8Gii/Barton Willmore (8021 and 8041)

MATTER 8 – SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY
SUB-MATTER 8G – GATWICK AREA
8Gii – HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT
8Gii.1
Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?

1.
The draft RSS fails to set a sufficient target for housing development in the Sub-Region.

2.
The proposed level of housing provision for the Sub-Region is 33,000 for the period 2006 to 2026.  This does not adequately reflect the importance of housing delivery in supporting the economy of the Sub-Region or adequately capitalise on the sub-region’s location in relation to Gatwick Airport, London and Brighton.

3.
It is considered that the proposed housing requirement for Crawley (350 per annum), which lies entirely within the Sub-Region is appropriate.

4.
It is considered that a pro rata increase of 38% on the basic annual requirement for Horsham (620 per annum with 460 per annum in the Sub-Region) should be the minimum required given predictions in household growth, past completion rates, existing constraints and the role of the strategic location to the west of Crawley.  This would result in an increase in proposed house building to 856 units per annum, i.e. 17,120 dwellings between 2006-2026.  Applying the proposed proportion of housing delivery in Horsham within and outside the Sub-Region, this increased figure would result in 633 dwellings per annum to be provided in that part of Horsham within the Sub-Region.

5.
The majority of Mid Sussex lies within the Gatwick Area Sub-Region and 13,800 of the 14,100 dwellings currently proposed in Mid Sussex (2006-2026) lie within that part of Mid Sussex within the Sub-Region.  However, it is considered that the annual average housing provision in Mid Sussex should increase from 705 dwellings per annum (District total) to at least 750 dwellings per annum, i.e. an increase in the total District requirement of 900 between 2006-2026 all of which could be accommodated in the Gatwick Sub-Region.

6.
The southern half of Reigate and Banstead Borough lies within the Gatwick Area Sub-Region.  Of the 7,740 total dwellings proposed in the Borough between 2006-2026, 3,000 dwellings, i.e. 150 per annum are required to be built in the Gatwick Area Sub-Region.  However, the strategic location at Horley (NE and NW sectors) is proposed to deliver 2,600 homes within the plan period.  Therefore, only an additional 400 dwellings (40 per annum) are required in that part of Reigate and Banstead within the Sub-Region.  This is considered to be far too low given the predictions in household growth, past rates of completions, constraints and the identification of Reigate and Redhill as a regional hub and inclusion of the Borough in two Sub-Regions (the north of the Borough is in the London Fringe Sub-Region).  A pro rata increase of 38% of the basic annual requirement, i.e. an increase up to 10,680 total dwellings between 2006-2026 or 534 units per annum, is the minimum increase considered to be required. 

7.
Given the above it is considered that 3 out of 4 of the Districts that are partially within the Gatwick Area Sub-Region, i.e. Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & Banstead do not provide the number of new dwellings that they are capable of under the draft level of housing provision.  As such the proposed housing provision in the Sub-Region does not take full advantage of existing capacity and is therefore inappropriate.

8.
The proposed increase in housing provision in the Sub-Region would support the economy of the Sub-Region and thus the economic strength of the wider South East Region.  The provision of additional housing would also increase the provision of affordable housing providing housing for key workers vital in supporting a successful economy and contributing towards a significant need.  It is also considered that increasing housing provision in the Sub-Region could be successfully achieved whilst protecting the high quality of the environment in the Sub-Region.   

8Gii.2
Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy GAT3)?  Is it capable of being achieved? 

9.
If the overall level of housing provision for a Sub-Region is kept artificially low then, to meet local affordable housing needs, the pressure on LPAs to raise the proportion of affordable housing on new housing sites will increase.

10.
The proposed requirement in policy GAT3 is amongst the highest rates in the draft South East Plan and could act as a discouragement to growth or, at the very least, reduce the ability of development proposals to provide or contribute towards infrastructure improvements in the Sub-Region.

11.
The affordable housing requirement should not be raised above the Regional rate of 35%.  Indeed, the policy should provide a caveat which gives LPAs the option to identify lower percentage rates where local circumstances clearly justify it.

12.
The draft policy states that 40% affordable housing is a target that should be aimed for.  Notwithstanding our view that there should be a clear caveat in the policy, the reference to 40% affordable housing provision as a target is considered to be a sensible approach as various sites within the Sub-Region will have different costs.  Therefore the overall provision of affordable housing on each site needs to be considered in the context of the unique circumstances and costs of each particular site.  For example the emerging AAP for the strategic development at land to the west and south west of East Grinstead sets the provision of affordable housing at 30% reflecting the individual circumstances of the strategic location.  This is in accordance with draft policy GAT3 in that the details of affordable housing provision is dealt with in Mid Sussex District Council’s emerging LDF.

