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Matter 8G – GATWICK AREA
Sub-Matter 8Gii– Housing and Environment
1. 8Gii.1 Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?
1.1. Housing provision for the Gatwick Sub-Region proposed in the South East Plan is not adequate to support the Sub-Region’s economic growth potential.  District-level figures for Crawley and Mid-Sussex are above projected household growth, but those for Horsham and Reigate & Banstead are significantly below (see Appendix, Table 1). The overall housing figures for Crawley, Horsham and Mid-Sussex are little different from those of the West Sussex Structure Plan, based on RPG 9, (an increase of some 75 dwellings per annum) and the overall target for Reigate & Banstead is lower than that of the Surrey Structure Plan (by 32 dwellings per annum).
1.2. This approach reflects a general concern about the South East Plan (which Pegasus has highlighted in representations on the Plan and in other statements to the Examination-in-Public): that housing proposals in areas with potential for economic growth are often offset by lower housing figures outside these areas, even within the same districts.
1.3. The growth potential of the Sub-Region was recognised in previous regional plans, associated with the growth of Gatwick Airport and new town development at Crawley. In PPG 9, it was included (with the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley) as part of the economically buoyant Western Policy Area.  It includes a Regional Hub and Gateway in the South East Plan and one of eight ‘Diamonds for Investment and Growth’ in the Regional Economic Strategy. The ‘Gatwick Diamond’ accounts for some 350,000 jobs; has a GDP of around £10 billion; includes the sixth largest airport in the world at its centre; has motorway and rail links to the centre of London, the UK and Europe; and has connections to all points of the compass and easy access to global markets”
.
1.4. To maintain and develop its economic potential, the Gatwick Sub-Region will need to accommodate significantly higher housing figures, towards the much higher overall regional figures that are indicated by economic forecasts and housing projections. Pegasus has proposed alternative regional housing allocations, which are summarised for the Gatwick Sub-Region in Appendix 1 (Tables 1 and 2).
1.5. In recent years, there is evidence that parts of the Sub-Region have not been achieving the long-term rates of growth that are envisaged in the South Plan – especially in Crawley.  The Examination-in-Public has heard evidence that job growth at Gatwick Airport has been below expectations and that the growth of jobs in the area has been less than the growth of the labour force. Housing completions in Crawley have also been well below the targets of the Structure Plan and the South East Plan (Appendix, Table 1).
1.6. The South East Plan includes an interim forecast of 22,600 additional jobs in the Sub-Region between 2006 and 2016. Subsequent analysis (Scenario 7) by Experian Business Strategies (EBS)
 shows projected employment growth based on the RSS housing proposals to be some 4,300 more than an employment forecast controlled to short-term migration trends, but some 7,100 less than an employment forecast controlled to long-term migration trends.
1.7. For the region as a whole, and in most sub-regions, employment forecasts controlled to short-term population migration trends are higher than those based on the long-term migration trends and higher than employment forecasts controlled to the RSS housing proposals. Potential surpluses in labour supply arising from the RSS housing proposals – when compared with employment forecasts based on short-term migration trends – are, however, also projected for the Milton Keynes & Aylesbury and South Hampshire Sub-Regions.
1.8. A small surplus in labour supply (of some 800) is also implied by comparing forecasts of labour demand and supply from the ‘Scenario 7’ studies of EBS (based on the RSS housing figures)
.  Using the more optimistic assumptions of the Cambridge Economics (CE) report
 about productivity growth, economic activity and other factors that may reduce labour demand and boost labour supply, the projected surplus in labour supply against job growth is some 18,600 for the period 2006 to 2026.
1.9. It is difficult to reach clear conclusions from all the conflicting evidence of the various forecasts. In an area that has achieved high rates of growth in the past and has continuing potential for economic growth in the future, it is misleading to place much emphasis on job forecasts that have been constrained to short-term trends in population migration. Forecasts of surplus labour supply are less cause for concern than the predicted labour shortages that appear in most parts of the region, when RSS housing proposals are applied to economic forecasts.
1.10. Available labour supply is an important pre-condition for economic investment in an area.  Estimates that recent increases in labour supply have exceeded job growth or the findings of long-term employment forecasts that have been constrained to short-term population trends are not good reasons to limit future housing supply. There are greater dangers in applying policies of restraint in areas of economic opportunity.  (Similar apply in relation to the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley Sub-Region.)
1.11. A particular problem that has afflicted Crawley in recent years is uncertainty about the future expansion of Gatwick Airport. The Air Transport White Paper
 left open the question of a second runway, whilst expressing a preference for the ‘wide-spaced option’, because the Government did not wish to overturn an agreement between BAA and West Sussex County Council that prevents its development before 2019 (and because of uncertainties about a third runway at Heathrow).
1.12. The effect of this continuing uncertainty is to prevent residential development in Crawley’s North East Sector, which has resulted in a significant drop in housing completions since 2001. The draft LDF Core Strategy for Crawley accepts that the North East Sector will not be available before 2019 and proposes that sufficient land will be available for housing from ‘other more sustainable sites’ to meet housing requirements in the short and medium term, including the Three Bridges Corridor. The Core Strategy also states that ‘the construction of the new neighbourhood at an average annual rate of 300 dwellings per annum combined with continued delivery of sites from within the built up area may result in higher rates than required by the South East Plan in the later stages of the South East Plan period.’

