Matter 8G/GOSE (7447)


[image: image1.jpg]GOVERNMENT OFFICE
FOR THE SOUTH EAST




Matter 8G/Gatwick  

Government Office for the South East of England (7447)

Draft RSS for The South East of England -The South East Plan

Examination in Public - November 2006 to March 2007

Written Statement on behalf of HM Government – January 2007
8Gi Role and the Economy
8Gi.1
What is the rationale for and role of this sub-region, having regard to its geography and functional relationships?  

Gi.1.1
Published RPG9 Regional Planning Guidance for the South East (March 2001) explains that Gatwick Airport is the single most important element of the area’s economy, and is of significant economic importance to the Region as a whole (paragraph 12.56). On that basis, we suggest that Gatwick Airport should figure more significantly in the economic rationale for, and role of, the sub-region. Paragraphs 1.1 to 1.6 of Section E9 of the draft sub-regional strategy do not seem to recognise this element sufficiently; the airport is not mentioned at all until paragraph 2.12.
Gi.1.2
The sub-region is also a significant economic focus in its own right, apart from the airport, with substantial retail, manufacturing and other commercial activities, including some company headquarters, operating from this area. For this purpose, the sub-region is defined as much by reference to London, Brighton, and other towns in the region, as to international travel. The RSS might also be improved if its sub-regional analysis and policy gave more prominence to the various economic centres and the relationships between them.  
Gi.1.3
In defining the sub-region’s rationale and role, we would expect to see a more rounded view of “what makes it tick” rather than primarily what might constrain growth. This is not evident from paragraph 4.6.7 of section C or paragraphs 1.1 to 1.6 of section E9. Whilst draft RSS provides a geographical description of the area, we feel it does not succeed in setting out a rationale and a role for the sub-region, and the core strategic vision does not contain enough detail in this respect.  

Gi.1.4
It is important to recognise that the sub-region contains Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (High Weald and Sussex Downs) and a wide range of open countryside, habitats, species and geology  - often stated to be among the ‘main economic assets’ (paragraph 1.5) in providing a high quality environment in which to live and work. We would expect national guidance (for example in PPS7 and PPS9 to inform the spatial choices needed to address the economic and social needs of the sub-region. However, we suggest that this should provide an element of the strategic context for decision-making in the sub-region, alongside reference to other economic assets, rather than being presented as the main consideration. 
8Gi.2
Is the sub-regional strategy an appropriate response to the economic potential and the social and environmental attributes of the area?

Gi.2.1
We note the intention in paragraph 4.6.7 of section C to capitalise on the sub-region’s location in relation to Gatwick Airport, London and Brighton, positively related to the Gatwick Diamond concept. Also, we note the vision in paragraph 1.3 of Section E9 relating to maximising value added by the economy, providing high quality transportation and providing adequate housing and other development.
Gi.2.2
However, in terms of the spatial strategy, we are concerned that much of the wording of paragraphs 2.1 to 2.5 & Policy GAT1 of section E9 seems to concentrate on planning control issues (like strategic gaps and avoiding coalescence) rather than on proactive spatial decisions to support the economy, from which strategic aspects of the proposed sub-regional housing distribution might flow.

Gi.2.3
Similarly, paragraphs 2.10 to 2.16 and Policy GAT4 do not go far enough in setting out a sustainable distribution of the proposed 22,600 jobs (2006-2016) to address economic needs and opportunities (and the employment floorspace provision needed for this) matched to the major employment centres and town centres. 

Gi.2.4
Likewise, a brief explanation of how the proposed sub-regional housing distribution (paragraphs 2.6 to 2.9 & Policy GAT2) meets economic and social needs in a sustainable way would have been helpful.

Gi.2.5
Overall, the sub-regional strategy expects that 22,600 new jobs might be added in the plan period alongside 33,000 new homes. It does not set out how these net additions would alter the balance of the existing stock of homes and jobs, or respond to the level and distribution of demand that is present in the area. Given the sensitivity of growth and environmental issues, more explanation and guidance might be useful.   

