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DRAFT SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

MATTER 8G   GATWICK AREA

SUB-MATTER 8Gii   HOUSING AND ENVIRONMENT

Question 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. This question relates to housing distribution by districts and thus GAT2.  Decisions in this regard should in part reflect housing needs within districts, but also economic development issues (e.g.: as in 8Gi.2) and the full range of material considerations that are directly or indirectly embraced in Matters 8Gi and 8Gii, all of which are not specific to individual district boundaries.

2. These material considerations include all functional characteristics of sub-regions including the need to ensure that the full scope of any planned changes to these functional characteristics (e.g.: different and better journeys to work) are not prejudged or pre-empted by firm and fixed housing provision figures in the RSS for administrative districts (because these figures could directly contradict much of the functional planning logic and potential of sub-regions in the first place).  The basis for this arrangement is set out in PPS 11, para 2.27 and 1.13.  Firm and fixed district housing figures in GAT2 would on this basis therefore seem to be premature because, for example, not all journey to work integrated development issues have yet been rigorously assessed within sub-regions and districts.

3. There would seem to be two ways of proceeding mindful of potential problems raised by the apparent need for firm and fixed housing figures in GAT2 (and others like it):

a) For the plan to provide a genuinely broad location for development for what seems to be the most appropriate general growth area within a sub-region bearing in mind functional planning issues etc., (after PPS 11, para 1.17, and assuming just one “broad location” within a sub-region);

b) For the plan to set out an overall additional housing control figure for this broad location;

c) Assuming this broad location involves all or part of two or more administrative districts, for the plan to require a Joint LDD to be prepared for this broad location at the LDF stage of planning;

d) For the RSS to require this Joint LDD to assess and determine which spatial development provisions are the most sustainable and deliverable within this broad location consistent with its overall housing control figure and relevant locational criteria;

	


e) For the RSS to then nevertheless prejudge and pre-empt this Joint LDD exercise by setting firm and fixed district figures as in GAT2;

f) Alternatively, for the RSS to set out indicative housing distribution figures in GAT2 pending their endorsement or alteration at the LDF stage of planning (still consistent with the broad location control figure) as part of a Joint LDD, and in the light of more informed, robust and credible material spatial planning and good delivery information then available.

4. We believe that this choice between e) and f) still remains to be made as part of the new round of RSS and generally applied good practice.  

5. Long established convention suggests option e).  Where districts are not subject to significant growth and/or the need and logic of Joint LDD, firm and fixed figures in policies such as GAT2 are not likely to adversely affect LDF stage assessment and decision-making.  But for growth sub-regions such as this one, PPS 11 para 2.27 and 1.13 suggest option f) should be adopted.  So do the many difficult challenges of achieving good delivery of integrated development in these types of area.  The success of the plan ultimately depends upon these challenges being met.  The RSS should therefore support and adopt option f) wherever there is good reason to do so.  

6. We accept that all of this would seem to be a long way from the question posed, but it serves to demonstrate that the scope of material considerations behind district housing allocations extends well beyond socio-economic and environmental considerations.

Question 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)?  

7. Broad locations for development after PPS 11 para 1.17 should be genuinely broad “broad locations”, not something more detailed and specific that would serve to prejudge and pre-empt more informed spatial planning and good delivery work that can only be done at the LDF stage of planning.

8. What then should be the broad location/s for development in this sub-region?  The choices would seem to be:

a) To concentrate on Crawley because of its status as a Regional Hub;

b) To concentrate on Crawley, but to also extend growth provisions along one or more transport and growth corridors out from Crawley.

9. The second of these options would reflect some existing circumstances and the “diamond” of the Gatwick sub-region.  The first option alone could not take up the total GAT2 growth requirement.

10. In what direction or directions should growth extend out from Crawley?  Existing circumstances, and the scope for sustainable and deliverable additional development, both suggest that this should be northwards.  The reasons for strengthening this transport and growth corridor include:

a) Employment at Gatwick;

b) Functional links with Redhill and Reigate (E9, para 1.2);

c) Existing public transport (rail and bus);

d) The scope to increase accessible public transport (Fastway bus up to Redhill);

e) The need for accessible public transport along this corridor will increase with local and/or M23 road demand management measures;

f) The need for improved public transport to Gatwick is without limit, for both passengers and local residents/airport employees;

g) Regional Spoke status (T3); between the two Regional Hubs of Crawley and Redhill/Reigate;

h) New Growth Point status based on Redhill.

11. Transport and growth corridors east, west and south out of Crawley do not compare in these respects.  Their GAT2 provisions should fully reflect this.

