Statement by Crawley Borough Council

Draft South East Plan: Examination in Public

Sub-Matter 8G: Sub Regional Strategy – 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 Local Authorities accept the levels of housing proposed for the sub-region in the context of the regional targets and objectives.  There is also a need to meet local housing needs whilst balancing the need to protect the environment and maintain the ‘quality of life’ for residents.  The proposed level of housing growth is considered to be sufficient to meet the expectations of the local economy and its aspirations to attract high value inward investment.  Indeed, the Cambridge Econometrics study indicates that any further housing provision beyond that proposed in the sub-region could result in an imbalance with employment provision as employment levels at the airport decline as it reaches maximum capacity.
2. Existing provisions included in existing Structure Plans up to 2016 are considered sufficient to meet local economic expectations, including growth at the airport.  These provisions include large strategic greenfield sites as well as complicated ‘brownfield’ sites.  The Councils are working hard to bring forward these sites despite difficulties in establishing appropriate mechanisms to bring forward major infrastructure provision and having to react to Government policy towards the future of aviation and the need to safeguard land.  This Council for example, has brought forward within its emerging LDF Core Strategy the allocation of major brownfield sites to make up the potential loss of provision from the North East Sector, which is currently blighted by the noise shadow reflecting the potential worst case scenario of a new wide spaced second runway.  In these circumstances, it is considered that it would not be possible to both identify and bring forward further sites within the current structure plan period to 2016 to meet any additional housing requirement beyond that already identified.
3. Similarly, considerable work has been undertaken with a view to securing further housing development west of Crawley, at East Grinstead and at Reigate and Banstead, despite the difficulties in bringing forward their implementation relating to site constraints and infrastructure provision.  
4. Beyond 2016,  the current growth levels of 400 per annum would be increasingly more difficult to sustain as the existing infrastructure is unable to meet capacity needs without significant investment , both private and public.  Even if this investment was to be made available, the time scales and practicalities of delivering such infrastructure would indicate that any additional housing requirement up to 2016 would not be possible.  This issue is highlighted and explained more fully in the Roger Tym report.  Housing delivery across the region has fallen below targets due to the obstacles to bring forward sites and the constraints we are working to in the sub-region.  As a consequence, it is considered that despite the efforts made by Local authorities, it is impracticable to expect significantly higher housing growth figures than that proposed in the SEP.
5. The fundamental approach of the sub-regional strategy towards attracting ‘smart’ growth could be seriously undermined by increasing housing growth levels.  Inappropriate growth could result in further encroachment and/or erosion of the quality of sub-regional environmental assets and surrounding peripheral areas.  It is the presence of these areas which play a major role in attracting the ‘smart’ growth sought.   The proposed housing provisions set out in the sub-regional strategy are considered to be at the maximum level that could be accepted, reflecting the high degree of environmental and other constraints 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?  

1. The Council fully endorses West Sussex County Council’s statement  (ref 7246) regarding the justification and achievability of the 40% affordable housing target.

2. From Crawley Borough’s perspective, the town has the largest affordable housing need in the County. Many households within the Borough have low incomes and are unable to access the local housing market.  If not addressed, this shortage will have detrimental implications on the economic and social health of the town. Therefore, an appropriate provision, type, tenure and mix of affordable housing needs to be sought from developments that come forward over the plan period.  In recent years, the Council has successfully secured an affordable housing level of up to 30% from qualifying new residential development, in accordance with the adopted Local Plan policy.  The emerging Core Strategy sets a target of 40% affordable housing from appropriate schemes (15 dwellings, or more, or scheme of over half a hectare or more) with an appropriate tenure split to meet the Borough’s specific housing needs.

3. The Borough has a significant requirement for social rented accommodation and consequently, the Council will expect 70% of the affordable housing provision to be social rented accommodation.  The remaining 30% should be other types of tenure such as shared ownership, discount market renting, key worker accommodation and should consist of a mix of dwelling type.  In exceptional circumstances where the affordable housing can not reasonably be provided on the site, the Council may enter into an agreement whereby finance is made available for provision on another site.

4. The Council’s Affordable Housing Viability Study indicates that a target of 40% is achievable.  Lower levels of affordable housing will therefore be acceptable only in exceptional circumstances where, due to the nature of the site or other demands on the development, it would not be possible to deliver the target provision. Developers will be expected to demonstrate why 40% affordable housing would not be achievable and that there is a proven need for the development.
5. It is important that the provision of affordable housing should be considered in the context of the overall provision of housing.  In line with other arguments presented by the Council to the Panel (including sub-issue 8Gii.3), it is argued that the overall level of housing is accepted as a  maximum for the sub-region.  Therefore, it should not be expected that if the Panel were minded to accept a lower proportion of affordable housing units, that the expected absolute level of affordable housing is met by increasing the overall rate of housing growth.  Should the Panel be minded to consider a lower proportionate provision, this should be on the basis of expecting to secure a lower number of affordable housing units within the sub-region than that currently expected.
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?

