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1.1 This Education Requirement Analysis report has been prepared on behalf of Gleeson Strategic Land
and Landlink Estates Ltd (“the Applicants”) in support of their respective combined development
proposals for up to 550 dwellings (“the Proposed Development”) on the emerging Arun Local Plan

("LP") Policy H SP2c: Yapton (SD7) strategic allocation (“the Application Site”).

1.2 For the purposes of this report, Arun District Council ("ADC") is the local planning authority (“"LPA") and
West Sussex County Council ("WSCC") is the Local Education Authority ("LEA”) for West Sussex.

1.3 This Education Requirement Analysis report follows the following broad structure:
Section 2: Overview of the relevant planning policy context;
Section 3: Overview of the relevant West Sussex education planning guidance;
Section 4: Review of the existing education facility provision context;
Section 5: Analysis of the education provision implications of the Proposed Development;
Section 6: Analysis of the Ford (SD8) Site

Section 7: Education analysis conclusions.
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2.1

2.2

2.3

24

2.5

2.6

The emerging Arun Local Plan (“LP") covering the period 2011 to 2031 is currently being scrutinised at
an Examination in Public ("EiP"). The LP matters considered of relevance to this Education Requirement

Analysis report are set out below:

Under Policy H SP2c: Yapton (SD7), the Application Site is allocated as a strategic site to provide at
least 400 dwellings over the LP period. Amongst other things, the policy seeks the provision of a 1-

Form Entry ("FE") primary school and nursery places.

However, the Applicants submitted representations to the Regulation 19 LP consultation and more

recently to the EiP objecting to the justification to provide on-site primary school and nursey places.

As part of the EiP, WSCC submitted a ‘School Provision in Arun District: Update’ dated September 2017
(Appendix 1) ("WSCC School Provision Update, September 2017"). This update reconfirmed the WSCC

position that the Application Site should make on-site provision for a 1FE primary school.

However, in respect of the strong objection from the Parish Council during the EiP that Yapton would
wish to extend the existing primary school rather than have an additional primary school within the
village, the Inspector’s Interim Findings Following Hearing Sessions, dated 11 October 2017 (Appendix
2 — relevant extracts) (“the Inspector’s Interim Findings”) seeks further clarity from WSCC (paragraph
25) amongst other things, , the scope to extend existing primary schools (to sustain them and reach an

optimum size) the scope to extend existing primary schools and community preferences.

In response to the Inspector’s Interim Findings (Appendix 3 — relevant extracts) the Council asserts that
WSCC have justified their requirement [for on-site provision on the Application Site]. Despite this, the
Council then proposes Main Modification wording, endorsed by the LP subgroup committee on 20
November 2017, to ‘provide adequate flexibility’ to allow appropriate consideration of education facility
need at the planning application stage. Specifically regarding the Application Site, the following Main
Modification wording (MM 75) has been proposed:

............
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2.7 The fact the Council has proposed Main Modification wording to enable off-site primary school
provision, the introduction of flexibility in the policy could reasonably be inferred to indicate that the
Council accepts that WSCC have not provided any evidence to justify on-site primary school and

nursery place provision.

2.8 Indeed, in response to a direct request from the Inspector, WSCC have failed to provide any information
on: (a) Optimum school size; (b) The scope to extend Yapton Primary School; and (c) The community
at Yapton's preference to maintain a single primary school. The only additional information provided
is an updated schedule of WSCC's purported primary education requirements for each strategic

allocation (Examination Document SEDP7) (Appendix 4).

2.9 The Applicants will be submitting representations to the Main Modifications consultation, amongst
other things, on WSCC's failure to provide any evidence to justify on-site provision of a primary school

and nursery places on the Application Site.
Qthar Strategle Stas of Relevancs

Policy H SP2¢c: Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate (SD5)

2.10 The Barnham / Eastergate / Westergate (SD5) site (“the SD5 Site") is allocated for 2,300 dwellings within
the LP period with a further 700 dwellings in the period up to 2031. Overall, the SD5 Site is allocated
for 3,000 dwellings. As part of the development, the policy requires the on-site provision of a new 2FE

primary school and a 1FE (expandable to 2FE) primary school and nursery places.

2.11  Unlike the Application Site, no representations were submitted to the Local Plan examination objecting
to the need to provide a 2FE primary school and a 1FE (expandable to 2FE) primary school and nursery

places.

2.12 The Council's ‘Status of Strategic Allocation Sites as at 25™ September [2017] evidence to the LP

examination shows the first housing completions on the SD5 Site in the monitoring year 2018/19.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT
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2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

The Ford (SD8) site is allocated to deliver at least 1,500 dwellings over the LP period. Amongst other

things, the policy requires the on-site provision of a new 2FE primary school and nursery places.

Unlike the Application Site, no representations were submitted to the Local Plan examination objecting
to the need to provide a 2FE primary school and nursery places. Indeed a signed Statement of Common
Ground was submitted between the landowners / developers confirming the provision of a 2FE primary

school and nursery places.

With regard to secondary school provision, the WSCC School Provision Update, September 2017
outlines (paragraph 17) that the existing schools have limited capacity for expansion to meet future
need. For this reason, an area of search for a site for new secondary school has been proposed based
on the Barnham / Westergate school area. The initial site assessment process has indicated that site
options in the Ford area (outside the proposed site allocation) should be considered and policies within

the Arun Plan should facilitate a new secondary school in this area.

Although secondary school provision was not a matter covered specifically within the Inspector’s
Interim Findings he did raise the issue of CIL pooling restrictions in relation to district-wide
infrastructure, including secondary schools. The Council have acknowledged this and suggested
modifications to Policy INF SPI (MM76) and in the text in MM77 to reflect how new secondary education
provision will be funded. It is understood that WSCC’s work is on-going with regard to a potential new

secondary school at Ford.

The Council's ‘Status of Strategic Allocation Sites as at 251 September [2017]' evidence to the EiP shows
the first housing completions on the SD8 Site in the monitoring year 2019/20. Consistent with this
evidence, we understand that the developer(s) associated with the SD8 Site are currently undertaking
pre-application discussions with the LPA with a view to submitting a planning application in early 2018.
Based on the initial indicative masterplan for the SD8 Site (published for consultation as part of the
Ford Neighbourhood Plan process) a plan showing the broad location of the 2FE primary school and

nursery is included as Appendix 5.
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2.18 The Climping (SD10) site is allocated to deliver at least 300 dwellings over the LP period. Amongst other
things, the submitted policy requires the on-site provision of a new 1FE (expandable to 2FE) primary

school and nursery places.

2.19 However, the WSCC School Provision Update, September 2017 revises this on-site requirement to
confirm that Section 106 contributions would be sought to expand the existing St Mary’s Primary
School in Climping. It is noted that the Inspector's Interim Findings confirms (paragraph 24) that ‘as a
result of a planning application at Climping is to be through the expansion of the existing school rather

than a new school [sic]"

2.20 The Council’s ‘Status of Strategic Allocation Sites as at 25 September [2017]" evidence to the EiP shows
the first housing completions on the SD8 Site in the monitoring year 2018/19. However, the LPA
recently refused an outline planning application for up to 300 dwellings on the site in September 2017
(Planning Application Reference: CM/1/17/0UT). Given this planning application is now the subject of
a Section 78 planning appeal, first housing completions on the SD8 Site are now unlikely until the

monitoring year 2019/20.

2.21 Having analysed the proposed primary school provision table within the WSCC School Provision
Update, September 2017 (paragraph 4) we make the following observations:

(i) With the exception of the Application Site (SD7), on-site provision is required on sites
delivering 800 or more dwellings, or if smaller than 800 dwellings the on-site provision is

specifically linked to another strategic site delivering 800 or more dwellings.

(i) With the exception of the Application Site (SD7), individual strategic allocations of 400

dwelling or less are required to provide off-site contribution provision.

(iii) With the exception of the Application Site (SD7), all 1FE primary schools are required to be
expandable to 2FE.

(iv) The SD6 Fontwell site (400 dwellings capacity) is required to make an off-site financial
contribution to a ¥ FE (105 places) expansion in the Westergate / Barnham locality, for

primary education.

...............
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2.22

2.23

2.24

2.25

Underpinned by detailed demographic modelling, the Objectively Assessed Need for Housing: Arun
District, March 2015 report (“the Arun OAN Report 2015") recommends (Table 30) the following mix of

housing sizes over the LP period:

c R R ERRR s\

10% 35-40% 20%
2-bed 45% 30-35% 40%
3-bed 35% 20-25% 30%
4+ bed 10% 5-10% 10%

As illustrated within Graphic 1 below, the Department for Communities and Local Government ("DCLG")
2014-based household projections show that over the period covered by the LP (2011 to 2031) that
household sizes within Arun are expected to decrease from an average of 2.19 persons per household

to 2.10 persons per household.

Although there is some fluctuation over the period covered by the LP, the 2014-based household
projections also show (Graphic 1) that the proportion of households with one or more dependent

children within Arun is projection to remain broadly static at broadly 23% of all households.

Graphic 1: Arun proportion of Households with 1+ dependent children and Average Household
Size - 2011 to 2031
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As illustrated within Graphic 2 and Table 2.1 below, annual average 'All Persons’ population change
within Arun over the LP period is 1,530 persons per annum. The dependent children population change
being 237 persons per annum (15.5% of Arun’s average annual ‘All persons’ population change). By

comparing the annual rate of change between the ‘All Persons’ population and dependent children

............
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population change within Arun, it is evident that the rate of dependent children population change
(0.78%) is rising at a slower rate to the ‘All Persons’ population rate (0.93%). Overall it can be concluded
that no significant demographic structure shift in the dependent children cohort is expected within

Arun over the LP period.

Graphic 2: Dependent Children Projected Population Change for Arun 2010/11 to 2030/31

Source: MYE's between 2010/11 and 2015/16 then 2014-based SNPP thereafter

N N AR R A SN e \ek\\\ﬁn 3
Total Change
2010/11 -2030/31
Cohort 2010-11 2030-31 | (annual) CAGR
587
Early Years Cohort 7,499 8,086 (29) | 0.38%
2,493
Primary School Cohort 9,776 12,269 (125) | 1.14%
1,199
Secondary School Cohort 7,749 8,948 60) | 0.72%
459
6th Form Cohort 3,155 3,614 (23) | 0.68%
4,738
All Dependent Children 28,179 32,917 (237) | 0.78%
30,596
All Persons 149,811 | 180,407 (1,530) | 0.93%
Ginmsar St & 3 G
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2.26 Over the LP period the annual population change for the early years' cohort and 6t form aged cohort
is projected to remain broadly at the 2010/11 level. Indeed annual population change for these cohorts
is only 29 persons per annum for yearly years and 23 persons per annum for 6t form. The population
change for the secondary school cohort follows broadly the same trend, albeit at a slightly higher

annual rate of population change (60 persons per annum over the LP period).

2.27 The projected primary school cohort population change within Arun over the LP period is 125 persons
per annum. This representing 52.7% of the projected dependent children population change. However,
what is evident from Graphic 2.1 is that there a notable projected rise in primary school age population
between 2015/16 to 2016/17 from 11,200 to 11,700 (500 persons), but then from 2017/18 onwards
remains broadly constant at circa 12,000 (annual average change of 40 persons). The spike in primary

school population change within Arun has effectively already taken place.

2.28 The Yapton Neighbourhood Plan ("YNP”) was ‘made’ on 5 November 2014 following a successful
referendum outcome in October 2014. With regard to Yapton CE Primary School the YNP states
(paragraph 2.29) that “ WSCC has confirmed that the site does have the possibility to expand the school
to be a two-form-entry school admitting sixty children per year group. However, such an expansion

would be expensive and would only be likely to be approved and funded if the need was acute.”

R e Yeues DR lienae S enan Penaed oo A TR TR JRPPa Jregs
A miney Wealiow o hase LIETIIRASR NS &Ny AR IOV
FIANNHERY FOICY CONTENT SUMMAry Coniusion

2.29 The Council's LP Main Modifications outlines that if the need is generated the Application Site should
either (a) Provide a one-form primary school and nursery places; or (b) Make a contribution towards

new facilities or improvement or expansion of relevant existing facilities.

2.30 Due to the continued lack of any evidence from WSCC to justify on-site provision of a 1FE primary
school and nursey places on the Application Site there are outstanding objections to the LP from the

Applicants and Yapton Parish Council.

2.31 There is common ground between the Council and the Ford strategic development site (SD8)
developers/ landowners that on-site provision will be made for a 2FE primary school and nursery places.
A planning application for the Ford site is expected in early 2018 with first completions in the

monitoring year 2019/20.

...............
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2.32 The Council's LP evidence base sets out recommended housing size mix ranges for market houses,

affordable houses and overall housing.

2.33 The 2014-based household projections indicate that the proportion of households within one or more
dependent children within Arun will remain static at broadly 23% of all households. The 2014-based
population projections indicate that no significant demographic structural change for the dependent

children cohort is expected over the LP period.
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3.1

3.2

3.3

34

The following WSCC guidance documents are considered relevant to assessing education need arising

from the Application Site.

The WSCC Planning for School Places, 2017 ("WSCC PSP, 2017") (Appendix 6) states that its purposes
is to set out the policies and principles behind the school planning process in West Sussex. It is intended
to provide information on current organisation and future forecasts of pupil numbers and provisional

plans for where additional school places will be made available.

It provides information for school leaders and other interested parties, such as district and borough
planning departments and housing developers, about the supply and demand for school places in West

Sussex maintained schools, academies and free schools.

The following key principles and policies are noted from the WSCC PSP, 2017:

(a) Schools in West Sussex are considered to be at capacity when the number of pupils in relation
to the capacity is equal to or exceeds 95%, which is in line with the National Audit Office report

on Capital Funding for new school places published in 2013.

(b) For primary schools, wherever possible:

- All-through primary schools (ages 4-11) should be established;

- They should have a minimum of 1FE, 210 places and ideally a maximum of 3FE, 630 places,
although recent guidance from the Department for Education suggests new primary

schools should ideally be no smaller than 2FE, 420 places; and

- The pattern of schools should ensure that a primary school is readily accessible to its pupils
and, in urban areas, within walking distance of the homes of the majority of its children.
Reference is made the LEA's statutory duty on providing transport to school for children
under the age of 8 if they live more than two miles, and pupils over the age of 8 if they live

more than three miles (measured as the shortest available walking route) from their

e
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catchment school.

(c) New primary education provision should be located within housing developments that are

large enough to support their own provision.

(d) Wherever possible, new school provision should be located in proximity to other community

facilities, as part of a focus for new development.
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3.5 With regard to education and schools, the following principles are noted within the Planning
Obligations: Explaining Contribution Calculations, October 2016 Update ("WSCC, ECC Note, 2016")
(Appendix 7):

(@) The housing and population characteristics of the wider areas will provide a guide in the
assessment of the likely age profiles and additional children arising from the proposed

development. The average standards [assumed to be West Sussex wide] are:

Primary (ages 4 to 11) 25 per 100 dwellings
Secondary (ages 11 to 16) 18 per 100 dwellings
Secondary (ages 16 to 18) | 4 per 100 dwellings

(b) The WSCC calculator (for Arun) is used for smaller developments up to an including 500 units
where contributions are sought for the improvement and expansion of existing schools.

Strategic developments of more than 500 homes are subject to bespoke negotiation.

(c) Early years' provision should be included alongside new primary school sites.

3.6  Although the WSCC ECC Note 2016 states that the WSCC calculators are only used for development
up to an including 500 units, we note from our involvement with other large scale strategic sites
within West Sussex (sites over 500 dwellings) that WSCC use the calculators to help determine the

expected pupil yields arising from the proposed development housing mix.

...............
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3.7  When expanding existing or building new schools the Department for Education ("DfE") Area guidelines
for mainstream schools: Building Bulletin 103, June 2014 (“BB103") provides the minimum and

maximum building and land area standards.

3.8  DfE and WSCC guidance states that new primary schools should ideally be no smaller than 2FE.

3.9 In providing new education facilities WSCC guidance seeks to ensure they are:

(a) Readily accessible through being within walking distance of the homes of the majority of its
children. Walking distances are measured as the shortest available walking route. For children

under 8-years the maximum walking distance is 2-miles and for children over 8-years 3-miles.

(b) Located within housing development that are large enough to support their own provision (i.e.

self-supporting);

(c) Located in proximity to other community facilities, as part of a focus for new development.

3.10 WSCC S106 calculators are principally used for smaller developments up to and included 500 units.
However, it is noted from wider experience within West Sussex that WSCC also use these calculators
to help determine the expected pupil yields arising from strategic sites (501 + unit sites) at the detailed

planning application stage.

3.11 DfE Design Bulletin 103 provides the minimum and maximum building and land area standards that

should be applied to both extending existing schools and delivering new schools.
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4.2

4.3

44

4.5

4.6

The existing education provision context relevant to the Application Site and Proposed Development

is set out below:

Based on the WSCC PSP, 2017 two-mile walkability zone principles our analysis demonstrates that the
Yapton CE Primary School and Barnham Primary School are the existing primary schools within the

Barnham / Westergate Locality that are within a 2-mile walk of the Application Site (Appendix 8).

Vamter O Drimis g Sebveed
Yamion LU Frmany Sahagt

Yapton CE Primary School currently has 1.5FE, which is below the WSCC and DfE recommended 2FE
minimum. Accordingly, and as confirmed within the WSCC PSP, 2017, the net capacity of the school is
currently 315 pupils. Based on the WSCC 95% capacity assumption, the school will be considered by
WSCC to be at capacity once the number on roll (‘“NOR") reaches 299 pupils. The WSCC PSP, 2017
states that the NOR in October 2016 was 266 pupils. Indicating headroom of 33 places.

Although Yapton CE Primary School has some existing capacity (33 places), it is also noted that within
the SEDP7 schedule, WSCC confirm that the school can expand by ¥ FE within the existing site area.
Indeed WSCC have already secured S106 contributions that specifically contribute towards the
expansion of the school. Expansion to a 2FE school will provide an additional %2FE (105 pupil places).
This Y2FE expansion will also achieve the WSCC and DfE recommended 2FE minimum primary school

operating size.

Given the above, it is taken that the headroom capacity of Yapton CE Primary School is 138 places (33

existing headroom and 105 places through the committed ¥2FE expansion).

Regarding the expansion of Yapton CE Primary Schoal, it is noted that as part of the pending planning
application at Land at Staker’s Farm, North End Road, Yapton (Planning Application Reference: Y/44/17)
(Appendix 9), that a 0.15ha of land is being offered as a 'gift’ to the Yapton CE Primary School.

-
EAY
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4.7  With regard to further expansion potential above 2FE at Yapton CE Primary School, the additional

minimum standards land requirements to expand the school to a 2.5FE or a 3FE are summarised within

Table 4.1 below:

Additional Base area Area Per Area Required
Expansion Pupil Capacity | (m?) Pupil (m?) | m? Ha.
0.5FE Expansion
(expansion to 2.5FE) 105 | N/A 33.3 | 3,497 0.35
1FE Expansion
(expansion to 3FE) 210 | N/A 33.3 | 6,993 0.70

*Based area is not required due to existing buildings (DB103, page 4)

4.8  What is evident from Table 4.1 above is that in addition to the 0.15ha. of gifted land currently being
offered as part of the Land at Stakers Farm planning application a further 0.2ha. of land would be
required to expand the school to 2.5FE and 0.55ha. of land to expand to 3FE.

49 In light of this, and particularly given the local community wishes to maintain only a single primary
school within Yapton, it would appear prudent for the Council to ensure that sufficient undeveloped
land surround the existing school site is safeguarded for further expansion up to a 3FE. Objections by
the applicants at the Arun EiP asked for land adjacent to school to be safeguarded for this purpose as

part of the modifications to the LP to facilitate the community’s wishes.

4.10 As previously referred, is it regrettable that WSCC has failed to provide the LP Inspector with the
requested information on the potential scope to extend Yapton CE Primary School further than a 1.5FE
school to meet the communities wish, there is demonstrably undeveloped adjoining land available

that could enable the school to expand to the 2.5 FE and potentially the optimum 3FE size.

411 To assist the consideration of this application and the Arun EiP, the Applicants have commissioned a
feasibility study of the existing Yapton CE School site and the adjoining undeveloped greenfield land
to assess the extent to which the school can be expanded to up to 3FE. This feasibility report will be

completed in early 2018.

4.12 Should the feasibility study in due course confirm that there is potential to expand the school to either
a 2.5FE or a 3FE then Applicants will make appropriate representations, on this matter, to the Main

Modifications consultation. As this is an outstanding LP matter being considered as part of the open

...............
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4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

LP Examination, the Council should not seek to determine any development proposals on the Staker’s
Farm site (the adjoining greenfield land) that would prejudice the potential expansion of the school

site, until the LP process has concluded in April 2018.

Barnham Primary School currently has 1.5FE, which like Yapton CE Primary School is below the WSCC
and DfE recommend 2FE size standards. Accordingly, and as confirmed within the WSCC PSP, 2017, the
net capacity of the school is currently 315 pupils. Based on the WSCC 95% capacity assumption, the
school will also be considered by WSCC to be at capacity once the NOR reaches 299 pupils. The WSCC
PSP, 2017 states that the NOR in October 2016 was 310 pupils. Indicating over capacity of 11 places.

It is noted that WSCC have not sought S106 contributions within the locality towards expanding
Barnham Primary School from 1.5FE to a 2FE school. It is therefore assumed that WSCC have assessed

and concluded that Barnham Primary School cannot be expanded.

