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Adur & Worthing Councils 

Portland House 

44 Richmond Road 

Worthing 

West Sussex, BN11 1HS 

www.adur-worthing.gov.uk  

 

Adur & Worthing Councils, Portland House, 44 Richmond Road, Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1HS 

www.adur-worthing.gov.uk  -  facebook.com/AdurWorthingCouncils  -  twitter.com/adurandworthing 
 

 

Elizabeth Brigden Date: 25th April 2023 

Crawley Borough Council Service: Planning Policy 

By email Tel: 01273-263247 

 Planning.policy @adur-

worthing.gov.uk 

   

   

Dear  Elizabeth, 

 

  

 Crawley Borough Submission Local Plan - Duty To Co-operate 
 
Many thanks for your letter of 14 April 2023, regarding the forthcoming submission of the 
Crawley Local Plan and associated Duty to Co-operate matters. 
 
We have looked at the Duty to Co-operate document and ‘Unmet Needs and Duty to Co-
operate Topic Paper’, and have no issues we wish to raise. 
 
The Adur Local Plan was adopted in December 2017. This seeks to deliver a minimum of 
3,718 dwellings per annum up to 2032 (an annual target of 177 dwellings). This was a capacity 
based figure due to the recognised constraints and development capacity of the Adur Local 
Plan area. This is in contrast to the assessment of Objectively Assessed Need at that time, of 
325 dwellings per annum (or 6,825 dwellings over the plan period). In summary the Plan at 
adoption was meeting just 54% of Adur’s identified need. 
 
The update of the Adur Local Plan has commenced, and is looking up to at least 2039. The 
Standard Methodology figure for Adur is currently 448 dwellings per annum. The Council  is  
undertaking a thorough appraisal of all potential options and is committed to ‘leaving no stone 
unturned’; however despite this it is likely that not all need for housing, employment and other 
forms of development can be met within the Adur Local Plan area. 
 
Similarly the Worthing Local Plan was adopted on 28th March 2023 with a housing capacity 
figure of a minimum of 3,672 dwellings over the period 2020-2036. This again is a capacity-
based figure based on the  identified constraints and development capacity of the Borough. 
This is significantly below the level of housing needs required (14,160 dwellings) and 
represents approximately 26% of Worthing’s housing need. 
 
As both Adur District and Worthing Borough Councils are unable to meet their own needs in 
full, I am afraid that the Councils will be unable to assist Crawley in meeting its unmet needs 
for housing, employment, or other development needs as set out in Crawley’s Unmet Needs 
and Duty to Co-operate Topic Paper. 
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Adur and Worthing Councils, Town Hall, Worthing, West Sussex  BN11 1HA 

www.adur-worthing.gov.uk 

With regards to Statements of Common Ground, I note a Statement was  agreed between 
Worthing Borough Council and Crawley Borough Council on  13th May 2021. We are happy 
to update this, and to agree a similar statement between Adur District Council and Crawley. 
 

 

Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 

Moira Hayes 
Adur Planning Policy Manager 
moira.hayes@adur-worthing.gov.uk 
Tel:01273-263247 
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Arun District Council 
Arun Civic Centre 
Maltravers Road 
Littlehampton 
West Sussex 
BN17 5LF 

 

Tel: 01903 737853 
 

Fax: 01903 730442 
DX: 37853 

 Minicom: N/A 
 
 e-mail:  kevin.owen@arun.gov.uk 
 
 15 June 2023 
 
 Please ask for: Kevin Owen 
  Planning Policy Team 
 Directorate of Growth 
 
 
 
Our Ref: LCBC_DtC140623  
 
 
Dear Clem Smith, 
 
Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040: Duty to Cooperate 
 
Thank you for your letter of 14 April regarding the 3rd Publication Local Plan consultation (re above) 
and identifying matters that may need updating in the Statement of Common Ground agreed by 
each party authority (Crawley Borough Council and Arun District Council on 17 June and 22 July 
2021 respectively). Apologies I have not been able to meet your suggested response deadlines. My 
response is set out below in this letter. 
 
In your letter with respect to the updated position on Crawley Borough Council’s level of unmet 
housing need, you invite Arun District Council (ADC) to comment on the information included with 
Crawley Borough Council’s (CDC) updated Duty to Cooperate Statement and in particular, ADC’s 
role in assisting with unmet need under the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ (DtC) as calculated against the 
Standard Housing Methodology for CBC over the Local Plan period 2024 – 2040. This suggests:- 
 

• A 7,050 dwelling unmet need 
• The needs of specific communities 

 
ADC commenced a Local Plan update in January 2020 but this was paused in 2021 and 2022. At 
the Planning policy Committee on 6 June 2023 members agreed to recommend to Full Council (19 
July) that the pause be lifted. It is therefore, very early in the Local Plan update process and officers 
are hoping that the update will be resumed by Full Council on 19 July. Part of the evidence base on 
the potential housing need for Arun is explored in a Housing Need Review study 2023:- 
 
https://www.arun.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n19744.docx&ver=24231 
 
Arun will have a significant challenge in delivering a 1,400-dwelling pa (based on Government’s 
Standard Housing Methodology) calculation of housing need compared to the current adopted 
Local Plan Target of 1,000 dpa. One of the key pieces of evidence will be to commission a Housing 
and Economic Development Needs Assessment. 

 
Mr Clem Smith (Head of Economy and Planning) 
Crawly Borough Council 
Town Hall, 
The Boulevard 
Crawley 
West Sussex 
RH10 1UZ 
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Until Arun has commissioned further evidence such as the HEDNA and undertaken significant 
further work on constraints and infrastructure to update the Local Plan, it is not possible to come to 
a view on meeting unmet needs from elsewhere or indeed provision for specific forms of need 
including affordable housing. 
 
As your letter points out, CBC sits within the North West Sussex Housing Market Area (NWS HMA) 
with Horsham and Mid Sussex council’s and the priority must be to try to resolve unmet need within 
that HMA. While it is shown in your evidence that there remains an unmet need, ADC would urge 
that collective authorities within that the NWS HMA exhaust all possibilities through looking at 
potential land supply and viable densities including the recycling of brownfield land.  
 
Arun is likely to face significant issues in accommodating its own housing requirements including 
delivering affordable housing. It would not seem sustainable or pragmatic for unmet needs 
including affordable needs to be exported beyond the NWS HMA where jobs, a strong economy, 
services transport, family and social support networks already exist. 
 
Arun is very remote from CBC and even rail transport would be difficult especially for lower income 
households. Road transport is very difficult with main networks serving east – west connectivity 
rather than to the north, and these are heavily congested.  
 
Neighbouring authorities within the Sussex Coastal HMA in which Arun resides are all struggling 
with levels of unmet need and infrastructure capacity/viability. 
 
With that in mind, ADC would consider it appropriate for CBC and authorities in the NW HMA to 
firstly, engage more urgently with the Local Strategic Statement 3 work under the West Sussex & 
Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board area (WSGB) before seeking assistance in the Sussex 
Coastal HMA. For example, work had commenced on the draft Statement of Common Ground for 
the LSS3 and WSGB area which affords a more strategic process to address significant cross 
boundary planning issues, unmet needs and infrastructure. 
 
On this basis Arun does not consider that the signed Statement of Common Ground between our 
two authority’s needs updating at this time. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Kevin Owen 
 
Planning Policy Team Leader, Planning Policy and Conservation 
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Telephone: 01273 290000 
www.brighton-hove.gov.uk 
Printed on recycled, chlorine-free paper 

City Development & Regeneration 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
1st Floor, Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 
 

 
 
Dear Councillor Smith,  
 
Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024–2040: Duty to Cooperate 
 
I write in response to your letter dated 14 April 2023 requesting assistance from Brighton & 
Hove City Council (BHCC) in meeting Crawley Borough’s unmet housing needs under the 
Duty to Cooperate. 
 
Context  
 
Brighton & Hove shares similarities with Crawley Borough in being a predominantly urban 
area subject to severe physical and environmental constraints. The city is constrained by 
the sea to the south and the South Downs National Park to the north, east and west of the 
built-up area. This has led to a shortage of potential development sites and a substantial 
unmet housing need. It should also be noted that Brighton & Hove is a considerable 
distance from Crawley (over 20 miles) and falls within a different housing and functional 
economic market area, although there is some overlap between the Greater Brighton and 
northern West Sussex market areas.  
 
BHCC is committed to engaging positively with its neighbours to address strategic 
planning matters through the Duty to Cooperate and to ensure that any ‘larger than local’ 
issues are highlighted and addressed. Both BHCC and Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 
are members of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board and have 
committed to working towards preparing a third revision of the Local Strategic Statement 
(LSS3) which will explore options for meeting the area’s unmet needs for housing and 
employment, and identify the strategic infrastructure required to support planned growth.  
 
I note that your updated draft Duty to Cooperate Statement sets out a detailed record of 
discussion and joint working carried out with neighbouring authorities, including Brighton & 
Hove, during preparation of the draft Submission Local Plan. 
 
Housing needs  
 
I note your assessment in Topic Paper 1 identifies housing land supply sufficient to meet 
only 42% of the borough’s assessed housing need over the Plan period to 2040, leaving a 
remaining unmet housing need of approximately 7,050 dwellings. In addition the 

 Date: 
Ref: 
Phone: 
e-mail: 

4 May 2023 
BHCC/ 
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assessment identifies substantial unmet needs with regard to affordable housing and self 
and custom build homes. 
 
As you may be aware, Brighton & Hove has a very substantial housing shortfall. The city is 
subject to major physical and environmental constraints which severely limit the potential 
to meet identified needs within our own boundaries. The City Plan Part One (CPP1) 
adopted in March 2016 set a housing provision target to deliver a minimum of 13,200 net 
dwellings over the period 2010- 2030 (660 net dwellings per year). However, this figure 
accounted for only 44% of the city’s objectively assessed housing needs (OAN) which 
were assessed in 2015 as 30,120 net dwellings (1,506 net dwellings per year).  
 
The current assessed housing need for Brighton & Hove based on the Government 
standard methodology is higher than the figure estimated in 2015. Applying the standard 
method now gives an initial assessed housing need of 1,728 homes per year for Brighton 
& Hove. Following amendment to national planning practice guidance in June 2021, it is 
now necessary to apply a further 35% uplift as one of the top 20 urban centres. This 
adjustment increases the city’s assessed housing need still further to 2,333 homes per 
year (2023 figures). As such, the city faces a continuing and very substantial shortfall in 
attempting to meet its own identified housing needs going forward. 
 
The city has similar large shortfalls with respect to affordable housing. The 2015 housing 
assessment also identified a net need across the city for 810 affordable homes per year 
(representing 61% of the total OAN). Taking account of land availability and viability 
considerations, the affordable housing policy in CPP1 seeks 40% affordable housing on 
sites of 15 or more dwellings, with lower percentages sought for smaller housing 
developments. Reflecting this, the CPP1 Implementation and Monitoring Plan sets a target 
to achieve approximately 30% of all housing delivery as affordable housing. Again this falls 
well short of the city’s assessed requirement. 
 
The City Council has also fallen short of meeting the demand for self- or custom-build 
homes identified on the council’s housebuilding register. This reflects the very limited 
scope for meeting this form of demand within the city, as there are very few greenfield 
housing opportunities with the vast majority of housing development comprising high 
density development on brownfield urban sites. 
 
BHCC Plan progress 
 
The current Brighton & Hove City Plan covers the period up to 2030. Following the 
adoption of CPP1 in March 2016, the City Council in October 2022 formally adopted City 
Plan Part Two (CPP2) which includes site allocations and detailed development 
management policies. The Council has now commenced work on a City Plan Review 
which will involve updating the overall development strategy and key strategic policies, 
including updating existing housing targets. However, due to the city’s constraints, 
addressing our own identified housing needs is likely to continue to be very challenging.  
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Telephone: 01273 290000 
www.brighton-hove.gov.uk 
Printed on recycled, chlorine-free paper 

City Development & Regeneration 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
1st Floor, Hove Town Hall 
Norton Road 
Hove  
BN3 3BQ 
 

For the reasons set out above, the City Council is not able to help meet any of Crawley’s 
unmet housing needs.  
 
We do not consider it necessary to prepare a specific Statement of Common Ground, but 
will continue to work jointly with CBC through the Strategic Planning Board and other sub-
regional level groups,  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Liz Hobden 
Head of Planning 
City Development and Regeneration  
Brighton & Hove City Council 
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East Pallant House, 1 East Pallant, Chichester, West Sussex PO19 1TY 
Telephone: (01243) 785166   Fax: (01243) 776766   www.chichester.gov.uk 

Office opening hours at East Pallant House are: Monday – Thursday 8.45am – 5.10pm, Friday 8.45am – 5pm 
 

Tony Whitty 
 
 
 
 

Strategic Planning 
Crawley Borough Council 
Town Hall  
The Boulevard  
Crawley  
RH10 1UZ 
 

 
 
 

                                                                                                   
     
  
19 June 2023 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam  
 
Crawley Local Plan Review - Regulation 19 and response to Duty to Cooperate 
request 
 
 

Thank you for consulting Chichester District Council (CDC) on the Regulation 19 Crawley 
Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 - 2040, published 9 May 2023.  This letter 
sets out our formal response to the consultation, and our formal response to your request 
(14 April 2023) that CDC consider assisting Crawley Borough Council (CBC) in 
addressing unmet development needs under the Duty to Cooperate provisions of 7,050 
dwellings and particular housing types needed to meet the needs of specific communities.  
 
In our 7 March 2021 response to the January 2021 Regulation 19 consultation, we: 
 

• welcomed the continued recognition given to the ongoing work of the West Sussex 
and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board in addressing cross-boundary and 
sub-regional matters to ensure that the strategic development and infrastructure 
needs of the overall area are met as far as possible within the context of the 
provision of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (as set out in Topic 
Paper 1: Unmet needs and Duty to Cooperate).  

• noted the position of Crawley Borough Council (CBC) as being unable to meet its 
OAHN and that CBC needs to look to other authorities in the wider area. 

• recognised that there was a significant shortfall over the plan period of 6,680 
dwellings, as a result of 5,320 dwellings being the maximum which could 
sustainably be delivered at that time. 

• set out that we would encourage CBC to further investigate all potential 
opportunities to increase housing provision within its plan area to ensure that no 

•  
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stone is left unturned by the Council in maximising the potential of the existing 
urban areas to regenerate and be intensified, where appropriate to do so.  

• committed to continuing to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis 
with other local authorities and organisations to address sub-regional issues, 
including through the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board.  

 
In response to the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 - 
2040, published 9 May 2023, CDC:  
 

• understands that the objectively assessed housing needs figure for CBC is 12,080 
dwellings (755 dpa) and that the draft Local Plan provides for 5,030 dwellings 
(314dpa), which results in an unmet need of 7,050 dwellings (as set out in Table 1 
of Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate, May 2023).  This also 
results in an unmet affordable housing need of 9,812 dwellings (613 dpa) and an 
unquantified potential unmet need for self and custom build housing.  

• recognises the additional work that has been carried out to seek additional sites 
and to reassess sites as well as density levels.  

• supports the recognition in Policy H1 and paragraph 12.38 that the supply figure 
is a minimum.  

• supports paragraph 1.31 which recognises the ongoing role of the West Sussex 
and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board in discussing strategic issues 
(including the preparation of the Local Strategic Statement) and the partnership 
working to resolve the water supply constraint to development within the Sussex 
North Water Resource Zone.  

• supports the approach to housing provision set out in Policy H1 and the 
commitment to continue to work closely with neighbouring authorities, particularly 
those which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area to explore 
opportunities for meeting unmet need. CDC agree that the Northern West Sussex 
Housing Market Area authorities are best placed to fulfil this role.   

• supports the introduction of high-density targets for the Town Centre and 
accessible locations (Policy CL4) and the housing typology policies (Policy H3, 
H3a – H3f) which will help to maximise capacity and positively influence 
development opportunities.  

• supports the acknowledgement in paragraphs 12.17 – 12.23 of the draft Local Plan 
that, in the longer term, well planned urban extensions could form an important 
way to meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, through informing discussions with 
neighbouring authorities within the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area.  
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• supports the approach taken to water neutrality and Policy SDC4 Water Neutrality. 
This has resulted from joint working by Chichester District Council, Horsham 
District Council and Crawley Borough Council to produce technical evidence to 
support the approach. We will welcome continued joint working with CBC on the 
delivery of the implementation scheme to ensure proposed new development 
demonstrates water neutrality and meets the requirements of the Habitats 
Regulations. 

 
In response to your Duty to Cooperate request dated 14 April 2023:  
 

• CDC recently published our Proposed Submission Local Plan 2021 – 2039 for 
Regulation 19 consultation.  The position set out in the Plan is that following the 
completion of evidence work, we will be providing a supply of 575dpa; a total of 
10,350 dwellings over the plan period. This is below our objectively assessed need 
figure of 638dpa due to the significant constraint of A27 junction capacity.  
Therefore, CDC are also generating an unmet housing need which we have been 
engaging with neighbouring authorities on under the Duty to Cooperate.  This also 
means that we are unable to assist the South Downs National Park Authority with 
their unmet needs (arising from the part of the SDNP within Chichester District) as 
was previously proposed in the Preferred Approach draft of the Local Plan (2018).   

• As a result of not being able to meet our own needs, we cannot agree to meet any 
unmet needs arising from Crawley Borough currently. If we were able to take 
unmet need, we would first have to consider assisting authority areas more directly 
related to the Chichester Plan area, particularly the South Downs National Park 
Authority.   

• Similarly, like CBC, CDC will have an unmet affordable housing need over the plan 
period, compounded by pressures on the viability, which restrict the affordable 
housing thresholds which can be required in relation to new development. 
Consequently, CDC is not able to accommodate any unmet affordable housing 
need from neighbouring authorities.  

• In relation to self and custom build, CDC is proposing to make provision for those 
on its register with a preference to live in the plan area via requirements to provide 
plots on the strategic housing allocations. However, these will be primarily around 
Chichester and hence unlikely to be suitable for self-builders on CBC register 
owing to the geographical separation. There is the possibility that some 
opportunities will become available via neighbourhood planning in the northern 
part of the CDC plan area, though it is presumed that this will be focused on local 
needs, and hence it is presumed that there will be no scope to formally meet the 
needs from elsewhere via this process. Nevertheless, there may be the potential 
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for some plots to become available on an ad hoc basis, but it is unlikely that the 
CDC can commit to accommodating a specific level of self and custom build need 
from CBC.   
 

If you have any queries concerning this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me or 
Claire Potts, Planning Policy Team Manager (cpotts@chichester.gov.uk). 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Tony Whitty 
Divisional Manager Planning Policy 
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Via email 
 
 

Town Hall 
The Parade 

Epsom 
Surrey 

KT18 5BY 
Main Number (01372) 732000 

www.epsom-ewell.gov.uk 
DX 30713 Epsom 

 
 
Date 27 April 2023 Contact Susie Legg 
  Direct line 01372 732393 

  Email localplan@epsom-ewell.gov.uk 
 

Dear Elizabeth Brigden 
 
 
Re: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate 
 
 
Thank you for your email dated 14 April 2023 seeking assistance in meeting Crawley’s 
unmet development needs and opinion on Crawley’s emerging Duty to Cooperate 
Statement. As acknowledged in your email, we are currently in the pre-election period, 
so this response is an officer’s opinion.  
 
Epsom and Ewell Borough Council is in the process of preparing its new Local Plan and 
consulted on a regulation 18 draft in February/March 2023. Epsom & Ewell is in a similar 
position to Crawley, having a significant shortfall of land to meet our development needs. 
We are also a constrained borough, with land mostly being either urban or designated as 
Green Belt. Our evidence demonstrates that urban sites within the borough could deliver 
approximately 36% of the need identified through the standard method, although there is 
currently uncertainty as to the availability of some of the sites. We have explored 
alternative options to increase supply, which included writing to neighbouring authorities 
and some further afield (including Crawley Borough Council), to ask for assistance in 
meeting out unmet needs. To date, no authority has indicated they are able to assist. 
Our draft Local Plan also considers the potential release of a limited amount of Green 
Belt land which we estimate would boost supply to approximately 56% of our identified 
need.  
 
As such, we are in a position where meeting our own needs is proving exceptionally 
challenging and are therefore unable to assist with meeting any of Crawley’s unmet 
needs.  
 
With regards to your emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement, we have not identified any 
issues beyond those already mentioned. Crawley and Epsom & Ewell both face 
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challenges in meeting their identified developments needs and we will continue to 
engage on this matter, where relevant, via the channels already in place (e.g. through 
the Gatwick Diamond meetings and/or direct engagement via the Duty to Cooperate).  
 
Should you have any questions in relation to the above, please do not hesitate to contact 
me and I wish you all the best with your forthcoming regulation 19 consultation.  
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 

 
Justin Turvey 
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Guildford Borough Council [UNC] 
19 April 2023 10:03:41

Dear Elizabeth,

Thank you for your letter and request regarding whether Guildford borough is able to assist
Crawley in meeting its unmet needs.  

By means of context in terms of our authority’s position, Guildford adopted the Local Plan:
strategy and sites in April 2019. This plan allocates sufficient homes to meet Guildford’s full OAN
with an appropriate level of supply over and above the minimum requirement to ensure that the
OAN can actually be delivered over the plan period and a rolling five year land supply can be
maintained. The provision of headroom that is included in the plan has been tested through the
High Court and found to be justified. It is important to stress that this is not surplus supply and
cannot therefore contribute towards meeting unmet needs from elsewhere.

If it can be successfully demonstrated that the constraints within Crawley are such that OAN
cannot be met within your borough, then duty to cooperate should be used to explore the
extent to which unmet needs can be met elsewhere.

In the context of the above, and your request, Guildford borough is unable to meet any unmet
housing need from Crawley. In any case, our Strategic Housing Market Assessment finds limited,
if any, functional links between Guildford and Crawley and concludes we sit within different
housing market areas. We consider that if unmet needs do need to be met elsewhere then in the
first instance this should be directed to local authorities within your housing market area.

We wish you well with your upcoming consultation.

Kind regards,

Riaan van Eeden MRTPI
Principal Policy Officer
Planning Policy

Guildford Borough Council 

Twitter | Facebook | Instagram 

Register for MyGuildford 
To get your personalised access to a range of our services in one place register for your
MyGuildford account on our website

Work for us!
Find all of our jobs and volunteering roles on our website
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What’s on in Guildford and list your event for FREE
Plan your visit to Guildford and list your events for free on the Visit Surrey website

Sent: 14 April 2023 10:42
To: Planning Policy <PlanningPolicy@guildford.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Guildford Borough Council

Dear Sir/Madam,

You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.

Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make
before it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of
concern to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper,
which will also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me
know if you have any comments or changes you need me to make.

For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the
latest, to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.

In addition, please find attached a letter from Crawley Borough Council to your authority setting
out Crawley’s unmet needs, and requesting a response in relation to the potential for meeting
these needs. A formal response to this letter, along with any formal detailed comments you have
on the above mentioned documents, can occur any time until the close of the Regulation 19
consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or as
your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).

I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth

Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council

www.crawley.gov.uk/planning

**********************************************************************
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Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL 
Telephone: 01403 215100 (calls may be recorded)     www.horsham.gov.uk     Chief Executive: Jane Eaton  

Elizabeth Brigden 
Planning Policy Manager, CBC 
Via email only 
 
 

 
Our ref: DTC/CBC 
Your ref: CBLP/DTC 
 
19 April 2023

 
 
 
Dear Elizabeth, 
 
Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate – Horsham District Council 
 
Thank you for your email dated 14th April 2023 in relation to the Crawley Borough Local Plan 
(CBLP) and the Duty to Cooperate. 
 
As you allude to in your email, HDC is in its pre-election period and therefore at this time it is 
not possible for the authority to provide a formal response to the matters raised in the email 
and related documentation.  As such, this is an officer-level response.  A more comprehensive 
response will be provided on your Regulation 19 Local Plan during the publication period.  
Additionally, some of the documents submitted are very detailed and it is not possible for us to 
thoroughly review in such a short time period.  Therefore, further comments may be made 
upon further review as part of the Regulation 19 response.    
 
Unmet overall housing needs 
 
Firstly, though we have commented on previous drafts of the CBLP that CBC should 
undertake work to look at whether it can increase the amount of planned development to 
occur within its urban area (which we shall review during the upcoming Regulation 19 
publication), we recognise that CBC is a constrained authority.  Therefore, and in the context 
of rising housing needs in CBC and across the region, we accept that it is very unlikely that 
CBC could be in a position to meet its own needs in full.  
 
We therefore note the request for HDC to assist in meeting CBC’s unmet needs through the 
Horsham District Local Plan.  You will know that meeting unmet needs has been a regular 
theme in discussions, both on a bilateral basis and during work done at a wider scale – such 
as at the North West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA) level.  You will also know, 
as is recognised in the documentation, that the Horsham District Planning Framework’s 
housing requirement was increased by 150 homes per year to assist with unmet needs in 
Crawley. 
 
We have engaged positively with yourselves during the preparation of our respective new 
Local Plans to understand your position and to assist in addressing unmet needs.  As a 
consequence of this engagement, we indicated in our draft Regulation 19 Local Plan (July 
2021) that was considered by our Cabinet, that we would look to meet half of your reported (at 
that time) unmet overall housing needs – equating to 193 homes per year. 
 
However, you are aware that July 2021 of the Local Plan did not progress to a Regulation 19 
publication period.  Initially this was because of an unexpected alteration to the NPPF 
necessitating immediate changes to strategic site policies.  More fundamentally, the 
implications of the September 2021 Natural England Position Statement on water neutrality 

18



 
Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL 
Telephone: 01403 215100 (calls may be recorded)     www.horsham.gov.uk     Chief Executive: Jane Eaton 

has meant that HDC has not been able to make available a Local Plan for a Regulation 19 
publication period.  
 
In relation to water neutrality, we have worked very effectively together and developed a joint 
evidence base with partner authorities, drafted a joint policy and are working closely to set up 
a water offsetting scheme which developers could access to demonstrate water neutrality in 
new development. All of this work, as well a shared commitment to future joint working, will be 
outlined in the Joint Water Neutrality Topic Paper and the Water Neutrality Statement of 
Common Ground that we both wish to see finalised and published in short order. 
 
As part of the joint water neutrality work, we have shared with you details of our emerging 
housing trajectory for our Local Plans, which reflects the impact of the water neutrality 
constraint and takes account of the reduction in permissions granted in the last 18 months.  
You therefore are aware that the current water neutrality evidence base indicates that we 
could deliver a Local Plan that averages 800 homes per year when accounting for 
development elsewhere in the Sussex North Water Resource Zone, including within Crawley 
Borough.  Given that the standard method indicates that the starting point for our Local Plan 
should be 911 homes per year, if we were to deliver a Local Plan on the basis of an average 
of 800 homes per year, we would be unable to meet our needs in full.  Accordingly, based on 
the circumstances that HDC find ourselves in, we can therefore not commit to meeting any 
part of the unmet overall housing needs of CBC at this time.  
 
Despite the above, we recognise that we share a common primary housing market and, 
alongside Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC), we will continue to explore meeting unmet 
needs across the NWSHMA, recognising that the situation in relation to water neutrality is 
expected to be resolved in the future.  In addition, a Statement of Common Ground is 
expected to be finalised soon between the NWSHMA authorities in relation to housing, which 
will make clear our collective desire to ensuring that needs in the NWSHMA are fully 
addressed. 
 
Edge of Crawley sites 
 
We note mention of sites on the edge of Crawley in your documentation and their potential 
ability to accommodate Crawley’s unmet needs in relation to overall unmet housing needs and 
affordable housing. 
 
To make clear, whilst HDC is considering a large site on the edge of Crawley (known either as 
West of Crawley or West of Ifield), no formal decision has been made as to whether propose 
this site as an allocation in our emerging Local Plan.  However, as the development of the site 
could have cross boundary impacts, we have worked with yourselves and shared information 
relating to the proposal. 
 
Should the proposal come forward as an allocation in our Local Plan, we will continue with this 
ongoing engagement to ensure that impacts of development and the needs of Crawley 
Borough (including consideration of affordable housing needs) can be considered.   However, 
as no decision has been made to allocate this site, we cannot comment more specifically on 
this issue at the current time. 
 
As stated earlier in this letter, HDC cannot demonstrate that it can meet its own overall 
housing needs in full.  At this stage therefore we would not expect to be able to apportion part 
or all of the amount of development that could potentially be delivered at West of Ifield (or 
indeed any other proposed allocation) to meeting Crawley’s unmet overall housing needs.  
This is in line with the prioritisation that will be set out in the NWSHMA Statement of Common 
Ground on housing.  We will however keep this matter under review taking account of the 
impacts and solutions to water neutrality.  
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Other Matters 
 
We are happy to discuss self and custom building housing as part of future duty to cooperate 
discussions.  As with other elements, we are not however in a position to commit to meeting 
needs of other authorities as we may not be in a position to meet our own unmet needs. 
 
The table relating to paragraph 3.1.7 of Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs identifies that our new 
Local Plan period will be 2024-2040.  Given the recent delay to our Local Plan preparation, we 
do not currently have a specified plan period and thus, this should be recorded as unknown.  If 
there are other references to our plan period in the rest of the documentation, this should 
similarly be recorded as unknown. We will of course advise you of our plan dates once these 
are confirmed.  
 
As officers, we recognise that the close and constructive working between authorities have 
been beneficial and can confirm that we will seek to maintain this relationship as our Local 
Plans advance towards adoption.  It is unfortunate that we are not able to provide certainty in 
our response to the matters identified in your letter at this time.  We are hopeful that, following 
the upcoming elections and in response to your formal Regulation 19 publication period, the 
Council will be in a better position to provide a more detailed reply. 
 
I hope that the letter is clear.  If you require clarification, please contact Tal Kleiman, Senior 
Planning Policy Officer on 01403 215213 or tal.kleiman@horsham.gov.uk in the first instance.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Catherine Howe 
Head of Strategic Planning 
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18 April 2023 
 

Clem Smith 
Head of Economy and Planning  
Crawley Borough Council 
Town Hall 
The Boulevard 
Crawley 
West Sussex RH10 1UZ 

 

Dear Mr Smith, 
 

Thank you for your letter of 14 April 2023. Please find below answers to your specific 
questions. 

 
Can Mole Valley District Council take Crawley Borough Council’s unmet housing need? Mole 
Valley District Council (MVDC) submitted its Local Plan in February 2022 and so has been under 
examination for over a year. In December 2022, the Inspector issued her post-hearing comments 
and advised MVDC that it could progress the plan to a Main Modifications consultation. For the 
time being, however, the examination is paused until the national policy picture is clearer with 
regard to Green Belt release. Therefore, at this time in the plan preparation cycle, MVDC would be 
unable to take any unmet need from any other authority. 

 
Even if MVDC were at an earlier stage in the plan preparation cycle, it would be unable to meet 
unmet housing need from other authorities. 77% of MVDC’s area is designated as either Green 
Belt or Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. The built-up area only comprises 11% of the area and 
the two principal towns, Leatherhead and Dorking, are historic market towns with significant and 
extensive heritage constraints limiting development to little more than very gentle densification. 
As a result of these constraints, MVDC’s draft local plan, as submitted, is only meeting 75% of its 
own need before it considers need from outside its borders. 

 

Can Mole Valley District Council take Crawley Borough Council’s unmet affordable 
housing and self and custom-build house need? 
MVDC’s stage in the plan-making cycle precludes it from being able to take unmet need. 

 
As regards affordable housing in particular, on its submitted plan, MVDC can only just meet its 
affordable housing need and that relies on a number of 100% schemes. In respect of self- and 
custom-build housing, MVDC has permitted sufficient one-bedroom properties to meet its need 
with little leeway. 

 
 
 

Mole Valley District Council Telephone Document Exchange 
Pippbrook 01306 885001 DX 57306 
Dorking Facsimile  

Surrey 01306 876821  

RH4 1SJ Website  

 www.molevalley.gov.uk  21
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Finally, MVDC considers that the Statement of Common Ground, as signed on 25 January 2021, 
remains valid and is not in need of updating. 
 
I hope this sets out MVDC’s position clearly and I am sorry MVDC cannot be of more assistance. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

D Clarke 

Duncan Clarke 
Planning Policy Manager 
Mole Valley District Council 
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Planning Policy 
 

Date: 28/04/2023  

 

Dear Strategic Planning, 

 
Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040: Duty to Cooperate 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 14 April 2023 and for presenting the opportunity to comment on your 

Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (May 2023), and the Draft Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate 

Topic Paper (May 2023).  

 

It is understood that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 Reg 19 will commence formal 

consultation on May 9th which Reigate & Banstead wish to be consulted on. The comments presented 

here are strictly on the Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement and the Draft Unmet Needs and Duty to 

Cooperate Topic Paper.  

 

Within the Draft Unmet Needs and DtC Topic Paper, paras 2.1.3 – 2.1.4 state that Crawley function in 

the identified housing market area of Northern West Sussex (NWS) which extends northwards to 

Reigate and Banstead to a lesser degree, in Horley. It is important to note that Reigate and Banstead 

Borough Council (RBBC) as a whole, operate in the East Surrey housing market and differ to 

functioning wholly in the NWS housing market area and would like to see that reflected in the wording. 

 

We fully appreciate Crawley Borough Council (CBC) developing the Statement of Common Ground 

with us in 2021 and our position has not notably altered since this agreement. RBBC are dedicated to 

assist CBC in the strategic cross boundary issues including unmet housing need, although as our 

adopted Local Plan states, RBBC does not seek to meet a specified quantum of CBC’s unmet need. 

This is reflected in the Statement of Common Ground agreed by both parties in 2021, with note to 

RBBC not in a position to meet any of CBCs unmet housing need. It’s also understood that both 

authorities will each seek to meet their own need for additional Traveller provision.  

 

The Crawley Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement correctly identifies RBBC in the numerous groups 

and partnerships, including Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities group. It is appreciated that our duty 

to cooperate exists outside of these groups on a bespoke basis. RBBC’s Development Management 
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Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
28 April 2023  2 

Plan (DMP) allocation HOR9, Horley Strategic Business Park, is committed to meet strategic 

employment needs, which is identified by CBC to meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s identified 

office needs. RBBC remain committed to working with Crawley on this basis but would like to 

emphasise the allocation is for B1a purposes with limited B1b, B1c, B8, and non-B Class uses 

including appropriate airport-related Sui Generis uses. As part of the Gatwick Diamond Local 

Authorities group, RBBC is committed to providing jobs for the wider area as stated in para 1.4.11 of 

the Crawley Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, however it fails to mention that RBBC’s priority must 

be the needs of the borough. 

 

Just a minor amendment within the Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement that you may want to consider 

in para 3.3.11 where it is perhaps missing the word ‘supply’, after the words ‘anticipated to’, when 

referring to the HOR9 employment floor space. 

 

On matters of flooding, in particular to the cross-boundary flooding issues, RBBC will continue to work 

cooperatively to resolve the water stress constraints our two authorities face. The output of the 

Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study jointly commissioned in 2020 being one example of how we 

can successfully work together to assess the water impacts. 

 

As part of the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities Group and Gatwick Officers Group, RBBC will continue 

to work with CBC in coordinating responses to Gatwick Airport DCO, including issues around: 

landscape, housing, infrastructure, noise pollution, flooding, employment, etc. The implications of the 

DCO have considerable constraints to both our boroughs and so RBBC are happy to continue 

working with CBC in a cooperative way. 

 

Overall, RBBC do not find any significant conflict or errors in both the Draft Duty to Cooperate 

Statement and the Draft Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate Topic Paper. We look forward to 

engaging in your upcoming Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 Reg 19 consultation after May 9th, and we 

look forward to our continuing duty to cooperate. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 
Andrew Benson 

Head of Planning 
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05 May 2023 

 

Elizabeth Brigden 

Planning Policy 

Crawley Borough Council 

 

By email only 

 

Dear Elizabeth 

 

Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040: Duty to Cooperate 

 

Thank you for your letter dated 14 April 2023 about the progression of your Local Plan and 

identified unmet needs for homes.   

 

The SDNPA is at the earliest stages of starting its Local Plan Review (LPR).  The timetable 

for the Local Plan Review was most recently agreed at our full National Park Authority 

meeting on 14 December 2022. An evidence study of development need has been 

commissioned.  In addition, a call-for-sites for development, biodiversity net gain offsetting, 

nutrient offsetting and renewable energy was carried out in Summer 2022; assessments of 

these sites are underway.  

 

Paragraph 176 of the NPPF states that national parks have the highest status of protection in 

relation to landscape and scenic beauty. The NPPF also states that the scale and extent of 

development within all these designated areas should be limited. The PPG also says national 
parks “are unlikely to be suitable areas for accommodating unmet needs from adjoining (non-

designated) areas” (Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 8-041-20190721). Paragraph 28 of the 

National Parks Vision and Circular 2010 says the Authorities’ primary responsibility is to 

deliver their statutory purposes, and in achieving sustainable development, helping rural 

communities in particular to thrive. Furthermore, Section 62 of the Environment Act 1995 

requires all relevant authorities, including Crawley Borough Council, to have regard to the 

purposes of the National Park.  It is therefore unlikely that the South Downs National Park 

will be able to accommodate any unmet need arising in Crawley Borough outside the 

National Park.   

 

We can confirm that we are committed to continued liaison and joint working towards 

achieving effective outcomes and we wish you well with the progression of your Local Plan. If 

you have any questions about the content of this letter, please do not hesitate to contact me.  

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Claire Tester 

Planning Policy Manager 

Claire.Tester@southdowns.gov.uk  
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1 WDC Local Development Scheme 2020-2023  
2 Wealden Local Plan – Direction of Travel Consultation  

Wealden District Council, Vicarage Lane, Hailsham, East Sussex BN27 2AX 
T 01892 602008 DX 38303 Hailsham

E planningpolicy@wealden.gov.uk W www.wealden.gov.uk

 

Ms Elizabeth Brigden Nichola Watters 
By email Head Of Planning Policy, 

Economy & Climate Change 

Dear Ms Brigden, 

Re: Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040: Duty to 
Cooperate 

Thank you for your letter dated 14 April 2023 in relation to the Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 2024 -2040 that was approved for publication and submission at its Full 
Council meeting held on 22 February 2023. It is noted that the public consultation is 
taking place for a 6-week period and commenced on Tuesday 9 May until Tuesday 
20 June 2023. In addition, within this letter, there was a formal request as to whether 
Wealden District Council (WDC) could play a role in assisting Crawley Borough 
Council (CBC) in addressing identified unmet development needs under the Duty to 
Cooperate provisions. 

The formal request set out in your letter refers to WDC accommodating some, or all 
of CBCs unmet housing needs, which amounts to 7,050 dwellings over the proposed 
Plan period (2024 – 2040). It was stated in your letter that you estimate at the time of 
writing that there is sufficient land within CBCs administrative boundaries to build a 
minimum of 5,030 dwellings, or approximately 42% of CBCs housing need within the 
borough. Our response to this request is set out below. 

Background 

Following a letter from the Planning Inspectorate relating to stage one of the 
Examination in Public (EiP) process in 2019, WDC withdrew the Draft Wealden Local 
Plan (January, 2019) following a Full Council meeting held on 19 February 2020. The 
Council has since adopted an updated Local Development Scheme (LDS)1 in July 
2020 and has commenced work on a new local plan, including undertaking an eight-
week early consultation2, which concluded on 18 January 2021. The next formal stage 
in the plan making process will be the Regulation 18 consultation on a 
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Draft Local Plan. The Regulation 18 consultation has been delayed in part due to 
the confirmation that Government was to consult on the ‘Levelling-up and 
Regeneration Bill: reforms to national planning policy’, which it did in December 
2022. The Council responded to this3 and the Government has indicated that it 
would respond to this consultation feedback by spring 2023, publishing the NPPF 
revisions as part of this. WDC feels it is prudent to plan for the basis of an updated 
NPPF in later spring. Given the above, we are likely to publish our Regulation 18 
Local Plan for consultation in late summer/early autumn 2023, which will cover both 
proposed site allocations and development management policies. The Council has 
not formally updated its LDS as this is subject to the actual timing of the NPPF 
updates and extent of what may be proposed and so at this point the exact timing 
remains uncertain. 

As part of our early work on a new local plan, we have progressed work on the 
Strategic Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA) and have 
undertaken a ‘call for sites’. The ‘call for sites’ ran from 1 June 2020 to 10 August 
2020, however, we have continued to accept new sites to our SHELAA throughout 
the plan-making process. We have mapped these sites and we have made all of the 
sites submitted publicly available via our online mapping system. However, we have 
not yet finalised the review of our existing SHELAA sites. We cannot therefore 
confirm the suitability or capacity of the sites submitted for growth at this stage. This 
means that we are not able to confirm whether we have the land available to deliver 
our own housing growth or indeed any unmet needs from other local authorities 
including CBC. 

Wealden District is a highly constrained authority with over 53%4 of the district 
being located within the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
predominantly in the northern part of the district. The district also contains part of 
the South Downs National Park (SDNP), with over 7% of the district falling within 
the National Park area. Thus together, the High Weald AONB and the SDNP cover 
some 60% of the district, in formal recognition of its landscape quality5. The local 
authority area also contains the Ashdown Forest Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC) and Special Protection Area (SPA) and the Pevensey Levels SAC and 
Ramsar site that are European / internationally designated biodiversity sites. Almost 
10% of the district is covered by these sites alongside other Sites of Special 
Scientific Interest (SSSI)6. There are a number of other notable constraints in the 
district such as infrastructure provision (particularly major highway constraints and 
required improvements), Ancient Woodland and land that falls within Flood Zones 2 
and 3. 

In terms of the Council’s own housing needs requirement, under the current 
‘standard method’ described in paragraph 61 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF) (July, 2021), this equates to 1,200 dwellings per annum (dpa). 
Over a twenty-year plan period, this equates to a total of 24,000 dwellings to be 
delivered, excluding any potential unmet housing needs of other neighbouring local 

3 Wealden District Council Response to the ‘Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill: reforms to national 
planning policy’, March 2023  
4 The High Weald AONB Management Plan 2019-2024  
5 WDC Core Strategy Local Plan. Adopted February 2013  
6 It is noted that the some of these SSSIs are located within the High Weald AONB also. 
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authorities. The Council will aim to meet its own housing needs through its new local 
plan, but given the constraints listed above, whether we can meet our own needs will 
need to be tested through the Council’s local plan process, including its evidence 
base that we are still progressing. We are part way through this process, and we are 
therefore unable to confirm at this time whether we can meet our own housing needs. 
A key element of our local plan evidence will be transport modelling and testing 
options to assess the capacity of different locations for growth, which we are 
undertaking in partnership with all East Sussex local authorities. 

Consideration of Unmet Housing Need from Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 

Housing Market Area (HMA) 

The Wealden Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA)7 was published in August 
2021. The previous Wealden Strategic Housing Market Assessment8 (August 2016) 
took a Wealden centric view of the Housing Market Area (HMA), and identified one 
large HMA which covered Wealden, Mid-Sussex District Council, Lewes District 
Council, Eastbourne Borough Council, Rother District Council and Tunbridge Wells 
Borough Council. 

However, the latest LHNA report for WDC (August, 2021) concludes that Wealden is 
instead overlapped by a number of different HMAs, which cross and fall within the 
district boundary in several locations. The Wealden LHNA confirms that the 
migration analysis undertaken identified that Wealden has close links to Eastbourne 
and to a lesser degree with Tunbridge Wells and Lewes. In terms of the commuting 
analysis, this illustrates the main commuting routes for Wealden residents are to 
Eastbourne, Tunbridge Wells, Lewes and Mid Sussex. In terms of the LHNA 
conclusions, it is only suggested that a small, predominantly rural part of Wealden 
(incorporating Forest Row) to the northwest of the district overlaps with the Northern 
West Sussex HMA and this HMA only incorporates 6% of Wealden’s own population 
or around 2% of the overall HMA population. 

The latest information on the HMA for Crawley Borough Council was identified in the 
Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (November, 2019)9 

that confirms that evidence continues to support the definition of a Northern West 
Sussex HMA which is comprised, as a best fit to local authority boundaries, of 
Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex. It is recognised however that there is some 
evidence of an overlap with other local authorities, albeit Wealden is not specifically 
defined in this study, and this more relates to Surrey authorities to the north and the 
Coastal West Sussex HMA (that incorporates parts of Lewes District and Mid 
Sussex District). 

Given the above, the evidence shows a limited interaction between Wealden and 
Crawley in terms of those linkages. In addition, the administrative boundary of CBC is 
not shared with WDC and it is considered that the linkages shown in Wealden’s 
LHNA with the Northern West Sussex HMA are likely to stem from Mid Sussex 
District (particularly, East Grinstead) rather than Crawley. 

7 Wealden Local Housing Needs Assessment. August 2021.  
8 WDC Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), August 2016  
9 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (November, 2019)  
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As noted above, the overlap with Northern West Sussex HMA in Wealden is limited to 
a rural area that includes Forest Row, and whilst not wishing to pre-empt the Local 
Plan process, it is considered that there will likely be only very limited opportunities for 
further growth, given the constraints in that location that includes the High Weald 
AONB, flood risk and the Ashdown Forest SPA. The growth of other sustainable 
settlements within the south of Wealden District, such as Uckfield, Hailsham or other 
settlements on the outskirts of Eastbourne (i.e. Polegate, Stone Cross, Willingdon, 
Westham) also fall outside of the Northern West Sussex HMA. Given this, any growth 
in these locations are unlikely to fulfil the housing needs of CBC specifically. 

Wealden is influenced by a number of larger towns close/adjacent to its 
administrative boundaries. In particular, the evidence shows that the southern part of 
Wealden has a particularly strong relationship with Eastbourne. Eastbourne Borough 
has a number of constraints including flood risk, heritage and significantly their 
administrative boundaries that tightly surround the existing urban area and we have 
entered into early discussions as to whether it will be possible to meet some, or all of 
Eastbourne’s housing/employment needs. Eastbourne Borough Council have 
formally requested whether WDC is able to take some or all of their housing and 
employment needs. These discussions will be progressed as we progress through 
the respective local plan productions. 

Sustainability of New Development 

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF (July, 2021) states that ‘the supply of large numbers of 
new homes can often be best achieved through planning for larger scale 
development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages 
and towns, provided they are well located and designed, and supported by the 
necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a genuine choice of transport 
modes)’. Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (July, 2021) states that ‘significant 
development should be focused on locations which are or can be made 
sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice of 
transport modes’. Given our comments earlier regarding the constraints of Forest 
Row (which is located within the Northern West Sussex HMA), it is considered, on 
sustainability grounds alone, it would be better to address unmet development 
needs of CBC within and/or adjacent to large regional centres, where jobs, 
sustainable transport links and retail are largely located. This would be in line with 
national planning policy on this matter. Substantial development away from these 
areas, particularly within the High Weald AONB designation, in a rural area, would 
be considerably less sustainable and may exacerbate existing out-commuting 
patterns from Wealden District. 

Infrastructure  

WDC, as part of its local plan process will also need to consider its existing 
infrastructure constraints and to test how and where we can accommodate growth, 
including the strategic road network. It is not yet known whether WDCs own 
development needs can be met through its existing infrastructure and/or what new 
infrastructure is required to deliver growth in the longer term. 
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As part of our local plan production, we are working with East Sussex County Council 
and other local authority partners (Eastbourne, Rother, the South Downs National 
Park Authority, Lewes and Hastings) to test growth options, specifically in relation to 
existing road networks. A countywide transport model has been devised for this 
purpose. We will also need to consider as part of our growth strategy whether an 
offline A27 and indeed whether other mitigation at key junctions or roundabouts will 
be required to support growth. RIS2 was published in March 2020 and identifies 
further work that will be undertaken in order to progress developing proposals for the 
A27 between Lewes and Polegate as a potential pipeline scheme for construction 
between 2025 and 2030. We will need further clarification as to the potential of this 
scheme in order to inform housing delivery and options for delivery. In the meantime, 
we are waiting to hear the outcome of a Major Road Network (MRN) bid to support 
the delivery of a number of junction improvements for the A22/A27 to facilitate 
growth. We hope to know more on this shortly. 

Conclusions 

WDC has identified a number of issues above that demonstrate that meeting our own 
housing requirement will be challenging and this will need to be tested through the 
local plan process. Once we have understood this, we will then be in a position to 
consider whether we can meet any unmet needs from adjacent local authorities. 

Paragraph 24 of the NPPF (July, 2021) confirms that ‘local planning authorities are 
under a duty to cooperate with each other, and with other prescribed bodies, on a 
strategic matter that cross administrative boundaries’ (our emphasis). Furthermore, 
paragraphs 11 and 35(a) of the NPPF (July, 2021) talks directly to the unmet needs 
from ‘neighbouring areas’. As noted elsewhere, WDC does not share an 
administrative boundary with CBC and we are therefore under no obligation to 
consider such matters between the authorities. 

However, turning to your specific request, we are clear that given the geography of 
the Northern West Sussex HMA and the physical distance from Crawley, the options 
for WDC to take some or all of this need would be less sustainable than the 
alternative of delivering this growth either within the CBC area or its adjoining 
authorities. Put simply, any solution would either be to build in a rural part of WDC in 
an unsustainable location, within the High Weald AONB, or to seek to build outside 
the small, shared element of the HMA, thereby not meeting the needs of CBC 
residents. 

Given the above, WDC would not be able to commit at this stage of its plan-making 
process that it could deliver the suggested amount of unmet housing needs of CBC. 
However, the Council is developing its evidence base for its new Local Plan and will 
naturally consider any changes to its evidence base as it progresses through the 
relevant plan-making stages. 
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I trust that the above comments are helpful and clear at this stage. If you have any 
further queries, then please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Nichola Watters 
Head of Planning Policy, Economy and Climate Change 
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From: Claire Potts
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Cc: Karen Sinclair; Valerie Dobson; Tony Whitty
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Chichester District Council
Date: 28 April 2023 14:47:52

Dear Elizabeth,
 
In response to your email requesting any factual corrections on the Duty to Cooperate Statement
and draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, please see comments below:
 
Table 1.1 Framework for Cooperation:
 
Under One to One discussions with other local authorities – should this include Chichester DC?
 
Under Appendix H and I  – Jan 2020 letter.  CDC did provide a response so should be listed in
Appendix I.  I can send a copy if you need one for the record.
 
We have also sought to enter into a Statement of Common Ground with CBC which we sent for
comment in January, but haven’t had comments back yet.  It would be helpful to have any
comments on the draft so it can be progressed.  It is worth listing under Table 3.2 under one-to-
one discussions, or does that table only list SoCG that you have initiated?
 
In relation to the Topic Paper, we have no comments. 
 
We will respond formally to the letter separately.
 
Kind regards
 
Claire 
 
 
 

Claire Potts
Planning Policy Team Manager
Planning Policy
Chichester District Council

Ext: 21274 | Tel: | cpotts@chichester.gov.uk | Fax: |
East Pallant House opening hours: 9am-4pm Monday to Friday

________________________________________________________________________ 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER 
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From: Tony Whitty
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Cc: Valerie Dobson; Claire Potts; Karen Sinclair
Subject: FW: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Chichester District Council
Date: 28 April 2023 15:50:29
Attachments: ~WRD0082.jpg

CBC letter DtC and Unmet Needs April 2023.pdf
Crawley 2040 Duty to Cooperate Statement April 2023.pdf
Topic Paper 1 Unmet Needs and DtC.pdf

Hi Elizabeth,
 
I’m aware that Claire Potts has responded to you today on a number of matters, but for the
avoidance of doubt, with regard to meeting unmet housing need, we will provide a formal
response through either your reg 19 consultation or a statement of common ground.  However,
informally, as you are aware, Chichester District Council is unable to meet it’s own need.  We have
established this though a robust sustainability appraisal looking at higher growth options in the
north east of our district. Therefore we will not be in a position to meet any unmet need from
Crawley.
 
Let me know if you have any further questions.
 
Regards
 
 

Tony Whitty
Divisional Manager
Planning Policy
Chichester District Council

Ext: 34875 | Tel: 01243534875 | twhitty@chichester.gov.uk | Fax: 01243 776 766 |
http://www.chichester.gov.uk
East Pallant House opening hours: 9am-4pm Monday to Friday

From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 April 2023 10:40
To: Tony Whitty <twhitty@chichester.gov.uk>; Valerie Dobson <vdobson@chichester.gov.uk>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Chichester District Council
 
 

This Message originated outside your organization.

Dear Tony/Valerie,
 
You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
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Economy and Planning  
Contact name: Elizabeth Brigden Date: 14 April 2023 
Email: elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk  Direct line: 01293 438624 
 
 
 
 
 


By Email Only 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Head of Planning, 
 


Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040: Duty to Cooperate  


As you may be aware, the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 was approved for publication and 
submission at the Full Council meeting held on 22 February 2023. The publication consultation will take 
place for a 6-week period commencing Tuesday 9 May until Tuesday 20 June 2023.  


The purpose of this letter is to draw your attention to the Crawley Local Plan in relation to meeting 
Crawley borough’s objectively assessed development needs. The Local Plan has been prepared in the 
context of substantial, positive, ongoing cross-boundary working carried out over the various functional 
strategic areas of which Crawley forms part and I acknowledge and thank you for this.  


As you are aware this will be the third time the draft Crawley Local Plan review has been subject to formal 
Publication (Regulation 19) consultation. Ahead of the initial Publication consultation held in January 
2020, Crawley Borough Council sent a formal letter requesting assistance in addressing identified unmet 
development needs as part of the Local Plan Review. A number of Statements of Common Ground have 
since been agreed between authorities (attached where relevant) and our Duty to Cooperate Statement 
has been updated to document these and all the work which has been carried out to date in relation to 
cross-boundary, strategic issues. 


I invite your comments on the information provided within the updated draft Duty to Cooperate Statement 
(enclosed).  


In particular, I formally request confirmation of the role your authority is able to play in assisting my 
council in addressing identified unmet development needs under the Duty to Cooperate provisions: 


• The updated total unmet housing need, calculated for the Local Plan Review, based on the 
Standard Methodology for housing, arising from within Crawley over the Plan period (2024 – 2040) is 
7,050 dwellings.  


• In addition, there are particular housing types which are needed to meet the needs of specific 
communities. 


Overall Housing Need: 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for calculating 
housing need results in a total housing need for the 16 year Plan period (2024-2040) of 12,080 dwellings 
(based on 755 dwellings per annum (dpa)).  


The draft Local Plan identifies that the borough’s land supply allows 42% of this to be met on sites within 
the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,030 dwellings. This equates to an 
annualised average of 314dpa.  



mailto:elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk





However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher delivery in the early Plan 
period and the lower anticipated levels towards the end (due to the build out of the last remaining large 
sites available within the borough): 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400 dwellings per annum (dpa)  


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 360dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa. 


The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries, including by 
introducing extremely high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible locations and a series of 
housing typology policies to positively influence development opportunities within the borough. 


