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	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. A great deal of new growth, 33,000 homes, is proposed for the Sub-Region over the period 2006-26.  This rate of growth is similar to that of Growth Areas which attract significant Government funding.  Housing planned to 2016 enables appropriate growth of the economy, and the proposed scale of growth to 2026 will continue to enable suitable economic growth.
2. Existing plans make provision for new housing, employment and related development sufficient to meet the Sub-Region’s demographic and economic needs up to 2016 (EiP Ref GAT49).  This includes: growth of Gatwick Airport as currently planned; more general local economic growth; attraction of high value-added inward investment; and new housing.
3. The pressures for development and change have become increasing difficult to accommodate and optimise.  The priority to 2016 is to deliver the substantial amounts of housing and associated development already planned.  There is no justification for increasing the development rates already committed to in this period.

4. For the period beyond 2016, the implications of illustrative future levels and locations of greenfield development were tested in line with the Assembly’s brief.  The testing showed that the proposed level of growth would be very demanding of environmental considerations and infrastructure provision.

5. Issues of delivery, lead-in times, infrastructure requirements, safeguarding land relating to Gatwick Airport, and environmental impact, would render any higher level of growth exceptionally difficult and unsustainable to accommodate in the Sub-Region, and would cast doubt over ability to achieve the Sub-Region’s Vision (EIP ref SEP18).  The Roger Tym report (EIP ref Sr3) supports this argument: “There appears to be the least potential to accommodate additional growth in Gatwick, the London Fringe and the Sussex Coast sub regions, due to a range of environmental and planning constraints” (paragraph 57, summary and conclusions). 

6. The Strategy sets out how to achieve the Vision, including the proposed level of housing, with regard to social, economic and environmental considerations.  It provides a broad indication of where and how further growth may be directed, applying a smart growth approach, and reflecting the high degree of environmental and other constraints in the Area.  This Strategy can enable delivery of the challenging growth set by the SEP.

	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 draft SEP sets a Regional target of 35% of new housing to be affordable (Policy H4).  Considering this approach in relation to the Gatwick Area indicates that if the:-

· regional target were applied to the Sub-Region, it would yield only 11,550 affordable homes (578 per annum); and 

· true need were 2,703 affordable dwellings a year as the analysis suggests (EIP Ref SEP18, with further detail in EIP Ref GAT35, and updated table 4 EIP Ref GAT36) a 35% affordable housing target would require an overall build rate of over 7,700 dwellings a year if it were all to be met by negotiated provision through the planning process. 

2. The gap between need and potential supply is so wide that the planning system alone cannot solve the problem, although it has a useful role to play.  Housing affordability needs to be tackled and funded on a much broader front as part of a wider solution to infrastructure provision.    This should be reflected in the Regional Housing Strategy.

3. In light of the gap between affordable housing need and supply it was felt that a target of 35%, whilst challenging, did not represent the most challenging target that could reasonably be aimed for.  Rather, the local authority partners judged a 40% aspirational target to be appropriate.  This is supported by the findings of the Adams Integra report for the West Sussex Planning and Affordable Housing Group (Affordable Housing Viability Study 2005) which shows that 40% becomes a viable target and should be achievable in locations such as Mid Sussex and Horsham.

4. An aspirational target of at least 40% of total provision of affordable housing should be aimed for as justified by housing needs studies.  LDDs should specify relevant thresholds, type of provision, and percentage of provision on independent types and sites.

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


1. District-level housing distribution scenarios for consultation and testing were formulated following the Assembly’s advice.  Given the Sub-Region’s allocation of 33,000 homes (see Sub-Matter 8Gii.1), and social, economic and environmental considerations, the most appropriate apportionment is proposed.

2. The Strategy (EiP Ref GAT8) was influenced by key strategic development principles.  Detailed analysis indicated how much housing might be built on brownfield land and on allocated greenfield sites under existing policies.  In looking to apportion the housing provision, distributions were tested and consulted upon that:-

· incorporated much more challenging targets for brownfield development in several urban areas.  This included an extra 2,700 homes in Crawley in recognition that Crawley Borough has no significant scope to accommodate further greenfield development within its boundaries;

· appropriately assumed continuing rates of development for small-scale greenfield allocations and the gradual growth of villages and small towns to meet local needs (see Sub-Matter 9D); and

· took account of constraints and potential strategic development opportunities across the Sub-Region.  The broad balance suggested that additional Greenfield development should be divided equally between Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts.

3. The apportionment did not consider specific sites.  The task of formally allocating development sites is entirely a matter for local planning authorities.  In functional terms housing just outside the Area’s boundary could serve the needs of the Sub-Region.  Those Districts which straddle the boundary may have some flexibility in altering the number of houses that are built within or outside it.

	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 Strategy addresses the potential of transport corridors by focusing most development at the Regional Hub and in transport corridors (Policy GAT2i).  This utilises existing capacity, attracts investment in infrastructure and services, and supports the objectives of neighbouring Sub-Regions EiP Ref SEP18.
2. Overall, the Gatwick Area appears to have an excellent transport network including:-

· a major international airport, and links to other international airports;

· links to London via the London Fringe Sub-Region and to the Sussex Coast Sub-Region; and

· links to the Channel Tunnel and south coast ports.