1.13. Because of these medium to long-term questions about housing land supply in Crawley, there is a need to look for future housing opportunities more widely within the sub-region. Pegasus has proposed that Crawley should accommodate an additional 3,000 dwellings and that there should also be additions to the South East Plan housing figures for the Gatwick Sub-Region of some 2,700 in Horsham, 3,800 in Mid Sussex and about 700 homes in Reigate & Banstead (Appendix Table 2).  These proposals recognise that a proportion of the Sub-Region falls within the High Weald or Sussex Downs AONB, that significant growth should be concentrated at Crawley and that more emphasis needs to be placed on other urban areas within the Sub-Region including those in Horsham and Mid Sussex.  Pegasus agrees with Policy GAT2 (ii) that housing numbers should be distributed across smaller settlements to meet local needs.
2. 8G.2 Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy GAT3)?  Is it capable of being achieved?
2.1. One of the anomalies of the South East Plan is that there is an overall regional target for the provision of affordable housing in Policy H4 and sometimes – but not always – a sub-regional policy.  Policy H4 sets an overall regional target of 25% social rented housing and 10% other forms of affordable housing. Policy GAT3 sets an overall sub-regional target for The Gatwick Area of 40%, although ‘Local Development Frameworks should specify relevant thresholds, type of provision, and the percentage of provision by type and site, as justified by housing needs studies’. Paragraph 2.9 of Section E9 notes that ‘data sources have differing survey dates and typically look five years ahead…’
2.2. There are evidently problems of housing affordability in the Gatwick Area. The Core Strategy for Crawley states that Crawley has the largest affordable housing need in West Sussex, although Mid Sussex has one of the highest ratios of lower quartile house prices to lower quartile incomes (6th in the region)
.  However, the solution is not simply to increase the proportions of new housing that are provided as affordable housing but to tackle the problem of affordability in the wider sense by increasing the overall supply of housing. There is also a danger that too high a ratio will discourage the release of some sites for housing, as landowners hold on to their land in the hope of a change in policy.  This is especially true when a high proportion of sites is expected to be small, brownfield sites that will have high site development costs. The Annual Monitoring Report for West Sussex shows a high reliance on ‘unidentified previously developed sites’ especially in Mid Sussex.
2.3. Affordable housing targets are difficult to apply at the regional or sub-regional levels, as they fail to reflect local needs assessments, land values, the costs of planning obligations and the viability of developing sites in different areas, and they are not consistent with the need to increase substantially the overall supply of housing to influence the affordability of all housing. Significantly lower percentage targets for affordable housing are implied by the need to increase the overall supply by some 40% in the region as a whole and by some 50% in this Sub-Region. However, such policies can only be framed effectively in Local Development Documents.
2.4. PPS 3 includes a number of prescriptions in relation to Regional Spatial Strategies and affordable housing, including:
‘Regional Spatial Strategies should set out the regional approach to addressing affordable housing needs, including the affordable housing target for the region and each housing market area.’