This leaves a total unmet need figure of 7,050 dwellings to be accommodated within the wider housing 
market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and delivery of 
sustainable development. 


In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
(SHMA) considered the needs of specific communities within the borough. More details are set out in our 
draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, enclosed for information and any detailed factual comments. 


Affordable Housing: 
With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need for 739 affordable 
homes per year in Crawley (of which 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented affordable housing). 
As Crawley is only able to meet approximately 42% of its overall housing needs within the borough, even 
with 40% affordable housing requirement proposed by the draft Local Plan policy, there will be a 
significant shortfall of affordable housing. In addition, viability evidence has confirmed it is not possible to 
require 40% affordable housing from town centre residential developments, in these cases the Policy 
establishes a 25% affordable housing requirement. On this basis, less than 15% of Crawley’s affordable 
housing needs can be met within the borough (108dpa). 


Therefore, where Crawley’s unmet housing needs are being met outside the borough boundary, it is 
requested discussions can take place to explore and agree mechanisms for opportunities for Crawley’s 
affordable housing needs to similarly be met, including through nomination rights being extended to 
residents on Crawley’s housing register. This is particularly, but not restricted to, where housing is coming 
forward in developments on Crawley’s boundaries.  


Self and Custom Build Homes: 
The SHMA has also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to explore opportunities to 
meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their own home. As a planned, urban New Town, 
the potential for meeting the level of development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the 
high density nature of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is not 
often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  


The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach. However, discussions 
would be welcomed to consider whether there are opportunities for this to be considered over a wider 
area (particularly if there are duplicate entries across districts and boroughs). 


 


I appreciate we are currently in the pre-Election period, but I would welcome an initial officer response 
from your local authority by Friday 28 April 2023, to help confirm the understanding between us with 
regard to whether your authority is able to assist Crawley in meeting its unmet needs. Further discussions 
can then take place between our authorities, as necessary, ahead of the submission of the Crawley 
Borough Local Plan for its Examination. 


Any concerns you may have with the updated DtC document, particularly where your authority is referred 
to, would also be welcomed by 28 April so that any issues can be addressed before we publish the 
document for consultation on 9 May. More general responses can obviously be made during our 
Publication consultation.  







It would also be helpful to understand, where we have an agreed Statement of Common Ground, if this 
needs to be updated; or, where we don’t have an existing agreed Statement of Common Ground, if this is 
something we should consider preparing in advance of the submission of the Crawley Borough Local 
Plan (anticipated to be during July 2023).  


 


Similarly, please let me know if your authority considers there are any other strategic issues not 
sufficiently covered or ways in which you believe Crawley may be able to assist you in your strategic 
planning needs. 


Please contact me or the Planning Policy Manager, Elizabeth Brigden, should you have any questions or 
require further clarification with any of the content included above. 


I look forward to continuing to work with you in the future to seek positive solutions to these challenging 
strategic issues. 


 


Yours Sincerely,  


 
 
Clem Smith 
Head of Economy and Planning 
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1.  Background 


1.1 Purpose 
1.1.1 The Duty to Cooperate establishes a need to plan for cross-boundary strategic 


issues and places a requirement on planning authorities to work together on such 
matters. The Duty applies to all local planning authorities, national park authorities 
and county councils in England, and to a number of other public bodies. The 
Prescribed Bodies relevant to strategic planning for Crawley are listed in Appendix A. 


1.1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) provides further guidance on 
meeting the Duty to Cooperate in plan-making. Effective and on-going joint working 
should be demonstrated through the preparation and maintenance of Statements of 
Common Ground (SoCG). 


1.1.3 Effective cooperation with neighbouring authorities is critical for Crawley because of 
its primary economic role at the heart of the sub-region and the wider economic and 
environmental implications relating to Gatwick Airport. 


1.1.4 Equally cooperation is essential, as due to its compact size, tight borough boundary 
around the existing urban area, significant physical constraints such as flooding and 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), and restrictions due to airport noise and 
possible future airport expansion, Crawley cannot meet the housing needs of its 
growing population within its own boundaries in full. 


1.1.5 This Duty to Cooperate Statement documents the approach the council has taken in 
meeting the Duty and demonstrates its commitment to effective and on-going joint 
working as part of the Local Plan Review.  


1.2 Framework for Cooperation 
1.2.1 The framework within which cooperation takes place has evolved over the period 


prior to, during and since the adoption of the existing Local Plan and continues to 
evolve throughout the Local Plan Review to reflect the particular issues which 
Crawley Borough Council (CBC) and neighbouring authorities face. References to 
the different components of this framework and the way they have contributed to the 
cooperation between CBC and other bodies are included in the main body of this 
Duty to Cooperate Statement. 


1.2.2 The following table sets out the main groups and mechanisms in which CBC is an 
active member in securing a framework in which to address strategic needs and 
achieve cooperation. Maps indicating the different geographic areas are provided in 
Appendix B and details of meetings and outcomes from the key cross-boundary 
strategic groups are set out in Appendix C. 


Table 1.1: Framework for Cooperation  


Group Scope Members 


Coast to Capital 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 


This is a network of functional economic hubs, 
with Gatwick Airport (in the centre of the area) 
and Brighton and Hove (in the south of the 
area) identified as key drivers of economic 
activity.  


Business-led partnership between 
local authorities and businesses, 
across the geographic area from East 
Surrey in the north to Brighton in the 
south and west to Chichester. 


Gatwick 
Diamond Local 
Authorities 


Gatwick Diamond Initiative was established in 
2003 as a business-led private/public sector 
partnership. 
The Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities 
continue to meet separately from the Initiative 
as part of discussing cross-boundary and 
strategic issues. 


Epsom & Ewell District Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Surrey County Council 
Tandridge District Council 
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Group Scope Members 


West Sussex 
and Greater 
Brighton  


There are a number of very well established 
West Sussex county wide groupings, as well as 
groups which include Greater Brighton. Of 
particular relevance to the Local Plan has been:  


• Leaders and Chief Executives of West 
Sussex County Council and District and 
Borough Councils. 


• Greater Brighton Economic Board. 


• West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic 
Planning Board – consists of Cabinet 
members responsible for planning and 
senior officers, and acts as a political forum 
to discuss issues relating to Duty to 
Cooperate and other joint planning issues.  


• West Sussex and Greater Brighton Planning 
Officers Group – support the work of the 
Strategic Planning Board and the agenda 
reflects that of the member group. 


• Planning Policy Officers Group – shares 
good practice and updates on Planning 
Policy preparation. 


Adur & Worthing Councils 
Arun District Council 
Brighton & Hove City Council 
Chichester District Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
East Sussex County Council 
Horsham District Council 
Lewes & Eastbourne Councils 
Mid Sussex District Council 
South Downs National Park Authority 
West Sussex County Council 


Northern West 
Sussex 
Authorities 


There is a long history of joint working between 
the three Local Authorities located in the 
Strategic Housing Market Area which has been 
identified as covering the northern half of West 
Sussex.  
Meetings and discussions have taken place 
between Leaders, Chief Executives, Portfolio 
Holders, Chief Planning Officers and Planning 
Officers. These include the involvement of 
West Sussex County Council in its critical 
infrastructure and countywide planning role. 
A number of joint evidence studies have been 
commissioned and updated over a number of 
years, including: Strategic Housing Market Area 
Assessment and its updates and Economic 
Growth Assessment.  


Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
West Sussex County Council 


High Weald 
AONB 
Partnership  


A partnership which seeks to conserve and 
enhance the natural beauty of the High Weald 
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Prepares 
and maintains the High Weald Management 
Plan. 


Ashford Borough Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
East Sussex County Council 
Hastings Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Kent County Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Rother District Council 
Sevenoaks District Council 
Surrey County Council 
Tandridge District Council 
Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 
Wealden District Council 
West Sussex District Council 
Natural England 
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Group Scope Members 


Sussex Local 
Nature 
Partnership: 
Local 
Authorities 
Network 


To support a consistent understanding and 
application of Local Nature Recovery across 
pan-Sussex Counties. In particular, the 
implementation of Biodiversity Net Gain and 
the development of the two Sussex Local 
Nature Recovery Strategies. 


East Sussex County Council 
West Sussex County Council 
Brighton and Hove City Council 
Adur & Worthing Councils 
Arun District Council 
Chichester District Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
Eastbourne and Lewes Councils 
Hastings Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Rother District Council 
South Downs National Park Authority 
Wealden District Council 


Groupings 
established to 
address specific 
issues  
These include: 


• Gatwick Joint Local Authorities and 
Gatwick Officers Group 


Crawley Borough Council 
East Sussex County Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Surrey County Council 
Tandridge District Council 
West Sussex County Council 
(Gatwick Airport Limited) 


• Ashdown Forest Working Group; Brighton & Hove City Council 
Eastbourne Borough Council 
East Sussex County Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
Hastings Borough Council 
Lewes District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Rother District Council 
South Downs National Park Authority 
Tandridge District Council 
Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council 
Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 
Sevenoaks District Council 
Wealden District Council 
West Sussex County Council 
Natural England 


• Upper Mole Group & Gatwick Water Cycle 
Study authorities; 


Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 


• Sussex North Water Resource Zone 
Executive Board; 


Chichester District Council 
Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
South Downs National Park Authority 
West Sussex County Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Environment Agency 
Natural England 
Southern Water 
Defra 
DLUHC 
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Group Scope Members 


Ofwat 


• Arun Valley Rail Station group; Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
West Sussex County Council Network 
Rail  
Department for Transport  
GTR 
Coast to Capital LEP 


• West of Crawley strategic sites; Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
West Sussex County Council 
Homes England 


• Gatwick Greenspace partnership. Crawley Borough Council 
Horsham District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Surrey County Council 
West Sussex County Council 
Horley Town Council 
Sussex Wildlife Trust 
Gatwick Airport Limited 


One-to-One 
discussions 
with other local 
authorities, 
prescribed 
bodies and 
other 
infrastructure 
providers 


As required. Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
Tandridge District Council 
West Sussex County Council 
Natural England 
Highways England 
Thames Water 
Southern Water 
SES Water 
South East Water 
Metrobus 
Gatwick Airport 
NHS 
Network Rail 


1.3 Adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 – 2030  
1.3.1 The Crawley Borough Local Plan was adopted in December 2015 having been found 


legally compliant and sound by an independent Planning Inspector following its 
examination. This included meeting the legal and soundness tests of Duty to 
Cooperate1. In particular, the Inspector noted that:  


“Ultimately, Crawley is reliant on others if its needs are to be met in full. As 


Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) makes clear, the duty to cooperate is 


not a duty to agree: the decision on whether to accommodate Crawley’s 


unmet need is for neighbouring authorities to make, having regard to the 


policies of the NPPF and their own particular circumstances. The evidence 


shows that Crawley has been persistent in identifying the scale of its 


 
1 Report on the Examination into Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 – 2030, paragraphs 6 – 11, 34, 82, and 115-
116 (November 2015) 
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unmet needs and in asking neighbouring authorities to make appropriate 


provision…” (paragraph 10), and  


“Overall Crawley has adopted a process of continuous engagement with 


neighbouring authorities in seeking to meet its strategic needs. Whilst is 


has not yet been able to secure in full the future provision of its unmet 


needs, there is no compelling evidence that such failure has resulted from 


the Council not promoting its case with sufficient vigour…” (paragraph 11). 


1.3.2 The Plan was supported, in its preparation and examination, by a Duty to Cooperate 
Statement which set out the areas of cross-boundary and strategic importance, and 
the work done in order to address these across administrative boundaries. These key 
areas were found to be: 


• Meeting Housing Needs 


• Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 


• Economic Growth 


• Gatwick Airport 


• Key Transport Routes 


• Flooding and Flood Risk 


• Climate Change and Low Carbon Economy 


• Broadband Infrastructure 


• Green Infrastructure 


• Water and Wastewater Infrastructure 


1.3.3 The Local Plan was found sound despite it not being possible for the borough’s full 
development needs to be accommodated within Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 
Table 1.2 below sets out the planned growth associated with the adopted Plan, and 
the remaining unmet need at the time of adoption, within the context of Crawley’s 
overall objectively assessed need for the Plan period 2015 to 2030. 


Table 1.2: Crawley Development Needs 2015 – 2030 


 Total Objectively Assessed 
Need over the Plan period 


(2015 – 2030) 


Local Plan 
Development 
Requirement 


Unmet Need 
Remaining 


Housing 10,125 dwellings 5,100 dwellings 5,000 dwellings 


Employment (B-Use) 58 hectares 23 hectares 35 hectares 


1.3.4 In order to provide clearer indication of how the council intended to address the 
unmet need, a modification was made to the Plan to insert the following additional 
wording into Policy H1: Housing Provision: 


There will be a remaining unmet housing need, of approximately 5,000 


dwellings, arising from Crawley over the Plan period. The council will 


continue to work closely with its neighbouring authorities, particularly those 


which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area, in exploring 


opportunities and resolving infrastructure and environmental constraints in 


order to meet this need in sustainable locations. This will include continued 


assessment of potential urban extensions to Crawley.    


1.3.5 In relation to employment, severe constraints on the availability of developable land 
in Crawley meant that even the borough’s baseline B-class employment needs could 
not be met. The Local Plan Inspector accepted that the approach with meeting 
employment needs differed from meeting the borough’s housing needs, confirming 
that: 


 “…I do not accept the argument that the council should be more 


active at this stage in engaging with other authorities to seek provision of 
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employment sites outside the borough. If Gatwick remains a single runway 


airport and safeguarding is lifted, the available land to the south and/or 


east of the airport is best placed to meet the medium and longer term 


employment needs of the borough and the wider Gatwick Diamond. This is 


different to the housing situation, where the amount of land suitable for 


new homes would not meet the identified needs even if safeguarded is 


lifted. Clearly the council may have to look to its neighbours to satisfy its 


employment needs if Gatwick gets a second runway or safeguarding is not 


lifted, but that is a matter for the review of the Plan following the 


government’s decision.”  


 The Inspector also endorsed the Plan’s strategy of protecting and maximising the use 
of existing employment sites, subject to modified wording that would also support 
delivery of new employment land as extensions to Manor Royal on land outside of 
safeguarding.  


1.4 Progress since 2015 
1.4.1 The council’s continual Duty to Cooperate is monitored and key progress is 


summarised annually in the Authority’s Monitoring Reports2. AMR extracts are 
combined in Appendix D to outline the key Duty to Cooperate Milestones between 
2016 and 2021, along with the milestones beyond the published AMRs to March 
2023. 


Meeting Crawley’s Unmet Housing Needs 
1.4.2 As part of the examinations into the other Local Plans for the Housing Market Area, 


CBC secured commitments through which the unmet need of Crawley has been 
accounted for, thereby ensuring Crawley’s 2015-2030 anticipated housing need will 
be accommodated in full within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market 
Area (HMA): 


• Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, paragraphs 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) Reigate 
and Banstead Borough Council3; 


• Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraph 6.3 (2015) Horsham District 
Council4; 


• Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing and Policy DP5: 
Planning to Meet Future Housing Need (2018) Mid Sussex District Council5. 


1.4.3 The Planning Inspector for the Horsham District Planning Framework concluded 
Horsham should try to accommodate roughly half of Crawley’s unmet needs6. In 
assessing the overlap between the NWS HMA and that of the coastal authorities to 
the south and London to the north, he remained unconvinced of any considerable 
degree of overlap7 and therefore concluded that there were no additional needs 
arising from these authorities to be met by the Horsham District Plan. 


 
2 Crawley Borough Local Plan Authority’s Monitoring Report 2017/18 (Part 7, pages 36-37; and Appendix G, 
pages 64-68); Crawley Borough Local Plan Authority’s Monitoring Report 2016/17 (Part 7, pages 40-41; and 
Appendix G, pages 65-68); Crawley Borough Local Plan Authority’s Monitoring Report 2015/16 (Part 6, pages 
28-29; and Appendix E, pages 42-43); Crawley Borough Local Plan Authority’s Monitoring Report 2013/15 (Part 
5, pages 16-17; and Appendix C, pages 23-30); LDF Annual Monitoring Report 2012/13 (Part 5, pages 60-61; 
and Appendix F, pages 80-85) 
3 http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3073/adopted_core_strategy_july_2014.pdf  
4 https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-
November-2015.pdf  
5 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3406/mid-sussex-district-plan.pdf  
6 Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraphs 40 and 43 (8 October 2015) 
Geoff Salter: https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf  
7 Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraphs 41 and 42 (8 October 2015) 
Geoff Salter 



http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB352488

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB337348

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB305490

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB281993

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB217577

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3073/adopted_core_strategy_july_2014.pdf

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-November-2015.pdf

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-November-2015.pdf

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3406/mid-sussex-district-plan.pdf

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf
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1.4.4 The Planning Inspector for the Mid Sussex District Plan provides a detailed summary 
of the most up-to-date position in relation to meeting the needs of the HMA, including 
Coastal West Sussex and Brighton, Surrey and London, and concluded that the first 
priority should be the unmet need arising in the same HMA as Mid Sussex8 (i.e. the 
NWS HMA).  


1.4.5 Table 1.3 below sets out the three authorities’ respective adopted Local Plan housing 
requirements against the adopted objectively assessed housing needs. The table 
shows that the NWS HMA is close to meeting its own objectively assessed housing 
needs in full for the adopted Plan periods. Against the annual Plan figure there is a 
shortfall of 97dwellings per annum (dpa), but when this is considered over full 
anticipated delivery across the Plan periods, due to the different lengths involved9, it 
results in a total outstanding amount of 527 dwellings, which equates to 35dpa. 


Table 1.3: Northern West Sussex adopted Local Plan Housing Needs and Housing Provision 


 Mid Sussex 
(Plan Period: 2014 


– 2031) 


Crawley 
(Plan Period: 
2015 – 2030) 


Horsham 
(Plan Period: 2011 


– 2031)  


TOTAL 


Annual Adopted Plan 
OAN 


876dpa 675dpa 650dpa 2,201dpa 


Full Adopted Plan 
OAN 


14,892 dwellings 10,125 dwellings 13,000 dwellings 38,017 dwellings 


Annual Adopted Plan 
Figure 


876dpa (14/24) 
1,090dpa (24/31) 


Ave: 964dpa 
340dpa 800dpa 2,104dpa 


Full Adopted Plan 
Figure 


16,390 dwellings 5,100 dwellings 16,000 dwellings 37,490 dwellings 


1.4.6 It was recognised through the Mid Sussex District Plan examination that this 
outstanding amount could be monitored against potential over-delivery in any of the 
three authority areas. As it is anticipated a shortfall would occur only in the latter part 
of the Plan period, this would be addressed through the District and Local Plan 
reviews. Table 1.4 shows how this is currently being anticipated as being addressed 
through planned over-delivery within Crawley’s borough boundaries. 


Table 1.4: Meeting Crawley’s Total Objectively Assessed Housing Needs 2015 – 2030  


 Dwellings 


 Local Plan Provision Crawley AMR 
Provision 


OAN for period 2015 – 2030  10,125 10,125 


Crawley Local Plan 2015 – 2030 5,100  


Projected Provision in Crawley AMR 2015 – 203010   6,538 


Contribution from Mid Sussex District Plan 1,498 1,498 


Contribution from Horsham Planning Policy Framework 3,000 3,000 


Totals  9,598 10,036 


Shortfall/Surplus against OAN 2015 – 2030 -527 +911 


1.4.7 Through the examination processes, the timetables for delivery across the housing 
market area were considered and resulted in complementary housing trajectories 


 
8 Report on the Examination of the Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, paragraphs 21 – 28 (12 March 2018) 
Jonathan Bore Inspector's Report on the District Plan (179kB PDF)  
9 Specific Plan Periods relate to: Crawley Local Plan 2015 – 2030 (the backlog immediately prior to 2015, 2012-
2015, is included in the projection over the Plan period); Horsham District Planning Framework 2011 – 2031; Mid 
Sussex District Plan 2014 - 2031 
10 Crawley Borough Local Plan Authority Monitoring Report 2018/19: Housing Trajectory, page 49: Crawley 
Authority Monitoring Report 2018/19  



https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/2216/mid-sussex-lp-report-mar-2018.pdf

https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-11/Crawley%20Borough%20Local%20Plan%20Authority%20Monitoring%20Report%202018-19.pdf

https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-11/Crawley%20Borough%20Local%20Plan%20Authority%20Monitoring%20Report%202018-19.pdf
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and allowed for stepped delivery: for Crawley, the frontloading of housing delivery 
and, for Mid Sussex, the ‘stepping up’ of delivery after the first ten years of the 
District Plan (see Appendix E).  


1.4.8 Each of the authorities have a five year land supply of housing11, and met the 2018 
Housing Delivery Test (Crawley: 181%; Horsham: 141%; Mid Sussex: 110%)12, with 
Crawley continuing to exceed the Housing Delivery Test in 201913, 202014 and 2021 
at 235%, 252% and 406% respectively15.  


1.4.9 On this basis, the full adopted housing need across the housing market area for the 
current Local Plans was being met, and Crawley’s unmet need figure was accounted 
for within the adopted Local Plans for Mid Sussex and Horsham districts. 


Meeting Crawley’s Unmet Employment Needs 
1.4.10 The government accepted the conclusions of the Airports Commission work and 


published the Airports National Policy Statement supporting a new runway at 
Heathrow in June 2018. However, this was legally challenged and uncertainty 
remained over the requirement for continued safeguarding at Gatwick so there has 
been no opportunity to review this until the current Local Plan Review. 


1.4.11 In 2019, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) adopted their Development 
Management Plan, which allocated the site at Land west of Balcombe Road, Horley 
as a Strategic Business Park. This 31ha site is anticipated to provide approximately 
200,000sqm employment floorspace, and was allocated for predominantly B1a, with 
limited B1b, B1c, B8 and non-B Classes including appropriate airport-related Sui 
Generis, uses. Whilst the site will contribute to the employment needs of Reigate and 
Banstead, the site’s prime function is to provide jobs for the wider Gatwick Diamond 
economic sub region. It will provide around 75% of the office floorspace shortfall from 
Crawley’s 2015 Local Plan16. 


  


 
11 Horsham Authority Monitoring Report 2019/20: https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/authority-
monitoring-report and Mid Sussex Housing Land Supply July 2019: https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-
building/consultation-monitoring/  
12 Housing Delivery Test: 2018 measurement (2019) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2018-measurement    
13 Housing Delivery Test 2019 measurement (2020) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2019-measurement 
14 Housing Delivery Test 2020 measurement (2021) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2020-measurement 
15 Horsham Housing Delivery Test Results: 2019 – 148%; 2020 – 155%; Mid Sussex Housing Delivery Test 
Results: 2019 – 95%; 2020 – 91%   
16 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment, para. 10.52 (2020) Lichfields: Northern West Sussex 
Economic Growth Assessment  



https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/authority-monitoring-report

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/authority-monitoring-report

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/consultation-monitoring/

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/consultation-monitoring/

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2018-measurement

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2019-measurement

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2020-measurement

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB354687

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB354687
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2.  Crawley Local Plan Review 


2.1 Crawley Local Plan Review Context 
2.1.1 Following the publication of the government’s consultation draft of the National 


Planning Policy Framework and accompanying practice guidance which provided 
greater guidance in relation to the maintenance of an-up-to-date plan and the five-
year review process, the council began the review of the Local Plan in August 2018. 


2.1.2 The Local Plan Review did not start from a blank page. In many cases, the principles 
and policies of the adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 remain up-to-date and 
‘sound’. Therefore, for some topic areas, progress is well advanced and there may 
be little change proposed to the current approach. For other areas, the review has 
provided the opportunities for proposing a change or a new approach to be 
considered.  


2.1.3 The draft Local Plan Review identifies the following cross-boundary strategic issues 
relating to the future development of Crawley over the Local Plan period17: 


• Meeting housing needs 


• Economic growth  


• Gatwick Airport 


• Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 


• Key transport routes 


• High quality communications connectivity  


• Low carbon economy 


• Water resources 


• Flooding and flood risk. 
Section 3 of this document identifies the key joint working and cooperation which has 
been undertaken to address each of these matters as part of this Local Plan Review. 
In relation to Low Carbon Economy and High Quality Communications Connectivity – 
these are picked up as part of Economic Growth. In addition to the issues set out in 
the list above, Green Infrastructure and biodiversity is also considered below in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate. 


2.1.4 The Local Plan Review has been through the formal processes of Early Engagement 
and two Publication Consultations, along with the other on-going work the council 
has continued in order to address the emerging issues as they have arisen. The 
timetable for the Local Plan is set out in Table 2.1 below, along with the Key Duty to 
Cooperate Milestones. 


Table 2.1: Local Plan Review Timetable & Key Duty to Cooperate Milestones 


Stage Date 


Adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan December 2015 


Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding Update 27 July 2016 


Publication of Gatwick 360 Infrastructure Report 27 July 2016 


Publication of Joint Housing Market Mix Study for Crawley and Horsham 7 December 2016 


Publication of Joint Starter Homes Study for Crawley and Horsham 7 December 2016 


Crawley join West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board in 
‘Observing’ role 


14 April 2017 


Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement 2016 Update agreed 26 June 2017 


Crawley response to Mid Sussex draft Position Statement and proposed modifications 27 September 2017 


 
17 Crawley Borough Submission Draft Local Plan, paragraph 1.30 (January 2023) CBC 
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Stage Date 


Joint Submission of Bid to DCLG as part of West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic 
Planning Board to support LSS3  


11 January 2018 


Crawley join West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board as Full 
Member 


18 January 2018 


Crawley response to Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan 
Regulation 19 Consultation and Duty to Cooperate Statement 


28 February 2018 


Signed Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground 16 April 2018 


Crawley response to Horsham Local Plan Review Issues and Options (Regulation 18 
consultation: Employment, Tourism and Sustainable Rural Development 


1 June 2018 


Publication of Gatwick 360 Strategic Economic Plan 23 July 2018 


Commenced Local Plan Review August 2018 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Tandridge 10 December 2018 


Adoption of High Weald AONB Management Plan 8 March 2019 


Completion of Eco-Serv GIS Joint Report for Crawley and Horsham March 2019 


Early Engagement consultation 15 July 2019 – 16 September 2019 


Publication of Joint Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment for 
Crawley and Horsham (and Mid Sussex) 


29 November 2019 


Signed PPA between Horsham, Crawley, West Sussex and Homes England 8 January 2020 


Initial Publication Consultation Commenced 20 January 2020 


Formal Letter to all Neighbouring Authorities to clarify Crawley Borough Level of 
Unmet Needs 


21 January 2020 


Publication of Joint Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment for Crawley, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex 


27 January 2020 


Initial Publication Consultation End 2 March 2020 


Signed West Sussex Statement of Common Ground April 2020 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Mid Sussex and Crawley for the Mid 
Sussex Site Allocations Plan 


6 May 2020 


Signed Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground 2 June 2020 


Publication of Joint Gatwick Water Cycle Study 28 August 2020 


Publication of Joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for Crawley and Horsham 14 September 2020 


Additional Publication Consultation Commenced  6 January 2021 


Publication of Draft Habitats Regulations Assessment 19 January 2021 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Mole Valley  25 January 2021 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Reigate and Banstead  5 February 2021 


Circulation of draft Crawley Duty to Cooperate Statement to Prescribed Bodies 25 February 2021 


Draft Crawley Duty to Cooperate Statement Published for Consultation 31 March 2021 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Worthing and Crawley 13 May 2021 


Publication of Transport Modelling Study 18 May 2021 


Additional Publication Consultation End 30 June 2021 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Arun and Crawley 22 July 2021 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study: Part A – Individual Local Authority Areas July 2021 
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Stage Date 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study: Part B – In Combination April 2022 


Publication of Final Transport Modelling Study June 2022 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study: Part C – Mitigation Strategy December 2022 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study: Part A – Individual Local Authority Areas July 2021 


Submission of Habitats Regulations Assessment to Natural England 20 January 2023 


Circulation of draft Crawley Duty to Cooperate Statement to Prescribed Bodies TBC 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Horsham TBC 


Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and West Sussex County 
Highways and Highways England 


TBC 


Agreement of Water Neutrality Implementation Scheme TBC 


Further Publication Submission Consultation  9 May – 20 June 2023 


Publish Final Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement TBC 


Submission (anticipated) July 2023 


Examination in Public (anticipated) Autumn 2023 


Adoption (anticipated) July 2024 


2.2 Framework for Cooperation 
2.2.1 As set out in Table 1.1, the strategic issues which extend beyond the borough’s 


administrative boundaries are being discussed in the following forms: 


• Individual discussions on a one-to-one basis with neighbouring authorities.  


• Meetings at a NWS Authorities level, with Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC), 
Horsham District Council (HDC) and West Sussex District Council (WSCC); and 
commissioning joint evidence base such as the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) and the Economic Growth Assessment (EGA). 


• Participating at a Gatwick Diamond level, with the Gatwick Diamond Authorities 
(crossing the County authority areas of West Sussex and Surrey). Jointly 
updating and signing up to the Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding 
and Local Strategic Statement, as well as being jointly involved as part of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities in responding and participating in the London 
Plan Examination in Public. 


• Considering County-wide issues, through meeting with West Sussex and Greater 
Brighton Authorities at officer and member levels and participating in the 
preparations for a West Sussex and Greater Brighton Local Strategic Statement. 


• Involvement on a river basin management level in preparing the Brief, reviewing 
and jointly agreeing the updated Water Cycle Study. 


• Working across the water supply zone on Water Neutrality evidence, strategy, 
Local Plan policy, governance, resourcing and the implementation and offsetting 
scheme. 


• Meeting as Gatwick Airport Joint Local Authorities at officer and member level to 
jointly consider the implication of current and future Gatwick Airport operations. 


• Participating as a member of the Greater Brighton Economic Board. 


• Participating as a member of the Ashdown Forest Working Group in relation to 
Habitats Regulations Requirements associated with the Ashdown Forest Special 
Area of Conservation. Joint signatories to the Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground.  
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The different strategic joint working mechanisms in place within which Crawley has 
undertaken the Duty to Cooperate are set out in Appendix C, and Appendix B 
provides maps illustrating the geographies of these.  


2.2.2 Evidence to support the Local Plan has been carried out at a variety of levels, 
depending on the appropriate scale of the information required and the issue being 
considered. Joint working on evidence studies has long been recognised as the most 
appropriate form in many cases. This includes: 


• NWS SHMA; 


• NWS EGA; 


• Gatwick Water Cycle Study; 


• Water Neutrality Study; 


• Joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). 
Details of the joint evidence studies are set out in Appendix F. 


2.3 Crawley Local Plan Review: Updated Housing and Employment Needs 
2.3.1 The national standardised Methodology has been applied in a Crawley-context as 


part of the Local Plan Review in order to establish the starting point for considering 
housing need. This has increased the housing need figure compared to the adopted 
Local Plan. The updated Economic Growth Assessment has reassessed the 
economic need for employment (particularly business) land. Table 2.2 sets out the 
changes in identified objectively assessed development needs from the adopted 
Local Plan. 


Table 2.2: Change in Objectively Assessed Development Needs for Crawley 


 Crawley 2030 Adopted Local 
Plan 2015 – 2030 (December 


2015) 


draft Submission Crawley Local 
Plan Review 2024 – 2040 (January 


2023) 


Housing Need (dwellings per 
annum) 


675dpa 755dpa 


Housing Need (over the full Plan 
periods) 


10,125 dwellings 12,080 dwellings 


Employment (Business) Land – 
Hectares 


58ha 26.2ha 


2.3.2 Alongside understanding the development needs of the borough, further work has 
been carried out to maximise the amount of development that can be accommodated 
within Crawley’s administrative boundaries, including seeking to maximise capacity 
by introducing high density targets for residential development in the Town Centre 
and other accessible locations (Policy CL5) and a series of housing typology policies 
to positively influence development opportunities within the borough (Policies H3, 
and H3a-H3f). This has increased the anticipated minimum supply of housing from 
the Early Engagement stage of the Local Plan Review (July 2019), of 4,806 net 
dwellings, to 5,030 net dwellings. However, due to the extended Plan period over 16 
years and the reliance on windfalls towards the end of the Plan period, the 
annualised average is slightly less than anticipated at Regulation 18 consultation 
(now 314dpa compared to 320dpa). In addition, due to the delivery of known supply 
having taken place in years 2019/2020, 2020/21, 2021/22 and 2022/23, it is also 
lower than the earlier Regulation 19 consultation Local Plan housing supply levels. 
These were: 5,355 dwellings (annualised average of 357dpa) between 2020 and 
2035 (January 2020) and 5,320 dwellings (annualised average of 332.5dpa) between 
2021 and 2037 (January 2021). 


2.3.3 The extent of land required to be safeguarded for a potential future southern runway 
at Gatwick Airport has also been assessed, facilitating the identification of a Strategic 
Employment Location to meet Crawley’s employment land needs.  
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2.3.4 The conclusions of this work are set out in Table 2.3 below. 


Updated Unmet Housing and Employment Needs 


Table 2.3: Crawley Local Plan Review Anticipated Unmet Needs 2024 – 2040 


 Objectively 
Assessed Need 


Submission Draft Crawley Local Plan Supply Unmet 
Needs 


Housing Need 
(dwellings per 
annum) 


755dpa 314dpa 441dpa 


Housing Need 
(2024– 2040)  


12,080 dwellings 5,030 dwellings 
7,050 


dwellings 


Employment 
(Business) Land 
(2021 – 2037) in 
Hectares 


26.2ha 
(of which: 22.9ha 


Industrial Land) 


17.5ha on sites predominantly located within 
Main Employment Areas (of which 9.17ha is for 


Industrial Land) & 13.73ha Industrial Land 
through the allocation of a new Strategic 


Employment Site. 


None 


2.3.5 In addition to the overall housing need requirement, providing housing for specific 
groups within Crawley is challenging, including meeting affordable housing needs 
and those for self- and custom-build.  


2.3.6 In January 2020, CBC formally wrote to all of the neighbouring authorities it 
considered it has some degree of a strategic planning relationship with, including 
those who do not share administrative boundaries, highlighting the anticipated level 
of unmet need arising over the Review Plan period. The levels of unmet need raised 
at that point reflected the evidence available for the initial period of Publication 
Consultation carried out between January and March 2020. Appendix G sets out this 
letter and details the authorities to which it was sent. Appendix H sets out the replies 
received in response to the formal letter. No authorities were in a position to confirm 
they could meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, but MSDC and HDC confirmed 
they would continue to seek to address them as part of the HMA. 


2.3.7 However, whilst this letter formalised the request and set out the January 2020 
published figures for the draft Local Plan at the initial Regulation 19 stage, this was 
sent out in the context of previous on-going discussions and within the existing 
understanding, as it is clear from the responses, of Crawley’s development needs 
and land supply constrained position. This understanding has developed through 
cross-boundary work on the adopted Local Plan, the joint evidence work being 
carried out across the NWS HMA, detailed strategic site-specific discussions took 
place across administrative boundaries in relation to proposals “at Crawley” and 
within the framework of the updated Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement 
(LSS). This progress is detailed further under each of the relevant Strategic Issues 
set out in Section 3 of this Statement. 


2.3.8 In February 2021, as part of the Additional Regulation 19 Publication Consultation, 
an earlier version of this Duty to Cooperate Statement document was circulated to all 
prescribed bodies. Representations received from Prescribed Bodies as part of the 
Additional Regulation 19 Publication Consultation are set out in Appendix G. 


Unmet Infrastructure Needs 
2.3.9 The Infrastructure Plan which accompanies the Local Plan has highlighted emerging 


infrastructure needs associated with the growth of the borough’s population which 
need addressing. Due to national changes affecting the provision of some types of 
infrastructure this has led to different outcomes than had been previously confirmed 
as part of the adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015.  
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Table 2.4: Crawley Local Plan Review Anticipated Unmet Infrastructure Needs 


 Crawley 2030 Adopted Local Plan 
(December 2015): Infrastructure Plan 


(Nov 2014) 


draft Submission Crawley Local Plan 
Review (January 2023): draft 


Infrastructure Plan (January 2023) 


Secondary 
Education 


Additional provision at both primary and 
secondary school level is required to cater 
for anticipated levels of growth. This 
would be met by: 


• Extending existing schools to create 
additional places; 


• Gatwick Green Free School in Manor 
Royal; 


• Provision of secondary places in the 
North of Horsham. 


A site for a 6-8 FE secondary school is 
required: catering for 6-8 forms of entry 
(180-240 places per year group) of 
Secondary Education. 


Special Education 
Needs 


Not highlighted. Additional specialist provision is required, 
through a combination of a new special 
school, Special Support Centres at existing 
schools and an alternative provision 
college site for children who are excluded 
from mainstream school. 


A particular shortfall in provision for 
children with Social, Emotional and 
Mental Health needs and for children 
with Autism. 


Health: GP 
Provision 


GP provision being met by new provision 
in: 


• Kilnwood Vale 


• Forge Wood  
There is a need for an expanded surgery 
in Bewbush and options are being 
discussed with the CCG, possibly linked to 
provision serving the new residents of 
Kilnwood Vale. 


Existing issues with Primary Care premises 
which cannot meet the needs of the 
growing population. NHS England do not 
consider new provision at Kilnwood Vale 
and Forge Wood is feasible or necessary.  
Reorganisation into Primary Care 
Networks (PCNs) to increase resilience 
and enhance capacity. 


Water Supply Within an area of serious water stress: 
need to manage demand for water 
through water efficiency measures so 
these are vital. 


Within an area of serious water stress and 
concerns regarding groundwater 
abstraction at Hardham highlighted 
through the HRA: need to manage 
demand for water through water 
efficiency measures to ensure water 
neutrality can be achieved, so these are 
vital alongside offsetting measures. 







Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 
Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, May 2023 


21 
 


 Crawley 2030 Adopted Local Plan 
(December 2015): Infrastructure Plan 


(Nov 2014) 


draft Submission Crawley Local Plan 
Review (January 2023): draft 


Infrastructure Plan (January 2023) 


Waste Water  The requirement for an additional facility 
will be dependent on factors including 
housing forecasts and changes in 
technology for the treatment of waste 
water and trade flows. 


Housing growth being considered up to 
2021 could be accommodated by the 
Crawley Waste Water Treatment Works. 


The flow permit for Crawley Waste Water 
Treatment Works (WwTW) is likely to be 
exceeded towards the end of 2030 (near 
the end of the AMP8 period). Thames 
Water has confirmed that the Works is 
close to its treatment capacity, and will 
exceed its permit during the Local Plan 
period.  


A new permit from the Environment 
Agency is likely to require a tighter 
Ammonia, Biochemical Oxygen Demand 
(BOD) and suspended solids consent, 
likely requiring an upgrade to achieve. 


It will be important to ensure that growth 
is aligned with delivery of additional 
capacity at Crawley WwTW. 


Other Key Strategic Matters: 
2.3.10 Rail: Since the adoption of the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015, discussions have 


taken place with Horsham District Council, West Sussex County Council, Network 
Rail and the Department for Transport, along with GTR, Coast to Capital LEP, and 
the developers of strategic sites between Crawley and Horsham within Horsham 
district, regarding the potential delivery of new additional rail stations on the Arun 
Valley line between Crawley and Horsham. 


2.3.11 Strategic Housing Development: Since the adoption of the Crawley Borough Local 
Plan 2015, discussions have taken place with HDC, WSCC and Homes England, 
regarding Homes England’s proposals for up to 10,000 new dwellings, and 
associated infrastructure and commercial provision, in three new neighbourhoods 
adjacent to Crawley, in the form of urban extensions to the town. In addition, 
proposals to allocate a new neighbourhood on Crawley’s eastern boundary, at 
Crabbet Park, have been published in the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 as 
part of its Regulation 18 consultation. 


2.3.12 Western Link Multi-Modal Transport Corridor: Associated with the Homes 
England proposals, further discussions have taken place, along with emerging 
transport modelling evidence for both Horsham District Local Plan and the Crawley 
Borough Local Plan, relating to the potential need for a western link multi-modal 
transport corridor between the A264 and the A23 (north of County Oak). CBC 
commissioned consultants, in partnership with WSCC, to undertake a study to refine 
the area of search for the section of this route which would run through Crawley’s 
administrative boundary. Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL), HDC, Environment Agency 
(EA) and Homes England were key stakeholders in developing this evidence. 


2.3.13 Gatwick Airport: Discussions have taken place with the Gatwick authorities 
regarding GAL’s Gatwick Airport Master Plan (published 2019), and, through the 
Development Consent Order (DCO) process, its proposals for the use of the existing 
emergency runway to the north of the main runway. 


2.3.14 Strategic Employment Provision: Since the adoption of the Crawley Borough Local 
Plan 2015, CBC engaged in RBBC’s promotion and allocation of Horley Strategic 
Business Park through their Site Allocation and Development Management Plan. 
This 31ha site is anticipated to provide predominantly offices (when allocated, the 
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B1a Use Class), with limited B1b, B1c, B8, and non-B Class uses including 
appropriate airport-related Sui Generis uses. RBBC has confirmed that the Horley 
allocation will not be able to assist Crawley in meeting any unmet needs for 
industrial, manufacturing or distribution accommodation. 


2.3.15 Flooding: An update to the cross-boundary SFRA has been undertaken jointly 
across Crawley and Horsham. 


2.3.16 Ashdown Forest: Participation in securing an agreed approach forward in relation to 
the ongoing monitoring and protection of the protected habitats associated with the 
Ashdown Forest. 


2.3.17 Arun Valley: the Water Cycle Study review highlighted a concern relating to the 
impact of abstraction of water for supplying parts of Crawley on ecological 
designations and habitat. This has been explored through the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment (HRA). Further work was commissioned jointly by the authorities within 
the Southern Water Sussex North Water Resource Zone which are supplied from the 
Arun Valley area. This work was undertaken with the involvement of Southern Water, 
Natural England, Environment Agency, Defra and DLUHC, to assess the in-
combination impacts of planned growth. This confirmed that, having regard to 
technical feasibility, opportunities for offsetting remaining water use and viability, 
greater water efficiency standards (tighter than 110l/p/d) are required to achieve 
water neutrality. It also concluded sufficient Offsetting opportunities are available 
within the remit of the Local Authorities but a delivery scheme is needed. 


. 
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3. Strategic Issues 


3.1 Issue A: Meeting Housing Needs 


Extent of the Issue 


Overall Housing Need and Housing Supply 


3.1.1 Crawley’s development as a New Town, in addition to the influence of Gatwick 
Airport, has significant implications for the future of the town in terms of population 
growth; and the need to accommodate development remains a key challenge for 
Crawley. By 2040, to meet the needs of its growing population, the town would need 
a further 12,08018 new homes. 


3.1.2 Crawley’s identified land supply allows for around 42% of its housing needs to be met 
through new housing developments within the borough boundaries: a minimum 
totalling 5,030 dwellings. In order to maintain this level of supply, this has required:  


• the identification of additional sites; 


• increased densities of existing sites following a reassessment of each of these 
sites; and  


• an increased windfall figure from 55dpa to 100dpa due to a review of the 
evidence.  


3.1.3 Notwithstanding the increases made, this figure also reflects high delivery rates 
already taken place in the years 2019 – 2021, and the extension of the Plan period to 
2040 (from the adopted Local Plan period to 2030 and the Regulation 18 Local Plan 
Review period to 2035) to cover the full 15 years beyond the Plan’s adoption, and no 
longer includes previously allocated sites which have subsequently now already been 
built out. This has meant the figures differ from those previously consulted upon 
during the initial Regulation 19 consultation held at the start of 2020, and which 
formed the figures set out within the letters sent to the neighbouring authorities. It 
also differs from the figures identified in the second Regulation 19 consultation, from 
January 2021, which were highlighted in the earlier version of this draft Duty to 
Cooperate Statement (March 2021). 


3.1.4 The overall housing land supply equates to an annualised average of 314dpa. 
However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher 
delivery in the early to mid-Plan period and the lower anticipated levels towards the 
end (due to the build out of the last remaining large sites available within the 
borough): 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400dpa  


• Years 6-10 (2020-34): 360dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa 


3.1.5 This equates to a correlating total unmet need over the Plan period (2024 – 2040) of 
7,050 dwellings; as an annualised average this is 431dpa. In line with the housing 
trajectory, the unmet need is anticipated to arise at the following rates: 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 355dpa 


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 395dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 550dpa 


Needs of Specific Communities within the Borough 


3.1.6 In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (SHMA) has considered the needs of specific communities 
within the borough. This has included: 


 
18 For the period from 2024 to 2040: 755 dwellings per annum x 16years, based on the Standard Methodology 
Figure 2014-based Household Projections, calculated March 2023. 
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• Those who require affordable housing  


• Families with children 


• Older people 


• Students 


• People with disabilities 


• People who rent their homes and 


• People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 


Affordable Housing 


3.1.7 With particular reference to affordable housing, the 2019 SHMA highlighted a net 
need for 739 affordable homes per year in Crawley (of which 563 dwellings per year 
are needed as rented affordable housing). As Crawley is only able to meet 
approximately 42% of its overall housing needs, calculated by the Standard Method, 
within the borough, even if the Local Plan were able to seek the full 40% affordable 
housing requirement from all new housing developments, there would be a significant 
shortfall of affordable housing.  


Table 3.1: Housing and Affordable Housing Needs 


 Overall Need (2024 – 2040) Crawley Local Plan Review 
(January 2023) 


Unmet Need (2024 – 2040) 


Housing 12,080 dwellings 5,030 dwellings 7,050 dwellings  


755dpa 314dpa 441dpa 


Affordable 
Housing – 
Total 


11,824 affordable dwellings 
total   


2,012 affordable dwellings  
(assuming 40% of total 


housing supply)  


9,812 affordable dwellings 


739dpa  125.75dpa 613.25dpa 


Affordable 
Housing – 
Rental 


of which 9,008 dwellings are 
required for affordable rent 


of which 1,509 dwellings 
would be for rental based 


on the 75/25 split 


of which 7,499 dwellings is 
unmet affordable rent 


563dpa 94dpa 469dpa 


3.1.8 This situation is exacerbated as the Viability evidence to support the Crawley Local 
Plan has highlighted a significant concern regarding the viability of the Town Centre 
and high density schemes. This is particularly due to the high existing land values 
(including due to opportunities for alternative uses) and the higher costs associated 
with building at higher rises needed to achieve the higher densities on small sites. 
This has reduced the ability to secure 40% affordable housing on such schemes. For 
Town Centre and high density schemes highlighting viability constraints, a 25% 
affordable housing target is set. This requires 15% of the affordable housing 
provision to be provided as affordable rent, and 10% to be provided as intermediate 
(including First Homes and affordable home ownership) tenures.  


Self and Custom Build Homes 


3.1.9 The SHMA has also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to 
explore opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their 
own home. As a planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of 
development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature 
of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is 
not often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  


Strategic Housing Provision 


3.1.10 Historically, CBC has worked jointly with Mid Sussex and Horsham District Councils 
to maximise the sustainable delivery of housing needed for the housing market area. 
This has included a number of strategic studies, including the At Crawley Study 
(2009), the New Market Town Study (2010) and West Sussex Bio City (2010). 
Through this joint working, the successful adoption of the Joint Area Action Plan for 
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West of Bewbush resulted in the subsequent build-out of Kilnwood Vale as a new 
neighbourhood to Crawley within Horsham District. This includes 2,886 homes, 
currently under construction. 


3.1.11 The Local Plan acknowledges that urban extensions to Crawley should be explored 
as potentially are an appropriate way to meet the needs of the emerging households 
from within the existing population. In addition to Kilnwood Vale, and the new 
neighbourhood within Crawley’s administrative boundaries, Forge Wood (for 2,085 
new homes, including Steers Lane), other significant level development has recently, 
or is currently, taking place to the east of Crawley, at land west of Copthorne (500 
new dwellings), to the west along Rusper Road (131 new dwellings) and to the south 
at Pease Pottage (765 new dwellings total – with 619 of these new dwellings located 
in a strategic allocation in the Mid Sussex District Plan, in the Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, and the remaining units from smaller sites within and around Pease 
Pottage). The housing supply from the sites at Kilnwood Vale, Rusper Road, 
Copthorne and Pease Pottage, whilst close to the administrative boundaries of 
Crawley, count towards meeting the housing requirement of Horsham and Mid 
Sussex respectively rather than meeting the housing requirement set out in the 
Crawley Borough Local Plan. 


3.1.12 Other potential urban extensions have historically been promoted to the east and 
west of the borough boundary. In particular, since the adoption of the Crawley 
Borough Local Plan 2015 and the Horsham District Planning Framework 2015, the 
potential for significant levels of up to 10,000 new dwellings, provided in the form of 
three new neighbourhoods to Crawley, is being pursued through the Horsham District 
Local Plan, by Homes England. This would involve three potential phases: land west 
of Ifield (for approximately 3,000+ new dwellings); land west of Kilnwood Vale (for 
approximately an additional 1,000 new dwellings); and further land between these to 
connect the neighbourhoods in the form of a further new neighbourhood (for the 
remaining 6,000 dwellings). The anticipated dwelling numbers are currently only 
indicative and would be subject to a substantial amount of further work by the 
applicant – including evidence on capacities and levels of deliverability during the 
Plan period. Whilst this land is almost wholly outside of the borough’s administrative 
boundaries, and falls within the considerations for the Horsham District Local Plan 
review, the implications and impacts of development of such scale in this location, 
and therefore infrastructure needs, would substantially be upon Crawley.  


3.1.13 The impact of potential urban extensions to Crawley are being investigated to 
understand whether these would constitute the most sustainable housing 
development locations in the context of the wider housing market area and travel to 
work area, and environmental constraints can be resolved. The Submission draft 
Crawley Borough Local Plan should not be considered as an indicator of the extent of 
acceptable development adjacent to Crawley. Many physical, environmental and 
policy designations apply to these areas, including Green Belt, Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, Ancient Woodland and Sites of Special Scientific Interest.  


3.1.14 CBC has taken this eventuality seriously and has actively and positively engaged as 
a key stakeholder in the discussions. In particular, given Homes England’s overall 
desire to see a major 10,000 home development “west of Crawley”, it has been 
considered critical to assess the potential impact of the scheme in its entirety, over a 
longer period, not simply in regard to the proposed first phase of 3,000+ homes “west 
of Ifield”. Otherwise, should this be approached by Homes England in a piecemeal 
manner, it is:  


• unlikely that essential infrastructure will be properly planned for, phased and 
provided; 


• likely to fail to capture the existing character, vistas, landscapes, built features 
and setting of the town and adjacent countryside;  
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• likely that opportunities for creating high quality compact development and 
expanding Crawley’s sustainable transport infrastructure will be missed; and 


• likely that opportunities to secure the appropriate type and mix of housing to meet 
Crawley’s needs, including for affordable housing, will be missed.  


3.1.15 In addition to the promotion of strategic urban extensions to the west of the borough, 
the Mid Sussex District Plan Review (Regulation 18, November – December 2022) 
proposed a further strategic site, immediately to the east of the Crawley borough 
boundary at Crabbet Park. This proposal is for 2,300 new dwellings and would be 
located adjacent to the M23 motorway, connecting into Crawley’s local highway and 
pedestrian network. CBC is seeking to work in a similar manner with MSDC in 
relation to these proposals as it has with HDC for the proposals to the west. 


Nature of Cooperation 
3.1.16 The scale of unmet housing need over the Plan period is fully acknowledged and is 


being discussed with neighbouring authorities in a constructive and effective manner, 
including across the wider geographic area of the Gatwick Diamond and West 
Sussex and Greater Brighton. 


3.1.16 Crawley’s housing market functions within the area identified as the Northern West 
Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA), which is predominantly within the local 
authority administrative areas of Crawley Borough, Horsham and Mid Sussex 
Districts; extending northwards into the administrative area of Reigate and Banstead 
Borough to a lesser degree.  


3.1.17 In the preparation of the adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015, it was 
recognised by the authorities across the NWS HMA that CBC had sought to fully 
maximise its capacity for housing development within the borough boundaries in 
order to meet its own housing needs19. Similarly, each authority within the area 
considers it is doing the maximum reasonable to meet the objectively assessed 
housing needs of the area as a whole, taking into account local constraints, local 
aspirations and the need for sustainable development20. Further acknowledgement is 
provided within the adopted Development Plans for Horsham, Mid Sussex and 
Reigate and Banstead: with recognition that their housing provision figures will 
contribute to meeting the wider needs of the NWS HMA and supporting the delivery 
of economic growth within the Gatwick Diamond21. The outcome of this cooperation 
resulted in the vast majority of the housing need across the HMA being met through 
these adopted Development Plans, as set out in Table 1.3. 


3.1.18 However, the increase in projected annual household growth through the Standard 
Method (which includes an uplift for addressing affordability), and the additional years 
beyond the adopted Plan period (2030 – 2040) has increased the amount of unmet 
need to be addressed by the Local Plan Review. This is acknowledged to be 
increasingly challenging for the HMA, as the need figures for Mid Sussex and 
Horsham districts using the Standard Method are also significantly increasing, 
without including any additional amount to meet Crawley’s unmet needs. 


3.1.19 Furthermore, it is acknowledged that the NWS HMA does not function independently 
and the edges between adjoining housing market areas are not clearly defined along 


 
19 Northern West Sussex Authorities Position Statement, paragraph 6.13 (September 2013), Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council 
20 Northern West Sussex Authorities Position Statement, paragraph 6.21 (February 2015), Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council 
21 Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, paragraph 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; 
Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraph 6.3 (November 2015) Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing, second paragraph, page 30, and Policy DP5: Planning to Meet 
Future Housing Need, pages 33-34 (March 2018) Mid Sussex District Council  
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administrative boundaries. It is also understood that housing market areas operate as 
a layered system of tiers, and some have less clearly identified areas of movement in 
terms of inter-migration and travel-to-work.  


3.1.20 The SHMA confirms that development “at Crawley” would contribute towards meeting 
Crawley’s housing needs and should be expected to have regard to the nature of 
Crawley’s housing need identified within the study22. 


3.1.21 Table 3.2 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to housing needs. 


Table 3.2: Housing Needs Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
Strategic Planning 
Board (see Table 
1.1 for 
membership) 


All partners have recognised that a full 
review of LSS2 will be required to address 
longer term issues. In particular, the third 
version of the Statement (LSS3) will need to 
robustly address the continuing gap 
between objectively assessed housing 
needs and housing delivery in the sub-
region and the continuing challenges 
around supporting sustainable economic 
growth and infrastructure investment. 
An updated Statement of Common Ground 
is being prepared. This is likely to document 
the extent of unmet housing need to reflect 
a commonly agreed position. 