12. The most obvious broad location for development within this sub-region would therefore seem to be one that includes all of Crawley and its immediate environs with scope for sustainable urban extensions, and a transport and growth corridor extending northwards from Crawley to include Gatwick, Horley and up to Redhill.

13. Precisely how far to the north should this broad location extend?  The options would seem to be:

a) To the boundary of the sub-region;

b) Short of this boundary;

c) Beyond this boundary, to include Redhill.

14. Reasons for the latter include:

a) This would better support the purposes of the Regional Spoke that fully extends between the Crawley and Redhill/Reigate Regional Hubs; to divide this relatively short Spoke between two sub-regions and/or two broad locations for development would be unhelpful in this context; to exclude or in some way ignore origin and destination trips of the latter in this context would be perverse;
b) The New Growth Point proposals based on Redhill include extending the Fastway bus up to Redhill.  This recognition reinforces the above point.

c) The functional links between Crawley and Redhill (E9, para 1.2) involve both of these Regional Hubs, not just one of them.  The scope to strengthen these links needs to be fully supported given the urban focus spatial strategy and a) and b) above.

15. Should sub-regional boundaries be altered to correspond with a broad location for development that included both Crawley and Redhill/Reigate?   We accept that the London Fringe sub-region would then have much less geographical coherence from Sevenoaks in the east to Guildford and Woking in the west.  We also accept the need for sub-regions to have at least a reasonable fit with district boundaries, although in this instance we note that Horley, a part of Reigate and Banstead district, is already in the Gatwick sub-region.

16. Ultimately what really matters in this context is the need to make the most of the two Hubs and the Redhill–Crawley Regional Spoke.  A strategic approach to this task is needed.  Administrative district and sub-regional boundaries should not be allowed to frustrate this task in any way.

17. How then to do this?  The ideal would still be for one broad location for development that extended northwards from Crawley to include all of the Redhill/Reigate Regional Hub.  Failing this, provision should be made for clear and effective joint working arrangements at the LDF stage of planning again for all of the same purposes.  But what joint working arrangements?

18. A compromise solution would be to identify two broad locations for development that joined at the sub-regional boundary and extended along the full length of the Regional Spoke, one broad location at each end generously based on one of the two Hubs.  Those behind each of these broad locations should be required to rigorously apply the same sequential order of development.  This arrangement would in theory then support the good delivery of integrated development and transport within the Hubs and between the Hubs along the Spoke, especially if an informed (i.e.: optimum) application of this sequential order at the LDF stage was not prejudged and pre-empted by firm and fixed district allocations in GAT2 (and others like it).

19. The most logical version of a sequential order for this purpose would seem to be:

a) Urban extensions to the Regional Hub that can support both the Hub and the Regional Spoke;

b) Other urban extensions to the Hub;

c) Development in other locations within the broad location that can support the Spoke.

20. The (Joint) LDD at each end of the Spoke would have to rigorously apply this sequential order mindful of whatever housing control figure applied to their particular broad location for development, and mindful of other locational criteria the plan identified after PPS 11, para 1.17.

21. On this basis the boundary of a broad location for development based on Crawley should extend northwards to the sub-regional boundary with the London Fringe (and a broad location based on Redhill/Reigate should extend southwards to this same boundary).

22. Good practice working arrangements for these purposes would seem to be a frequent requirement across the region as a whole judging from the Key Diagram and the number of Regional Spokes crossing sub-regional boundaries.  

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

23. As noted earlier, the need for improved public transport to Gatwick is without limit, for both passengers and local residents/airport employees.  Every opportunity should be taken to improve public transport serving the airport, and the local housing distribution should be fully integrated with this public transport unless there are exceptional reasons to do otherwise.

24. This would be a sound contingency approach.  If Gatwick does not expand, progress would be made in achieving integrated development.  If Gatwick does expand, progress would still be made.

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

25. What has priority – maintenance of existing green belt boundaries, or achievement of the urban focus strategy in the best possible way (e.g.: by allowing for sustainable urban extensions and then corresponding changes to existing green belt boundaries)?  The latter has priority.  How could the position possibly be otherwise?

26. Has all work already been done to assess and determine the best way of achieving the good delivery of sustainable development after the urban focus strategy, work that may include the need to make changes to existing green belt boundaries?  Clearly this is not the case.  Robust and credible decisions of this kind can only be reached at the LDF stage of planning mindful of a whole range of sustainable planning and good delivery issues and concerns.

27. Nothing in the plan should prejudge or pre-empt this work.  Policy GAT1 should be amended accordingly.  At present it reads:

“Development will maintain …the green belt and strategic gaps in the sub-region;”

Question 8Gii.7
Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT1)  
28. The position is exactly the same as for green belt boundaries above.
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