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MATTER 8G    GATWICK AREA

8Gii   Housing and Environment

This is a joint statement by London Councils and the South London Partnership (SLP), who are ‘hot seat’ participants on the matter.

8Gii.1   Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?

London Councils and SLP have not made representations on housing provision, leaving the London perspective on this to the GLA. However, as the Panel is known to be considering higher levels of housing growth to those in the draft Plan, such considerations should in our view focus on the corridor into south London based on strategic transport routes. Sustainable forms of such growth may include further intensification at the regional hubs, sustainable urban extensions in the part of the corridor between Gatwick, Redhill and Merstham; in this context we note that Reigate and Banstead District is now a DCLG Growth Point.

8Gii.2   Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and

            appropriate?Is it capable of being achieved?

London Councils and SLP have no comment on this, apart from observing that for south London boroughs the London Plan sets a target of 50%, with scope for flexibility regarding local circumstances. Policy GAT3 should be more specific in requiring an adequate proportion of family housing relative to sub-regional housing market demand.
8Gii.3   Is the proposed apportionment of the overall housing provision to the Districts at
            the most appropriate level, taking account of social and environmental factors?

London Councils and SLP have nothing further to add to what is stated under 8Gii.1 above.

8Gii.4   How should the potential of transport corridors, including their relationship with
            adjoining sub-regions and with London, be taken into account in the spatial strategy?

As stated above, the London Councils and SLP position is that this sub-region should not be confirmed in the South East Plan, and that its key Crawley-Gatwick part should be added to the London Fringe. This would enable there to be a clear focus on the transport corridor into London, structured by the Brighton Line railway (which divides into fast and slow lines from south of Redhill into London) and the M23/A23 road route. Together these form the basis for key nodes of development.

The draft sub-regional policies fail to address the issues and potentials which arise. Peak-period capacity on both rail and road spines is a key concern here. In rail terms, the Brighton Main Line route utilisation strategy (RUS) will continue to require joint attention, including the balance between Gatwick and commuter services, together with the effect of enhanced services expected from the Thameslink upgrade. Itis important that an appropriate balance is struck between long distance and local stopping services, in order to ensure that London residents are not disadvantaged by a reduction in local services in order to provide additional path for long distance services In road terms, congestion on the M23, its junction with the M25 and orbitally round the M25, and into south London on the A23 to Croydon, the A217 to Sutton and Merton and the A3 to Kingston and beyond, is forecast to worsen and requires continuing joint mitigating appraisal.

London Councils and SLP believe the key issues under this heading would be facilitated by relating Gatwick and Crawley with the London Fringe, thereby enabling a focused sub-regional relationship on them with South London, rather than in a separate sub-region.

Other links including east-west would be dealt with under generic regional policy.

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

             housing distribution?

Expansion of Gatwick up to the capacity of the existing runway should be provided for. As the key issue here is whether Gatwick is to get a second runway, London Councils and SLP do not see this as a matter for resolution at this time. This is on the basis that the legal agreement that a second runway should not be constructed until after 2019 should stand. The housing impact of a decision in favour of a second runway thereafter would not require dealing with until the post-2016 period. It would therefore seem appropriate to remit this, explicitly, to the first review of the Plan c. 2011 when the matter should be clarified and impacts, including those extending into South London, can be assessed.

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

             properly considered?

8Gii.7   Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT 1)?

London Councils and SLP deal with these sub-matters together, from our perspective.

If the Panel accepts our case and recommends that the South East Plan takes a ‘corridor into London’ focus, and then sees this as a location for a higher level of housing and other development structured along the corridor, London Councils would advocate a sub-regional strategy to ascertain the most sustainable form for such development. This could lead to a revision of Green belt boundaries, in accordance with the Green Belt role of structuring and containing such growth. However, SLP would prefer development to be restricted to the hubs. Designations protecting important countryside would continue.

A clear policy for Strategic Gaps would be an integral part of this, aimed at specifying which gaps are crucial to the role of the Green belt in separating settlements. Gaps between the edge of outer London and communities in the North Downs/Surrey Hills are 
particularly important. The ‘Green Arc’ concept and its partnership working across the regional boundary, including link with the proposed Wandle Valley Regional Park,  should be specified as the vehicle for improving the environmental and recreational quality of such gaps, to increase their value to and appreciation by urban and suburban communities. This is a matter for wider consideration in the London Fringe Sub-Region, Matter 8H.
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