8Gi.3
Is Policy GAT4 sufficient to guide LPAs and other stakeholders on the steps that should be taken to foster the future development of the sub-regional economy?

Gi.3.1
We suggest a distribution of net additional employment floor-space and/or jobs, based on evidence of the existing distributions, might be more helpful to LPAs preparing local development documents.

Gi.3.2
A question that arises from the current draft is how, in considering general conformity of DPDs with RSS, the RPB would in the absence of targets advise authorities on issues surrounding major employment or retail proposals.
8Gi.4
Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Crawley, including the role of Gatwick Airport as an economic driver?
Gi.4.1
We suggest the Panel may wish to explore the scope for additional employment growth at Crawley, given its potential for acting as an economic hub in the region. 
· Crawley is a significant destination for commuters, including some resident in the coastal towns, so there is a general issue about the extent to which infrastructure carrying longer distance commuting or alternatively the provision of more local housing in sustainable locations (especially those served by public transport) is capable of matching potential employment growth in a sustainable way.
· The proximity of another significant centre (regional hub) at Redhill-Reigate needs to be taken into account. 

· Crawley’s role is not connected entirely to Gatwick Airport (see paragraph Gi.1.2 above); for example, Crawley is hoping to achieve a 65,000 sq. metre extension to its town centre. 
· At the same time there may be scope for additional airport-associated business growth in the near vicinity of Gatwick, and it might be considered how far this is sustainable. The issues raised must include the capacity of nearby road, rail and other infrastructure, as well as impact on the related expectations for employment, skills and housing. 
· Any housing and/or employment potential of significant locations, including the North East Sector, should be part of this equation, as there may be scope (once airport capacity issues are resolved) for substantial additional housing or mixed development close to the airport.
Gi.4.2
Regarding the airport itself, and with reference to paragraph 4.6.7 of section C of draft RSS, we believe it is inappropriate only to plan for the expansion of Gatwick Airport within the constraints of a single runway. Whilst no final decision has been made about a second runway, we would expect the strategy to be sufficiently flexible and robust to cope with that possibility in the light of the Airports White Paper without prejudice to any final decision either way. If this lack of flexibility has followed through into the strategy, we are concerned that the strategy might fall short of reflecting the role of Gatwick Airport as a key economic driver.
Gi.4.3
With regard to paragraph 4.6.7, whilst we can understand the benefits of diversification (and would commend efforts towards upskilling as part of that) we would wish to be assured that this strategy strengthens rather than weakens the ability of Gatwick Airport to fulfil its role as a key economic driver: the service needs of the airport should be retained as a recognised part of the skills mix that the sub-region requires. 
Gi.4.4
In the light of paragraphs 2.13 and 2.14 of section E9, and since the adequacy of Policy GAT4(ii) to reflect the role and potential of Gatwick Airport is linked to the adequacy of the distribution of housing in Policy GAT2, we also need to be reassured that this relationship is appropriate in the policies of the RSS. 
8G ii 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?  

Gii1.1
According to 2003-based household projections household numbers in West Sussex are projected to grow by 75,000 between 2006 and 2026. It is important to recognise that these are trend based projections and the margin of error will be greater at the sub-regional level than for the region as a whole. We note also that the draft RSS proposals for West Sussex as a whole amount only to 77% of the projected household growth. We would ask the Panel to consider whether the housing provision within this sub-region needs to be better informed by the future housing demand in the relevant housing market areas.
 
Gii1.2
We would also refer the panel to comments in our Statement on Matter 1G relating to aligning demand and supply of labour. 