All WS&GB partners have committed 
to undertaking the following: 
a. Robustly and creatively explore 


options for meeting the unmet 
needs across the Board area, 
starting by leaving ‘no stone 
unturned’ within the respective 
administrative boundary for the 
period up to 2030 and for these 
options to inform Local Plan 
reviews; 


b. Prepare a Local Strategic 
Statement 3 covering the period 
2030 to 2050 with an appropriate 
level of stakeholder participation 
to ensure that all those with an 
interest in LSS3 have an 
opportunity to engage in the 
development of the strategy; 


c. Commission work to provide an 
evidence base for the preparation 
of a Local Strategic Statement 3 
which covers the following: 


• A baseline of current growth 
proposals and an 
understanding of any 
shortfall in housing, 
employment and 
infrastructure provision; 


• A common methodology for 
determining the ‘no stone 
unturned’ approach to 
identifying possible locations 
to meet any unmet need; 


• The capacity of the Board 
area to absorb further 
growth in this period; 


• The likely required level of 
growth between 2030 and 
2050; 


 
22 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment, paras. 5.86-5.89 and 13.13, and Local Housing 
Need: Implications, page 59 (2019) Iceni Projects 







Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 
Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, May 2023 


28 
 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


• The strategic options 
available to deliver additional 
growth; 


• The investment necessary (in 
infrastructure) to ensure the 
successful delivery of 
appropriate growth. 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Review and refresh update of the signed 
Memorandum of Understanding. 


Joint strategic priority across the 
authorities for “Delivering a Choice 
and Mix of Homes”. 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint Representation and Participation at 
the London Plan Examination in Public. 


London Plan Examination Report – 
requiring the London Plan to early 
review, and including Green Belt 
review. 


Crawley, Horsham 
and Mid Sussex 
Districts, and West 
Sussex County 


Meetings as Northern West Sussex 
Authorities to discuss strategic emerging 
matters, evidence base and Local Plan 
Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common Ground 
(May 2020): Agreements 
2. The parties agree that each 


authority has assessed the ability 
of its area to accommodate 
housing development. They each 
consider that they are doing the 
maximum reasonable to meet the 
housing needs, established by the 
current adopted Plans, of the 
Housing Market Area as a whole.  


3. The authorities agree to continue 
to work positively together to 
seek to address the future 
housing needs of the Housing 
Market Area as far as possible, 
taking into account local 
constraints, and the need for 
sustainable development. 


4. The authorities will explore the 
potential opportunities and 
mechanisms for meeting the 
housing needs for different 
groups in the community across 
the Housing Market Area. 


Housing-Focused SoCG Update in 
preparation. 


Crawley Borough 
and Horsham 
District 


Joint commission of Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment Update to secure up-to-
date evidence in relation to housing needs 
for the two authority areas within the 
context of the Northern West Sussex 
Housing Market Area. 


Northern West Sussex Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment 
(November 2019) 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 


On-going discussions in relation to Strategic 
Site proposals, including:  


• Urban Design expertise;  


• shared coordination of Transport 
Modelling and Open Space evidence;  


• approach to Crawley Western Link 
Road;  


Jointly Signed PPA for pre-application 
discussions for first phase of Homes 
England proposals. 


CBC comments on Submitted 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


• blended housing mix and affordable 
housing;  


• unmet education needs. 


Scoping Opinion for development on 
land west of Ifield. 


Crawley Submission draft Local Plan 
supporting text, paras. 12.17 – 12.23 
and Policy ST4. 


CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground (in preparation). 


Crawley Borough 
and Mid Sussex 
District 


Crawley’s attendance and representations 
to the Mid Sussex District Plan Examination 
– highlighting Crawley’s ongoing unmet 
housing need beyond the existing Plan 
periods. 


CBC engagement in proposals for strategic 
development to the east of Crawley’s 
administrative boundaries – attendance at 
meetings, requests to be particularly 
involved in relation to highways, education 
and other infrastructure impacts and 
density, housing mix and design of a new 
neighbourhood for Crawley.  


Confirmation in the Mid Sussex 
District Plan for the HMAs future 
unmet needs to be considered 
through the District Plan Review. 


Formal response to Mid Sussex 
District Plan Review Regulation 18 
Consultation. 


CBC/MSDC Statement of Common 
Ground (in preparation). 


Crawley and the 
Sussex North 
Water Resource 
Zone Authorities 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Shared findings related to Habitats 
Regulations Assessment.  


Joint commissioning of work in relation to 
water abstraction and water neutrality. 


Joint policy preparation and Sustainability 
Appraisal assessment. 


Joint governance approach and shared 
appointment of Water Neutrality Project 
Manager. 


Water Neutrality Study, including Part 
C: Mitigation Strategy. 


Shared Policy Approach. 


CBC Pilot Offsetting Scheme. 


Joint Offsetting Implementation 
Scheme in preparation.  


Crawley and the 
Coast to Capital LEP 
Authorities 


Letters to 12 Authorities, in 2020, 
confirming Crawley’s Submission draft Local 
Plan unmet needs, including the overall 
housing number, based on the Standard 
Methodology approach, and requesting 
discussions in relation to meeting the needs 
of specific groups including affordable 
housing and self- and custom-build. 


Responses received from the 
following Authorities: 


→ Adur & Worthing Councils 


→ Arun District Council 


→ Brighton & Hove City Council 


→ Horsham District Council 


→ Mid Sussex District Council 


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


→ Tandridge District Council 


→ Waverley Borough Council 
No authorities were in a position to 
confirm they could meet Crawley’s 
unmet housing needs, but MSDC and 
HDC confirmed they would continue 
to seek to address them as part of the 
HMA. 


Crawley and 
Prescribed Bodies 


Circulation of draft Duty to Cooperate 
Statement to Prescribed Bodies for 
comment and feedback, in 2021. 


Responses received from the 
following Authorities: 


→ Environment Agency 


→ Historic England 


→ Horsham District Council 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


→ Mid Sussex District Council 


→ National Highways 


→ Natural England 


→ Southern Water 


→ Tandridge District Council 


→ Waverley District Council 


→ Wealden District Council 


→ West Sussex County Council 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed with: 


→ Mid Sussex District Council 


→ Tandridge District Council 


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


→ Worthing Borough Council  


→ Arun District Council 


Statements of Common Ground in 
preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Ongoing discussions to resolve the remaining unmet needs arising from 
Crawley over the Review Plan period, including affordable housing, housing 
mix and self- and custom-build housing, particularly with its neighbouring 
authorities within the HMA as part of their Local Plan Reviews. 


Action: Ongoing discussions as part of the Horsham District Local Plan Review 
evidence, policy preparation, consultation and examination in relation to 
Homes England’s strategic development proposals for land to the west of 
Crawley to form up to three new neighbourhoods for Crawley over the longer 
period. 


Action:  Ongoing discussions as part of the PPA and development management 
processes on any masterplans, planning applications, proposed 
infrastructure provision and affordable housing nomination rights, for Homes 
England’s strategic development proposals, particularly for land to the west 
of Ifield, should proposals from Homes England come forward for it to form a 
new neighbourhood for Crawley. 


Action: Ongoing discussions as part of the Mid Sussex District Local Plan Review 
evidence, policy preparation, consultation and examination in relation to 
strategic development proposals for Crabbet Park to the east of Crawley, in 
particular in relation to infrastructure, density, housing type mix and 
affordable housing nominations. 


Action: Ongoing discussions between Crawley and its adjoining authorities and the 
County Council in relation to potential further urban extensions to the 
borough for the medium- to long-term, beyond the Plan period. 


Action: Ongoing active participation in the West Sussex and Greater Brighton 
partnership relating to the strategic delivery of solutions to meeting wider 
housing needs and unlocking opportunities through securing comprehensive 
infrastructure improvements for the longer term.   
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3.2 Issue B: Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 


Extent of the Issue 
3.2.1 The revised Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople (GTTS) 


Accommodation Needs Assessment (2020) confirmed that there remains to be no 
immediate need for new pitch or plot provision. An updated Assessment is in the 
process of being carried out, which will consider if this remains the case. However, it 
has been identified that there may be a potential future need of up to ten pitches for 
Gypsies and Travellers arising from the existing population within Crawley. This 
supports the previous conclusions from the evidence undertaken to support the 
adopted Local Plan. The Local Plan Review continues to allocate a reserve site at 
Broadfield Kennels for this purpose, should a need arise during the mid to latter part 
of the Plan period.  


3.2.2 The findings of the 2020 GTTS Accommodation Needs Assessment highlighted the 
brief and transient nature of the Gypsy and Traveller communities which have stayed 
within Crawley over the period since 2014/15, predominantly heading for coastal 
destinations, as well as the limited number. 


Nature of Cooperation 
3.2.2 Table 3.3 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 


relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople. 


Table 3.3: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


West Sussex 
County, Districts 
and Boroughs 


Joint working to secure a shared Transit Site 
within the County for use by all districts and 
boroughs, to support Sussex Police.  


A shared Transit Site has been 
established successfully, which is 
located in Chichester.  


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Theme across 
the authorities for “3. Delivering a 
Choice and Mix of Homes”. 


Agreement for each authority to 
seek to meet permanent 
accommodation needs of the Gypsy, 
Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
within their own administrative 
boundaries. 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts, 
and West Sussex 
County 


Meetings as Northern West Sussex 
Authorities to discuss strategic emerging 
matters, evidence base and Local Plan 
Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 


Crawley and West 
Sussex County 


Discussions with the West Sussex Traveller 
Liaison Officer and sharing information. 


Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodations Needs Assessment 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed with: 


→ Tandridge District Council  


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


Statements of Common Ground in 
preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 
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Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Ongoing joint working will need to continue to understand the evolving 
nature of the travelling families within the borough and the interactions 
across the wider area. 


3.3 Issue C: Economic Growth 


Extent of the Issue 
3.3.1 Crawley, primarily due to the strength of Manor Royal and Gatwick Airport, 


represents the largest and most significant commercial centre within the sub-region, 
accommodating 48% of all employment floorspace in Northern West Sussex. Its 
locational strengths, including proximity to an international airport at Gatwick, the 
M23/motorway network and fast rail links to London and the south coast combined 
with its specific employment offer mean that Crawley doesn’t directly compete with 
other smaller centres in West Sussex but instead with larger centres in the wider 
South East such as Croydon, Basingstoke and Guildford. 


3.3.2 Joint working has been undertaken across Northern West Sussex on behalf of CBC, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex District Councils through the joint commissioning of the 
Economic Growth Assessment (EGA), 2020. The study confirms that Northern West 
Sussex (NWS) continues to operate as a broad Functional Economic Market Area, 
with its spatial extent largely consistent with the authority boundaries of Crawley, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex. Economic linkages with adjoining areas such as Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate & Banstead (i.e. Horley) and East Sussex are comparatively 
weaker but still have an influence. The EGA undertakes a detailed appraisal of the 
NWS economy, having regard to market intelligence and sectoral analysis, as well as 
considering the opportunities, challenges and growth needs in detail for each local 
authority area. The study clarifies and evidences the inter-dependency of the North 
West Sussex area, recognising the interaction between areas and the inter-related 
issues of land supply and demand within a Gatwick Diamond context. Given the 
significant demand from businesses seeking to locate in Crawley, the EGA 
recognises that if new business land cannot be identified in Crawley, some business 
needs could be displaced outside the borough, or outside of the sub-region entirely. 


3.3.3 A Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020) was commissioned, particularly 
in light of the significant economic impact of COVID-19 on the borough, and 
sensitivity checking forecasts from the original EGA through additional sectoral 
analysis.  


3.3.4 Due to the delays in progressing the Local Plan, a further Crawley EGA Update was 
undertaken at the end of 2022 and finalised in January 2023. This identified 
employment needs of a minimum 113,390sqm new floorspace (26.2 hectares) new 
employment land to accommodate business23  needs in Crawley to 2040. This is 
significantly within the industrial sectors24 where, taking account of forecast declines 
in the Light & General Industrial sectors, floorspace need of at least 91,620sqm 
(22.9ha) is identified. Office and Research & Development floorspace need of at 
least 21,770sqm (3.3ha) is also identified. 


3.3.5 Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) identifies an 
available employment land supply pipeline of 71,325sqm (14.49ha), which comprises 
21,020sqm (5.32ha) office and research & design and 50,305sqm (9.17ha) 
distribution land. The existing available office land supply pipeline meets identified 


 
23 Business is defined as office, research & development, light industry, general industrial, or storage & 
distribution uses.  
24 the term ‘industrial space’ is used to refer to both manufacturing (E(g)(iii)/B2) and warehouse  
and distribution (B8) uses. 
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quantitative office needs, although there remains a broader qualitative office need. In 
addition to new office land coming forward in Crawley, the Horley Strategic Business 
Park site allocation in Reigate and Banstead borough will add to the sub-regional 
office offer. Therefore, Crawley’s employment land requirements are substantially of 
an industrial nature, principally in relation to B8 storage & distribution use. There is 
an existing available industrial land supply pipeline of 50,305sqm (9.17ha), meaning 
there remains an outstanding need for at least 41,315sqm (13.73ha) new land for B8 
uses. 


3.3.6 To meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an industrial-led Strategic 
Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and South of the 
M23 Spur, referred to as Gatwick Green. There are, therefore, no unmet employment 
needs arising from Crawley. 


3.3.7 A separate Crawley Retail, Commercial Leisure and Neighbourhood Needs 
Assessment has been prepared to inform the Local Plan. This has, amongst other 
objectives, prepared an assessment of Crawley’s retail and leisure needs, having 
regard to its role and relationships in the wider retail catchment. 


Nature of Cooperation 
3.3.8 The Gatwick Diamond LSS establishes the following as a Priority Theme: “Achieving 


a Sustainable Economy and Prosperity including Supporting Low Carbon Growth”. 
This supports economic growth to: 


• Ensure that opportunities to grow a knowledge-driven economy are maximised; 


• Develop and maintain strategies for securing more sustainable forms of 
development to deliver an efficient, low carbon economy; 


• Sustain a flourishing and competitive knowledge based economy with high levels 
of entrepreneurship, providing sustainable employment; 


• Allow businesses to operate in an environment which enables the Diamond to be 
recognised, nationally and internationally, as one of the top locations for 
business; 


• Regenerate areas which need change and improvement to meet modern investor 
and business expectations. 


3.3.9 This Theme is to be addressed by, amongst other things, planning for continued 
economic growth building on the opportunities already identified in local authority and 
LEP plans to secure a knowledge based economy; develop economic development 
activities to attract new businesses and retain existing businesses to support the 
whole Gatwick Diamond economy; build on and develop industry expertise, whilst 
seizing and delivering upon opportunities to make significant statements of intent 
such as new science/office/business parks, continued support for economic growth in 
existing employment areas and support for town centre regeneration and growth; and 
coordinate employment land policies to secure and support the retention of 
employment land necessary to provide a mix and choice of high quality sites and 
locations25. 


3.3.10 Given its constrained land supply position, the adopted Local Plan had sought to 
protect and maximise the use of existing main employment areas, whilst taking a 
positive approach to allow small extensions to Manor Royal outside of the 
safeguarded land. Given the constraints posed by safeguarding, the 2015 Local Plan 
introduced a sequential approach to identifying appropriate locations for new 
business-led growth, focusing respectively on delivering sites on: 


 
25 Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement 2016, Priority Theme 1, pages 24-28 (June 2017) Chilmark 
Consulting: https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB344429.pdf  



https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB344429.pdf
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i. Land within Crawley, in the north of the borough (this would be reliant on the 
ability to remove safeguarding for a potential future southern runway at Gatwick 
Airport); 


ii. Land at Crawley/Gatwick, in the areas immediately adjoining the borough; 
iii. Land near Crawley/Gatwick. 


3.3.11 CBC actively engaged throughout the Reigate and Banstead Development 
Management Plan evidence preparation, consultation and examination process in 
relation to the allocation of a Strategic Employment Site in Reigate and Banstead 
borough. The Horley Strategic Business Park, allocated by Policy HOR9 of the 
Reigate and Banstead Development Management Policies DPD, is anticipated to 
approximately 200,000 square metres of office-led employment floorspace. The 
allocation will meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s identified office needs from 
the adopted Crawley Local Plan 2015, though will not meet any of its outstanding 
industrial needs, including those identified in the Local Plan Review. 


3.3.12 Access to high quality digital infrastructure will be important to supporting economic 
growth and enhancing the provision to local communities, with investment in full fibre 
broadband connectivity identified as a priority in both the Coast to Capital LEP 
Strategic Economic Plan and in the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 
West Sussex councils, including Crawley, are working together to build full fibre 
infrastructure that will connect key public sector sites, capable of delivering speeds 
from 1,000 megabits per second (1 gigabit) to meet the future need of public 
services. There is a commitment to providing greater coverage of full fibre within the 
county by working with the market to benefit homes and businesses in the future.  
Joint discussions regarding policy wording have also taken place. 


3.3.13 To inform work on the Crawley Retail, Commercial Leisure and Neighbourhood 
Needs Assessment, all local authorities within Crawley’s retail catchment area were 
contacted. Their input into the study was requested to help understand the 
retail/leisure position for each authority, and they were advised of telephone surveys 
being undertaken as part of the study. 


3.3.14 Table 3.4 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Economic Growth. 


Table 3.4: Economic Growth Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


See Table 3.2 above. See Table 3.2 above. 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Themes 
across the authorities for “1. 
Achieving A Sustainable Economy 
and Prosperity including 
Supporting Low Carbon Growth”; 
“2. Investing in Urban and Rural 
Centres” and “4. Education and 
Skills”. 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts and 
West Sussex 
County 


Meetings as Northern West Sussex Authorities 
to discuss strategic emerging matters, evidence 
base and Local Plan Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts 


Joint commission of Economic Growth 
Assessment Update to secure up-to-date 
evidence in relation to economic needs for the 
three authority areas within the context of the 
Northern West Sussex.  
Sharing of brief and findings of local authority-
specific EGA updated. 


Northern West Sussex Economic 
Growth Assessment (January 
2020) 


Crawley Focused EGA update 
(September 2020) 


Crawley EGA Update (January 
2023) 


Crawley and 
Reigate and 
Banstead Boroughs 


Representations to the RBBC Development Plan 
Document and attendance at the Examination 
Hearing Sessions as well as on-going discussions 
in relation to Strategic Site proposals.  
This has included sharing of draft evidence 
between the local authorities, with RBBC 
having shared draft evidence relating to the 
Horley Strategic Business Park allocation and 
CBC having shared the draft NWS EGA and 
Crawley focused update. 


RBBC adoption of the Reigate and 
Banstead Borough Council 
Development Plan Document and 
allocation of Horley Business Park. 
Statement of Common Ground 
agreed (February 2021). 


Crawley Borough 
and West Sussex 
County 


Liaisons and agreement in relation to High 
quality communications connectivity. This has 
included meetings with WSCC, WSCC input into 
policy drafting, and attendance at WSCC digital 
conference. 


Agreed draft Local Plan Policy IN3: 
Supporting High Quality 
Communications. 


Reigate & 
Banstead, Mole 
Valley, Tandridge, 
Mid Sussex, 
Horsham, Epsom & 
Ewell, Wealden, 
Sevenoaks 


Information request with regards to planned 
retail and commercial leisure development. 


Crawley Retail, Commercial 
Leisure and Town Centre 
Neighbourhood Needs Assessment 
(2020) 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed with:  


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


→ Arun District Council 


Statements of Common Ground in 
preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Ongoing discussions in relation to strategic employment locations, 
particularly related to transport implications with West Sussex County 
Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council. 


3.4 Issue D: Gatwick Airport 


Extent of the Issue 
3.4.1 Gatwick Airport lies within the borough of Crawley and at peak times, prior to the 


Covid-19 pandemic, was the busiest single runway airport in the world. In 2018/19, 
Gatwick Airport handled 46.4million passengers. The presence and operation of an 
international airport within the borough generates specific planning issues which 
need to be addressed by local planning policies. The Airport generates a significant 
number of economic benefits both directly through its own employment requirements 
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but also, indirectly, through the wider benefits to the regional and local economy 
which make Crawley and the wider Gatwick Diamond area highly attractive to 
employers and businesses. However, it also creates significant environmental 
impacts particularly as a result of air traffic movements and surface access to the 
airport. The airport operator and the councils around the airport work together to 
maximise the benefits associated with the airport whilst seeking to reduce any 
significant adverse effects. 


3.4.2 The council is consulted on any developments which the airport operator proposes to 
undertake under its permitted development rights. The council, as the Local Planning 
Authority, also determines any planning applications for more significant 
developments which are not classified as permitted development. Development 
required to support the growth in capacity of the airport over 10 million passengers 
per annum, as is currently proposed by the Airport for the routine use of the northern 
standby runway, is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) under the 
Planning Act 2008, and is to be determined by the Secretary of State for Transport, 
advised by the Planning Inspectorate, through the Development Consent Order 
(DCO) process, subject to a submission being made by Gatwick Airport Ltd.  


Nature of Cooperation 
3.4.3 Whilst Gatwick Airport is located within CBC’s administrative boundaries, a range of 


impacts affect a much wider area. Reflecting this, there are a number of established 
groupings relating to the functioning and development of Gatwick Airport across a 
range of administrative and professional and technical areas. The local authorities 
neighbouring the airport work together at officer (the Gatwick Officers Group/the 
GOG Steering Group) and member (the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities) level, as 
well as the Chief Executives and leaders meeting regularly. The authorities also take 
part in the Gatwick Airport Consultative Committee (GATCOM), which is also 
attended by a range of stakeholders including Gatwick Airport Limited, parish 
councils, business and airline representatives and local environmental groups. Some 
of the authorities including Crawley also take part in the Noise and Track Monitoring 
Advisory Group, and the Noise Management Board. 


3.4.4 There is a long-standing S106 Agreement between Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL), 
Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council to ensure that, as the 
Airport grows, measures are in place to minimise, so far as possible, its short and 
longer-term environmental impacts; and to maintain and enhance the ways the 
parties share information and work together to bring benefits to the Airport and the 
communities it serves. The Agreement includes financial commitments and 
monitoring obligations on the Airport operator. The surrounding districts and counties 
(East Sussex County Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council, 
Mole Valley District Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, Surrey County 
Council and Tandridge District Council) are named in the Agreement as Adjoining 
Authorities, and it places obligations on Crawley Borough Council to meet with them 
regularly to discuss and consider the S106, current and emerging issues related to 
operation, growth and development of the Airport, including its Master Plan, airport 
parking, air quality, noise and surface transport. These arrangements are further 
detailed in a supporting Memorandum of Understanding (2009) between the Gatwick 
Local Authorities. 


3.4.5 The S106 Agreement also commits the council and West Sussex to meet with GAL 
regularly to provide feedback on issues being raised through the Gatwick Officers 
Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities, and to contribute towards undertaking 
and funding annual monitoring of the obligations. The latest S106 Agreement was 
signed in May 2022 and expires in December 2024. As required by the Agreement, 
discussions have already commenced with GAL to update it, in conjunction with work 
on the DCO. 







Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 
Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, May 2023 


37 
 


Impacts of COVID-19 


3.4.6 The authorities, GAL, and the LEP worked together to understand the impacts 
caused by the Covid-19 pandemic on the local economy. These were particularly 
significant in the Crawley/Horley area due to its reliance on aviation and related 
employment sectors. This was explored further through the Crawley focused EGA 
update (September 2020) and Crawley published an Economic Recovery Plan in 
2021. Passenger demand at the airport is now increasing rapidly, with 70.4% of 2019 
passenger demand being achieved in 2022. 


Potential Growth of the Airport (Development Consent Order) 


3.4.7 The authorities are also collaborating and working with GAL to understand the 
implications of the proposed Northern Runway NSIP project on the environment, 
community and economy, and to respond to the DCO application to ensure that 
Gatwick Airport and the Planning Inspectorate are aware of the councils’ positions in 
relation to the opportunities and implications associated with airport growth. GAL has 
arranged a series of 85 Topic Working Groups covering, for example, technical 
matters such as noise, air quality, aviation capacity and forecasting and 
socioeconomics. Discussions are ongoing between the authorities and GAL 
regarding the drafting of Statements of Common Ground and the emerging s106 and 
Requirements. In August 2022 the Gatwick authorities were successful in a joint bid 
to DLUHC’s NSIP Innovation and Capacity Fund which has provided funding for the 
joint commissioning of external consultant expertise and for a Coordinator post.   


Airport Parking 


3.4.8 The airport operator is on track to achieve the target of 48% non-transfer passengers 
arriving at the airport by public transport, but this still requires a significant amount of 
on-airport parking facilities for those passengers that choose to access the airport by 
private car. There are some authorised sites off-airport, but also many unauthorised 
sites, or requests for planning permission. Sites within the airport boundary provide 
the most sustainable location for any additional long stay parking as they are close to 
the terminals and can help reduce the number and length of trips. Also, the Airport 
operator is responsible for meeting the modal split target and it is important that the 
level of provision of car parking spaces can be appropriately managed in the context 
of its sustainable transport strategy. The Gatwick Local Authorities work together with 
GAL to undertake an Annual Parking Survey of on and off airport parking provision 
(authorised and unauthorised) and also participate in the Surface Access Forum.   


3.4.9 Table 3.5 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Gatwick Airport. 


Table 3.5: Gatwick Airport Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Crawley Borough and 
West Sussex County 
and Gatwick Airport 


Meetings, communications and tracked-
change amendments to update the S106 and 
agree amended wording where required.  


S106 Agreement, including 
financial commitments and noise 
and air quality monitoring 
obligations on the Airport 
operator.   


Surface transport improvements.  


Annual Monitoring Report and 
independent verification of 
performance. 


Gatwick Authorities 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Regular Gatwick Officer Group and Gatwick 
Joint Local Authority meetings and/or 
electronic updates.  


Regular discussion at officer and 
member level on airport- related 
issues including noise, air quality, 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


More specialised cross-authority officer 
engagement relating to specific aspects of the 
S106 legal agreement.  
Attendance at GATCOM. 


airport parking, Memorandum of 
Understanding 2008.  


Outside of the Local Plan process, 
discussion of the DCO process, 
including with GAL. 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Themes 
across the authorities for “1. 
Achieving A Sustainable Economy 
and Prosperity including 
Supporting Low Carbon Growth”; 
“2. Investing in Urban and Rural 
Centres”; “4. Education and Skills”; 
“5. Infrastructure”; and “6. High 
Quality Natural Environment, 
Countryside and Landscape”. 


Reigate & Banstead 
Borough 
Tandridge District 
Horsham District 
Mole Valley District 


One-to-one discussions and Surface Access 
Forum 


Comparable Gatwick Parking 
Policies (adopted and emerging) 
across the adjoining areas. 


Success at Appeals regarding off-
airport parking. 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed with: 


→ Tandridge District Council 


→ Northern West Sussex 
Authorities  


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


Statements of Common Ground in 
preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Ongoing discussions and updating of current S106 Agreement 


Action:  Collaboration with neighbouring districts, boroughs and counties to 
understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) on the environment, community and 
economy, and to respond to the Development Consent Order (DCO) 
application. 


Action:  Continued cooperation and engagement in Gatwick-related member and 
officer groups, including specific interest groups for Noise, Air Quality and 
Surface Transport. 


3.5 Issue E: Key Transport Routes and Sustainable Movement 


Extent of the Issue 


Key Transport Routes 


3.5.1 Crawley has excellent transport connections, lying adjacent to the M23, close to the 
M25 and on the main railway line linking London to the south coast. 


3.5.2 The town itself is served by an extensive bus service network including a guided bus 
service, Fastway, as well as four railway stations and a network of green corridors 
which provide attractive pedestrian and cycle routes through the neighbourhoods and 
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into the Town Centre and out into the countryside. The National Cycle Routes 
NCN20 (London to Brighton) and NCN21 (from Greenwich to Eastbourne, and 
forming part of the “Avenue Verte” Greenway, linking London to Paris) also run 
through the borough.  


3.5.3 Transport modelling carried out by Crawley Borough Council indicates that the 
development strategy set out in the Crawley Local Plan would be able to be 
delivered, subject to mitigation measures to manage peak traffic impacts, although 
one impacted location remains to be mitigated. Further work was undertaken to 
resolve this location and this demonstrates deliverability of the mitigation strategy. 
This has been agreed with West Sussex County Council Highways Authority and 
National Highways. However, where significant strategic development over the 
longer-term is being proposed by Homes England west of but adjacent to Crawley, 
the impacts on the already congested highway network within and around the town 
becomes severely affected. The principle of the need for a ‘western link road’ for 
Crawley (to be referenced/considered as a multi-modal corridor) has long been 
established and remains an aspiration of the three councils: CBC, HDC and WSCC.  


Sustainable Movement 


3.5.4 National and local policy requires that any residential proposals for large applications 
need to be based on sustainable public transport, cycling and walking. Discussions 
between CBC, HDC and WSCC relating to proposed strategic development adjacent 
to Crawley have involved ensuring the provision of public transport and active travel 
routes into Crawley.  


3.5.5 This has included considerations for the expansion and enhancement of the existing 
public transport, cycle and footpath networks in Crawley and prevention of faster or 
simpler car routes directly into the town from the development in Horsham. This is to 
ensure sustainable and active travel remains attractive for most short to medium 
journeys and reduces the impact of additional traffic on the congested existing 
highway network. The Crawley western link multi-modal transport corridor forms a 
key part in this. In addition, consideration is being given to opportunities for new 
public transport links connecting from the proposed new neighbourhoods for Crawley 
to any key facilities and services to be provided within other developments in 
Horsham. Discussions have been strongly led by the principle that such proposals for 
residential development to the west of Crawley will be required to establish 
development form based on compact layout and scale in order to maximise 
sustainable movement and public transport viability.     


Nature of Cooperation 
3.5.6 Whilst the detailed individual technical evidence work needed to support each local 


authority Local Plan has been prepared primarily on a borough or district-wide basis, 
this has been set within the strategic context of the wider transport network. This 
includes ensuring the work is coordinated across the county by the county council 
and across county boundaries into Surrey between the two adjoining county 
authorities.  


3.5.7 The Transport Modelling for the Crawley Local Plan has been undertaken at a similar 
time as that being prepared for Horsham district as part of the Horsham Local Plan 
Review. This has allowed for as much alignment as possible across the two Local 
Plan proposed development levels. The draft Plan for Crawley seeks to identify an 
area of land from the borough boundary with Horsham to the A23 (north of County 
Oak) for the alignment of a route for a Crawley western link multi-modal transport 
corridor. Discussions are ongoing with HDC to seek to secure a similar allocation 
reserving land within the emerging draft Horsham Plan to link this fully to the A264. 
This should be designed to maximise sustainable and active travel options into 
Crawley and towards Horsham to access services and facilities, and facilitate a 
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significant modal shift away from using the car for short and medium journeys, from 
the start of occupation of any development.  


3.5.8 The Area of Search for the corridor currently identified through Crawley includes land 
also safeguarded for future potential runway expansion to the south of Gatwick 
Airport. Detailed work was commissioned by CBC, in partnership with WSCC, to 
refine this Area of Search as it runs through Crawley borough, by looking at critical 
constraints and opportunities along potential route options. GAL, the EA, HDC and 
Homes England were engaged throughout this study as key stakeholders. The Area 
of Search set out on the draft Local Plan Map, and referred to in the associated draft 
Local Plan Policy ST4, has subsequently been amended accordingly in line with the 
outcomes from this Study. 


3.5.9 Within Horsham district, two new station sites along the Arun Valley line between 
Crawley and Horsham, at North Horsham and Kilnwood Vale, have been proposed, 
both of which are associated with planned new developments for housing and 
employment. Joint working with Horsham District Council, West Sussex County 
Council, Network Rail, the train providers, Department for Transport and the Coast to 
Capital LEP, has looked into the feasibility of one or both of these being progressed. 
The study has concluded that at most one new station could be accommodated on 
the line and there continues to be concerns about the negative impacts of a new 
station on rail performance and bus patronage which would need to be overcome for 
a station to come forward. 


3.5.10 The West Sussex and South Downs National Park Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018) 
safeguards the railheads at Crawley Goods Yard from inappropriate neighbouring 
development that may prejudice its continuing efficient operation. This is shown on 
the draft Crawley Local Plan Map along with the associated Safeguarded Buffer 
Zone. This is recognised in the draft Crawley Borough Local Plan allocation at 
Tinsley Lane (Local Plan Policy H2 and paragraph 12.53) which requires 
development to be carefully planned, laid out and designed to minimise potential 
future conflicts and constraints on the important minerals function of the adjacent 
safeguarded minerals site. 


3.5.11 Table 3.6 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Key Transport Routes. 


Table 3.6: Key Transport Routes Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Theme 
across the authorities for “5. 
Infrastructure”. 


Crawley and TfSE Crawley /Gatwick included in the Inner Orbital 
Study Forum and the South Central Radial Area 
Study Forum. 


TfSE Strategic Investment Plan for 
the South East March 2023, 
including Crawley Western Link 
Road in proposed interventions, 
as well as active travel and bus 
improvements. 


West Sussex 
County Council and 
Districts and 
Boroughs 


Review of the West Sussex Transport Plan. West Sussex Transport Plan. 


Crawley, West 
Sussex County and 
Highways England 


Joint preparation of Transport Modelling for the 
Local Plan Review to understand the implications 
of incremental development levels above the 
existing adopted Local Plan as part of the Local 
Plan Review period beyond 2030. 


Transport Modelling Study. 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Crawley, Mid 
Sussex, Horsham 
Districts and West 
Sussex County 


Meetings as Northern West Sussex Authorities to 
discuss strategic emerging matters, evidence 
base and Local Plan Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 


Crawley, West 
Sussex County and 
Horsham District 


Discussions with the Rail Industry regarding 
potential new rail stations along the Arun Valley 
Line, associated with new developments 
between Horsham and Crawley. 


Draft Network Rail Timetable 
Study. 


Draft WSP Timetable Study 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 


On-going discussions in relation to Strategic Site 
proposals, including:  


• shared coordination of Transport Modelling; 


• approach to Crawley Western Link Road; 


• development of potential routes and service 
frequency for extensions to the Fastway Bus 
network; 


• discussion of key cycle and walking routes 
based upon the findings of the CBC Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan.  


Jointly Signed PPA for pre-
application discussions for first 
phase of Homes England 
proposals. 


CBC comments on Submitted 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment Scoping Opinion for 
development on land west of 
Ifield. 


Crawley Submission draft Local 
Plan supporting text, paras. 12.17 
– 12.23 and Policy ST4. 


Crawley Western Link Road 
Study. 


CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground (in preparation). 


Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex District 
and West Sussex 
County 


Discussions in relation to potential impacts on 
the local highway network from strategic 
development proposals at Crabbet Park. 


CBC/MSDC Statement of 
Common Ground (in 
preparation). 


Crawley and 
Tandridge District 


Discussions and consideration of the transport 
modelling associated with the Tandridge District 
Plan and implications for the road network 
within and close to Crawley. 


CBC/TDC Statement of Common 
Ground. 


Crawley and 
Reigate & Banstead 
Borough 


Discussions on the implications for the local 
highway network, particularly in relation to the 
Strategic Employment Allocations. 


CBC/RBBC Statement of Common 
Ground agreed (February 2021). 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Further work is needed to understand the combined transport impacts of the 
two final Local Plan documents for Crawley and Horsham, once HDC agree 
and publish the Submission Draft Horsham Local Plan. 


Action: There should be a clear commitment by the three authorities (CBC, HDC and 
WSCC) and Homes England to the full delivery of the Crawley western multi-
modal transport link corridor, with funding models and inter-modal alignment 
in place for the entire route as part of the ‘first phase’ of development west of 
Crawley. The parties to further engage with Gatwick Airport to explore 
options for detailed routes in relation to safeguarding, and appropriate 
approaches to the eastern section. 


Action: Further work is needed to understand the combined transport impacts of the 
two final Local Plan documents for Crawley and Mid Sussex, once MSDC 
agree and publish the Submission Draft Mid Sussex District Local Plan. 
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Action: Continued work is needed in relation to ensuring sustainable and active travel 
aspirations are realised and maximised for strategic new development of new 
neighbourhood urban extensions to Crawley as well as within the town by not 
creating additional traffic, and potentially relieving some of the existing 
congestion on the highway network to create high quality, safe, active travel 
routes. This includes expansion of the existing network and creating high 
quality compact development through planned layouts to ensure the viability 
of public transport. 


Action: To continue work with WSCC and RBBC, where development with strategic 
transport implications is proposed close to the authorities’ common 
administrative boundary, to establish a joint planning policy position to 
support positive and sustainable development management and maximise 
infrastructure and sustainability benefits. In particular to continue to discuss 
any impacts on the strategic road network particularly the M23, the A23 and 
the local road network, including Balcombe Road, and jointly explore 
opportunities for transport improvements. 


3.6 Issue F: Flooding and Flood Risk 


Extent of the Issue 
3.6.1 Crawley borough sits at the southern end of the Upper Mole catchment, close to 


where it rises at Horsham before flowing northwards towards the River Thames. For 
Crawley, development (particularly where it increases runoff into the river system) 
could impact on river flooding downstream within the River Mole catchment. This can 
have implications for Gatwick Airport and neighbouring authority areas, particularly 
Reigate & Banstead and Mole Valley.  


3.6.2 Flash flooding from surface water run-off and/or sewer overload has also been an 
issue across the borough, following heavy localised rainfall events. This issue is not 
limited to areas identified by the EA flood risk maps. It is a critical issue for Crawley 
as the clay soil and density of urban development adds to the ‘flashy’ nature of the 
catchment and increases the volume of surface water run-off and of run-off via the 
sewage system. Further development could increase the risk of this type of flooding if 
not designed properly, potentially increasing flood risk within and beyond the 
borough. 


Nature of Cooperation 
3.6.3 Measures to manage and understand fluvial flood risk on a strategic level are 


supported by expertise from the Environment Agency, whilst the management of 
surface water flooding is supervised by the County Council. Consenting and 
enforcement of changes to smaller watercourses has been delegated down to the 
district and borough level within West Sussex.  


3.6.4 Measures including agreed Local Plan policy wording in relation to development and 
flood risk have evolved from joint working with neighbouring authorities, including 
WSCC as Lead Local Flood Authority and the EA. The preparation of a Local Flood 
Risk Management Strategy, and also Policy for the Management of Surface Water, is 
the result of working together with the County Council through joint Flood Risk 
Management meetings. Crawley’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment has been 
prepared jointly with Horsham District Council, in partnership with the Environment 
Agency, within the context of the wider river basin area. The West Sussex Flood Risk 
Management Group (comprised of: WSCC; the EA – Southern & Thames; Southern 
Water Services; and the seven Borough and District Councils within West Sussex) 
plans and acts to reduce the risk and consequence of flooding now and in the future. 
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3.6.5 Table 3.7 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Flooding and Flood Risk. 


Table 3.7: Flooding and Flood Risk Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Theme 
across the authorities for “5. 
Infrastructure” and “6. High 
Quality Natural Environment, 
Countryside and Landscape”. 


West Sussex Flood 
Management 
Group 


Regular meetings attended by local authority 
planners and drainage engineers, plus 
Environment Agency and Southern Water 
Services. 


Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategy.  


West Sussex Lead Local Flood 
Authority Policy for the 
Management of Surface Water. 


Crawley, Reigate 
and Banstead 
Borough, Mid 
Sussex and 
Horsham Districts 


Joint commission of the Water Cycle Study 
Update. 


Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (August 2020) 


Crawley and 
Horsham District 


Joint commission of Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment 


Crawley Borough and Upper Mole 
Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (September 2020) 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 


On-going discussions in relation to Strategic 
Site proposals, including in relation to flooding 
and drainage expertise.   


Jointly Signed PPA for pre-
application discussions for first 
phase of Homes England 
proposals. 


CBC comments on Submitted 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
Scoping Opinion for development 
on land west of Ifield. 


Crawley Submission draft Local 
Plan supporting text. 


CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground (in preparation). 


Environment 
Agency 


EA has provided advice in relation to the SFRA 
and also application of the sequential test for 
site allocations. 


Crawley Borough and Upper Mole 
Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (September 2020). 


Site Allocations and Flood Risk 
Background Paper 


Feedback on emerging Local Plan 
policies 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed with: 


→ NWS Authorities  


→ Mole Valley District Council 


→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 


Statements of Common Ground in 
preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 
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Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Continued liaison with neighbouring authorities, Lead Local Flood Authority, 
and Environment Agency on matters of flood risk, mitigation and resilience. 


3.7 Issue G: Water Resources and Infrastructure  


Extent of the Issue 


Water Supply 


3.7.1 Crawley is located within the South East, an area of serious water stress. Water 
stress is a measure of the level of demand for water (from domestic, business and 
agricultural users) compared to the available freshwater resources. It can cause 
deterioration of the water environment in both quality and quantity of water, and 
consequently restricts the ability of a waterbody to achieve ‘good’ status under the 
Water Framework Directive. 


3.7.2 Changing climate conditions are expected to further aggravate water stress in 
Crawley. Drought is expected in increased frequency and severity and will put 
additional strain on reservoir and groundwater levels. Extreme rainfall events are also 
expected to become more frequent and to be more severe. Although seemingly 
counter-intuitive: increased risk of extreme rainfall can actually further aggravate 
water stress as most of this water does not soak through to recharge groundwater 
reserves but instead becomes surface water run-off – increasing the risk of flooding. 


3.7.3 Crawley’s water supply is largely provided by Southern Water, and the borough is 
mainly located within its Sussex North supply area, alongside Horsham district, parts 
of Chichester district and parts of the South Downs National Park. Natural England 
has advised that, based on recent evidence, an adverse effect on the integrity of the 
Arun Valley Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA) and 
Ramsar features caused by Southern Water’s abstraction of water for water supply to 
the Sussex North Water Resource Zone (WRZ) could not be excluded with certainty.  


Waste Water Treatment 


3.7.4 The Water Cycle Study Crawley Addendum Report (January 2021) identifies that the 
flow permit for Crawley Waste Water Treatment Works is likely to be exceeded 
towards the end of the 2030 (near the end of the AMP8 period). Thames Water has 
confirmed that the Works is close to its treatment capacity, and will exceed its permit 
during the Local Plan period. A new permit from the Environment Agency is likely to 
require a tighter Ammonia, Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD) and suspended 
solids consent, likely requiring an upgrade to achieve. It should be noted that in the 
event of an upgrade to sewerage network assets being required, up to three years 
lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade.  


Nature of Cooperation 


Water Supply 


3.7.5 The Environment Agency and Natural England are working with Southern Water to 
try to identify a long term more sustainable water supply. In the meantime, whilst the 
adverse effect remains or is uncertain, development in the Sussex North WRZ must 
be certain not to add to this adverse effect, in accordance with Natural England’s 
position statement issued on 14 September 2021. CBC continues to engage with the 
other affected authorities (see Table 1.1), Southern Water, Natural England and the 
EA, to establish solutions to ensure water neutrality and unlock development. 


3.7.6 A comprehensive governance structure was agreed across the authorities and 
organisations to oversee achievement of the above goals. This includes the following 
parties: 


• Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) 
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• Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 


• Natural England (NE) 


• Environment Agency (EA) 


• Ofwat 


• Southern Water (SW) 


• Chichester District Council (CDC) 


• Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 


• Horsham District Council (HDC) 


• Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


• South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


• West Sussex County Council (WSCC)  


3.7.7 Regular, productive meetings have been held at each level to ensure consistency 
and transparency and ensure timely progress is made reflecting the critical 
importance of resolving this situation for all. An Executive Board (made up of Local 
Authority Chief Executives and representatives from the government departments 
and statutory organisations) oversees the work of a Lead Officer Group. A Policy 
Group, Development Management Group and Offsetting Implementation Group were 
established to share detailed practice and coordinate issues arising across the Local 
Authorities. These feed into the Lead Officer Group. In addition, focused Sub-Groups 
have been established at appropriate points to undertake specific tasks.  


3.7.8  A shared Water Neutrality Project Manager post, working for the joint Local 
Authorities across the Water Resource Zone, has been created to coordinate matters 
on water neutrality. This is initially funded by money obtained from the Coast to 
Capital LEP. 


3.7.9 Crawley’s adopted planning policy on water efficiency requires all new dwellings, 
including the subdivision of existing buildings into multiple dwellings, to achieve 
stringent water efficiency requirements, recognising that it is an area of serious water 
stress and reflecting the ambitions of the council and water supply companies to 
respond to this challenge. The current optional requirement set out in Building 
Regulations26 is 110 litres per person per day (l/p/d) (105 l/p/d with an additional 5 
l/p/d for external use). Given the pressing issue of water stress, the draft Local Plan 
maintains this requirement for the parts of the borough outside the Sussex North 
WRZ. 


3.7.10 However, the Building Regulations were last updated some time ago, and are 
designed to apply nationally. They do not specifically take into account the situation 
in the South East nor the particular circumstances in the Sussex North WRZ. In order 
to meet the legislative requirements of the Habitats Regulations, it is necessary for 
new development within the Sussex North WRZ to be water neutral. This means that 
for every new development, total water use in the region after the development must 
be equal to or less than the total water-use in the region before the new 
development. Water neutrality should be achieved by first ensuring that development 
is highly water efficient, and secondly by ensuring that the additional demand arising 
from development is offset within the Sussex North WRZ.  


3.7.11 An evidence study was commissioned jointly by CDC, CBC and HDC to consider the 
extent of water needs across the whole Sussex North WRZ, consider the 
opportunities for achieving water neutrality and make recommendations in order for 
the affected authorities to progress with certainty that water neutrality can be 
achieved for the draft Local Plans alone and in-combination. The Study was 
published in three parts: 


 
26 Building Regulations Approved Document G (Sanitation, Hot Water Safety and Water Efficient) 
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• Part A: Individual Local Authority Assessment for Crawley and Chichester (July 
2021) 


• Part B: In Combination Assessment (April 2022) (including Horsham) 


• Part C: Mitigation Strategy (November 2022) 
Part C: Mitigation Strategy was agreed by the Sussex North WRZ Local Authority 


Chief Executives in October 2022 and endorsed by Natural England in November 


2022. It was supported throughout by input from Southern Water, Environment 


Agency, Natural England and the Local Planning Authorities.  


3.7.12 The Water Neutrality Study makes a clear recommendation that a tighter water 
efficiency standard, of 85l/p/d, is considered the necessary level for proposed new 
developments in the Sussex North WRZ, including that which falls within Crawley, in 
order to achieve certainty of water neutrality.  


3.7.13 The Sussex North WRZ affected authorities have worked together on a joint Local 
Plan Policy approach, and jointly assessed this as part of each authorities’ individual 
Sustainability Appraisals/Strategic Environmental Assessments (SA/SEA). Work is 
ongoing across the affected authorities and partner organisations to develop an 
Offsetting Implementation Scheme which will be run across the whole WRZ, led by 
the joint Water Neutrality Project Manager.  


Waste Water Treatment 


3.7.14 As a developer has the automatic right to connect to the sewer network under the 
Water Industry Act, the Infrastructure Provider may request a drainage planning 
condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place 
ahead of occupation of the development. This will avoid adverse environmental 
impacts such as sewer flooding and/or water pollution. It will be important to ensure 
that growth is aligned with delivery of additional capacity at Crawley Waste Water 
Treatment Works. Waste-water/Sewage Treatment Works upgrades take longer to 
design and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a major 
treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up to ten years to plan, 
design, obtain approvals and build. 


3.7.15 Table 3.8 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Water Resources and Waste Water. 


Table 3.8: Water Resources Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Theme 
across the authorities for “5. 
Infrastructure”. 


Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Districts  


Meetings as Northern West Sussex Authorities to 
discuss strategic emerging matters, evidence 
base and Local Plan Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 


Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex and 
Horsham District 
and Thames Water 


Meetings to discuss the water and waste water 
infrastructure and potential new developments. 
 


 


Crawley and 
Reigate and 
Banstead Boroughs 
and Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Districts 


Joint commission of the Water Cycle Study 
Update. This work has also included liaison with 
South East Water, Southern Water, SES Water, 
Thames Water, Environment Agency and Natural 
England. 


Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (August 2020) 


Water Neutrality 
Chief Executives 
Meeting – Crawley 


Significant joint work across the Sussex North 
Water Resource Zone, considering the 
potentially significant ecological impacts of 


Water Neutrality Study: Part A - 
Individual Local Authority 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Borough, Horsham 
and Chichester 
Districts, South 
Downs National 
Park Authority, 
West Sussex 
County Council, 
Southern Water, 
Environment 
Agency and Natural 
England. 
Input from Arun, 
Mid Sussex and 
Waverley. 


groundwater abstraction at Hardham, to assess 
the in-combination impacts of planned growth 
and options for achieving water neutrality. 


Assessment for Crawley and 
Chichester. 


Water Neutrality Study: Part B – 
In-Combination Assessment. 


Water Neutrality Study Part C – 
Mitigation Strategy. 


Joint appointment of Water 
Neutrality Officer for the WRZ 
affected authorities. 


Ongoing work to develop an 
Offsetting Implementation 
Scheme. 


Water Neutrality SoCG (under 
preparation) 


 One-to-one discussions Statements of Common Ground 
agreed/in preparation with: 


→ Horsham District Council 


→ Mid Sussex District Council 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: To establish an Offsetting Implementation Scheme in order to achieve water 
neutrality across the Sussex North Water Resource Zone in the short- 
medium-term and secure long-term multi-agency solutions for reducing 
harmful water abstraction at Hardham. 


Action:  Continued liaison with Thames Water to understand Sewage Treatment 
Capacity and its timetable for upgrades at Crawley Wastewater Treatment 
Works, particularly in relation to longer term strategic development proposals 
“At Crawley”. 


3.8 Issue H: Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity 


Extent of the Issue 
3.8.1 Whilst the local policies within the Local Plan can ensure the implementation on a 


site-by-site basis of improvements, enhancements and extensions to the green 
infrastructure network, it is acknowledged that nature and landscapes do not respect 
administrative boundaries. The High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, 
Priority Habitat Areas, Ancient Woodland and Landscape Character Areas are 
examples of such areas. In recent years it has become apparent that to reverse the 
national decline in biodiversity and to withstand future pressures such as climate 
change there needs to be an integrated landscape scale approach. This moves away 
from site based conservation to understanding how the landscape functions to 
support people and wildlife. The correct scale of this conservation is often broad; a 
leading example being the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). 
This is a nationally important landscape where great weight should be given to 
conserving the landscape and scenic beauty of the designation – a small area of the 
High Weald AONB lies within the southern boundary of the borough. 


3.8.2 The green landscaping in and around the built environment is a key part of Crawley’s 
New Town character, as is the setting of the town, with a clear distinction between 
the urban area and countryside providing a sense of place for residents and visitors 
and ensuring accessible countryside remains within easy reach by foot. Connections 







Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 
Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, May 2023 


48 
 


to public rights of way which can be used for multiple types of recreation extend 
beyond the borough boundary. 


Nature of Cooperation 
3.8.3 By identifying the strategic linkages and critical habitats and areas of importance for 


the purposes of nature, flood alleviation and recreation across the wider area each 
individual administrative area understands the role it plays within this wider picture; 
and can highlight the important elements necessary for protection and enhancement. 
This will ensure green infrastructure at a landscape wide level can be properly 
planned for. 


3.8.4 The Ashdown Forest Working Group was established to secure a consistent and 
agreed approach towards addressing the strategic cross boundary issue of air quality 
impacts on the Ashdown Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) arising from 
traffic associated with new development. The Working Group prepared and agreed a 
Statement of Common Ground in 2018 and has continued to meet and evolve agreed 
work to progress this further since. Joint agreement across the authorities was 
reached in 2022 to undertake joint air quality monitoring over the Ashdown Forest. A 
joint commission was established for this to be undertaken over a three year period 
on behalf of the Ashdown Forest Working Group authorities. Further recent 
agreements are progressing to develop a joint approach for transport modelling and 
air quality modelling needed by the authorities for future Habitats Regulations 
Assessments. This will mean there will be a consistent approach and consistency of 
data across the whole area, and the in-combination impacts will be established as an 
integral part of the evidence. 


3.8.5 As set out in Section 3.7 above, in relation to Water Resources, additional water 
consumption within Crawley has been identified as having the potential to cause 
further harm to the Arun Valley Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special 
Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar habitats sites. Paragraphs 3.7.5 – 3.7.13 set out 
the measures taken by the councils to address this matter. 


3.8.6 The Environment Act 2021 introduced new duties on Local Authorities and 
requirements on development in relation to environmental reporting, Biodiversity Net 
Gain and the development of Local Nature Recovery Strategies. CBC has engaged 
with the Sussex Local Nature Partnership and as a member of the Sussex 
Biodiversity Record Centre Steering Group to understand these new expectations, 
including through active participation in Local Authorities Network and the working 
group for the Sussex Local Nature Recovery Strategies. This has included CBC 
signatory to joint responses to government consultations on the implementation of 
the Environment Act 2021. 


3.8.7 NatureSpace Partnership has made an application to Natural England to establish a 
District Licencing scheme for Great Crested Newts on behalf of the West Sussex 
Authorities of Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex, South Downs National Park and West 
Sussex County Council. It is understood this will be extended to the coastal West 
Sussex Authorities in due course. A similar District Licencing scheme is already 
established in Surrey, East Sussex and Hampshire. 


3.8.8 Table 3.9 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Green Infrastructure. 
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Table 3.9: Green Infrastructure Cooperation 


Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 


Joint commissioning and adoption of the 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement. 


Joint strategic Priority Theme 
across the authorities for “6. High 
Quality Natural Environment, 
Countryside and Landscape”. 


High Weald AONB 
Partnership (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Preparation, Adoption and Maintenance of the 
High Weald AONB Management Plan. 


High Weald AONB Management 
Plan 2019 – 2024. 


Ashdown Forest 
Working Group 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


Joint working across the wider area to address 
the strategic cross boundary issue of air quality 
impacts on the Ashdown Forest Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC) arising from traffic 
associated with new development.  
 


Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground (April 2018). 


Joint Air Quality Monitoring. 


Joint Air Quality Modelling – 
emerging approach. 


Joint Transport Modelling – 
agreed, emerging approach. 


Sussex North WRZ 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 


See Table 3.8 See Table 3.8 


Sussex Nature 
Partnership: Local 
Authorities 
Network (see Table 
1.1 for 
membership) 


Meetings, training seminars and workshops to 
develop a shared understanding and consistent 
approach across the pan-Sussex Counties. In 
particular, to support the development and 
implementation of Biodiversity Net Gain and 
support the preparation of the Sussex Local 
Nature Recovery Strategies. 


Joint responses to government 
consultations. 


Crawley, Mid 
Sussex and 
Horsham Districts 


Meetings as Northern West Sussex Authorities to 
discuss strategic emerging matters, evidence 
base and Local Plan Reviews. 


NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 


Crawley and 
Horsham District 


Joint commission of Eco-Serv GIS to understand 
opportunities and demands on the borough and 
district’s joining Green Infrastructure assets. 


Eco-Serv GIS (March 2019 and 
January 2020) 


Crawley, Mid 
Sussex, Reigate and 
Banstead, Mole 
Valley, Horsham 
Districts, Horley 
Town, and Surrey 
and West Sussex 
Counties 


Participation as part of Gatwick Greenspace 
Partnership Authorities. 