Overall, for the purposes of this assessment, the starting point of current capacity of primary schools
(namely Yapton CE Primary School) within the 2-mile walkability zone of the Application Site is taken

to be 127 places.

Given the passage of time from the base date of the WSCC PSP, 2017 (October 2016), we have analysed
Arun’s planning history and the Planning Inspectorate’s planning appeal records to identify more recent
planning approvals for housing development within Yapton (the 2-mile walkability zone of the
Application Site and Yapton CE Primary School) (“the Known Commitments”). Details of the identified

Known Commitments are summarised within Table 4.2 below:

..........
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Application Approved
Reference Site Name / Address Dwellings
Y/53/16/PL Yapton Metal Company, Burndell Road, BN18 OHP 4
Y/19/16/0UT Land off Burndell Road 108
Y/1/17/0UT Bonham's Field Main Road, BN18 0DX 56
F/7/15/0UT Land south of Burndell Road, BN18 OHR 45
Y/93/14/QUT Land North of Yapton C of E Primary School, BN18 0DU 38
Total Approved Dwellings 251

4.17 Having analysed the Known Commitments planning permissions and Section 106 Agreements we are
able to confirm the specific housing mix associated with each Known Commitment (Appendix 10). The
aggregated housing mix for the Known Commitment developments is set out within Table 4.3 below:
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Dwelling Size Total Dwellings
1-bed 41
2-bed 100
3-bed 81
4+ bed 29
Total Dwellings 251

4.18 Based on the Known Commitments housing mix (Table 4.3) we have calculated, using the WSCC S106

calculator for Arun that the resulting primary school pupil yield is 47 pupils.

4.19 Once the Known Commitments are taken into account, we calculate that the current capacity of primary
schools (namely at Yapton CE Primary School) within the two-mile walkability zone of the Application

Site reduces to 80 places.

420 As part of our planning history and appeal record analysis, we identified a further five housing
development proposals within Yapton that are either pending determination by the LPA or are the
subject of an on-going Section 78 Appeal (“the Pending Commitments”). Details of the identified

Pending Commitments are summarised within Table 4.4 below:
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LPA Application Pending

Reference Site Name / Address Dwellings
Y/5/17/0UT Cinders Nursery & Land R/O Cinders Lane 51
Y/49/17/QUT Land at Street Buildings North End Road 45
Y/44/17/0UT Land at Staker’'s Farm 70
Y/32/17/0UT Land at Southern End of Cinders Lane 19
Y/80/16/0UT Land to the south of Ford Lane, East of North End Road 100
Total Pending Dwellings 285

421 Although these are not currently firm housing commitments, for completeness we have also assessed
the implication of these Pending Commitments on the current education provision capacity, should

they ultimately be approved, and become Known Commitments.

422 The aggregated housing mix assumed for the Known Commitment developments is set out within

Table 4.5 below (Appendix 11):
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Total Total Units

Dwelling Size Dwellings Total Flats
1-bed 30 12 42
2-bed 96 3 99
3-bed 117 0 117
4+ bed 27 0 27
Total Dwellings 270 15 285

4.23 Our analysis using the WSCC S106 calculator demonstrates that if all of the Pending Commitments
were approved the resulting aggregated primary school pupil yield would be 55 pupils. This would
reduce the current capacity of primary schools (namely at Yapton CE Primary School) within the two-

mile walkability zone of the Application Site to 25 places.
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4.25

4.26

4.27

4.28

4.29

4.30

Based on the WSCC PSP, 2017 three-mile walkability zone principles our analysis demonstrates that
the Ormiston Six Villages Academy and the St Philip Howard High School are the existing secondary

schools within the Barnham / Westergate Locality that are within a three-mile walk of the Application

Site (Appendix 12).

The WSCC PSP, 2017, states that the Ormiston Six Villages Academy currently has a net capacity of 823
pupils. Based on the WSCC 95% capacity assumption, the school will be considered by WSCC to be at
capacity once the NOR reaches 782 pupils. The WSCC PSP, 2017 states that the NOR in October 2016

was 549 pupils. Indicating headroom capacity of 233 places.
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The WSCC PSP, 2017, states that the St Philip Howard High School currently has a net capacity of 1,033
pupils. Based on the WSCC 95% capacity assumption, the school will be considered by WSCC to be at
capacity once the NOR reaches 981 pupils. The WSCC PSP, 2017 states that the NOR in October 2016

was 974 pupils. Indicating headroom capacity of 7 places.

Although St Philip Howard High School has limited existing capacity, it is noted that WSCC is securing
Section 106 contributions from developments within Yapton to contribute towards the expansion of

both the secondary school and the sixth-form.

Overall, for the purposes of this assessment, the starting point capacity of secondary schools within the

3-mile walkability zone of the Application Sites is taken to be 240 places.

Based on the Known Commitments housing mix (Table 4.2) we have calculated, using the WSCC S106

calculator for Arun, that the resulting secondary school pupil yield (ages 16 to 18) is 41 pupils.

Once the Known Commitments are taken into account, we calculate that the current capacity of

secondary schools within the three-mile walkability zone of the Application Site reduces 199 places.

..........

Tl
st

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT



_

431 Our analysis of the Pending Commitments (Appendix 10) demonstrates that if all of the Pending
Commitments were approved the resulting aggregated secondary school pupil yield (ages 16 to 18)
would be 48 pupils. This would reduce the current capacity of secondary schools within the three-mile

walkability zone of the Application Site to 151 places.
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4.32 A review of early years’ provision within Yapton suggests that there are limited existing facilities:

- Yapton Community Pre School, North End Road, Yapton; and

- Happy Days Playschool, Scout Hut, Drove Lane, Yapton

4.33  Whilst the Happy Days Playschool, Drove Lane operates from the Scout Hut, as referred above it is
noted that the WSCC, ECC Note, 2016 states that early years’ provision should be included alongside
new primary schools i.e. there is a presumption against, where possible, standalone year-year facilities.
In accordance with the WSCC PSP, 2017 principles, one reason for integrating new early years’ facilities
with new primary schools is likely to relate to WSCC objective of locating new schools in proximity to

other community facilities, as part of a focus for new development.

4.34  Anecdotal local evidence, via consultation responses to the Proposed Development public consultation,

suggests that there is currently a shortfall of early years’ provision within Yapton.

4.35 Our analysis of the baseline education facility capacity, with known housing commitments and also
with pending commitments, suggests that there is existing primary school and secondary school

capacity before the WSCC 95% capacity threshold is reached.

4.36 In the absence of any formal record of early years capacity and existing need it is not possible quantify
the baseline capacity surplus / deficit. However, anecdotal local evidence would suggest that there is

a deficit of early years places within Yapton.

4.37 Overall, the existing education facility capacity situation is summarised within Table 4.5 below:

Tl
Tl
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Education Facility

Baseline Capacity

Capacity With Capacity With

Known Known and Pending

Commitments Commitments
Early Years Unknown Unknown Unknown
Primary School 127 80 25
Secondary School 240 199 151

Although WSCC has failed to provide the LP Inspector with the requested further information on the

scope to expanding Yapton CE Primary School, there is undeveloped land adjoining the existing school

site that could enable to the school to expand further to a 2.5FE or possibly a 3FE. In light of the

objection to a second primary school in the village by the local community, led by the Parish Council,

it is imperative for the Council to fully investigate this expansion potential before determining any

development proposals of the adjoining land that if approved would prejudice further school

expansion. To assist this application and the LP examination the Applicants have commissioned

feasibility study of the existing school site and adjoin land. This study will be completed in early 2018.
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5.1 The Proposed Development on the combined Application Sites comprises 550 dwellings. Based on the
pre application responses (LPA Reference: PAA/148/17) associated with the Proposed Development;
the Arun OAN Report 2015 recommendations; and emerging LP Policy AH SP2, the assumed housing
mix set out within Table 5.1 below has been used to derive the expected pupil yields arising from the

Proposed Development.
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Dwelling Size Total Dwellings

1-bed 110 (20%

2-bed 220 (40%)

3-bed 165 (30%)

4+ bed 55 (10%)

Total Dwellings 550

5.2 Ifthe above mix is applied as 100% houses it would represent a worst case scenario. The reason being,
as illustrated within Table 5.2 below, a mix based on 100% houses yields significantly higher levels

resident dependent children compared to flats of equal bedroom size.

§
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N
Education Facility Pupil Places Required
Houses Flats Difference %
Primary School (ages 4-15) 7.25 2.49 4.76 191%
Secondary School (ages 15-18) 6.30 2.16 4.14 192%

Source: Calculations based April 2017 WSCC S106 Calculator for Arun

5.3 As set out within Table 5.3 below, analysis of Census 2011 data shows that the dwelling stock within
Arun and West Sussex more widely comprises broadly 78% houses and 22% flats. However, more
specifically within the Application Site’s education walkability catchment zones, (based on Output

Areas) the dwelling stock comprises broadly 89% houses and 11% flats.

Tl
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Geography Dwellings Flats
West Sussex 77.9% 22.1%
Arun District 77.5% 22.5%
Application Site Catchment Area 88.6% 11.4%

Source: Census 2011 Table KS401UK

54  Given the above, the housing mix for the Application Site set out within Table 5.1 therefore

demonstrably represents a ‘worst case’ policy compliant housing mix scenario for assessing expected

pupil yields arising from the Proposed Development.

5.5  As set out within Table 5.4 below, based on the worst-case (100% houses) policy compliant housing

mix (Table 5.1) we have calculated, using the WSCC S106 calculator for Arun, the resulting pupil yields

arising from the Proposed Development on the Application Site:

R
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Education Stage Pupil Yield
Early Years 28
Primary School (ages 4-11) 98
Secondary School (ages 11-18) 85

5.6 We have also assessed the impact of the Proposed Development based on a conservative 90% house

and 10% flat assumption applied to the housing mix set out within Table 5.1. A summary of the pupil

yield outputs are provided within Table 5.5 below:
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Education Stage

House / Flat Mix Scenario
Pupil Yield

N
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Early Years

26

Primary School (ages 4-15)

91

Secondary School (ages 15-18)

79

...............
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5.7 The WSCC pupil yield calculators confirm that a policy compliant housing mix on the Application Site

would result in the following pupil yield ranges:

Education Stage

100% Houses
Pupil Yield

TR : TR R
%:\.\.*: A e R A TR R Y
R S R

90% Houses / 10%
Flats Pupil Yield

Early Years 28 26
Primary School (ages 4-11) 98 91
Secondary School (ages 11-18) 85 79
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6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5
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As previously referred, the Ford (SD8) Site is allocated to deliver at least 1,500 dwellings over the LP
period. Amongst other things, the policy requires the on-site provision of a new 2FE primary school

(420 places) and nursery places.

We understand that the developer(s) associated with the SD8 Site are currently undertaking pre-
application discussions with the LPA with a view to submitting a planning application in early 2018.
Consistent with this timeframe the Council’s ‘Status of Strategic Allocation Sites as at 25™ September
[2017]" evidence to the EiP shows the first housing completions on the SD8 Site in the monitoring year

2019/20. There is no evidence to suggest that this housing trajectory is not realistic.

As illustrated within the initial indicative masterplan for the SD8 Site (Appendix 5) the broad location
of the 2FE primary school and nursery will be located within the primary school two-mile walkability
zone of the Application Site (Appendix 8). In light of this, the education implications associated with

the Ford (SD8) Site have also been analysed.

Based on the same ‘worst case’ policy compliant housing mix approach as that applied within our
assessment of the Proposed Development, the assumed 'worst case’ housing mix for the Ford (SD8)

Site is set out within Table 6.1 below:

¥ RES RS ST N
Dwelling Size Total Dwellings
1-bed 300 (20%)
2-bed 600 (40%)
3-bed 450 (30%)
4+ bed 150 (10%)
Total Dwellings 1,500

Based on the worst-case (100% houses) policy complaint housing mix (Table 6.1) we have calculated,
using the WSCC S106 calculator for Arun, that the resulting pupil yields for the Ford (SD8) Site. A

summary of the pupil yields are provided within Table 6.2 below.

Tl
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Education Stage Pupil Yield
Early Years (0-4) 76
Primary School (ages 4-15) 266
Secondary School (ages 15-18) 231

6.6  We have also calculated the impact of the Ford (SD8) Site based on a conservative 90% house and 10%
flat assumption applied to the housing mix. A summary of the pupil yield outputs are provided within

Table 6.3 below:

N N S R T RO R AN
BN Ry SRR R ARy

Education Stage Pupil Yield
Early Years (0-4) 73
Primary School (ages 4-15) 255
Secondary School (ages 15-18) 222

6.7  As illustrated within Table 6.4 below, based on the pupil yield arising from Ford (SD8) Site, the 2FE
primary school will have between circa. 33.3 and 36.1% capacity headroom before reaching the WSCC
95% capacity assumption. Table 7.3 also shows that delivery of a 90-place early years' facility linked to
the 2FE primary school would have between circa. 11.6 and 15.1% capacity headroom before reaching

the WSCC 95% capacity assumption.

WSCC 100% House 90% Houses 10% Flats
95% Net Pupil Headroom Pupil Headroom (up to
Education Net Capacity Yield (up to WSCC Yield WSCC 95%
Stage Capacity 95% capacity) capacity)
Early Years 90 86 76 a 1.6‘1%3 73 (15.1 j%)?;
Izl’:iEmary 420 399 266 133 255 144
School (33.3%) (36.1%)
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6.8  The WSCC pupil yield calculators confirm that a policy compliant housing mix on the Ford Application

Site would result in the following pupil yield ranges:

R \\,\\:-‘ RS by
SNSRI

100% Houses | 90% Houses / 10%
Education Stage Pupil Yield Flats Pupil Yield
Early Years 76 73
Primary School (ages 4-11) 266 255
Secondary School (ages 11-18) 231 222
Gl FINSS, niE
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7.1 The Council's LP Main Modifications outlines that if the need is generated the Application Site should
either (a) Provide a one-form primary school and nursery places; or (b) Make a contribution towards

new facilities or improvement or expansion of relevant existing facilities.

7.2 Due to the continued lack of any evidence from WSCC to justify on-site provision of a 1FE primary
school and nursey places on the Application Site and given there are outstanding objections to the LP
from the Applicants and Yapton Parish Council it would appear that on site provision is not justified.
Indeed the delivery of a new stand alone 1FE sized primary school contradicts WSCC own education

facility provision guidelines as well as guidance from the DfE.

7.3 Itis regrettable that WSCC has also failed to provide the LP Inspector with the requested information
on the potential scope to extend Yapton CE Primary School further than a 1.5FE school. There is
demonstrably space within the site and undeveloped adjoining land available that could potentially
enable the school to expand to either a 2.5FE or 3FE. The applicants recommended that this land be

safeguarded in a Local Plan modification at the EiP.

74  Given, an expansion from a 2FE to a 2.5FE school would increase capacity by a further 105 places; and
an expansion from a 2FE to a 3FE school would increase capacity to a further 210 places any additional
expansion potential at Yapton CE Primary School would provide sufficient headroom capacity to

accommodate

(i) The Proposed Development (550 dwellings);

(i) Known housing commitments (251 dwellings); and

(iii) Pending commitments (285 dwellings) should they ultimately be approved in due course.

7.5 To assist this planning application and the LP examination, the Applicants have commissioned a
feasibility study of the existing school site and adjoining land. In light of the strong objection by the
local community to expand the existing primary school within Yapton rather than have a second
primary school, it is imperative for the Council to fully investigate this expansion potential before
determining any development proposals of the adjoining land, which if approved would prejudice

further expansion of Yapton CE Primary School. The feasibility report will be completed in early 2018

233
%
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and will be submitted to the LPA, WSCC and the LP examination via the forthcoming Main Modifications

consultation process and as evidence to support this planning application.

7.6 Notwithstanding any further expansion potential of Yapton CE Primary School, if this is not possible for
any reason, the analysis within this report also demonstrates that through the existing confirmed %2
form expansion of Yapton CE Primary School and the delivery of the 2FE primary school on the Ford
strategic development site that there is sufficient primary school capacity to accommodate the

anticipated pupil yield arising from:

0 The Proposed Development (550 dwellings);

(i) The Ford strategic development proposals (1,500 dwellings);

(i) Known housing commitments (251 dwellings); and

(iv) Pending commitments (285 dwellings) should they ultimately be approved in due course.

7.7  With the Proposed Development being located within a two-mile walkability zone of the Ford strategic
site, primary school Section 106 contributions would assist in the delivery of the 2FE primary school on

the Ford site.

7.8 The analysis within this report also demonstrates that within a three mile walkability zone
surrounding the Application Site that there currently appears to be sufficient secondary school
capacity to accommodate the projected pupils arising from the Proposed Development and the

known and pending housing commitments within Yapton.

7.9 There appears to be limited existing early years’ provision within Yapton and the Proposed
Development will generate demand for between 26-28 early year places. However, in light of the fact
that WSCC guidance seeks to deliver new early years' facilities linked to new primary schools it is not
considered appropriate to deliver a standalone early years facility on the Application Site. The
feasibility study of the Yapton CE Primary School site and the adjoining greenfield land will also
assess the potential to also expand the existing Yapton Community Pre School which is within the
grounds of the Yapton CE Primary School. A contribution towards this facility, secured through s106,

would meet the requirements generated by the development.

e
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Appendix 1: WSCC School Provision in Arun District Update

Appendix 2: Arun Local Plan Inspectors Interim Findings

Appendix 3: Arun District Council’'s Main Modifications

Appendix 4: Examination Document SEDP7

Appendix 5: Ford Indicative Masterplan

Appendix 6: WSCC Planning for School Places, 2017

Appendix 7: Planning Obligations: Explaining Contribution Calculations, October 2016 Update
Appendix 8: Application Site two-mile walkability zone

Appendix 9: Planning application reference Y/44/17 masterplan showing ‘gifted’ land
Appendix 10: Known commitments housing mix

Appendix 11: Pending commitments housing mix

Appendix 12: Application Site three-mile walkability zone
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Introduction

This document is an update to the WSCC document; “School Provision in Arun District (Feb
2017)".

School Provision in Arun District

1. There are 36 primary schools in Arun district and six secondary schools, of which five
have post 16 provision. The district is broken down into four planning areas,
Angmering, Barnham/Westergate, Bognor/Felpham and Littlehampton (localities) and
the schools are divided into these areas in line with their geographical location.

2. The County Council is the Local Education Authority (LEA) for West Sussex. The
County Council also has a statutory duty to ensure that there is sufficient and
appropriate education provision across West Sussex. It discharges this duty in
partnership with diocesan authorities and other education providers. Therefore, before
a site is selected, there is a need for informal consultation (separate from the Local
Plan process) with local stakeholders, including elected members and education
providers on any site options. The views of local stakeholders will be taken into
account before the County Council sets out its position on any options.

Locations for primary schools
3.  Forecasting pupil numbers is based on a number of factors, such as birth data,
migration trends and on the anticipated future housing numbers. However, this is by no

means an exact science and we are continually reviewing our methodology, as
sources of alternative data become available.

Primary School Provision

4.  The proposed strategic housing allocations were used to determine the locations for
primary schools.

Strategic Proposed Primary School Location To Capacity
Site Requirement Serve
Location

Greater Bognor Regis Urban Area
SD1 Pagham | Provision of land and On site SD1 SD1 and | 400
South contributions towards 1 FE or SD2 SD2

Primary School expandable to
2FE to be delivered in
conjunction with Pagham North.

SD2 Pagham | Contributions towards 1 FE On site SD1 SD1 and | 800
North Primary School expandable to or SD2 SD2
2FE to be delivered in

conjunction with Pagham South.

SD3 West of | Provision of 3FE primary to serve | On site West of | 2,500

Berstead West of Bersted. Berstead
Greater Littlehampton Urban Area

SD4 Provision of a 1.5FE primary On site LEGA | 1,000

Littlehampto | school expandable to 2FE to
n West Bank | serve West Bank Littlehampton.

Inland Arun

SD5 | Provision of two 2FE primary | On site | BEW [2,300

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT



Barnham/Ea | schools comprising of a 2FE
stergate/Wes | school and a 1FE school

tergate expandable to 2FE to serve
BEW.
SD6 Fontwell | Contribution to a 2 form of entry | Off site BEW 400

(FE) expansion in the
Westergate/Barnham locality, for
primary education.

SD7 Yapton | Provision of 1FE primary school. | On site Yapton | 400
SD8 Ford Provision of new 2FE primary On site Ford 1,500
school.
SD9 1FE primary school expandable Existing SD9 or | 800
Angmering to 2FE to be delivered in school SD11
North conjunction with Angmering
South and East.
SD 10 Contributions to expansion of the | Existing Climping | 300
Climping existing primary school - St school
Marys Climping
SD11 1FE primary school expandable On Site SD11 250
Angmering to 2FE to be delivered in SD11
South and conjunction with Angmering North
East

Secondary School Provision

5. In the case of secondary schools, the County Council would normally wish to see
schools operate at a minimum of six Forms of Entry (FE) or above', although we
recognise that 4FE and 5FE secondary schools are currently well established and
operating in West Sussex. In planning terms, an FE is 30 pupils, therefore a 6FE 11-16
secondary school would have five year groups of 180 and a total of 900 pupils on roll.

6. To ensure the site is capable of being expanded in the future to meet the needs arising
from demographic change and/or future housing development, the County Council
would wish to ensure that sufficient land is available for future expansion to 10FE.

Site Size and Costs

7.  The Department of Education and Education Funding Agency have produced non-
statutory area guidelines for mainstream school sites for all age ranges®. The County
Council use this document as a guide to minimum site size requirements for new
schools within the County.