Gii1.3
We note that the East Kent and Ashford Sub-Region is expected to accommodate 48,000 dwellings between 2006 and 2026 whereas the Gatwick Sub-Region is expected to accommodate 33,000 dwellings over the same period.  Local authorities in the Gatwick area have made the comparison with other growth points in the region (see for example the “Better Balance” report from the West Sussex Councils – conclusion, paragraph 1). We suggest the Panel may wish to consider whether a sustainable case can be made for raising housing requirements in the Gatwick area and  for recognising and investing in this sub-region as a growth area, provided that necessary matching infrastructure and related interventions are assessed to be deliverable.

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

Gii2.1
We understand that Council officers in West Sussex have liaised with districts regarding the countywide analysis of the housing needs survey through DCA.  We understand that the draft report is almost complete and will be circulated to districts before it is finalised. We understand that the latest picture around West Sussex authorities in the Gatwick sub-region is as follows: 

· Mid-Sussex - 30% on all sites (no threshold) with commuted sums on sites of 1-4 units;

· Crawley - 40% on sites of 15+ dwellings. 
· Horsham – Seeking 40% on site thresholds of 15 dwellings and, in settlements of below 3,000, 40% on 5 dwellings or more. 
· Chichester – Seeking 40% on sites of 10+ dwellings and 20% on sites of 5-10 dwellings.

Gii2.2
In the light of these different approaches, we would wish to be reassured that any agreed policy recognises the need for flexibility to reflect local circumstances, for example:

· Where a blanket target might choke off the general supply of open market housing in areas of weak housing demand; 

· Where a blanket target might undermine the creation of mixed and socially inclusive communities in areas of weak housing demand by adding to the number of low-income families in those areas;

· In areas of particularly high market demand where a more challenging requirement might help support creation of mixed and socially inclusive communities.

Gii2.3
It would be helpful if RSS could ensure that in principle no distinction should be made in the application of affordable housing policy between general open market housing and the more specialist sheltered housing and retirement accommodation market sector.

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?

Gii3.1
This must be a matter for the Panel to advise on in the light of circumstances and available evidence but we do have some areas of concern. 

Gii3.2
Given that the West Sussex Structure Plan was only recently adopted (25th October 2004) we are looking for some stability and continuity to 2016 so as not to undermine proposals already in the system.

Gii3.3
There is a need to support the urgent preparation of development plan documents to address past under-performance in housing delivery in Mid Sussex, so we would appreciate the Panel’s advice on how strategic locations named in the adopted West Sussex Structure Plan can be carried forward to support plan-making.

Gii3.4
If investment needs to be secured to facilitate growth already planned, there needs to be certainty that existing strategic commitments such as East Grinstead, West of Crawley and West of Horsham are carried forward by RSS. 

Gii3.5
To add to that certainty, RSS guidance on the importance and relative priority of the  East Grinstead Relief Road (because some options may cross county boundaries) and the M25/M23 junction would be welcome.

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)?  

Gii4.1
We are aware that development close to the strategic trunk road and motorway network has the potential to cause congestion by local trip-based traffic, thereby undermining the strategic purpose of these networks for long distance travel.

Gii4.2
We would be concerned if the distribution and implementation of housing development were to lead to more long-distance commuting and other journeys by car, particularly to employment locations outside the sub-region (because we want to ensure that the labour-force is available first to support the sub-regional economy and Gatwick Airport). 

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

Gii5.1
Until the potential of a second runway at Gatwick Airport is resolved, land which would be needed for such development, or land which would be within restrictive safety, noise and pollution zones, should not be developed for housing. This is in line with the Air Transport White Paper which calls for land to be safeguarded for a wide-spaced second runway.  Whether or not this limits the capacity of Crawley Borough to accept additional development must be a matter for the Panel’s advice but we would expect all reasonable options to be explored.

Gii5.2
Expansion of Gatwick Airport can be expected to place increased demands on the labour market that in turn may lead to increased demand for suitably located housing. We need to be reassured that the distribution of housing through RSS will meet any such requirement in a sustainable way and that it will be deliverable with minimum risk of issues emerging to thwart such development.