Ongoing funding secured for 
delivery of enhancement 
projects. 


West Sussex and 
East Sussex 
Authorities 


Participation as a member of the Steering Group 
for the Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre. 


Updated Local Wildlife Site data 


Crawley Borough 
and Horsham 
District  


Joint commissioning of the Eco-Serv Report 
considering the multi-functionality and benefits 
of Green Infrastructure.  


Eco-Serv Report 2019/2020 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 


On-going discussions in relation to Strategic Site 
proposals: including Urban Design expertise and 
Open Space evidence. 


Jointly Signed PPA for pre-
application discussions for first 
phase of Homes England 
proposals. 


CBC comments on Submitted 
Environmental Impact 
Assessment Scoping Opinion for 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 


development on land west of 
Ifield. 


Crawley Submission draft Local 
Plan. 


CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground (in preparation). 


Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District, 
Mid Sussex District, 
South Downs 
National Park, West 
Sussex County 
Council and 
NatureSpace 
Partnership 


District Licencing scheme for Great Crested 
Newts. 


Application made to Natural 
England for the establishment of 
the District Licence. 


Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 


Action: Crawley Borough Council will support securing Biodiversity Net Gain and 
Nature Recovery, including through enhancements within the identified 
Biodiversity Opportunity Areas, in the borough and identify ways for 
delivering these through the Review of the Green Infrastructure SPD. 


Action: Ongoing discussions into maintaining linkages from the existing 
neighbourhoods into the countryside as part of the Horsham District Local 
Plan evidence, policy preparation, consultation and examination in relation to 
Homes England’s strategic development proposals for land to the west of 
Ifield to form a new neighbourhood for Crawley. 


Action:  Ongoing discussions as part of the PPA and development management 
processes on any masterplans, planning applications for Homes England’s 
strategic development proposals for land to the west of Ifield to form a new 
neighbourhood for Crawley to maximise Green Infrastructure connections 
and enhancements along with securing the maximum Biodiversity Net Gain 
achievable. 


Action: Ongoing discussions are necessary between Crawley and its adjoining 
authorities and the County Council in relation to ensuring Crawley maintains 
its character as a compact town in a countryside setting with good 
accessibility and visual connectivity to the countryside and landscapes 
beyond the borough, in relation to any potential further urban extensions to 
the borough for the medium- to long-term, beyond the Plan period. 


Action:  CBC’s continued involvement as part of the Sussex Nature Partnership Local 
Authorities Network and in the Sussex Local Nature Recovery Strategies to 
ensure Biodiversity Net Gain is secured within and through the urban areas 
as well as in the more rural and towns/villages of the districts within the 
county. 
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Appendix A: List of Prescribed Bodies and Statutory Consultees  


Duty to Cooperate Prescribed Bodies Local Plan Statutory Consultees 


County Council: 


West Sussex County Council 


County Council: 


West Sussex County Council 


Adjoining Authorities: 


Horsham District Council 


Mid Sussex District Council 


Mole Valley District Council 


Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 


Tandridge District Council 


Surrey County Council 


Adjoining Authorities: 


Horsham District Council 


Mid Sussex District Council 


Mole Valley District Council 


Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 


Tandridge District Council 


Surrey County Council 


Other Gatwick Diamond Authorities: 


Epsom and Ewell District Council 


Official Agencies:  


Environment Agency 


Historic England 


National Highways  


Natural England 


Network Rail Infrastructure Limited  


Local Police Authority 


Strategic Health Authority 


Communications 


Water and Energy Providers 


Homes and Communities Agency  


West Sussex Coastal Authorities: 


Adur and Worthing Councils 


Arun District Council 


Chichester District Council 


South Downs National Park Authority 


Other Coastal Housing Market Area 
Authorities: 


Brighton and Hove City Council 


Lewes District Council 


Other East Sussex Authorities: 


Wealden District Council 


Other Surrey Authorities: 


Guilford District Council 


Waverley Borough Council  


Other Prescribed Bodies: 


Environment Agency 


Historic England 


National Highways  


Natural England 


Local Economic Partnership: 


Coast to Capital LEP 
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Appendix B: Maps 


 
i. Local Authority Areas 
ii. Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities 
iii. Housing Market Areas 
iv. West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board Authorities 
v. Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership Local Authority Areas  
vi. Ashdown Forest Working Group Authorities 
vii. Gatwick Officer Group Authorities 
viii. Sussex North Water Resource Zone 
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SUSSEX NORTH WATER RESOURCE ZONE 
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Appendix C: Strategic Joint Working Mechanisms  
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Coast to Capital 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 


 Chairman & Vice 
Chairman 
Private Sector – 
Business 
Representatives 
Public Sector – Leader 
Representatives 
Higher/Further 
Education 
Representative 
 


Coast to Capital extends 
from London to the South 
East Coast. The role of 
Local Enterprise 
Partnerships is to re-
balance the economy and 
to promote private sector 
employment growth. 
The LEP vision is to create 
an outward facing, high 
performing international 
business economy, with a 
reputation for being a 
good place to do business. 
Business and economic 
performance will be 
transformed so the area 
can compete in the global 
marketplace. 


 Grant funding provided to Sussex Water 
Resource Zone authorities for Water 
Neutrality Project Manager. 


Gatwick Diamond Gatwick Diamond 
Members 


Councillors: Portfolio 
Holders for Planning 
at Epsom and Ewell, 
Crawley, Horsham, 
Mid Sussex, Mole 
Valley, Reigate and 
Banstead, Surrey, 
Tandridge, West 
Sussex Councils. 


• Memorandum of 
Understanding. 


• Gatwick 2030 
Infrastructure Report 


• Local Strategic 
Statement. 


27 July 2016 
26 June 2017 


→ Gatwick 2030 Infrastructure Report 
(2016) 


→ Memorandum of Understanding 
(2016) 


→ Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic 
Statement (2017) 


→ Joint Response to the London Plan EiP 


Gatwick Diamond Local 
Authorities Officer 
Group 


Planning Officers from 
Epsom and Ewell, 
Crawley, Horsham, 
Mid Sussex, Mole 
Valley, Reigate and 


• Preparation of 
Memorandum of 
Understanding and 
Local Strategic 
Statement. 


28 April 2016 
8 June 2016 
26 July 2016 
28 September 2016 
6 December 2016 


→ Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic 
Statement (2017) 


→ Joint Response to and Representation 
at the London Plan EiP (6 November 
2018 and 25 January 2019) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Banstead, Surrey, 
Tandridge, West 
Sussex Councils. 


• Supporting preparation 
of Local Plans. 


• Sharing of information. 


• Considering the 
implications of the 
London Plan, Ashdown 
Forest, Coast to Capital 
LEP and Gatwick 
Airport.  


• Understanding critical 
cross boundary and 
strategic issues. 


2 May 2017 
9 November 2017 
13 February 2018 
8 March 2018 
23 May 2018 
18 July 2018 
3 October 2018 
8 January 2019 
3 June 2019 
2 December 2019 
26 April 2021 
18 October 2021 
4 April 2022 
10 October 2022 


West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 


Leaders and Chief 
Executives 


Councillors: 
Leaders of West 
Sussex District and 
County Councils 


Duty to Cooperate is a 
standing item on the 
agenda for these 
meetings. 


14 July 2017 
17 November 2017 
26 January 2018 
18 April 2018  
25 May 2018  
25 July 2018  
12 October 2018  
9 November 2018 
23 November 2018 
23 January 2019 
8 March 2019 
25 July 2019 
31 October 2019 
27 January 2020 
24 February 2020 
23 October 2020 
19 November 2020 


 


Strategic Planning 
Board 


Councillors: Portfolio 
Holders for Planning 


Local Strategic Statement 
3: 


4 September 2017 
29 January 2018 


→ CBC joined the Coastal West Sussex 
and Greater Brighton Strategic 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


at West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
District and County 
Councils 
Chief Planning 
Officers at West 
Sussex and Greater 
Brighton District and 
County Councils 


• Housing;  


• Economic Growth;  


• Landscape Character 
Assessment;  


• SEA/SA;  


• Infrastructure. 


23 July 2018 
26 November 2018 
18 February 2019 
12 September 2019 
25 March 2020 
9 October 2020 
31 March 2021 


Planning Board to merge the West 
Sussex Joint Planning Board into a 
single joint Board: West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton Strategic Planning 
Board. 


→ Joint Response to MHCLG 
consultation on Changes to the 
Current Planning System. 


→ Joint Response to MHCLG 
consultation on the White Paper: 
Planning for the Future. 


→ Agreement to undertake work and 
evidence gathering to support 
preparations for the West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton Local Strategic 
Statement (LSS3) 


West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
Planning Officer Group 


Chief and Senior 
Planning Officers at 
West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
District and County 
Councils 


Local Strategic Statement 
3: 


• Housing;  


• Economic Growth;  


• Landscape Character 
Assessment;  


• SEA/SA;  


• Infrastructure. 


6 January 2017 
20 March 2017 
8 May 2017 
1 September 2017 
20 November 2017 
15 January 2018 
30 April 2018 
16 July 2018 
6 August 2018 
12 November 2018 
14 January 2019 
20 May 2019 
2 September 2019 
22 June 2020 
23 September 2020 
5 February 2021 
20 May 2021 


→ Defining the HMA and FEMA Report 
(2017) GL Hearn 


→ Joint DCLG Bid Submission 


→ Commissioning of strategic evidence 


→ Draft Statement of Common Ground 
(in preparation) 







Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 
Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement, May 2023 


64 
 


Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


14 January 2022 


Adur/ Crawley/ 
Horsham/ Worthing 
Planning Officer 
Meeting  


Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the four 
authorities 


To discuss Duty to 
Cooperate as part of Local 
Plan Reviews and the 
timetable and progression 
of LSS3. 


9 November 2020 → Shared understanding of Local Plan 
Reviews, approaches to DtC and 
timetables for progression. 


→ Agreement for urgency of progression 
with West Sussex & Greater Brighton 
LSS3. 


Crawley/Worthing 
Planning Officer 
Meeting 


Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the two 
authorities 


To discuss the respective 
Local Plan Reviews and 
Duty to Cooperate. 


18 March 2021 → Shared understanding of Local Plan 
Reviews, approaches to DtC and 
timetables for progression. 


→ Agreement for urgency of progression 
with West Sussex & Greater Brighton 
SoCG. 


→ CBC letter responding to Worthing 
Local Plan DtC Request. 


→ Signed Statement of Common Ground 
(13 May 2021) 


Crawley/Arun Planning 
Officer Meeting 


Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the two 
authorities 


To discuss the respective 
Local Plan positions and 
Duty to Cooperate. 


24 March 2021 → Shared understanding of Local Plan 
Reviews, approaches to DtC and 
timetables for progression. 


→ Agreement for urgency of progression 
with West Sussex & Greater Brighton 
SoCG. 


→ Signed Statement of Common Ground 
(22 July 2021) 


West Sussex Planning 
Policy Officers Group 


Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at West 
Sussex District and 
County Councils 


• Duty to Cooperate is a 
standard item on the 
agenda. 


• Local Plan Timetables 
and progress. 


• Evidence Base Updates. 


• Information Sharing. 


7 June 2016 
6 September 2016 
13 December 2016 
8 March 2017 
14 June 2017 
13 September 2017 
13 December 2017 


→ West Sussex Joint Statement of 
Common Ground: (April 2020): 
agreed approach to county wide 
planning issues 


→ Shared understanding of Local Plan 
Reviews, approaches to DtC and 
timetables for progression. 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


30 January 2018 
11 April 2018 
10 July 2018 
9 October 2018 
9 January 2019 
3 April 2019 
22 April 2020 
15 July 2020 
21 October 2020 
20 January 2021 
21 April 2021 
21 July 2021 
20 October 2021 
19 January 2022 
20 April 2022 
20 July 2022 
19 October 2022 


→ County-wide Planning Issues: 
development monitoring; education; 
minerals and waste; flooding and 
water quality; parking standards; 
transport modelling; infrastructure 
contributions; biodiversity/nature 
conservation. 


West Sussex County 
Monitoring and 
Infrastructure Group 


Lead Planning 
Monitoring and 
Infrastructure Officers 
at West Sussex 
District and County 
Councils 


• Shared approach to 
monitoring of 
development delivery 
across the county. 


• Discuss the 
Infrastructure Funding 
Statement. 


28 March 2017 
27 March 2019 
26 November 2019 
15 October 2020 


→ Agreement for WSCC Monitoring 
Officer to undertake development 
commencement and completion 
surveys and compile data on behalf 
of the borough council. 


→ Consistent approach to monitoring 
development across the county.  


Northern West 
Sussex Authorities 


Northern West Sussex 
Planning Officers 


Planning Officers from 
Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham 
District Council, Mid 
Sussex District Council 
and West Sussex 
County Council 


• Shared understanding 
of cross-boundary 
issues. 


• Duty to Cooperate 
Position Statement: 
Housing Numbers and 
Economic Growth. 


• Travellers.  


• SHMA 


25 August 2016 
5 July 2017 
25 July 2017 
26 July 2017 
22 August 2017 
13 December 2017 
26 February 2018 
12 July 2018 
6 November 2018 


→ Horsham District Planning Framework 
(2015) 


→ Duty to Cooperate Position Statement 
(March 2016) 


→ Statement of Common Ground for 
Mid Sussex District Plan (2017) 


→ Duty to Cooperate Updated Position 
Statement (2017) 


→ Mid Sussex District Plan (2018) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


• Housing Supply 


• Economic Growth 
Assessment 


• Employment Provision 


• Strategic Sites 


• Transport 


• Education 


• Health 


• Biodiversity 


• Water and Waste 
Water Infrastructure 


• Other cross-boundaries 
matters 


14 November 2018 
24 January 2019 
21 October 2019 
19 December 2019 
26 January 2021 
17 May 2021 
12 July 2021 
17 February 2022 
31 March 2022 
16 May 2022 
26 May 2022 
7 July 2022 
21 July 2022 
15 September 2022 
10 November 2022 
5 January 2023 
13 February 2023 
9 March 2023 


→ Statement of Common Ground 
(May/June 2020) 


  → Economic Growth 
Assessment 


→ Draft Shared with 
Reigate and Banstead. 


→ EGA Crawley-focused 
update letter of 
engagement shared. 


26 February 2018 
24 January 2019 
7 March 2019 
9 May 2019 
22 May 2019 
24 September 2019 
4 November 2019 
3 June 2020 
9 July 2020 


→ Joint Northern West Sussex Economic 
Growth Assessment (Lichfields, 2020)  


→ Crawley Focused EGA Update 
(Lichfields, 2020) 


→ Crawley EGA Update (January 2023) 


  → Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment 
(Crawley and Horsham 
Updates) 


30 August 2016 
8 September 2016 
14 October 2016 
5 February 2019 
1 March 2019 
25 July 2019 


→ Joint Housing Market Mix Study 
(Chilmark, 2016) 


→ Joint Starter Homes Study (Chilmark, 
2016) 


→ Joint Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Iceni, 2019) for Crawley 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


 & Horsham in the context of NWS 
HMA 


NatureSpace District 
Licencing for Great 
Crested Newts 


Horsham District 
Council, Crawley 
Borough Council, Mid 
Sussex District 
Council, South Downs 
National Park and 
West Sussex County 
Council 


→ District Licencing for 
Great Crested Newts 


23 September 2021 → CBC agreement of interest: 22 
October 2021 


→ Submission by NatureSpace 
Partnership of application for District 
Licence on behalf of Horsham, 
Crawley, Mid Sussex, West Sussex 
County and South Downs National 
Park planning authorities (24 March 
2023) 


Sussex North Water 
Resource Zone 


Defra Meetings DEFRA; DLUHC; 
Natural England; 
Environment Agency; 
Ofwat; Horsham 
District Council; 
Crawley Borough 
Council; Southern 
Water 


• Water Neutrality 


• Implications for 
developments 


• Water Efficiency 
standards for new 
developments 


• Water Resource Zone 
Map 


7 April 2022 
14 April 2022 
6 May 2022 
8 June 2022 
27 June 2022 
4 August 2022 
18 August 2022 
22 November 2022 


→ Discussions at government levels and 
across departments raising the issues, 
sharing evidence and considering 
resources, opportunities and 
solutions. 


→ Consistent Map of Sussex North 
Water Resource Zone for all 
organisations. 


Water Neutrality 
Executive Board 


DEFRA; DLUHC; 
Natural England; 
Environment Agency; 
Ofwat; Chichester 
District Council; 
Horsham District 
Council; Crawley 
Borough Council; Mid 
Sussex District 
Council; South Downs 
National Park 
Authority; West 
Sussex County 


• Water Neutrality 


• Water Neutrality 
Strategy 


• Water Neutrality 
Offsetting Scheme 


 


8 November 2021 
12 November 2021 
30 November 2021 
6 December 2021 
20 January 2022 
18 February 2022 
25 April 2022 
22 June 2022 
22 July 2022 
23 September 2022 
27 October 2022 
8 December 2022 
20 February 2023 
17 April 2023 


→ Approved Water Neutrality Strategy 
(Part C) – agreed by Executive Board 
on 27 October 22 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Endorsed 
by Natural England on 24 November 
2022 


→ Appointment of Joint Water 
Neutrality Project Officer post 


→ Joint Response to Water Resources 
South East Regional Plan consultation 


→ Joint SoCG 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Council; Southern 
Water 


Water Neutrality Lead 
Officer Group (WNLOG) 


Chichester District 
Council; Horsham 
District Council; 
Crawley Borough 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; South 
Downs National Park 
Authority; West 
Sussex County 
Council; Natural 
England 


• Water Neutrality Study 


• Water Neutrality 
Offsetting 
Implementation 


• Governance  


1 October 2021 
22 December 2021 
28 January 2022 
13 April 2022 
11 May 2022 
8 June 2022 
13 July 2022 
10 August 2022 
14 September 2022 
12 October 2022 
9 November 2022 
5 December 2022 
11 January 2023 
8 February 2023 
1 March 2023 
4 April 2023 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part B (April 
2022) 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part C 
(November 2022) 


→ Governance Structure (agreed 5 April 
2022) 


→ Appointment of Joint Water 
Neutrality Project Manager post (Job 
Description meeting: 5 April 2022; 
Interviews: July 2022 and December 
2022): started January 2023 


→ CBC officer attendance giving 
evidence on behalf of the Sussex 
North WRZ local authorities at House 
of Lords Built Environment 
Committee: the impact of 
environmental regulations on 
development (14 March 2023) 


Water Neutrality Policy 
Group 


Chichester District 
Council; Horsham 
District Council; 
Crawley Borough 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; South 
Downs National Park 
Authority; West 
Sussex County Council 
 
(Input into Water 
Neutrality Study from 
Natural England, 


• Habitats Regulations 
Assessments  


• Water Neutrality Study 
and consultant’s 
appointment and 
liaisons 


• Assessing measures 
and technical feasibility 
to achieve water 
neutrality. 


• Circulation of Brief/ 
draft Documents. 


30 November 2020 
16 December 2020 
17 December 2020 
15 September 2021 
22 November 2021 
29 November 2021 
16 December 2021 
12 January 2022 
9 February 2022 
9 March 2022 
10 March 2022 
30 March 2022 
7 April 2022 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Parts A (July 
2021) 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part B (April 
2022) 


→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part C 
(November 2022) 


→ Joint Local Authorities PINs Advisory 
Meeting: Water Neutrality (6 
September 2022) 


→ Water Neutrality Workshops (March 
2022) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Environment Agency, 
Southern Water, Arun 
and Waverley) 


• Request of input from 
other authorities and 
organisations. 


• Water Neutrality Policy  


• Water Neutrality Joint 
PINs Advisory meeting 


• Sustainability Appraisal 


• Combined Housing 
Trajectories and 
development phasing 


• Local Plan and Water 
Neutrality Studies 
Consultations 


21 April 2022 
5 May 2022 
19 May 2022 
16 June 2022 
30 June 2022 
14 July 2022 
17 August 2022 
25 August 2022 
1 September 2022 
6 September 2022 
12 September 2022 
13 September 2022 
28 September 2022 
29 September 2022 
11 October 2022 
19 October 2022 
3 November 2022 
9 November 2022 
11 November 2022 
15 November 2022 
10 January 2023 
7 February 2023 
28 February 2023 
8 March 2023 
4 April 2023 


→ Sharing experience and situation with 
Greater Cambridge (attendance at 
Round Table 13 September 2022) 


→ Sharing experience and situation with 
LGA (attendance at Round Table 28 
September 2022) 


→ Attendance at Southern Water, Water 
Neutrality Developer Webinars (4 
November 2022; 23 February 2023) 


→ Joint Policy wording 


→ Joint Sustainability Appraisal approach 


→ CBC Representations to Chichester 
District Local Plan Regulation 19 
Consultation (17 March 2023) 


→ Joint Topic Paper (May 2023) 


Water Neutrality 
Development 
Management Group 


As above. • Shared Development 
Management issues 


• FAQs 


• Responses to 
Developers and 
Applicants 


• Responses to suggested 
offsetting solutions 


 → Natural England Arun Valley SPA/SAC 
Appropriate Assessment Workshop 
(22 September 2022) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Water Neutrality 
Offsetting 
Implementation Group 


As above. • Offsetting schemes and 
approaches 


• Timing and delivery of 
implementation 
scheme 


• Project management 


16 November 2022 
14 December 2022 
11 January 2023 
1 March 2023 
15 March 2023 


→ Emerging Business Plan 


→ Pilot Offsetting Retro-Fitting Schemes 
 


Sussex Wide Sussex Environmental 
Health Officers Groups 


East & West Sussex 
District and County 
Councils 
 


• Air Quality Steering 
Group 


• Sussex Air Quality and 
Noise Seminar 


 


27 March 2018 
 
 
2 May 2018 


→ Air Quality and Emissions Guidance 
for Sussex (2013) Sussex Air 


→ Planning and Noise Advice Document: 
Sussex (2013) East and West Sussex 
Authorities 


→ West Sussex Energy Study 


→ Sussex Air Quality and Noise Seminar 
CBC Presentation 


Biodiversity Record 
Centre Steering Group 


East & West Sussex 
District and County 
Councils and Brighton 
& Hove City Council 


• Biodiversity Data 
Recording 


27 June 2017 
16 May 2018 
12 September 2018 
7 May 2019 
22 October 2019 
23 April 2021 
17 August 2021 
22 March 2022 
21 June 2022 
21 July 2022 
6 December 2022 
7 March 2023 


→ SBRC datasets that meet Local 
Authority’s needs. 


Sussex Nature 
Partnership Nature 
Recovery Network 
Working Group 


East & West Sussex 
District and County 
Councils and Brighton 
& Hove City Council 


• Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 


27 September 2021 
21 April 2022 
28 November 2022 
20 February 2023 
8 March 2023 


→ Emerging approach to complementary 
pan-Sussex Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Sussex Nature 
Partnership Local 
Authorities Network 


East & West Sussex 
District and County 
Councils and Brighton 
& Hove City Council 


• Biodiversity Net Gain 


• Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 


• Environment Act 


• Government 
Consultations 


• Tree Strategies 


21 July 2021 
17 September 2021 
22 October 2021 
19 November 2021 
17 December 2021 
20 January 2022 
24 February 2022 
17 March 2022 
19 May 2022 
18 August 2022 
15 September 2022 
20 October 2022 
17 November 2022 
1 December 2022 
15 December 2022 
19 January 2023 
23 February 2023 
16 March 2023 


→ Joint Responses to government 
consultations  


Kent, Surrey and 
Sussex Wide 


AONB Joint Advisory 
Committee 


Ashford Borough 
Council; Crawley 
Borough Council; East 
Sussex County 
Council; Hastings 
Borough Council; 
Horsham District 
Council; Kent County 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; 
Rother District 
Council; Sevenoaks 
District Council; 
Surrey County 
Council; Tandridge 


• High Weald AONB 
issues 


25 November 2020 
31 March 2021 
9 February 2022 
22 March 2023 


→ High Weald Management Plan 2019 – 
2024  


→ High Weald Design Guide (2020) 
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Level of  
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Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


District Council; 
Tonbridge and 
Malling Borough 
Council; Tunbridge 
Wells Borough 
Council; Wealden 
District Council; West 
Sussex District Council 


AONB Officer Steering 
Group 


As above • High Weald AONB 
issues. 


10 February 2021 
29 September 2022 
2 February 2023 
15 February 2023 
28 February 2023 


→ High Weald AONB Management Plan 


→ High Weald Design Guide (2020) 


Ashdown Forest Local 
Authorities Group 
 


 


 


 


 


 


Natural England; 
Brighton and Hove 
City Council, Crawley 
Borough Council; 
Eastbourne Borough 
Council; East Sussex 
County Council; 
Hastings Borough 
Council; Horsham 
District Council; 
Lewes District 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; 
Rother District 
Council; Sevenoaks 
District Council; South 
Down National Park; 
Tandridge District 
Council; Tonbridge 
and Malling Borough 


• Ashdown Forest SAC 
and SPA 


• Habitats Regulations 
Assessment 


• Cumulative Impacts 


• Transport Modelling 


• Air Quality 


• Monitoring 


7 February 2018 
23 February 2018 
(Chief Executives) 
12 April 2018 
4 June 2018 
29 November 2018 
13 February 2019 
20 February 2020 
2 July 2020 
6 October 2021 
3 December 2021 
22 February 2022 
15 February 2023 
 


→ Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground 


→ Agreed joint Air Quality Monitoring 
(CBC confirmation 2 March 2022) 


→ Agreed joint Transport Modelling 


→ Agreed joint Air Quality Modelling 
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Level of  
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Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Council; Tunbridge 
Wells Borough 
Council; Wealden 
District Council; West 
Sussex County Council 


Adjoining 
Authorities (1-1) 
 
 


Horsham/ Crawley Portfolio Holder 
Member and Planning 
Officer Leads from 
Crawley Borough 
Council and Horsham 
District Council 


• Local Plan Reviews 


• Strategic and Cross-
Boundary issues 


• Strategic Development 
Proposals to the west 
of Crawley (promoted 
by Homes England) 


23 March 2020 
8 September 2021 
1 August 2022 
3 October 2022 
 


→ Horsham District Planning Framework 
reference to meeting HMA unmet 
needs. 


→ Statement of Common Ground (in 
preparation) 


→ Leaders and Chief Executive Briefing 
held (1 August 2022) 


→ Members Briefing held (3 October 
2022) 


Planning Heads of 
Service Strategic 
Meeting from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Horsham District 
Council 


• Local Plan Reviews 


• Strategic and Cross-
Boundary issues 


• Water neutrality 


• Strategic Development 
Proposals to the west 
of Crawley (promoted 
by Homes England) 


4 August 2021 
2 September 2021 
14 October 2021 
15 November 2021 
22 November 2021 
19 January 2022 
28 February 2022 
29 April 2022 
23 May 2022 
4 July 2022 
2 September 2022 
4 October 2022 
21 November 2022 
30 January 2023 
22 March 2023 


 


Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 


• Local Plan Reviews and 
emerging Policies 


• Strategic objectively 
assessed needs. 


13 June 2016 
20 March 2019 
27 September 2019 
18 March 2020 


→ Crawley submission Local Plan (2021) 


→ Statement of Common Ground 
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Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


Horsham District 
Council 


• Strategic Site(s) 


• Transport Modelling  


• HRA/Water Resources 
 


5 May 2020 
20 May 2020 
28 May 2020 
2 September 2020 
24 September 2020 
15 October 2020 
12 November 2020 
26 November 2020 
1 December 2020 
17 December 2020 
7 January 2021 
25 January 2021 
28 January 2021 
18 February 2021 
18 March 2021 
8 April 2021 
12 April 2021 
22 April 2021 
13 May 2021 
20 May 2021 
24 May 2021 
3 June 2021 
5 August 2021 
26 August 2021 
16 September 2021 
7 October 2021 
4 November 2021 
2 December 2021 
13 January 2022 
10 February 2022 
31 March 2022 
28 April 2022 
18 May 2022 


→ Comparison Assessment of Transport 
Modelling Studies 


→ Joint Commission of Water Neutrality 
Study 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


7 July 2022 
1 September 2022 
29 September 2022 
20 October 2022 
14 November 2022 
2 February 2023 
16 March 2023 
6 April 2023 
27 April 2023 


Crawley/ Horsham/ 
West Sussex 


Key officers from 
Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham 
District Council and 
West Sussex County 
Council at a variety of 
different meetings for 
differing levels of 
discussion from 
strategic to technical 
detail. 


West of Ifield/West of 
Crawley. On-going 
discussions in relation to 
Strategic Site proposals, 
including:  


• Needs and policy 
requirements; 


• Landscape Character 
and Urban Design 
expertise; 


• Infrastructure capacity; 


• Shared coordination of 
Transport Modelling 
and Open Space 
evidence;  


• approach to Crawley 
Western Link Road;  


• blended housing mix 
and affordable housing;  


• unmet education needs 
(including with DfE);  


• Gypsy and Traveller 
Provision 


• Employment Provision 


Numerous 
meetings held 
between 2016 and 
2023 between the 
authorities (with 
and without Homes 
England). 


→ Understanding of potential strategic 
site and necessary infrastructure and 
planning policy considerations should 
it progress through the Horsham 
District Local Plan process or be 
submitted as a planning application. 


→ Horsham District Plan Review: Reg. 18 
including West of Crawley potential 
strategic site for up to 10,000 new 
homes over the next 30 years as an 
option for consultation. 


→ Crawley submission Local Plan (2021) 


→ Homes England early pre-application 
engagement commenced on the 
promotion of West of Crawley 
potential strategic site for up to 
10,000 new homes over the next 30 
years in the form of three new 
neighbourhoods for Crawley, and 
including neighbourhood centres, 
infrastructure provision including 
western link road, schools and health 
facilities and employment. 
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Mechanism 
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• Energy and 
sustainability 


• Sports Facilities 


• Bus Strategy 


• Heath Facilities 
(including with 
NHS/CCG) 


• Golf Course Needs 


• shared findings related 
to Habitats Regulations 
Assessment and shared 
commissioning of 
additional work in 
relation to water 
abstraction and water 
neutrality. 


→ Signed Joint Planning Performance 
Agreement 


→ Responses to Scoping Opinion 


→ Facilities Planning Model with Sport 
England 


Mid Sussex/Crawley Portfolio Holder 
Member and Planning 
Officer Leads from 
Crawley Borough & 
Mid Sussex District 
Councils 


• Housing Development 
potential adjacent to 
Crawley 


• Neighbourhood Plans 


11 December 2017 → Crawley formally joined West Sussex 
and Greater Brighton Strategic 
Planning Board 


Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough & Mid 
Sussex District 
Councils 


• Mid Sussex District 
Plan. 


 


22 June 2016 
29 July 2016 
8 November 2016 
1 December 2016 
12 January 2017 
6 March 2017 
30 March 2017 
6 April 2017 
29 September 2021 
21 December 2021 
18 August 2022 


→ Mid Sussex Statement of Common 
Ground (signed 6 May 2020) 


→ NWS Position Statement Update. 


→ Mid Sussex District Plan meeting 
Crawley’s outstanding unmet housing 
needs. 
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Level of  
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Mechanism 


Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 


22 August 2022 
16 February 2023 


Reigate & Banstead/ 
Crawley 


Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Reigate & Banstead 
Borough Council 


• Reigate & Banstead 
Development 
Management Plan. 


• Strategic Employment 
Site. 


• Retail. 


• Economic Growth 
Assessments and 
evidence studies. 


• Gypsy, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Needs. 


• Transport. 


22 April 2016 
10 February 2017 
27 November 2017 
26 February 2018 
8 November 2018 
6 October 2020 
19 October 2020 
7 January 2021 


→ RBBC adopted Development 
Management Plan and allocation of 
Horley Strategic Employment Site. 


→ Statement of Common Ground 
(February 2021) 


Crawley/Tandridge Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Tandridge District 
Council 


• Local Plan Updates, 
timetables and 
strategies. 


• Housing need and 
constraints: 


- Green Belt; 
- Gatwick Airport; 
- Noise and Flooding; 
- Transport modelling 


• London pressures. 


• Gypsy & Traveller 
Needs. 


6 February 2018 
14 June 2018 
30 March 2021 
11 October 2021 


→ Statement of Common Ground 
(December 2018) 


Crawley/Mole Valley Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Mole Valley District 
Council 


• Local Plan Updates, 
timetables and 
strategies. 


• Housing and 
employment needs and 
constraints: 


16 April 2020 
17 November 2020 


→ Statement of Common Ground 
(January 2021) 


→ CBC Representations to Mole Valley 
Local Plan Regulation 19 
Consultation (5 November 2021) 
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- Green Belt; 
- Gatwick Airport; 
- Noise and Flooding; 
- Transport modelling 


• Gypsy and Traveller 
Needs. 


Infrastructure 
Providers/ 
Stakeholder 
Agencies 


Environment Agency 
(EA) 


 • SFRA. 


• Water Cycle Study. 


• Flood Risk 
Management and 
Reduction at Gatwick 
Airport. 


 → Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
Update (2020) 


→ Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (2020) 


→ Flood Risk Management and 
Reduction at Gatwick Airport 


NHS Crawley Borough 
Council and NHS/CCG 


• Health provision within 
the borough 


26 January 2022 → Crawley Health Care review 


West Sussex County 
Council  


Crawley Borough 
Council and West 
Sussex County Council 


• To consider 
infrastructure 
requirements including 
education, care, public 
health 


• To secure greater 
coverage of full fibre 
broadband 
infrastructure 


• To consider Minerals 
and Waste 


• Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodation Needs 


• WSCC Property 


• Water neutrality 


12 December 2016 
30 August 2018 
22 May 2019 
29 May 2019 
(Crawley Health & 
Wellbeing Board) 
10 June 2019 
(WSCC Public 
Health) 
12 September 2019 
30 September 2019 
4 March 2020 
12 May 2021 
14 July 2021 (Public 
Health) 
20 July 2021 
(Education) 
28 September 2021 
11 January 2022 


→ Statement of Common Ground (April 
2020) 


→ Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (May 
2023) 
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8 March 2022 
1 November 2022 
(Education) 
11 January 2023 


West Sussex County 
Council (and Highways 
England) 


Crawley Borough 
Council and West 
Sussex County Council 


• To jointly commission 
and approve the 
Crawley Local Plan 
Transport Study Update 


• To agree approach to 
strategic transport 
needs including 
approach to Crawley 
Wester Link Road 
(including key 
stakeholders Gatwick 
Airport Limited, 
Horsham District 
Council, Environment 
Agency and Homes 
England) 


12 December 2016 
12 December 2019 
23 March 2020 
15 April 2020 
15 May 2020 
1 June 2020 
16 July 2020 
4 August 2020 
30 September 2020 
28 October 2020 
1 December 2020 
7 January 2021 
18 January 2021 
14 April 2021 
27 April 2021 
18 May 2021 
26 May 2021 
3 June 2021 
17 June 2021 
5 July 2021 
9 July 2021 
13 July 2021 
28 July 2021 
3 August 2021 
6 August 2021 
19 August 2021 
25 August 2021 
2 September 2021 
3 September 2021 


→ Shared Tender Brief with Highways 
England & Secured Feedback (2 
January, 17 January and 21 January 
2020) 


→ Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (May 
2023, and earlier consultation 
versions) 


→ Published final Crawley Transport 
Modelling Report (18 May 2021 and 
updated June 2022) 


→ Crawley and in combination traffic 
Data input into HRA 


→ Crawley Western Link Road Study 
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6 September 2021 
14 September 2021 
16 September 2021 
16 September 2021 
23 September 2021 
30 September 2021 
6 October 2021 
6 January 2022 
25 January 2022 
26 January 2022 
21 July 2022 
19 August 2022 


Arun Valley Potential 
New Rail Stations 


Network Rail, 
Department for 
Transport, GTR, Coast 
to Capital LEP, West 
Sussex County 
Council, Horsham 
District Council and 
Crawley Borough 
Council 


• To consider the 
opportunities and 
impacts of potential 
new rail stations 
between Crawley and 
Horsham; including 
Kilnwood Vale and 
North Horsham 
proposals. 


• Timetable modelling 
study 


23 April 2018 
25 May 2018 
5 June 2018 
19 June 2018 
16 July 2018 
31 July 2018 
9 August 2018 
10 May 2019 
14 October 2019 
4 February 2020 
7 September 2020 
14 October 2020 
19 November 2020 


→ Draft Network Rail Timetable Study 


→ WSP Timetable Study: Arun Valley 
Independent Review Final Summary 
Report (received 11 December 2020) 


Thames Water  • Wastewater Treatment 
Works and sewage 
capacity and 
implications of 
upgrades and 
improvements to 
technology alongside 
the changing 


25 August 2016 
6 November 2018 
28 April 2022 


→ Infrastructure Plan – position 
statement 
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development levels in 
the Local Plan. 


Gatwick Water Cycle 
Study 


Crawley,  Horsham,      
Mid Sussex, Reigate 
and Banstead, 
Environment Agency, 
East Sutton and 
Surrey Water, Thames 
Water, Southern 
Water, South East 
Water 


• River Catchment 
Management. 


• River Flooding. 


• Water Supply Capacity. 


• Surface Water 
Drainage. 


• Wastewater. 
 


13 November 2019 
29 November 2019 
30 March 2020 


→ Gatwick Water Cycle Study (2020) 


→ Gatwick Water Cycle Study Crawley 
Addendum (2020) 


Habitat Regulation 
Assessment with 
Natural England 


Planning Policy 
Officers from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Natural England, and 
consultants 
commissioned to 
prepare the Crawley 
HRA 


• Hardham Water 
Abstraction 


• Cumulative Impacts 


• Water Neutrality 


• Water Quality 


23 November 2020 
9 June 2021 


→ Joint Water Neutrality Study (2021) 


→ HRA (2021) 


Gatwick 
Greenspace 
Partnership 


Gatwick Greenspace 
Partnership 


Sussex Wildlife Trust, 
Crawley, Horsham, 
Reigate and Banstead, 
Mole Valley, West 
Sussex County, Surrey 
County, Horley Town 
Council Charitable 
Trust 


• Partnership of local 
authorities and 
interested groups for 
environmental 
improvements in the 
Gatwick area.  


• Led by Sussex Wildlife 
Trust. 


15 January 2018 
8 March 2018 
12 October 2018 
2 April 2019 
21 October 2019 
19 October 2020 
26 April 2021 
18 October 2021 
25 April 2022 
17 October 2022 
23 January 2023 


 


Gatwick Airport Gatwick Airport 
Consultative Committee 
(GATCOM) 


Local authorities, 
parish and town 
councils, business, 


• Statutory consultative 
body for Gatwick 
Airport (Civil Aviation 


27 April 2017 
13 July 2017 
9 November 2017 
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tourism, community, 
environmental, 
Gatwick Airport Ltd 
(GAL), Department for 
Transport. 


Act 1982), 28 
representatives from 
wide range of interests. 


25 January 2018 
26 April 2018 
19 July 2018 
18 October 2018 
24 January 2019 
25 April 2019 
18 July 2019 
17 October 2019 
23 January 2020 
16 July 2020 
15 October 2020 
21 January 2021 
22 April 2021 
15 July 2021 
24 August 2021 
14 October 2021 
26 November 2021 
20 January 2022 
28 April 2022 
21 July 2022 
20 October 2022 
26 January 2023 
27 April 2023 


Gatwick Joint Local 
Authorities Meeting 


Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 
Surrey County 


• Member group. 30 October 2017 
12 June 2018 
(electronic update) 
26 September 2018 
7 August 2019 
7 January 2020 
12 August 2020 
2 November 2021 
(electronic update) 


→ Gatwick Memorandum of 
Understanding. 


→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 


→ Discussion and liaison on matters 
relating to Gatwick Airport. 


→ Greater knowledge across county 
boundaries.  
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Council, Tandridge 
District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       


November 2022 
(electronic update) 
 
 


Gatwick Officers Group 
 


Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Kent County 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 
Surrey County 
Council, Tandridge 
District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       


• Officer group 
supporting GJLA, also 
monitoring S106 
actions and 
implementation and 
discussing airport 
development. 


8 June 2016 
6 December 2016 
24 April 2017 
(electronic update) 
19 May 2017 
(electronic update) 
5 September 2017 
(Biodiversity Tour) 
7 September 2017 
(Airport Tour) 
29 September 2017 
(electronic update) 
21 May 2018 
11 September 2018 
13 November 2018 
27 March 2019 
5 June 2019 
10 July 2019 
16 September 2019 
26 February 2020 
20 April 2020 
20 July 2020 
29 July 2020 
21 January 2021 
20 April 2021 
18 May 2021 
22 June 2021 
17 August 2021 
28 September 2021 


→ Gatwick Memorandum of 
Understanding. 


→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 


→ Discussion and liaison on matters 
relating to Gatwick Airport. 


→ Greater knowledge across county 
boundaries. 


→ Collaboration together and with GAL 
on the proposed DCO. 
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15 October 2021 
26 October 2021 
9 November 2021 
18 November 2021 
8 March 2022 
27 April 2022 
24 May 2022 
21 June 2022 
26 July 2022 
23 August 2022 
20 September 2022 
22 November 2022 
17 January 2023 
14 February 2023 
14 March 2023 
18 April 2023 


Crawley Borough 
Council, West Sussex 
County Council and 
Gatwick Airport 
Limited 


• S106 Agreement 
Meetings 


• Gatwick AMR 


8 February 2016 
12 December 2016 
15 June 2017  
19 September 2017 
24 May 2018 
25 September 2018 
15 February 2019 
9 April 2019 
18 April 2019 (with 
independent 
Energy consultants) 
23 May 2019 
26 June 2019 (with 
independent 
Energy consultants) 
16 September 2019 
27 February 2020 


→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 
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14 April 2021 
6 July 2021 
26 August 2021 
18 January 2022 
20 January 2022 
28 September 2022 
12 October 2022 
24 November 2022 
7 March 2023 


Sussex Environmental 
Health Officers Groups 


East & West Sussex 
and Surrey District, 
Boroughs and County 
Councils and Gatwick 
Airport Limited 


• Air Quality  
 


15 November 2016 
12 December 2017 
13 December 2018 
6 December 2019 
17 December 2020 
17 December 2021 
20 December 2022 


→ Gatwick Airport S106 Agreement 
Monitoring 


Noise and Track 
Monitoring Advisory 
Group  


Gatwick Airport 
Limited, Dept. for 
Transport, CAA, NATS, 
Airlines, Nominated 
representatives from 
GATCOM incl. local 
authorities. 


• Group monitoring 
airport-related noise 
and flight path tracking. 


8 August 2019 
7 November 2019 
6 February 2020 
6 August 2020 
5 November 2020 
4 February 2021 
29 November 2022 
2 February 2023 


 


Meetings Independent 
Commission on Civil 
Aviation Noise (ICCAN) 


Crawley Borough 
Council and ICCAN 


• Aviation Noise 14 August 2019 
14 October 2019 
25 November 2019 


→ Local Advice feeding into National 
Policy  


Gatwick Airport 
Transport Forum 
Steering Group 


Gatwick Airport 
Limited, Metrobus, 
Highways England, 
Network Rail, West 
Sussex County 
Council, Surrey 


• Forum to discuss 
improvements to 
surface access and 
future transport links 
with and in vicinity of 
the airport. 


20 April 2017 
12 June 2017 
20 July 2017 
6 October 2017 
22 March 2018 
28 June 2018 
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County Council, TfL, 
Crawley Borough 
Council 


22 March 2018 
28 June 2018 
20 September 2018 
13 December 2018 
12 March 2019 
11 June 2019 
17 September 2019 
12 December 2019 
4 February 2020 
12 March 2020 
11 June 2020 
3 December 2020 
17 June 2021 
9 September 2021 
1 October 2021 
24 March 2022 
30 June 2022 
15 September 2022 
15 December 2022 
2 February 2023 
23 March 2023 


Gatwick Parking Survey 
Officers Group 


Crawley, Horsham, 
Mid Sussex, Mole 
Valley, Tandridge, 
Reigate & Banstead, 
GAL. 


• Discussion and 
agreement of parking 
survey results. 


27 January 2016 
16 May 2017 
23 November 2017 
14 September 2018 
14 November 2018 
3 December 2019 
7 January 2020 
30 January 2020 
4 December 2020 
10 September 2021 
16 September 2022 
24 November 2022 


→ Agreement and sign-off of annual 
Gatwick Airport parking survey. 
Discussion with GAL. 


→ Joint Parking Surveys Undertaken: 


• 15 September 2017 


• 14 September 2018 


• 13 September 2019 


• 11 September 2020 (HDC 18 
September 2020) 


• 10 September 2021 (HDC 9 
September 2021) 
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• 9 September 2022 (CBC 16 
September 2022) 


→ Shared Local Plan Policy. 


→ Success at Appeals. 


 Gatwick DCO Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Kent County 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 
Surrey County 
Council, Tandridge 
District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       


• General Planning 
Strategy and approach 


• Aviation Forecasting 
and Capacity 


• Socio-Economics 


• Noise 


• Air Quality  


• Carbon and Climate 
Change 


• Transport 


• Land Use 


• Heritage 


• Water 


• Ecology 


• Health, Major Accidents 
and Disasters  


Approach to Statements of 
Common Ground 


• S106 and Requirements 


85 Topic Working 
Groups on 
technical subjects 
held by GAL, plus 
additional sub-
group meetings, 
and authority-only 
technical sessions 
including with 
consultants.   


Joint response to Statement of 


Community Consultation (SoCC) Mar 


2020, and Individual authority responses 


to second SoCC (May 2021) aligned on 


key matters. 


Individual authority responses to s42 


consultation (Dec 2021) and to Summer 


consultation (July 2022) aligned on many 


key issues.   


Joint grant from DLUHC NSIP Innovation 


and Capacity Fund 


Joint commissioning of Legal, Aviation, 


Noise, Air Quality, Carbon and socio-


economics advice.  


→  


Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 
Consultations 


Email notifications of 
formal consultation  


All Gatwick Diamond 
and West Sussex 
Authorities and 
Prescribed Bodies 


• Early Engagement draft 
Local Plan 


• Submission draft Local 
Plan (initial Reg. 19 
Consultation) 


• Submission draft Local 
Plan (further Reg. 19 
Consultation) 


15 July – 16 
September 2019 
20 January – 2 
March 2020 
 
6 January – 17 
February 2021 


→ Detailed responses back from 
neighbouring authorities raising 
cross-boundary concerns and support 
on which further detailed discussions 
could be held to address issues.  
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Appendix D: AMR Summary Extracts and Duty to Cooperate Milestone 


Timelines 2016 – 2021 (including additional information from 2021 – 


2023) 


2016 – 2017 


Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding (July 2016) 
The Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding (2012) was updated and agreed by 
all members of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities27. 


Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement Review (2016) 
In April 2016, the Gatwick Diamond Authorities28 jointly commissioned consultants to 
undertake a review of the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (LSS) (2012). 
Tandridge District Council, which had previously not formed part of the original Gatwick 
Diamond LSS published in 2012, participated as a full Authority member and signed up to 
the LSS update. 


This included a Members’ workshop, led by the consultants, and held in July 2016, for the 
Authorities’ Portfolio Holders for Planning.  


County Infrastructure Studies 
The West Sussex Infrastructure Study was prepared on behalf of West Sussex and Surrey 
local authorities. It assesses current infrastructure capacity and deficits in the area and the 
anticipated requirements to meet population projections. This document covers the whole of 
West Sussex county area, and is one of two documents published together:  


• Surrey Infrastructure Study29; and  


• West Sussex Infrastructure Study30. 


In addition, a further document was prepared alongside the two county studies. The Gatwick 
Diamond Post 2030 Infrastructure Study sought to provide a strategic overview of potential 
future development between 2030 and 2050, with and without a second runway at Gatwick 
Airport. 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
In March 2017, CBC were formally invited to join the Joint West Sussex and Greater 
Brighton Strategic Planning Board.  


Joint Evidence Base Documents 
Two new evidence base documents were jointly commissioned by Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council: Starter Homes and Housing Market Mix Studies. These were 
published in December 2016. 


Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings 
Cooperation among the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) has included attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning policy 
officers from the other authorities, including the contribution of evidence on relevant issues.  


 
27 Gatwick Diamond Authorities: Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District 
Council; Mole Valley District Council; Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge 
District Council; West Sussex County Council. 
28 Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District Council; Mole Valley District Council; 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge District Council; West Sussex County 
Council. 
29 http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-
infrastructure-study  
30 
http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.
pdf  



http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-infrastructure-study

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-infrastructure-study

http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.pdf

http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.pdf
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This was a feature of the hearings relating to the Mid Sussex District Plan held in November 
2016 and January 2017. The focus of these hearing sessions related to Duty to Cooperate 
and in particular housing numbers and unmet needs arising from Crawley and Brighton and 
Hove.   


A Joint Position Statement, particularly relating to housing needs and supply, has been 
regularly updated by the three authorities. Further evidence was submitted throughout the 
Mid Sussex District Plan hearings in particular relation to Crawley’s unmet housing needs. 


Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary.  


A meeting was held with Thames Water, in August 2016, jointly with Horsham and Mid 
Sussex District Councils, to discuss the capacity of Crawley Sewage Treatment Works and 
the wastewater network in relation to meeting development needs of planned, proposed and 
speculative developments within and adjacent to Crawley.  


Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG) on 8 June and 6 
December 2016, for discussion of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, 
growth and development of the airport. 


An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 12 December 2016 to 
discuss the Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report, Legal Agreement, and other issues 
raised through GOG and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities meeting.  


2017 – 2018 


Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement Review (2017) 
In April 2016, the Gatwick Diamond Authorities31 had jointly commissioned consultants to 
undertake a review of the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (LSS) (2012). 
Tandridge District Council, which had previously not formed part of the original Gatwick 
Diamond LSS published in 2012, participated as a full Authority member and signed up to 
the LSS update. 


The updated Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement was agreed at the Members’ 
meeting of the Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities in June 2017 and published 
subsequently32.  


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
CBC joined the Joint West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board in an 
observing capacity in April 2017, and formally joined in January 2018. 


As part of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board, CBC 
participated in the submission of a joint Bid to support strategic planning work for a revised 
Local Strategic Statement in January 2018.  


 


 


 
31 Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District Council; Mole Valley District Council; 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge District Council; West Sussex County 
Council. 
32 Local Strategic Statement and Evidence Base Report : further details on CBC webpage: 
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicState
ment/index.htm  



http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB344429

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB344433

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicStatement/index.htm

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicStatement/index.htm
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Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings 
Cooperation among the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) has included attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning policy 
officers from the other authorities, including the contribution of evidence on relevant issues.  


This was a feature of the hearings relating to the Mid Sussex District Plan held in July 2017. 
The focus of these hearing sessions related to Duty to Cooperate and in particular housing 
numbers and unmet needs arising from Crawley.   


The Mid Sussex District Plan was successfully adopted by Mid Sussex District Council in 
March 201833. This includes the confirmation that the minimum housing figure established 
within the District Plan includes a contribution towards meeting the unmet needs arising in 
the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area from Crawley34. In addition, the District Plan 
commits to account for any residual unmet need through monitoring and future reviews of 
the District Plan to ensure the HMA can meet its housing need as far as is consistent with 
the policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework35.   


Crawley Borough Council also engaged in the preparation of the Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan process, submitting responses in relation to the Regulation 
18 consultation undertaken November 2017 and Regulation 19 consultation in February 
2018. 


Discussions were held between Crawley Borough Council and Tandridge District Council in 
relation to the Tandridge District Local Plan, particularly considering the transport modelling 
and sites. 


Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary. 


Ashdown Forest 
Meetings were held with a significant number of local authorities36 affected by the Ashdown 
Forest Special Area of Conservation and Natural England. These were focused on 
understanding the requirements of the Habitats Regulations in relation to Local Plan 
development and planning application approvals. This included the initial preparation of a 
Statement of Common Ground. 


Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members.  


An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 12 December 2016 to 
discuss the Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report, Legal Agreement, and other issues 
raised through GOG and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities meeting.  


 


 
33 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/  
34 Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, pages 30-31 (2018) MSDC 
35 Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, pages 33-34 (2018) MSDC 
36 Including: Brighton and Hove City Council, Crawley Borough Council, East Sussex County Council, Hastings 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Lewes and Eastbourne Councils, Mid Sussex District Council, Rother 
District Council, Sevenoaks District Council, South Downs National Park Authority, Tandridge District Council, 
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Wealden District Council and West 
Sussex County Council. 



https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/
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2018 – 2019 


The following outputs were secured during the 2018/19 monitoring year. 


Output Parties Date 


Signed Statement of Common Ground: 
Ashdown Forest 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Ashdown Forest Authorities 


16 April 2018 


Signed Statement of Common Ground: 
Tandridge Local Plan  


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Tandridge District Council 


10 December 2018 


Adoption of High Weald AONB Management 
Plan  


• Crawley Borough Council 


• High Weald Authorities 


8 March 2019 


Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 


Gatwick Diamond  
Progress across the Gatwick Diamond Authorities during the 2018/19 monitoring period 
primarily focused on supporting joint representations to the London Plan Examination. This 
included representatives from the Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities’ attendance 
at the housing numbers technical seminar (November 2018) and as part of the wider south 
east hearing session (January 2019). 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
Crawley Borough Council attended the Strategic Planning Board meetings held in July 2018 
and February 2019, and participated in the Officer Group, through meetings and electronic 
correspondence, established to progress the strategic cross-boundary joint working for the 
area and to support the Planning Board. 


Northern West Sussex Authorities 
Regular meetings were held between the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, 
Horsham, Mid Sussex and West Sussex County). These meetings include constructive 
discussions regarding implementation of the existing adopted Local Plan, progression 
towards reviews of the Local Plans and updating of the joint evidence base.  


During the 2018/19 monitoring year this included the joint commissioning of the following 
evidence: 


• EcoServ – Horsham and Crawley, commissioned September 2018; 


• Economic Growth Assessment – Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex, commissioned 
February 2019; 


• Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Crawley and Horsham, with Mid Sussex 
engaged, commissioned February 2019. 


Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings and the preparation of Local Plans  
Cooperation among the Gatwick Diamond Authorities (Crawley, Horsham, Mole Valley, Mid 
Sussex, Reigate and Banstead, Surrey County, Tandridge and West Sussex County) on 
Local Plan preparations has included providing feedback on emerging Local Plans and 
approaches, discussions on cross-boundary matters and preparation of Statements of 
Common Ground as well as attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning 
policy officers.  


Crawley Borough Council made representations to the initial Regulation 18 public 
consultation undertaken by Horsham District Council on its Horsham District Plan review in 
June 2018. 
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Crawley Borough Council also engaged in the preparation of the Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan process, following up the representations made in the 
previous monitoring period, with Crawley Borough Council officer attendance at the 
Examination hearing sessions held on Duty to Cooperate and Economic Growth (October 
2018) and in relation to the Strategic Employment Site (November 2018). 