8. Based on the formulae in this document, the recommended minimum site size
requirement for a new 10FE secondary school is 10.5 hectares. Education Advisors
strongly recommend that secondary schools do not exceed 10FE so this is considered
to be the largest desirable size for a secondary school although this is not a legal
requirement.

9.  The guidance document acknowledges that the site size requirements should be used
as a guideline and that there may be cases where the standards cannot be met; “in

! Planning School Places (WSCC, 2016)
® Refer to Area Guidelines for mainstream schools Building Bulletin 103 (DfE, EFA, 2014)
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

line with policies which seek to increase choice and opportunity in state funded
education, these guidelines will not necessarily have to be met in every case and
should always be applied flexibly in light of the particular circumstances.”®

West Sussex County Council has identified the need, over the plan period, for a new
10FE Secondary School to mitigate the impact of the strategic development sites
proposed. The estimated cost of this facility is between £42.1 and £47.7 million.

Justification for secondary school provision required (data used and assumptions
made).

Forecasting pupil numbers is based on a number of factors, such as birth data,
migration trends and on the anticipated future housing numbers. However, this is by no
means an exact science and we are continually reviewing our methodology, as
sources of alternative data become available.

In order to determine the need we have taken our current pupil projections, including
any known committed housing developments across the Arun District. We then add on
the proposed housing, based on Arun DC housing trajectory and build out rates,
calculate the anticipated child product from these housing developments and added
them to our projections.

When the projected pupil numbers exceeds the current school capacity (95%) this
determines if/when it is anticipated a new school will be required. Currently our
projections show that an increase in the secondary provision would require additional
capacity to be provided in the academic year 2024/25. However if the housing from the
Local Plan proceeds as per the housing trajectory provided by Arun District Council it
is currently anticipated this requirement will be bought forward to 2020/21.

The identification of options

15.

There are currently six secondary schools in the District that broadly serve the
immediate area where they are located, (although it is recognised that pupils at
secondary school age are prepared to travel a greater distance for education). The
schools currently offer a cumulative total of 47 forms of entry. The proposed housing in
the District will, by the end of the plan period, produce a further 14 forms of entry.

Secondary School Current Future | Capability to expand

The Angmering School 8FE 9FE Limited land availability for further
expansion

Ormiston Six Villages 5FE 5FE Limited potential to expand due to

Academy site constraints

St Philip Howard 5FE (PAN | 5FE (PAN | Only expected to expand to meet

Catholic High School 150) 180) the needs of the faith community

The Regis School 10FE 10FE Already at maximum desirable
size

Felpham Community 8FE 10FE Limited land availability for further

College expansion

The Littlehampton 11FE 11FE Already exceeds the maximum

Academy desirable size

® Refer to page 3 of Area Guidelines for mainstream schools Building Bulletin 103 (DfE, EFA, 2014)
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16. The existing schools currently have capacity to cater for an additional 4FE arising from
planned development based on the most recent pupil projections, however it should be
noted that this is subject to change and the numbers are reviewed twice a year.

17.  The County Council consider that schools should be provided close to where the need
arises, as this will encourage sustainable travel behaviour. The largest development-
related increase in the pupil population in Arun District is expected to arise in the
Barnham/Westergate school planning area, as this includes the proposed strategic site
allocations at BEW, Ford, Fontwell and Yapton. The existing schools in this area have
limited capacity for expansion to meet this need because one is a faith school (so can
only be expected to expand to cater for the faith community) and the other could not
be expanded by 10FE (as this would far exceed the maximum desirable secondary
school size). For this reason an area of search for a site for new secondary school
has been proposed based on the Barnham/Westergate school planning area. The
initial site assessment process has indicated that site options in the Ford area (outside
of the proposed site allocation) should be considered and policies in the Arun Local
Plan should facilitate a new secondary school in this area.

West Sussex County Council
26 September 2017
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ARUN LOCAL PLAN EXAMINATION

INSPECTOR’S INTERIM FINDINGS FOLLOWING HEARING SESSIONS

Please reply to the Programme Officer

Introduction

1,

The purpose of this note is to provide preliminary findings on some key issues
and my views on the further Main Modifications (MMs) that are likely to be
required to make the Arun Local Plan (LP) sound following the hearing sessions.
The MMs are in addition to those already raised in my preliminary and additional
questions and those being considered by the Council as a result of the hearing
sessions. In addition to possible MMs the note seeks clarification/further
information from the Council on some matters following the hearings, particularly
in relation to documentation that was submitted just before or during the
hearings.

I would also advise that I will give full consideration to all the representations
made about the LP including the oral contributions at the hearings. My final
conclusions regarding soundness and procedural compliance will be set out in the
report to be produced following consultation on the proposed MMs. Nevertheless,
having regard to the criteria for soundness and to assist at this stage, I shall
provide brief explanations for my findings thus far.

My findings may alter in the light of any further evidence that emerges including
the consultation process. My views are therefore given here without prejudice to
the conclusions that will appear in the report. My final report will also cover other
main issues that arose during the examination but which are not dealt with in this
note.

Matter 1 - Procedural and Overarching Matters

Issue 1 - Duty to Cooperate

4,

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

I have had regard to PELP27 — Duty to Cooperate (DtC) Statement Addendum
April 2017 which details further engagement undertaken since the suspension of
the examination, the Memoranda of Understanding submitted before and during
the hearings and the other evidence provided by the Council e.g. the updated
Local Strategic Statement (LSS2), the evidence gathering being undertaken for
LSS3 and the production of the Arun Place Plan by West Sussex County Council.
It would have been preferable for these strands of evidence to be set out in a
composite document but this is not a significant consideration in whether or not
the DtC has been met.

Other Councils are at different stages of plan preparation. Therefore, whilst the
unmet development needs of Chichester are clear, the extent to which Worthing
and Adur can meet their needs has not been decided. That said some unmet
needs from those two Councils are likely to exist. In the context of the DtC the
Council’s acceptance that it should meet some of the unmet needs from
elsewhere within the sub-region demonstrates effective cooperation. Moreover,



the LP is being examined at a point in time and the DtC evidence can only reflect
that. Engagement will be ongoing.

6. I am satisfied that the Council has engaged constructively and complied with the
Duty to Cooperate.

Issue 2 - Consultation

7. There has been criticism of the Council’s approach to consultation, particularly in
relation to engaging with local communities and residents on the significant
modifications proposed following the suspension of the examination in February
2016. However, the Council has met the requirements in the regulations!® relating
to publication of the modified Plan over a 6 week period, seeking and considering
representations and submitting documents to the Secretary of State (So0S). Itis
beyond the scope of the examination to require that the Council go back and do
more.

Matter 2 - The Strategic Approach, Settlement Structure and Green
Infrastructure

Issue 2 - Gaps between Settlements

8. There was discussion about the Angmering/Worthing Gap at Hearing Session 2.
The Council’s statement referred to the Hankinson Duckett Associates report
(PESP3) as evidence to support the gaps. However, PESP3 did not refer to this
particular gap. The Landscape Capacity Study refers to ‘separation between
settlements’ in its annotations but does not appear to specifically analyse the
significance of this or other gaps. Reference was made to a committee meeting
of 28 November 2013 (ADCED62). Section 2 of the Background Paper attached
to the meeting’s agenda provides some explanation as to why the gap was
designated in the LP. Is this the extent of the evidence to support this
particular gap?

9. Even without the gap protection the land to the north of the A259 forms part of
the setting to the South Downs National Park (SDNP) and Highdown Hill in
particular and as such would be protected by other policies of the LP. Moreover,
the gap has been compromised by development around Hangleton. In these
respects the Council should review whether the Angmering/Worthing
Gap is justified and, if it can be supported, whether the extent of it
should be revised.

10. The Felpham/Bognor Regis Gap does not appear to meet the objective of Policy
SD SP3 to ‘shape the patterns of towns and villages with the District” (paragraph
7.4.4). Felpham forms part of the Greater Bognor Regis Urban Area. Moreover,
the gap is already narrow and would be further compromised by Site 4 of
Enterprise Bognor Regis (EBR) and the Link Road. The gap policy may make it
more difficult to deliver Site 4 and the Link Road. The Council should give
further consideration as to whether the Felpham/Bognor Regis Gap is
Jjustified.

1 The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012

2
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Matter 3b — Employment Allocations

Issue 2 - Enterprise Bognor Regis

11.

The Council indicated that a written note would be produced on Bognor Regis Golf
Course in the context of ongoing discussions and the content of Policy EMP DM2.
Is this available? There appear to be issues around the delivery of the link
road. In this context should the extent of the EBR Site 4 be modified? Is
criterion I. within Policy EMP DM2 (residential use not appropriate) too
restrictive? Should the policy include other mechanisms which would
support comprehensive planning and development of the area around the
link road?

Issue 4 - Angmering

12,

13.

The 8 ha allocation at Angmering would provide the largest site in the eastern
part of the District, close to Worthing, and flexibility in the supply of employment
land. However, the LP employment allocations through Policy EMP SP3 are
significantly above the quantified need for the District as a whole. The Council’s
studies, which are endorsed by work carried out on behalf of developers at
Angmering, questions the viability of the allocation. Moreover, evidence was put
before the hearings that in order to deliver a minimum of 800 dwellings at
Angmering North set out within Policy H SP2¢, only a maximum of 3ha of
employment land could be accommodated.

The LP should be aspirational but realistic. In this context and in order not to
compromise the delivery of housing should the employment allocation at
Angmering North in Policy EMP SP3 be modified to 3 ha? Alternatively
should Policy H SP2c¢ (SD9) include a provision similar to West of
Bersted, BEW and Ford about the incorporation of planned new
employment provision? In relation to the former option mechanisms could be
included within Policy H SP2c¢ to ensure that the lesser amount of employment
land was made available alongside the housing, possibly as serviced plots. Such
changes would require consequential modifications to Policies SD SP1a and EMP
SP1. These comments are subject to the allocation being justified in relation to
landscape impact as Site 14 identified in PESP5a is the employment land (see
paragraph 23 below).

Matter 4a - The Housing Reguirement

Issue 5 — The Components of Housing Supply

14,

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

Table 12.1 is to be modified to reflect the position at 31 March 2017. One of the
components of the table is Non-Strategic Sites. On the basis that non-strategic
sites can be those with a capacity of up to 300 dwellings the figure of 1,250
dwellings seems very conservative even though deliverable HELAA sites within
the built up areas are a separate figure. Increasing the supply from this source
would increase flexibility through the LP period. The supply from non-
strategic sites should be reviewed. At the very least the table should
make it clear that the figure is a minimum.



Issue 6 - Local Plan 5 Year Housing Land Supply

15. The updated figures in PELVP31 relating to the 5 year housing land supply?
suggest 3565 dwellings would be delivered from strategic site allocations by
2021/22. The numbers are based on trajectories set out in updated Appendix A
of the Housing Implementation Strategy (HIS). The LP is unlikely to be adopted
until spring 2018 at the earliest. As I understand it only the Fontwell site and
discrete phases of the West of Bersted and BEW allocations have planning
permission. There are a number of outline planning applications under
consideration by the Council (or SoS) but judging from the decision of the Council
in relation to Climping the Council may be reluctant to grant permission on LP
allocations before adoption. Is it realistic for the strategic allocations to
deliver significant completions in 2018/19?

Issue 7 - Housing Implementation Strategy and Policy H SP1

16. The HIS should show how the Council will maintain a delivery of a 5 year housing
land supply during the LP period. One of the components of delivery is the 1,250
dwellings from Non-Strategic Sites to be brought forward through Neighbourhood
Plans and a ‘Small Sites DPD’. This is referenced in Policy H SP1. In this respect
the reference to ‘Small Sites’ is a misnomer and not consistent with the title in
Table 12.1. The term used in Policy H SP1 should be 'non-strategic
allocations’.

17. More importantly further consideration should be given to the timing of
Neighbourhood Plans/Reviews and the ‘Non-Strategic Allocations DPD’ and how
this is expressed in Policy H SP1. Taking into account the timing of delivery of
the strategic allocations (see above), the maintenance of a 5 year housing land
supply and the need for a range of sites, including those for smaller builders,
there ought to be a commitment to begin work on a DPD soon after the adoption
of this LP. Whilst I understand the resource constraints and the need to prioritise
certain documents e.g. CIL Charging Schedule, it seems that much of the
evidence base is already in place e.g. SHELAA. Based on what I was told at the
hearings the Council already appears to know which parishes will be preparing
Neighbourhood Plans or reviewing existing plans and the sort of housing numbers
that they will need to achieve.

18. Taking into account the above, the final paragraph of Policy H SP1 could
be expressed in terms such as this: ‘Additional non-strategic allocations will
be made across the District through emerging Neighbourhood Plans or reviews of
made Neighbourhood Plans. On adoption of the Local Plan the Council will assess
progress on Neighbourhood Plans and immediately commence the production of a
Non-Strategic Allocations DPD for those areas of the District which will not be
covered by up-to-date Neighbourhood Plans’. Consequential amendments will
also be required to paragraphs 2.1, 12.1.7 and 12.1.8.

19. Such an approach would also help to allay fears that strategic sites would share
too much of the burden for infrastructure provision. Although the Council has
concerns about maintaining delivery over the LP period and the timing of

2 Revised Table 9 of Housing Implementation Strategy PELVP22

4
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infrastructure provision, in reality it is unlikely that delivery would spike
significantly above the trajectory. Moreover, phasing mechanisms could be
included in such a DPD. In the longer term LP review would allow the
requirement, allocations, infrastructure provision and delivery to be adjusted to
take into account up to date evidence.

Matter 4¢ - Strategic Housing Allocations — Greater Bognor Regis (SD1-SD3)

Issue 2 - Constraints — Special Protection Area (SPA)

20. The allocation at Pagham South lies close to the Pagham Harbour SPA (just

outside the 400m buffer). Technical Note PELP33a (September 2017) indicates
that it would be prudent to undertake additional surveys for Brent Geese over the
winter period between October and March. Correspondence from Natural England
that I have seen preceded the Technical Note. At the hearings Natural England
supported the conclusions of the Technical Note that further survey work should
be carried out. Taking into account the Ilatest position and evidence
available are Natural England in a position to confirm in writing at this
stage that the Pagham South allocation alone or in combination with
other developments would not have significant effects on the European
site?

Matter 4e - Strateqgic Housing Allocations Inland Arun (other than BEW)
SD6-SD11

Issue 1 - General

21,

22.

The figure of ‘at least 400 dwellings’ for the allocation at Yapton (SD7) appears to
be inaccurate based on the site area and the background information which led to
the allocation. On the assumption that the provision of a one form entry
(1FE) primary school remains a requirement of the allocation then the
policy should state 'at least 500 dwellings’.

For Angmering North (SD9) the provision of at least 800 dwellings would appear
to be dependent on the employment allocation being reduced to 3 ha. As
mentioned in paragraph 13, a reduced employment component should be phased
to be brought forward alongside housing. Policy H SP2c and the Policy Maps
would need to be modified to have regard to the phasing, the reduction
in employment land and the increase in the land take of the housing
allocation. These comments are subject to the allocations being justified in
relation to landscape impact (see paragraph 23 below).

Issue 2 - Constraints

23.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

Some of the sites at Angmering North (those bordering the South Downs National
Park (SDNP)) are shown to have ‘substantial’ landscape sensitivity and ‘low
capacity’ for development (Sites 12b, 12d and 14 in the Landscape Capacity
Study PESP5a). The sites are particularly visible from the publicly accessible
elevated ground at Highdown within the SDNP but I could not see any specific
analysis of viewpoints/receptors from this direction in PESP5a. I note that the
SDNP Authority do not object to the allocations subject to the inclusion of an
additional criterion within Policy H SP2c on landscape appraisal. I also accept

5



that mitigation can be built into the developments in terms of landscape
structure, retention of existing vegetation and buffer planting. However,
further information to justify the soundness of the allocations in terms of
landscape impact would assist me.

Issue 3 - Infrastructure Requirements

2

Matters 6 and 8b — Transport and Other District-Wide Infrastructure

Issue 2 - Transport Schemes

26.

27.

28.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

The Arun Transport Study 2016 Stage 3 Report (PECP9) refers to mitigation
works in relation to certain junctions. The study has been updated by the
Transport Review 2017 (PECP10). Paragraphs 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 of the latter refer
to the junctions where mitigation may potentially be required due to severe
capacity issues or safety risks. However, there is inconsistency between 5.2.1
which refers to 20 potential locations and 5.2.2 which refers to 5+7+3 junctions
=15 junctions. The discrepancy appears to be that the 3 junctions with safety
risks and the 2 junctions 'not identified in ATS 2016 Stage 3’ are not referred to
in paragraph 5.2.2.

In order to consider the LP in the context of paragraph 32 of the National
Planning Policy Framework an explanation is required as to why the 2 junctions
identified with the potential for severe impacts are not then taken forward to
Stage 3. In this regard I note that the summary sheet v3 within PECP10 includes
ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) (%) figures for various scenarios.

The B2266 Lower Bognor Road/Pagham Road Junction (No 53) has RFC (%)
figures for 2031 without mitigation of up to 123 % but with the EBR mitigation a
RFC (%) of up to 108%. The latter RFCs are lower than the ‘2031 Reference
Case’ highest RFC (%) of 112%. Similarly the RFC (%) for the B2259 Felpham
Way/B2132 Middleton Road (No 44) is reduced from a worst case 104 RFC (%)

6



20.

30.

31.

without mitigation to up to 92 RFC (%) with the EBR mitigation. The latter RFCs
are lower than the ‘2031 Reference Case’ highest RFC (%) of 95%. Thus it
seems that the position in 2031 based on existing commitments but without
mitigation of junctions set out in PECP10 would be worse than the 2031 with EBR
mitigation. Is my understanding correct? Does this explain and provide
sufficient justification for not taking forward the 2 junctions for
mitigation?

It does not appear that more detailed assessments connected with planning
applications in Pagham have led to a need for mitigation to the B2266 Lower
Bognor Road/Pagham Road Junction other than any benefits arising from more
general sustainable transport measures (see hearing statements and Cumulative
Transport Assessments attached to SOCG for Pagham — ADCED70, 84 & 85). Is
this correct?

With regard to the 3 junctions with safety impacts it is noted that these are not
identified as having severe capacity impacts (paragraph 5.3.1 of PECP10). The
A29 Lidsey to Shripney is not taken forward as safety concerns would be resolved
by the A29 realignment. The 2 schemes at junctions on the A259 (20 & 21) are
carried forward into Table 30 (Summary of Apportionment Results). However,
the 2 junctions are not included in Table 31 (Estimated Mitigation Construction
Costs) as designs have not been prepared as part of the transport studies. What
is the explanation for excluding the 2 junctions with safety impacts?
Should improvements be designed up so that they can be costed? Has
more emphasis been put on capacity rather than safety and if so why?

At the hearings the West Sussex County Council (WSCC) Transport representative
made reference to a study to be begun in 2018 which would consider the A259
more comprehensively. It was stated by WSCC that more wide ranging
improvements were not needed to the A259 to support planned growth in the LP.
Moreover I note that such a scheme is not referred to in PECP10 or in the LP,
including Policy T SP3. That said of the 15 schemes included within Table 30 of
PECP10 seven are junctions on the A259. What is the timetable for a study of
the A259? Should reference be included to it within Policy T SP3 or
elsewhere in the LP with a view to work being eventually funded through
CIL?

Issue 6 — District wide infrastructure projects

32.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

I have some outstanding concerns on the issue of pooling limitations. The
limitations could impact on the delivery of some key infrastructure such as the
secondary school, new primary schools and indoor sports and leisure facilities.
There could also be a disproportionate burden for those sites which could come
along first, including some of the strategic allocations, which might be a
disincentive to delivery. However, a solution which can be incorporated into
policies within this LP is not obvious. I would suggest that the best approach
would be to include within the LP a commitment to progress a CIL
Charging Schedule immediately after the adoption of the LP (assuming
that CIL is retained in some form at national level).



33.

34.

Policy INF SP1 should be modified to reflect such a commitment. The wording
should be along the following lines (4™ bullet point of policy):

Where a contribution towards other district wide infrastructure improvements or
provision is needed and viable this will be achieved through the Community
Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule and Regulation 123 Infrastructure List
which will be introduced as soon as possible after the adoption of this Local Plan.
Until such time as a Charging Schedule is adopted contributions will be achieved
through planning obligations (where they meet the statutory tests).

The explanation to the policy could include an indication of the likely timescale for
the adoption of a Charging Schedule. In this respect the timetable included at
paragraph 31 of the Council’s Matters 6 and 8b statement seems somewhat
protracted. It should be condensed if possible on the basis that much
preparatory work has already been undertaken in respect of infrastructure
requirements and costings (PEDP4 & 5).

Future Timetable

35.

As discussed at the final hearing session on 28 September 2017 the Council is
preparing a composite Schedule of Proposed Main Modifications (MMs). This
schedule is to include MMs which have arisen since the resumption of the
examination of the LP3, including potential MMs discussed at the hearings. The
Council said that the Schedule should be available by the end of October 2017.
Based on this expectation the timetable for the remainder of the examination
could pan out as follows (the timetable takes into account periods when I am not
available to work on the Arun LP):

e By end of October 2017 — Schedule of MMs provided to Inspector.

e By 22 November 2017 - Inspector provides comments on Schedule and
Council provide response to post hearing note.

e By end of November 2017 - Council finalise Schedule of MMs taking into
account Inspector’s comments and issues raised in this note.

e December 2017 - Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and Habitats Regulations
Assessment updated as necessary to take into account Proposed MMs.

e January/February 2018 - publicity/consultation on MMs alongside updated
SA/HRA for a 6 week period.

e Late February 2018 - Council consider representations on MMs and pass
on to Inspector.

e March 2018 - Inspector finalises report. The report will be subject to QA
and a LPA fact check as described in the Procedural Practice in the
Examination of Local Plans (page 9) - see link below - which would
probably take place in April 2018.
httos://www. gov. uk/govemment/publications/examining-local-nlans-
procedural-practics

3 All MMs arising post ‘Arun LP 2011-2031 Publication Version showing Modifications’

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT
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Response

36.