(Paragraph 28)

‘In determining the local, sub-regional and regional level of housing provision, Local Planning Authorities and Regional Planning Bodies, working together, should take into account:

· Evidence of current and future levels of need and demand for housing and affordability levels based upon:

· Local and sub-regional evidence of need and demand, set out in Strategic Housing Market Assessments and other relevant market information such as long term house prices;

· Advice from the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (NHPAU) on the impact of the proposals for affordability in the region;
· The Government’s latest published household projections and the needs of the regional economy, having regard to economic growth forecasts;

· Local and sub-regional evidence of the availability of suitable land for housing using Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments and drawing on other relevant information such as the National Land Use Database and the Register of Surplus Public Sector Land;
· The Government’s overall ambitions for affordability across the housing market, including the need to improve affordability and increase housing supply
· A Sustainability Appraisal of the environmental, social and economic implications, including costs, benefits and risks of development. This will include considering the most sustainable pattern of housing, including in urban and rural areas;
· An assessment of the impact of development upon existing or planned infrastructure and of any new infrastructure required.’
(Paragraph 33)
2.5. Affordable housing targets for regions, sub-regions and housing market areas should, according to PPS 3, be based on a wide range of information. This information includes Strategic Housing Market Assessments and the advice of the National Housing and Planning Advice Unit that were not available to SEERA when preparing the South East Plan, as well as information that should have been given more attention, such as household projections and economic growth forecasts. However, such information should lead to assessments that can be expressed in cardinal figures, rather than a percentage target which is more relevant in the development control policy of a Local Development Document, when it should be adapted to local circumstances and qualified according to site-specific issues and requirements.
3. 8G.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?
3.1. Pegasus’s views on overall housing provision for the Gatwick Area and its apportionment to the four Districts is contained our answer to 8Gii.1 and Appendix 1 (including Tables 1 and 2).
4. 8G.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)?
4.1. The Sub-Region is an International Gateway with the second busiest airport in the UK and the sixth busiest in the world.  It is a regional hub at the intersection of three regional spokes carrying radial and orbital movements. It has a pivotal position on the national transport network with train lines running direct to London and the M23 connecting the Sub-Region with the M25 and the Channel Ports.
4.2. The Gatwick Sub-region also has important, modern public transport infrastructure, with rail services to London and the South Coast via Crawley; the ‘Gatwick Express’ rail service which connects the airport with central London every 15 minutes throughout the day; and ‘Fastway’, a new guided bus service in the Crawley/Horley/Gatwick area.
4.3. The ‘Gatwick Diamond’ has been identified by the Regional Economic Strategy as an area of economic opportunity partly because of its potential for further sustainable growth through targeted investment in infrastructure, strengthening transport links which in this area are already better than in most parts of the region. The Sub-Regional Investment Framework also focuses mainly on transport improvements.
4.4. The potential of these transport corridors and links, and investment in their improvement does not feature as prominently in the Spatial Strategy as might be expected.  The achievement of some transport improvements should be considered with the strategic planning of development within a co-ordinated spatial planning framework. Currently this seems to be limited mainly to the definition of hubs and spokes.
5. 8Gii.5 How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?

