







8Gii.1 CPRE Surrey (7152)

SOUTH EAST PLAN  EIP 
Gatwick Sub Region
Statement by CPRE Surrey
8Gii Housing and Environment

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 Table 3.3 in the Roger Tym report shows that West Sussex has the lowest amount of urban potential land available, with only 7.3 year supply, based on the SEP housing option of 28,900. This compares with 11years supply for Berkshire, the second lowest reserve. Table 6 of appendix A of the same report also shows that only 28%of development can take place on urban land in the Gatwick sub-region which is followed by the second lowest of 51% in Milton Keynes/Aylesbury Vale. It is not clear how these figures relate to the development of previously developed land and greenfield land, but we have seen a West Sussex CC calculation that possibly only 45% of development can take place on previously developed land so the government’s target of 60% is not being met.
2 There are also concerns that some of the sites identified for development may not proceed. North East Crawley where, arising from uncertainties on the second Gatwick runway, a public inquiry has recently been held and Horsham with water treatment problems, limiting development to 3,800 homes, are cases in point. Alternative sites will be difficult to identify because of the environmental constraints.
3 We are aware of some development proposals for extensions to Horsham, Crawley (actually in Horsham district), Haywards Heath and East Grinstead but these are programmed mainly for the first half of the Plan period, when it is estimated approximately 50% of development will be on greenfield land. It would appear that, with the gain from windfalls probably reducing over time, there will be an even higher proportion of new dwellings being built in the countryside after 2016. 
4 A sustainability study by Richard Walker, commissioned by West Sussex C.C., clearly shows that infrastructure costs to support the proposed levels of housing are much higher than envisaged by SEERA. Unless finance can be found to improve the infrastructure and retain the quality of life for existing residents, the housing numbers should not be increased beyond the SEP figure and there may be a case for target reduction. Certainly, we feel that the infrastructure requirements will not be met by adding more houses – the increase will merely add to the capacity backlog whilst damaging the environment. We note that in paragraph 57 of the Roger Tym report, it is concluded that Gatwick, together with the London Fringe and Sussex Coast, have the least potential to accommodate additional growth because of planning and environmental constraints.
8Gii.2 CPRE Surrey (7152)
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 CPRE Surrey accepts the 40% figure for the Gatwick sub-region although we have reservations on the target approach. However, even this figure will not meet the need for affordable housing. We note that West Sussex has calculated that an annual figure of 2033 units is required a year – above the total housing target of 1650 p.a.! By way of comparison, only 17.3% of all completions between 1992 and 2005 were affordable. This gives an indication of the challenge and suggests the 40% may prove to be an aspiration rather than achievable target. 
2 Although a figure above the 35% in the SEP is required, it is clear that additional funding from sources other than Section 106 monies, is needed if the target is to be achieved. As it is, the figure may make some sites nonviable or discourage landowners from selling their land. There is also the need for development to finance an improved infrastructure, which includes contributions to hospitals and schools as well as the transportation network. The Richard Walker report ‘Infrastructure for long term growth in West Sussex’ concluded that it would cost an average of £84,000 for each dwelling constructed in the plan period to finance all the required infrastructure which includes an average of £37,750 for affordable housing. Clearly this affordable housing figure cannot be met without major additional funding over and above the market housing subsidies.
3  We do not accept that affordable housing requirements should be based on market housing levels. There is an urgent need for affordable housing in this area independent of the volume of new market homes constructed. If the social rented and intermediate housing needs were to be completely met by market housing, this would result in a very large increase in total housing, which would be beyond the physical capacity of the area. Similarly, if there is a collapse in market housing, affordable accommodation would still be required. 
4 We strongly support additional small scale affordable housing in rural areas using the ‘exceptions policy’ where appropriate.
5 As many sites in the sub-region will be small and below normal threshold size, there is a strong case for a ‘roof tax’. CPRE Surrey also sees a case for those new commercial developments which require additional labour, to make contributions towards affordable housing as well as other forms of infrastructure. We appreciate that the detailed policies will be delivered at local level. However, as there is a problem across the whole of the sub-region, we feel that there should more detailed guidance in the Framework. As it stands, GAT3 says less than H.4 which at least gives some guidance on the breakdown between social rented and intermediate housing needs. 
8Gii.3 CPRE Surrey (7152)
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?
1 CPRE Surrey does not have the detailed knowledge available to the District Councils, 

however we are aware of a number of problems which need to be resolved, such as the safeguarding of land in N.E Crawley for a possible second runway, which could necessitate a redistribution. 
2. It also appears that, after deductions for major developments were made in the initial distributions, the remaining allocations were split equally between Horsham and Mid Sussex Councils. This suggests that detailed capacity studies have not been carried out and the results are estimates. 
3. We are concerned that at least 55% of development is planned for greenfield sites, which is well above the government maximum of 40% No information is provided on the split of greenfield development between authorities nor the proportion, if any, on Green Belt and AONB land so the implications of the targets are not apparent to us. Never the less, this suggests that the housing targets may be too high for the sub-region as a whole.
4. We are therefore unable to comment on whether the apportionment takes into account factors such as bio-diversity, landscape quality, sustainability, proximity to employment areas and quality of life. 








