of previously developed land would not 
affect Worthing’s assessment of housing land supply because windfall sites are 
excluded from its figures. This change will, however, affect the real housing 
land supply. Worthing should use this opportunity to add a new policy on the 
development of garden land: officers need guidance on this issue. If 61% of 
recent development was on previously residential land, development on 
gardens will be a common feature of planning applications. The Worthing 
Society believes that there should be a presumption against development on 
gardens, which would imply a significant reduction in the amount of 
development on windfall sites. 
 
The housing trajectory is not realistic. The assumption of no development in 
the last eight years of the CS period is not plausible. If such a table is 
published, it should be based on plausible assumptions about the rate of 
development, and include windfall sites for the second ten years of the CS. 
 
Greenfield development is not justified. The large supply of brownfield sites, 
including windfalls for the second ten years of the CS, can provide all and 
more of the sites required by the SE Plan objective. Even if some of the Areas 
of Change are not developed, the cushion provided by the supply of windfall 
sites would provide the required number of dwellings. Greenfield 
development is unnecessary. 