5.1. The White Paper ‘The Future of Air Travel’ published in 2003 considered the need for further runways at Stansted and Heathrow airports greater than at Gatwick. It also concluded not to overturn the 1979 agreement between BAA and West Sussex County Council, which prevents the development of a second runway at Gatwick before 2019.  However, the White Paper proposed to keep open the option for a wide-spaced runway at Gatwick after 2019.  This continuing uncertainty has caused problems in the delivery of housing in Crawley, as it prevented development of the North East Sector (see paragraphs 11 to 13 above).
5.2. At the Examination in Public for Matter 1G (Economy and Jobs), the Panel was told by the District Councils’ representative that job growth in the Gatwick area had been less than the growth than the labour force, and that the growth in airport jobs had been significantly less than the forecast.  The Gatwick Airport Interim Master Plan (2006) acknowledges that the number of jobs clearly attributable to Gatwick’s operation, will not, in 2015 be much different from the total in 1997 (41,000) and will be lower than the peak achieved in 2001.
5.3. The annual number of passengers (currently 33 million) is expected to exceed 40 million by 2015. The job forecast for 2015 is 41,850 jobs (both direct and indirect), which is approximately 1 job per 1000 passengers.  The Gatwick Airport Interim Master Plan indicates that the increase in jobs is not as high as previously expected as Gatwick is characterised by low-cost airlines, which employ fewer staff, and there is increasing use of automated services such as remote check-in.  It states: “The current labour supply in the South East Plan’s Gatwick sub-region is in the order of 165,000, which means that Gatwick-related jobs are equivalent to about 25% of the sub-region’s current workforce.  However, given that around 45% of Gatwick’s employees live outside the sub-region, notably in Brighton area, South London and places such as Redhill, the proportion of the sub-region’s economically active population who currently have airport related jobs is around 14%”.
5.4. Whilst job growth at Gatwick Airport is not as high as previously expected and prospects for long-term expansion of Gatwick Airport remain unclear, it is evident that Gatwick airport underpins the economy of the Sub-Region.  However, Gatwick Airport is not the only economic generator within the Sub-region.  Other industries include financial and professional services, pharmaceuticals and advanced manufacturing.  Policy GAT4 states: “High value added economic growth, and development that seeks to maximise the value added by the sub-region’s economy will be encouraged, as will development that contributes to the improvement in the skills and the flexibility of the local workforce…”
5.5. Even with the uncertainties of expansion at Gatwick Airport, the Regional Economic Strategy has identified the area as one of eight Diamonds for Investment and Growth with ‘the potential to act as a catalyst to stimulate prosperity across wider areas, and offer scope for further sustainable growth based on targeted investment in their infrastructure.’ The economic growth potential needs to be supported by appropriate housing provision, as described in answer to Question 8Gii.1 above.
6. 8Gii.6 Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been properly considered?
6.1. Policy GAT1 seeks to maintain the character, distinctiveness, sense of place and important features of the Sub-Region, which include the Green Belt (and Strategic Gaps).  Unfortunately the approach does not recognise the possibility that reviewing the Green Belt and Strategic gaps, in conjunction with the analysis of development opportunities and the character of settlements could be beneficial in many ways. It is not only that the required housing numbers require consideration of a much wider range of spatial options, including urban extensions. It is also possible that a review of Green Belt policy could make the definition of settlements more effective in the long-term, enhance the quality of the Green Belt and make land available more usefully for Green Belt purposes.
6.2. In the Pegasus statement on matter 2B, we noted the extraordinary non sequitur in the reasoning of paragraph 1.32 in Section D1, justifying the Green Belt policy. After reciting the Government’s continuing commitment to Green Belt and describing the five functions of Green Belt from PPG2, it simply goes on to state that: ‘All of these functions are consistent with the Assembly’s vision for the South East and the Assembly considers that there is no case for any strategic review of Green Belt within the region.’  The fact that PPG2 may be relevant to the South East Region, as elsewhere in the country, is no reason to dismiss the need for strategic reviews of Green Belt.
6.3. The case for strategic reviews of Green Belt – beyond the small scale local reviews through the LDF process described in Policy CC10a – is apparent when a more realistic approach is taken to the region’s development needs over a 20-year period and the possibilities for change are considered in a more positive way.
6.4. Pegasus has explained in representations on the RSS and in other statements to this Examination-in-Public (on Matters 1B,1H and 2A and on other sub-regions) that:
· The scale of housing development needs to be substantially higher to meet future demands, in the light of projected household growth and other information on housing needs; and

