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1.0 Introduction

1.1
This non-participant statement has been submitted by Berkeley Strategic to support its representations made on the draft South East Plan (SEP).

1.2 The conclusions of this submission can be summarised as follows.

· The rate of housing provision proposed by the draft SEP for the sub-region is inadequate as it would not contribute to achieving the necessary increase in the rate of housing provision within the South East and would fail to meet the housing and economic development needs of the sub-region.  

· Work undertaken by Berkeley Strategic has identified that capacity exists within the sub-region to provide a further 8,000 homes in addition to the housing requirement of the draft SEP.

· This additional level of development could be accommodated through major development to the south east of Horley (2,000 homes) and east and south east of Crawley (6,000 homes).

· Major development, comprising at least 2,000 homes, could be provided to the west of Southwater as part of the sub-regional housing requirement for Horsham District proposed within the draft SEP.  

· Major development within the sub-region should be located at the main settlements of Crawley, Horsham, Southwater (functionally linked to the sub-region), Horley, East Grinstead, Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill. 

· Of these settlements Southwater is the only settlement not with major growth currently planned within existing local plans or emerging local development frameworks.  Therefore, Southwater should be identified as the next location for major development.  

· The strategy for the sub-region should not allow development to be planned in locations where the delivery of development could be delayed in part or in whole by the continuing uncertainty in relation to the potential expansion of Gatwick Airport.   

2.0
“8Gii.1
Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?”

2.1
Policy GAT2 proposes that an average of 1,650 dwellings per annum be provided within the sub-region over the period 2006-2026, equating to a total of 33,000 additional dwellings.  This level of provision represents a broad continuation of the existing planned rate of housing provision within the sub-region.  This position is set out at paragraph 19 of the further advice of West Sussex County Council to SEERA dated December 2005 regarding the Gatwick Area Sub-Region and the Rest of West Sussex.

2.2
This level of sub-regional housing growth, and that proposed overall for the South East region, manifestly fails to meet the identified housing needs of the sub-region and is inconsistent with the Government’s housing supply agenda.  On the basis of the 2003 based household projections, the average annual rate of housing provision within the South East will need to increase by approximately 28% during the SEP period in order to meet the projected level of additional households by 2026.  

2.3
The continuation of the existing planned rate of housing provision proposed by the draft SEP within the sub-region would not contribute to achieving the necessary increase in housing provision within the South East.  

2.4
The sub-region currently benefits from a buoyant economy, which has the potential to expand significantly during the SEP period, particularly if the expansion of Gatwick Airport were to go ahead.  However, the economic growth potential of the sub-region is being constrained by high house prices, which are above the regional average, a consequent shortage of affordable housing and a restricted labour supply.  It is therefore considered that the Gatwick Area sub-region should be regarded as a priority location for an increased rate of housing provision to support the housing needs and economic growth potential of the region and the sub-region.

2.4
Work undertaken by Berkeley Strategic has identified that capacity exists within the sub-region to enable a significant increase in the proposed level of housing provision without impacting upon the key environmental assets of the sub-region as identified within the draft SEP, such as Strategic Gaps and the Green Belt. 

2.5
Berkeley has undertaken a comprehensive assessment of the constraints to development around the main urban areas within the sub-region and has identified locations where major development could take place in a sustainable manner which accords with the guidance of PPS3 and which is consistent with the spatial strategy of policies GAT1 and GAT2 of the draft SEP.  The potential development locations identified would be capable of delivering a level of housing development which is significantly higher that that proposed within the draft SEP.  

2.6 Potential locations for large-scale sustainable housing and mixed-use development have been identified to the west of Southwater (at least 2,000 homes), east and south east of Crawley (6,000 homes) and south east of Horley (2,000 homes).  

2.7 Having undertaken an analysis of housing supply within the sub-region it is evident that major development to the west of Southwater could be brought forward to meet the additional housing requirement for Horsham District arising from the draft SEP proposals.  However, the locations to the east and south east of Crawley and south east of Horley could be brought forward to deliver a higher level of housing development than currently being proposed within the sub-region by the draft SEP.  

2.8 Development in these locations could deliver an additional 8,000 homes within the sub-region, and would increase the overall level of housing provision within the sub-region from 33,000 homes to 41,000 homes.  This would represent a 24% increase in the housing requirement for the sub-region and would represent a significant step change in housing delivery.  In addition to supporting the economy of the sub-region and meeting housing needs, this higher level of housing growth could also provide additional investment in infrastructure, such as the extension of the Crawley Fastway, and in doing so help to bridge the infrastructure funding gap.

3.0
“8Gii.2
Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy GAT3)?  Is it capable of being achieved?”

3.1
Given the significant unmet and projected affordable housing needs of the sub-region, an increase in the level of affordable housing being sought, above the current target rate of provision, is regarded as being justified.

3.2
However, it is considered important that the target 40% figure set out within Policy GAT3 is treated as a target by local planning authorities in the preparation of their Local Development Documents.  In accordance with PPS3, the SEP should set out that in the preparation of local development documents local planning authorities should establish a plan-wide target for affordable housing provision having regard to economic viability of affordable housing provision and an up to date Strategic Housing Market Assessment.

3.3
If affordable housing targets are set at the local level and are based on a sound local evidence base it is regarded that the affordable housing targets should be deliverable and that a SEP target level of provision of 40% is reasonable.  

4.0
“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.” 