37.

38.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT

A response to this note should be provided as soon as possible. It would be
particularly appreciated if any comments on the timetable could be provided
quickly so that I can ensure that my future work and other commitments do not
prevent expeditious progress on the remainder of the examination. It is
appreciated that some of the other matters may require more time to respond,
particularly those that require input from others e.g. WSCC and Natural England.

This note should be published on the website as soon as possible. The Council’s
response should also be published once prepared. However, it should be
emphasised that no representations on the contents of this note and the Council’s
response should be submitted at this stage. Representations will be invited on
MMs once these are published. This note and the Council’s response will form
background documents to the MMs.

If the Council require clarification of any of the above points please contact me
via the Programme Officer.

Thank you.
Mark Dakeyne
INSPECTOR

11 October 2017
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INSPECTORS INTERIM FINDINGS FOLLOWING HEARING SESSIONS I TS @10t / IX @A TXXTT

Introduction

1. The purpose of this note is to provide preliminary findings on some key issues and my views on bIfro bIXT
the further Main Modifications (MMs) that are likely to be required to make the Arun Local Plan
(LP) sound following the hearing sessions. The MMs are in addition to those already raised in my
preliminary and additional questions and those being considered by the Council as a result of the
hearing sessions. In addition to possible MMs the note seeks clarification/further information from
the Council on some matters following the hearings, particularly in relation to documentation that
was submitted just before or during the hearings.

2. I would also advise that I will give full consideration to all the representations made about the bIfro bIX¥
LP including the oral contributions at the hearings. My final conclusions regarding soundness and
procedural compliance will be set out in the report to be produced following consultation on the
proposed MMs. Nevertheless, having regard to the criteria for soundness and to assist at this
stage, I shall provide brief explanations for my findings thus far.

3. My findings may alter in the light of any further evidence that emerges including the bIfro b IXT
consultation process. My views are therefore given here without prejudice to the conclusions that
will appear in the report. My final report will also cover other main issues that arose during the
examination but which are not dealt with in this note,

Matter 1 - Procedural and Overarching Matters

Duty to Cooperate

4. 1 have had regard to PELP27 ~ Duty to Cooperate (DtC) Statement Addendum April 2017 which bIXro b IXT
details further engagement undertaken since the suspension of the examination, the Memoranda
of Understanding submitted before and during the hearings and the other evidence provided by
the Council e.g. the updated Local Strategic Statement (LSS2), the evidence gathering being
undertaken for LSS3 and the production of the Arun Place Plan by West Sussex County Council. It
would have been preferable for these strands of evidence to be set out in a composite document
but this is not a significant consideration in whether or not the DtC has been met.

5. Other Councils are at different stages of plan preparation. 1herefore, whilst the unmet bIfro b IMT
development needs of Chichester are clear, the extent to which Worthing and Adur can meet their
needs has not been decided. That said some unmet needs from those two Councils are likely to
exist. In the context of the DtC the Council’s acceptance that it should meet some of the unmet
needs from elsewhere within the sub-region demonstrates effective cooperation. Moreover, the LP
is being examined at a point in time and the DtC evidence can only reflect that. Engagement will
be ongoing

6. I am satisfied that the Council has engaged constructively and complied with the Duty to bIfro bIXT
Cooperate,

Consultation

7. There has been criticism of the Council’s approach to consultation, particularly in relation to bfro

engaging with local communities and residents on the significant modifications proposed following
the suspension of the examination in February 2016. However, the Council has met the
requirements in the regulationsi relating to publication of the modified Plan over a 6 week period,
seeking and considering representations and submitting documents to the Secretary of State
(SoS). It is beyond the scope of the examination to require that the Council go back and do more.

ARUN DISTRICT COUNCIL Y/92/17/0UT
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Matter 2 - The Strategic Approach, Settlement Structure and Green Infrastructure
Gaps between Settlements
8. There was discussion about the Angmering/Worthing Gap at Hearing Session 2. The Councils  [aDg r UpAefIXTD ixlix T if1X110r 1161 Ty AD¢ b0 / XIS LiifTXiDATXbT <4k LD ot (GILAEEDr (b IXT
statement referred to the Hankinson Duckett Associates report (PESP3) as evidence to support the ELixeDE @ r L{ro IXHDr AlXHr I8 DedDr [ UIDJalix LD ' 4 ITIH< Jixgf] D65 T RO T I/ DIGT Tribff
gaps. However, PESP3 did not refer to this particular gap. The Landscape Capacity Study refers to t 9{t 42 2DADLLLIT 11 707 I TIAGG LD ALiXjpG=D6Dr WIbALx AXUaIXT IDOLAT DALTET do1 1 XTI T TRTT
:separation between settlements”in its annotations but does not appear to specifically analyse the LJr : P3|
significance of this or other gaps. Reference was made to a committee meeting of 28 November Lf;ﬁ;m@);mﬁ IT@?E]H@E wo.%{mﬂ%%[m%mi@;)ﬁo Tm{mﬂ"@ IW{MTD@IT.TDF T
2013 (ADCED62). Section 2 of the Background Paper attached to the meeting's agenda provides f i o1 I A 2 rLro IXILUATDTaLx 11T TWWIALM
some explanation as to why the gap was designated in the LP. Is this the extent of the ADAUfT TLIEXILTD WW@@:WFTEXILW)H@MMO 2BDALL DALY T &% A0r ﬁ®;g .
evidence to support this particular gap? t{t#oIX] HXL[[IT@@F ].]?CELUX@J)@TTIT@@TWITDWTDF LT LIDAY LB S.17oGOT RIDIALIX Alixpdey
[Gr 2Qre=fDr [Ublallix / LixXp@={td=t 9{t Rbrsgrorr Trfr] DOSIDADIT THLr G LIRXLOXT 11X T
AT Tro L i D640 [ DALY WISy
oD [ DALV T B DX TEfrT Trifff | 5795 Zn Tt r ot aQ@XHAIXbT =407 LT L D6!EID Gt IfGb o L D7
I T ITWES DDA DUeDQ ot aAQUXI2LY 7 IDIfTro r =07 / IXTRGSeDa I 11T Iir oD4SIT I] Triv Tro {1
AR G VT Hb=UID TOOIM D ot TG TLIIXIDEDr Lo
9. Even without the gap protection the land to the north of the A259 forms part of the setting to  |=DzJr DDUR] LT IAroy b IAT
the South Downs National Park (SDNP) and Highdown Hill in particular and as such would be A Q (I DEAUTE DX TiA0Qr DA DAL DO =LDIRTX D@ T0f (i IbTo AIXIADAr Af D7 / DAt IX [ LIbJaix
protected by other policies of the LP. Moreover, the gap has been compromised by development 2DRIDDALTE 107 @ DRITLEMG Jurer (3 LEDE T LG L i%el I 4000t {6 IF o ADDALX 407 ixBtr 11T DeADRIT LD gaET ]
around Hangleton. In these respects the Council should review whether the OO0 5 QG
Angmering/Worthing Gap is justified and, if it can be supported, whether the extent of -
it should be revised. .. )
! OIDAL Lo@NIRGY YeIblalix Dxffr TTIR6DAE DA HXTD LITXTD DTr Lifr T @FADAT iAIXE fr LT Tr LD
! e IT0E2 DAET0r Tr @ JIXIT ot TP 'R T I 26D I¥ 2 €Ly IUTAG=D6DE @ AT ®T Tro 41X T Trikfro
DA QAT LD AXIRTE6T rLfro UiGEe T4 QpeQr] LT ATXTGT Tro D¢ 7 LIADIREET 2 07 €Lix
ot I HIXEY,
T UADTT «F ThrtDr / IXTR&ATAT Ot 17 104 107 €LixXDIX36 Tr TLILY ofUeTIXHDr 10%aG ] T LibetTh DA ITX
IDOGELAXIQ Tr ««@ro fI¥Dr D0 Yy
oDr CrAPAT S De IR wr €@ DUDDAL rr7 TLTr Tro L pxdF D640 | T UIbJalix {1 =t Kt 1eDr Tr YT b IXF

10. The Felpham/Bognor Regis Gap does not appear to meet the objective of Policy SD SP3 to
:shape the patterns of towns and villages with the District™(paragraph 7.4.4). Felpham forms part
of the Greater Bognor Regis Urban Area. Moreover, the gap is already narrow and would be further
compromised by Site 4 of Enterprise Bognor Regis (EBR) and the Link Road. The gap policy may
make it more difficult to deliver Site 4 and the Link Road. The Council should give further
consideration as to whether the Felpham/Bognor Regis Gap is justified.

®T TG T DA D7 LDATUITT 417 LT Jr DX(Lr T A2IXr LILY LY 2@DATDr DYvLfrT. DeIDfwre@ - fr LTI T L4
LIBIXIDAT T 1DAR G 96 T IXDR 4Tk IXTD ABDATDE HBD6 NIXEF Bkilro r —alX{ALYAsedr XD TL0F LD 21 1t
LB r =407 ri6T I G O L D6CrADALT LD . T11fro Tr1ix M VeskeDr ELix@ehT ] L KT r 17 1% (Pr] (kb
LifLr % LD DXL M AALARTDT 36 (i i6] LITD LS8 AT <eDr It Jr{ AIXIr UF FDXALINGT 1 RIALTD
103004 DQUAXIr 7427 T TITr {6t TRRIA T L ¥

uDr LX) QLI Dix I§ 27 Dot { DXADe5 DIl LD ATXITE 417 A7 TLYs DIl wr €@ <G, AD7 20T1
AXTA0OT2 DA ADT r IXIBLY=D%4Dr €LDAL r7T ILUIT Ibto AXUpalXT IDSLET 36T HXT D6 TR 1isQr . IR IIX
W 9. weatlTb 7 TDXr DéfDr WIATIXD  2D@DsTCIL DATXSDpA0r €L DAY r 77 I & Bffor 0w @ AT BT Tro
DA T Do RAT IF 21X%6 TIF TLRT MlEel AP D7 ELlixe@DeJr ITAGT o7 {GeIkY T LATATT «F Thr=iDr

eI I’ Q It A7 EUDATX T TrALE o

LITOT TL=TIXT DOGALIAXIQ AIXTGT Tro Trar {ILT<=11X @07 1107 D0¥={5 {t 014107 10%E] TLixy
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Matter 3b - Employment Allocations

11. The Council indicated that a written note would be produced on Bognor Regis Golf Course in

oDF b DAt INL DeIDfwrQ DI%/ IXTPr @ LITLer 76

{77. DEIXWr&Q

13. The LP should be aspirational but realistic. In this context and in order not to
compromise the delivery of housing should the employment allocation at Angmering
North in Policy EMP SP3 be modified to 3 ha? Alternatively should Policy H SP2¢c (SD9)
include a provision similar to West of Bersted, BEW and Ford about the incorporation of
planned new employment provision? In relation to the former option mechanisms could be
included within Policy H SP2c to ensure that the lesser amount of employment land was made
available alongside the housing, possibly as serviced plots. Such changes would require
consequential modifications to Policies SD SP1a and EMP SP1. These comments are subject to the
allocation being justified in relation to landscape impact as Site 14 identified in PESP5a is the
employment land (see paragraph 23 below).

Gortttro TG ACT IEMLIDYDF T IUBEIT IMATD 00 At 1 it D6LLDT iXfLr THLEr S LUAMLIITIDADAR
D6ADF DAL DI LYBALIGNT {5 JathaT G D =Lo BT Li,DDg i

91t Ty 16D DAL ifr ixfro r =Dr JGr ifIXIDr 17 AbGlfr I DAR D7 1@ ALTITGF YelpalXT TDOLr #BkI D6

T T @I I WeTbetTD [0 DisetDr AT AT IOr 71 DeTr It TR Dz / IXTRGADT®T 17 1DAF T DL
TroGEXIATDr (G Defhr 7 T i@ T IF LEEALIOXIQ LD 7 DIAOXEEXTDr r L{Q DAF D7 7 TIWETT I b
2DX% DAY I T Ilpt LLIEER % LD ot T 'Rix o LBE]®T 107 Tri®r ot 77 RIXI T IieD] 2@AIebT

(TADA DAL r DD, (v ] GTXU, TP TR 107 7 QT DetDr '6Tb bt 14D @ DTk 1J4AIXI DA 1] Al TG,

- Lo IXHDr Lk IXyw=tDr AIXTRGS IXTGr 1104 105 LEARGINEXTIDIX6 1T frodiro @IGT FXDALY

oDr DOM=UTID D7 PG ] ILUixe®aito Xt LIt Ibro LpalfollE skl boGUXEnhG T {5 {t AlUD% t {t 3
2IX% HTrofIX T IDOGE o L LiTrI A

the context of ongoing discussions and the content of Policy EMP DM2. Is this available? There |opr ANGT AT 7 RGT / toar JOT LAY 2BAAT T AXTGT Tro LidgIigesr "skdr i0=C ADTr 1Tk o 26D, DI/ %5 IDfr
appear to be issues around the delivery of the link road. In this context should the extent of |4 I iseelT I LD T I i@ el Nk Jix kLl R O T 1iAQT . De A wWre@s2 DR Dr ADCTRGADII®T ] DARL, [tott Zh
appropriate) too restrictive? Should the policy include other mechanisms which would oDET IR ik 1%/ 497 {6 g
support comprehensive planning and development of the area around the link road? 1 ATt r T UL
@ 10a T AT ATXTGr Tro DA 107 ATGr T0XIQ Tr « o
oD T 4r IFD69. wlBr d20AIArT ID6GEo LJ D7 U I IXTE Delmp MARXXTixlr DAf IDAX%6 rT ot Ty 'Bixo @ Jrt
X3 UL % SioeDr 1 4 RALIOT 0ot ix Ib WIXT I I ot i o ADERDOWE LTH Linar 17 r 7 AT [
LITLBer
/DX igrDg TGY ot N ROA T I D607 Lijr LLLITXTD 407 16IAIIXD AUTr 7 iDIx 1Dt Tro LY ixt D6fDr b XL
{HLpre@{@rI5t5%
Angmering
12. The 8 ha allocation at Angmering would provide the largest site in the eastern part of the bIfro b IXE
District, close to Worthing, and flexibility in the supply of employment land. However, the LP
employment allocations through Policy EMP SP3 are significantly above the quantified need for the
District as a whole. The Councils studies, which are endorsed by work carried out on behalf of
developers at Angmering, questions the viability of the allocation. Moreover, evidence was put
before the hearings that in order to deliver a minimum of 800 dwellings at Angmering North set
out within Policy H SP2¢, only a maximum of 3ha of employment land could be accommodated.
=Dr / IXTRG NI G 14D LITILYARG HIXIQ Tr «Hro AHDg TLIAr 1INt D6ADr oQHGt LD 2IX%6 IDF 2QDAIXTT|a a
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Matter 4a - The Housing Requirement

Issue 5 " The Components of Housing Supply

14. Table 12.1 is to be modified to reflect the position at 31 March 2017. One of the components [=Dg I 9[! ! @ L] M@UE (D ar Delbidel] G MGG o 28DMTIXD6Dr 11X] 28DATDF 1k % 28D L1 aa
of the table is Non-Strategic Sites. On the basis that non-strategic sites can be those with a FTAESTEEN %I 9! ! J@r] WD 4DF Jraldb rT@: 407 b IXEMLEr&Gn{ Gr 12 Dr IiDr wir ]t 1L 11O 30r AL %
capacity of up to 300 dwellings the figure of 1,250 dwellings seems very conservative even though | i Byt )G o [T il 1 1

deFI)iver;/bIe H%LAA sites Withiﬁ the bufiglt up areas are a sep%rate figure. )I/ncreasing the supply fro§1 ng;['L?IﬁﬁﬁimilgfmqﬂTI qgé%?;ﬁ?g%;im;&%[;};}?%%;%%%m

this source would increase flexibility through the LP period. The supply from non-strategic 0T ‘I;E W ® NI DRI YD Yot

sites should be reviewed. At the very least the table should make it clear that the figure rTT DRI LT LOLHEr %6 H AXTGT 1L P T8 MTDATID,I "
s a minimum. /IXC ITIR] 21 Ilpt L4Dr 1 <l T QLHEXILE IX3 D7 1 9[! ! DAINIE pDRr TRLATX bo LD LT 114140
1@ueUIb G Q LITOTTo DA D7 LITix ANAT ADX I IF Lk IXR AT TURGE e QT @ LT LT 3 A IR0z I

AXL T1 0% U <i38liT o LE D7 7 <l T ULAGXEAG T AL AR 107 w431 9! | e @ Lifr Lp=(i)ebTo GDAIDA
TGiseALl % AHDr ¢ RIESD T @Eebro X 17 [T G GG o IDAF LT 2GDAMDr 7 <@k r (B ATl

r IXIbLG T UD S+l @abTo HIXC  ILaLls (6T ] DA W44 DIt ar Uier T Ilbt (DxdD% ID§fs of! !
1@r%Dr der] UMD B DAXTAE T T D Trelfr IR Bf T=alXTr TIUGT Sedr / IXARWAD TLAQG o DAL
Dr et D6 FFtrT 1941 {ro LW L TUNI OL &%

oDp 19[! ! 2G4} 1DF PALMOME DDA 2DF bt TG=4TE D7 {0r§ ADGEADT 20D6I0r b IEMLITeR{tr]

VAL OIS DAST T HetID r7 r Lro IXHDE Yeifr 77 73 TONIL R L gl X I T T = 140 &

oD e PO SLJo@E 107 Jr Dé TEIT LU 01 @ LifrTosd T LLADT «F T U0 T ID6GRLRONIIDI rT
ifr Difro AIXTr 8t 4 D WAL %

LITLpo@UXES @ ATXTGT ro DA LeDa T UIT ID IT I IDIX%6 r7 TLbr A1XDr AL LT r Ot DG ATk UEILED,
BB EL{oE Trix Tr Ty A0 {Gr DefDr DAL el STDXCTHLr & {0r T GIIfor TAIXTLA G ALl DARDr Tr LIS
r7 (LT 20 v IIXCEHLT <@ I@ T <arro D7 1GT DT D%

Local Plan 5 Year Housing Land Supply

15. The updated figures in PELVP31 relating to the 5 year housing land supply2 suggest 3565 uDr / IXIRGAT GIDTEDE oG lBeF @DADr TLIUXT {6 IIXIIAT 17 LD ot 1y 'Bix 174Dr Wfr 1 (HX I L{WXDAR D7 | b IXT
dwellings would be delivered from strategic site allocations by 2021/22. The numbers are based |/ IXTREDII6]=IXT 107 I @ DA 07 = 716 T DA D7 LRGN Lir L ¥ ADOTET 1407 DIXFWE IKOTrT 1]

on trajectories set out in updated Appendix A of the Housing Implementation Strategy (HIS). The |®T ko 2GDAMDr I K D LiNgIXID,Q JGxxffro r =0 {flffr It IF D/ IXT IDXIDIXAD DAf 2rfr J&or =
LP is unlikely to be adopted until spring 2018 at the earliest. As I understand it only the Fontwell Dx DX DT 4407 [ DALYA 'RITIO 6| T (ILAMNEY

site and discrete phases of the West of Bersted and BEW allocations have planning permission.
There are a number of outline planning applications under consideration by the Council (or SoS)
but judging from the decision of the Council in relation to Climping the Council may be reluctant to
grant permission on LP allocations before adoption. Is it realistic for the strategic allocations
to deliver significant completions in 2018/19?