8Gii.4 CPRE Surrey (7152) 
8Gii.4 How should the potential 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 We have strong objections to concentrating development along the M23/A23 transport corridor in relation to London, the London Fringe and the Gatwick Sub-region.
2 As a general concept the principle of transport corridors is good if sustainable, communities can result but they should be in the form of well planned ‘pearls along a string’ and not the type of linear sprawl which occurs between Redhill and Reigate and along much of the South coast. It is also essential that the transport spine has adequate capacity.
3 The transport corridors in this area are already overloaded - the railways need major investment at stations and junctions to increase capacity, the motorways are congested at peak periods and junction improvements are required. It is highly unlikely that capacity will be increased sufficiently in the plan period to justify major linear growth. Apart from Crawley which has direct links to the M23, albeit with some overloaded intersections, all the other settlements are off the M23/A23 spine. If development is to be in the corridor, it would either have to be concentrated on the secondary network as at present or involve a new community closer to the M23 which would probably involve a new settlement in the AONB – a suggestion which would be totally unacceptable. 
4 The Green Belt and AONB are at their narrowest to the North of Horley. It is essential that the strategic gaps are retained to separate Horley from Reigate/Redhill, and Redhill from Coulsdon and London. 
5 Similarly, development is completely inappropriate through the High Weald AONB. Further South, the towns of Haywards Heath and Burgess Hill are not directly on the A23 corridor and have relatively poor direct road communications with Crawley. Beyond, is the South Downs AONB.  

6 A lack of road and rail capacity, the important strategic gaps, Green Belt land, nature conservation areas and AONBs all argue against further development on the transport corridor linking London with Brighton. The case would be stronger if the Implementation Plan included major transport investment, but this is not the situation. A detailed environmental appraisal should be carried out on the potential for development of the M23 corridor before any decision has been made. 
7 We do not comment in detail on the other transport corridors traversing the Gatwick Sub-region and adjacent areas as only very short lengths of the A22 and A24 corridors touch the Gatwick sub-region and the East –West ‘spokes’, and the A264 and A272, are in capable of absorbing major development without substantial investment and harm to the natural environment.
8Gii.5 CPRE Surrey (7152)
8Gii.5 How should the uncertainty regarding the expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing 

distribution?

1 In view of the problems of climate change, existing high pollution levels, environmental damage to the adjacent areas, and the possible expansion of Heathrow and other airports in the South East, we strongly support SEERA’s objection to a second runway at Gatwick. We hope that the Panel will recommend that SEERA’s policy be upheld. Ideally, we would like to see the safeguarding of the runway land and, therefore, the uncertainty, removed but this may not be a matter for the EiP.
2 Assuming the safeguarding is retained, and in view of the environmental constraints of redistributing the affected housing numbers easily elsewhere in the sub-region, we suggest that no additional housing requirements be placed in this sub-region. The main area of concern is probably NE Crawley but other land is also sterilised. A major problem is that, as so little information is provided in the Framework on where and how the 33,000 new dwellings are to be accommodated, it is difficult to make meaningful comments.
8Gii.6 CPRE Surrey (7152)
8Gii.6 Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been 

properly justified (Policy GAT1)

1 Policy GAT1 is ambiguous as it could imply that there could be development in the Green Belt, (and AONB). We do not feel that this can be the intention as it is contrary to government policy and no case has been made for ‘special circumstances’. It is also contrary to Policy CC10a. 
2 The policy should be reworded to make it clear that the small area of Green Belt which falls in the Sub-region should be strongly protected. It is unfortunate that there is little reference to the importance of the Green Belt in the supporting text. The belt prevents the coalescence of settlements in the northern part of the sub-region, which comprises attractive countryside and villages, and is well used for leisure as well as other purposes. It is the narrowest section of Green Belt land in Surrey and it is essential that further incursions are prevented. Already there is poorly planned, unsustainable ribbon development along the A23 and to a lesser extent the A217. 

3 Much of the Green Belt is unsuitable for development in any event because of flight paths, flooding and poor infrastructure.
There is a danger that the emphasis in the Plan on housing and economic development  undervalues the merits and benefits of the Green Belt and countryside. 

4                                                                                        8Gii.7 CPRE Surrey (7152)
8Gii.7 Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT 1)?
1 Policy GAT1 is ambiguous as it seems to imply that there could be development in the Strategic Gaps. We do not feel that this can be the intention as it is contrary to policy CC10b and paragraph 2.2. We consider that the policy should be reworded to make it quite clear that the Strategic Gaps, of which there are several in this sub-region, are an important tool in retaining the identity of the Sub-region’s settlements.
2 Were the gaps to disappear, the basic spatial strategy in GAT1 v. of preventing coalescence 

would not be achievable. Consideration also has to be given to the merits of retaining open countryside for the benefit of the urban residents as well as the other functions of the rural landscape. We appreciate that the precise location of the gaps is a matter for the LDDs but as they cross district boundaries and are of sub-regional importance, we would like to see them listed in the text.
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