Discussions were held between Crawley Borough Council and Tandridge District Council in 
relation to the Tandridge District Local Plan, particularly considering the transport modelling 
and sites in June 2018. This concluded in a jointly signed Statement of Common Ground 
between the two authorities (December 2018) 


Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary.  


In particular, regular meetings were attended by officers in relation to proposals being 
promoted by Homes England in relation to strategic development to the west of Crawley, for 
up to 10,000 new homes, in the form of three new neighbourhoods as urban extensions to 
Crawley, within Horsham District Council’s administrative area. These meetings involved 
both Horsham District and Crawley Borough Councils as well as West Sussex County 
Council. 


Ashdown Forest 
Meetings were held with a significant number of local authorities37 affected by the Ashdown 
Forest Special Area of Conservation and Natural England. These were focused on 
understanding the requirements of the Habitats Regulations in relation to Local Plan 
development and planning application approvals. In order to understand the issues at the 
highest officer level in the council, meetings across the Local Authorities’ Chief Executives 
were held in addition to those at the technical officer level. 


The joint working across the authorities secured the preparation, and signing, of a Statement 
of Common Ground (April 2018).  


A meeting was also held across the wider authorities in specific relation to the Wealden draft 
Local Plan in September 2018. 


Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members. A Noise and Mitigation Briefing Session was held in April 2018. 


An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 5 April 2018 to discuss the 
Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report.  


Infrastructure 
Meetings were held between Crawley Borough Council and the infrastructure providers in 
relation to the following: 


• Education (LocatED, April 2018) 


 
37 Including: Brighton and Hove City Council, Crawley Borough Council, East Sussex County Council, Hastings 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Lewes and Eastbourne Councils, Mid Sussex District Council, Rother 
District Council, Sevenoaks District Council, South Downs National Park Authority, Tandridge District Council, 
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Wealden District Council and West 
Sussex County Council. 
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• Rail – potential new stations between Crawley and Horsham (Horsham District Council, 
Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County Council, Network Rail and the 
Developers, ‘at least’ monthly meetings between April and August 2018) 


• Waste Water Network and Waste Water Treatment (Crawley Borough Council, Horsham 
District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Thames Water, November 2018). 


2019 – 2020 


The following outputs were secured, and key milestones reached, during the 2019/20 
monitoring year. 


Output Parties Date 


Publication of Joint Evidence: Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


29 November 2019 


Joint Signed Homes England Strategic Site 
Planning Performance Agreement 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• West Sussex District Council 


• Homes England 


8 January 2020 


Commencement of Formal Public 
Consultation on Crawley’s Submission draft 
Local Plan Review (Regulation 19: Publication) 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Public 


20 January 2020 


Formal Letter sent to all Neighbouring 
Authorities to clarify Crawley Borough’s level 
of unmet needs. 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Local Authorities within the 
Coast to Capital LEP area 


21 January 2020 


Publication of Joint Evidence: Economic 
Growth Assessment  


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


27 January 2020 


Formal Public Consultation on Crawley’s 
Submission draft Local Plan Review closed 
(Regulation 19: Publication) 


 
2 March 2020 


Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 


Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities 
The Gatwick Diamond Authorities continued to meet to discuss cross-boundary and strategic 
planning issues affecting the area. 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
As part of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board, CBC has been 
in discussions regarding taking forward work on a Local Strategic Statement (LSS3) for the 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton area.  


Two member meetings of the Strategic Planning Board were held during this monitoring year 
(12 September 2019 and 25 March 2020) in order to progress the necessary background 
evidence work to support this. 


Northern West Sussex Authorities 
Meetings were held between the Northern West Sussex Authorities (CBC, Horsham District, 
Mid Sussex District and West Sussex County Councils) to consider the implications of the 
Local Plan Reviews and updated evidence across the housing market area.  
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Two significant pieces of background evidence were jointly commissioned and completed 
covering the Northern West Sussex area: the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (an 
update commissioned by Crawley Borough Council and Horsham District Council, with Mid 
Sussex District Council as a partner, reflecting the different stages of plan preparation of the 
three authorities) and the Economic Growth Assessment (jointly commissioned by Crawley 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council). 


Work commenced on an updated Statement of Common Ground for the Northern West 
Sussex authorities to support the Local Plan Reviews. 


Engagement in Local Plan preparations 
Cooperation has included discussions and engagement in neighbouring authorities’ Local 
Plan preparations. This has included engagement in the Mid Sussex District Plan Site 
Allocations Development Plan Document. This ensured CBC were kept sufficiently informed 
in the emerging evidence to allow for progression to be made towards preparing a Statement 
of Common Ground between the two authorities to support this process. 


Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with Horsham District Council and West Sussex County Council to 
discuss proposed, promoted and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative 
boundary. This includes the long-term strategic proposals for up to three new 
neighbourhoods to the west of Crawley, being promoted by Homes England, and the 
detailed “first phase” neighbourhood of this wider Homes England aspiration, to the west of 
Ifield. 


A joint agreement was signed by the authorities, Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District 
Council and West Sussex County Council, and Homes England to formally discuss pre-
application matters, without prejudice, in relation to the Homes England promoted West of 
Ifield site, immediately adjacent to Crawley’s administrative borough boundaries. Whilst this 
site lies predominantly within Horsham District, some landownership is within Crawley’s 
boundaries and infrastructure linkages would connect into the borough, and the impacts on 
services and setting would be felt mostly on the town of Crawley.  


Following this agreement, a series of technical pre-application meetings have been held 
jointly with officers from each authorities in attendance. Technical meetings have involved 
on-going discussions on: transport, including transport modelling, the need for a Crawley 
western link road and maximising sustainable transport options; education; open space 
provision; sustainability and exemplar development; and existing character assessment. 
Crawley’s urban design expertise is a shared resource for both Crawley and Horsham 
authorities in relation to these proposals.  


Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council arranged officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport including the proposed Development Consent Order for the use of the Northern 
Runway, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members.  


Infrastructure 
Meetings were continued to be held between Crawley Borough Council and a wide range of 
interested organisations in relation to the potential new stations between Crawley and 
Horsham (Horsham District Council, Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County 
Council, Network Rail, Department for Transport, GTR, Coast to Capital LEP) to consider 
further the impacts and potential options and opportunities. 


Meetings were held to prepare and commence the Transport Modelling for the Crawley 
Local Plan between Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council. This 
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included liaising with Highways England on the draft brief, as part of the Inception Meeting 
with the appointed consultants, and in agreeing the detailed methodology.  


The Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study update was jointly commissioned by Crawley 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Reigate and 
Banstead Borough Council. This study included the involvement of the water companies, the 
Environment Agency and Natural England. 


A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was commissioned by Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council. This included the involvement of the Environment Agency. 


2020 – 2021 


The following outputs were secured during the 2020/21 monitoring year. 


Output Parties Date 


Signed West Sussex County Statement of 
Common Ground 


• West Sussex County Council 


• All West Sussex District and 
Borough Councils 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


27 April 2020 


Signed Mid Sussex and Crawley Statement of 
Common Ground: Mid Sussex Site Allocations 
Development Plan Document 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• Crawley Borough Council 


6 May 2020 


Signed Northern West Sussex Statement of 
Common Ground 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• West Sussex County Council 


6 June 2020 


Completion of Joint Evidence: Gatwick Sub-
Region Water Cycle Study 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 


28 August 2020 


Completion of Joint Evidence: Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


14 September 2020 


Commencement of Formal Public 
Consultation on Crawley’s Submission draft 
Local Plan Review (Regulation 19: Publication) 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Public 


6 January 2021 


Signed Crawley Borough Council and Mole 
Valley District Council Statement of Common 
Ground 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Mole Valley District Council 


25 January 2021 


Signed Crawley Borough Council and Reigate 
and Banstead Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 


5 February 2021 


Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 


Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities 
CBC met with a number of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities individually during this 
monitoring year, in order to progress specific cross-boundary strategic issues.  
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This included:  


• Mole Valley District Council, in relation to housing needs and delivery, employment 
needs, education, health and green belt. 


• Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, in relation to employment needs and strategic 
employment sites, transport and highway network implications, water and waste water 
infrastructure capacity, housing needs and delivery, Gatwick Airport, education and 
health. 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
The West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board appointed a Strategic 
Planning Advisor, who commenced work with the Planning Officers for West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton in summer 2020. 


Meetings of the Strategic Planning Board agreed joint responses to the Government’s 
consultations on Planning Reform: Changes to the Current Planning System and the 
Planning White Paper (October and November 2020). As well as considering and agreeing 
the revised work programme of the LSS3, taking into account delays caused by COVID and 
the appointment of the Strategic Planning Advisor. 


Northern West Sussex Authorities 
A Statement of Common Ground was signed by the Northern West Sussex Authorities 
(CBC, Horsham District, Mid Sussex District and West Sussex County Councils). 


Engagement in Local Plan preparations 
Cooperation has included discussions and engagement in neighbouring authorities’ Local 
Plan preparations, on an individual one-to-one basis, to discuss the details of the 
progression on Local Plans, including the unmet needs arising from Crawley as identified 
through the emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan Review. 


This has led to signed Statements of Common Ground with Mole Valley District Council and 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council.  


Frequent planning policy meetings with Horsham District Council have been held, 
particularly important as the two Local Plan Reviews are being prepared against a similar 
timetable. A Statement of Common Ground is in preparation between the two authorities. 


A Statement of Common Ground between Mid Sussex and CBC to the Mid Sussex District 
Plan Site Allocations Development Plan Document was signed. 


Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council and West 
Sussex County Council to discuss proposed and potential strategic sites promoted by 
Homes England close to Crawley’s administrative boundary continuing on as part of the 
planning performance agreement in relation to the first phase new neighbourhood at west of 
Ifield, as well as strategic meetings relating to the wider scheme and key infrastructure 
elements associated with that. 


Whilst this site lies predominantly within Horsham District, some landownership is within 
Crawley’s boundaries and infrastructure linkages would connect into the borough, and the 
impacts on services and setting would be felt mostly on the town of Crawley.  


Technical pre-application meetings have been held jointly with officers from each authorities 
in attendance. Technical meetings have involved on-going discussions on: transport, 
including transport modelling, the need for a Crawley western link road and maximising 
sustainable transport options; education; open space provision; sustainability and exemplar 
development; and existing character assessment. Crawley’s urban design expertise is a 
shared resource for both Crawley and Horsham authorities in relation to these proposals.  


Joint discussions between Horsham District Council and Crawley Borough Council agreed 
the starting point of a ‘blended’ housing mix based on the evidence set out in the joint 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
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Facilities Planning Model work commenced with Sport England leading this, to understand 
the needs of indoor sports facilities (sports halls and swimming pools) from strategic urban 
extensions to Crawley. 


Ashdown Forest 
Continued engagement by CBC in the Ashdown Forest Working Group to understand the 
requirements of the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA on the Habitats Regulations requirements for 
CBC as part of the Local Plan Review process, in particular in relation to cumulative impacts. 
This included joint commissioning and consideration of options for continuing monitoring 
across the Ashdown Forest and what form this could and should take. 


Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Due to the major impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on aviation, Gatwick Airport Limited 


(GAL) paused their work on the Development Consent Order. An electronic update was 


circulated to the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG) and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities (GJLA) 


members. West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough Council met with GAL to 


discuss the updating of the S106 Agreement, and both councils have inputted into the 


independent verification of GAL’s Annual Monitoring Report. Crawley Borough Council 


arranged a GOG meeting for January 2021 to discuss current and emerging issues relating 


to the operation, growth and development of the airport. Crawley Borough Council attended 


the GATCOM meetings in July and October, and presented its Local Plan policies at the 


January 2021 GATCOM meeting.   


Infrastructure 
A Statement of Common Ground was signed between West Sussex County Council and all 
of the district and borough authorities within the county, setting out an agreed framework for 
working on county matters. 


Meetings were continued to be held between Crawley Borough Council and a wide range of 
interested organisations in relation to the potential new stations between Crawley and 
Horsham (Horsham District Council, Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County 
Council, Network Rail, Department for Transport, GTR, Coast to Capital LEP) to consider 
further the impacts and potential options and opportunities. The final report on this, prepared 
by WSP on behalf of Network Rail, was shared to all partners. 


Meetings were held to inform the Transport Modelling for the Crawley Local Plan between 
Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council and the appointed consultants. 
A draft report was shared and comments were provided back to the consultants.  


Strategic transport discussions have taken place to consider the further work needed to 
assess the potential route of the Crawley western link road through the Gatwick Airport 
Safeguarded land, including the impact on the potential River Mole diversion and existing 
land uses. 


The Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study update was completed. This had been jointly 
commissioned by Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District 
Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council. This study included the involvement of 
the water companies, the Environment Agency and Natural England. 


A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was completed. This had been jointly 
commissioned by Crawley Borough Council and Horsham District Council. This included the 
involvement of the Environment Agency. 


Further work was commissioned jointly by Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District 
Council and Chichester District Council, along with input from South Downs National Park, 
Arun District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Waverley Borough Council on 
securing water neutrality over the Southern Water Sussex North Water Resource Area. 
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2021 – 2022 


The following outputs were secured, and key milestones reached, during the 2021/22 
monitoring year. 


Output Parties Date 


Signed Crawley and Worthing Statement of 
Common Ground 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Worthing Borough Council 
13 May 2021 


Published Crawley Transport Modelling Study 
(supported by West Sussex County Council 
and National Highways) 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• West Sussex County Council 


• National Highways 


• Stantec Ltd.  


18 May 2021 


Formal Public Consultation on Crawley’s 
Submission draft Local Plan Review closed 
(Regulation 19: Publication) 


 
30 June 2021 


Published Water Neutrality Study Part A – 
Individual Local Authority Areas 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• JBA Consulting Ltd. 


• Environment Agency 


• Natural England 


• Southern Water 


6 July 2021 


Signed Crawley and Arun Statement of 
Common Ground 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Arun District Council 
22 July 2021 


Confirmation of CBC interest in joining District 
Licencing for Great Crested Newts 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 


• NatureSpace Partnership 


22 October 2021 


CBC Representation to Mole Valley Local Plan 
Regulation 19 Publication Consultation 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Mole Valley District Council 
5 November 2021 


CBC confirmation of commitment to 
contribute to joint Ashdown Forest Air Quality 
Monitoring 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Ashdown Forest Working 
Group Authorities 


2 March 2022 


 


2022 – 2023 


The following outputs were secured, and key milestones, reached during the 2022/23 
monitoring year. 


Output Parties Date 


Agreed joint Local Authorities’ Water 
Neutrality Governance/Terms of Reference 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


5 April 2022 
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Output Parties Date 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 


• Natural England 


• Environment Agency 


• Southern Water 


• Defra 


• DLUHC 


• Ofwat 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study Part B: 
In-Combination Assessment 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• JBA Consulting Ltd. 


• Environment Agency 


• Natural England 


• Southern Water 


26 April 2022 


Sussex Nature Partnership Joint Response to 
Nature Recovery Green Paper 


• Sussex Nature Partnership on 
behalf of members 


10 May 2022 


Sign off and Publication of Final Crawley 
Transport Modelling Study 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• West Sussex County Council 


• National Highways 
Stantec Ltd. 


30 June 2022 


Submission of Request for Joint Local 
Authorities PINs Advisory Meeting on Water 
Neutrality to DLUHC – Briefing Note and 
Appendices 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


30 June 2022 


Circulation of Agenda and Papers for Joint 
Local Authorities’ PINs Advisory Water 
Neutrality Meeting 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


30 August 2022 


Sussex North Joint Local Authorities’ PINs 
Advisory Meeting: Water Neutrality 


• Planning Inspectorate  


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• Natural England 


• DLUHC 


6 September 2022 


Note of Joint Local Authorities PINs Advisory 
Water Neutrality Meeting 


• Planning Inspectorate to 
above attendees 


8 September 2022 


Water Neutrality Part C: Water Neutrality 
Strategy agreed by Local Authorities Chief 
Executives at Water Neutrality Executive 
Board Meeting 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


27 October 2022 
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Output Parties Date 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 


• Natural England 


• Environment Agency 


• Southern Water 


• Defra 


• DLUHC 


Natural England Endorsement of Sussex North 
Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy 


• Natural England to above 
Local Authorities 


24 November 2022 


Publication of Water Neutrality Study Part c: 
Water Neutrality Strategy 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• JBA Consulting Ltd. 


• Environment Agency 


• Natural England 


• Southern Water 


2 December 2022 


Southern Water WRMP24 & WRSE Draft Plan: 
Submission of Joint Local Authority Responses 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 


20 February 2023 


Water Neutrality Joint LA Project Manager 
starts 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 


23 January 2023 


Circulation of Gatwick Diamond 
Memorandum of Understanding for update 
and consideration 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Epsom and Ewell Borough 
Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


• Mole Valley District Council 


• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 


• Tandridge District Council 


• Surrey County Council 


• West Sussex County Council 


24 January 2023 


Submission of CBC representation to 
Chichester District Local Plan Regulation 19 
Publication Consultation 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Chichester District Council 
17 March 2023 


Letter confirming CBC consent to NatureSpace 
Partnership District Licence application 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• NatureSpace Partnership 
24 March 2023 


Submission by NatureSpace Partnership of 
application for District Licence on behalf of 
Horsham, Crawley, Mid Sussex, West Sussex 


• NatureSpace Partnership 


• Crawley Borough Council 


• Horsham District Council 


• Mid Sussex District Council 


24 March 2023 
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Output Parties Date 


County and South Downs National Park 
planning authorities 


• South Downs National Park 
Authority 


• West Sussex County Council 
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Appendix E: Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area Combined Housing Trajectories 2015 – 2030 


Adopted Plan Housing Trajectories  


CBLP Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15  


Annual Year 15/ 16 16/ 17 17/ 18 18/ 19 19/ 20 20/ 21 21/ 22 22/ 23 23/ 24 24/ 25 25/ 26 26/ 27 27/ 28 28/ 29 29/ 30  


Crawley 389 724 870 455 389 379 301 310 338 337 248 208 55 55 55 5113 


Horsham 1,201 1,139 1,277 994 821 798 892 869 815 953 621 600 580 480 400 12440 


Mid Sussex 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 14424 


NWS HMA 
Total 


2,466 2,739 3,023 2,325 2,086 2,053 2,069 2,055 2,029 2,380 1,959 1,898 1,725 1,625 1,545 31,977 


Cumulative 
HMA Total 


2,466 5,205 8,228 10,553 12,639 14,692 16,761 18,816 20,845 23,225 25,184 27,082 28,807 30,432 31,977 
 


 Actual Net Housing Delivery Current Housing Trajectories  


CBLP Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15  


Annual Year 15/ 16 16/ 17 17/ 18 18/ 19 19/20 20/ 21 21/ 22 22/ 23 23/ 24 24/ 25 25/ 26 26/ 27 27/ 28 28/ 29 29/ 30  


Crawley 541 596 369 512 404 740 220 437 453 295 582 952 696 509 400 7,706 


Horsham 1,201 795 1,125 1,368 955 710 605 1,034 1,311 1,444 792 753 465 445 389 13,392 


Mid Sussex 868 912 843 661 1,027 1,027 1,200 1,628 1,628 1,023 1,023 1,023 1,023 1,023 654 15,563 


NWS HMA 
Total 


2,610 2,303 2,337 2,541 2,386 2,477 2,025 3,099 3,392 2,762 2,397 2,728 2,184 1,977 1,443 36,661 


Cumulative 
HMA Total 


 4,913 7,250 9,791 12,177 14,654 16,679 19,778 23,170 25,932 28,329 31,057 33,241 35,218 36,661 
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Appendix F: Summary of Joint Evidence Base Documents 


Document Joint Authorities Study Scope 


West of Bewbush Joint Area 
Action Plan (July 2009) 
Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council 


Crawley, Horsham Adopted Area Action Plan 
Development Plan Document for 
strategic neighbourhood 
development adjacent to Crawley 
within Horsham District. 


Northern West Sussex 
Strategic Housing Market 
Area (November 2019) Iceni 


Crawley and Horsham Housing Market & Housing 
Needs 


Economic Growth 
Assessment (January 2020) 
Lichfields  


Crawley, Mid Sussex, 
Horsham 


Employment Land requirement 


Eco-Serv GIS Report (2019) Crawley and Horsham Green Infrastructure Ecological 
Services  


Gatwick Sub-Region Water 
Cycle Study (August 2020) 


Crawley, Mid Sussex, 
Horsham, Reigate and 
Banstead 


Water Resource Update. 


Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (September 
2020) 


Crawley and Horsham SFRA for the Crawley and Upper 
Mole Catchment. 


Local Plan Transport Study 
(June 2022) 


Crawley Borough 
Council, West Sussex 
County Council 


Transport Modelling impact of 
Crawley Local Plan on strategic 
and local highway network 


Sussex North Water 
Neutrality Study: 


Part A – Individual Local 
Authority Areas Assessment 
(July 2021) 


Part B – In-combination 
Assessment (April 2022) 


Part C – Water Neutrality 
Strategy (November 2022) 


 


Crawley, Horsham 
and Chichester 
Councils 


Water Neutrality Strategy agreed 
by Local Authorities Chief 
Executives and endorsed by 
Natural England. 


Work ongoing on Offsetting 
Implementation Scheme. 
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i. Early Engagement Consultation (15 July – 16 September 2019) 
Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


Department for Education 
REP157/531 Department 


for Education 
 Consultation under Regulation 18 of Town and Country Planning (Local 


Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
Submission of the Department for Education 
1. The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of planning policy at the local level. 
2. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies 
Act 2010, all new state schools are now academies/free schools and 
DfE is the delivery body for many of these, rather than local education 
authorities. However, local education authorities still retain the statutory 
responsibility to ensure sufficient school places, including those at sixth 
form, and have a key role in securing contributions from development to 
new education infrastructure. In this context, we aim to work closely with 
local authority education departments and planning authorities to meet 
the demand for new school places and new schools. We have published 
guidance on education provision in garden communities and securing 
developer contributions for education, at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-
supporthousing-growth. You will also be aware of the corresponding 
additions to Planning Practice Guidance on planning obligations, 
viability and safe and healthy communities. 
3. We would like to offer the following comments in response to the 
above consultation document. 
General Comments 
4. DfE notes that the draft Local Plan anticipates an annual housing 
target of 451 dwellings per year until 2024/25 and then 255 dwellings 
per year until the end of the plan period in 2035. This will place 
additional pressure on social infrastructure such as education facilities. 
The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively prepared’ to meet the 
objectively assessed development needs and infrastructure 
requirements. 
5. Please note that there are two routes available for establishing a new 
school. Firstly, a local authority may seek proposals from new school 


Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions. The Borough Council welcomes 
the support of the DfE and WSCC in identifying 
and costing appropriate schemes to secure this 
funding to help meet the demand for new 
school places.      
Policy H1 Housing Delivery Trajectory has 
been amended, with 500 dpa now anticipated 
2020-25; 440 dpa 2025-30; and 117 dpa 2030-
35.   
The Adopted Local Plan Infrastructure Plan 
established that additional secondary school 
capacity was required, and that it could be met 
through the expansion of existing secondary 
schools within the borough.  However, since 
then a school promoter secured funding for a 
new school in Crawley and instead of 
extensions, therefore, site options for a new 
secondary school in Crawley have been 
exhaustively considered by CBC, WSCC, 
LocatED and the DfE over the past two years.  
Given the constrained land supply in the 
borough, no site has been found to be 
appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan does 
not, therefore, propose specific allocations for 
educational uses, but Policy IN2 has been 
amended to state that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


proposers (academy trusts) to establish a free school, after which the 
Regional Schools Commissioner will select the successful trust. Under 
this ‘local authority presumption route’ the local authority is responsible 
for finding the site, providing the capital and managing the build 
process. Secondly, school proposers can apply directly to DfE during an 
application round or ‘wave’ to set up a free school. The local authority is 
less involved in this route but may support groups in pre-opening and/or 
provide a site. Either of these routes can be used to deliver schools on 
land that has been provided as a developer contribution. DfE has 
published further general information on opening free schools1 as well 
as specifically in relation to opening free schools in garden 
communities. 
6. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that local 
planning authorities (LPAs) should take a proactive, positive and 
collaborative approach to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school 
places is available to meet the needs of communities and that LPAs 
should give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools 
to widen choice in education (para 94). 
7. In order to comply with this national policy, the Local Plan should 
safeguard land for the provision of new schools and school expansions 
where appropriate. When new schools are developed, local authorities 
should also seek to safeguard land for any future expansion of new 
schools where demand indicates this might be necessary, in 
accordance with Planning Practice Guidance and DfE guidance on 
securing developer contributions for education. 
8. Crawley Borough Council should also have regard to the Joint Policy 
Statement from the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government and the Secretary of State for Education on Planning for 
Schools Development4 (2011) which sets out the government’s 
commitment to support the development of state-funded schools and 
their delivery through the planning system. 
9. In light of the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities 
such as community infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27), DfE encourages 
close working with local authorities during all stages of planning policy 
development to help guide the development of new school infrastructure 
and to meet the predicted demand for primary and secondary school 


for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
Education is one of the strategic matters 
identified in the Statement of Common Ground 
being prepared through the Duty to Cooperate, 
and Policy H3g states criteria necessary for 
development of urban extensions adjacent to 
Crawley to be supported, including if the 
development helps meet unmet needs of 
Crawley, including for Education.  
 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


places. Please add DfE to your list of relevant organisations with which 
you engage in preparation of the plan. 
10. Where there is significant cross-boundary movement of school 
pupils between a borough and adjoining areas, DfE recommends that 
the Council covers this matter and progress in cooperating to address it 
as part of its Statement of Common Ground. This should be regularly 
updated during the plan-making process to reflect emerging agreements 
between participating authorities and the Council's own plan-making 
progress. 


REP157/532 Department 
for Education 


Para. 1.20 – 
1.21  


11. DfE welcomes reference within the plan’s vision to the role of 
education provision in creating stronger communities. Paragraph 1.20 
refers to collaboration between Crawley Borough Council and other 
authorities and infrastructure providers to meet forecast demands. You 
will be aware of two live free school projects in Crawley, being delivered 
directly by DfE through the ‘wave’ approval route explained above in 
paragraph 5, rather than West Sussex County Council. These projects 
include: 
• Gatwick Free School – which is open on a site at 23 Gatwick Road 


and in the process of securing permanent planning permission; and 
• Forge Wood High School – which does not yet have an identified 


site. 
12. Due to these projects, it would be helpful to include DfE in your 
discussions about infrastructure provision, involving us in the position 
statements the plan refers to in paragraph 1.21. There should be 
collaborative working between DfE, Crawley Borough Council and West 
Sussex County Council on education provision to meet the needs of the 
borough. 


The DfE’s continued engagement with WSCC 
and CBC is welcomed.  


REP157/533 Department 
for Education 


Para. 2.21 13. Paragraph 2.21 of the draft Local Plan recognises the unusual 
population profile in Crawley, with around two thirds of the population 
under the age of 45 and forecast demographic change leading to 
increased demand for educational facilities. However, there are no 
proposals in the plan to allocate sites for education, and the draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) provides very little detail on school 
provision to meet demand from anticipated housing growth. The lack of 
detail on school provision in the current Local Plan is one of the reasons 


The Adopted Local Plan Infrastructure Plan 
established that additional secondary school 
capacity was required, and that it could be met 
through the expansion of existing secondary 
schools within the borough.  However, since 
then a school promoter secured funding for a 
new school in Crawley and instead of 
extensions, therefore, site options for a new 
secondary school in Crawley have been 
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Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


why it has been difficult to successfully progress schemes for new 
education provision in the Crawley area. 
14. For the plan to be effective and positively prepared, the IDP should 
identify which developments the planned school provision will serve 
(including cumulative or windfall developments where appropriate), the 
costs of provision, the predicted timescales in line with the housing 
trajectory, and the funding sources for each identified education project. 
The IDP should be prepared in conjunction with an updated viability 
assessment to ensure that realistic education costs are factored into 
any decisions about the amount and type of developer contributions that 
will be required. 
15. Viability assessment should inform options analysis and site 
selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of 
developments that are envisaged in the borough. This enables an 
informed judgement about which developments would be able to deliver 
the range of infrastructure required, including schools, leading to policy 
requirements that are fair, realistic and evidence-based. In accordance 
with Planning Practice Guidance, there should be an initial assumption 
that applicable developments will provide both land and funding for the 
construction of new schools. The total cumulative cost of complying with 
all relevant policies should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it 
is important that anticipated education needs and costs of provision are 
incorporated at the outset, to inform local decisions about site selection 
and infrastructure priorities. 
16. Site allocations (for standalone school sites or schools within 
housing developments) should also seek to clarify requirements for the 
delivery of new schools, including when they should be delivered to 
support housing growth, the minimum site area required, any preferred 
site characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional 
land for future expansion of schools where need and demand indicate 
this might be necessary. 
17. While it is important to provide this clarity and certainty to 
developers and the communities affected by development, retaining a 
degree of flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also 
necessary given that the need for school places can vary over time due 
to the many variables affecting it. DfE therefore recommends the 
Council consider highlighting in the next version of the Local Plan that: 


exhaustively considered by CBC, WSCC, 
LocatED and the DfE over the past two years.  
Given the constrained land supply in the 
borough, no site has been found to be 
appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan does 
not, therefore, propose specific allocations for 
educational uses, but Policy IN2 has been 
amended to state that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 
for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions. The Borough Council welcomes 
the support of the DfE and WSCC in identifying 
and costing appropriate schemes to secure this 
funding to help meet the demand for new 
school places.      
The Viability Assessment for the Local Plan, 
which will include assessment of all the Plan 
policies, and the Community infrastructure 
Levy, will take account of required 
contributions for education.   
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Representation 
Reference 
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Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


- specific requirements for developer contributions to increasing 
capacity of existing schools and the provision of new schools for 
any particular site will be confirmed at application stage to ensure 
the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that 


- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in 
future if it were demonstrated and agreed that the site had become 
surplus to requirements, and is therefore no longer required for 
school use. 


REP157/534 Department 
for Education 


Page 83 18. With regard to the consultation questions on key infrastructure 
priorities and whether any community facilities are missing or need 
improvement (page 83), DfE recommends that the next version of the 
Local Plan make reference to the provision of new schools on suitable 
sites when required, with a key priority that the provision of 
infrastructure should be in step with housing development, making 
appropriate use of developer contributions. 


See comments below regarding proposed 
amendment to Policy IN1.  


REP157/535 Department 
for Education 


Policy IN1 19. With regard to the consultation questions for draft Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision), asking whether the proposed approach is 
appropriate, justified and consistent with the Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) Regulations, DfE advises that the approach is reviewed 
following the introduction of the revised CIL Regulations on 1st 
September 2019. The CIL Charging Schedule should be 
reviewed alongside the Local Plan review, giving consideration to new 
Planning Practice Guidance on viability, CIL and planning obligations as 
well as the new 
CIL Regulations which remove the pooling limitation on planning 
obligations and allow both CIL and Section 106 funding to be used for 
the same item of infrastructure. These considerations are fundamental 
to your assessment of the deliverability of the plan, including the size of 
any infrastructure funding gap and how developer contributions should 
be secured. All phases and types of education should be considered, 
including the need for special educational needs provision, with needs 
and plans for provision set out in the plan. 
20. We note the statement in the IDP that provision of schools will form 
part of the calculation of CIL and additional funding sources will need to 
be considered. In 


Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions.     
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Reference 


Name/ 
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Policy/ 
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light of the removal of the Section 106 pooling restriction and increased 
flexibility in how CIL and Section 106 funds are used, we recommend 
that the Council revisit this matter and consider using Section 106 
planning obligations for the provision of new schools and school 
expansions in all cases where the development will give rise to a need 
for new school places and there is insufficient capacity in applicable 
schools to meet that need. It is important to consider the size of any CIL 
funding gap and whether there will be sufficient CIL funds available to 
cover the cost of these school places. If CIL will be insufficient or 
unavailable at the point of need, it would be preferable to seek 
developer contributions through a planning obligation, to mitigate the 
direct impacts of development. 
21. As recommended above, construction costs and land requirements 
should be incorporated in the viability assessment to ensure that any 
barriers to delivery are identified early, to inform the Council’s planning 
and prioritisation of infrastructure delivery. Government ‘basic need’ 
grant for the creation of new school places does not include funding for 
land acquisition. Therefore, it is particularly important that education 
land required within large development sites is provided at no cost to 
the local authority wherever possible, and pooled developer 
contributions (Section 106 and/or CIL) are secured for the purchase of 
standalone sites for new schools. We request that you consider 
carefully the appropriate balance of CIL and Section 106 funding for 
education, to ensure that new schools and school expansions can be 
delivered when they are needed, in step with housing development. Our 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education provides 
further advice on the types of education need that should be 
considered, and how to calculate the costs of provision. 


REP157/536 Department 
for Education 


Policy IN2 22. DfE supports the sustainability objectives of draft Policy IN2 (New 
Infrastructure Provision). As explained above, DfE recommends that 
sites for schools are allocated in the plan, but in the absence of specific 
allocations the plan should at least recognise that essential community 
infrastructure such as schools may be considered an acceptable 
alternative use to other allocated uses, provided the location is proven 
to be environmentally sustainable and suitable to meet the needs of the 
community served. This is important in view of the land availability 


Site options for a new secondary school in 
Crawley have been exhaustively considered by 
CBC, WSCC, LocatED and the DfE over the 
past two years and no site has been found to 
be appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan 
does not, therefore, propose specific 
allocations for educational uses, but Policy IN2 
has been amended to give effect to this 







Representor/ 
Representation 
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Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


constraints in the borough and the importance of providing infrastructure 
for existing and new communities. It would also align with the “great 
weight” placed on the provision of school places in the NPPF. Making 
this clear in the plan would simplify the decision-making process when 
planning applications are considered. DfE requests this clarification in 
answer to the consultation question on page 85, asking whether the 
wording needs futher clarification in the policy or elsewhere. 
23. While there appears to be an intention to roll forward existing 
allocations from the adopted Local Plan, the Council should consider 
afresh the need for education facilities and the mechanisms for delivery, 
taking account of the latest Planning Practice Guidance and DfE 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education. As noted 
above, the absence of detail on education provision in the current Local 
Plan has been an issue for school delivery in the Crawley area. 


suggestion: i.e. stating that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 
for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  


REP157/537 Department 
for Education 


 24. Whether in addition to or in replacement of the IDP, the Council 
should set out education infrastructure requirements for the plan period 
within an Infrastructure Funding Statement. Where additional need for 
school places will be generated by housing growth, the statement 
should identify the anticipated CIL and Section 106 funding towards this 
infrastructure. The statement should be reviewed annually to report on 
the amount of funding received via developer contributions and how it 
has been used, providing transparency to all stakeholders. 
25. DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to 
the IDP/Infrastructure Funding Statement, viability assessment or other 
evidence relevant to education which may be used to inform local 
planning policies and CIL charging schedules. As such, please add DfE 
to the database for future consultations on relevant plans and 
proposals. 


The Infrastructure Plan has been updated to 
reflect further findings and feedback from the 
Regulation 18 consultation. 
 
The IFS and its contents are described in the 
updated CIL Regulations and it is understood it 
will take the form of a data standard to be set 
out by MHCLG.  
Noted. 


Environment Agency 
REP196/806 Environment 


Agency 
 Thank you for consulting us on the above. We have the following 


comments to make.  
FLOOD RISK  
Draft Local Plan  
The commentary in the draft Local Plan highlights that due to the 
constraints that are present within the Borough and the housing 
requirement to meet predicted demand, there is likely to be a need for 


The council agrees flooding and drainage are 
cross boundary issues to be addressed as part 
of the duty to cooperate.   
The council is working with Horsham District 
Council to update the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for the upper River Mole 
catchment. This work is being undertaken in 
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Crawley to work strategically with adjacent Local Authorities to assist in 
reducing the unmet housing gap. It is essential that Crawley works 
closely with adjacent Local Authorities in order to strategically manage 
flood risk. Watercourses cross over Authority boundaries, flood risk 
should be considered on a catchment basis as development in one area 
can have impacts elsewhere. Planning Policy requires development to 
demonstrate and ensure that flood risk can be managed on site for the 
lifetime of the development, without increasing the risk to flooding 
elsewhere.  
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) for the Crawley Borough 
area is referenced within the Supporting Guidance Documents. The 
Council may wish to consider whether the SFRA is up to date, and 
reflects the most recent flood risk information. The Environment Agency 
has recently undertaken a project to update the flood risk mapping for 
the Upper Mole area, which Crawley Borough is located within. The 
latest and most up to date flood risk mapping should be utilised as part 
of the development of the draft Local Plan. We also new guidance on 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments. 


consultation with the Environment Agency. 
Policy H3g (urban extensions) (sub para. iii) 
identifies flooding and drainage as one criteria 
which the council will use in engaging with 
adjacent authorities, developers and other 
stakeholders.   
 
 


REP196/813 Environment 
Agency  


Local Plan 
Map 


Draft Local Plan Map  
No comments. 


 


REP196/815 Environment 
Agency 


Consultation 
Statement 


Draft Consultation Statement  
Below para 1.6 - Only Southern Water is identified as a key stakeholder. 
Thames Water provides the sewerage provision (see Draft 
Infrastructure Plan p7). SES Water and South East Water supply water 
to small parts of the area (as described in the Draft Infrastructure Plan). 


Noted. Crawley Borough Council has jointly 
commissioned an updated Water Cycle Study, 
working with Horsham District Council, Mid 
Sussex District Council and Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council. This work is being 
supported and informed by a wider stakeholder 
group that includes the Environment Agency, 
Natural England, Southern Water, Thames 
Water, South East Water and Sutton & East 
Surrey Water. 


REP196/819 Environment 
Agency 


Consultation 
Statement 


Consultation Statement, July 2019  
Page 3 - The table does not mention Thames Water as having been 
consulted. This is one partner that would have direct impacts on 
maintaining and / or improving water quality so they should have been 
consulted. 


Noted. To confirm, Thames Water has been 
consulted on the Local Plan and has provided 
feedback at the Regulation 18 stage and in 
relation to the draft Infrastructure Plan. 
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REP196/817 Environment 
Agency  


Policies SD1 INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  
Draft Local Plan  
Page 13, 1.26 - The strategic issues relating to the future development 
of Crawley do not include water resources. Considering that the South 
East is an area that is susceptible to water stress, which has been 
acknowledged in the Local Plan (refer to comment 2 below), 
consideration should be given to including water resources as a 
strategic issue. 
Page 24, 2.33 -2.35 – This section deals with Environmental 
Sustainability, which highlights that the borough has been identified as 
an area of serious water stress. Page 178, 14.5 reinforces the point of 
water stress. The consequences of water stress are dealt with to some 
extent in the Local Plan, but dealing with water stress has not been 
consistent in all sections of the Local Plan.  
Page 24, 2.33 - 2.25 – This section deals with water stress, but does not 
mention water quality. In a high density, growing urban area, water 
resources and water quality should both be addressed. As more water 
is required, less is available for ecosystems, more wastewater is 
produced, which may ultimately affect the aquatic environment. Another 
point that should possibly be included in the section of environmental 
sustainability is the risk of stress on sewage infrastructure as the 
population grows. This may lead to negative impacts on water quality.  
Page 27, Strategic Policy SD1 – Although this policy is directed at 
Sustainable Development, there is no reference to water resources / 
water quality. As water quality is closely related to water use, which in 
turn is an important part of sustainable development, consider including 
an additional strategic objective to help meet SD1 that is directed at 
water resources and water quality. For example, no development should 
impact negatively on the quality or status of water bodies.  
To further strengthen Strategic Policy SD1, consider including that 
major developments (or all developments) should set out how they 
address the requirements of the policy, which would be in line with a 
similar approach within Strategic Policy SD2.  
Page 83, 8.5 – The key issues on infrastructure provision rightly state 
that a critical point may soon be reached whereby a new (or upgraded) 
sewage treatment works may be needed. This shows that sewerage 
infrastructure is, or may soon be, under stress, which could negatively 


Agree: new bullet included in para. 1.26 
relating to water resources.  
Comments in relation to water stress 
references in paras. 2.33-2.35 noted. 
Para. 2.35 has been amended to include 
comments made in relation to water quality and 
sewage infrastructure.  
It is considered that the Strategic Policy SD1 is 
overarching and covers all requirements which 
are provided in more detail in the Plan. In 
relation to water quality, this is picked up by 
SD1(4): Protects, enhances and creates 
opportunities for Crawley’s unique Green 
Infrastructure and SD1(7). Policy GI1 applies to 
Crawley’s waterway (para. 13.7). Additional 
reference has now been included to waterways 
and water bodies in the list set out in 
para.13.15. Furthermore, clarity will be 
provided in the definition of Green 
Infrastructure in the glossary to it applying 
equally to the “blue” infrastructure.  
Comment relating to developments setting out 
how they address the requirements of Policy 
SD1 is anticipated to be met by the 
applications’ Design and Access/Planning 
Statement.  
In respect of para. 8.5 this is an overarching 
paragraph covering all infrastructure needs of 
Crawley. This includes reference to “utility” 
facilities, and this is further clarified in para. 8.7 
which makes clear reference to waste water 
treatment. It is considered that the 
Infrastructure Plan (in liaison with the waste 
water infrastructure providers) will highlight 
necessary works and impacts. This is a 
requirement for the providers in consultation 
with the EA. It is anticipated this will be 
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affect water quality. The Local Plan could be improved by linking water 
stress to the risk of deteriorating water quality, especially with sewerage 
infrastructure operating at near capacity and the risk this places on 
water quality in the event of failing sewerage infrastructure.  
Page 84 – “Where appropriate and in line with the CIL Regulations, 
Section 106 agreements will address site specific issues”. Considering 
the threat to water quality from the growing population and large 
developments, it may be beneficial to include water quality monitoring in 
section 106 agreements to ensure no deterioration of the status of water 
bodies, especially with large developments.  
Page 186, The section on Tackling Water Stress should reference the 
need to protect against deteriorating water quality.  
Page 206 - Appendix A: Sustainability Objectives have no direct 
reference to water resources or quality, even though water is an 
important aspect of sustainability. 


assessed as part of the update of the Water 
Cycle Study.  
With regards to the CIL and S106 
requirements, this will be explored further 
through the Planning Obligations Annex and 
paragraph 8.9 in relation to enforcement and 
monitoring. 
Reference has now been included in the Policy 
to clarify that minimising “its impact on water 
resources” includes protecting against 
deteriorating water quality. 
Water resources and quality, in relation to 
water stress are captured in the Sustainability 
Objectives under:  


• Sustainability Objective 2. To adapt to the 
effects of climate change, by reducing the 
negative consequences of changes in the 
climate on people and the environment, or 
by achieving a positive outcome from the 
effects of climate change;  


• SO6: To conserve and enhance the 
biodiversity habitats, key landscape 
features, fauna and flora within the 
borough; and  


• SO8: To ensure the provision of sufficient 
infrastructure to meet the requirements of 
the borough. 


REP196/807 Environment 
Agency 


Policies IN1 
& IN2 


Infrastructure Provision - Section 8  
The demand for new housing in the Borough is likely to result in 
significant built development during the lifetime of this Plan. Flood risk 
from all sources should be fully assessed any successfully managed as 
part of any further and future development. This may require the 
construction of infrastructure to assist in successfully managing that 
risk, this should be taken into account as part of considerations on this 
aspect for the Borough as part of the Local Plan process. This will 
require Crawley Borough Council to work alongside other Risk 


Noted.  IN1 includes reference to the provision 
of infrastructure which is outside of Crawley but 
serving Crawley.   
The council has jointly commissioned a Water 
Cycle Study and Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment with neighbouring authorities. 
Flood Risk Management is also addressed by 
proposed Policies EP1 and EP2. 
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Management Authorities, as well as making provision to implement the 
construction and long term management of flood risk management 
infrastructure as necessary.  
Policies IN1 and IN2 - As stated within the draft Local Plan, due to 
restriction in available areas for future growth within the Borough, there 
is a need for Crawley to work with adjacent Councils in order to find 
areas for development. The risk to flooding from any new development 
must be successfully managed so any development is considered safe 
for its lifetime, taking into account climate change, and the risk to 
flooding is not increased elsewhere. 
Due to the nature of flooding, the provision of infrastructure to manage 
flood risk may not be located on, or directly adjacent to, any 
development site. Fully consideration should be given within the Local 
Plan Policy for how this can be designed, delivered and maintained for 
the long term as part of any development proposal, especially if 
development is located in adjacent Council areas. Working closely with 
others is an important aspect of bringing forward any projects to reduce 
flood risk.  
The Council should give full consideration to how CIL could be used to 
support the development of flood risk management infrastructure as part 
of the Local Plan policy. Ensuring that CIL could be made available as 
part of the Regulation 123 listing for flood risk management 
infrastructure would is an important step in this process.  
The Infrastructure Plan contains a section related to flood defence. We 
recognise the information contained within this section is up to date and 
reflective of conversations between ourselves and Crawley Borough 
Council earlier this year. 


Noted. The council considers that the Local 
Plan provides a framework for approaching 
such issues as part of a strategic development. 
Policy H3g (urban extensions) (sub para. iii) 
identifies flooding and drainage as criteria 
which the council will use in engaging with 
adjacent authorities, developers and other 
stakeholders as part of the duty to cooperate. 
This is also identified as an issue in respect of 
safeguarding for a western link road (policy 
ST4). Flooding is also expected to be one of 
the strategic matters identified in the Statement 
of Common Ground being prepared through 
the Duty to Cooperate. 
The Reg. 123 List allows for expenditure of CIL 
on strategic flood risk management 
infrastructure. In addition, legal restrictions 
associated with the list are no longer applicable 
as of 1 September 2019 owing to deletion of 
Regulation 123 from the CIL Regulations.  
Noted. 


REP196/808 Environment 
Agency 


Policy GAT1 Gatwick Airport - The location, topography and large areas of 
impermeable surfaces at the Airport result in the area being at risk to 
both fluvial and surface water flooding.  
Policy GAT1 – We note and welcome that the management of flooding 
is highlighted as part of this policy. We also welcome the reference to 
the need for adequate infrastructure to be part of any future 
development, as this includes the provision of flood risk management 
infrastructure. The future expansion of the Airport is likely to introduce 
further areas of impermeable hard standing which could increase the 


Support noted. 
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volume and rate of surface water runoff, and this will need to be 
managed as part of any future development. The Airport is also 
impacted by fluvial flooding, any development plans for the Airport will 
need to be supported by a detailed Flood Risk Assessment which sets 
out how flood risk elsewhere will not be increased as a result of 
development at Gatwick. 


REP196/809 Environment 
Agency 


Policy H3c Policy H3c Open Spaces – We welcome that, for Open Space, point vi 
states that ‘Flood risk will not be exacerbated elsewhere as a result of 
the development, and surface water drainage is maintained at 
greenfield runoff rate levels.’ If surface water runoff could be reduce 
further and additional storage introduced as part of any development 
proposal, this would offer a greater reduction in runoff rates from new 
development. 


Support noted.  
The policy criteria vi. has been amended to 
include reference to “as a minimum”, and 
Policy EP1 will apply to development coming 
forward within these housing land typologies. 
The supporting text to Policy H3c has been 
amended to include explanation behind this 
principle.  


REP196/821 Environment 
Agency 


 FISHERIES, BIODIVERSITY AND GEOMORPHOLOGY  
The plan adequately refers to the need to avoid impacts to biodiversity 
through development and the need to ensure that biodiversity is 
protected and enhanced. It also makes reference to biodiversity net 
gain.  
Further detail could be considered with regard to rivers, for which off-
site compensation is not always possible or feasible, and maintains a 
break in the ecological corridor that the river constitutes. Ideally, all 
development along rivers will work towards restoring adequate buffer 
zones and ensuring that rivers are enhanced through all development. 


Support noted. 
Buffers to waterways are considered in the 
Green Infrastructure Supplementary Planning 
Document 
 
 


REP196/812 Environment 
Agency 


Policies 
SDC1 & 
SDC2 


GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY – WATER RESOURCES  
Draft Local Plan  
Para 14.5 "The South East, including Crawley, is an area of extreme 
water stress" - we classify it as an area of "serious" water stress, but we 
support the case for "more stringent water efficiency measures" as 
elaborated in para 14.8, 14.23 and Policy SDC3. The reference of 
footnotes 65 and 70 is still current.  
Para 14.12, Policy SDC1, reiterated in SDC3 and para 14.41 - We 
support the requirement for new non-domestic buildings to reach the 
BREEAM Excellent standard for water efficiency, except where it is 
demonstrated that this is not technically feasible.  
Below para 14.26 , Policy SDC1 Questions  


 
 
 
Support Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support Noted. 
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• Do the minimum Energy and Water requirements for BREEAM 
‘Excellent’ represent an appropriate standard for new non-domestic 
buildings? If not, what (if any) benchmark or requirement should be 
used? - Yes the water requirement is an appropriate standard.  


Below para 14.37, Policy SDC3, and para 14.39 - We support the water 
efficiency targets mentioned. The preferable target of 100 
litres/person/day is consistent with long-term ambitions in Southern 
Water's revised draft 2019 Water Resources Management Plan (yet to 
be finalised).  
Paras 14.39-14.41 - We hope the proposed new Water Cycle Study will 
support the conclusions here taken from the previous one.  
Below para 14.43, Policy SDC3 Questions  


• Is the ‘optional’ building regulations standard for water efficiency in 
new dwellings still appropriate and justified in Crawley? - Yes it is.  


• Is it reasonable and appropriate to set a more advanced 
aspirational target of 100 or 80 litres/person/day? - Yes the 100 
target is a long-term ambition set out in Southern Water's 
latest revised draft Water Resources Management Plan. 80 is 
achievable, it is more costly but more practical in new 
developments.  


• Is it appropriate and reasonable for the Policy to anticipate any 
future tightening of water efficiency standards by the government in 
relation to new dwellings? - This does seem reasonable in the 
light of what is currently appearing in Water Company plans, 
and the greater national steer anticipated for the next round of 
plans in 2024.  


• Are the BREEAM requirements in respect of new non-residential 
buildings and extensions/ changes of use appropriate and justified? 
- Yes, other local authorities have incorporated similar 
requirements, at least in respect of new developments.  


 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Support Noted 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 


REP196/810 Environment 
Agency 


Policies EP1 
& EP2 


Environmental Protection - Section 15  
It is noted that this section of the draft Local Plan states the nature of 
the flood risk within Crawley Borough and that any development is 
planned with flood risk in mind. Within the Borough of Crawley, there 
are areas which are at risk to fluvial flooding as the Council area is 
crossed by a number of designated main river watercourses. In addition, 


 
Noted. These elements are captured within the 
policy, though additional wording has been 
added to the Reasoned Justification to make 
clearer the different potential sources of flood 
risk in Crawley. 
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the Borough is shown to be at risk to flooding from surface water, with 
some areas being considered at a significant risk to surface water 
flooding. Future development will place further pressure on the flood risk 
management infrastructure already in place, with provision needing to 
be made as part of any additional development for the successful 
management of flood risk. Climate change, and the predicted alterations 
to weather patterns this will bring, will place additional pressure on 
ensuring developments can be considered as safe for its lifetime.  
It is recognised that the Borough has a number of restrictions and 
constraints to future development. Flooding, and the need to provide 
space for water, should be recognised as a possible constraints on how 
future development can be brought forward. 
Policy EP1/EP2 – The supporting text setting out the reasoned 
justification for this Policy recognises the risk to flooding from a number 
of sources in the Borough, and the need to manage and control the risk 
to flooding as part of any proposed development. Point 15.16 is 
especially welcomed, and we note the comments made within point 
15.18 in relation to our previous input to the three sites partially affected 
by flooding.  
With reference to the questions posed on Policy EP1, the explanation of 
when a Flood Risk Assessment or a Flood Resilience Statement are 
required would benefit from further explanation as currently this is not 
made clear within the EP1 text. It is appreciated that further information 
on a flood Resilience Statement is given in EP2, the Council may wish 
to consider making a reference within both EP1 and EP2 to where the 
Flood Risk Assessment and Flood Resilience Statement details can be 
found.  
Consideration should also be made to referencing climate change 
specifically within the Policies to ensure that this is factored in to any 
development at the start of the process.  
A separate Policy, as suggested by EP2, for small scale householder 
extensions does seem justified. The nature and scale of many of these 
types of proposal can be problematic to consider as part of a Flood Risk 
Assessment, so a more bespoke Policy to ensure that the flood risk 
associated with these types of development can be adequately consider 
is welcomed. 
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. This is captured at Paragraph 15.16 
which recognises that within Flood Zone 3, all 
undeveloped areas or areas of open space are 
defined by the Local Plan as Flood Zone 3b 
(functional floodplain).  
 
 
Noted and support welcomed.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The circumstances in which a Flood 
Risk Assessment is required are set out in the 
Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk and 
Coastal Change, and reiterated at Policy EP1 
(part iii). However, additional wording has been 
added to both Policies EP1 and EP2 to more 
clearly explain the circumstances in which a 
Flood Risk Assessment or a Flood Risk and 
Resilience Statement will be required. 
 
Noted. Additional text has been added 
 
 
 
Noted and support welcomed. 
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REP196/816 Environment 
Agency  


 Draft Infrastructure Plan  
Page 4 - "significant water stress" - our own terminology is "serious" 
water stress.  
Page 5 Water Supply Evidence Base -"Draft Water Resources 
Management Plan 2020-2070 (to be finalised December 2019)" - The 
latest document is the "Revised draft Water Resources Management 
Plan 2019, Addendum to Statement of Response", dated June 2018, 
and yet to be finalised.  
Page 5 Water Supply Current Findings - "Southern Water is aiming to 
increase the number of homes with meters from 92% to 100% in the 
Sussex north zone by 2025." The compulsory metering programme 
completes in Sussex North in 2025, when the latest plan forecasts the 
proportion of metered homes as 92%. 100% is not expected to be 
achieved. It is impractical to meter the remainder, but new homes, all 
metered, are expected to drive the figure up to 93% by 2030. In 2018-
19, 91% of homes were reported as already metered.  
Page 5 Water Supply Current Findings - "Southern Water's Asset 
Management Plan to 2025, identified that its customer base is forecast 
to grow by 20% during 2020-45" - Would it not be better to reference the 
Water Resources Management Plan which covers the time period 
specified, and should be consistent with the Asset Management plan?  
Page 6 Current Findings (10th bullet) "Southern Water’s Draft Water 
Resources Management Plan 2020-2070"- As above, the latest 
document is the "Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 
2019, Addendum to Statement of Response", dated June 2018, and yet 
to be finalised.  
Page 7 Sewage Evidence Base - "Thames Water Draft Water 
Resources Management Plan 2020-2100 (subject to DEFRA approval)" 
- The latest document is the "Revised draft Water Resources 
Management Plan 2019", dated October 2018, but both documents 
concern supply rather than sewage, so are only indirectly relevant. 