3. There are, however, significant congestion and infrastructure problems that need addressing (see the Sub-Regional Investment Framework transport table submitted by the County and Sub-Matter 8Giii).

4. The strongest links are focussed on the main transport corridors in and beyond the Sub-Region.  The most significant is the heavily trafficked London to Brighton road/rail corridor, which forms the spine of the Sub-Region and supports weaker links east/west at the core and, further north, via the M25.  Links within the Gatwick Area are less well developed. 

Relationship to Sussex Coast Sub-Region 

5. Current economic and travel-to-work links between the Gatwick Area and the Sussex Coast (EiP Ref GAT52) are relatively weak compared with those between the coastal towns.  The Gatwick Area offers no panacea for resolving the Coastal towns’ economic problems.  There is no large labour pool within the coastal towns that could be readily accessed by Gatwick Area employers.  Furthermore, the Crawley/Gatwick RPG Study - Transport Study suggests that peak-hour journey times from the coast to Gatwick will increase. 

6. Improving accessibility to the coastal towns is, however, key to attracting investment to support their regeneration.  Companies on the south coast need to be able to readily reach Gatwick Area markets and beyond.  Therefore, transport improvements within the London-Brighton corridor are important to the regeneration of coastal towns. 

Relationship to South London

7. South London, particularly, would benefit from enhanced access to the Gatwick Area through improved transport networks and services.  If the Gatwick Area, rather than competing areas, is to benefit from any potential labour surplus in South London, then “soft” (rather than land use planning) measures will be necessary, such as cheaper and/or integrated fares.

8. One of the key elements of the London Plan (EIP ref LP1) is that there will be a fair amount of housing in outer London, but not a significant increase in employment opportunities.  Given the amount of housing planned in the outer parts of London in the Alterations to the London Plan, the northern parts of the Gatwick Area Sub-Region could have a pool of additional labour supply from the capital.

9. Each sub-region needs its own distinctive strategy to address its own issues, though co-ordination of complementary opportunities (probably in implementation) should be taken.

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


1. There has been clear advice from the Assembly regarding consideration of growth at Gatwick Airport.  The Assembly’s brief indicates that possible further growth at the Airport beyond that already planned is not an issue to be addressed as part of the Strategy.

2. Should the on-going work indicate that a second runway is needed at Gatwick Airport a review of the Strategy and possibly the SEP is likely to be triggered.

3. In the meantime, expansion of activity at Gatwick Airport to accommodate up to 40 million passengers per annum is already provided for in existing plans and strategies.

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


1. West Sussex County Council supports the comments made by Surrey County Council and Mole Valley/Tandridge District Council on this question.

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


1. PPS7 contains justification for the SEP’s strategic/local gap policies. Paragraphs 24-25 refer to local landscape designations, including strategic/local gaps, noting their relevance where criteria-based policies cannot provide needed protection.

2. SEP policy CC10b provides the regional context for strategic gaps, stating that local authorities may identify them in LDDs where certain criteria are met (see Sub-Matter 2B).

3. Policy GAT1 builds on our long-established practice of defining strategic gap boundaries in association with policy criteria (see Policy CH3 in EiP Ref SP2).  It recognises that the  Sub-Region has particular circumstances that require strategic gaps to protect the environment:-

· the character of the area and its setting;

· the high level of growth proposed for the area;

· the presence of an international airport; and

· a strategy that seeks to focus growth on the main urban areas and transport corridors within the Sub-Region.

4. Policy GAT1 provides a necessary hook on which local authorities shall hang their LDD policies.  Without strategic gaps:-

· edge-of-town development would result in loss of the sense of place through physical development and activity levels that reduce visual separation and the sense of travelling between settlements; and

· the focus on development in transport corridors would be tantamount to ribbon development. 

5. The environment is an economic asset.  Compromising settlement setting and eroding individual identity would counter economic, environmental and social objectives.  Recognising the role of strategic gaps is, therefore, a key component of the spatial approach to development in the Sub-Region.

6. The strategic gap around Gatwick Airport is a special case.  It affords flexibility for responding to changing levels of demand and acts as a buffer between airport/airport related activity and settlements.

7. The presence of a reference to strategic gaps clearly indicates that LDDs need to develop more detailed policy at local level to implement the vision.  Horsham District Council’s LDD Core Strategy Submission Document (November 2005) provides an example.  Policy CP1 and its supporting text is designed to maintain and enhance Landscape and Townscape Character in accordance with Policy CC10b and GAT1 of the SEP.  It is supported by a rigorous review of strategic gap policy and boundaries as directed by PPS7 (Horsham District Strategic Gap Background Document) which resulted in considerable modifications to strategic gap boundaries such that only land necessary to secure the objectives of the strategic gaps was included.
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