4.1 Section 2 of this statement sets out why, having regard to socio-economic and environmental factors, it is considered by Berkeley that the level of housing provision proposed within the sub-region is manifestly inadequate.  It follows therefore that the proposed apportionment to the districts does not represent the most appropriate level.  

4.2 Additional housing capacity has been identified by Berkeley at potential large-scale development locations within Mid-Sussex District (6,000 homes) and Reigate & Banstead District (2,000 homes).  This additional housing could be provided within the environmental capacity of the sub-region and assist in the delivery of additional housing, including significant affordable housing, and infrastructure to maintain and enhance the buoyant economy of the sub-region.

4.3 This additional capacity should be reflected through the adjustment of the sub-regional housing requirement for Mid-Sussex District (+6,000 homes) and Reigate & Banstead District (+2,000 homes). 

5.0
“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)?”

5.1
Berkeley supports the approach taken within Policy GAT2 to the spatial distribution of new development.  The approach taken within the draft SEP of distributing the majority of development to the main towns within the main north/south and east/west transport corridors is considered as being a sustainable approach to determining the location of development and one which accords with the guidance of PPS3.  
5.2 The main transport corridors in the sub-region are the A23, A24 and A264 road corridors, the London-Brighton railway and London-Chichester railway.  The main settlements within these corridors are Crawley, Horsham, Southwater (functionally linked to the sub-region), Horley, East Grinstead, Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill.  In accordance with Policy GAT2, it is considered that development should be concentrated at these settlements.  
5.3
Within this over arching spatial strategy, priority should be given to accommodating growth at those settlements closest to Crawley / Gatwick, which acts as the driver of the sub-regional economy.  Therefore, priority should be given to major development at or adjoining Crawley, followed by Horley, Horsham, East Grinstead and Southwater.

5.4
Of these settlements, Southwater is the only settlement not with major growth currently planned within existing local plans or emerging local development frameworks.  Therefore, Southwater should be identified as the next location for major development.  Although Southwater is located outside the sub-region it represents a sustainable location for major growth within the A24 corridor, which is well placed to accommodate major growth to meet local needs and those of Crawley / Gatwick in a manner which is consistent with Policy GAT2.  Southwater represents a location which is unconstrained relative to other planned and potential major development locations.  Therefore there are no constraints to the delivery of major development at Southwater.  

5.5
The functional links between Southwater and the sub-region are recognised within Section E9 of the draft SEP, and the potential of these links should be realised through the allocation of major development to Southwater.    
6.0
“8Gii.5
How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?”

6.1 There has been uncertainty in relation to the possible expansion of Gatwick Airport for many years.  This uncertainty has already had a significant effect on the delivery of new housing development in the Crawley area.  For example, the Crawley North East Sector housing allocation was made within the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2000 for approximately 2,700 homes within the period 2001-2011, of which 1,800 should have been completed by mid-2006.  However, due to the uncertainty relating to the expansion of Gatwick the Government issued a holding direction preventing the granting of planning permission for the allocation until such a time as the future of the airport had been resolved.  This holding direction is still in place, planning permission for the development has still not been granted and none of the proposed 2,700 homes have been delivered.  

6.2 There is no indication yet as to when a decision relating to the future expansion of Gatwick Airport will be made.  Therefore, the uncertainty will continue throughout much of the SEP period, the holding direction will be maintained and still no development will be delivered at Crawley North East Sector.  Consequently, the SEP strategy for the sub-region should seek to ‘plan out’ this uncertainty as far as possible.

6.3 To achieve this, the strategy for the sub-region should not direct development towards locations in the vicinity of Gatwick Airport which are constrained by the uncertainty arising from the possible airport expansion proposals, where planned development could be subject to significant delay, or not happen at all, in the same way as Crawley North East Sector.  Instead, priority should be given to directing development to locations such as Southwater, which are unaffected by the potential expansion of Gatwick Airport, but which are well related to Crawley/Gatwick.

6.4 Additionally, the strategy for the sub-region should provide sufficient flexibility to deal with the on going delay in the release of Crawley North East Sector and any delay which may arise in the release of the planned West of Crawley development.  To do this the SEP should enable Local Development Frameworks to identify contingency development locations which can be released should allocated sites not deliver the anticipated level of housing as a result of continuing uncertainty relating to the expansion of Gatwick Airport or for any other reason.  

7.0
“8Gii.6
Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been properly considered?”

7.1
Only the northern part of the sub-region within Surrey is constrained by the Green Belt.  It is considered that the level of housing development proposed within the draft SEP and the additional 8,000 homes proposed by Berkeley could be delivered without developing land which is currently within the Green Belt. 

7.2
The Barker Review of Land Use Planning (December 2006) recommends that Green Belt boundaries should be re-examined in the preparation of Regional Spatial Strategies to ensure that they remain relevant.  A review of the Green Belt within the sub-region could be undertaken to identify additional locations for major development.  These could be brought forward to deliver a higher level of housing development within the sub-region than proposed by Berkeley.  

8.0
“8Gii.7
Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT1)?”

8.1
The concept of Strategic Gaps is important in maintaining the character and pattern of settlements within the sub-region.  However, the need to maintain the separation of all settlements, and not just those that are separated by Strategic Gaps, should be a consideration in determining the location of development.  This should be reflected as a general principle within Policy GAT1.  

8.2
None of the locations for major growth which have been put forward by Berkeley in this statement, such as west of Southwater, involve land which is currently designated as a Strategic Gap.  Additionally, development within the suggested locations would not, in Berkeley’s opinion, result in the coalescence of settlements.  
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