 
Change made. 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Change made. 
 


REP196/820 Environment 
Agency 


 Infrastructure Plan For the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035  
Page 7, Sewage, Current Findings – “Where capacity off-site is not 
available, developers should ensure that plans are in place for provision 
ahead of the development’s occupation”.  


 
 
Amendment made. 
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The above statement could be improved by stating that all necessary 
permits should be applied for early in the development process and all 
permits granted and the required infrastructure and connections built 
prior to developments’ occupation.  
The Infrastructure Plan should be updated once the new Water Cycle 
Study has been completed as most of the evidence base used for the 
sewage section of the Infrastructure Plan is outdated. 


 
 
 
 
Noted. 


REP196811 Environment 
Agency 


 SEA Scoping Report Draft  
The recognition of flooding as a specific issue that benefits from the 
inclusion within the Local Plan is noted, and welcomed. Policy that 
strengthened the requirements for all development to ensure that flood 
risk from all sources is managed for the lifetime of a development 
should be in place.  
Reference to updating the SFRA and Water Cycle Study (A14) is noted. 
These documents are important in understanding and clearly setting out 
flood risk and water management aspects and should be reflective of 
the most up to date information available.  
Due to the nature and extent of the flood risk within Crawley Borough, 
choosing to include a locally specific flood risk management policy 
under EP1 does seem a prudent way forward. The choice of Option 1 
for EP2 would also offer a more appropriate policy direction for this type 
of development proposal. 


Support noted. Updated SFRA and Water 
Cycle Study is underway. 


REP196/814 Environment 
Agency 


 Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Scoping Report and Draft Report  
Para A3 refs - "Thames Water Draft Water Resources Management 
Plan 2019 (Thames Water, 2019)" - The latest document is the 
"Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019", dated 
October 2018  
Para A3 refs - "Southern Water, Water Resources Management Plan 
2015-2040 (Southern Water, 2015)" - The latest document is the 
"Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019, Addendum to 
Statement of Response", dated June 2018. Has this been considered?  
Para A3 refs - No reference to SES Water's plan. The latest document 
is "Revised Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019", dated 
September 2018.  


Documents updated and added in paragraph 
A3.  Updated SFRA and Water Cycle Study will 
assess latest evidence in Resource 
Management Plans.   
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Para A3 refs - No reference to South East Water's plan. The latest 
document is "Revised Water Resources Management Plan 2020 to 
2080".  
Para A17 - "significant water stress" - our own terminology is "serious" 
water stress. This paragraph refers to "the Plan period to 2030". That 
presumably was the limit of the old water cycle study.  
Para A18 "Water Supply Management Plans" – capitals 
Para A19 table for indicator A8 - The 2017/18 figures quoted here have 
very recently been superseded by 2018-19 data. Per capita 
consumption in 2018-19 was higher owing to the hot weather. "The 
Regional Economic Strategy target is 135 litres per day by 2016" - was? 
Reference could also be made here to aspirations in water company 
plans, especially Southern Water's “Target 100”.  
Para F2 refs - "Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019 
(Thames Water, 2018), Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019 
(South East Water, 2018), Draft Water Resources Management Plan 
2019 (Sutton and East Surrey Water, 2018), Water Resources 
Management Plan for 2015-40 (Southern Water, 2014)" - see Para A3 
refs above. 


 
 
 
Amendment made. 
 
 
 
Amendment made. 
 
Amendment made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made.   


REP196/818 Environment 
Agency 


 Sustainability Appraisal / SEA (Scoping Report & Draft Report)  
Page 13 - Water is mentioned in section A, climate change, but not in 
section E, the natural environment. Any growing urban area will place 
additional stress on the natural environment, including the aquatic 
environment, so this should have been highlighted in section E of the 
Sustainability Appraisal.  
Page 14 and Page 16 refer to water supply, sewerage and pollution. 
“The potential for development to be concentrated in the Crawley area 
may lead to water supply issues”; “The potential for development to be 
concentrated in Crawley may lead to sewerage capacity problems”; and 
“Crawley’s role as an economic hub and transport interchange means 
the town’s contribution to air, land, water and noise pollution is likely to 
increase”.  
Page 62 – “A thorough consideration of the strategic infrastructure 
network is to be undertaken to ensure that development does not 
outstrip essential infrastructure, such as sewerage and water”.  


Waterways has been included in topic area E, 
as has reference to the fact that any growing 
urban area will place additional stress on the 
natural environment, including the aquatic 
environment. 
 
A Water Cycle study is currently being 
commissioned and is due to be completed 
February/March 2020. The Environment 
Agency have already been involved in this 
process. 
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The two sections above, Pages 14-16, and Page 62, together 
demonstrate the need for these issues to be adequately addressed in 
the Local Plan. The link between water supply and water quality (which 
is directly related to sewerage provision) has not been adequately 
addressed in the Local Plan.  
Page 21, A16 – “There is a risk that potential new strategic development 
and increased population, combined with the level of economic 
development, could exacerbate water supply issues and associated 
water quality and infrastructure capacity issues. Therefore, an updated 
Water Cycle Study will be commissioned to investigate how best the 
issue of water stress can be addressed”.  
Page 32, A20 – “As well as potentially adding to water supply stress, 
new development at Crawley will invariably take up sewerage network 
capacity. To establish whether there is sufficient sewage treatment and 
network capacity to accommodate identified levels of residential and 
economic growth, an updated Water Cycle Study will be undertaken”.  
A16 and A20 demonstrate the need for a new Water Cycle Study. The 
Local Plan should give a clear commitment when this will be completed 
as this will help address many of the water related issues.  
Page 163, Policy SDC3: Tackling Water Stress: “Development of a local 
plan policy to mitigate the impact of development on the water 
environment. Crawley is situated in an area of serious water stress, and 
recommends the local plan should include policy to help mitigate the 
impact of development on the water environment.  
Policy SDC3 highlights the importance of a section dedicated to water in 
the local plan. 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for water stress policy noted.  


High Weald AONB Unit 
REP40/097 High Weald 


AONB Unit 
Policy LC6 Thank you for your consultation on the above draft Local Plan. This 


response focuses on Policy LC6: High Weald Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and the associated text and map.  
The current text of LP6 is supported insofar as it goes, but it is 
considered that it could go further in identifying the landscape 
components on the small areas of land in Crawley Borough that are in 
the AONB. In particular there are some areas of Ancient Woodland 
between Pease Pottage and the A264 and the areas further north-west 
form part of Buchan Park and include archaeological assets. The High 


The location of the AONB in relation to the 
landscape character policy is provided in the 
small map under Policy CL8: Development 
outside the Built-Up Area Boundary. However, 
a more detailed insert map showing the 
location of the AONB boundary relative to the 
borough boundary, and including areas of 
ancient woodland has been inserted into the 
Plan.  
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Weald AONB Unit can assist with providing GIS information on these 
areas, but it is recommended that they are surveyed on foot for 
landscape, biodiversity and heritage characteristics that the policy could 
then refer to so that it goes beyond national AONB policy to be local 
distinctive to Crawley.  
The visual setting of the AONB to the east is largely shielded by the 
M23, however there are other impacts that could affect it such as 
watercourses and historic routeways. Again reference to these potential 
impacts of development outside the AONB on the designated area 
would help to make this policy more locally distinctive and easy to use.  
The policy should be supported by a detailed inset map showing the 
location of the AONB boundary relative to the Borough boundary and 
the AONB landscape components referred to in the policy. The map on 
p66 is too small scale to show this effectively. AONB Unit is happy to 
assist with this map. 
Lastly, the reference to the High Weald AONB Management Plan 
should be to the latest 2019-2024 version, the previous version is 
referred to on p208.  
The above comments are advisory and are the professional views of the 
AONB Unit’s Planning Advisor on the potential impacts on the High 
Weald landscape. They are not necessarily the views of the High Weald 
AONB Joint Advisory Committee. 
(*Background Information Attached*) 


Policy relating to developments within the 
AONB is covered by Policy CL8 and CL9. More 
detailed assets would be considered against 
the other policies of the Plan in relation to 
landscape, ancient woodland, archaeological 
and biodiversity assets as part of planning 
application submissions.  
The surveying on foot for landscape, 
biodiversity and heritage characteristics would 
require specialist expertise.  
 
 
Noted: the reference to the High Weald AONB 
Management Plan to the 2019-2024 version 
has been updated.  


Historic England 
REP152/461 Historic 


England 
 Thank you for your email of 15 July 2019 inviting comments on the 


above consultation document. 
As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic 
England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic environment 
is fully taken into account at all stages of the planning process. This 
includes formulation of local development policy and plans, 
supplementary planning documents, area and site proposals, and the 
on-going review of policies and plans. 
There are many issues and matters in the consultation document that 
are beyond the remit and concern of Historic England and our 
comments are, as required, limited to matters relating to the historic 
environment and heritage assets. We note that as an early stage in the 


Responses provided on specific comments in 
later sections. 
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formulation of a local plan the current document may be subject to 
significant change and consequently we consider it appropriate to limit 
our comments to more general matters; we will comment more 
specifically and in detail at later stages in the plan making process as 
appropriate. In this respect, you should not take the comments below as 
the definitive view of Historic England on the matters contained in the 
plan; they are provided for general guidance in the iterative process of 
preparing appropriate policies for the historic environment. 
The objective of the National Planning Policy Framework, inter alia, to 
set out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and 
enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 185); and 
contain strategic policies to deliver the conservation and enhancement 
of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraph 20 d)). These underpin 
the purpose of the planning system to achieve sustainable 
development. 


REP152/462 Historic 
England 


Policy SD1 We are pleased that the overarching policy in this respect, Strategic 
Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development, 
includes recognition of this in bullet point 3, but we suggest the wording 
is changed from the neutral term ‘Respect’ to the more positive 
‘Conserve and enhance’ to more accurately reflect the intention of the 
NPPF. 
A positive strategy in the terms of the NPPF is not a passive exercise 
but requires a plan for the maintenance and use of heritage assets and 
for the delivery of development, including within their setting, that will 
afford appropriate protection for the asset(s) and make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. 


Comment noted – amendment has been made 
in the Policy to refer to “conserve and 
enhance” in conformity with the intention of the 
NPPF. 


REP152/463 
 


Historic 
England 


Policy CD2 We note, and support, that Strategic Policy CD2: Making Successful 
Places: Principles of Good Urban Design requires good design that 
reflects the defining characteristics of each neighbourhood within the 
plan area, and reinforces the existing character and distinctiveness of 
each; and, that the protection and enhancement of heritage assets is 
integral to this (bullet point a)). 


Support noted. 


REP152/464 Historic 
England 


Policy CD3 We support Strategic Policy CD3: Local Character and Design of New 
Development; however, we suggest the inclusion of ‘and their settings’ 
after ‘heritage assets’ in paragraph 1a). The setting of an asset is often 
an integral part of its significance, in terms of how it is experienced and 


Agreed: amendment made to Policy CL3 1a. 
as suggested. 
Agreed: amendment made to Policy CL3 2 as 
suggested. 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


viewed, and good new development will recognise this. It would also link 
more directly to the subsequent sub-paragraphs (paras 1b) and c)). 
You may like to consider adding a reference to Conservation Area 
Appraisals to paragraph 2, as these may provide more specific 
guidance where appropriate than the broader brush Area Wide 
Character and Design Assessments. 


REP152/465 Historic 
England 


Policies CD4 
– CD6 


The location, design and use of future development can contribute to 
local identity and distinctiveness, and safeguarding heritage 
significance. We agree that Policies CD4-CD6 set out a series of design 
parameters that will help to ensure that high-quality design is achieved 
in new development and sustainable forms of urban planning are 
delivered, including the protection of heritage assets. 


Support noted. 


REP152/466 Historic 
England 


Policy CD8 We support Policy CD8: Advertisements in its references to considering 
the effects on the character of the locality, including scenic, historic, 
architectural or cultural value or features in sub-paragraph b). 


Support noted. 


REP152/467 Historic 
England 


Policy LC1 The interrelationship between Crawley’s historic development as a new 
town based upon development of distinct neighbourhoods and the 
green infrastructure and landscape of the town is well made in 
paragraph 5.6 on Structural Landscaping, but is not expressed explicitly 
in the Policy LC1: Structural Landscaping. While we support the broad 
intention of the policy, we believe it will benefit from inclusion of explicit 
mention of the significance and need to respect and plan for the 
conservation the historic landscape character of the town, which is at 
best only implied in the current drafting. 


Policy LC1 (now CL6) has been updated to 
clarify landscaping makes a contribution to the 
development of the town and its 
neighbourhoods. However, it is not just the 
historic town landscaping that is important. The 
paragraph preceding the policy explains the 
historic relevant and origination to the 
structural landscaping. 


REP152/468 Historic 
England 


Policy LC2 We support Strategic Policy LC2: Important and Valued Views and the 
supporting reasoned justification that seek to protect views of heritage 
assets and within historic areas. 


Support Noted. 


REP152/469 Historic 
England 


Policy LC5 Strategic Policy LC5: Development Outside the Built-Up Area would be 
improved and strengthened by reference to heritage assets and 
significances where appropriate; e.g. in bullet points ii, v and vi. 


References made in policy. 


REP152/470 Historic 
England 


Para. 6.1  Heritage Assets section – reference in paragraph 6.1 to ‘English 
Heritage’ should be to Historic England. 


Amendment made – although the document in 
question pre-dated the change of name.  


REP152/471 Historic 
England 


Policy HA1 We support the broad intention of Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets 
but suggest the following amendments to strengthen the purpose of the 
policy and better reflect the intentions of the NPPF: 


Support noted. 
The proposed text has been added as a 
separate bullet point, while retaining the last 
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Revise the final bullet point of the first paragraph to read Other assets 
with non-designated archaeological interest, assets of equivalent 
significance to scheduled monuments. especially within Archaeological 
Notification Areas in Crawley identified by West Sussex County Council 
to reflect NPPF paragraph 194 and footnote 63. 
In paragraph 2 replace ‘not lost’ with conserved and enhanced to meet 
the test of NPPF paragraph 194. 
Add in paragraph 3 final sentence the National Heritage List for England 
before ‘Historic Environment Record’. 
Add to the end of paragraph 3 ‘and other relevant sources of evidence 
about the significance of the assets affected, e.g. conservation area 
appraisals’ 
Add into paragraph 4 – ‘If, in exceptional circumstances, as defined by 
paragraph 194 of NPPF, …..and it has been demonstrated to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss,…’ to reflect 
the intention of NPPF paragraph 195. 
Final paragraph should be omitted as it does not reflect NPPF 
paragraphs 195 and 196, but can be substituted with the amendments 
above. 


bullet point in order to include other non-
designated assets with archaeological interest.  
Para. 194 relates specifically to designated 
heritage assets, and relates to the justification 
of loss or harm to them. It is considered that 
the existing text is proportionate and consistent 
with the NPPF given that this part of the text 
relates to all heritage assets.  
The detailed requirements for Heritage Impact 
Assessments have been reworked to take 
account of these amendments, in a way which 
we believe scans better than simply making 
these additions and is more consistent with the 
CBC Local List of Planning Requirements.  
This sentence has been reworked to have this 
effect, while bearing in mind that the section 
concerned is not just referring to designated 
heritage assets. 
We note this but consider that this should be 
retained (in a slightly reordered form, as now 
included in the Regulation 19 draft) since it 
concerns non-designated as well as 
designated assets, and so goes beyond paras. 
195 and 196. 


REP152/472 Historic 
England 


Policy HA2 We support policy Strategic Policy HA2: Conservation Areas but 
suggest adding ‘and enhance’ after ‘preserve’ in bullet vi. 


Amendment made. 


REP152/473 Historic 
England 


Policy HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures does not fully 
reflect the purpose or wording of NPPF paragraphs 194 and 195 with 
regard to the test for the loss or harm to listed buildings. The wording of 
the policy should be revised to more accurately reflect that of the NPPF, 
particularly in regard to achieving significant public benefits that 
outweigh the harm resulting from the loss of the significance of the 
asset related to the grading of the building. 


Noted. This section of the policy has been 
redrafted to reflect more closely the approach 
of the NPPF. 


REP152/474 Historic 
England 


 In our view, the Plan should contain a policy relating specifically to the 
identification, protection and recording, where appropriate, of non-
designated heritage assets as required by NPPF paragraph 197. This is 


Policies HA3, HA5 and HA6 relate to these 
matters in what we consider to be an 
appropriate way as regards particular classes 
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particularly important in relation to archaeological resources that may be 
identified in the course of the planning or development of a site but that 
are currently unknown. 
We note with concern the lack of policies relating to the following key 
aspects of the historic environment: 
• How the plan will address particular issues relating to the condition 


of the historic environment, including heritage at risk and the reuse 
of vacant and underused historic buildings (NPPF, paragraph 185 
and sub-paragraph a)); 


• The means by which new development in and around designated 
heritage assets might enhance or better reveal their character and 
significance (NPPF, Paragraph 200); 


• How the archaeology of the plan area might be managed effectively 
(NPPF, footnote 93); 


• What implementation programmes and partners need to be 
identified in order to deliver a positive strategy for the conservation 
and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, paragraphs 9 
and 185); 


• What indicators should be used to monitor the plan’s historic 
environment policies’ effectiveness. 


of non-designated heritage asset. Policy HA7 
has been added to cover archaeological 
heritage assets.    
We believe that the plan taken as a whole 
(including, in addition to the heritage chapter, 
policies SD1, SD2, CD1, CD2, CD3, CD4(b), 
CD5, CD6, CD8, LC2, LC5, LC6, EC8, EC11, 
EC12, TC1, TC2, TC4, H2, H3, H3(a-g), GI4, 
ST4) incorporates ‘a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment’, including heritage assets at risk 
and vacant/ underused buildings. We do not 
currently have assets on the Heritage at Risk 
register, but are not unmindful of these issues. 
Further powers are available to the council in 
the form of Article 4 Directions, and the issue 
of notices in respect of particular properties. 
We believe the draft plan provides a sufficient 
policy basis to use these as appropriate.  
Para. 200 states that LPAs should ‘look for 
opportunities’ for such enhancements. 
Examples of this in the draft Local Plan are the 
‘Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage site’ 
identified in policy H2, and the requirements 
regarding ‘Valued Views’ included in policy 
LC2. Policy HA7 also addresses this in a 
general sense regarding designated 
archaeological assets.  
Presumably this refers to footnote 63, 
concerning archaeological assets 
demonstrably of equivalent significance to 
scheduled monuments? Archaeological assets 
are now addressed in policy HA7. Please also 
see the Local List of Planning Requirements in 
respect of Heritage Impact Assessments and 
Desk-based Archaeological Assessments.  
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Relevant ‘Plans, Policies and Programmes’ in 
respect of this topic area are identified in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. Further information 
about CBC planning policy documents (e.g. 
Conservation Area Statements, Development 
Briefs) and their projected timescales are 
provided in the Local Development Scheme. 
Individual heritage improvement schemes are 
being progressed by the council. We believe 
the draft Local Plan policies provide a sufficient 
framework for these interventions and are 
compliant with NPPF paras. 9 and 185.   
Monitoring Indicators are identified in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. They are namely:  
- The Number of Listed Buildings on the 


Buildings at Risk Register 
- The percentage of Conservation Areas 


with up-to-date Appraisals (i.e. last 5 
years).  


Representors may suggest additional or 
alternative indicators.   


REP152/475 Historic 
England 


 We are not clear that an up-to-date evidence base exists for the historic 
environment elements of the Crawley Local Plan that can inform the 
policy framework and would assist in achieving sound and robust 
decisions on development affecting heritage assets. A current evidence 
base can inform opportunities to conserve the historic environment, 
such as site allocations positively addressing heritage assets at risk, 
and can help to ensure that development proposals avoid harming the 
significance of heritage assets (including effects on their setting). 
A Heritage Strategy or similar assessment document prepared in 
advance of, or alongside (if not already undertaken), the local plan can 
be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate on the delivery of the positive 
heritage policies in the Local Plan. Some local planning authorities have 
chosen to support their conservation strategy within the Local Plan 
using a topic-specific SPD. 


The council is commissioning a Heritage Study 
to ensure that the evidence-base remains up-
to-date. 
This tends to happen on a site or area specific 
basis – Development briefs, CA Statements, 
Urban Design SPD guidance on shop fronts, 
adverts, CA and ASLC. 
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REP152/476 Historic 
England 


 We welcome the statement within the Crawley 2035: A Vision section 
that ‘The rich heritage which has shaped what the town is today will be 
respected, protected and enhanced’. We would welcome in support of 
this the inclusion of policies for the historic environment in the local plan 
that meet the obligation for preparing the positive strategy required by 
the NPPF. 
However, you will note from the above comments that we do not 
consider the policies as currently drafted to be sufficient in this respect. 
There also appear to be some omissions or gaps in the draft Local Plan, 
noted above, that should be addressed so that the strategy to conserve 
the historic environment required by paragraph 185 of the NPPF can be 
attained. This will be a key test of the soundness of the plan and the 
achievement of sustainable development as defined in the NPPF when 
it is subject to examination. 
If you would like further advice on the content of this letter or to discuss 
how the draft Local Plan could be revised to better reflect the intention 
of the NPPF, please contact me. 


Amendments have been made to the Heritage 
policies to address this concern.  
It is hoped that the amended draft of the plan 
put forward for the Regulation 19 consultation 
addresses these concerns. 
 
 
 


Horsham District Council 
REP209/933 Horsham 


District 
Council 


Para. 2.29 Thank you for consulting us on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 
2020 -2035. We are grateful for the opportunity to be able to comment 
on your emerging plan.  Horsham District Council recognises that your 
authority faces considerable challenges in ensuring it can meet the 
future needs of Crawley within what is a tightly bound administrative 
area. Overall we consider that the plan has positively sought to balance 
the provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a 
manner that contributes to achieving sustainable development.  We do 
however have some more detailed comments on the draft document 
which are set out in the following paragraphs.  
Spatial Context and the Duty to Co-operate 
This Council recognises and supports the context of Crawley set out in 
the draft Local Plan documentation. We note the strong economic 
relationships that the town has with other local authorities in the Gatwick 
Diamond and those within northwest Sussex (i.e. Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts) in particular.  Given these clear linkages, we are 
committed to continuing our programme of joint work on evidence base 
documents and continued constructive discussions as part of the Duty 


Support noted. 
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to Co-operate to seek to ensure that the wider needs of the area can be 
addressed as far as possible.  As you know Horsham District Council is 
currently providing 150 homes per year towards meeting the unmet 
housing needs of Crawley in our current local plan (the Horsham District 
Planning Framework). Following the introduction of the Standard 
Housing Methodology our own housing requirements have increased 
significantly and we therefore welcome the recognition in paragraph 
2.29 of the increasing challenges we all face in meeting housing needs.  


REP209/934 Horsham 
District 
Council 


Para. 9.21 Economy 
As you know, work is currently being undertaken to update the 
Employment Growth Assessment (EGA). We agree that this study will 
help inform the level of employment growth that is required over the 
plan period in both Crawley and wider northwest Sussex including within 
Horsham District.  We note the statement in paragraph 9.21 which sets 
out that your Council will continue to work alongside other authorities in 
the Gatwick Diamond to help investigate the scope and implications of 
additional employment land coming forward in areas adjoining Crawley / 
Gatwick. Horsham District.  We welcomes this approach.  It should be 
noted that this Council is seeking to ensure that the step change in 
housing numbers required by government does not come forward at the 
expense of the opportunities for new residents to be able to live and 
work locally, either within Horsham District or within the wider northwest 
Sussex / Gatwick Diamond as a whole. We consider that it will be 
important to consider how best a range of high quality and 
complementary employment opportunities can be provided within the 
northwest Sussex area and Gatwick Diamond more generally.    


 
Noted.  CBC will continue to liaise with HDC. 


REP209/935 Horsham 
District 
Council 


Policy GAT1 
and Policy 
GAT2 


Gatwick Airport 
We are pleased to note that the draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 
recognises that Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) has longer term 
aspirations as set out in their 2018 Masterplan documentation.  You are 
of course aware that that GAL has now commenced formal consultation 
under the Development Consent Order (DCO) process.  Although the 
outcome of this process is not yet known, we would wish to highlight 
that any growth of the airport will have impacts for Horsham District as 
well as Crawley Borough, and that this may ultimately have implications 
for our own Local Plan Review, particularly in relation to economic 


Reference to joint working to be included in 
para 10.13 to GAT1. 
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
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development and future housing growth.  We would therefore welcome 
further ongoing discussion and joint working with you on this matter as 
may be appropriate.  
We also note your options set out in Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land, 
where you state that depending upon the  outcome of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy / and the aspirations set out in the 2018 draft Master 
Plan the safeguarding land will either be retained or deleted. As you will 
be aware, a small portion of the North West corner of Horsham district is 
also covered by the same safeguarding designation. The extent of this 
area is set out on our current Horsham District Framework Policies map. 
The uncertainty surrounding this matter is therefore also an issue for our 
Council, and we have also responded to recent consultations requesting 
that certainty is provided in relation to this matter. We are therefore 
supportive of the current approach set out in your documentation and 
would ask that further dialogue on this matter continues between the 
two authorities as we undertake our own Local Plan review.  


within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario.  The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  


REP209/936 Horsham 
District 
Council 


Policy TC3 
(repeated in 
Housing) 


Housing      
We recognise that your bound administrative area presents challenges 
in meeting the identified housing needs of Crawley in the period to 
2035.  We are therefore pleased to see that the draft plan has sought to 
identify a number of different mechanisms by which the standard 
housing methodology figures as calculated for Crawley Borough could 
be achieved. We note that this covers a range of approaches, including 
through increased densities, estate regeneration, the development of 


Support for Crawley maximising its housing 
delivery welcomed. Further detailed 
assessments of sites have been undertaken as 
Crawley’s supply figure has been increased. 
Ongoing liaison with HDC will continue as part 
of Housing Market Area and Duty to Cooperate 
discussions.   
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any surplus open spaces, town centre development and upward 
extensions, increased building heights and garden sites.   
What is not clear to us at this stage is the extent to which the potential 
yield that such approaches could generate over the plan period has 
been considered, and whether there is potential for this to assist 
housing delivery, particularly in the latter part of the plan period.  Given 
the very significant levels of housing need for Crawley as well as 
Horsham District (and the wider north west Sussex authorities as a 
whole), it will be important to ensure that ‘no stone is left unturned’ in 
considering how the additional housing could be delivered.  Although we 
recognise this may not be a straightforward exercise, we would request 
that further examination of the likely extent and timing of such delivery is 
undertaken as far as is possible.  For example, it may be possible to 
identify older estates where renewal schemes might come forward. In 
addition, an examination of existing rates of loss of garden development 
/ surplus open space together with any emerging evidence on sports 
and open spaces could help to predict if other land can be converted 
over the plan period.  Further work and consideration of the potential 
location and extent of any densification would also be welcome to 
establish the potential delivery of additional housing through this 
mechanism.   It is also suggested that the flexibility of the town centre 
policy TC3 could be improved by reflecting the statement in para 11.22 
that the currently identified sites are not comprehensive, for example by 
adding wording along the lines of “or other opportunity areas which are 
identified” in the first line of paragraph 3.   


Policy TC3 is an allocation policy for the Town 
Centre Key Opportunity Sites. However, Policy 
H2 identifies the Town Centre as a Broad 
Location for Housing, Policy H3d sets criteria 
for Town Centre Sites as a housing typology, 
and other policies in the Town Centre and 
Economic Growth chapters are supportive of 
appropriate residential development in the 
Town Centre.  


REP209/936 Horsham 
District 
Council 


Policy H1 Housing      
We recognise that your bound administrative area presents challenges 
in meeting the identified housing needs of Crawley in the period to 
2035.  We are therefore pleased to see that the draft plan has sought to 
identify a number of different mechanisms by which the standard 
housing methodology figures as calculated for Crawley Borough could 
be achieved. We note that this covers a range of approaches, including 
through increased densities, estate regeneration, the development of 
any surplus open spaces, town centre development and upward 
extensions, increased building heights and garden sites.   


Support for Crawley maximising its housing 
delivery welcomed.  Further detailed 
assessments of sites have been undertaken 
and Crawley’s supply figure has been 
increased.  Ongoing liaison with HDC will 
continue as part of Housing Market Area and 
Duty to Cooperate discussions.   
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What is not clear to us at this stage is the extent to which the potential 
yield that such approaches could generate over the plan period has 
been considered, and whether there is potential for this to assist 
housing delivery, particularly in the latter part of the plan period.  Given 
the very significant levels of housing need for Crawley as well as 
Horsham District (and the wider north west Sussex authorities as a 
whole), it will be important to ensure that ‘no stone is left unturned’ in 
considering how the additional housing could be delivered.  Although we 
recognise this may not be a straightforward exercise, we would request 
that further examination of the likely extent and timing of such delivery is 
undertaken as far as is possible.  For example, it may be possible to 
identify older estates where renewal schemes might come forward. In 
addition, an examination of existing rates of loss of garden development 
/ surplus open space together with any emerging evidence on sports 
and open spaces could help to predict if other land can be converted 
over the plan period.  Further work and consideration of the potential 
location and extent of any densification would also be welcome to 
establish the potential delivery of additional housing through this 
mechanism.   It is also suggested that the flexibility of the town centre 
policy TC3 could be improved by reflecting the statement in para 11.22 
that the currently identified sites are not comprehensive, for example by 
adding wording along the lines of “or other opportunity areas which are 
identified” in the first line of paragraph 3.   


REP209/937 Horsham 
District 
Council 


Policy H3g 
and Para. 
12.75 


Our own Local Plan Review is underway, and our own Regulation 18 
documentation is scheduled for consultation in February and March of 
2020. Land on the edge of Crawley Borough, but within our 
administrative boundaries has been put forward to Horsham District 
Council for consideration as a future location for housing growth.  At this 
stage, no decisions have been made in relation to these sites or any 
supporting infrastructure such as the proposed relief road.     
A key requirement of the NPPF is that Local Authorities ensure that they 
can meet their own development needs, including affordable housing 
provision and taking account of infrastructure provision and viability 
issues. This is therefore the starting point for the preparation of our own 
Local Plan, before we then consider how we can meet the needs of 
others, to ensure that we can prepare a sound plan.  


Support and recognition for the purpose of the 
Policy is welcomed.  
CBC welcome HDC’s confirmation they are 
committed to ongoing discussions with CBC 
during the preparations for the Horsham Local 
Plan Review. 
Suggestion agreed – Paragraph 12.75 has 
been moved to now come before the policy, 
rather than forming the first paragraph of the 
reasoned justification. This establishes up-front 
the different purpose of this policy. However, 
through Duty to Cooperate and positive, 
effective strategic planning, it is anticipated it 
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We recognise that in the event that land is allocated on the edge of 
Crawley that this will have impacts for the town, and presume this has 
influenced your thinking in the development of Policy H3g. Horsham 
District Council is committed to ongoing discussions with Crawley 
Borough during our plan preparation process.  
We note that paragraph 12.75 states that the purpose of Policy H3g is 
to inform your discussions with neighbouring authorities as it relates to 
land outside the Crawley administrative area. This statement is 
welcome. However we are concerned that as this wording comes after 
the policy this important point may not be totally explicit to everyone 
who reads your plan. To ensure that the context of Policy Hg3 is 
completely clear, we would ask that the wording of this paragraph is 
brought forward and placed before the policy.   


will form a useful starting point for any future 
discussions regarding developments and 
allocations for developments on Crawley’s 
administrative boundaries.  


Mid Sussex District Council 
REP205/910 Mid Sussex 


District 
Council 


Policies 
CD4a and 
CD4b 


Efficient Use of Land and Built-up Areas  
Mid Sussex supports policies CD4a and CD4b relating to making more 
efficient use of land. The Council recognises that Crawley considers it 
has an unmet need for housing, and welcomes the fact that Crawley is 
exploring mechanisms to increase housing supply, including the 
requirement for higher densities. 


Support noted. 


REP205/909 Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


Policy H1 Planned Housing Growth  
Mid Sussex has been kept informed of the updates to the Crawley and 
Horsham commissioned ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment’, as 
part of the authorities continued joint working on housing matters.  
Mid Sussex will continue to work together with the Northern West 
Sussex Housing Market Area (HMA) authorities to understand the 
housing need within the HMA and the extent to which this can be 
delivered. 


Noted. 


REP205/913 Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


Policy H3g Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’  
Policy H3g: Urban Extensions and the supporting text indicates that 
some of Crawley’s growth could be met through urban extensions. 
Policy H3g provides the framework by which Crawley would assess 
applications outside the borough boundaries but are adjacent to 
Crawley. Mid Sussex have a number of comments to make on this 
policy, which are set out below:  


Crawley is pursuing opportunities to maximise 
housing development within its own 
administrative boundaries, through 
identification of sites (including small sites 
within its own ownership) and increasing 
densities. It is considered Crawley is going as 
far as it can to meet its own needs within the 
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It is unclear how this policy can be effective as it relates to land outside 
of the Crawley boundary. An application within Mid Sussex, for 
example, would not be assessed against the policies within the Crawley 
Local Plan. As such the criteria within the policy can only be considered 
to inform Crawley’s response during the consultation process on an 
application within an adjoining authority; and this should be made clear.  
It is not sufficiently clear what is meant by the term ‘Urban Extension’, 
both in terms of scale and location. This is important because some 
criteria would not apply to all developments. For example, smaller scale 
sites would not support a neighbourhood centre, or require a 
masterplan. The preparation of a Joint Area Action Plan may not be 
necessary in all circumstances. This is acknowledged in the supporting 
text but not within the policy. Through Duty to Co-Operate discussions, 
Mid Sussex will continue to liaise with Crawley on any sites within Mid 
Sussex that would have cross-boundary impacts, particularly any that 
are promoted to the Council as part of the District Plan Review.  
The evidence prepared to support the preparation of the adopted Mid 
Sussex District Plan (2014 - 2031) indicated that there was some 
capacity for the District to accommodate some of the unmet needs of 
Crawley, in addition to meeting its own housing need. As such, the Mid 
Sussex District Plan includes a provision to provide 1,498 dwellings to 
meet the unmet needs of Crawley during this period. However, until the 
review of the District Plan is undertaken, (scheduled to commence in 
2021) Mid Sussex is unable to confirm its own housing need and the 
extent to which the need within Mid Sussex can be met. Therefore, at 
this time it is not possible to confirm the extent to which Mid Sussex can 
continue to meet the unmet needs of Crawley. In addition, should any 
sites be promoted to Mid Sussex during the District Plan review in this 
location, they may firstly be required to meet Mid Sussex need. It would 
therefore be unwise for Crawley to assume that some of its unmet need 
can be met in Mid Sussex.  
The Sustainability Appraisal of the MSDC District Plan (August 2016) 
sets out the conclusions of the ‘Sustainability Assessment of Cross-
Boundary Options’, which assessed the unmet need of all neighbouring 
authorities. The evidence shows that there are strong migration and 
commuting links between the two authorities. These links are not 
constrained to the areas immediately adjacent to the administrative 


tight administrative boundaries, and 
maintaining good quality of life levels for 
residents, employers and visitors and avoiding 
negative impacts of ‘town cramming’. However, 
this will not meet the full housing need as 
required by the standard methodology and 
unmet need will need to be considered by 
authorities within the housing market area, as 
part of their Local Plan Review processes, and 
potentially beyond should this not then be 
sufficient alone. There is an acknowledgement 
in the Local Plan Review that properly planned 
urban extensions to Crawley may come 
forward through neighbouring authorities’ own 
Local Plans, and these may then seek to meet 
unmet development needs arising from 
Crawley.  
Crawley Borough Council is working closely 
with its neighbouring authorities to consider the 
unmet needs of Crawley over the Plan period, 
including Mid Sussex. Notwithstanding this, 
Crawley Borough Council is aware that it is not 
able to direct development outside of its 
administrative area or set the planning policy 
framework for these to be considered, nor does 
it intend to set an “overspill” adjacent to 
Crawley. This is a matter for the individual 
authorities as part of their own Local Plan 
Reviews. This is set out in the agreed Position 
Statement (to be updated in the form of a 
Statement of Common Ground).  
However, the Crawley Local Plan Review 
acknowledges that development on the edges 
of Crawley’s administrative boundaries has 
taken place over the years to varying degrees 
of involvement, and agreement, of CBC 
(including where they have been approved with 
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boundaries of the authorities. Broad locations for growth were assessed 
based on distance and linkages between areas based on historic 
commuting patterns. These broad locations cover most of Mid Sussex, 
which indicate any unmet need from Crawley could be located 
anywhere in this District. Locations ‘At Crawley’ may not be the most 
sustainable location for growth in Mid Sussex, but until work on the 
District Plan Review is undertaken and all broad locations and sites are 
assessed, it is not known.  
In this context, we cannot support the wording of paragraph H3g: Urban 
Extensions and paragraph 12.79 where it refers to any urban extension 
on the edge of Crawley and within MSDC should be meeting the unmet 
needs arising from Crawley. 


outstanding objections from CBC). In such 
cases, much of the impact on infrastructure 
and strategic facilities and services, access to 
the countryside and visual landscape setting 
falls on Crawley. Crawley’s proposed draft 
policy on urban extensions seeks to establish 
the expectations of the council should an urban 
extension or proposed development come 
forward on the borough’s administrative 
boundaries. It also establishes CBC’s clear 
expectations that where development is next to 
Crawley it should be meeting Crawley’s needs 
(as is reflected in the Mid Sussex District Plan 
Policy allocation for Pease Pottage). The 
SHMA advises that duty to cooperate 
discussions should take place to inform clear 
policies regarding the mix of housing brought 
forward on sites “at Crawley” informed by the 
SHMA and should take into account the profile 
of Crawley’s housing needs and consider how 
affordable housing will be allocated. It is 
considered reasonable that where sites are 
meeting or contributing to meeting the housing 
needs of Crawley, they should take account of 
the nature of Crawley’s housing need. CBC 
welcomes ongoing positive and effective 
discussions with Mid Sussex as part of the 
Plan making process to agree the most 
appropriate approach this should take.  
However, CBC maintain that as there is a high 
housing need arising from Crawley and land is 
scarce, any development of land immediately 
adjacent to Crawley should not be used if not 
able to meet any of Crawley’s needs at all. 
Mid Sussex’s physical and policy constraints, 
and own housing needs, are acknowledged 
and the district’s ability to meet unmet needs 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


arising from Crawley will form part of the 
District Plan Review. 


Mole Valley District Council 
REP120/334 Mole Valley 


District 
Council 


 Economic growth 
The constrained land supply position in Crawley means there is also an 
unmet need for employment land of between 44.6 and 57.6 hectares 
over the Plan period (it is noted that these figures still need to be 
refined). The unmet need for employment land is significantly affected 
by the uncertainty of a possible additional runway at Gatwick Airport and 
the need to safeguard land for this reason. It is understood that the 
unmet employment need could be accommodated within this area of 
safeguarded land in the event that the safeguarding is lifted. We support 
CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. 
It is understood that some of the unmet business need could be met 
through a new business park at Horley within Reigate and Banstead, 
Given that the new business park would be unable to accommodate all 
of the unmet need, it would be helpful to receive clarification on what 
unmet employment land need that is likely to remain. 
There are significant physical and policy constraints on development in 
the south eastern part of Mole Valley, adjacent to Crawley, which limit 
the potential for growth in this area. Transport links between Mole Valley 
and Crawley are weak, mainly comprising rural lanes with limited 
capacity. The only A-road connections are the A217 and A264/A24. The 
A217 reduces to a single carriageway north of the CBC boundary and 
serves only one small settlement (Hookwood) in Mole Valley before 
continuing north to Reigate. The A264/24 is far from a direct route; the 
A264 lying to the south of Crawley and connecting to the A24 some 5km 
south of Mole Valley’s boundary. Public transport connections are also 
weak, with limited or no bus service in the rural areas of Mole Valley. 
Gatwick Airport is a major constraint, both in physical terms and in 
terms of the consequences of air traffic on the southern part of Mole 
Valley. The south eastern part of Mole Valley is also significantly 
impacted by flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3). 
For the reasons outlined above, we consider that Mole Valley would be 
unable to accommodate CBC’s unmet employment land needs owing to 
the identified physical and policy constraints, in conjunction with the 


Support for removing safeguarding noted. 
The council does not consider that the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. The Regulation 19 Local Plan 
does not therefore retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected. Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for economic 
development within the AAP area will be 
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limited available employment land within the south eastern part of the 
District. 
 
Based on current evidence, we do not believe there is any realistic 
prospect of Mole Valley contributing to the unmet housing or 
employment land needs of Crawley. 


assessed and identified as part of the AAP. 
Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only minor 
extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  
The EGA also provides a constrained, past 
trends scenario of 33ha need which is the level 
of growth the Local Plan plans for. There is an 
unmet need of 21ha, and ongoing liaison is 
taking place with RBBC to determine how 
much of this could be met by the Horley 
Business Park. The poor connections and 
transport links from Mole Valley into Crawley 
are recognised.   


REP120/335 Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


Policy GAT2 Gatwick Airport 
MVDC notes that CBC are considering extending the land safeguarded 
under Policy GAT2 to match the boundary proposed for Option 3 in 
Gatwick Airport’s Master Plan (subject to resolving the safeguarding 
issue). Currently, MVDC safeguards a small area of land along Lowfield 
Heath Road to the north west of the existing runway for airport 
expansion purposes. The Gatwick Master Plan’s proposed expanded 
boundary includes further land within Mole Valley. Should CBC decide 
to expand the area of land that is safeguarded, it would be pertinent for 
MVDC to follow suit and for both CBC and MVDC to safeguard land for 
the same boundary. 
MVDC intends to hold a Regulation 18 consultation on a draft Future 
Mole Valley Local Plan in October of this year. We will continue to 
safeguard the existing parcel of land in Mole Valley for airport expansion 
purposes, unless CBC come to a decision before then to either expand 
the safeguarded area, or to remove the safeguarding policy entirely. We 
would be grateful if you would keep us informed on the matter. 
 
 
 
 
  


Noted.  
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
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western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  


REP120/333 Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


 Meeting housing needs 
MVDC recognises the difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and 
the challenge of balancing competing environmental, social and 
economic pressures. We further recognise the physically constrained 
nature of Crawley. Nonetheless MVDC are concerned that CBC will 
have an unmet need of approximately 6,475 dwellings over the Plan 
Period (2020-2035). 
Three quarters of Mole Valley is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and 
is therefore heavily constrained. That includes all of the land adjacent to 
Crawley. In addition, further constraints include the AONB, a SAC, 
areas prone to flooding and other environmental constraints. MVDC is 
currently updating its own Local Plan and based on current 
assessments it is clear that it will have difficulty meeting its own housing 
need let alone having any spare capacity. 
Crawley is a functional component of the Northern West Sussex 
Housing Market Area, which includes Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small 
part of the Reigate and Banstead Council areas. Mole Valley does not 
form part of the same housing market area. 
On this basis, we do not consider that MVDC should be expected to 
meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need. CBC have not to date 
requested that MVDC accommodate any of its unmet housing need 


The different Housing Market Area (HMA) 
boundaries are noted – it is recognised that 
Mole Valley does not form a part of the main 
Northern West Sussex HMA. This is supported 
by the most recent evidence gathered as part 
of the Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (NWS SHMA) 
commissioned jointly by Crawley Borough and 
Horsham District Councils. However, overlaps 
between the areas are acknowledged. 
At this point, Crawley is pursuing opportunities 
to maximise housing development within its 
own administrative boundaries, through 
identification of sites (including small sites 
within its own ownership) and increasing 
densities. It is considered Crawley is going as 
far as it can to meet its own needs within the 
tight administrative boundaries, and 
maintaining good quality of life levels for 
residents, employers and visitors and avoiding 
negative impacts of ‘town cramming’. However, 
this will not meet the full housing need as 
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because of the constraints mentioned above and differences in housing 
market. It would be helpful if that situation could be acknowledged. 
Based on current evidence, we do not believe there is any realistic 
prospect of Mole Valley contributing to the unmet housing or 
employment land needs of Crawley. 


required by the standard methodology and 
unmet need will need to be considered by 
authorities within the housing market area, as 
part of their Local Plan Review processes, and 
potentially beyond should this not then be 
sufficient alone. There is an acknowledgement 
in the Local Plan Review that properly planned 
urban extensions to Crawley may come 
forward through neighbouring authorities’ own 
Local Plans, and these may then seek to meet 
unmet development needs arising from 
Crawley.  
Mole Valley’s physical and policy constraints 
are acknowledged and will form part of the 
Mole Valley Local Plan preparation and 
examination. 


National Grid 
REP85/201 National Grid  National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to 


development plan consultations on its behalf.  
We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm 
that National Grid has no comments to make in response to this 
consultation.  
Further Advice  
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council 
concerning our networks. If we can be of any assistance to you in 
providing informal comments in confidence during your policy 
development, please do not hesitate to contact us.  
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and 
equipment and to facilitate future infrastructure investment, National 
Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of 
plans and strategies which may affect our assets. Please remember to 
consult National Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or 
site-specific proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would be 
grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation 
database. 
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Natural England 
REP/211/939 Natural 


England 
CD6 CD6 Normal Requirements of All New Development  


We support this policy’s requirement to “retain positively contributing 
trees” as this helps maintain valuable Green infrastructure (GI) assets 
and key features of the existing ecological network. Which is in line with 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraphs 20. 91. 
150. 171. & 181.) and the Government’s 25 year environment plan 
(chapter 3 section 3.i.).  
However we advise that, this policy could be used to strengthen 
requirements of new development to provide biodiversity net gains and 
Green infrastructure of later policies.  
This policy could also be used to introduce a requirement of 
developments to enhance the natural capital stock of Crawley, in line 
with the NPPF (paragraphs 170. & 171.) and the Government’s 25 year 
environment plan.  
This could be done by adding something akin to the following wording:  
“g) demonstrate how they will contribute to the multi-functional green 
infrastructure network while also delivering measureable and robust net 
gains in biodiversity as set out in policies GI1 and GI 2.”  
See Annex A for further advice on Natural Capital: 
Annex A – Further Advice 
Natural capital  
Natural Capital is a concept which assigns monetary value to natural 
assets and the ecosystem services they provide, the value of natural 
capital assets can be from a physical products generated or the value of 
the service they provide.  
Natural capital assets can be any asset which is natural or semi-natural, 
from street trees to arable fields and even whole habitats such as a 
woodland.  
A single asset may generate is value from a number of sources; for 
example a woodland has a clear value as a timber product but while the 
woodland is growing it provides valuable services such as carbon 
sequestration, recreation, nutrient cycling and air/water quality 
management.  
Incorporating natural capital concepts into the Local Plan will enable 
more efficient communication of Crawley’s needs to developers, using 
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the most recent environmental planning terminology. Furthermore 
having a larger stock of natural capital assets will be only positive for 
Crawley and its residents/visitors.  
The requirement to incorporate natural capital into your Local Plan is 
driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. 171. As well as being a key 
concept within the Government’s 25 year environment plan being 
ubiquitously mentioned throughout its length. 


REP/211/940 Natural 
England 


LC3 LC3 Tree and Landscape Character Planting  
We support the requirement that landscape proposals for residential 
developments add at least 1 new tree or equivalent soft landscaping 
feature, is a good way to ensure developments provide GI assets and 
enhance the existing ecological network, in line with the NPPF and 
Government’s 25 year environment plan the Government’s 25 Year 
Environment Plan  
However we advise, this requirement to provide at least 1 new tree 
should be expanded to all developments where practical to maximise 
enhancements.  
Furthermore, this policy should also be amended to support planting of 
native trees to better enhance the existing ecological network. We 
recommend incorporating the following wording.  
“…or equivalent soft landscaping, for each new dwelling, of an 
appropriate native species and planted in an appropriate location.” 


 


REP/211/941 Natural 
England 


LC4 We support the requirement for developments to retain and replace 
trees, as a good method to protect existing GI assets and preserve the 
existing ecological network, in line with the NPPF and Government’s 25 
year environment plan.  
We would advise that specific mention of veteran trees could be 
included within this policy to strengthen their protection. 


 


REP/211/942 Natural 
England 


LC6 LC6 High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  
We strongly support the requirements of this policy specifically ensure 
the qualities and features of the High Weald AONB are protected and 
enhanced by development.  
We recommend that this policy could make direct mention of the 
specific characteristics of the High Weald AONB and could directly 
reference the High Weald AONB management plan to help further 
support development which enhances the AONB. 
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REP/211/943 Natural 
England 


Policy H2 H2 Key Housing Sites  
We note that the proposed sites are unlikely to have negative impacts 
on any designated sites.  
However, many of the proposed allocation sites encompass or are in 
close proximity to ancient woodland parcels. We strongly recommend 
any such allocations have specific requirements that any proposal must 
significantly conserve and enhance relevant ancient woodland parcels, 
in line with the aims of the NPPF (175.) and the Government’s 25 year 
environment plan (1.4).  
For example the Forge Wood, Pound Hill allocation looks to contain 
many parcels of ancient woodland; these should not only be protected 
but the development should provide enhancement measures such as 
native species planting to increase connectivity between parcels. 


 


REP211/944 Natural 
England 


GI1 GI1 Green Infrastructure  
We strongly support the requirements of this policy to conserve and 
enhance Crawley’s GI network and GI being afforded “the highest 
protection”.  
We also support the requirement of proposals to provide links to and 
create new GI.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) for point 
vi to strengthen this policy.  
“Large All proposals will be required to provide new and/or create links 
to appropriate green infrastructure where possible.” 


 


REP211/945 Natural 
England 


GI2 GI2 Biodiversity and Net Gain  
We strongly support this policies expectation of all proposals to 
encourage biodiversity and demonstrate how it will secure Net Gain, 
which is in line with the NPPF (paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175.) and the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan’s aims (1.1.).  
We support your authority considering financial contributions as an 
effective method of delivering meaningful Net Gain for proposals which 
are not achievable on site. We would advise that financial contributions 
should still deliver like for like net gains.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) to 
strengthen this policy.  
“All development proposals will be expected to incorporate features to 
encourage biodiversity where appropriate”.  
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See Annex A for further advice on Net Gain 
Green infrastructure (GI):  
GI is a strategically planned and delivered network comprising the 
broadest range of high quality green spaces and other environmental 
features.  
It should be designed and managed as a multifunctional resource 
capable of delivering those ecological services and quality of life 
benefits required by the communities it serves and needed to underpin 
sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and 
enhance the character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to 
habitats and landscape types.  
GI includes established green spaces and new sites and should thread 
through and surround the built environment and connect the urban area 
to its wider rural landscape. Consequently it needs to be delivered at all 
spatial scales, accommodating both accessible natural green spaces 
within local communities and often much larger sites in the wider 
countryside.  
Incorporating GI concepts into your Local Plan will enable effective 
communication of your Crawley’s needs to developers using the most 
recent environmental planning terminology.  
Further information on GI can be found in Natural England’s green 
infrastructure guidance available at: 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/35033  
GI is a key concept within the NPPF and the requirement to incorporate 
GI into your Local Plan is driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 20. 91. 
150. 171. & 181. As well the Government’s 25 year environment plan in 
chapter 3 section 3.i.  
Natural capital  
Natural Capital is a concept which assigns monetary value to natural 
assets and the ecosystem services they provide, the value of natural 
capital assets can be from a physical products generated or the value of 
the service they provide.  
Natural capital assets can be any asset which is natural or semi-natural, 
from street trees to arable fields and even whole habitats such as a 
woodland.  
A single asset may generate is value from a number of sources; for 
example a woodland has a clear value as a timber product but while the 
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woodland is growing it provides valuable services such as carbon 
sequestration, recreation, nutrient cycling and air/water quality 
management.  
Incorporating natural capital concepts into the Local Plan will enable 
more efficient communication of Crawley’s needs to developers, using 
the most recent environmental planning terminology. Furthermore 
having a larger stock of natural capital assets will be only positive for 
Crawley and its residents/visitors.  
The requirement to incorporate natural capital into your Local Plan is 
driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. 171. As well as being a key 
concept within the Government’s 25 year environment plan being 
ubiquitously mentioned throughout its length  
Net Gain  
Net Gain can refer to biodiversity net gain, natural capital net gain (also 
including ecosystem services like provision of clean air, water, natural 
beauty) or environmental net gain if delivering the full range of goals set 
out in the Government’s 25 year environment plan. It can be delivered 
within the footprint of a development or at an alternative “offset” location  
By making it a requirement for all developments in Crawley to achieve 
net gain it significantly improves the protection to the natural 
environment and minimises the negative impacts of development.  
Net gain also serves as a tool to ensure continuous increases in GI 
throughout Crawley which increases the natural capital assets of 
Crawley making the District an even better place to live.  
Net gain can be quantified and measured using the DEFRA biodiversity 
metric 2.0 beta on which more information can be found at: 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5850908674228224  
Any feedback on the metric should be provided to 
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/natural-england/the-biodiversity-metric-2-0/ 
by the end of 2019. 
The requirement to incorporate Net gain into your Local Plan is driven 
by the NPPF in paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175. As well as the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan especially in chapter 1 section 
1.  
Ecological networks  
These are an interconnected network of species that have various 
complex interactions with each other.  
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These networks can be considered at a variety of scales such as at a 
landscape scale where larger habitats and species meta-populations 
are important or at a specific site scale where individual environmental 
features of a site such as hedges and ponds are important.  
By understanding the existing ecological networks that are present 
throughout Crawley it will enable better protection and enhancement of 
biodiversity in the District and minimise the negative impacts can 
developments have on the natural environment.  
The requirement to incorporate ecological networks into your Local Plan 
is driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. & 174.  
Soils  
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by 
the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional 
resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about 
development should take full account of the impact on soils, their 
intrinsic character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services 
they deliver.  
The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most 
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land 
Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning 
Policy Framework paragraph 170. 


REP211/946 Natural 
England 


GI3 GI3 Biodiversity Sites  
We support the requirements of this policy to conserve and enhance 
nationally designated sites, NPPF sites and locally designated sites, in 
line with the NPPF (paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175.) and the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan’s aims (1.1.).  
We also support the requirement of planning applications to provide 
habitat and species surveys.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) to 
strengthen this policy.  
“To ensure a net gain in biodiversity, the following areas will be 
conserved and enhanced where possible and, furthermore the council 
will support their designation and management:” 


 


REP211/947 Natural 
England 


SDC1 SDC1 Sustainable Design and Construction   
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We strongly support the requirements of this policy for all developments 
to respond to climate change in line with section 14 of the NPPF and a 
key concept of the Government’s 25 year environment plan. 