13.
We have demonstrated in our representations to the SEP, the total level of affordable housing provided between 2006 and 2026 could actually be increased by adopting a lower percentage and increasing the total supply.  A greater number of houses built in the Sub-Region would take some of the heat out of the housing market, widen the choice of housing (by providing more housing of the sizes required in particular areas) and provide opportunities to extend the ‘housing ladder’ particularly for those persons on low incomes.

8Gii.3
Is the proposed apportionment of the overall housing provision to the Districts at the most appropriate level, taking account of socio-economic and environmental factors?

14.
The constraint placed on overall levels of new housing development within the sub-region will restrain the provision of housing and is not considered to be appropriate.  The overall level of housing provision for the Sub-Region should be increased.  

15.
Mid Sussex is proposed to take approximately 42% of the housing growth in those Districts and parts of Districts within the Sub-Region.  It is considered appropriate that a significant proportion of the housing growth is allocated to Mid Sussex District as it includes 3 principal and sustainable settlements within the Sub-Region, i.e. East Grinstead, Burgess Hill and Haywards Heath, includes land immediately to the east of Crawley which may also have potential, and is well positioned in terms of significant transport corridors, i.e. the A264/A22 and the London to Brighton rail line.

8Gii.4
How should the potential of transport corridors, including their relationship with adjacent sub regions and with London, be taken into account in the spatial strategy (Policies GAT1 and GAT2)?

16.
North/south transport corridors link the Gatwick Area Sub-Region with the London Fringe Sub-Region and London itself to the north and the Sussex Coast Sub-Region to the south.  The spatial strategy is considered to adequately take account of these linkages by concentrating development at or adjoining Crawley or other main towns within transport corridors.  East/west transport corridors, i.e. the A264 which links Kent to East Grinstead to Horsham (via links to Crawley), are also important in connecting important settlements, such as East Grinstead to Crawley/Gatwick at the heart of the Sub-Region.
17.
Policy GAT2 seeks to ensure that the majority of future development should be in the form of major developments at or adjoining Crawley and other main towns within the north/south and east/west transport corridors.  This is considered to be the most sustainable and correct approach to the distribution of new housing within the Sub-Region.

8Gii.5
How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?

18.
The constraint placed on overall levels of new housing development within the sub-region will restrain the provision of housing in all of the Districts and is not considered to be appropriate.  The overall level of housing provision for the Sub-Region should be increased.

19.
Should Gatwick be expanded to a two runway airport then it is considered the overall level of housing provision will need to be increased further still so as to support growth of the airport and associated economic growth.
  The proposed level of housing provision is not considered to be sufficient even if Gatwick is not expanded.

8Gii.6
Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been properly considered?

20.
The majority of the Sub-Region lies within West Sussex which does not include any land designated as Green Belt.  The only land within the Sub-Region designated as Green Belt lies within the Borough of Reigate and Banstead.

21.
As set out in paragraph 6, north west and north east Horley are already committed housing development sites.  The most sustainable solution for large scale development within the Sub-Region is considered to be the development of previously developed land within the principal settlements and large scale extensions to existing principal settlements, for example the strategic location at land to the west and south west of East Grinstead.  However, we do believe that there is a case to be made for a strategic review of the Green Belt across the region generally to consider whether there are locations for sustainable Green Belt releases at the edges of settlements that could contribute to housing delivery.  The development potential of sites such as Redhill Aerodrome, that lies partially within the Gatwick Area Sub-Region and partly within the London Fringe Sub-Region, should be considered in any strategic review of the Green Belt.

22.
Given the above and notwithstanding national planning guidance relating to development within Green Belts it is considered that the sustainability of developing Green belt land for housing and mixed uses should be considered via a regional review of Green Belt boundaries.

8Gii.7
Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT1)

23.
We object to the identification of existing strategic gaps or the imposition of any new gaps in the Plan.  These designations are planning policy driven rather than being used to protect built and natural resources requiring statutory protection.  The approach to strategic gaps in policy GAT1 could become an obstacle to the delivery of development in the Sub-Region.
24.
We recognise that important aspects of the environment should be protected.  PPS7 makes clear that the quality and character of the countryside should be protected, and where possible enhanced.
25.
Strategic Gaps help provide the impression of space between settlements.  This role is important in maintaining overall character of the Sub-Region and preventing the coalescence of settlements and thereby maintaining the separate identity of settlements.  However, the prevention of coalescence of settlements is dealt with by criterion v of policy GAT1.

26.
Some existing strategic gaps will inevitably need to be redefined as a result of the strategic locations proposed in the Sub-Region.  The design of development, appropriate siting and landscaping can ensure that the role of strategic gaps in preserving sufficient space, and the impression of space, between settlements is maintained.  In other words in certain circumstances the physical area of a strategic gap could be reduced without a consequential detrimental impact on the role of that strategic gap.

27.
Given the above, it is considered that reference to Strategic Gaps in policy GAT1 is over restrictive and unnecessary.  Therefore, policy GAT1 should be amended to remove reference to Strategic Gaps in criterion 2.
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