Housing Implementation Strategy and Policy H SP1

16. The HIS should show how the Council will maintain a delivery of a 5 year housing land supply FetrTosk s MDrT IDOGMELAAXTIDIX % r1 ifr ikro FIXr ue M D4 v aa
during the LP period. One of the components of delivery is the 1,250 dwellings from Non-Strategic

Sites to be brought forward through Neighbourhood Plans and a :Small Sites DPD~ This is
referenced in Policy H SP1. In this respect the reference to :Small Sites”is a misnomer and not
consistent with the title in Table 12.1. The term used in Policy H SP1 should be non-
strafegic allocations

17. More importantly further consideration should be given to the timing of Neighbourhood bIfrosy bIX¥
Plans/Reviews and the :Non-Strategic Allocations DPD “and how this is expressed in Policy H SP1.
Taking into account the timing of delivery of the strategic allocations (see above), the
maintenance of a 5 year housing land supply and the need for a range of sites, including those for
smaller builders, there ought to be a commitment to begin work on a DPD soon after the adoption
of this LP. Whilst I understand the resource constraints and the need to prioritise certain
documents e.g. CIL Charging Schedule, it seems that much of the evidence base is already in
place e.g. SHELAA. Based on what I was told at the hearings the Council already appears to know
which parishes will be preparing Neighbourhood Plans or reviewing existing plans and the sort of
housing numbers that they will need to achieve.
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18. Taking into account the above, the final paragraph of Policy H SP1 could be b Ifro UIb LEfrroseDr iLAxLETLIDDe =T {t BIDIX% r1 1 Sfr]lro L {SEr {fros LT «& IRAs aa
expressed in terms such as this: :Additional non-strategic allocations will be made across the UITIbITIH] IDDX% LA T ILbt AIXLEILID] HBZnBh
District through emerging Neighbourhood Plans or reviews of made Neighbourhood Plans. On aa Koo ATIXTERLET Qg LI 204 T Ilbr Ul S QMG DATXEDT IT 1%k bTGDs I X6
adoption of the Local Plan the Council will assess progress on Neighbourhood Plans and tmmﬁ%ﬂ%)&ILbT bT&FIXJ;?X)iEt%@ﬁa HLLEIXLQQ)?TQJ [IMWI%TD[CIX%WQM@IT&%QTT& @I
immediately commence the production of a Non-Strategic Allocations DPD for those areas of the b Dy IXTOLNG t ] G TToRBr15DT TT 1416 AN LD I GG ! 1 5t5 XD
District which will not be covered by up-to-date Neighbourhood Plans™. Consequential 5 1D, 'H']{U'Ib Wfrsl ]:ET Dr 13 fa . XHJTIUTF L TRMLROXT A IDAXT
amendments will also be required to paragraphs 2.1, 12.1.7 and 12.1.8. Lir L D620 5 @Gt 2D4iD, 2BAIA T T AIXE Tro r = QxfIXalfr bt Gy DXADIXO t K1Y &
19. Such an approach would also help to allay fears that strategic sites would share too much of bTfrog b TXF
the burden for infrastructure provision. Although the Council has concerns about maintaining
delivery over the LP period and the timing of infrastructure provision, in reality it is unlikely that
delivery would spike significantly above the trajectory. Moreover, phasing mechanisms could be
included in such a DPD. In the longer term LP review would allow the requirement, allocations,
infrastructure provision and delivery to be adjusted to take into account up to date evidence.
Matter 4c - Strategic Housing Allocations ~ Greater Bognor Regis (SD1-SD3)
Constraints ~ Special Protection Area (SPA)
io%fTh)e _zla_llorc]a‘gor; :jt Paggig;otj;h lies ckl)osezt001t7r;e' P(:gham Hharbpur SPl,(‘;\ LJUSt o(;jt5|de thed400n?( b LAY TR DALY, ig1XgT o LT ST AIR=TDfr 2D4iD.Q Lboto A1X0r 71T Tir HX4Dr [ DALY4 HIT [ t 43D {17 LADO LEALIA
uffer). Technical Note a (September indicates that it would be prudent to undertake LI Gt T L LI wr e CRAQTT ! T7 IR 76T Thr SLIp T T LY ssb LECILYD D D) IT0 OTH!
additional surveys for Brent Geese over the winter period between October and March. t LEDALT {IT;D(;D LLI‘(‘-@Q,LN)GILI‘(BH‘ ﬁ@lﬁ:ﬁ%ﬂgl)ﬂ%@ TOTTI}II;XWXITIEILTI SIX% %D&miimMszfm LI{J,:Z%‘—II)XID jib
Correspondence from Natural England that I have seen preceded the Technical Note. At the 9N A e < '9 Hp &
hearings Natural England supported the conclusions of the Technical Note that further survey work Dr 9qDIx LG N -
should be carried out. Taking into account the latest position and evidence available are
Natural England in a position to confirm in writing at this stage that the Pagham South
allocation alone or in combination with other developments would not have significant
effects on the Furopnean site?
Matter 4e - Strategic Housing Allocations Inland Arun (other than BEW) (SD6-5D11)
General
T

22. For Angmering North (SD9) the provision of at least 800 dwellings would appear to be
dependent on the employment allocation being reduced to 3 ha. As mentioned in paragraph 13, a
reduced employment component should be phased to be brought forward alongside housing.
Policy H SP2c and the Policy Maps would need to be modified to have regard to the
phasing, the reduction in employment land and the increase in the land take of the
housing allocation. These comments are subject to the allocations being justified in relation to
landscape impact (see paragraph 23 below).

LITGEDA D610 Tr TLEXTT ifINGTO fIXDE «<F OXITLIGT o GIiXLELBp 2ot T DOGGAGNIQ Tr <7 0 AIXLEME =
{t+a Q5 ! T ITWE b IS I DOGMIET 2G4 Hfr AXDr tlint DA 107 LIBGLIEXTIDIX 6 r T ot 1Y Bixo
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Constraints
23. Some of the sites at Angmering North (those bordering the South Downs National Park COa T AT TLNIXIDAL T 77 IdeTmA.HDHTDF T edn LRGLEMOOETXD LRIDTAH 1x17ix gf0Y DR DAY {17 Lpof@ALYs
(SDNP)) are shown to have :substantial”landscape sensitivity and :low capacity “for development |@H&DT0 ADXT®T ILEGIIDS 1§ 2 DO A7 i44] 748D GEX I LHOTQ ADTLT 0 @D LILpo@GUXLIAAT DD, |1 LinAfIX D
(Sites 12b, 12d and 14 in the Landscape Capacity Study PESP5a). The sites are particularly visible [DAf r 7T ILifr iX{ro GII{ot T AIXiLINGT s 10DF T WHX I LNGXIUID ARIGSATI]OL 1L @ AT Tro DAL 1DF ixTtH{t &
from the publicly accessible elevated ground at Highdown within the SDNP but I could not see any Ter 4] XMDF JrfE D64Dr {5bt LT &r DELiDgli%961 Gro UD T4 1r1® (Maur af] 21X% r1 allixi 7% Der T |! T 1770 b DD,
specific analysis of viewpoints/receptors from this direction in PESP5a. I note that the SDNP I(GLfross | ARG (]
Authority do not object to the allocations subject to the inclusion of an additional criterion within |, 5 /1 T LIGLIOXIQ 11X TD T TG 0 HIX L] ix ix
Policy H SP2¢ on landscape appraisal. I also accept that mitigation can be built into the lgéﬁmmi Threfr / IXTRGAITGr T4 105 HOXIg T HID ALtr X LUBDIA '[ngim
developments in terms of landscape structure, retention of existing vegetation and buffer planting. AL = ’
However, further information to justify the soundness of the allocations in terms of
landscape impact would assist me.
Infrastructure Requirements
bIfro b IXF

24. In terms of the requirement for new primary schools at Yapton and other locations, the County
Council s approach set out in the September 2017 update on school provision appears to be based
on the assumption that the need for increased capacity is best dealt with by new schools linked to
the allocations. During the hearings discussion took place about a number of related factors such
as optimum school size, the scope to extend existing primary schools (to sustain them and reach
an optimum size) and the preferences of the community. For example the indication was that
Yapton would prefer to maintain a single primary school rather than have two. As a result of a
planning application provision at Climping is to be through the expansion of the existing school
rather than a new school.

25. Is the County Council able to provide more information on the factors outlined above
- optimum school size, the scope to extend existing primary schools (to sustain them
and reach an optimum size) and community preferences? This would enable me to consider
such factors in assessing the soundness of particular allocations and the primary school
components.
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Matters 6 and 8b ~ Transport and Other District-Wide Infrastructure

Transport Schemes

26. The Arun Transport Study 2016 Stage 3 Report (PECP9) refers to mitigation works in relation
to certain junctions. The study has been updated by the Transport Review 2017 (PECP10).
Paragraphs 5.2.1 and 5.2.2 of the latter refer to the junctions where mitigation may potentially be
required due to severe capacity issues or safety risks. However, there is inconsistency between
5.2.1 which refers to 20 potential locations and 5.2.2 which refers to 5+ 7+ 3 junctions =15
junctions. The discrepancy appears to be that the 3 junctions with safety risks and the 2 junctions
:not identified in ATS 2016 Stage 3 are not referred to in paragraph 5.2.2.
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27. In order to consider the LP in the context of paragraph 32 of the National Planning Policy
Framework an explanation is required as to why the 2 junctions identified with the potential for
severe impacts are not then taken forward to Stage 3. In this regard I note that the summary
sheet v3 within PECP10 includes ratio of flow to capacity (RFC) (%) figures for various scenarios.

t%LLr Ir7 407 Uer T AIXio5Y

t%Lr IrT r
LI er TAX5

28. The B2266 Lower Bognor Road/Pagham Road Junction (No 53) has RFC (%) figures for 2031
without mitigation of up to 123 % but with the EBR mitigation a RFC (%) of up to 108% . The
latter RFCs are lower than the :2031 Reference Case highest RFC (%) of 112%. Similarly the RFC
(%) for the B2259 Felpham Way/B2132 Middleton Road (No 44) is reduced from a worst case 104
RFC (% )without mitigation to up to 92 RFC (% ) with the EBR mitigation. The latter RFCs are lower
than the 2031 Reference Case highest RFC (%) of 95% . Thus it seems that the position in 2031
based on existing commitments but without mitigation of junctions set out in PECP10 would be
worse than the 2031 with EBR mitigation. Is my understanding correct? Does this explain
and provide sufficient justification for not taking forward the 2 junctions for mitigation?

D7 =(LTTL0AT/ DT AT DT ADTE] 170 AR DA (I T @ ADATY A7 UL, 38l | AT 104 TDAT
G IG=Jr 117 G ikt 2DADr TOELIOT LT DT TIXY 44 Q D036 % X107 AL fOXT A1XTo iy 7 wLiaX
DYORE 1Y LK@= | LITbIEX ot XUt 15 18Ber T DATIETDr Trisfr Tar AT s IX% r7 IDfro ARG
7 AT D6 TGN 3UTD B0 LTD £2 Tr TINUA% DA I 7577 GI ikt € s 750 TOATXSED, r 1D i)

T ONIE {7 GIGYS LD L ifDBbiro. TAELIGNT Ly RDr T ETHAGNT LY ThAro G 1Qro Tr B0 ikLENLD,
081D 5L 7% Zha (ERUNILEDF I ETHONT § 7 Tredfr ID§Tr ros

t%Lr IrT r
UTT 2 TAXa

29. It does not appear that more detailed assessments connected with planning applications in
Pagham have led to a need for mitigation to the B2266 Lower Bognor Road/Pagham Road Junction
other than any benefits arising from more general sustainable transport measures (see hearing
statements and Cumulative Transport Assessments attached to SOCG for Pagham -~ ADCED70, 84
& 85). Is this correct?

s < PHOU T g T ADUR! LDr T DANTDR [ DALY T TUITION T 1ot Thr DAXRr 73 PepDXT AL DAY ADTE 7o
DAL Dr 7161 Tir 2DFAIDDRT0 LLISTX 6 T XL+ LEDALT WiXb 20DIXT TAGLNIXTIAR 2L Tr TIXTo 28D,

T @GLRIXICE LMD BT oG AIXY G T I fr TOMIE lIXT DRDF T T @l fUXILE DDa 1 mf@xT Gindfr [
TXNEAIN 48 0 AX DRIDF WXl wWIXTIBLE IXF T GGLAMEY

bIX¥

=T

30. With regard to the 3 junctions with safety impacts it is noted that these are not identified as
having severe capacity impacts (paragraph 5.3.1 of PECP10). The A29 Lidsey to Shripney is not
taken forward as safety concerns would be resolved by the A29 realignment. The 2 schemes at
junctions on the A259 (20 & 21) are carried forward into Table 30 (Summary of Apportionment
Results). However, the 2 junctions are not included in Table 31 (Estimated Mitigation Construction
Costs) as designs have not been prepared as part of the transport studies. What is the
explanation for excluding the 2 junctions with safety impacts? Should improvements be
designed up so that they can be costed? Has more emphasis been put on capacity rather
than safety and if so why?

D AIXT @D IU =0T DXl 211 IIXIALro r = {// UID DAY rr7 TaIXQGT fro LY X DefDr 776t Tir &X
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107 ETHANE 1T GEj4bT o GHDT LDDYIEAITT Ihr 7 ALY 07 <Ll GHkbTo L TAGLNIXT

bIX¥

31. At the hearings the West Sussex County Council (WSCC) Transport representative made
reference to a study to be begun in 2018 which would consider the A259 more comprehensively. It
was stated by WSCC that more wide ranging improvements were not needed to the A259 to
support planned growth in the LP. Moreover I note that such a scheme is not referred to in PECP10
or in the LP, including Policy T SP3. That said of the 15 schemes included within Table 30 of
PECP10 seven are junctions on the A259. What is the timetable for a study of the A259?
Should reference be included to it within Policy T SP3 or elsewhere in the LP with a view
to work being eventually funded through CIL?
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District wide infrastructure projects
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adoption of a Charging Schedule. In this respect the timetable included at paragraph 31 of the
Council’s Matters 6 and 8b statement seems somewhat protracted. It should be condensed if
possible on the basis that much preparatory work has already been undertaken in respect of
infrastructure requirements and costings (PEDP4 & 5).
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32. I have some outstanding concerns on the issue of pooling limitations. The limitations could bIfro LD LEfrros{ 11 0 TrJLDITT AIXDLENLE DA TR Y aa
impact on the delivery of some key infrastructure such as the secondary school, new primary
schools and indoor sports and leisure facilities. There could also be a disproportionate burden for
those sites which could come along first, including some of the strategic allocations, which might
be a disincentive to delivery. However, a solution which can be incorporated into policies within
this LP is not obvious. I would suggest that the best approach would be to include within
the LP a commitment to progress a CIL Charging Schedule immediately after the
adoption of the LP (assuming that CIL is retained in some form at national level).
33. Policy INF SP1 should be modified to reflect such a commitment. The wording should be along [bIfro UIb LiEfrTosk a a @ ifDUI{ro Trelffole/ L= Lro IXMDr JCer JAXIr <4Dr LITix AIXs%Dg ¢ IXTDr aa
the following lines (4w bullet point of policy): Where a contribution towards other district wide LT T ig@Amoat/ [ ¢ riliifos
infrastructure improvements or provision is needed and viable this will be achieved through the
CgmmL{n|ty Infrastructure Levy Chargmg Schedule ar?d Regulf’ahon 123 Infrastr'ucture IT|st which ° Drfr UADXHG GUXTDRL)o] DIDF T ot 26T CELINAAT GLigIX I I If idIXQOXIQ TFToTo LD 1k %
will be introduced as soon as possible after the adoption of this Local Plan. Until such time as a D 2% T LD Tho DITXSDADE / D Immkﬁfﬁ [TTJ;‘/DLU‘E(I]IE{LID O@E Lf[IOI(I]IE(]T(IITTﬂ.WI‘O UIb
Charging Schedule is adopted contributions will be achieved through planning obligations (where PLLE ; A
they meet the statutory tests). wr e RPOXT AT UATCETCT [ @ DD, '
URTE: TREL DAL T L L/ DAQEEE { Do @ LbDifro LI.D@T(E' XL r_’ﬂ%T LlaDﬂ'rTio @JIX&Dpl%II[[[HIE
IX el fOXT 2Da Ty 7 =117 07 (Il &
34. The explanation to the policy could include an indication of the likely timescale for the ! 00 107 HBR(TE fr GATXLEL R, s X Lb & aa
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PRIMARY EDUCATION REQUIREMENTS

Strategic allocation and quantum of Child Catchment Shortfall of | Scope for school Site specific
housing allocated in the LP product schools school expansion requirements to
from site places as a mitigate the impact
allocation result of of proposed
(Number the site development
of pupils allocation
per year
of age)
Sl Pagham South 400 14.4 Rose Green 43.2 per The current infant | Land and build costs
Infants 3FE year of age | and junior for 1FE expandable
& Rose or 1.5 provision are both | to 2FE site at any
: - Green forms of oversubscribed one of the strategic
sb2 Fagham North 800 28.8 Juniors 3FE entry (FE) with in area sites to serve the
children. Both proposed
schools are at the | developments in
preferred Pagham SD1 and
maximum size for | SD2.
primary education
* PSP2017 (P4)
SD3 waest of Bersted 2,500 | 90 Southway 90 per year | Current provision Land and build costs
Primary 3FE | of age or already at the for 3FE primary
3FE preferred school to serve the
maximum size for | proposed
primary education. | development
* PSP2017 (P4)
SD4 Wast Bank 1,000 | 36 River Beach 36 per year | Current provision Land and build costs
Primary 3FE | of age or already for 1.5FE expandable
& White 1FE+ oversubscribed to 2FE primary
Meadows and at the school to serve the
Primary 3FE preferred development
maximum size for
primary education
* PSP2017 (P4)
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SD5 BEW 2,300 | 83 Aldingbourne | 83 per year | In addition to the Land for 2 x 2FE
1FE of age or proposed 1/2FE primary schools and
Barnham 3FE expansion build costs for 2FE
1.5FE required from SD6 | and 1FE expandable
Eastergate the provision is to 2fe primary
1FE predicted to schools to serve the
Walberton & exceed capacity development. A
Binsted 1FE without further further 700 dwellings
development in are proposed outside
the area. All the plan period which
schools will be at will require the
capacity for their second FE to be built
current site size as
per the guidelines
in the Department
for Education
**Building Bulletin
103
SDé6 Fontwell 400 14.4 Aldingbourne | 14.4 per Expansion by Financial
1FE year of age | 1/2FE in the contributions towards
Barnham or 0.5FE planning area. expansion of existing
1.5FE provision in the
Eastergate planning area
1FE
Walberton &
Binsted 1FE
sSD7 Yapton 400 14.4 St Marys Cumulative | St Marys Clymping | Land and build costs
Clymping 68.4 per could not expand for 1FE primary
0.5FE & year of age | beyond the school
SDS8 Ford 1,500 | 54 Yapton 1.5FE | or 2FE+ proposed Land and build costs
expansion in for 2FE primary
relation to the 300 | school
dwellings
proposed to be
allocated in SD10
and Yapton only
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has capacity to
expand by 0.5FE
as per the
guidelines in the
Department for
Education
**Building Bulletin
103

SD9

Angmering North

800

28.8

SD11

Angmering South & East

250

St Margarets
CofE Primary
2FE (70
places per
year of age)
St Wilfrids
catholic
Primary 1FE

Cumulative
37.8 per
year of age
or 1FE+

St Margarets CofE
Primary. Christian
faith school with
no designated
catchment area.
May have site
availability for
expansion but
without
undertaking
feasibility studies
cannot confirm.
Would also involve
consultation with
the diocese. St
Wilfrids Catholic
Primary, faith
school with no
designated
catchment area
could not expand
further on its
existing site as per
the guidelines in
the Department
for Education
**Building Bulletin
103

Land and build costs
for 1FE expandable
to 2FE on either
strategic site SD9 or
SD11. Arun DC
preference for school
in the South and
have already secured
some funding for this
provision.
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SD10 | Tlymping 300 10.8 St Marys 10.8 per Expansion by Financial
Clymping year of age | 1/2FE has been contributions towards
0.5FE referred to in our expansion of existing
S106 consultation | provision in the
response for planning area
outline planning
CM/1/17.

| Any reference to planning area relates to West Sussex County Council’'s 24 school planning areas as set out by the Department for
Education.
We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer for available school places as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013."
Calculations explained Bttps://wvww westsusse.gov.uk/media/8812/5106 explaining ¢ontribution calculations.pdf

* Planning School Places

**BBI03
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FOREWORD

In this booklet we explain the principles behind the school place planning
process in West Sussex, and how we plan to meet the growing need for
additional school places throughout the County. We have included details that
have been provided across each of the Districts and Boroughs in West Sussex.
Our proposals have been outlined, either by individual schools or planning
areas, both in the short term as well as for the current fifteen year span of the
District and Borough Local Plans.

Forecasting pupil numbers is based on a number of factors, such as birth data,
migration trends and on the anticipated future housing numbers. However, this
is by no means an exact science and we are continually reviewing our
methodology, as sources of alternative data become available.

We need to ensure the highest possible level of accuracy in projecting school
numbers, so a review of our approach to school place planning was undertaken
in 2014 by the Pupil Projection team, in conjunction with the Department for
Education.

West Sussex has identified that growth in pupil numbers will be a factor for
several years to come and, as each District and Borough finalises its Local Plan,
those pupil numbers will be adjusted to reflect future housing numbers.

In 2016 we sought your comments on our new look Planning School Places
booklet. Those responses confirmed that overall you found the format and
content of the booklet helpful. We have now analysed those comments and,
where applicable, we have incorporated them in the current version, which we
trust you will find even more helpful.

We would encourage you to read this booklet and again we would very much
appreciate your feedback. Your suggestions, together with your local
knowledge, are all very important to us. Your views will help to ensure that our
future planning for school places will reflect the ever-changing landscape across
West Sussex. There is a link to a short online survey on the back page of the
booklet and we would encourage you to complete this form.

Jeremey Hunt
Cabinet Member for Finance
West Sussex County Council
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Introduction

1. INTRODUCTION
The purpose of this document is to:

e set out the policies and principles of West Sussex County Council (WSCC)
to ensure that there is a sufficient supply of suitable school places to
meet statutory requirements for early years, primary, secondary and
sixth form provision (including up to age 25 for those with special
educational needs and/or disabilities as outlined in the SEND Code of
Practice 0-25 2014);

e provide information on the current organisation of school places, any
proposal to review current organisation and the existing capacities and
number of pupils attending those schools;

e provide forecasts of future pupil numbers, and how any changes in
demand might be addressed;

e identify opportunities that may exist for further expansion where required
to meet the demands from new housing and/or population increases; and
help schools, promoters, parents, developers and local communities to
understand the demand for school places and to provide a context for
their own planning.

It is the role of WSCC to plan, organise and commission places for all
maintained schools in the County, in a way that raises standards, manages
rising as well as declining pupil numbers and creates a diverse community of
schools. WSCC seeks to exercise this function in partnership with dioceses,
academy sponsors, multi-academy trusts, governing bodies of schools,
headteachers, local communities and other key stakeholders.