REP211948 Natural 
England 


SDC3 SDC3 Tackling Water Stress  
We strongly support this policy’s requirements to meet the tighter water 
efficiency requirements.  
However, we strongly recommend a change in wording (detailed below).  
“…Building Regulations optional requirement for tighter water efficiency, 
and should, where feasible, achieve a the more advanced target of 100 
litres/person/day.”  
See Annex A for further advice on tackling water stress 
Soils  
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by 
the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional 
resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about 
development should take full account of the impact on soils, their 
intrinsic character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services 
they deliver.  
The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most 
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land 
Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning 
Policy Framework paragraph 170. 
Water Stress  
Your Authority contains areas of Serious Water Stress as designated by 
the Environment Agency. For developments in Southern Water Services 
drinking water supply area Natural England recommends water 
efficiency polices should be developed to support Southern Water's 
“Target 100”. This target, of 100 litres per person per day by 2040 is 
needed by Southern Water to avoid the need for water supply options 
that are likely to damage biodiversity or/and effect protected 
landscapes. For development in other companies’ supply area Natural 
England support the Environment Agency recommendation of a 
maximum of 110 litres per person per day. Water efficiency measures 
will help reduce the current impact of water resources on the natural 
environment and thereby contribute to more resilient landscapes and 
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seas in line with Natural England’s conservation 21 and the 
Governments’ aspirations for thriving plants and wildlife.  
Reducing the water we use will contribute to the Government’s 25 Year 
Environment Plan aspirations for clean and plentiful water and to restore 
sustainable abstraction in rivers.  
Sustainable Drainage Schemes (SuDS)  
Larger developments should be supported and encouraged to replace 
antiquated surface drainage systems such as gully pots with SuDS, in 
accordance with best practice. These SuDS have significantly reduced 
impacts on surrounding water quality and contribute to Green 
Infrastructure and natural capital. 


REP211/950 Natural 
England 


 HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT (HRA) COMMENTS  
Natural England concurs with the findings of the HRA Screening report. 


 


REP211/049 Natural 
England 


 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (SA) COMMENTS  
Natural England concurs with the findings of the SA scoping report and 
SA draft report. 


 


Network Rail 
REP145/430 Network Rail  Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the Crawley Local Plan 


review. 
We note that the plan says that Network Rail is already committed to 
improving all four rail stations in the Borough (Crawley, Three Bridges, 
Gatwick and Ifield) over the plan period, with major improvements 
already underway at Three Bridges Station.   
Just to clarify; works haven’t begun at Three Bridges, however we are 
aware of the proposed improvements.  We don’t have any plans for 
Ifield Station at this stage.  This statement is correct in terms of Crawley 
and Gatwick improvements. 
Other than this, we don’t have any comments on the plan at this stage. 


 
 
 
Text amended.  


NHS Property Services 
REP206/916 NHS Property 


Services 
Policy IN1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. The 


following comments are submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS).  
Foreword  
NHSPS manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and 
facilities, working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, 
efficient, sustainable, modern healthcare and working environments. 


Policy IN1 has been amended to reflect this 
comment.  However, examples are not listed 
within the policy text as the risk is that this 
would have to turn into a comprehensive list. 
The glossary identifies health facilities as 
coming under the definition of Infrastructure.  
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NHSPS has a clear mandate to provide a quality service to its tenants 
and minimise the cost of the NHS estate to those organisations using it. 
Any savings made are passed back to the NHS.  
Overview  
In April 2013, the Primary Care Trust and Strategic Health Authority 
estate transferred to NHSPS, Community Health Partnerships and NHS 
community health and hospital trusts. All organisations are looking to 
make more effective use of the health estate and support strategies to 
reconfigure healthcare services, improve the quality of care and ensure 
that the estate is managed sustainably and effectively.  
NHS Property Strategy teams support Clinical Commissioning Groups 
(CCGs) and Sustainability and Transformation Plan (STP) groups to 
consider ways the local health and public estate can be put to better 
use. This includes identifying opportunities to reconfigure the estate to 
meet commissioning needs, as well as opportunities for delivering new 
homes (and other appropriate land uses) on surplus sites. 
Strategic Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision)  
NHSPS notes that infrastructure includes ‘health’ in Paragraph 8.7 of 
Strategic Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision), which seeks to protect 
existing infrastructure services and facilities ‘where they contribute to 
the neighbourhood or town overall, unless an equivalent replacement or 
improvement to services is provided or there is sufficient alternative 
provision in the area.’  
The ability to continually review the healthcare estate, optimise land 
use, and deliver health services from modern facilities is crucial. The 
health estate must be allowed to develop, modernise or be protected in 
line with the integrated approaches set out within NHS Health Estate 
Plans. Planning policies should support this and be prepared in 
consultation with the NHS to ensure they help deliver estate 
transformation.  
It is important to note that there are separate, rigorous testing and 
approval processes employed by NHS commissioners to identify 
unneeded and unsuitable healthcare facilities. These must be satisfied 
prior to any property being declared surplus and put up for disposal or 
development.  
Where it can be demonstrated that NHS facilities would have their use 
changed, having met NHS testing and approval processes before being 


Noted. Health facilities will be eligible for CIL 
contributions subject to the prioritisation of 
projects in accordance with the council’s CIL 
governance process.  







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


declared surplus, it should be accepted that this provides sufficient 
evidence that a facility is neither needed nor viable for its current use or 
other community uses and that adequate facilities, which meet the 
needs of the local population, are or will be made available.  
Indeed, whilst an NHS facility may sometimes require a physical 
replacement, this is not always the case. In some circumstances it 
would be possible to meet the needs of the local population through 
existing facilities and IN1 gives provision for this.  
However, to ensure policy IN1 is sufficiently flexible and supportive of 
NHS estate management priorities, the following amendment has been 
suggested;  
Existing infrastructure services and facilities will be protected where 
they contribute to the neighbourhood or town overall, unless an 
equivalent replacement or improvement to services is provided or there 
is sufficient alternative provision, for that type of infrastructure, (for 
example health), in the area.  
IN1 also rightly identifies the importance of CIL and planning obligations 
in delivering infrastructure as part of development proposals. NHSPS 
would request that the Council and other partners work together to 
forecast the infrastructure and costs required to support the projected 
growth and development across the borough. A vital part of this is 
ensuring the NHS continues to receive a commensurate share of s106 
and CIL contributions to mitigate the impacts of growth and help deliver 
transformation plans. 


REP206/917 NHS Property 
Services 


Para. 8.9 NHSPS supports Paragraph 8.9, which requires developer contributions 
to mitigate the impacts of planned growth on existing infrastructure in 
the area and the recognition of the cumulative impact development can 
have on infrastructure.  
The cumulative impacts of smaller residential developments should 
continue to be recognised, and health facilities should be put on a level 
footing with affordable housing and public transport improvements, 
given their strategic importance, when receiving funds.  
NHSPS thanks the Council for the opportunity to comment on the Early 
Engagement Document and looks forward to working on future rounds 
of consultation. 


Noted.  The council has sought further 
clarification from the CCGs on the approach to 
health in terms of developer contributions, and 
no concerns were raised regarding the use of 
CIL for health provision.  
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Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
REP197/824 Reigate & 


Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


 Economic Growth  
We note that Crawley is currently updating its Economic Growth 
Assessment (EGA) and that the needs set out in the draft Local Plan is 
based on the emerging findings from this ongoing study. At the 
appropriate time, we would welcome the opportunity to review and input 
into this study, particularly given the specific economic and employment 
land issues between our respective areas.  
We note – at paragraph 9.12 – that this EGA study will also “explore in 
greater detail the relationship of Horley Business Park in helping to 
accommodate Crawley’s unmet business land needs”. In this respect, 
we would direct you to our existing published evidence on this matter, 
notably the Strategic Employment Provision Opportunity Study (2016) 
and the Strategic Employment Site Economic Assessment (Chilmark, 
2017). The latter of these studies specifically considers the need for the 
business park and its scope to meet employment needs from Crawley 
and other surrounding areas. Given this established, detailed evidence, 
we are concerned to ensure that any evidence prepared by Crawley has 
regard to, and is consistent with, its findings. Clearly, it also needs to be 
recognised that our own employment needs may evolve over the life of 
any development on the business park. Through the duty to cooperate, 
we would expect to be directly and closely involved in any evidence that 
Crawley prepares on this matter and would ask that you provide urgent 
clarity and confirmation to this effect.  
It is noted that, given constraints, the draft Plan identifies a potential 
shortfall in employment land supply over the longer term compared to 
the latest evidence of needs. In this respect, we appreciate and agree 
that there will need to be ongoing joint working between ourselves, and 
other areas within the Gatwick Diamond, on this matter. This is 
consistent with our own Core Strategy (para 5.5.8) which acknowledges 
in broad terms that as partners we will “work closely…to deliver the 
vision of the area as an internationally recognised business location with 
a global future in a sustainable way, including through the exploration of 
options for strategic development opportunities”. However, we are 
concerned at this stage that Policy EC1 is unduly specific in seeking to 
identify a hierarchy of preferred broad areas outside of Crawley for 


CBC welcomes opportunities to continue on-
going cooperation with RBBC and the EGA 
evidence has been shared with them for 
discussions to continue. The EGA recognises 
that the Horley Business Park is likely to meet 
some of Crawley’s unmet employment 
floorspace need.   
The Local Plan plans for a constrained “past 
trends” scenario for employment growth which 
cannot all be accommodated in Crawley, and 
Policy EC1 has been amended to state that 
CBC will work with neighbouring authorities to 
assess the scope to help accommodate 
Crawley’s outstanding business land needs in 
appropriate and sustainable locations 
accessible to Crawley. However, the Plan also 
commits the council to the preparation of a 
North Crawley Area Action Plan, to consider 
the potential future needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs, including 
employment. Should this determine that some 
or all of the land currently safeguarded for 
airport expansion could be available for other 
uses, then the potential for further employment 
growth, in a less constrained scenario, will be 
considered. CBC will liaise with its 
neighbouring authorities during the preparation 
of the AAP.   
Policy EC5 (previously EC3) (Office Provision) 
is not seeking to promote office uses over 
other uses. The EGA identifies need for a 
minimum 27,200sqm office floorspace, and 
103,700sqm industrial floorspace over the Plan 
period, and the Local Plan sets in place a 
framework that supports the delivery of both. 
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potential new strategic employment land; some of which could clearly 
relate to land in Reigate & Banstead, without any meaningful evidence 
to support potential deliverability/availability of land, introducing 
uncertainty for all stakeholders, including communities in Reigate & 
Banstead. We believe that, at this stage, that Policy EC1 should be 
limited to a clear commitment to joint working on strategic opportunities, 
without the specificity on locations outside of Crawley.  
Given the potential scale of unmet employment needs arising from the 
draft Plan, we support in broad general terms, the commitment in 
Policies EC1 and EC2 to make best use of and intensify existing 
employment sites. However, we have significant concerns regarding the 
suggestion in paragraph 9.36 and the questions to Policy EC3 that the 
employment strategy should “prioritise offices over other types of 
employment uses”, including industrial and distribution.  
In our view, such an approach would fail to provide a broad cross 
section of employment opportunities and is likely to lead to lower skilled, 
lower value uses being disproportionately “exported” to neighbouring 
areas. It would also likely displace uses which are genuinely 
unsustainable transport patterns.  
Furthermore, in respect of our own Plan, the proposed Horley Business 
Park allocation in our own plan (DMP – HOR9) does offer scope to 
accommodate unmet strategic office needs arising from Crawley but, 
given the allocation specifies that the site will include only “limited B1b, 
B1c, B8 and non-B class uses”, it offers little scope to meet absorb the 
greater unmet industrial and warehouse needs. In this context, we are 
not convinced that it is necessary for Crawley to prioritise offices over 
other employment uses and we are concerned that doing so would likely 
lead to significant displaced industrial and warehouse needs which 
would have no realistic prospect of being met elsewhere across the 
economic sub-region.  
In view of the above, we look forward to engaging with you further in the 
preparation of your new Economic Growth Assessment and as you 
finalise the economic strategy within the Plan. 


The EGA also identifies specific qualitative 
issues relating to Crawley’s office floorspace, 
with much of the stock not of the quality/type 
that is sought by the market. This is serving to 
repress the office market in Crawley’s, and 
there is an opportunity for economic growth if 
offices of the right quality and type can be 
delivered. 
The policy is, therefore, seeking to encourage 
the delivery of Grade A offices within the Main 
Employment Areas. To help achieve this, the 
policy removes the NPPF requirement that 
planning applications for office development 
outside the Town Centre satisfy the sequential 
test. By removing this requirement for office 
uses, the Local Plan recognises that the Main 
Employment Areas are appropriate locations 
for office uses. In being positive to support high 
quality office uses, the policy is not seeking to 
preferentially support office uses at the 
expense of other business uses. Rather, it is 
seeking to address an identified qualitative 
provision issue and provide a supporting 
framework through which to help achieve this. 


REP197/826 Reigate & 
Banstead 


Policy GAT1 Gatwick Airport and associated issues  
We note the overarching approach in draft Policy GAT1, which supports 
the sustainable growth of Gatwick Airport as a single runway, two 


Support noted. Text of para 10.13 to be 
amended to reference joint working. 
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Borough 
Council 


terminal airport. This is broadly consistent with our own Core Strategy 
(Policy CS9) which supports development of Gatwick Airport within the 
existing boundary and existing legal limits.  
We agree that, as set out in GAT1 and paragraph 10.13, it is important 
that any future growth minimises the impacts of operation of the airport 
on the local environment and surrounding residents (including in 
Reigate & Banstead), is supported by appropriate infrastructure and 
maximises benefits across surrounding authorities. We would welcome 
reference in GAT1 and its reasoned justification to the importance of 
joint working with neighbouring authorities and partners across the 
Gatwick Diamond through existing mechanisms such as Gatwick 
Officers Group (GOG), to ensure that these shared strategic objectives 
are achieved for all. 


REP197/827 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Policy GAT2 With respect to safeguarding (GAT2), we tentatively support maintaining 
of safeguarded land in order to provide future flexibility; however, we 
stress that this should not be interpreted as Council support for a new 
southern runway. We do not have a particular view on the delineation of 
the boundary. 


Position noted. The council does not consider 
the government’s draft Aviation Strategy, 
Aviation 2050, provides a definitive steer as to 
whether or not the council will be required to 
safeguard land for a southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport moving forward. There is a 
significant need for Strategic Employment Land 
in Crawley over the Plan period to 2035, which 
cannot be met within the borough boundary if 
safeguarding remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
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education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  


REP197/828 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Policy GAT3 We strongly support the approach set out in draft Policy GAT3 which 
seeks to ensure that airport-related parking is not provided outside of 
the airport boundary and that any additional parking is fully justified. 
This approach is aligned with policies in our own DMP (TAP2) and 
reflects the long-standing, cross-boundary approach to the management 
of parking associated with the airport in order to promote sustainable 
travel and minimise the adverse impacts which inappropriately located 
airport car parking can have on host communities. 


Support noted. 


REP197/829 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Policy GAT4 We support the approach in GAT4 relating to commercial uses within 
the airport boundary but would welcome recognition of the need to 
consider impacts on the roles and function of town centres and 
employment areas beyond Crawley’s boundaries which could equally be 
affected by such development. 


Support noted. Policy GAT4 (now GAT3) to be 
amended.   


REP197/825 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Policy TC5 Retail and town centres  
We support the town centre first approach in Policy TC5 which is 
consistent with national policy and the approach set out in our DMP 
(Policy RET5). We do however note that, in respect of considering retail 
impact, the policy narrowly focusses on “the town centre” which we 
assume to mean Crawley Town Centre. We are concerned that this may 
exclude consideration of potential impacts on town centres in 
neighbouring areas, such as Horley, which could arise depending upon 
the location of any out of centre proposals. We would therefore 


Noted. Policy wording and supporting text has 
been amended to refer specifically to Crawley 
Town Centre and other centres within the retail 
catchment. 
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welcome clarification in the policy or reasoned justification to ensure 
that cross-boundary impacts are properly considered. 


REP197/822 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 2020-35 (June 2019).  
We appreciate that some of the key evidence base supporting the Local 
Plan is still being prepared and, therefore, not available for detailed 
review at this stage of consultation. Our comments below are therefore 
made in this context. We would of course welcome – at the appropriate 
time – the opportunity to input into and comment upon such evidence, 
particularly on matters of shared strategic importance as part of our 
ongoing obligations under the duty to cooperate.  
Housing  
We note the latest position in respect of housing needs and the likely 
scale of unmet needs which could arise from the Crawley Local Plan. 
Clearly, the scale of potential unmet needs is significant (c.6,500 homes 
over a 15 year period); however, we acknowledge the challenges and 
constraints faced by Crawley.  
Reigate & Banstead also faces considerable constraints, including 
significant extent of Green Belt, which limits our own ability to 
accommodate growth. Horley, which is acknowledged as sharing some 
housing market overlaps with Crawley, is particularly constrained by 
large areas of land at risk of flooding both in and around the town.  
Our constrained nature was acknowledged and accepted through our 
adopted Core Strategy (2014) which recognised we were unable to fully 
meet our objectively assessed needs in a sustainable manner, giving 
rise to a shortfall of our own of over 2,000 homes over the plan period.  
As such, whilst we are committed to maximising housing supply, as 
demonstrated through our recent delivery record, and to working 
together to understand how housing needs can be met as fully as 
possible, we are not in a position at this stage to accommodate any of 
the unmet needs which would arise from Crawley. Whilst it is 
appreciated that our Core Strategy recognises that migration between 
our respective areas (and beyond) would continue and be facilitated 
within our requirement of 460 homes per annum, we would reiterate that 
there is no specific quantified allowance for Crawley’s unmet needs 
within our adopted plan. We would welcome additional clarity in 
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paragraph 2.31 to acknowledge that the new neighbourhoods currently 
under construction around Horley are meeting Reigate & Banstead’s 
own housing needs; as currently drafted and read in the context of the 
preceding paragraph, it could be interpreted otherwise.  
With respect to our housing markets, we would welcome additional 
clarification within paragraph 12.39 to more accurately reflect the 
relationships which exist between our respective areas. Whilst we 
acknowledge and agree that, as set out earlier in the document 
(paragraph 2.27), there are some overlaps between the housing 
markets of Reigate & Banstead (which is within an East Surrey HMA) 
and Crawley (within the Northern West Sussex HMA), these links are 
localised, particularly to our southernmost settlement of Horley which 
shares some characteristics of the NWS HMA but is fundamentally 
separated from it. As drafted, paragraph 12.39 could be interpreted as 
suggesting a much greater degree of interaction between our housing 
markets than the evidence supports.  
Given the likely scale of unmet need, we welcome and support the 
commitment in Policy H1 to consider all reasonable opportunities for 
housing development and the expression of the housing requirement as 
a minimum figure. Allied to this, we also strongly support the proposed 
application of minimum density ranges (Policy CD4) to all new 
development to support the most effective use of Crawley’s constrained 
supply of land within the built up area. This approach is broadly 
consistent with the “urban areas first” strategy set out in our own Core 
Strategy. 


REP197/823 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Policy H8 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople  
Through our own Development Management Plan (DMP), we have 
sought to meet full need identified in our latest Gypsy & Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment, including those households who meet the 
equalities definition but not necessarily the planning definitions within 
the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. It is our expectation that our 
partners across Surrey and the Gatwick Diamond will seek to do 
likewise through their emerging Plans in order to ensure the needs of 
this group are properly planned for.  
The proposed allocations within our DMP, including provision on 
sustainable urban extensions, are capable of meeting our pitch and plot 
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needs over the plan period in full; however, there is no surplus available 
to accommodate unmet needs from elsewhere.  
We note the latest evidence that there is no immediate need for gypsy 
and traveller sites within Crawley, but that a need for 10 pitches later in 
the plan period is likely due to household formation. It is noted that the 
draft Plan proposes to meet this potential need in full through the 
allocation of a reserve site and we strongly support this positive 
approach to planning for future needs. We believe that it is important 
that this allocation is maintained to provide flexibility, particularly the 
plan acknowledges that local constraints result in “limited opportunities 
for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople to bring forward sites 
themselves”. 


Rusper Parish Council 
REP183/705 Rusper 


Parish 
Council 


Policy H3g Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan 
Review as follows: 
Policy H3g: Urban Extensions 
Rusper Parish Council has concerns about the suitability of this policy in 
relation to Rusper for the following reasons: 


• Your plan states that the Crawley character is a compact town 
within a countryside setting. If development to the west takes place 
the countryside would be harmed. This would impact the wellbeing 
of both Rusper and Ifield residents who enjoy open access direct to 
the countryside. 


• This area of countryside is an important habitat. 


• More information is required for the proposed Western Relief road. 
If this travels through Rusper the impact would be devastating to 
the countryside, homes and life quality of residents. Rusper Parish 
Council would ask to be involved in the development of this.  


• Expansion into Rusper would impact heavily on the character of 
Rusper, the lifestyle of its residents and its infrastructure. 


Rusper Parish Council would propose an addition to this policy that if 
expansion to the west is proposed that the impact assessment takes 
into account the effect of development here on Rusper, considering the 
combined effects of Kilnwood Vale and Land North of Horsham.  


Comments noted. The land promoted by 
Homes England is located within Horsham and 
will be considered as part of the Horsham 
District Plan review (including being assessed 
as part of their Sustainability Appraisal and 
other supporting evidence documents and 
subject to public consultation and independent 
examination). The Horsham Local Plan Review 
timetable can be found at: 
https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-
policy/local-development-scheme  
However, the Crawley Local Plan Review 
acknowledges that development on the edges 
of Crawley’s administrative boundaries has 
taken place over the years to varying degrees 
of involvement, and agreement, of Crawley 
Borough Council. In such cases, much of the 
impact on infrastructure and strategic facilities 
and services falls on Crawley. 
Whilst Crawley Borough Council is not able to 
direct development outside of its administrative 
area, Crawley’s proposed draft policy on urban 
extensions seeks to establish the expectations 



https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-development-scheme

https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-development-scheme
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Please note that expansion to the west of Crawley does not accord with 
the emerging Rusper Neighbourhood Plan, which can be viewed here: 
https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-
submission-plan  
Rusper Parish Council would appreciate being part of any discussions 
that take place surrounding expansion to the west or a relief road. 


of the council should an urban extension or 
proposed development come forward on the 
borough’s administrative boundaries. 
Furthermore, Crawley Borough Council is 
working closely with its neighbouring 
authorities to consider the unmet needs of 
Crawley over the Plan period, including 
working with Horsham District Council in 
respect of considering the promotion of the 
land to the west of Crawley by Homes 
England. 


Southern Water 
REP131/365 Southern 


Water 
Policy IN1 Southern Water supplies potable water to the majority of the urbanised 


area of Crawley Borough. In this regard, please find our responses to 
consultation questions in respect of specific policies set out below.  
Strategic Policy IN1 – Infrastructure Provision (p84)  
→ Is the approach taken by this policy in respect of the infrastructure 
demands arising from development, and direct impacts of development 
on infrastructure, appropriate and justified?  
This policy is both appropriate and justified, as it is important to ensure 
that there is adequate water supply infrastructure to serve new 
development in order to ensure the level of service to existing 
customers is not adversely impacted.  
→ Are there ways in which the policy can/should provide further 
clarification regarding the relationship between different types of 
developer contributions?  
Network reinforcement, required as a result of new development, is 
funded through the new infrastructure charge, introduced in April 2018. 
There is currently a charge to developers of £200 per property, however 
this charge is waived for water efficient development. Details can be 
found on our website https://www.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-
charges. NB charges are reviewed annually. 


Support noted.  


REP131/366 Southern 
Water 


Policy IN2 Policy IN2 – The Location and Provision of New Infrastructure (p85)  
→ Is this policy justified and necessary?  
This policy is both appropriate and justified, as it is important to ensure 
that new or improved water supply infrastructure can be provided as 


Support noted.  



https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-submission-plan

https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-submission-plan
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required during the lifetime of the Local Plan. This will help to ensure 
timely provision of additional capacity to meet the demand arising from 
new and existing development. 


REP131/367 Southern 
Water 


Policy H2 Strategic Policy H2 – Key Housing Sites (p140)  
For information purposes, we would highlight that our assessment of the 
proposed development sites revealed that there are pipelines under the 
following sites that will need to be taken into account when designing 
the proposed developments;  
Forge Wood, Pound Hill  
Zurich House, East Park  
Upper Floors, 7 – 13 The Broadway & 1 - 3 Queens Square, Northgate, 
Crawley  
Breezehurst Drive Playing Fields, Bewbush  
102 – 112 London Road & 2 – 4 Tushmore Lane  
116 – 136 London Road  
Oak Tree Filling Station, 114 London Road  
Telford Place, Three Bridges  
County Buildings  
Land North of the Boulevard  
Crawley College  
Easements would be required, the width being dependent on existing 
pipe sizes and depths. Any easement should be clear of all proposed 
buildings and substantial tree planting. Developers of these sites should 
contact Southern Water for further information. 


Noted. 


REP131/368 Southern 
Water 


Policy SDC1 Strategic Policy SDC1 – Sustainable Design and Construction (p180)  
→ Do the minimum Energy and Water requirements for BREEAM 
‘Excellent’ represent an appropriate standard for new non-domestic 
buildings? If not, what (if any) benchmark or requirement should be 
used?  
Southern Water supports the council’s aim to require minimum 
BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standards for water for non-domestic buildings. 


Support Noted. 
 


REP131/369 Southern 
Water 


Policy SDC3 Strategic Policy SDC3 – Tackling Water Stress (p186)  
→ Is the ‘optional’ building regulations standard for water efficiency in 
new dwellings still appropriate and justified in Crawley?  
Crawley is within an area of serious water stress, as identified by the 
Environment Agency. It is therefore appropriate to apply the optional 


Support Noted. 
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building regulations standard of 110 l/p/d water efficiency for new 
development as a minimum standard. Southern Water is encouraging 
developers to meet or exceed this standard by waiving the new 
connection charge for water efficient development 
(https://www.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges)  
→ Is it reasonable and appropriate to set a more advanced aspirational 
target of 100 or 80 litres/person/day?  
Southern Water supports this approach as it aligns with our own ‘Target 
100’ water efficiency programme. Target 100 is our long-term plan to 
reduce daily water consumption to 100 litres per person by 2040, with a 
mid-term target of 120 litres by 2025 (from current consumption rates of 
around 129 litres). In turn, Southern Water plans to reduce the amount 
of water lost through leakage from our pipes by 15% by 2025 and by 
40% by 2050.  
In addition, higher standards of water efficiency in new development will 
equate to greater long term sustainability – with the potential to delay or 
reduce the need to increase abstraction or find new sources of water 
supply, which in turn will help to minimise impacts on the environment 
and save customers’ money.  
We would add that in conjunction with measures to improve water 
efficiency, the policy should also seek to protect existing water 
resources, by ensuring new development does not have an 
unacceptable impact on the quality and potential yield of ground and 
surface water sources.  
→ Is it appropriate and reasonable for the Policy to anticipate any future 
tightening of water efficiency standards by the government in relation to 
new dwellings?  
Scientific research around climate change and its predicted impacts is 
continuously evolving, and in tandem with this is an ongoing 
requirement to increase water supplies to meet the needs of a growing 
population. It is therefore important to ensure that water efficiency 
policies can quickly adapt to any changes to the predicted future 
availability of water in the environment. Southern Water therefore 
supports the council’s approach as it will enable this policy to 
automatically align with any future tightening of government standards 
on water efficiency.  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy SDC3 amended.  
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→ Are the BREEAM requirements in respect of new non-residential 
buildings and extensions/ changes of use appropriate and justified?  
It is important that not only residential, but all new development should 
be required to meet higher standards of water efficiency. Without a 
comprehensive approach, it will be more difficult to achieve meaningful 
savings. 


Sport England 
REP150/450 Sport 


England 
1.14 Thank you for inviting Sport England to review the draft local plan. Sport 


England is current working with Crawley Borough Council (CBC) on the 
Playing Pitch Assessment and Indoor Sports Study which are 
mentioned in 1.14 page 11 of the draft local plan (DLP).   
The current documents which are referenced in the Background Studies 
and Evidence Base Documents (pages 209 – 213), i.e. The Crawley 
PPG 17 Open sport and Recreation Assessment (2008), The Crawley 
Playing Pitch Strategy for Outdoor Sports (2005) and the Crawley 
Playing Pitch Assessment (2013), are in my opinion not sound.  It is 
anticipated that the joint work we are doing with CDC will be completed 
in Spring 2020 and will ensure that Crawley has a sound evidence base 
for sport. 
An advantage of carrying out the work following the Sport England 
methodology is that it advises that annual reviews of the studies known 
as Stage E meetings which will assist in the monitoring and review. 


Noted.  The Playing Pitch Strategy and Indoor 
and Outdoor Sports Facilities Strategy are 
underway, alongside the Open Space, Sport 
and Recreation Study. Sport England’s 
involvement is welcomed.   
 
 


REP150/451 Sport 
England 


Vision Sport England supports Crawley’s vision, in particular that Crawley’s 
parklands and open spaces, its sporting, and leisure facilities along with 
its cultural offer will be enhanced, for the benefit of local people and 
visitors.  The council is to be commended for making such a bold 
statement on the commitment of enhancing the area with sporting and 
leisure facilities. 


Support noted 


REP150/453 Sport 
England 


Wellbeing & 
Communities 
page 33 


Sport England supports the aims set out in the Wellbeing & 
Communities on page 33 of the DLP.  


Support noted 


REP150/452 Sport 
England 


Policy SD2 I would like to make a couple of observations on Strategic Policy SD2: 
Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing.   Sport England & Public 
Health England’s Active Design guidance 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-


Reference to the Sport England and Public 
Heath Active Design guidance has been 
referenced in the Reasoned Justification 
supporting the Policy (para. 3.16). This has 



http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
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sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/ sets out established 
guidance on how the design and layout of new developments can be 
planned to make communities more active and healthier and some of 
the principles in this guidance could be referenced  in the policy.  This is 
in line with Section 8 promoting healthy and safe communities in the 
revised NPPF.  
The policy or the supporting text could also make reference to the 
expectation that development will accord with the guidance in the Essex 
Design Guide. The latest review of the guide: 
https://www.essexdesignguide.co.uk which covers the full range of 
residential urban design guidance matters has embedded Active Design 
principles throughout the guidance. The supporting text to the policy 
should refer to the Essex Design Guide and/or the Active Design 
guidance to signpost applicants to detailed advice. 


included setting out the “Ten Principles of 
Active Design” and providing the weblink. 
 
The principles in Essex guide will be 
considered to be incorporated into the Urban 
Design SPD Review where useful and 
relevant. Reference has been made to this, 
including the link, in the Reasoned Justification 
supporting the Policy (para. 3.16). 


REP150/454 Sport 
England 


Policy CD2 
& CD3 


Again, with reference to Strategic Policy CD2: Making Successful 
Places: Principles of Good Urban Design and Strategic Policy CD3: 
Local Character and Design of New Development, I believe the 
inclusion of Active Design, as mentioned above will strengthen these 
policies. 


Comment noted. Reference to ‘active travel’ 
has been included into Policy CD2g).  


REP150/455 Sport 
England 


Policy CD3 With regards to Strategic Policy CD3: Local Character and Design of 
New Development, Sport England produced specialist design guidance 
many years ago to ensure that all sections of the community could 
easily access every type of sports building:    
https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-
2010.pdf   
I would advise that this document is referenced as a design document. 


Detailed design guidance can be considered 
later as part of any review of the Crawley 
Urban Design SPD. 


REP150/456 Sport 
England 


 Sport England is supportive of principles in the Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation section.  This will be better underpinned when the new 
studies mentioned at the beginning are completed and adopted. 


Support for policies OS1 – OS3 in relation to 
Open Space, Sport and Recreation noted. The 
study review is expected to be completed by 
mid-2020. 


REP150/457 Sport 
England 


Policy OS1 Strategic Policy OS1: Open Space, Sport and Recreation, is basically 
from the NPPF paragraph 97, but I welcome the final paragraph of the 
policy: Whilst a site may be surplus to requirements as open space it 
may still be of environmental or cultural value; or the site’s development 
may have unacceptable visual or amenity impact, or adversely affect its 
wider green infrastructure functions, including for climate change 


Support Noted. 



http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/

https://www.essexdesignguide.co.uk/

https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-2010.pdf

https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-2010.pdf
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mitigation. Therefore, applicants should also carefully consider the 
character and other environmental policies in the Plan.  I would also 
suggest that the site should be tested in the market place to gauge 
interest from other sports and community groups to use the site, but the 
valuation should be for D2 use, not the hope value of the site. 


REP150/458 Sport 
England 


Policy OS2 Sport England supports Strategic Policy OS2: Provision of Open Space 
and Recreational Facilities.   


Support noted 


REP150/459 Sport 
England 


 Sport England supports Crawley’s Economic Growth & Social Mobility 
vision as set out on page 88.  I would like CBC to consider the following 
when assessing uses within employment land: 
Sport makes a huge contribution to the lives of individuals, to the 
economy and to society. Sport England has undertaken research to 
examine the economic value of sport in England.  The main conclusions 
are: 
In 2010, sport and sport-related activity generated Gross Value Added 
(GVA) of £20.3 billion – 1.9% of the England total.  This placed sport 
within the top 15 industry sectors in England and larger than sale and 
repair of motor vehicles, insurance, telecoms services, legal services 
and accounting 
Sport and sport-related activity is estimated to support over 400,000 full-
time equivalent jobs – 2.3% of all jobs in England. Sport also generates 
a range of wider benefits, both for individuals and society. 
The benefits of playing sport include the well-being/happiness of 
individuals taking part, improved health and education, a reduction in 
youth crime, environmental benefits, stimulating regeneration and 
community development, and benefits to the individual and wider 
society through volunteering 
Consumption of sport benefits include the well-being/happiness of 
spectators, and the national pride/feel good factor through sporting 
success/achievement. 
Sport England’s Economic Value of Sport – Local Model (updated 
Nov 2015) 
All local authorities in England can demonstrate how sport benefits their 
economy using our new Economic Value of Sport – Local Model. 
The model produces area based (local authority, county sport 
partnership and local enterprise partnership) estimates on sports’ 


Noted. The Local Plan recognises that the 
sport and recreation industry makes an 
important contribution to the Crawley economy. 
This is reflected in the Economy Chapter of the 
plan which specifically designates Broadfield 
Stadium and K2 Crawley as a Main 
Employment Area. 
 
Within the Main Employment Areas, the Local 
Plan applies a flexible approach that supports 
a range of economic growth, including through 
commercial sport and leisure. The Plan also 
recognises that Crawley Town Centre itself 
provides an important commercial recreational 
and leisure offer, and also provides flexibility 
for commercial sport/recreational uses at 
Manor Royal Business District where these are 
of a scale and function that supports, and does 
not undermine, its established business role 
and function. 
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contribution to the local economy in the form of business output (GVA) 
and jobs plus wider benefits like health.  I am attaching a copy of the 
model for Crawley Borough Council which can be found at 
https://www.sportengland.org/research/benefits-of-sport/economic-
value-of-sport/ 
Some of the key headlines for the Crawley are: 
It is estimated that there are 852 jobs created as a result of participation 
in sport in the District at GVA of £31.1m 
https://www.sportengland.org/our-work/partnering-local-
government/tools-directory/economic-value-of-sport-local-model/  
The total direct economic value of sport to the District as whole is 
£50.3m with a total employment of 1289 people.  This is interesting 
because referring to nomis 
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157342/report.aspx, 
they suggest that the latest figures indicate that 1,250 people were 
employed in the Arts, Entertainment and Recreation Industry (section) in 
2017.  This equates to 1.3% of the working population, which is the 
same number as people employed in the Electricity, Gas Steam and Air 
Condition Supply and more than employed within Water Supply, 
Sewage Waste Management and remediation Activates, Real Estate 
and Other Service Activities.   
Non-participation GVA of sport (spectating, gambling etc.) is estimated 
to be £18.2m, creating 437 jobs.  Another benefit of sport is the £49.4m 
in health savings, £11.9 in volunteering and a further £5.9m in wider 
spending.  
Another impact which should be considered is sport’s education and 
mentoring programs for young people which are continually highlighted 
for their success in engaging with low achievers at school and equipping 
them with jobs and qualifications, which other employment sectors have 
not been able to achieve:     
https://www.sportengland.org/research/benefits-of-sport/social-value-of-
sport/  
It is Sport England’s contention that the Crawley Borough Plan should 
consider D2 sports uses, e.g. fitness clubs, gyms, climbing centres and 
five aside centres, to be acceptable on employment sites, as they do 
create sustainable employment opportunities and provide work 



http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157342/report.aspx
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experience and qualifications in cases for the less academically 
inclined. 
When sports facilities are designed in as part of an employment park 
e.g. Wolverhampton Business Park or Harwell Science Park, it creates 
a better and more sustainable working environment and therefore an 
attractive area for business to locate in or relocate to.  
It should also not be overlooked that there are usually more 
employment opportunities generated through a commercial gym, e.g. 
David Lloyd Gyms or commercial football like Football First, or a 
gymnastics club D2 use, than a 500,000m2 B8 use. 
In conclusion, Sport England wishes the Crawley Borough Plan to 
acknowledge that commercial sports (not retail) are a Bona Fide use on 
Industrial and Business parks creating employment as well as inputting 
into the local economy. Therefore, they should be treated like any other 
business when applying for planning permission for change of use or 
new development on sites covered in this Plan. 
I trust that my suggestions and comments will be given due 
consideration. However, if you require any clarification on any of the 
issues raised, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Surrey County Council 
REP147/434 Surrey 


County 
Council 


Para. 6.1 – 
6.4 


Our heritage comments reflect SCC’s position as archaeological 
advisors to Crawley Borough Council (CBC). 
Heritage  
We would strongly recommend revisiting the introductory section 
(paragraphs 6.1 – 6.4), which misunderstands the archaeology of the 
area and omits key periods including the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, 
Roman and Medieval. CBC could consult SCC or the WSCC Historic 
Environment Record (HER) in order to have this section drafted more 
accurately. 
Part of the section also relies on the Borough’s 2008 Heritage Strategy 
however, apart from providing HER access, this relationship with WSCC 
for archaeological advice has now been dissolved and advice is now 
sought from an external provider on a case-by-case basis. As a result, 
there is a lack of strategic coverage for archaeology; the Local Plan 
could be more robust on its archaeological position and policy 


This has been redrafted to provide a more 
accurate summary of Crawley’s archaeology.  
Policy HA7 has been added to provide specific 
coverage of archaeological heritage assets.  
 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


statements to ensure the Borough remains compliant with national 
planning policy and guidance. 


REP147/435 Surrey 
County 
Council 


Policy HA1 Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets  
In order to set out the clear operation of the policy in practice, the policy 
itself should specify in what circumstances a Heritage Impact 
Assessment or an archaeological Desk Based Assessment would be 
required. It is also not made clear why Historic England “Level 2” is the 
minimum acceptable level of recording structures: this determination 
should be made on a case-by-case basis, and this level of recording is 
not appropriate for archaeological heritage assets - which is not 
clarified. In addition, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Other Assets 
should be given their own specific archaeological policy to better 
accommodate their individual special requirements. This would provide 
clarity for developers and residents in line with Crawley’s other Heritage 
Assets listed in the policy.  
In response to the five questions posed on p.71, our responses are as 
follows:  
1. Yes.  
2. Natural environment heritage assets such as Ancient Woodland, 


Veteran Trees and Hedgerows should be added to the list to 
ensure that should development proposals affect these features, 
they can be considered for their heritage value within written 
assessments, as well as their environmental contribution.  


3. The policy does not adequately reflect national planning policy as 
the archaeological coverage is thin and conflated with Heritage 
Impact Assessments.  


4. No comments.  
5. The requirements for the production of an archaeological 


assessment should be set out more clearly as we’ve outlined above 
and as they are in the validation documents.  


The policy text and Reasoned Justification in 
relation to recording have been amended to 
clarify that the recording level/scheme of 
investigation must be agreed with the council.  
Policy HA7 has been added to provide specific 
coverage of archaeological heritage assets.  
Text added to the Reasoned Justification of 
HA1 acknowledging that Ancient 
Woodland/Veteran Trees can have or 
contribute to heritage significance and should 
be considered as part of HIA where 
appropriate, even though other strong 
protections may also be applicable. 
See additional policy HA7 in respect of 
archaeology.  
 
 


REP147/436 Surrey 
County 
Council 


Policy HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures and 
Strategic Policy HA5: Locally Listed Buildings  
Strategic policy HA4 and HA5 both demonstrate a requirement to record 
Listed Buildings and Locally Listed Buildings to Historic England “Level 
4” should demolition be proposed. However, similar to strategic policy 
HA1, further justification of this is required as this is usually a 


The policy text in each case has been altered 
to state instead that the scheme of 
investigation is to be agreed with the council 
and proportionate to the importance of the 
asset and the nature of the impact, in line with 
NPPF para. 199. 
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determination that should be made on a case-by-case basis. In 
response to question 3 on p.76, there is no specific need to include 
Listed Buildings provisions where demolition is required as these can be 
dealt with through the Conservation Area process or Listed Buildings 
legislation and guidance. 


Demolition of an unlisted building in a 
Conservation Area requires planning 
permission, CA consent no longer applying in 
England. Provisions in respect of Listed 
Buildings have been amended to refer to 
‘substantial loss or harm’ for consistency with 
the NPPF, enabling the decision-maker to 
weigh impacts in relation to the benefits or 
justification of a proposal. 


REP147/437 Surrey 
County 
Council 


Policy HA6 Strategic Policy HA6: Historic Parks and Gardens  
In response to question 1 on p.77, as Crawley has no nationally 
Registered Parks and/or Gardens, we would question whether this 
policy is necessary. Instead, we suggest that Strategic Policy HA3 could 
be amended and reinforced to include the class of locally-significant 
sites that Strategic Policy HA6 is designed to cover. 


Noted. However, we believe that the ASLC 
designation and the Historic Parks and 
Gardens designation are sufficiently different to 
justify distinct policies. The risk of consolidating 
them into a combined policy is that the policy 
may either become too vague, or too unwieldy. 


REP147/438 Surrey 
County 
Council 


 Early Years Education Provision  
Our Early Years comments are based on the vast majority of new 
housing to be delivered through the new Forge Wood neighbourhood in 
the north east of the borough. There are 2 full day care nurseries within 
1.1 miles of the West Sussex/Surrey border in the north eastern area of 
Crawley. There are 6 other settings in this area which are extended day 
care provisions that offer a combination of different sessions running 
between 8am – 3pm.  
Early Years census information indicates that our full day care settings 
(8am-6pm) in the north east of Crawley were running at an average of 
50% full in January 2019. Therefore there is potential capacity to 
accommodate additional children within a full day care setting. 
Most of the extended day care settings (9am-3pm) in the same area are 
operating at near capacity. There is sufficient childcare for extended day 
care at this current time but the settings could not withstand any 
additional pressure from development close by. Therefore SCC would 
expect any developer to contribute towards early years provision should 
any development within Crawley generate an additional need. 


The Forge Wood neighbourhood already has 
planning permission and includes provision for 
Early Years Education as part of the 
Community Centre which will be delivered as 
part of the development.   
 
More widely developer contributions can be 
sought towards Education facilities as part of a 
planning permission. This could be in the form 
of CIL or S106. The position set out in the 
Planning Obligations Annex for the draft 
Regulation 19 consultation Local Plan review 
document is to seek S106. 


REP147/433 Surrey 
County 
Council 


 Highways  
Our highways comments concern the A23 and B2036, two of the main 
roads running through Crawley into Surrey.  


 
The Transport strategy and modelling is to be 
updated and will assess the cumulative 
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The plan includes about 1400 dwellings within the Pound Hill North and 
Forge Wood ward located west of the B2036. Such development at 
Pound Hill North and Forge Wood would have an impact on the B2036 
which crosses into Surrey at Horley up to the junction with the A23 at 
the Chequers junction north of Horley. The enhanced employment 
opportunities at Manor Royal would also lead to additional traffic on the 
A23, with impacts at the Chequers junction north of Horley.  
Any development proposals would have to include an assessment of 
vehicle movements on the B2036 and A23 into Reigate and Banstead. 
Furthermore, wider Transport Assessment should take place before 
committing to strategic sites. The process should include the cumulative 
assessment of committed developments in southern Reigate and 
Banstead, Mole Valley and Tandridge along with any known 
implications of the Gatwick expansion proposals. 


impacts of planned developments beyond 
Crawley. Liaison with SCC will form part of this 
work. 
 
The Forge Wood development is already 
permitted and under construction with over 
1000 properties already occupied.   


Thames Water 
REP22/059 Thames 


Water 
5.18 We support paragraph 5.18.  


We recognise the environmental benefits of trees and supports 
increased tree planting. However, in order for the public sewers and 
water supply network to operate satisfactorily, trees, and shrubs should 
not be planted over the route of the sewers or water pipes. 


Support noted. 
For clarity, this paragraph has been repeated 
in the supporting text to the tree replacement 
policy (now Policy DD6). 


REP22/057 Thames 
Water 


Policy IN1 General wastewater [and water supply] infrastructure comments  
We support Policy IN1 in principle, but consider that it should be 
improved in relation to water supply and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure.  
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working 
relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to provide the 
support they need with regards to the provision of water supply and 
sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.  
Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. 
Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the infrastructure 
network are delivered alongside development could result in adverse 
impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding and pollution 
of land and water courses and/or low water pressure.  
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and 
Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be co-
ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the 


 
 
‘In Principle’ Support Noted.  
See comments below. 
The council has commissioned an updated 
Water Cycle Study in conjunction with 
neighbouring authorities to provide a clearer 
view of infrastructure requirements for water 
supply and sewage which are likely to arise 
over the Local Plan period, and of the 
deliverability of the growth strategy set out in 
the Local Plan. 
Amendments have been made to Policies IN1 
and H3g in respect of the phasing of 
infrastructure in relation to development. It is 
noted that concerns regarding the phasing of 
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capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), July 2018, states: “Strategic 
policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 
quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… 
infrastructure for waste management, water supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic 
policies should be used by local planning authorities and communities to 
set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or 
types of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of 
infrastructure…”  
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-
going joint working between strategic policy-making authorities and 
relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and 
justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to determine 
where additional infrastructure is necessary….”  
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a 
section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out 
that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans 
of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development 
needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306).  
It is important to consider the net increase in water and wastewater 
demand to serve the development and also any impact that 
developments may have off site, further down the network. The new 
Local Plan should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate water 
and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames 
Water will work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any 
necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the 
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, 
it is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver 
necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades take 
around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works 
upgrades can take 3-5 years.  
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water 
supply) is met by Thames Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 


waste-water infrastructure, as set out in the 
table accompanying this representation, relate 
specifically to the new Forge Wood 
neighbourhood, which remains Crawley’s only 
strategic site. This site already has outline 
planning permission, with reserved matters 
approval also having been granted in respect 
of over two-thirds of the development, and with 
over one third having already been built. 
Allocation of residual land in Forge Wood is 
proposed for a further 150 dwellings, with any 
further significant development north of Forge 
Wood likely to depend upon the progress of the 
proposed Area Action Plan for North Crawley. 
The projected phasing of residential 
development in Forge Wood and elsewhere is 
set out in Policy H2 and in the Housing 
Trajectory accompanying the plan.  
It is anticipated that the updated Water Cycle 
Study will identify any further amendments 
required to the Infrastructure chapter of the 
Plan in respect of the phasing of development 
and waste water infrastructure upgrades.   
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2018 network improvements will be from infrastructure charges per new 
dwelling. 
As from 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and 
wastewater companies charge for new connections has changed. The 
changes mean that more of Thames Water’s charges will be fixed and 
published, rather than provided on application, enabling you to estimate 
your costs without needing to contact us. The services affected include 
new water connections, lateral drain connections, water mains and 
sewers (requisitions), traffic management costs, income offsetting and 
infrastructure charges.  
Information on how off site network reinforcement is funded can be 
found here https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-
charging   
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with 
them at the earliest opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised 
NPPF) to establish the following:  


• The developments demand for water supply and network 
infrastructure both on and off site;  


• The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and 
network infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; and  


• The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the 
development both on and off site and can it be met.  


Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if 
capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are required for 
potable water, waste water and surface water requirements. Details on 
Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at: 
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning  
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider 
that the New Local Plan should include a specific policy on the key 
issue of the provision of water and sewerage/wastewater infrastructure 
to service development. This is necessary because it will not be 
possible to identify all of the water/sewerage infrastructure required over 
the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan 
in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend 
the Local Plan include the following policy/supporting text: 



https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging
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PROPOSED NEW WATER SUPPLY/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY TEXT:  
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which 
result in the need for off-site upgrades, will be subject to 
conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the delivery of 
necessary infrastructure upgrades.”  
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is 
adequate water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new 
developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the 
water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their 
development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist 
with identifying any potential water and wastewater network 
reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint 
the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply 
phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of 
the relevant phase of development.” 


REP22/08 Thames 
Water 


IN2 We support Policy IN2 in principle, but consider that it should be 
improved in relation to water supply and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure.  
Local Plans should consider the requirements of the utilities for land to 
enable them to meet the demands that will be placed upon them. This is 
necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water and 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to 
the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year periods 
(AMPs). Thames Water are currently in the AMP6 period which runs 
from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 2020 and does not therefore cover the 
whole Local Plan period. AMP7 will cover the period from 1st April 2020 
to 31st March 2025. The Price Review, whereby the water companies’ 
AMP7 Business Plan will be agreed with Ofwat during 2019.  
We therefore request that the new Local Plan include the following 
policy/supporting text: 
“The development or expansion of water supply or waste water 
facilities will normally be permitted, either where needed to serve 
existing or proposed development in accordance with the 
provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long 


Clause added to Policy IN2 relating to 
long/medium term resilience of infrastructure. 
Otherwise the wording included in the 
Regulation 19 draft seems at least as 
supportive as proposed here.  
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term water supply and waste water management, provided that the 
need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or 
environmental impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.” 


REP22/529 Thames 
Water 


Policy GAT2 Further to our letter dated 2nd August we would like to make the 
following additional comments: 
Strategic Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land Consultation Questions: 
Should the Local Plan 2035 continue to safeguard land for a future 
wide-spaced runway at Gatwick Airport, or not? Why do you think 
this? 
We support Option 2 to delete the Gatwick Airport Safeguarded Land 
policy. 
The safeguarded area includes Thames Water’s Crawley Sewage 
Works and therefore is directly affected by Policy GAT2 which provides 
uncertainty in relation to future upgrades at the sewage works. 
There are currently no approved plans for an additional runway at 
Gatwick Airport and this does not form part of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy and therefore the safeguarding should be removed. 
The consultation sets out at paragraph 10.21 that if the safeguarding is 
removed “…the council will consider appropriate land uses across the 
whole area, potentially through an Area-wide Action Plan. Individual 
applications in this area in advance of the conclusion of that work will be 
considered to be premature.” 
Any such review of development opportunities in the area, where they 
are within 800m of Crawley Sewage Works, the developer or local 
authority should liaise with Thames Water to consider whether an odour 
impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and 
potential planning application submission. The odour impact 
assessment would determine whether the proposed development would 
result in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new 
occupiers would be located in closer proximity to a sewage treatment 
works. 
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, February 2019, sets out that: “Planning 
policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by: ….e) preventing new and existing development 
from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise 


Support for removing safeguarding noted. 
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  The 
implications of the presence of the Crawley 
Sewage Treatment Works will be considered 
as part of this work.  Should the evidence 
demonstrate that part or all of the area 
previously safeguarded could be used for other 
purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
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pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, 
help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin 
management plans…” 
Paragraph 180 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions 
should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location 
taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of 
pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as 
well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts 
that could arise from the development….” 
The odour impact study would establish whether new resident’s amenity 
will be adversely affected by the sewage works and it would set the 
evidence to establish an appropriate amenity buffer. On this basis, text 
similar to the following should be incorporated into the Neighbourhood 
Plan: “When considering sensitive development, such as residential 
uses, close to the Sewage Treatment Works, a technical assessment 
should be undertaken by the developer or by the Council. The technical 
assessment should be undertaken in consultation with Thames Water. 
The technical assessment should confirm that either: (a) there is no 
adverse amenity impact on future occupiers of the proposed 
development or; (b) the development can be conditioned and mitigated 
to ensure that any potential for adverse amenity impact is avoided.” 
If the Local Plan does continue to safeguard land, should the 
boundary proposed for Option 3 in Gatwick Airport’s draft Master 
Plan be used as the boundary of the safeguarded area? 
We do not agree that the Local Plan should continue to safeguard the 
land as there is no justification for this. However, if it does, Crawley 
Sewage Works should be removed from the safeguarding. 


less constrained scenario.  The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure with the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  
 


REP22/061 Thames 
Water 


H2 The information contained within the new Local Plan will be of 
significant value to Thames Water as we prepare for the provision of 
future infrastructure.  
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments 
from desktop assessments on sewerage/waste water network and 
waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites, 
but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the requirements.  


Comments and information noted. The current 
Housing Trajectory shows levels of anticipated 
developments and timescales for this to be 
brought forward. However, this only applies to 
development within Crawley, and needs to be 
considered against impact from potential wider 
strategic proposals (west of Crawley etc.).  
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Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would 
be beneficial to understand: 


• What drainage requirements are required on and off site  


• Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated  
It should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage 
network assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to 
enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As a developer has 
the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water 
Industry Act we may also request a drainage planning condition if a 
network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place 
ahead of occupation of the development. This will avoid adverse 
environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution.  
Waste-water/Sewage Treatment Works upgrades take longer to design 
and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a 
major treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up 
to ten years to plan, design, obtain approvals and build. (*attached site 
spreadsheet*) 


Amendments have been made to the 
supporting text to Policy IN1 to reflect the 
comments made. 


REP22/060 Thames 
Water 


Policy EP1 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a 
sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities in 
areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river 
and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers".  
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise 
that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be 
developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage 
treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract 
water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is 
likely that these existing works will need to be upgraded or extended to 
provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new 
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore 
accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development may be 
necessary in flood risk areas.  
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer 
flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure 
and capacity is not in place ahead of development.  


Noted. Draft Policy EP1 has been prepared to 
reflect national policy requirements as set out 
in the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance: 
Flood Risk and Coastal Change. 
 
