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Sub-Matter 8G:  Gatwick Area

Q8Gi. 1  What is the rationale for and role of this sub-region, having regard to its geography and functional relationships?
· The importance of Gatwick Airport is paramount to the sub-region’s economic prosperity. This should not be taken for granted and every effort should be made to expand the airport to meet demand.  This is not reflected in the Plan and there are no provision made for a possible second runway at Gatwick Airport.
Q8Gi.2  Is the sub-regional strategy and appropriate response to the economic potential and the social and environmental attributes of the area?
· The economic potential of a second runway at Gatwick Airport has not been considered and is a huge omission.  Consequently, the impact on the social and environmental attributes of the area is incomplete.

Q8Gi.3  Is policy GAT4 (page 334) sufficient to guide LPAs and other stakeholders on the steps that should be taken to foster the future development of the sub-regional economy?
· Sussex Enterprise endorses policy GAT4.  However, GAT4v states’ the continued functioning of Gatwick Airport as a business airport’ but it should also include the necessary provisions if Gatwick became a two runway airport during the Plan’s lifetime.

Q8Gi.4  Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Crawley, including the role of Gatwick Airport as an economic driver?
· The draft Plan does not address the consequences of a possible second runway at Gatwick Airport post-2019.  The Plan does not consider the impact of a second runway at Gatwick Airport on factors such as economic growth, housing, employment, transport, environment etc.  It is a significant omission which would potentially have a devastating impact on economic growth.

· Please see our comments at Q3.5 regarding this.
Q8Gii.1  Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?
· The sub-region has a dynamic and prosperous economy.  It is vital to maximize the sub-region’s economic potential and it is crucial to provide adequate housing to meet the needs of the economy.  Sussex Enterprise endorses the Vision and growth at 3% per annum between 2006-2016.  With regards to policy GAT2 (page 332), we believe that to best serve the needs of the local economy, there should be levels of housing significantly above the current levels set out in RPG9 developed in those areas likely to see economic growth.  We consider the proposed 33,000 dwellings per annum in the draft Plan to be overly-cautious.
Q8Gii.2  Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (policy GAT3, page 333)?  Is it capable of being achieved?
· Sussex Enterprise endorses policy GAT3 setting a target of 40% affordable housing.  However, our comments regarding the application of affordable housing to some poorly paid private workers (please see our answer to Q8Aii.2) also applies to the Gatwick area.  

· Sussex Enterprise believes that eligibility of key worker and affordable housing schemes should be widened to accommodate some private sector workers who are poorly paid and unable to afford to live locally and support the local economy.  This would help to address the skills gaps within the South East economy.

· Sussex Enterprise is not in a position to say whether or not the target is achievable. 
Q8Gii.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 (policy GAT2, page 332)?
· Sussex Enterprise agrees with the principles behind the apportionment of housing provision in the Gatwick area.   We think dwellings should be developed in those areas likely to see economic growth (likely to be the core of the sub-region in and around Crawley).
Q8Gii.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, page 332 and GAT2, page 332)?
· Sussex Enterprise believes it is not possible to evaluate the full potential of transport corridors in the spatial strategy without looking at the effects of a possible second runway at Gatwick Airport.  We urge the Assembly to address this omission.

Q8Gii.5  How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?
· The Assembly should ensure that the land safeguarded for a possible second runway is protected from other development to 2019 and make this explicitly clear in the Plan.  

· The Plan should include a policy for housing distribution based on a possible second runway at Gatwick Airport post-2019.  Similar projections should include those for employment, transport and employment land if a second runway were to be built. Sussex Enterprise considers the Plan to be incomplete without this information. 
Q8Gii.6  Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been properly considered?
· In terms of environmental sustainability, the Plan should mention that the criteria and designation of AONB were established several decades ago and, since then, there have been some significant changes to the local environment.  This brings into question the suitability of some sites as AONB and the Plan could encourage a re-evaluation of these areas.
Q8Gii.7  Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (policy GAT1, page 332)?
· Four out of ten businesses believe that more land should be unlocked for development and 70% feel that the planning process would not be able to cope with higher levels of development locally.
  
· Sussex Enterprise believes that strategic gaps are not always necessary to keep the individual character of an area.  For example, Brighton & Hove are physically adjoined but each area has its own identity and character.  The artificial separation of communities on social grounds should not be a reason to hinder development.  These areas should be measured on their individual merit to decide whether development is permitted.  It would, therefore, be advisable to caveat this policy by allowing, in exceptional circumstances, developments to encroach on the green belt and strategic gaps where the economic benefits outweigh any environmental impacts.  This would also help to achieve the full remit of South East Plan policies. 

Q8Giii.1  Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk and transport implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered?
· The Plan does not forecast GVA post-2016 and is unable to evaluate the impact of the vision on the number of vehicles on the road in the longer term.  Without this assessment, it would be inherently difficult to evaluate what is needed in the future to cope with traffic demand along Sussex Coast east-west corridor.
· This is particularly important in respect to the draft Plan’s omission of any traffic scenarios if a second runway is developed at Gatwick Airport post-2019.
� Sussex Enterprise Voice of Business Survey 2004
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