The need for school places changes in response to population movements and
birth rate variations. Increases in demand can lead to the creation of a new
school or the expansion of existing schools by adding permanent or temporary
accommodation.

Surplus places can also mean the reduction of school provision in an area
through reduced admission arrangements or the rationalisation of school
provision, including changes to existing catchment areas. Any review of school
provision undertaken by the County Council (e.g. the opening, closing,
federating, amalgamating, expanding or contracting of schools) will, in the large
part, be led by forecast pupil numbers.

Predicting school place demand is a complex task. Where children go to school
involves a range of factors such as housing growth, inward and outward
migration and parental preference. As a result, planning for school places is
based on probabilities and not certainties and while pupil forecasts may be
derived from sound methodology, they come without guarantees. Furthermore,
the practice of school organisation must take into account a number of
different, and at times conflicting, factors. This includes the need to:

e respond to local need, to raise standards, to promote diversity, to
respond to government policy;

e to respond to external and internal findings on the quality of schools; and

e ensure that scarce resources are used efficiently.

© West Sussex County Council — Feb. 2017 Page | 1
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Introduction

A number of schools have been expanded in recent years in response to rising
demand for places. The established practice is to support sustainable
expansion. Decisions on expansion take account of factors including the
availability of resources for new buildings, the infrastructure of the school
(halls, specialist facilities and services such as gas and electricity supply
capacity), the size of the site and transport implications. The quality of
education and its sustainability are key considerations. Other important
strategic factors are the availability of places locally, set in the context of the
likely pattern of future demand, modified where appropriate through plans for
known housing developments and migration.

Not all unfilled places in a school are surplus places; some margin of capacity is
necessary to allow parents to exercise a preference, given that there will be
volatility in preferences from one year to the next, and to allow for differences
in the size of individual cohorts. The County Council’s position is that a school
should be considered as full when it has less than 5% of its places unfilled. This
is also a figure recognised by the Department for Education.

The range of educational provision for children and young people is now both
broad and complex in terms of the number of providers involved, and also their
roles. Therefore, to aid understanding it may be helpful to consider provision in
three phases:

Age 0-4 ‘early vyears’ in which private voluntary and independent
playgroups and nurseries are the main providers;

Age 4-16 ‘compulsory school age’ in which schools are the main providers;

Age 16-19 ‘further education’ in which colleges and school sixth forms both
offer substantial provision. N.B. this extends to age 25 for young
people with special educational needs and/or disabilities.

This document will therefore form part of the family of plans and policies that
relate to West Sussex. It will also facilitate the development of other plans and
strategies for the delivery of schools and school places, and the replacement
and/or refurbishment of existing provision where necessary. It will link to the
forward planning of education provision in response to likely and known future
house building.

We would welcome your feedback on this document via the following link to a
short survey —

Please be aware we will not be responding directly to any comments made in
the feedback survey. Although for internal use only, it will be used where
practically possible, to develop future editions of this document.

© West Sussex County Council — Feb. 2017 Page | 2
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Policy and Principles

2. POLICY AND PRINCIPLES
School Capacity

School capacity is measured using the Department for Education (DfE) Schedule
of Accommodation Tool for schools and for secondary provision. This includes a
curriculum analysis tool that we use to ensure that a school’s accommodation is
used to its maximum potential within the Asset Management Plan (AMP). To
calculate a school’s Net Capacity all of the accommodation is measured and
categorised according to its use e.g. general teaching, practical, large space
etc. Depending on the size of each room, a number of workplaces and resource
places are generated; these are totalled for the whole school. If there are not
enough resource places, the number of workplaces is reduced to ensure that
there is enough storage and other supporting infrastructure in the school.
Factors are then applied to take into account the age range of the school. This
generates a range within which the Net Capacity can be set. The Net Capacity
reflects the Published Admission Number (PAN) of the school and the
organisation of age groups as well as the building information.

Although there is an agreed Net Capacity for every school, which is then
reflected in the Admission Number, when the floor space of the school is
measured, the mathematical model expresses the capacity as a range. This
allows some tolerance in setting the Published Admission Number (PAN) to
reflect how classes would be managed within the school - for example if the
range of a 4-11 primary school was 200-220 places, the Net Capacity might be
set at 210, which enables a PAN of 30 pupils per year. Hence there could be
seven classes of 30 pupils, which exactly match the ‘standard’ size classroom
model of 30 pupils. Setting the Net Capacity nearer to 220 could lead to a PAN
of 31, which would exceed the statutory requirement for Infant classes to be no
more than 30 pupils.

Schools in West Sussex are considered to be at capacity when the number of
pupils in relation to the capacity is equal to or exceeds 95%, which is in line
with the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new school places
published in 2013, where it states:

"It considered that on average 5 per cent was the bare minimum
needed for authorities to meet their statutory duty with operational
flexibility, while enabling parents to have some choice of schools”.

The full report can found by following the link on page 14 under further
information.

Site Areas and Playing Fields

There is recent guidance from the DfE (in the form of Building Bulletins and
Premises Regulations) about the sizes of school sites for new schools, to enable
them to meet all the requirements not only of the education curriculum but also
to play their part as ‘*hubs’ for the local community. Consequently, many school
sites now accommodate a range of related facilities, such as Children’s Centres,
nurseries, playgroups, adult education etc. some of which may be in their own
buildings. In addition, there are statutory requirements to be met in terms of
ensuring some schools (those with pupils over eight years of age) have a
grassed area that “can sustain the playing of team games thereon by pupils at
the school for seven hours a week during school terms”.

© West Sussex County Council — Feb. 2017 Page | 3
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Policy and Principles

Every school site in West Sussex has been assessed in terms of how well its site
meets these requirements and whether there appears to be any scope for
additional provision where it does not.

Size of School

The County Council’s policies on the size of a school are aimed at meeting the
needs of pupils and the local community, in an educationally effective way.

e Settings need to be cost effective and to provide the breadth of
curriculum and teaching expertise to meet the standards set out in
the education policy;

e settings also need to be organised on a ‘human scale’ if they are to
support ‘friendly working relationships between adults and children’;

e a local educational presence is an important contributor to the
sustainability of rural communities; and

e we should ensure that sufficient places are available in schools to
support parental preference whilst avoiding an excess of surplus
capacity.

Our guiding principles for primary schools are that, wherever possible:

e all-through primary schools (ages 4-11 years) should be established;

e they should have a minimum of one form of entry (FE), 210 places
and ideally a maximum of 3FE, 630 places, although recent guidance
from the Department for Education suggests new primary schools
should ideally be no smaller than 2FE, 420 places; and

e the pattern of schools should ensure that a primary school is readily
accessible to its pupils and, in urban areas, within walking distance of
the homes of the majority of its children, as detailed later under the
transport paragraph on page 7.

Secondary schools in West Sussex are on average larger than in many other
areas of the country. In order to achieve the benefits of smaller scale schools
we will:

e support the development of ‘schools within schools’ on existing sites;
and

e consult on, and agree research-based criteria and guidelines for
planning ‘schools within schools’.

We will also encourage secondary schools in rural areas to make more use of
their links with primary schools to extend their presence in local communities,
and their accessibility to parents/carers.

In the case of secondary schools, the County Council would normally wish to
see schools operate at a minimum of six forms of entry (FE), although the
County Council recognises that 4FE and 5FE secondary schools are currently
well established and operating in West Sussex. In planning terms, a form of
entry (FE) is 30 pupils, therefore, a 6FE 11-16 secondary school would have
year groups of 180 and a total of 900 pupils on roll. The County Council
supports a range of sixth forms, which reflect individual schools, and the areas
they serve.

© West Sussex County Council — Feb. 2017 Page | 4
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Policy and Principles

There are no final guidelines for the size of special schools. The size of special
schools relates to the age range and the type of special educational need.
Where pupils present significant management difficulties special schools tend to
be smaller.

Class Sizes

West Sussex County Council has invested heavily, both in buildings and revenue
funding, to ensure only in exceptional and unavoidable circumstances that
infant classes will contain more than 30 pupils. All primary schools are
resourced to allow average class sizes to be below 30. However, the County
Council believes that the organisation of classes within schools should be
determined by headteachers and governors, who will wish to take into account
all factors appropriate to their own school in establishing their staffing and
organisation within legislative constraints. In secondary schools the County
Council resources secondary-age pupils in line with the average for English
‘Shire’ authorities and again recognises that the organisation of individual
schools is a matter for headteachers and governors to determine locally.

Age of Transfer

In order to reduce disruption to children’s learning during their years of
compulsory education, we aim to minimise the number of times that children
have to transfer from one setting to another by aligning these transfers to the
Key Stages of the national curriculum. For most children this means
transferring from all-through primary schools to secondary schools at the age of
11. The remaining planning area (Steyning/Storrington) that did not reflect the
Key Stages of the national curriculum was consulted on in 2016 and the
changes will be implemented with effect from September 2017.

Finance

Funding for the provision of additional school places or removal of surplus
places in community and voluntary controlled schools is included in the County
Council’s Capital Programme. The Capital Programme is determined annually
through a decision made at County Council, which gives the highest priority to
meeting basic need through Primary and Special School Basic Need and
Secondary Schools Basic Need allocations.

The Capital Programme also makes provision for school capital maintenance
projects. The prioritisation of spending is governed by the Asset Management
Plan and benefits from a review by headteacher representatives and officers,
prior to confirmation by the Cabinet Member for Education & Skills.

Capital work in Voluntary Aided Schools is, in approved cases, funded directly
by the Department for Education to the value of 90% of the majority of costs.
The remaining 10% will be met by the school.

Under the Government’s or Voluntary Aided schools’ legislation, new schools
must be opened as free schools or academies and, only if no free school
sponsor can be found, opened as Local Authority maintained schools. In this
instance, funding is made available from the DfE.

Whilst central government separately funds new free schools and academies, it
also provides some funding to Local Authorities to cater for population growth,
from the Education Funding Agency (EFA).

© West Sussex County Council — Feb. 2017 Page | 5
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PLANNING SCHOOL PLACES 2017 Policy and Principles

This funding is an un-ring-fenced capital grant and is available to contribute to
meet the demand for additional school places. There is also an expectation that
funding will be obtained in the form of Section 106 Developer Contributions and
through the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). These contributions will form
a major element of the financing of the County Council’s basic need programme
for the provision of new school places. In some circumstances, this will include
the provision of new school sites and the developer building schools on behalf of
the Local Authority, which would then open as academies.

Views of Interested Parties

Before bringing forward proposals to add, remove, relocate or otherwise
reorganise school places, the County Council will first undertake an option
appraisal to ensure the scheme is feasible. After consideration of the views of
interested parties, as part of a public consultation, a preferred option will be
proposed and if necessary statutory notices will be published.

Admissions Policy

Parents in West Sussex are invited to indicate up to three preferences when
applying for a school place for their child. The pattern of mobility across many
parts of the County is evidence that parental preference is met in a very high
proportion of cases, for example, some popular and successful rural primary
schools attract a substantial number of their pupils from outside the school’s
immediate area. Overall, approximately 95% of preferences for schools are
met.

Full details of the County Council’s admission policies are published on the West
Sussex website.

www wesisussex. qov, uk

The governing bodies of voluntary aided church schools, academies and free
schools set the admissions criteria for their individual school. In the case of
academies, the EFA requires that any changes to the admission policy, including
increases in the number of sixth formers and the minimum number of external
places to be offered, must be in consultation with the County Council and other
providers.

The Greenwich Judgement affects schools close to the County boundary. In
practice, the Law requires the Local Authority to admit pupils no less favourably
and according to its admission criteria irrespective of the Local Authority in
which they live.

This means that a significant number of pupils from Surrey, Portsmouth,
Brighton and Hove, Kent, Hampshire and East Sussex attend West Sussex
schools close to the County boundary and vice versa.

Other than for single sex schools, admissions policies are blind to matters of
gender, race or disability in line with the National Admissions Code. Policies do
however ensure that where it is essential for a child to attend a particular
school, to meet his or her medical, social, and psychological or education needs,
they receive priority.
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Summer Born Children

WSCC (in agreement with the majority of the South East Regional Network
Group) are taking the line that until the consultation has been completed and
the code changed they will continue to act in accordance with the current code.
Parents are expected to apply to the relevant admission authority if they wish
their child to be considered for delayed entry into reception. Each case will be
considered on its own merit and parents must demonstrate why it is in the
child’s best interest to start in reception a year later, rather than going straight
into Year 1. The views of headteachers (and the educational psychologist where
relevant) will be taken into account when making any decisions.

Single Sex Schools

All primary schools and the majority of secondary schools are co-educational,
other than in Horsham and Worthing where there are pairs of single sex
secondary schools. The Chichester High School for Boys and Chichester High
School for Girls, from September 2016, became co-educational for the Year 7
intake.

Age Ranges

In West Sussex, schools historically provided for many different age ranges.
Children were able to change school at seven, ten, eleven, or thirteen years of
age depending on where they lived. In their report in June 2001 the Office for
Standards in Education (Ofsted) recommended that the County Council “review
the different ages of admission and school transfer and make plans in the long
term to develop a consistent system”.

The County Council’s view is that where schools would not be too large and
appropriate facilities can be provided, the preferred arrangements would be *all
through’ primary schools, covering Key Stages 1 and 2 with Key Stages 3 and 4
taught in secondary schools.

Given this recommendation and other factors, such as teacher recruitment and
national research into children’s achievements providing evidence that children
do better with a minimum number of changes of schools, the County Council
consulted in Crawley, Rother Valley, Lancing, Shoreham, Steyning / Storrington
and Durrington/Worthing localities on changing the age of transfer.

Decisions made as a result of all of these consultations, with the exception of
Steyning /Storrington, have been implemented.

Consultation in Steyning/Storrington, the last remaining area of the County
where the pattern of schooling does not follow the Key Stages of the National
Curriculum, has been completed and changes to the schools in the locality will
take effect from September 2017.

Transport

Transport to school is provided in accordance with the Authority’s statutory
duty. Pupils under the age of eight receive transport if they live more than two
miles away from their catchment school, and pupils over the age of eight
receive transport if they live more than three miles away from their catchment
school. Distance is measured by the shortest available walking route.
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The County Council is promoting a number of initiatives, including the use of
public transport rather than private vehicles through School Travel Plans led by
the Safer Routes to School Team.

West Sussex Early Childhood Service

The County Council has a statutory duty to ensure that there is access to a free
high quality early education place for all three and four year olds whose
parents would like to take up a place for their child. The duty also includes the
same entitlement for the most disadvantaged 40% of two year olds relating to
family income criteria and/or children with specific characteristics, including:
children looked after, adopted or with special guardianship orders and/or
children with special educational needs/disabilities, from the first term after
their second birthday.

Every eligible child is entitled to 570 hours of free early years education over no
fewer than 38 weeks of the year (up to and including 15 hours per week).
Parents may be able to take up patterns of hours which ‘stretch’ their child’s
entitlement by taking fewer free hours a week, but over more weeks of the
year, where there is provider capacity and sufficient demand from parents.

For three and four year olds, in eligible working families, from September 2017
this free entitlement is extended to 1140 hours a year (30 hours per week) .
The additional 15 hours will be available to families where both parents are
working (or the sole parent is working in a lone parent family), and each parent
earns, on average, a weekly minimum equivalent to 16 hours at national
minimum wage or national living wage, and less than £100,000 per year.
Working will include employed and self-employed persons.

Pre-school settings may charge parents for additional sessions. No assistance
is available with transport costs. Full details of provision for pre-school children
can be found on the West Sussex County Council's website:

hito//wwwowesisussex. gov. uk/freechildsars

or by phoning the Family Information Service on 01243 777807.
Raising the age of participation

Following the change in Government legislation in April 2013 the age to which
all young people in England are required to continue in education and training
has increased to at least their 18" birthday.

This does not mean young people must stay in school. They will able to choose
from:

o full-time education (e.g. at a school or college);

e an apprenticeship or traineeship;

e part-time education or training, combined with one of the following:
o employment or self-employment for 20 hours or more a week;
o volunteering for 20 hours or more a week.
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Provision for Post 16 students other than at University or in Higher
Education

The County Council has a statutory duty to secure sufficient suitable education
and training opportunities to meet the reasonable needs of young people in the
County. Young people are defined as those who are over compulsory school
age but are under 19, or aged 19-25 for those children with Special Educational
Needs or Disabilities. The County Council does not have a duty to cater for
higher education (HE) students at universities. The responsibility for HE
planning sits with the Higher Education Funding Council for England (HEFCE).

Ensuring the supply of places meets demand can be managed in a number of
ways including:

e building new facilities;

e supporting providers to extend and/or relocate if necessary to allow
for expansion;

e supporting providers to work in partnerships within areas to
collaborate to meet future demands through effective transition
planning.

In making decisions the County Council mainly works with schools, but also
with providers offering different types of provision, including:

Schools with Sixth Forms;

Special Schools with post 16 provision;

General Further Education Colleges;

Sixth Form Colleges;

Private Training Providers including Apprenticeship Providers; and
Out of County Independent Specialist Providers.

The County Council works closely with the EFA and the Skills Funding Agency
(SFA). The physical capacity of colleges is measured using the SFA’s floor
space utilisation methodology within the ‘Supplement A to Circular 02/20 -
Guidance of College Property Strategies’ and used partly as a basis for funding.

Private training providers develop their own property strategies and make
investments in their buildings and facilities. Currently, there are no public
capital funds for private training providers who deliver post 16 provision in West
Sussex.

Learner Numbers and Summary of Travel to Learn Patterns

Future 16-18 learner numbers are based on historical trends of progression to
post 16 provision from the Year 11 cohort, historical travel to learn patterns and
progression from Year 12 to Year 13. It should also be noted that young people
can, and do, join courses at any time between the ages of 16 and 18 and, in
the case of some flexible college and private training provider’s, at any time of
the year. 16-18 learner numbers can be unpredictable as they are subject to
changes in the economic climate, e.g. reduced employment and training
opportunities, Government policies such as Raising the Participation Age (RPA)
and young people being placed in the county by social care services in other
Local Authorities. RPA now places a duty on all 16-18 year olds to remain in
full-time education, an apprenticeship or job with training or volunteering with
training until they are 18.
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RPA expects Local Authorities to encourage and enable young people to
participate in education or training and to support the re-engagement of those
who are not participating. However, placing a duty on 16-18 year olds doesn’t
necessarily mean they will all engage.

Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) Strategy

A Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) Strategy has been co-
produced with education, health, early years, voluntary sector and parent
representatives. The Strategy aims to provide high quality local education
provision for children and young people with SEND in West Sussex and optimise
value for money from the High Needs Block of the Dedicated Schools Grant.

The objectives of the Strategy are:

e to ensure that children and young people with SEND are, where
possible, welcomed and included within their local mainstream
education setting;

e to ensure that local mainstream and special provision is effective, of a
high quality and delivers good educational outcomes for children and
young people with SEND.

e to build a model of educational provision and support in West Sussex
which enables young people with SEND, wherever possible, to live and
go to school/college locally; and

e to deliver an offer that is sustainable and cost effective now and into
the future and takes due account of predicted demand.

The Authority provides a range of provision for children and young people with
SEND including in mainstream schools, special support centres based in
mainstream schools, special schools and services for pre-school children with
special educational needs or disabilities. The aim for each child is to meet his or
her individual needs in the most inclusive learning environment.

In response to parental views, the Authority will make arrangements for each
child who has a Statement or an Education, Health and Care Plan to ensure
that:

¢ the school can meet the child’s particular special needs; and
e this is compatible with the efficient education of other children and the
efficient use of resources.

Alternative Provision

Pupils can be out of school for a variety of reasons: health, following permanent
exclusion from school or having been directed to off-site education to improve
his or her behaviour. There is a range of provision for such children and young
people under the Authority’s ‘case management’ arrangements. These can
include individual tuition, group tuition, on-line learning, vocational training at a
college of further education, planned physical activities and/or placement in a
pupil referral unit.

There are 292 full time equivalent places at the West Sussex Alternative
Provision College, mainly for pupils who have experienced significant
behavioural difficulties.
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A further 92 full time places are commissioned with the Further Education
Colleges for Key Stage 4 pupils who would benefit from a vocational pathway.

Schools Access Initiative

The County Council has a strategy to develop a pattern of secondary schools
that have the additional facilities to support the needs of pupils with disabilities
across West Sussex. Primary schools have also been identified within each of
these secondary schools’ catchment areas, to provide similar facilities enabling
continuity of education within a locality. Other schools will be helped wherever
possible to provide for the needs of pupils with disabilities living in their area, in
accordance with their duties under the Disability Discrimination Act. In support
of this inclusive approach, the County Council seeks to use its Capital
Programme to improve the accessibility of its schools for children, parents, staff
and visitors.

Further information can be found by following the link on page 14.
Planning School Places and Locality Working

In order to carry out effective pupil place planning West Sussex, in line with the
Department for Education’s requirements for pupil forecasting and school
capacity, is split into planning areas, or sometimes referred to as locality
groups of schools. These are based on the geographical areas defined by the
secondary school’s catchment area and the feeder schools aligned to them.
There are currently 24 planning areas in West Sussex. Any decisions on
changes to education provision, such as the expansion of one or more of these
schools, are discussed on a regular basis with the headteachers and, where
necessary, the relevant diocesan representatives within these planning areas.
Further detailed information on any proposed changes, or additional provision
within these planning areas, can be found in the District and Borough
commentaries section of this document.

Projected School Population

Pupil numbers are rising and are likely to continue to do so. This will be
significantly affected by population demography, together with the proposed
timing, size, tenure and location of future housing developments. Whilst the
increases are not consistent across the County, some planning areas have
experienced a 1% or more year on year increase in pupil numbers. The growth
of pupil numbers in the primary sector in the last seven years, is now beginning
to affect the number of children seeking a place in secondary schools across the
county.