· Necessary housing development, at some 40% above that proposed in the draft RSS, will require more green field sites and a much wider range of strategic locations to be considered.
6.5. The scale of housing requirements that now faces the region provides a very clear case of the ‘very special circumstances’ justifying strategic reviews of Green Belt, as described in PPG 2. It is clearly a duty of the RSS (in the absence of structure plans) to indicate where strategic changes may be required in the general extent of Green Belt. Without that strategic guidance, very little change can take place through LDFs.
6.6. The criteria for Green Belt reviews will need to follow PPG 2: to establish where there would be advantages for sustainable development by removing areas from the Green Belt; to outweigh their contribution to Green Belt functions and thereby provide the ‘exceptional circumstances’ that can justify changes to the general extent of the Green Belt.
6.7. Reviews of Green Belt will need to have regard to the ‘permanence’ of its protection ‘as far ahead as can be seen’
 when re-defining its general extent and to the possible need to safeguard land for long-term development within the inner boundary: ‘When local planning authorities prepare new or revised structure and local plans, any proposals affecting Green Belts should be related to a time-scale which is longer than that normally adopted for other aspects of the plan. They should satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of the plan period. In order to ensure protection of Green Belts within this longer timescale, this will in some cases mean safeguarding land between the urban area and the Green Belt which may be required to meet longer-term development needs.’

6.8. Current Government policy is to maintain or increase the overall area of Green Belt land. That approach may require looking for extensions to the Green Belt on its outer boundaries to compensate for the removal of areas from its inner boundaries. Although the concept of compensating for one area in another may appear paradoxical, and it cannot be achieved within the defined boundaries of the London Fringe Sub-Region, there may be justification in the need to maintain a viable depth of Green Belt between settlements, in some cases, which will require a strategic approach going beyond a single sub-region or local authority area.
6.9. The Barker Review of Land Use Planning
 includes recommendations that:
· ‘regional planning bodies and local planning authorities should review green belt boundaries as part of their Regional Spatial Strategy/Local Development Framework processes to ensure that they remain relevant and appropriate, given the need to ensure that any planned development takes place in the most sustainable locations;
· ‘local planning authorities should ensure that the quality of the green belts is enhances through adopting a more positive approach towards applications that can be shown to enhance the surrounding areas…’
6.10. Although that review is still the subject of consultation and has not been endorsed by Government, it includes a clear justification for its recommendations in the analysis of benefits and costs of Green Belts and ways of making them work better. It points out that, as well as the benefits listed in PPS 2, Green Belt can have environmental costs, such as increased commuting distances or degraded land on urban fringes. There are also social costs of restricting housing land supply, as high land prices and high residential densities disadvantage lower-income families in particular.  Economic costs can also result from restricted land supply, as high commercial occupancy costs and other limitations on investment (such as labour supply) reduce competition, innovation and efficiency.
6.11. The planning system needs to balance the benefits and costs of Green Belt against the benefits and costs of development, having regard to the long-term roles of the Green Belt. The South East Plan has not made this balance, as it has limited overall housing provision to comply with maintaining the Green Belt unchanged.
6.12. From the available documentation on option appraisal, it is not clear that the approach identified the economic, social or environmental costs of maintaining the Green Belt intact in the face of economic, demographic and social pressures for higher levels of development.
7. 8Gii.7 Is the approach to Strategic Gaps property justified (Policy GAT1)?
7.1. Pegasus considers Strategic Gaps to be unnecessary additions to Green Belt and countryside protection policies, which potentially add to the restrictiveness of Policy GAT1.  We have addressed the issue of Strategic Gaps more fully in our statement on Matter 2B.  There is a specific problem with Policy GAT 1 that, although Strategic Gaps are identified in the West Sussex Structure Plan, it is not clear in the draft RSS where they are or why they are justified in specific locations. It may be that Policy GAT 1 is, in effect, calling on Local Development Frameworks to identify Strategic Gaps, but this is not clear. There is, potentially, as the Structure Plan is superseded by the RSS, a ‘policy gap’.
7.2. Policy GAT1 does not explain sufficiently the justification for Strategic Gaps nor how they differ from Green Belt. The required increased in housing land supply within the Sub-Region will inevitably entail additional Greenfield sites, including a variety of extensions to existing settlements.  There is danger that the approach to Strategic Gaps in Policy GAT1 will prove too restrictive.  Existing Strategic Gaps should be reviewed, like Green Belt boundaries, in conjunction with reviews of the future role and extent of urban areas, the functions of Green Belt and how they may be best performed in the light of competing demands for development, and the most effective ways to manage land for landscape and nature conservation, public access, recreation and other uses of open land in urban fringe areas.
Appendix to Statement on the Gatwick Area Sub-Region
1. We have compared the Pegasus housing distribution in our alternative Policy H1 with the Roger Tym work for GOSE: ‘Augmenting the Evidence Base for the Examination in Public of the South East Plan’: scaling up to our total requirement of 40,400 dwellings p.a. their alternative distributions of 37,000 p.a., which are based on a demographically-derived total housing requirement (made in advance of the 2003-based household projections). The alternative distributions are based on the following RTP options:

i. in proportion to population (Option C)

ii. concentrated on functional urban regions (Option D) and

iii. in proportion to employment growth (a sub-option that we call Option E)

2. The RTP distributions incorporate the South East Plan’s distribution of 28,900 dwellings p.a. and show alternative distributions above that baseline. They distribute housing down to district level, or part of the district if there are parts in one or more sub-region. They do not go down to settlement level.
3. The Pegasus amendments have applied the proportional distributions of the RTP study, scaled up to a total requirement of 40,400 dwellings, for comparison with the original Pegasus distribution.
4. Comparison of these distributions for districts in the Gatwick Area Sub-Region shows that Pegasus’s proposed housing figures for these districts are:
· above those of the South East Plan;
· lower than the RTP-based scenarios (when up-rated), which imply highest figures for the Gatwick area under the employment-led Scenario E and lowest under the ‘functional urban areas’ Scenario C; and
· fairly close to the RTP pro rata Scenario B
5. These differences largely reflect Pegasus’ view of development opportunities in the Gatwick Area and the prospects of delivering higher housing figures than those envisaged in the South East Plan or in Options B, D and E of the RTP Study. Our preferred approach to allocating the higher housing figures that are required is to distribute them more widely, reflecting the local needs that are indicated by household projections and taking advantage of the widest possible range of development opportunities in the Sub-Region.
6. We have also calculated the land-take required by the proposed Pegasus housing distribution, incorporating the same assumptions that are used in the RTP Study about commitments, urban capacities, windfall sites, densities of new development and the assumption of a 50% net:gross ratio for developable housing area at strategic locations.  Table 2 below shows the additional land requirements of the Pegasus distribution (@ 20 or 25 dph) compared with the RTP estimates of land requirements
.  It suggests requirements for additional greenfield land in all districts in the Sub-Region ranging between 29 hectares in Reigate & Banstead and 165 hectares in Crawley. These figures are in addition to the South East Plan’s estimates of land requirements which range from 2 hectares in Reigate & Banstead to 27 hectares in Mid Sussex.
7. The analysis of land-take based on the RTP Study probably provides a ‘worst-case’ assessment because of the assumption that net housing land comprises only 50% of the gross developed area, which includes undevelopable areas and green infrastructure as well as other land uses. However, in our view, the South East Plan seriously underestimates future requirements for new housing land in the Gatwick Area, which is partly the result of adopting too low a figure for housing requirements overall and partly the result of an excessive reliance on brownfield sites within urban areas, which cannot provide the necessary flexibility to respond to the need for much higher rates of house building.
8. The consequence of not addressing the sub-regional need for new housing land in the Regional Spatial Strategy will be an inadequate response in Local Development Frameworks to the need to identify and plan strategic locations for the expansion of existing settlements and new communities, in conjunction with detailed reviews of Green Belt boundaries.
P:\CIRENCESTER SHADOW FILES\CIR.P.0320 SOUTH EAST RSS EIP\Miscellaneous\Matter 9D_Rest of East and West Sussex_notes.doc
Table 1: Comparative Housing Figures
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West Sussex (part) 1,882 1,689

Crawley 7,000 350 350 500 10,000 4,000 388 126

Horsham 12,400 620 460 160 800 16,000 14,000 611 581
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Table 2: Alternative Housing Distributions
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