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

Gii6.1
Green belt should be a long-standing designation for the life of the RSS. Therefore, we would expect to see consideration given to the need for a review of green belt boundaries, if necessary, during preparation of the RSS that would then last the life of the RSS and provide greater certainty to the community and development industry.

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

Gii7.1
We understand the desire of local planning authorities to seek to maintain the separate identities of established settlements and communities. However, we suggest this principle can be addressed at the local level by way of objectives for core strategies, site allocations DPDs, and the application of countryside policy (PPS7)

Gii7.2
We are concerned that the establishment of fixed boundaries within which more stringent policies may apply might undermine the rural economy in those areas (see comments on policy CC10b).
8G iii Infrastructure and Implementation
8Giii.1 
Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered?

Giii.1.1
It is not clear that the capacity of the transport system, the deliverability of improvements, or the balance between management and investment have been adequately considered in determining the scale and location of growth. We wish to ensure that in preparing their LDDs, LPAs are not put in a position whereby proposals to meet housing and other strategic development requirements are deemed unrealistic because of infrastructure constraints (see PPS12, paragraph 4.9 and Annex B paragraphs B1 to B14). 
Giii.1.2
As a guide to where opportunities exist in terms of the rail network the following observations from the Department for Transport rail division are of relevance:
· The proposed implementation of the Brighton Main Line Route Utilisation Strategy to reduce crowding and provide a quality airport service is at consultation stage. The DfT will consider best ways to regulate loadings more appropriately across all services.

· The Thameslink upgrade programme has received planning consent.  This will ensure that all Thameslink trains are 12-cars long on all services north towards Central London and Bedford and south to Brighton.

· A full review of the Southern services will be undertaken when the franchise is renewed; currently due for 2009. This will also take into account requirements recommended in the Sussex and South London Route Utilisation Strategies – both to be developed shortly by Network Rail.

Giii.1.3
The Regional Transport Board’s proposed programme of interventions to 2016 provides a good indication of a credible road and local transport scheme programme to 2016. Rail Schemes were not included in the RFA budget.
Giii.1.4
It is not apparent that a realistic view of transport management and investment, as informed by delivery and funding authorities, has been taken in determining the distribution of growth. In particular, the “reduce, manage, invest” approach, as promoted in the Regional Transport Strategy, does not appear to have been applied. 
8Giii.2
Are the proposals in the Implementation Plan (including for social and green infrastructure) clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy? What are the priorities? 

Giii.2.1
We would wish to be assured that:

· Infrastructure priorities are clear and justifiable;

· The Implementation Plan is aligned to Circular 05/05 guidance on planning obligations with regard to infrastructure provision; and 

· The development strategy for the sub-region does not rely on unrealistic expectations about the prior provision of infrastructure that cannot reasonably be provided  through planning obligations,and other developer contributions, or from  government funding programmes,
Giii.2.2
The Implementation Plan provides a useful indication of a range of investment projects that would contribute to addressing particular problems and/or deliver the spatial strategy for the sub-region. It does not, however appear to prioritise projects, provide specific justification for the inclusion of individual projects, or propose a shaped programme of interventions related to anticipated funding or deliverability. 
Giii.2.3
For transport major projects the Government will look to the Regional Transport Board to provide advice on a prioritised programme of interventions for regional road and local transport schemes (which include rapid transit schemes). The current Implementation Plan does not appear to be consistent with recent RTB decisions/RFA, an example of this is the A24 Horsham to Capel scheme which is programmed for 2011-16 in the RSS but not programmed by 2016 in RFA submission to government.
Giii.2.4
For the railways, Regional Planning Assessments, Route Utilisation Studies and the High Level Output Specification should provide the framework for assessing the deliverability of the schemes proposed in the Implementation Plan. Note that the implementation strategy of the Brighton Main Line Route Utilisation Strategy is not yet agreed.
� According to PPS3 (paragraph33) the Government’s latest household projections and the needs of the regional economy (having regard to economic growth forecasts) should be taken into account in determining the level of housing provision at the local, sub-regional and regional level.
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