Short term and long-range forecasting methodology

Forecasting pupil numbers is reliant on accurate birth data. Birth data is
collected by the Office for National Statistics (ONS) by electoral ward. Data on
pupil movement trends is collected from the School Census and examines pupil
movement between schools, localities, in and out of the county, and between
educational stages i.e. transferring from primary, including infant/junior, to
secondary school. These trends are combined with birth and housing data in
order to create pupil projections or forecasts. These pupil projections allow the
County Council to commission adequate educational provision to ensure that
every child who requires a school place is offered one.
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Although school place demand is based on planning areas, or localities, there is
no direct link between the number of children living in a particular area and the
number of school places available there. This is because, when it comes to
applying for a school place, parents/carers are under no obligation to apply for
their nearest school and could instead express a preference for a school outside
of their town, borough/district or county, or choose home schooling or
independent provision for their child.

The County Council has recently acquired new statistical analysis software that
will be used to further enhance the current projections model. This software is
used by a number of other Local Authorities and supports the annual
forecasting returns which have to be provided to the Department for Education.

Where possible, the County Council strives to meet parental preferences.
Analysing historic pupil movement trends enables the planning of school places
to take preference patterns in an area into consideration. West Sussex County
Council's pupil planning is effective in this regard and for September 2016, the
County Council was able to offer a place at a preferred school to 97% of
reception applicants, 98.5 % of junior applicants and 97.6% of secondary
applicants. Pupil movement trends also allow the County Council to understand
whether there is a significant movement of pupils in a particular area.

New Schools

The County Council considers that new primary education provision should be
located within housing developments that are large enough to support their own
provision. School provision should be within reasonable walking distance of the
homes of all pupils served by the new provision, with safe (preferably
segregated) routes for journeys on foot or bicycle and related to public
transport. Wherever possible, new school provision should be located in
proximity to other community facilities, as part of a focus for new development.

Similar principles apply to the location of new secondary provision, where a
more peripheral site may be acceptable so that the school’s playing field forms
a buffer between urban and countryside areas. In sympathy with the principles
of “sustainable development”, the impact of new housing development should
be addressed by the development itself. This means that where additional
school places are required as a consequence of development, the cost should
fall on the landowners and/or developers, by way of financial contributions.

Any new school sites required should be provided, fully serviced and free of
charge, by developers. A financial contribution should also be made to meet the
cost of the additional school accommodation. Such contributions are sought
through the local planning authority’s development control process. The County
Council expects contributions to be made from all developments which will
create a shortfall in capacity (at primary and/or secondary schools), or where
capital investment would enable a school to admit additional pupils within its
existing buildings.

Other large developments, and the cumulative impact of several small
developments in some areas, may require additional places at existing primary
schools.
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It will also be necessary to address the need for secondary school places
associated with major developments in the county, which may involve new
schools or expansions to existing schools.

Further information can be found by following the link on page 14.

When seeking contributions in relation to new housing developments that give
rise to an increase in the population above the available 95% capacity of
schools in the relevant planning area, contributions towards the cost of
providing the necessary additional buildings will be sought.

Developer contributions will be applied to all age groups within the Local
Authority services where no existing accommodation is available.

Academies and Free Schools

An academy is a public funded independent school (not maintained by a LA),
accountable to the Department for Education (DfE) and funded directly by the
Education Funding Agency (EFA). Academies have freedoms to set their own
pay and conditions of service for staff, are free to deliver the curriculum as they
see fit and can vary the length of school terms and the length of the school day.
Academies must follow the same admissions guidance, exclusion processes and
meet the statutory processes for pupils with Special Educational Needs and
disabilities (SEND), however they may set their own admissions criteria.
Academies are inspected by OFSTED using the same framework as other state
funded schools.

The Council works closely with the Regional Schools Commissioner to ensure all
new school proposals are supported by academy trusts that understand the
needs and aspirations of the community.

Free Schools

A Free school is an all ability state funded school set up on a not for profit basis
and can be set up by groups like:

Businesses;

Academy Trusts;
Charities;
Universities;
Independent Schools;
Teachers; and
Parents.

A Free school has the freedoms of an academy; however, teachers in free
schools do not necessarily need to have Qualified Teacher Status (QTS.) Free
schools are funded on a comparable basis to other state funded schools and are
inspected by OFSTED. Free schools cannot be academically selective. They have
to take part in locally co-ordinated admissions so applications follow the same
process.

Free schools (including University Technical Colleges (UTC) and Studio schools)
are not defined by size or location; they can be primary, secondary, post-16 or
all-through schools as there is not a one size fits all approach. They are able to
teach a post 16 curriculum. Free schools can be located in traditional school
buildings, offices or other buildings for example, church halls.
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West Sussex currently has two free schools, Chichester Free School catering for
the 4-19 age range and The Gatwick Free School in Crawley for the 4-16 age
range. If approved by the Secretary of State, this type of school is fully funded
both in terms of capital and revenue by central government and outside Local
Authority control. West Sussex County Council is continually investigating what
opportunities might exist for additional Free Schools in West Sussex.

Links to further information:

bito:/Jwww wesisussex,gov.uk/frsechildcars

hiips/Jwww wesisussex,gov.uk/education-children-and-familirs/

Bttos:/Jwww.nao orguk/wo-content/veloads/ 2013/03/10089-001 Capital-
funding-lor-new-schoal-places.ndt

hitps://www. westaussex. gov.uk/roads-and-fravel/ information-for-
developers/section-1068-planning-obbgalions/
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OVERVIEW OF SCHOOL ORGANISATION, TYPES AND CAPACITIES

The map below shows the locations of the schools in West Sussex
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Overview of Schools

The table below shows how the schools in West Sussex are currently structured

School Type S}’[(aege Age Year Group
EYFS 4+ R
Infant 1 5+ 1
First * ks 2
Primary 7+ 3
Junior 2 g: g
10+ 6
Intermediate 11+ 7
3 12+ 8
Secondary 13+ 9
Secondary 4 14+ 10
15+ 11

*In September 2017 the first, intermediate and secondary arrangement will no longer apply in West Sussex

Number of Schools

There are 297 publicly funded schools for pupils aged 0-19 in West Sussex (up
to 25 for those with Special Educational Needs/Disabilities) with a wide variety
of governance arrangements and sponsors. Below is a summary of the provision
across the County and information relating to individual establishments can be
found within the district/borough commentaries in which these schools are

located.
Overall
Phase Type of School Total Total
Nursery Maintained Nursery Schools 4 17
Nursery Classes 13
Community 99
Primary Voluntary A?ded (Church of England) 28
(including Voluntary Aided (Catholic) 15
First. Infant Voluntary Controlled (Church of 47
and ,Junior) England)
Foundation 1
Academy 38 228
Community 13
Voluntary Aided (Church of England) 2
Secondary | Voluntary Aided (Catholic) 4
(including Voluntary Controlled (Church of 5
intermediate) | England)
Academy 16
Foundation 1 38
All Through Free School 2 2
Community Primary 3
Community Secondary 4
Special Community All Through 3
Foundation All Through 1
Pupil Referral Units 1 12
Total All Schools 297
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Number on Roll (NOR) October 2016

Schools are required to complete returns giving the number of pupils on the
school’s register each term. The numbers in the table below are those from the
start of the academic year (based on the autumn census provided by the DfE).
The numbers in infant, first and primary schools do not include reception age
pupils who may have deferred entry until the spring or summer term, the
intermediate school in West Sussex has been entered into the secondary
schools figure.

There are 111603* pupils aged 2-18 years in state sector schools in West
Sussex as at October 2016 including nursery classes and Pupil Referral Units.

Phase Number Pupils Capacity/ Planned

Places
Nursery Schools 4 413 n/a
Nursery Classes 13 420 n/a
First 6 909 972
Infant 23 5618 6252
Junior 19 6918 8627
Primary 180 49923 50465
Intermediate 1 414 498
Secondary 37 44115 51412
Free Schools (all through) 2 1097 2040
Special Schools 11 1627 1617
Pupil Referral Units 1 149 n/a
Totals 297 | 111603 125483

*Taken from the Autumn Term School Census
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COMMENTARIES BY DISTRICT/ BOROUGH COUNCILS
Introduction

The County is divided into seven Districts and Boroughs within which there are
eight planning authorities including the South Downs National Park. These
broadly relate to the catchment areas serving clusters of secondary schools but
do not match our 24 locality areas perfectly. However, for the purpose of
monitoring pupil numbers and determining the basic need in a particular area,
they provide the most helpful framework for pupil place planning at a strategic
level.

The information below is in two sections, short term (first five years) and longer
term (up to 15 years), and sets out how West Sussex County Council is
planning to provide for the educational needs relating to each District and
Borough Council area, incorporating the eight planning authorities. There is a
greater level of certainty in the short term, with many of the proposed schemes
already coming forward. However, this document seeks to give an indication as
to possible requirements, in order to mitigate future planned development in
the longer term.

Whilst the information provided concentrates on starting school years,
Reception for primary and infant schools, Year 3 for junior schools and Year 7
for secondary, it is recognised that pupils can apply to be admitted to any year
group at any time throughout the academic year.

Funding to support these projects will include Government grants and
contributions from developers.

DISTRICT and BOROUGH LOCAL PLANS
LOCAL PLANS HOUSING PROPOSALS NOVEMBER 2016

Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) must prepare and maintain an up-to-date
Local Plan for their area covering a 15 year period. The LPAs in West Sussex are
at different stages of Plan preparation. There are key stages that every
authority needs to undertake when preparing a Local Plan. These include:

Early consultation (Regulation 18);

Pre-Submission Representation Period (Regulation 19);
Submission;

Public Examination;

Proposed Modifications - if required by the Inspector; and
Adoption.

The County Council is preparing Strategic Infrastructure Packages (SIPs) to set
out the improvements required to enable the provision of County Council
services to meet the needs of new strategic development. The SIPs reflect the
County Council’s statutory responsibilities including education provision. The
SIPs will, or have, informed the preparation of each LPA’s Local Plan and
supporting evidence including the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).

The table below sets out which stage in the Plan preparation process each of
the LPAs reached in January 2017.
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District & Borough Commentaries

District/ . Number of
Borough Most Recent Plan Preparation Stage Date homes a_nd
plan period
Local Pian Submitted to the Secretary of 3609 homes
# y October 2016 2011-2031
Shoreham Harbour Joint Area Actien 1450 homes
Adur Plan being prepared by 2011-2031
ADC/BHCC/WSCC (968 in Adur,
400 in Brighton
Revised Draft for Consultation December 2016 — and Hove)
- February 2017
(Regulation 18)
Local Plan Submitted to the Secretary of 11020 homes
State January 2015 2011-2030
Arun Inspector’s recommendation to suspend
Local Plan examination for 12-18 months
- likely to result in revised housing July 2015
numbers
7388 homes
Chichester tocal Fian adopted July 2015 2012-2029
At least 5100
Crawley Logal Flan adopted December 2015 homes
2015-2030
Horsham At least 16000
Local Pian adopted November 2015 homes
2011-2031
Mid-Sussex Local Plan Submitted to the Secretary of August 2016 13600 homes
State 2014-2031
4596 homes”
2014-2032
South Downs iocal Plan Preferred Options consultation | September/ *requirement
National Park | (Regulation 18) October 2015 across the
whole National
Park Area
Cors Strategy adopted 2011 3200 homes
2010-2026

Worthing

Consultation (Regulation 18) - likely to
result in revised housing numbers.

May/June 2016

WSCC Planning and Transport Policy Team

January 2017

A key to the abbreviations used in tables on the following pages can be found

below:

Key to School Type and Status

Type

Status

Other

First

F

Infant

Intermediate

IN

Junior

Primary

Secondary

W|o|(—

Academy

Community

Foundation

Free School

Voluntary Aided (Church of England)

sSIBmx]|>

Voluntary Aided (Catholic)

VAC

Voluntary Controlled

VvC

Number on Roll

NOR

Published Admission Number

PAN
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ARUN DISTRICT
Education in Arun

There are 36 primary schools in Arun district and six secondary schools, of
which five have post 16 provision. The district is broken down into four planning
areas, Angmering, Barnham/Westergate, Bognor/Felpham and Littlehampton
(localities) and the schools are divided into these areas in line with their
geographical location.

The need for primary school places depends on the local child population. An
increase in the pupil population in the district has led to an increasing demand
for school places and this trend is predicted to continue for the foreseeable
future. Looking at the severity of demand in recent years the birth rate alone
does not reflect the increase in starting/transferring school applications
received. These increases are partly due to inward migration and an increase of
pupils from the existing housing mix in the area.

This demand is not likely to be evenly spread across the district due to the
geography of the area therefore, some localities will experience greater
pressure than others.

Angmering — primary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
primary places in the reception year across all primary schools in the locality
(PAN) compared with the actual number of pupils starting school that year. A
negative figure shows a shortage of places. A locality is deemed to be full when
capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year R | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 263 267

2012 268 262 6

2013 268 279 P RS

2014 298 269 29 90%

2015 298 285 13 Q8%

2016 298 263 35 88%

' We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

Primary pupil numbers in the locality are predicted to continue to rise in line
with the national forecasts. Primary age provision across the locality have been
or are planned to be expanded to cater for the demand. Regular meetings are
held to monitor pupil numbers and identify ways to cater for rising pupil
numbers in the future.

The table below details the projects we have or plan to undertake in order to
cater for the increase in pupil numbers in the locality. It also shows, where
known, details of applications submitted to the DfE for sponsors to open
additional education provision to cater for the increase in pupil demand.
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;enirmlzl:é‘:dd/ Additional
School roposed Project provision New *New
__prop . Type provided/ PAN | Capacity
implementation roposed
date prop
St_WlIfrld s RC 2011 Perman_ent 5 places per year 20 140
Primary expansion over 7 years
Additional Cohort
East Preston 2015 Bulge class of 30 for 7 years n/a n/a
Infant 2016 Perman_ent 30 places per year 90 570
expansion over 3 years
Eas_t Preston 2018 Perm an_ent 30 places per year 90 360
Junior expansion over 4 years
New Primary New Free 30 places per year
Academy 2019 School over 7 years 30 210

*new capacity for permanent changes to schools PAN will take 3,4 or 7 years to be fully implemented
depending on the school type as the school(s) only admit pupils into year R or year 3 with an increased PAN.
JSubject to approval by the Department for Education.

Angmering - secondary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
secondary places in Year 7 compared with the actual number of pupils starting
school that year. A negative figure shows a shortage of places compared to the
PAN. A locality is deemed to be full when capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year 7 | Surplus places | % of Capacity in use !
2011 252 241 11

2012 252 230 22

2013 252 254 -2

2014 252 253

2015 252 252 0

2016 252 252 0 3G

! We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

The increase in the cohorts in the primary schools is beginning to impact on
the number of available places at the secondary provision in the locality.
Expansion of The Angmering School will be required to cater for the continued
demand for places.

The table below details the projects we have undertaken or plan to undertake
in order to cater for the increase in pupil numbers, in the locality.

Year project
School co::?pillzzd/ Project Additional provision | New *New
implementation Type provided/ proposed PAN | Capacity
date
School able to offer
2017 n/a additional places for Year 7
The . pupils within existing n/a n/a
Angmering accommodation
School
**5018 Perman_ent 18 places per year over 570 1350
expansion 5 years

*new capacity for permanent changes to schools PAN will take 5 years to be fully implemented as the
school(s) only admit pupils into Year 7 with the increased PAN.
** Depending on consultation outcome.
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Barnham/Westergate — primary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
primary places in the reception year across all primary schools in the locality
(PAN) compared with the actual number of pupils starting school that year. A
negative figure shows a shortage of places. A locality is deemed to be full when
capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year R | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 182 163 19 90%
2012 192 189 3 QR
2013 192 168 24 88%
2014 192 160 32 83%
2015 192 173 19 90%
2016 192 175 17 91%

' We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

Whilst previously pupil numbers in the area have been static, updated analysis
shows, pupil numbers in the locality are predicted to rise in line with the
historical trend for the next five years. The accommodation across the primary
provision will require expansion to cater for the demand. Regular meetings are
held to monitor pupil numbers and identify ways to cater for any potential rise
in pupil numbers.

The table below details the projects we have undertaken or plan to undertake in
order to cater for the increase in pupil numbers, in the locality.

Year project

commenced/ Additional
School roposed Project provision New *New
. prop . Type provided/ PAN Capacity
implementation proposed
date
Ea_stergate CE 2012 Perman_ent 10 places per year 30 210
Primary expansion over 7 years
Existing Primary Permanent Additional 15 - 30
provision, not yet 2018 - places per year tbe tbc
g expansion
determined over 7 years

*new capacity for permanent changes to schools PAN will take 3,4 or 7 years to be fully implemented

depending on the school type as the school(s) only admit pupils into year R or year 3 with an increased PAN.
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Barnham/Westergate— secondary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
secondary places in Year 7 compared with the actual number of pupils starting
school that year. A negative figure shows a shortage of places compared to the
PAN. A locality is deemed to be full when capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year 7 | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 300 275 25 92%
2012 300 278 22 93%
2013 300 275 25 92%
2014 300 260 40 87%
2015 300 273 27 91%
2016 300 243 57 81%

! We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

The current provision of places across the schools in the locality is sufficient to
meet the demand from the cohorts in the primary schools. It should be noted

that the St Philip Howard Catholic High School increased its PAN for 2016 from
150 to 180, although no additional accommodation has been provided by West

Sussex.
. o Wt‘t\ ddddd f| |496
N §:\\§ \\E §‘\E §‘§ %\; §\§\§\ ) ég:an?\a;?mWestergate
§:§ ‘ \§ \\‘Q} %i\ eeeeeeeeeee -2032
\\\?‘\. 5 B o \.“% §?§:‘\\§ \
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Bognor Regis / Felpham - primary provision

In 2014 the Bartons Infant school was relocated onto the new housing
development known as Site 6 as an all through primary. Its corresponding
junior school (Laburnum Grove) also became an all through primary at this time
with the name Bersted Green Primary.

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
primary places in the reception year across all primary schools in the locality
(PAN) compared with the actual number of pupils starting school that year. A
negative figure shows a shortage of places. A locality is deemed to be full when
capacity in use exceeds 95%.
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Arun

Year PAN Pupils in Year R | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 600 565 35 94%

2012 600 653 108%

2013 645 654 3

2014 675 635 40

2015 705 691 14

2016 705 709 0

' We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new

school places published in 2013.

Primary pupil numbers in the locality are predicted to continue to rise in line
with the national forecasts. Primary age provision across the locality have been
or are planned to be expanded to cater for the demand. Regular meetings are
held to monitor pupil numbers and identify ways to cater for rising pupil
numbers in the future further expansion at one or more schools in the locality is
expected to be required for 2018.

The table below details the projects we have, or plan to, undertake in order to
cater for the increase in pupil numbers in the locality. It also shows, where
known, details of applications submitted to the DfE for sponsors to open
additional education provision to cater for the increase in pupil demand.

;e;rmzwg:gt/ Additional
School roposed Project provision New *New
. Pprop . Type provided/ PAN Capacity
implementation proposed
date
Ed_ward Bryant 2013 Perm an_ent 30 places per year 90 630
Primary expansion over 7 years
Rose Green Bulge class Additional Cohort
Infant 2013 of 30 for 3 years n/a n/a
Relocation of
Bartons Infant — Permanent school and change
re-provision of age range from
2014 and infant (YR-Y2) to 30 210
Bartons Primary expansion all through primary
(YR-Y6)
Laburnum Expansion of
} school and change
Grove Junior-—
Permanent .Of age range from
2014 - junior (Y3-Y6) to 60 420
expansion all though primary
Be_rsted Green (YR-Y6)
Primary
Rose Green Additional Cohort
Junior 2016 Bulge class of 30 for 4 years n/a n/a
Nyewood CE 2016 Perm an_ent 15 places per year 90 270
Infant expansion over 3 years
Nye_wood CE 2017 Perm an_ent 15 places per year 90 360
Junior expansion over 4 years
EX|st_|n_g Primary 2018 Perman_ent 30 - 60 places per the tbe
provision expansion year over 7 years
I New Primary 2019 New Free 30/60 places per 30 210
Academy School year over 7 years 60 420

*new capacity for permanent changes to schools PAN will take 3,4 or 7 years to be fully implemented
depending on the school type as the school(s) only admit pupils into year R or year 3 with an increased PAN.
JSubject to approval by the Department for Education.
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Bognor Regis / Felpham - Secondary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
secondary places in Year 7 compared with the actual number of pupils starting
school that year. A negative figure shows a shortage of places compared to the

PAN. A locality is deemed to be full when capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year 7 | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 540 439 101 81%

2012 540 434 106 80%

2013 540 444 96 82%

2014 540 494 46 91%

2015 540 511 29 RIS

2016 540 538 2

! We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

The Regis School was re-built in 2010 as part of the Building Schools for the
Future programme and became an Academy in 2012. An increase to the PAN
was made at this time to cater for the predicted increase in the cohorts seen in
the primary schools. Whilst the number of entrants into the school in 2016 is
close to the PAN, the school does currently have sufficient accommodation to
cater for this need. However we will continue to monitor the pupil numbers in
the locality.

additional places in
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Littlehampton - primary provision

Schools in the locality underwent a change in the provision in 2011 when the
infant and junior schools in the locality were amalgamated to create all through
primary schools. Following this the primary age pupil population stabilised for a
few years. More recently the numbers of children requiring a school place at
primary age has started to rise, due mainly in part to inward migration.
Rustington Community Primary School agreed to increase its intake for
reception-aged pupils in September 2015 by 30 places. Consultation for a
permanent expansion was undertaken in the summer term of 2015 with the
governing body and academy sponsor formally approving the expansion.
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Additional places were still required in 2016 and two schools agreed to admit an
additional bulge class to cater for the demand. Discussions are ongoing in the
locality with the headteachers to determine if further permanent expansions will
be required to meet the continuing demand for places.