1. The Council fully endorses West Sussex County Council’s statement  (ref 7246) regarding the justification for the apportionment of housing to the districts.
2.  It is considered by the Borough Council that the apportionment of housing within Crawley Borough is at the maximum that can be reasonably justified within its boundary.  This reflects the position where there are no significant opportunities for any major further greenfield development beyond the possibility of the North East Sector strategic housing allocation coming forward (2,500 houses).   The NES is currently subject to an article 14 direction preventing the Council from granting planning permission for a new neighbourhood as a consequence of the Governments Aviation White Paper and the remaining possibility of a second wide spaced runway.  

3. Through the work on the sub-regional strategy and emerging Core Strategy,  the Council has identified several opportunities for ‘brownfield’ development which replaces the need to bring forward the NES within the period up to 2018, subject to review and any future announcements by the Government on second runway issues.  This has arisen from ‘one-off’ opportunities to bring forward school sites as a result of PFI development, major town centre provision in tandem with the proposed Town Centre North scheme and the development of the former Leisure Centre site.  The Council in many instances, will be expecting to secure innovative housing design solutions to bring forward such brownfield development, often at high densities well in excess of PPS3 benchmark of around 30 units per hectare.

4. The continued identification of further major brownfield development beyond that identified for the period upto 2018, will become increasingly difficult to secure without undermining the neighbourhood principle and structure upon which the New Town has developed and potentially give rise to ‘town cramming’ and complex infrastructure issues.

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)?  

1. The Gatwick Diamond is partly focussed on the M23/A23 transport corridor and provides the basis for the sub-regional strategy approach towards urban concentration.  The level of housing development accepted is intended to make best use of existing infrastructure and to ensure as far as possible, that new development meets the SEP’s sustainable objectives by providing optimum scope for transport, which is not car based and minimises car use.
8Gii.5
How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?

1. It is considered that should the Government take a decision to progress a wide spaced runway (or a third runway at Heathrow) that there would need to be a complete review of the South East Plan given the economic, environmental and social implications of such a decision.  It would not be prudent or appropriate to offer scenarios at this stage without having a confirmed way forward, given the significant housing numbers and employment provision requirements that would accompany such a decision, as indicated in the Aviation white Paper and the accompanying SERAS background work.

2. However, the Council does believe the SEP and the sub-regional strategies should include policies and initiatives with the aim of ensuring that whatever decision is made by the Government, the sub-regions, particularly the Gatwick sub-region, it is in the best position to react positively.  It is important that a proactive response is made to various potential scenarios, whether or not a new runway is required for Gatwick airport, given that any decisions at Heathrow, and elsewhere to a lesser extent, will have major impacts on business at Gatwick Airport and the local economy.

3. The need for ‘smart’ growth to bring about diversification in the local economy is considered vital in this respect.  The Council believes the Government has a responsibility to ensure that the necessary infrastructure investment is in place to secure such ‘smart’ growth and that the necessary mechanisms are in place to ensure the local workforce is adequately skilled.

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

1. The Council has no comment on this issue.
8Gii.7
Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT1)  

1. The Council supports the approach set out in the SEP and sub-regional strategy regarding ‘local strategic gaps’.  Planning Policy Statement 7: “Sustainable Development in Rural Areas” states that planning policies in Local Development Documents should address the particular land use issues and opportunities to be found in the countryside around all urban areas, recognising its importance to those who live or work there, and also in providing the nearest and most accessible countryside to urban residents. The Draft South East Plan recognises the inconsistency on the application of strategic gap policy and sets out through Policy CC10, the requirement for Local Development Frameworks to identify strategic gaps to protect the character and pattern of development and prevent coalescence.  

2. Policy CH3 of the West Sussex Structure Plan states that strategic gaps should be maintained in the county, including the three gaps surrounding Crawley, in order to prevent the coalescence of settlements.  The Structure Plan also states that District Planning Authorities should review the boundaries of the strategic gaps identified in Policy CH3 taking into account the development requirements of this Plan and local plans and the need to secure the objectives of the strategic gaps on a long-term basis”.

3. Land around Gatwick Airport has been included in the strategic gap as it is subject to considerable pressure from development.  A clear boundary is required in order to prevent the real or perceived coalescence of Crawley, Horley and Charlwood and the airport.  Other larger continuous strategic gaps are in place in order to protect other settlements within neighbouring districts.  Whilst the original idea for a green belt was rejected by the Secretary of State for the Environment, the principle of protecting land from development in order to prevent the coalescence of settlements was included in the 1980 West Sussex Structure Plan and subsequent Structure Plans. The Crawley and Pease Pottage Strategic Gap was defined by the Structure Plan Proposed First Adoption, 1985, and was accepted by the Secretary of State.

4. The Borough Council has carried out reviews of the existing Strategic Gap boundaries in autumn 2002 and spring 2006 with a view to identifying clearly how individual parcels of open land contribute to the objectives of Strategic Gap policy regarding coalescence and maintaining separate identity.  Site surveys have been undertaken reviewing boundaries and these are available as background documents.  The Council believes they do play an important role and are distinct from other countryside policies.  The Council has been successful in protecting sites from development at several appeals.  

5. The only issue of concern from the Council is that the definition contained within the Gap policy as worded would exclude Gatwick Airport given that it does not have a population of 10,000.  This Council considers that the airport should be recognised as a settlement in its own right given the nature of the development at the airport in terms of scale and extent of site with a clear airport boundary.