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
primary places in the reception year across all primary schools in the locality
(PAN) compared with the actual number of pupils starting school that year. A
negative figure shows a shortage of places. A locality is deemed to be full when
capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year R | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 395 398

2012 405 416

2013 435 442

2014 435 416 19

2015 465 459 6

2016 465 512 -840 109

! We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

Primary pupil numbers in the locality are predicted to continue to rise in line
with the national forecasts. Primary age provision across the locality have been
or are planned to be expanded to cater for the demand. Regular meetings are
held to monitor pupil numbers and identify ways to cater for rising pupil
numbers in the future. Further expansion at one or more schools in the locality
is expected to be required for 2018.

The table below details the projects we have undertaken or plan to undertake in
order to cater for the increase in pupil numbers, in the locality. It also shows,
where known, details of applications submitted to the DfE for sponsors to open
additional education provision to cater for the increase in pupil demand.

;enirmlzl:é‘:dd/ Additional
. provision New *New
School _ proposed_ Project Type provided/ PAN Capacity
implementation roposed
date prop

Arun Vale . .
Infant. Elm Amalgamation | New 3 FE primary
Grove Infant 2011 to form all known as 90 630

nd Conn ht through River Beach
and Lonnaug primary school | Primary
Junior
Wickbourne Amalgamation | New 2 FE primary
Infant and Flora to form all known as
McDonald 2011 through White Meadows 60 420
Junior primary school | Primary
St_Catherlne sC 2012 Perman_ent 10 places per 30 210
Primary expansion year over 7 years

} 30 places per

\éVhlte Meadows 2013 Perman_ent year over 7 years 90 630

rimary expansion
Rustington Permanent 30 places per

} 9 2015 - year over 7 years 90 630
Primary expansion
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;enirmzl;?é‘:dd/ Additional
. provision New *New
School _ proposed_ Project Type provided/ PAN Capacity
implementation roposed
date prop
Summerlea Additional Cohort
Primary 2016 Bulge class of 30 for 7 years n/a n/a
Additional Cohort
St Catherine’s C 2016 Bulge class of 30 for 7 years | "2 n/a
Primary *x 2017 Perman_ent 30 places per 60 420
expansion year over 7 years
1 .
New Primary New Free 60 places per
Academy 2017 School year over 7 years 60 420

*new capacity for permanent changes to schools PAN will take 3,4 or 7 years to be fully implemented
depending on the school type as the school(s) only admit pupils into year R or year 3 with an increased PAN.
** Depending on Consultation outcome.

JSubject to approval by the Department for Education.
Littlehampton - secondary provision

The table below provides historic information on the total number of available
secondary places in Year 7 compared with the actual number of pupils starting
school that year. A negative figure shows a shortage of places compared to the
PAN. A locality is deemed to be full when capacity in use exceeds 95%.

Year PAN Pupils in Year 7 | Surplus places % of Capacity in use !
2011 330 266 64 81%
2012 330 289 41 88%
2013 330 265 65 80%
2014 330 268 62 81%
2015 330 271 59 82%
2016 330 211 119 64%

' We aim to create a minimum 5% buffer as per the National Audit Office report on Capital Funding for new
school places published in 2013.

In 2010 a new 330 place per year of age academy was built to replace the
existing secondary provision. The current PAN of the school is sufficient to cater
for the demand for places. However, the increase in the primary provision will
increase the need to monitor the demand for places in the coming years.

Atotalof 1267
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NET CAPACITIES, NUMBERS ON ROLL & OCCUPANCY LEVELS AT PRIMARY SCHOOLS AUTUMN 2016

Net
A . PAN NOR T
Planning School Name Type Status Ragee Capacity 20?2'“ ozofec
Authority 9€  2016/17

Arun Aldingbourne Primary School P C 4-11 210 30 209
Arun Barnham Primary School P A 4-11 315 45 310
Arun Eastergate CE Primary School P A 4-11 210 30 136
SDNP Slindon CE Primary School P A 4-11 84 12 65
Arun Walberton & Binsted CE Primary School P A 4-11 210 30 209
Arun Yapton CE Primary School P A 4-11 315 45 266
1344 1195

Arun Bartons Primary School P C 4-11 210 30 208
Arun Bersted Green Primary School P C 4-11 420 60 270
Arun Bishop Tufnell CE (Aided) Infant School | VA 4-7 267 90 267
Arun Bishop Tufnell CE (Aided) Junior School J VA 7-11 360 90 361
Arun Downview Primary School P A 4-11 630 90 481
Arun Edward Bryant School P A 4-11 630 90 563
Arun Nyewood CE (Aided) Infant School | VA 4-7 270 90 255
Arun Nyewood CE (Aided) Junior School J VA 7-11 360 90 320
Arun Rose Green Infant School | C 4-7 270 90 269
Arun Rose Green Junior School J A 7-11 390 93 384
Arun South Bersted CE Primary School P A 4-11 210 30 201
Arun Southway Primary School P A 4-11 630 90 614
Arun St Mary's Catholic (Aided) Primary School P VAC 4-11 300 45 289
4947 4482
SDNP Clapham & Patching CE School P A 4-11 56 8 64
Arun East Preston Infant School | C 4-7 240 90 219
Arun East Preston Junior School J C 7-11 243 60 246
Arun Ferring CE Primary School P A 4-11 210 30 202
Arun Georgian Gardens Community Primary School P C 4-11 420 60 419
SDNP St John The Baptist CE Primary School P VA 4-11 140 20 141
Arun St Margaret's CE Primary School P VA 4-11 490 70 493
Arun St Wilfrid's Catholic Primary School P VAC 4-11 140 20 139
1939 1923
Arun Arundel CE Primary School P VA 4-11 202 30 196
Arun Lyminster Primary School P C 4-11 210 30 206
Arun River Beach Primary School P A 4-11 670 90 680
Arun Rustington Community Primary School P A 4-11 410 60 478
Arun St Catherine's Catholic Primary School P VAC 4-11 240 30 231
Arun St Mary's CE Primary School P VA 4-11 105 15 100
Arun St Philip's Catholic Primary School P VAC 4-11 203 30 188
Arun Summerlea Community Primary School P C 4-11 462 60 482
Arun White Meadows Primary School P A 4-11 635 90 581
Arun 3137 3142

NET CAPACITIES, NUMBERS ON ROLL & OCCUPANCY LEVELS AT SECONDARY SCHOOLS AUTUMN 2016

Net
Planning School Name by Locality Type Status R:g;e Capacity PA;:)fgpt NOZI(I):)GCT
Authority 2016/17
Arun St Philip Howard Catholic High School S VAC 11-18 1033 150 974
Arun Ormiston Six Villages Academy S A 11-16 823 150 549

1856 1523
Arun The Regis School S A 11-18 1993 300 1449
Arun Felpham Community College S C 11-18 1400 240 1363

3393 2812
Arun Angmering School, The S C 11-18 1486 252 1415

1486 1415
Arun S A 11-18 1900 330 1404

1900 1404

PLANNED PLACES, NUMBERS ON ROLL & OCCUPANCY LEVELS AT SPECIAL SCHOOLS AUTUMN 2016
Planned
A NOROCT
Planning School Name by Locality Type Status ge places OR OC
. Range 2016

Authority
Arun Cornfield SP C 11-16 82 82
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The Arun Local Plan 2011-2031 Publication Version sets out the vision for the
development of Arun up to 2031. The Local Plan was submitted on 30" January
2015 for independent examination. The Submitted Local Plan makes provision
for 11020 houses over the period 2011-2030, which equates to an average of
580 homes per year. This includes the development of strategic sites and parish
housing allocations. The Examination Hearings were held in June 2015 and the
Inspector concluded that the housing needs figure of 845 dwellings per annum
was a more robust figure which should be tested by the Council. The inspector
recommended a period of suspension to allow for Arun DC to re-examine its
Objectively Assessed Housing Need figure and to prepare main modifications to
the Plan to show how the housing needs figure can be met.

The County Council has been working with Arun District Council to assist with
the consideration of options for meeting the most up to date housing
requirement figure. This has involved testing a range of options through the
preparation of the Infrastructure Capacity Study and Delivery Plan, (phase one
has been published on the Arun District Council website). This forms part of the
evidence base for updating the Local Plan. It contains extracts from Planning
School Places 2016 relating to short-term solutions for the schools in the
District as well as a high-level response to each of the identified strategic sites.

The infrastructure study, as well as other evidence base documents, will assist
the District Council with the identification of main modifications to the Plan.
These will be consulted upon and considered by the Inspector in due course.
Further information on the Arun Local Plan can be found at:

hitp://www arynuaov.uk/iocal-plan-examination

Within Arun District, several Neighbourhood Plans are also being prepared.
These identify sites to deliver the parish allocations and where ‘made’, form
part of the statutory development plan for the area. Further information on
Neighbourhood Plans in Arun can be found at:

Bito s/ Jwww. arun.aov. ulk/neiahbourhood-planning
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The graph shows how we believe the pupil population will increase across the

District over the next 15 years.
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Use our contributions calculators to find out how much you may be liable to pay. You
need to add various inputs, such as parking spaces, housing totals, and commercial
floorspace.

Visit our website to download the calculators: www wesisuissax. qov.uk/ 3108,
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Additional needs for services are assessed by calculating the additional population likely
to come from a proposed development.

The figures in the table below show the occupancy rates from Census 2011 (number of
people) per dwelling type and size for open market and social housing. These rates are
used to calculate the additional population likely to come from a proposed development.
For an outline planning application, where the housing mix is not yet determined, the
average occupancy rate is 2.5 persons per dwelling.

Dwelling Size | Occupancy Rate (House) Occupancy Rate (Flat)
1 bed 1.5 persons 1.3 persons
2 bed 1.9 persons 1.9 persons
3 bed 2.5 persons 2.4 persons
4+ bed 3.0 persons 2.8 persons

Exclusions and reductions are as follows.

= Demolished or converted dwellings, excluding those that have been vacant for
five or more years, are subtracted from the gross gain. The population from such
dwellings will be deducted according to the type of accommodation and relevant
occupancy rate, so we are looking for the net increase in residents.

= Demolition of existing bedsit accommodation (with an assumed occupancy of one
person) is excluded for all services except those for children and young people as
it is unlikely that bedsits will accommodate children.

= In Horsham and Mid Sussex districts, a 33% reduction of the additional
population from all social housing units is granted due to the number of concealed
households moving into the development. Concealed households are households
currently living with friends and relatives because they are unable to gain access
to the housing market.

» In the districts and boroughs of Adur, Arun, Chichester, Crawley, and Worthing,
no contributions are required for social rented housing but contributions for other
types of affordable housing may be required.

Last updated: October 2016 Page 1 of 6
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Section 106: Planning Obligations Explaining Contribution Calculations

= Contributions are not sought from developments of sheltered housing for the very
frail elderly or care homes.

We provide a range of services to support older people and people with a disability or
mental health need. These services include day centres, care homes, housing schemes,
and shared use of community facilities. As new development may increase demand and
pressure on existing facilities, we may request contributions for either new infrastructure
or extensions to those facilities.

We have a statutory responsibility to provide education for all children of school age,
normally ages four to 16, and to ensure sufficient nursery education for three- and
four-year-olds in partnership with other sectors.

Our policies for admission of pupils to schools aim to ensure that parents can normally
expect places for their children at the schools serving the area in which they live.

The housing and population characteristics of the wider area will provide a guide in the
assessment of the likely age profiles and additional children arising from the proposed
development. The average standards are set out in the table below.

School Type Child Product

Primary (ages 4 to 11) 25 per 100 dwellings

Secondary (ages 11 to 16) 18 per 100 dwellings

Secondary (ages 16 to 18) 4" per 100 dwellings

We have adopted the Department for Education’s average build cost multipliers with
regional adjustment factors. Where the cost multiplier has not been updated for the new
financial year, the most recent cost multiplier will be used and updated according to the
relevant change in the Royal Institution of Chartered Surveyors’ Building Cost
Information Service’s All-In Tender Price Index.

These cost multipliers are building costs per pupil place, derived from data collected by
the Department for Education (formerly the Department for Children, Schools and
Families) on the actual costs of enlarging existing schools and building new schools. The
cost multipliers include fixed equipment costs and fees but exclude the costs of providing
loose equipment.

The WSCC calculator is used for smaller developments up to and including 500 units
where contributions are sought for the improvement and expansion of existing schools.
Strategic developments of more than 500 homes are subject to bespoke negotiation.

‘Early Years’ provision should be included alongside new primary school sites.
Calculating Contributions

Financial contributions for school infrastructure are broken up into four categories:
primary, secondary, middle, and sixth form. Depending on the existing local
infrastructure, only some or none of these categories of education will be required.

Where the contributions are required, the calculations are based on the additional
amount of children, and thus school places, that the development would generate,
referred to as TPR (total places required). The TPR is then multiplied by the

! For children aged 16-18, the child product is 7 pupils per 100 dwellings, assuming a 100% cohort
survival rate. In West Sussex, however, the average rate for pupils progressing from Year 11 to
Year 12 and 13 is 54%. This, in effect, means a reduction from 7 pupils per 100 dwellings jointly
for the two year groups to 4 pupils per 100 dwellings.

Page 2 of 6 Last updated: October 2016
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Explaining Contribution Calculations Section 106: Planning Obligations

Department for Education’s school building costs per pupil place, known as the cost
multiplier.

= School Contributions = TPR x cost multiplier

The TPR is determined by the number of year groups in each school category multiplied
by the child product.

= TPR = (Number of year groups) x (child product)

Year groups are set out in the table below.

School Type Number of Year Groups

Primary 7 year groups (ages 4 to 11)

Secondary 5 year groups (ages 11 to 16)

Middle 3 + 1 year groups (ages 8to 11 and 11 to 12)
Sixth Form places | 2 year groups (ages 16 to 18)

Child product is the adjusted education population multiplied by the average amount of
children, taken to be 14 children per year of age per 1,000 persons for houses and
bungalow (average figure taken from 2001 Census). For flats and maisonettes, the
average number is five children per year per 1,000 persons.

= Child Product = Adjusted Population x 14/1,000 (or 5/1,000 for flats)

The adjusted education population for the child product excludes population generated
from one-bed units, sheltered and 55+ age-restricted housing, and social-rented housing
on a district by district basis according to supplementary planning guidance, as a nil child
product is assumed for these dwellings.

The cost multiplier is a figure released by the Department for Education. It is a school
building cost per pupil place as at 2016/2017, updated by Royal Institute of Chartered
Surveyors’ Building Cost Information Service’s All-In Tender Price Index.

The cost multipliers are set out in the table below.

School Type Cost Multiplier
Primary £15,558 per child
Secondary £23,442 per child
Sixth Form places £25,424 per child

To find out whether education contributions are required, check the locality table and
education maps on our website: www . wesisLssex. agv.uk/si1086.

Contributions will be sought where necessary towards youth provision and other facilities
such as residential care. Though required for large strategic developments of
500+ dwellings, each development will be considered on a case-by-case basis.
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As recommended by the International Federation of Library Associations and Institutions,
we have adopted standards that relate service provision to population numbers.

The applied average standard is 32m? per 1,000 population, varying from 30m? to 35m?2.
Where a library is unable to meet these standards due to development, a reasonable
contribution will be requested towards the service based on the adopted floorspace
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standards, the library building cost per square metre and the additional population
coming from the proposed development.

For catchment populations up to 4,000, service provision will be by means of mobile
libraries. For populations of over 4,000, the service will be delivered through built
libraries. The type of library will be determined by the size of the catchment population.

Where the best means for the delivery of library services to a new development is a
mobile library, you will be required to provide a suitable parking area (with good links to
the local transportation network and access to a power supply) and/or a proportionate
financial contribution towards the costs of providing and stocking an extra vehicle.

Where the appropriate means for the delivery of library services to a new development is
a built library, you will be required to make fair and proportionate contributions towards

the costs of providing and stocking a new or improved permanent building, including any
necessary land acquisition. Where the existing capacity of a library would not be able to
serve new development, the contribution will be calculated as follows:

= Additional Population x Cost per Head of Improvements to Library Services

The needs of the library service will have to be assessed individually and in context.
Occasionally, more than one feasible way of meeting those needs within our standards
will be identified. For example, improvement of the mobile library service in combination
with an enhancement of facilities at the major library in the nearest town could be an
acceptable alternative to development of a neighbourhood library, on site or nearby, for
about the same overall cost. Therefore, where the library needs of a particular
development proposal may be satisfied equally well by one or more alternatives, you will
be required to contribute towards the most appropriate solution identified by us.

Calculating Contributions

Two methodologies are used for calculating library infrastructure contributions. These
have been locally tailored on the basis of required contributions and the nature of the
library in the locality.

Library infrastructure contributions are determined by the population adjustment
resulting in a square-metre demand for library services.

The square-metre (SQM) demand is multiplied by a cost multiplier which determines the
total contributions:

= Contributions = SQM demand x Cost Multiplier

The square-metre demand for library floorspace varies across the relevant districts
and parishes based on available library infrastructure and the settlement population in
each particular locality.

The local floorspace demand (LFD) figure varies between 30 and 35 square metres per
1,000 people and is provided with each individual calculation.

» Square Metre Demand = (Adjusted Population x LFD) / 1,000

The cost multiplier for providing relatively small additions to the floorspace of existing
library buildings is currently £3,930 per square metre. This estimated figure was
updated by our quantity surveyor for 2013/2014.

Localised cost multipliers have been determined on the basis of the required amount
needed for funding particular library service by the population catchment.

= Crawley: £83.30 per person

= Horsham: £114 per person
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Fire Hydrants

Works may be needed to fulfil our duty to ensure the provision of an adequate supply of
water for fire fighting. Requirements for the provision of fire hydrants affixed to water
mains and the carrying out of other works that are necessary to ensure adequate
supplies of water, in terms of both volume and pressure, may be sought either as
planning conditions or possibly through a legal agreement.

Adequate access for fire-fighting vehicles and equipment from the public highway must
be available and may require additional works on or off site, to comply with Building
Regulation BS5588 Part 5 — 2004.

The locations and spacing of hydrants should conform to guidance given by the Fire and
Rescue Service and, where possible, such locations will be at main roads, feeder roads or
road junctions where they are readily visible.

Full details of the Fire and Rescue Service standards for access roads (including weight
requirements) and for water supplies are available on request.

The installation costs of fire hydrants will also be required on developments as a direct
cost to the developer, as required under the Fire Services Act 2004.

Infrastructure

In addition to fire hydrants, you may be required to contribute towards the provision of
new fire-fighting services or facilities so that we can meet our statutory requirements
and prescribed standards of fire cover for the area, as set out in the Fire and Rescue
Services Act 2004. The costs will be based on the additional population coming from the
proposed development, the cost per square metre of building fire stations, and the
infrastructure improvements necessary to serve the proposed development.

Contributions will be used to finance new fire-fighting equipment and services,
extensions to fire stations or the provision of new facilities or other fire and rescue
infrastructure as necessary. Contributions will be based on:

= Additional population x cost per head of fire and rescue infrastructure
improvements

Only in relation to largest scale new developments, such as possibly a new settlement,
might contributions be required to cover the full cost of providing an entirely new fire
station which is not replacing an existing service. In such cases, it would be expected
that land would be provided free of charge.

Calculating Contributions

The contribution for Fire and Rescue Services infrastructure is determined by the
population adjustment multiplied by the relevant cost multiplier for the provision of
services.

» Fire and Rescue Contributions = Adjusted Population x Cost Multiplier

The adjusted population is the sum of the occupancy rates for the net dwelling
increase with the exclusion of social housing increase.

The cost multiplier is calculated by dividing the total cost of necessary fire and rescue
infrastructure within the relevant division by the projected population for 2016. The cost
multipliers are set out in the table below.

Division Cost Multiplier
Southern (Adur, Arun, Chichester, Worthing) £13 per person
Northern (Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex) £50 per person
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Contributions for waste management services, such as recycling facilities and waste
sites, have not been required since 2011/12. This situation is monitored and
improvements may be considered for the future.

The methodology is based on total access to and from a development.

An infrastructure contribution is required for each occupant or employee provided with a
parking space, as they would be more likely to use the road infrastructure.

A sustainable transport contribution is required for each occupant or employee not
provided with a parking space as they would be likely to rely on sustainable transport.

= TAD = Infrastructure contribution + Sustainable Transport contribution

The infrastructure contribution is determined by the net increase in car parking
spaces, multiplied by our estimated cost of providing transport infrastructure per vehicle.
That cost multiplier is currently £1,000 per parking space.

» [Infrastructure contributions = Car parking spaces x Cost multiplier

The sustainable transport contribution is derived from the net car parking increase
subtracted from the projected increase in occupancy of the development. The
sustainable transport contribution increases where the population is greater than the
parking provided. The sustainable transport figure is then multiplied by our estimated
costs of providing sustainable transport infrastructure cost multiplier (currently £500).

= Sustainable transport contributions = (net car parking — occupancy) x 500

Occupancy is determined by projected rates per dwelling and projected people per
commercial floorspace as determined by us.
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