Noted. Water and/or Sewerage infrastructure is 
identified by PPG: Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change (Table 2) as Essential Infrastructure 
which has to be located in a flood risk area for 
operational reasons. The draft policy reflects 
this guidance. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The policy has been worded so as to 
refer to floor risk from all sources, including 
fluvial, pluvial (surface water) and sewer 
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With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the 
developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, 
watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the 
quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order to 
maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer 
flooding.  
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and 
combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. 
Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far 
as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the 
public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an 
important role in helping to ensure the sewerage network has the 
capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate 
change. 
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve 
water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide 
enhanced landscape and visual features; support wildlife; and provide 
amenity and recreational benefits.  
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that the 
following paragraph should be included in the Neighbourhood Plan: “It 
is the responsibility of a developer to make proper provision for 
surface water drainage to ground, water courses or surface water 
sewer. It must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is 
the major contributor to sewer flooding.” 


flooding. There is specific acknowledgement in 
relation to flooding from surface water and 
sewer overload at paragraph 15.12 of the 
supporting text. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Part iii of draft Policy EC1 requires 
development to reduce peak surface water run-
off rates and annual volumes of run-off through 
the effective implementation, use and 
maintenance of SuDs (subject to technical 
feasibility or viability) 
 
 
 
Noted. This is consistent with the 
recommendations of the Water Cycle Study, 
and wording has been added to Policy EC1 to 
reflect this comment. 
 


West Sussex County Council 
REP155/498   Introduction 


This note sets out West Sussex County Council’s (WSCC) officer level 
response to the consultation on the Crawley Local Plan Review: Reg 18 
Consultation and the Draft Infrastructure Plan. It highlights key issues 
and suggested changes to which Crawley Borough Council (CBC) is 
requested to give consideration. We will continue to work with CBC in 
the preparation of the Local Plan Review and the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan regarding WSCC service requirements in order to mitigate planned 
development. 


Responses provided on specific comments in 
later sections. 
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REP155/499 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


 Minerals and Waste (Planning) 
A steady and adequate supply of minerals and the achievement of 
sustainable waste management can help to achieve a District or 
Borough Council’s goals in relation to the economy, housing, transport, 
communications, strategic infrastructure and the environment.  
Therefore, District and Borough Local Plans should recognise the 
importance of minerals and waste issues as relevant to the scope of 
their overall strategies. 
Please consider the location of sites in relation to minerals and waste 
sites and safeguarded uses.  Consideration should be given to the Joint 
Minerals Local Plan, particularly Policy M9 (and associated guidance) 
on mineral safeguarding.  
Policy M9 of the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018) requires 
the safeguarding of existing minerals sites from non-mineral 
development, it also safeguards soft sand (including potential silica 
sand), sharp sand and gravel, brick-making clay, building stone 
resources and chalk reserves against sterilisation. The policy sets out 
proposals for non-mineral development within the Minerals Safeguarded 
Areas will not be permitted unless they meet the criteria set out.  The 
implementation of M9 requires cooperation between West Sussex 
County Council and the local planning authorities.  Applications for any 
development in a minerals safeguarding area should be the subject of 
consultation with West Sussex County Council. 
The West Sussex Waste Local Plan, 2014 (WLP) sets out the vision 
and strategic objectives for waste planning. Policy W10 of the WLP 
allocates sites to meet the identified shortfalls in transfers, recycling and 
recovery capacity set out in Policy W1 (Need for Waste Management).  
Policy W2 (Safeguarding Waste Management Sites and Infrastructure) 
seeks to safeguard existing waste sites and infrastructure for the 
achievement of sustainable waste management.  A list of safeguarded 
waste sites is listed in the West Sussex Monitoring Report 2017/18 
(www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf). 


Noted. Local Plan paragraph 9.46 outlines that 
the existing minerals site (the railhead and 
associated storage and handling facilities) at 
Crawley Goods Yard is safeguarded from other 
forms of development. Crawley Goods Yard, 
including its 250 metre buffer, is shown on the 
Local Plan Map, with a cross reference to the 
West Sussex Minerals Local Plan 2018. 
 


REP155/500 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 4.32 WSCC Highways  
To help with clarity there are a number of suggested amendments to 
paragraphs and policies: Paragraph 4.32 criterion 1 (Transport – 
Rail): 


Agreed: amendment made.  



http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf
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To aid clarity, it is suggested that criterion 1 is amended to read – Two 
of the best rail stations south of London, in terms of connectivity: 


• frequency of services, 


• journey times / express services; 


• number, variety and desirability of destinations served  
being Gatwick Airport and Three Bridges; 


REP155/501 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy CD9 WSCC Highways: CD9 Crossovers 
There is concern that any ‘vehicle crossovers’ could result in a loss of 
public on street parking as it will effectively create private parking 
spaces.   


Comment noted. The policy seeks to cover this 
concern. 


REP155/520 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy LC6 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy LC6 High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty: 
Buchan Country Park is within the High Weald AONB and WSCC 
support the policy to include key requirements from the High Weald 
Management Plan. 


Support for inclusion of key requirements from 
the High Weald Management Plan is noted. 
Reference is made to the need to have regard 
to the Management Plan in the policy. More 
detail has now been provided in the supporting 
text to this policy drawn from the Management 
Plan and advice from the AONB Unit. 


REP155/517 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy OS3 WSCC Highways  
Policy OS3 – Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside: it is 
welcomed that PROWs will be protected and enhanced where 
appropriate; however, this is stated as only where PROWs are not 
considered unnecessary or not-needed within a development site.  The 
policy should be extended to enhance PROWs whenever part of a 
development proposal – laying improved, year-round useable surfaces 
or extending rights to cyclists (and horse riders where appropriate) will 
be of great value to achieve the plans Vision. 
CBC may wish to consider improvements or aspirations for sustainable 
travel in the wider area, such as: 


i. establishing a ‘Green Circle’ for walking and cycling around the 
borough with routes linking the centre; 


ii. developing links to surrounding areas, e.g. Kilnwood Vale, 
Buchan Country Park, the new Pease Pottage strategic site, 
Copthorne, Charlwood, Ifieldwood; 


Policy OS2 encourages provision of new public 
rights of way, and OS3 seeks to protect and 
enhance routes, to multi-functional routes.  The 
further suggestions will be beneficial for the 
emerging Crawley draft Transport Strategy.  
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iii. requiring all future footways/ footpaths to be provided for use 
by walkers and cyclists as a minimum.  Routes that can 
reasonably be used by horse riders too should be provided as 
new public bridleways; 


iv. paths designed and delivered for use by all ages and abilities. 


REP155/521 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy OS3 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy OS3 Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside: the policy 
is clear and justified and reflects the aims of the West Sussex Rights of 
Way Improvement Plan.  


Comments and Support for Policy OS3 noted. 


REP155/502 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy IN1 WSCC Highways  
IN1: Infrastructure Provision: First paragraph  
This text should be strengthened by amending ‘and if mitigation can be 
provided’ to ‘and where mitigation is to be provided’. This will require 
the applicant to commit to a deliverable and funded strategy to provide 
the mitigation, rather than merely to demonstrate that such mitigation 
would be possible. 


This section of policy text has been reworked, 
and it is considered that the amended text 
incorporates the sense of this suggestion.     


REP155/518 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


 Education 
The numbers of new developments proposed, in addition to the adopted 
Local Plan (approx. 420) will equate to about 15 additional places per 
year of age. While these might be provided in the existing schools, it will 
ultimately depend on the housing mix. It is likely that an additional ½ FE 
is required at all secondary and primary schools. WSCC will continue to 
work with CBC to ensure that the correct provision is identified to be 
provided to mitigate planned development as the Plan develops to be 
identified in policy and/or the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  


Noted.  CBC will continue to liaise with WSCC. 


REP155/523 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy IN3 Digital Infrastructure   
Policy IN3 supporting high quality communications: WSCC 
supports the NPPF section 10 paragraphs 112 – 116 which outline the 
approach to be taken through planning policy and decisions in planning 
in regard to supporting high quality communications and the siting of 
telecommunications infrastructure. This is also supported by the ‘Code 


Policy IN3 has been amended in accordance 
with WSCC advice. 







Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 


Name/ 
Organisation 


Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 


Comments CBC Response 


of best practice on mobile network development in England’ published 
by DCLG. 
WSCC strongly support that planning authorities hold policies that 
prioritise how, in making planning deliberations, they ensure developers 
make provision for gigabit-capable full fibre network and welcomes 
Policy IN3 in ensuring new development is full-fibre ready.  
Policy IN3 refers to incorporating fibre optic cables directly into 
development, however it is requested that reference is made to 
‘gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure’ in order to provide future-
proofed broadband services and to support the delivery of future 
technologies. 


REP155/524 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


 Fire and Rescue Services  
Any increase in population, particularly over 65, will increase pressure 
on the service, as will any increase in commercial floorspace. WSCC 
would like to work with CBC following the Reg. 18 consultation to 
identify mitigation requirements from planned development to be 
reflected in policy and/or the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  


This seems to concern cumulative pressures 
rather than individual site-specific mitigations, 
so we would anticipate this to be via CIL. There 
remains scope to seek fire hydrants on site, 
including through S106. 


REP207/918 West Sussex 
County 
Council 
Digital 
Infrastructure 
Team 


Policy IN3 
and Paras. 
8.15 – 8.22 


I can answer the consultation questions on behalf of WSCC’s Digital 
Infrastructure Team: 


1) Yes, I agree that the policy is justified and necessary. 
2) I would suggest not including further detail regarding the 


specification and standards of cabling as the technology is 
moving at pace and there is a danger that detailing 
specifications now will inhibit developers incorporating the 
latest technology in the future. 


3) No further clarification needed as the policy details all 
residential, employment and commercial development. 


4) Yes, reference is made to gigabit-capable full fibre broadband. 
5) We mooted creating a best practice guidance document along 


the lines of the WSCC Environmental guidance. I’ll ask 
Caroline West about the process for getting one drafted and 
how the Environment document was introduced and used with 
colleagues in planning authorities. 


*Attached Policy with suggested track changes* 


Support noted. 
 
The suggested amendments have been 
incorporated into the draft Plan Policy.  
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REP155/503 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy EC1 WSCC Highways  
EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth  
The policy refers to between 44.6 and 57.63 hectares of additional land 
for business use, on top of 13.19 hectares already identified - assumed 
to mean already allocated or consented - whilst the supporting text 
refers to 35 hectares unmet need. At present, although there is a 
hierarchy of land proposed, it is not yet clear what new employment 
land will be delivered in the borough over the plan period, what the plot 
ratio will be – floorspace per site area - nor what the mix is likely to be 
between different employment uses which have greatly differing density 
of square metres of floor area per job and proportions of traditional 
working times versus shift working.  
The provision of 44.6 hectares of additional employment space could 
lead to an increased demand for car travel in the morning peak hour (8-
9am) of between approximately 600 and 6000 vehicle trips, depending 
on these considerations, based on comparison to existing trip 
generation patterns for towns in Great Britain, excluding Greater London 
obtained from the TRICS database. This leads to the need for a full 
transport study to examine potential locations, site density and 
employment mix and how travel demand should be managed. 


Noted. The initial figures referred to in the 
Regulation 18 Local Plan have been subject to 
further work through the Economic Growth 
Assessment. The Regulation 19 Local Plan is 
therefore planning for a business land 
requirement of 33 hectares, which taking 
account of the current 12 hectares land supply 
pipeline, results in an outstanding business 
land requirement of 21 hectares over the Plan 
period. Based on the council’s uncapped 
housing requirement, there is a potential need 
for higher growth of 113 hectares business 
land. The scope to accommodate this within 
Crawley’s administrative area will be assessed 
in full through the Area Action Plan. 
Transport modelling will be updated in 
partnership with WSCC to commence based 
on the planned figure of 33 hectares business 
land growth, and will be updated through the 
Area Action Plan process. 


REP155/504 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy EC3 WSCC Highways  
EC3: Office Provision 
Identified need is stated at 169,020 office floorspace, although it is not 
stated whether this figure is for GIA or external floorspace.  Reference 
to the TRICs database indicates that that this level of GIA floorspace in 
B1(a) use could lead to 2160 additional motor vehicle trips in the AM 
peak hour, but this would be associated with a far greater level of uplift 
in jobs than that suggested in paragraph 9.35 of the supporting text of 
2800 jobs. Reference to employment density guidance from the HCA 
suggests that for this level of jobs to be associated with 169,020 square 
metres GIA, the employment would need to be at the lowest density of 
B1(b) research and development. A 50% B1(a) office/50% B1(b) mix 
would be associated with 5450 jobs at this floorspace leading to 1050 
AM peak trips. If floorspace is to be provided for 2800 additional jobs, 
this would be associated with around 500 AM peak hour trips. This 
analysis is broad brush and intended to illustrate the need for a 


Noted. As set out above, the Local Plan 
business land requirement, as informed by the 
Economic Growth Assessment, has now been 
updated. Based on the 33 hectare growth 
figure, a total need is identified for 27,200sqm 
new office floorspace. The EGA provides 
further detail on the Northern West Sussex 
office market, finding that the challenge for 
Crawley is not one of quantitative office supply, 
but qualitative, with a lack of Grade A office 
space supressing the Crawley office market. 
The Regulation 19 policy therefore seeks to 
address the qualitative office supply issue. The 
updated office figure will be factored into the 
transport modelling to inform the Local Plan. 
Any possible increase beyond this figure, as 
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transport study to consider this provision and its spatial strategy in more 
detail. 


part of a Baseline Labour Supply scenario, 
would form part of the transport modelling to 
inform the Area Action Plan. 


REP155/506 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 10.4 WSCC Highways  
Gatwick Airport  
Paragraph 10.4: rather than the draft Gatwick Airport Master Plan 
(October 2018), it is pertinent to refer to the final Gatwick Airport Final 
Master Plan 2019 and figures in this report. 


Noted. Text to be updated to refer to the 
Gatwick Airport Master Plan 2019. 


REP155/507 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 10.6 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.6:  Development Consent Order: it is suggested that 
CBC consider inserting a paragraph on the current status of the DCO 
and proposed DCO timescales. 


The most up to date position on the DCO 
process has been added at para 10.13. 


REP155/508 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 10.9 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.9:  Under the main evidence based documents reference 
is made to Draft Gatwick Airport Master Plan (Gatwick Airport Limited, 
October 2018). This should be amended to refer to ‘Gatwick Airport 
Final Master Plan (Gatwick Airport Limited, 2019)’ 


Noted. Evidence base documents list has been 
updated to reflect publication of Gatwick Airport 
Master Plan 2019. 


REP155/509 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 10.11 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.11:  the last sentence should be amended to read: 
‘…additional runway to the south of the airport which could increase 
capacity to around 95mppa within 20 or 25 years from opening the 
additional runway’ 


Noted and text amended. 


REP155/505 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policies H1 
& H2 


WSCC Highways  
H1: Housing provision and H2: Key housing sites 
It is unclear at present how much of the net housing provision will be 
over and above the sites already allocated and considered in the 
previous transport assessment. Reference to H2 Key Housing Sites 
does make it clear that the contribution of existing sites is significant. 
Transport study work is required to consider this further and to ensure 
that the transport package provided will continue to support the network 
performance until the end of plan year of 2036, including identification of 
any further transport mitigation schemes or amendments to design of 
those transport schemes associated with the adopted Local Plan yet to 
be delivered. 


The transport study work is to be undertaken 
with WSCC as a lead partner in 
commissioning. This will set out the additional 
sites beyond those already included in the 
reference case (and above those already 
allocated in the adopted Local Plan). The Local 
Plan at the point of submission will reflect the 
outcomes of this study. 
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REP155/510 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy H3g WSCC Highways  
H3g: Urban Extensions 
Transport study work is currently underway in the neighbouring district 
of Horsham and there is potential for a joint approach to consider this 
issue further. 


On-going joint working, through the Duty to 
Cooperate and across administrative 
boundaries, is welcomed. It is anticipated that 
the transport study work in the neighbouring 
authorities will form part of transport modelling 
and will be reflected in the final draft Policy. 


REP155/522 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy H8 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy H8 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites: 
WSCC welcome the stated aim in reasoned justification 12.110 that 
‘The council will continue to search for and analyse the potential for 
alternative sites as factors change over the Local Plan period’. WSCC 
regard the current location of the potential settlement to not meet the set 
assessment criteria, as it is located within the High Weald AONB and 
outside the current Built-Up Area Boundary but have previously 
accepted its inclusion after discussion with CBC providing appropriate 
mitigation stated is included in any planning application. 


Acceptance of allocated site noted. 


REP155/519 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 15.18 Lead Local Flood Authority  
With regard to flooding there are no additional comments on the 
proposed allocated sites. Support is given to paragraph 15.18.  


 
Noted and support welcomed.  


REP155/511 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 16.1 WSCC Highways – Sustainable Transport Paragraph 16.1 “The 
retention of existing essential transport infrastructure”; it is suggested 
that the word ‘essential’ is removed from this statement. 


Agreed. Amendment made. 


REP155/512 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy ST1 WSCC Highways – Strategic Policy ST1: Development and 
Requirements for Sustainable Transport - Amendments to the policy 
are suggested as follows:  
iii. For development which generates a significant demand for travel, 
and/or is likely to have other transport implications: contributing to 
improved sustainable transport infrastructure, including, where 
appropriate, bus priority measures, enhanced passenger 
information and / or routes identified in the council’s Local Cycling and 
Walking Infrastructure Plan; 


Policy amended to this effect.  
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
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a) Transport Statement, which assesses the impact of a development 
with relatively small transport implications and a Travel Plan 
Statement, which identifies how the development will maximise the 
usage of sustainable modes of transport as opposed to the private 
motor vehicle; or a  
b) Transport Assessment, which assesses the impact of a development 
when there are significant transport implications, and a Mobility 
Strategy (for large developments) or Travel Plan, which identifies 
how the development will optimise the usage of sustainable modes of 
transport as opposed to the private motor vehicle.  The Mobility 
strategy or Travel Plan will identify appropriate improvements to 
sustainable modes, or the introduction of new infrastructure that 
are required to adequately mitigate development impacts and 
detail how these will be delivered and operated.  


REP155/513 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy ST2 WSCC Highways  
Strategic Policy ST2: Car and Cycle Parking Standards 
It is suggested that the final paragraph is amended to read:  
Provision of new car parking spaces should include a proportion of 
spaces with electrical charging facilities installed and operational, in 
accordance with the most recently published West Sussex County 
Council Guidance on Parking at New Developments and its emerging 
EV Strategy. 


Para 16.15 amended to include this reference.   


REP155/514 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Para. 16.14 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 16.14 - Rail Stations:   
It is suggested that some form of supporting text reference the potential 
development of new stations that may be located near the boundary 
(Kilnwood Vale) of CBC but may have a major role to play in sustainable 
travel of existing residents and potential new developments. The text 
may indicate how the council will support neighbouring authorities in 
delivering appropriately located new rail stations. 


Noted. Policy H3g Urban Extensions 
encourages sustainable transport and the 
delivery of infrastructure to support 
development beyond the borough boundary.  


REP155/515 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Policy ST4 WSCC Highways  
Strategic Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a 
Crawley Western Relief Road 
It is requested that the final paragraph is amended to read:  
The design and route of the Western Relief Road must take account of 
its impact on residential properties close to the route, provision of 


Noted. Policy amended to better reflect this 
advice.  
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suitable bus priority measures (including future proofing for 
forecast traffic growth and congestion), future proofing for 
technological developments in transport provision, the flood plain, 
the rural landscape, local biodiversity, heritage and heritage landscape 
assets and visual intrusion. 


REP155/516 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


 WSCC Highways  
Highways – Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
PROWs are mentioned but not significantly.  It is suggested that they 
are recognised as a valuable access resource separately and 
additionally to the road highway network. PROWs minimises local 
vehicle journeys, thereby reducing road congestion and enhancing air 
quality; they are a means for activity for health and wellbeing; they 
support local community integration/ interaction, so combatting isolation 
and loneliness; and give good reason to establish wildlife corridors, so 
aiding the local environment.  Given all those positive benefits, PROWs 
will be a valuable means to meet the ambitions set out in the Local Plan 
Vision and add to residents’ quality of life as part of new housing 
developments, and so it is suggested should be recognised further in 
the plan. 
Ensuring the availability of the PROW network and enhancing it will 
deliver a number of the Plan’s policy ambitions: 


i. SD1 – Sustainable Development and a target of being carbon 
neutral; 


ii. SD2 – Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing; 
iii. CD4(a) – Effective Use of Land; 
iv. OS2 – Provision of Open Space and Recreational Facilities; 
v. IN2 – Location and Provision of New Infrastructure; 
vi. EC12 – Rural Economy (in that businesses support local 


cyclists and horse riders with goods and services, also walkers 
through tea rooms, etc.); 


vii. H3c – Open Spaces within new housing developments; 
viii. GI1 – Green Infrastructure; 
ix. ST1 – Development and Requirements for Sustainable 


Transport (it is welcomed to prioritise need of non-motorised 
users over private motorised users). 


Noted. Policy OS3 is a specific policy for 
Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside. 
Policy ST1 (Development and Requirements 
for Sustainable Transport) also emphasises the 
importance of developments’ linkages to the 
importance of the walking and cycling network 
and provides a basis for securing contributions 
to support routes identified on the Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan. 
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REP155/525 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Page 30 Transport – Rail (page 30) Current Findings - 5th bullet point: The 
Network Rail Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme (CARS), which 
includes improvements to junctions in the ‘Selhurst Triangle’ – this 
includes Windmill Bridge Junction - north of East Croydon station, along 
with two additional platforms at East Croydon station is key to capacity 
improvements on the Brighton Main Line which will allow for increased 
services along with greater reliability and faster recovery of service from 
incidents of disruption. This major project has been consulted upon in 
Autumn 2018 for a Transport and Works Act Order, but is currently 
funded for the design stage including a further consultation on design in 
2020, with funding for construction remaining to be confirmed. 


This has been included.  


REP155/526 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Page 32 Transport – Road (page 32) Evidence base: A number of the 
documents listed in the evidence base, notably including the Transport 
Assessment documents which are specific to the Local Plan are now 
ageing. There were also weaknesses in the model accuracy for 
representing the PM peak, which were accepted at the time for reasons 
of resources but should not be carried forward to the new plan. Whilst 
the transport modelling for the Crawley Sustainable Transport Package 
is more recent, being based on a 2015 base year with forecasting years 
of 2030 and 2045, this is still considering infrastructure schemes based 
on adopted Local Plan assumptions along with updated consents and 
does not consider continued Local Plan allocations to the new end of 
Local Plan year of 2036. There is therefore a need to renew the 
transport evidence base to inform Reg 19 consultation, submission and 
examination. 
Current Findings – 2nd bullet: This requires re-wording for improved 
clarity, as whilst these junctions were not over capacity due to 
background growth, the reason for requiring mitigation is that the travel 
demand resulting from adopted Local Plan development is forecast to 
push them over capacity.  
It is suggested that it is rewritten to read “Transport Assessment 
identified a number of junctions that perform significantly worse 
as a result of development proposed in the Local Plan, although 
not already over capacity from background growth and would 
require mitigation to return them to capacity.” 


Transport Modelling is to be updated to inform 
the Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made.  
 
 
 
 
 
We understand that this is required to support 
Kilnwood Vale rather than development within 
Crawley.  
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In addition, the signalisation of Bewbush Manor Roundabout is not 
mentioned in this section.  
Future Studies and Plans: This point is supported by WSCC, for the 
reasons stated in the comments on the existing evidence base. Prior to 
forecasting for the Local Plan period to 2036, there is a need to update 
the base year transport model from 2015 to ensure that that the model 
base year validation remains less than five years prior to when the 
evidence is considered at examination.  The County Council is happy to 
discuss the methodology and likely timescale for this with the Borough 
Council in more detail within officer level meetings. The transport study 
should prioritise transport solutions increasing the use of sustainable 
modes including public transport, walking and cycling ahead of further 
improvements to highway capacity within the urban area of Crawley, 
whilst residual capacity improvements should not be precluded to 
resolve identified severe impacts, when other measures alone cannot 
achieve sufficient mitigation to meet the NPPF policy test. 


 
Comments noted. 


REP155/527 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Page 34 Transport – Walking and Cycling (page 34) Future Studies and 
Plans: this currently reads “Crawley Borough Council is currently 
developing an LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan). 
This will identity future around 10 or so routes or further development 
following a 6-step process prescribed by the Department for Transport 
(and will include cost estimates).” 
Should this read, “Crawley Borough Council is currently developing an 
LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan). This will identify 
approximately 10 routes for further development following a 6-step 
process prescribed by the Department for Transport”? 


Change made.  
 


REP155/528 West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Page 35 Transport – Bus (page 35): improvements are needed at Broadfield 
bus stopping area at Broadfield shops; the current stopping area does 
not have the capacity to accommodate the number of buses that use 
this area.   


Change made.  
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Arun District Council 
REP/
019 


Arun District 
Council 


Duty to Co-
Operate 


Arun District Council's response is in the form of a Report to the Planning Policy Sub-Committee which met on 25 February and 
agreed the recommendations of the report - which is attached. This response does not make an objection to the Local Plan under 
the Duty to Cooperate but that this position is conditional on the recommendations of the Council's response set out in the report, 
being addressed satisfactorily. 
The Crawley Reg 19 Publication Local Plan (CLP) is being consulted on for soundness. The consultation closes on 2 March 2020. 
The CLP is housing supply ‘constrained’ and consequently only sets out provision as follows:- 


Plan period 2020-25 2025-30 2030-35 2020-2035 


Housing Provision +2,500 +2,250 +605 +5,335 


OAN Requirement    11,280 


Shortfall    -5,945 


The planned housing provision of 11,280 dwellings over 15 years 2020-2035 will mean that there is a residual shortfall of -5,945 
dwellings compared to the OAN requirement based on the Governments’ Standard Housing Methodology (SHM).  
The CLP suggests that the residual unmet need should be accommodated in neighbouring authorities falling within the North West 
Sussex Housing Market Area (NWSHMA), specifically Horsham and Mid Sussex, through the Duty to Cooperate by negotiating 
provision in respective local plans (e.g. the potential for urban extensions around Crawley). It is also acknowledged that the 
Government’s SHM has increased housing figures for these authorities so that this is now also becoming more difficult: 
“…Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex districts are anticipated to provide an additional 3,150 dwellings 
, above their objectively assessed housing needs, in order to meet Crawley’s unmet need. However, through the Local Plan Reviews 
this figure is likely to change, particularly as the Standard Method increases their own housing requirements to above their current 
adopted Plan commitments (see paragraph 2.28)” 
In context, the issue of an existing level of unmet housing need identified across the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Area, adds 
to the urgency to achieve progress on the update to the Local Strategic Statement (i.e. LSS3). This progress is needed to inform the 
‘Duty to Cooperate’. For example, on 27 January 2020 Elmbridge Borough Council (in Surrey) wrote to Arun District Council (ADC) 
and other authorities seeking assistance with unmet housing need (of circa 4,000 dwellings), under the ‘Duty to Cooperate’.  
While ADC is remote from and does not have direct cross boundary/strategic issues with Crawley Borough (or indeed Elmbridge 
Borough), until Crawley’s unmet need is resolved by neighbouring districts, there may be consequent implications for the Arun local 
planning authority area.     
Currently – there appears to be no up to date evidence on Crawley Borough’s web site in support of the CLP with regard to the ‘Duty 
to Cooperate’ and ‘Statements of Common Ground’ or ‘Memoranda of Understanding’, addressing how unmet need is to be 
accommodated through adjacent local plans or via the LSS3 process.  
It is understood that Horsham District’s draft Local Plan (2019-2036) will undergo a Regulation 18 consultation 17 February – 30 
March. Amongst other options, that draft Local Plan will include a potential urban extension of circa 10,000 dwellings on a site at Ifield 
adjacent to Crawley urban area. This would offer a significant potential contribution towards Crawley’s unmet housing need. Crawley 
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Borough Council is therefore, urged to set out in Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring authorities within its Housing 
Market Area, how its unmet need is to be resolved before the plan is submitted for examination. 
It must be stressed that Crawley Borough Council has not asked ADC to assist with any unmet housing need given the CLP seeks 
assistance from Horsham and Mid Sussex and other authorities within the NWSHMA. However, given the wider unmet need outlined 
above, and risks should there be insufficient progress on LSS3, ADC should seek a specific Statement of Common Ground with 
Crawley Borough consolidating this position. 


Suggested Modifications:  
Before the plan is submitted, there needs to be up to date evidence via signed Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring 
authorities within the North West Sussex Housing Market Area (WSHMA) on how any residual unmet housing need is to be 
accommodated. Similarly, a Statement of Common Ground needs to be agreed with Arun District Council given that there is a 
formal request from Crawley Borough Council for authorities outside of the WSHMA to consider whether assistance can be 
provided on a level of unmet housing need. 
That Planning Policy Sub Committee agrees that:- 
1) In response to the Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, Crawley Borough Council is urged to clearly set out in updated 


Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring authorities within its Housing Market Area, how its unmet need is to be 
resolved before the plan is submitted for examination; and 


In the absence of progress on the LSS3 update, a Statement of Common Ground is agreed specifically with Arun District Council to 
clarify that no assistance will be required in order to help with the level of unmet need arising from the Borough. 


Crawley CCG 
REP/
039 


Crawley 
CCG 


IN1 Crawley Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG 
The CCG is mindful of the minimum projected new housing numbers to 2035 being 5355. This will relate to a potential increase of 
13,387 new residents/patients across the borough. 
Crawley Borough Council will already be aware that current and recent past new house and flat building spanning the past 4 
years has created significant pressure on a number of Crawley's GP practices delivering Primary Care NHS services. 
In relation to this, in the absence of Section 106, the CCG has made a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) bid to the council for 
NHS capital infrastructure improvements so that Pound Hill Medical Group and Saxonbrook, Northgate Surgery could carry out 
internal redesign projects to enable these practices to be able to accommodate more patients as a result of new areas of building in 
the town within their catchment areas. 
However, whilst these bids were approved in cabinet there has apparently been insufficient CIL monies which the council has had 
to satisfy the above bids which were relatively modest in size. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Given the minimum increase in new building forecast by Crawley Borough Council to 2035, the CCG would like Primary Health care 
elevated so that as far as CIL distribution is concerned, it becomes a priority sector as other local authorities have done E.G. 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, Tandridge District Council and recently, Horsham District Council where CIL has been fully 
adopted. 
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The importance of this cannot be stressed enough as there are limited allocations of NHS capital funding available This will 
enable those GP practices operating from older premises to be able to benefit from infrastructure funding for capital improvements 
where there are new housing developments within their own catchment areas. This will then be an advantage to the residents of 
Crawley and will take some of the pressures away to enable new patients to be taken on. 


Department of Education 
REP/
012 


Department 
of Education 


IN1 DfE supports the reference to developer contributions being sought for education schemes. However, it is noted that a number of 
housing delivery policies include intensification, infill, extensions and changes of use, which are more likely to cumulatively 
generate the need for school places, but are unlikely to justify the need for new built physical education infrastructure on site in 
isolation. Therefore, DfE would recommend that policy IN1 clarifies that where development generates the need for new school 
places, developer contributions will be sought. 
DfE notes that the draft Local Plan anticipates an annual housing target of 451 dwellings per year until 2024/25 and then 255 
dwellings per year until the end of the plan period in 2035. This will place additional pressure on social infrastructure such as 
education facilities. The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively prepared’ to meet the objectively assessed development needs and 
infrastructure requirements.  
Please note that there are two routes available for establishing a new school. Firstly, a local authority may seek proposals from new 
school proposers (academy trusts) to establish a free school, after which the Regional Schools Commissioner will select the 
successful trust. Under this ‘local authority presumption route’ the local authority is responsible for finding the site, providing the 
capital and managing the build process. Secondly, school proposers can apply directly to DfE during an application round or ‘wave’ 
to set up a free school. The local authority is less involved in this route but may support groups in pre-opening and/or provide a site. 
Either of these routes can be used to deliver schools on land that has been provided as a developer contribution. DfE has 
published further general information on opening free schools1 as well as specifically in relation to opening free schools in garden 
communities.2  
DfE welcomes reference within the plan’s vision to the role of education provision in creating stronger communities. Paragraph 1.20 
refers to collaboration between Crawley Borough Council and other authorities and infrastructure providers to meet forecast 
demands. You will be aware of two live free school projects in Crawley, being delivered directly by DfE through the ‘wave’ approval 
route explained above in paragraph 5, rather than West Sussex County Council. These projects include: • Gatwick Free School – 
which is open on a site at 23 Gatwick Road and in the process of securing permanent planning permission; and  
• Forge Wood High School – which does not yet have an identified site.  
12. Due to these projects, it would be helpful to include DfE in your discussions about infrastructure provision, involving us in the 
position statements the plan refers to in paragraph 1.21. There should be collaborative working between DfE, Crawley Borough 
Council and West Sussex County Council on education provision to meet the needs of the borough.  
Paragraph 2.21 of the draft Local Plan recognises the unusual population profile in Crawley, with around two thirds of the 
population under the age of 45 and forecast demographic change leading to increased demand for educational facilities. However, 


 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/opening-a-free-school   
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/establishing-a-new-school-free-school-presumption   
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there are no proposals in the plan to allocate sites for education, and the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) provides very little 
detail on school provision to meet demand from anticipated housing growth. The lack of detail on school provision in the current 
Local Plan is one of the reasons why it has been difficult to successfully progress schemes for new education provision in the 
Crawley area.  
For the plan to be effective and positively prepared, the IDP should identify which developments the planned school provision will 
serve (including cumulative or windfall developments where appropriate), the costs of provision, the predicted timescales in line 
with the housing trajectory, and the funding sources for each identified education project. The IDP should be prepared in 
conjunction with an updated viability assessment to ensure that realistic education costs are factored into any decisions about the 
amount and type of developer contributions that will be required.  
15. Viability assessment should inform options analysis and site selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of 
developments that are envisaged in the borough. This enables an informed judgement about which developments would be able to 
deliver the range of infrastructure required, including schools, leading to policy requirements that are fair, realistic and evidence-
based. In accordance with Planning Practice Guidance, there should be an initial assumption that applicable developments will 
provide both land and funding for the construction of new schools. The total cumulative cost of complying with all relevant policies 
should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it is important that anticipated education needs and costs of provision are 
incorporated at the outset, to inform local decisions about site selection and infrastructure priorities.3  
Site allocations (for standalone school sites or schools within housing developments) should also seek to clarify requirements for 
the delivery of new schools, including when they should be delivered to support housing growth, the minimum site area required, 
any preferred site characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional land for future expansion of schools where 
need and demand indicate this might be necessary.  
While it is important to provide this clarity and certainty to developers and the communities affected by development, retaining a 
degree of flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also necessary given that the need for school places can vary 
over time due to the many variables affecting it. DfE therefore recommends the Council consider highlighting in the next version of 
the Local Plan that:  
- specific requirements for developer contributions to increasing capacity of existing schools and the provision of new schools for 
any particular site will be confirmed at application stage to ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that  
- Requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were demonstrated and agreed that the site had 
become surplus to requirements, and is therefore no longer required for school use.  
With regard to the consultation questions on key infrastructure priorities and whether any community facilities are missing or need 
improvement (page 83), DfE recommends that the next version of the Local Plan make reference to the provision of new schools on 
suitable sites when required, with a key priority that the provision of infrastructure should be in step with housing development, 
making appropriate use of developer contributions.  
With regard to the consultation questions for draft Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision), asking whether the proposed approach is 
appropriate, justified and consistent with the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations, DfE advises that the approach is 
reviewed following the introduction of the revised CIL Regulations on 1st September 2019. The CIL Charging Schedule should be 


 
3 PPG on viability and planning obligations: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance   
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reviewed alongside the Local Plan review, giving consideration to new Planning Practice Guidance on viability, CIL and planning 
obligations as well as the new CIL Regulations which remove the pooling limitation on planning obligations and allow both CIL and 
Section 106 funding to be used for the same item of infrastructure. These considerations are fundamental to your assessment of 
the deliverability of the plan, including the size of any infrastructure funding gap and how developer contributions should be 
secured. All phases and types of education should be considered, including the need for special educational needs provision, with 
needs and plans for provision set out in the plan.  
20. We note the statement in the IDP that provision of schools will form part of the calculation of CIL and additional funding sources 
will need to be considered. In light of the removal of the Section 106 pooling restriction and increased flexibility in how CIL and 
Section 106 funds are used, we recommend that the Council revisit this matter and consider using Section 106 planning obligations 
for the provision of new schools and school expansions in all cases where the development will give rise to a need for new school 
places and there is insufficient capacity in applicable schools to meet that need. It is important to consider the size of any CIL 
funding gap and whether there will be sufficient CIL funds available to cover the cost of these school places. If CIL will be 
insufficient or unavailable at the point of need, it would be preferable to seek developer contributions through a planning obligation, 
to mitigate the direct impacts of development.  
One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’, meaning the plan should be deliverable over its period. In this 
context and with specific regard to planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made by developers 
are sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to meet the increase in demand generated by new developments. DfE 
notes that as set out in Strategic Policy IN1 and in the IDP, the Council will review CIL rates to ensure appropriate rates are levied 
and the cost of providing school places is secured. DfE welcomes the specific reference within this policy to education contributions 
being specifically sought through developer contributions for the reasons set out below and also as relevant to Crawley being 
situated within a two-tier system, and the cross-boundary issues.  
Local authorities have sometimes experienced challenges in funding schools via Section 106 planning obligations due to limitations 
on the pooling of developer contributions for the same item or type of infrastructure. However, the revised CIL Regulations remove 
this constraint, allowing unlimited pooling of developer contributions from planning obligations and the use of both Section 106 
funding and CIL for the same item of infrastructure. The advantage of using Section 106 relative to CIL for funding schools is that it 
is clear and transparent to all stakeholders what value of contribution is being allocated by which development to which schools, 
thereby increasing certainty that developer contributions will be used to fund the new school places that are needed. DfE supports 
the use of planning obligations to secure developer contributions for education wherever there is a need to mitigate the direct 
impacts of development, consistent with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations.  
DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Infrastructure Funding 
Statement, viability assessment or other evidence relevant to education that may be used to inform revisions to local planning 
policies or the CIL charging schedule. As such, please continue to engage with DfE and consult us on any relevant future 
consultations.  


Suggested Modifications: 
The following policy amendments are proposed:  
… This will include the seeking of planning obligations towards the provision of school places where the need for places is 
generated by the new development. Specific Education schemes related to the development….  







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy/ 
Para 


Comments 


3. In addition to this, we request a minor amendment either to this policy or its supporting text, to clarify that developer contributions 
may be secured retrospectively, when it has been necessary to forward fund infrastructure projects in advance of anticipated housing. 
In order to comply with this national policy, the Local Plan should safeguard land for the provision of new schools and school 
expansions where appropriate. When new schools are developed, local authorities should also seek to safeguard land for any future 
expansion of new schools where demand indicates this might be necessary, in accordance with Planning Practice Guidance and DfE 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education.4  
Crawley Borough Council should also have regard to the Joint Policy Statement from the Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government and the Secretary of State for Education on Planning for Schools Development5 (2011) which sets out the 
government’s commitment to support the development of state-funded schools and their delivery through the planning system.  
In light of the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as community infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27)6, DfE 
encourages close working with local authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help guide the development of 
new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted demand for primary and secondary school places. Please add DfE to your list of 
relevant organisations with which you engage in preparation of the plan.  
Where there is significant cross-boundary movement of school pupils between a borough and adjoining areas, DfE recommends that 
the Council covers this matter and progress in cooperating to address it as part of its Statement of Common Ground.7 This should be 
regularly updated during the plan-making process to reflect emerging agreements between participating authorities and the Council's 
own plan-making progress.  
As recommended above, construction costs and land requirements should be incorporated in the viability assessment to ensure that 
any barriers to delivery are identified early, to inform the Council’s planning and prioritisation of infrastructure delivery. Government 
‘basic need’ grant for the creation of new school places does not include funding for land acquisition. Therefore, it is particularly 
important that education land required within large development sites is provided at no cost to the local authority wherever possible, 
and pooled developer contributions (Section 106 and/or CIL) are secured for the purchase of standalone sites for new schools. We 
request that you consider carefully the appropriate balance of CIL and Section 106 funding for education, to ensure that new schools 
and school expansions can be delivered when they are needed, in step with housing development. Our guidance on securing 
developer contributions for education provides further advice on the types of education need that should be considered, and how to 
calculate the costs of provision.8 


REP/
012 


Department 
of Education 


IN2 Policy IN2 considers the provision of new infrastructure. With regards to education, the relevant elements of the policy are that 
community facilities (including education) may be provided alongside allocated housing sites where there is evident need, suitability 
in relation to the community needs and compliance with other relevant planning policies.  
6. It should be noted that the NPPF (paragraph 94) sets out that:  


 
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2   
6 NPPF paragraph 24-27 specifies that this collaborative working should include infrastructure providers.   
7 NPPF paragraph 27; and the PPG on Plan-Making - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation   
8 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
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It is important that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local 
planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and to development 
that will widen choice in education.  
7. As such, the policy approach at IN2 must reflect the need for sufficient choice and proactivity in planning for school places, rather 
than simply relating to existing communities.  
8. The policy goes on to state that:  
Subject to the requirements above, education facilities may be considered acceptable as an alternative use on sites allocated for 
uses including housing where the educational need met is demonstrated to outweigh the needs that would have been met by the 
allocated use(s).  
9. Whilst we welcome the inclusion of specific reference to education provision as requested in DfE’s Reg 18 representations, this 
specific wording is too restrictive and could lead to challenges when delivering much needed school places as part of this policy. 
Indeed, the IDP notes that there is a need for c.8-10FE of secondary school capacity and no suitable sites have yet been identified. 
It would therefore be advisable to create a more supportive and proactive policy position in relation to school place planning. When 
implemented, the policy would require the applicant to demonstrate that the education development would meet needs outweighed 
by the need for new housing. This comparison exercise is inherently flawed as it is not possible to compare the acuteness of 
education need versus housing need. In any case, a shortage of school places would be exacerbated further by new housing 
development that does not include sufficient provision. Without a sufficiently flexible approach to infrastructure delivery, to 
encourage the location of infrastructure where new housing is located, the plan is not sound.  
DfE supports the sustainability objectives of draft Policy IN2 (New Infrastructure Provision). As explained above, DfE recommends 
that sites for schools are allocated in the plan, but in the absence of specific allocations the plan should at least recognise that 
essential community infrastructure such as schools may be considered an acceptable alternative use to other allocated uses, 
provided the location is proven to be environmentally sustainable and suitable to meet the needs of the community served. This is 
important in view of the land availability constraints in the borough and the importance of providing infrastructure for existing and 
new communities. It would also align with the “great weight” placed on the provision of school places in the NPPF. Making this clear 
in the plan would simplify the decision-making process when planning applications are considered. DfE requests this clarification in 
answer to the consultation question on page 85, asking whether the wording needs further clarification in the policy or elsewhere.  
While there appears to be an intention to roll forward existing allocations from the adopted Local Plan, the Council should consider 
afresh the need for education facilities and the mechanisms for delivery, taking account of the latest Planning Practice Guidance 
and DfE guidance on securing developer contributions for education. As noted above, the absence of detail on education provision 
in the current Local Plan has been an issue for school delivery in the Crawley area.  
Whether in addition to or in replacement of the IDP, the Council should set out education infrastructure requirements for the plan 
period within an Infrastructure Funding Statement9. Where additional need for school places will be generated by housing growth, 
the statement should identify the anticipated CIL and Section 106 funding towards this infrastructure. The statement should be 
reviewed annually to report on the amount of funding received via developer contributions and how it has been used, providing 
transparency to all stakeholders.  


 
9 PPG on Plan-Making: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation   
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DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the IDP/Infrastructure Funding Statement, viability assessment 
or other evidence relevant to education which may be used to inform local planning policies and CIL charging schedules. As such, 
please add DfE to the database for future consultations on relevant plans and proposals.  


Suggested Modifications: 
Therefore, we would propose the following changes to the policy:  
The provision of community facilities alongside housing within sites allocated for uses including housing may will be considered 
acceptable where:  
- there is an evident need for the type of facility concerned;  
- the infrastructure/facilities are suitable to meet the needs of the community served and the needs of future communities;  
- the proposal complies with other policies in this Plan, including any site-specific requirements for additional or replacement services, 
facilities, enhancements, safeguards, 


REP/
012 


Department 
of Education 


Viability The viability assessment for the Local Plan should take into account the full education needs and likely costs of provision 
associated with the level of development proposed, in accordance with Planning Practice Guidance on viability and DfE’s guidance 
for local authorities on securing developer contributions for education.10 Viability assessment should inform options analysis and 
site selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of developments that are envisaged in the borough/district. 
The total cumulative cost of complying with all relevant policies should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it is important that 
anticipated education needs and costs of provision are properly incorporated in the Local Plan evidence base, to inform local 
decisions about site selection and infrastructure priorities. It is important that Local Plan viability factors in the cost of providing new 
school places as developers are expected to contribute towards this proportionally.  
In determining the number of early years children, school pupils and post-16 students likely to arise from development (an essential 
step before understanding the cost of provision), you may be interested in DfE’s planned pupil yield methodology, which we aim to 
publish by the end of this year. This will enable a consistent approach among local authorities to the calculation of pupil yields, 
based on local evidence from recent developments. In the meantime, existing local approaches to estimate pupil yields remain valid 
and the Local Plan viability assessment and other evidence should include assumptions about the number of new school places 
generated by the level development required.  


Suggested Modifications:  
DfE can offer the following advice in relation to build cost evidence for the delivery of schools.  
DfE’s Guidance11 advises that the assumed cost of school places should be based on the national average costs (for both new 
schools and school expansions) published in the DfE school place scorecards.12 The scorecards and their supporting guidance 
direct you on how to adjust the averages to factor in regional variation. It is advised that the national average is used as a baseline, 


 
10 Planning Practice Guidance at https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance and DfE guidance at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth.   
11 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/school-places-scorecards   
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as local evidence is likely to provide too small a sample for underpinning a robust evidence approach. However, for particular 
projects where there are known abnormals or other evidence for higher costs, these can be used instead.  
Please also refer to paragraph 17 of the Guidance regarding Special Educational Needs school places.  
Conclusion 
Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in assessing CBC’s Local Plan viability, with specific regard to the provision of new 
school places as critical social infrastructure.  
Please notify DfE when any further evidence is published.  
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this response. DfE looks forward to continuing to work with 
you and CBC to develop a sound Local Plan which will aid in the delivery of new schools. 


Environment Agency 
REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


Vision para. 
2.34 


Dear Sir/Madam  
Crawley Submission Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation  
Thank you for consulting us on the draft Local Plan.  
Having reviewed your document, we find it “SOUND” subject to some minor changes for clarification purposes.  
DRAFT LOCAL PLAN  


Crawley 2035  
Paragraph 2.34 (page 25)  
The last 2 sentences of the paragraph – “Another point that should possibly be included in the section of environmental 
sustainability is the risk of stress on sewage infrastructure as the population grows. This may lead to negative impacts on water 
quality.”  
These comments were provided by us after reviewing the draft Local Plan, which have been included in this paragraph, however, 
this does not explain whether the issue of stress on sewage infrastructure is being included in the Local Plan or not.  
Please clarify whether stress on sewage infrastructure will be considered in this section on environmental sustainability. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


SD1 Sustainable Development  
Strategic Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  
We recommend the following for clarification purposes.  
Although this policy is directed at Sustainable Development, there is no reference to water resources / water quality. As water 
quality is closely related to water use, which in turn is an important part of sustainable development.  


Suggested Modifications: 
We would recommend an additional strategic objective within SD1 to ensure that the water environment is also a consideration. For 
example, no development should impact negatively on the quality or status of water bodies. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


IN1 Infrastructure Provision  
Strategic Policy IN1: Infrastructure Provision  
Last Paragraph “Where appropriate, developer contributions will be sought in the form of planning obligations to address site 
specific issues, in accordance with the tests in the CIL Regulations.”  


Suggested Modifications: 
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Considering the threat to water quality from the growing population and large developments, it would be beneficial to include water 
quality monitoring in section 106 agreements to ensure no deterioration of the status of water bodies, especially with large 
developments. Monitoring should be during construction and post-construction. Water quality should be more clearly highlighted as 
a concern, as has been done for example with air quality and green infrastructure. Water quality has been included within 
infrastructure, but impacts on water quality are wide ranging and not only related to provision of sewage infrastructure. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


GAT1 Gatwick Airport  
Development of the Airport  
Strategic Policy GAT1: Development of the Airport with a Single Runway  
We support this policy. We welcome the reference in Policy GAT1 regarding flood risk in relation to the development of Gatwick 
Airport with a single runway. Areas of the Airport are at risk to fluvial flooding, additional areas with impermeable surfaces could 
also lead to an increase in the rate and volume of surface water runoff. Future development at the Airport will need to ensure that 
flooding can be managed on site and not increase the risk to flooding elsewhere. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


H2 Meeting Housing Needs  
Strategic Policy H2: Key Housing Sites  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  


 Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill  
This policy needs to be amended for clarification purposes before we can support it.  


Suggested Modifications: 
This allocation of this site must also ensure that biodiversity net gain is achieved, and that sufficient corridor for wildlife is retained 
along the stream corridor as highlighted in the previous local plan.  
The highlighting of the area for housing is not helpful as it includes areas of floodplain along the stream corridor and does not 
therefore demonstrate full protection of the site’s assets. We therefore recommend the way housing area is highlighted is altered or 
some of the principles of the development change. E.g. reducing the amount of land take by the proposed housing allocation. 
Forge Farm (page 150)  
It is not clear from the mapping where the additional housing supply land is proposed. Given the amount of semi natural habitat 
covering remaining areas of this site and the requirement to provide biodiversity net gain the authority may need to think 
strategically whether on site net gain is realistic and may have to work with neighbouring authorities in order to help provide 
strategic corridors for wildlife elsewhere.  
No significant new sites are proposed within the borough boundaries.  
It would be helpful if supplementary guidance looks realistically at how Biodiversity Net Gain can be achieved in collaboration with 
neighbouring authorities. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


GI1 
GI2 
GI3 


Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity  
Strategic Policy GI1: Green Infrastructure; Strategic Policy GI2: Biodiversity and Net gain; Strategic Policy GI3: 
Biodiversity Sites  
We support these policies 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


SDC1 
SDC3 


Sustainable Design and Construction  
Strategic Policy SDC1: Sustainable Design and Construction; Policy SDC3 Tackling Water Stress  
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We support these policies.  
There is one instance of the phrase "extreme water stress" in Paragraph 15.5. Elsewhere (and in the Sustainability Appraisal) your 
terminology is consistent with our own, as we pointed out in the Regulation 18 consultation. We use "serious water stress". We 
support the need to tackle the serious water stress in the borough, and welcome the amount of attention this is given in the Plan.  
In particular, we are pleased to see Strategic Policy SDC3 specifically devoted to tackling water stress. We support the requirement 
for domestic developments to meet the 110 litres per person per day standard. The more stringent 100 litres target is supported by 
the ambition of Southern Water in its Water Resources Management Plan for average consumption across all homes by 2040. The 
target of 80 litres proposed for significant, strategic scale developments will be challenging, but will help in reducing the overall 
average to nearer 100. The mention of greywater reuse and rainwater harvesting in para 15.39 is appropriate in the context of 
achieving 80 litres.  
We welcome the requirement in both Strategic Policies SDC1 and SDC3 for new non-domestic buildings to achieve the BREEAM 
Excellent standard except where not technically feasible.  
We note that the Water Cycle Study has yet to be updated, and the justification for these high standards rests partly on the 
conclusions of the previous one. We hope the new document will also support the policies presented.  
In section 15.42, the requirement for non-domestic (and domestic) developments to install meters is not confined to water stressed 
areas. This is the norm, unless it concerns extensions, and nearly all non-domestic properties are already metered anyway. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


EP1 Environment Protection  
Flood Risk (page 196) -Paragraphs 16.7  
Development and Flooding - 16.13  
The draft Local Plan recognises the need to ensure that the risk to flooding is an essential factor to take into account as part of the 
ongoing development of Crawley Borough, this is highlighted by sections 16.7 and 16.13. Importantly, these paragraphs state that 
development must be planned with flood risk in mind, both in terms of protecting Crawley residents, and ensuring that flood risk is 
not increased elsewhere. In addition, the Local Plan recognises that climate change should form part of the assessment process 
when considering development in relation to flood risk. These are essential factors in ensuring that any future development could 
be considered as sustainable.  
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and updated flood risk modelling for the Upper Mole Catchment are referenced 
within the draft Local Plan, Sustainability Appraisal, and also within the draft infrastructure plan. The updated flood risk modelling is 
likely to, in some areas, change the extent of the areas that are considered to be at risk to fluvial flooding from main rivers. We note 
that comment is made by Crawley in the draft plan that the SFRA and the Upper Mole modelling are currently being updated. Once 
these two items have been updated, this should be reflected with the draft Local Plan and its supporting evidence base. 
Strategic Policy EP1: Development and Flood Risk  
We support this policy  
The requirements of the NPPF and associated PPG Flood Risk and Coastal Change are interpreted within and incorporated into 
Strategic Policy EP1. The manner in which the draft Local Plan sets out the requirements of the NPPF and its associated Flood 
Risk and Coastal change PPG within EP1 appear to be reasonable. Section 16.20 sets out the definition of Flood Zone 3b, this 
definition has been previously agreed with the Environment Agency. 
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REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


EP2 Non-strategic Policy EP2: Flood Risk Guidance for Householder Development and Small Non-Residential Extensions  
We support this policy  
This sets out guidance for householder development and small non-residential extensions. The inclusion of this policy is welcomed, 
small scale development can have a negative cumulative impact on flood risk, as well as being at risk to damage that flooding 
causes. The requirement to provide a Flood Risk and Resilience Statement for these types of development offers clear guidance on 
how to approach smaller scale development at risk to flooding, whilst ensuring the information that needs to be provide is 
appropriate to the nature and scale of these types of development. It is noted that EP2 contains descriptions of the types of 
development that fall under this Policy, which should assist in determining when a full Flood Risk Assessment is needed, and when 
a Flood Risk and Resilience Statement is appropriate. We welcome the reference in Policy GAT1 regarding flood risk in relation to 
the development of Gatwick Airport with a single runway. Areas of the Airport are at risk to fluvial flooding, additional areas with 
impermeable surfaces could also lead to an increase in the rate and volume of surface water runoff. Future development at the 
Airport will need to ensure that flooding can be managed on site and not increase the risk to flooding elsewhere. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


EP3 Strategic Policy EP3 Land Quality 
We support this policy.  
We are pleased to note the inclusion of requirements to investigate, and if necessary, remediate potentially contaminated land, and 
to only permit development that has the potential to cause land or water contamination, with appropriate mitigation measures. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


ST4 Sustainable Transport  
Strategic Policy ST4 Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road  
We do not support the inclusion of the route option for the reasons set out below.  
Policy ST4 has a significant potential clash with Willoughby Fields (LNR) and Local Wildlife Site.  


Suggested Modifications: 
It is therefore recommended that this site is highlighted on the proposals map and the safeguarding/search corridor is widened so 
that important wildlife areas can be avoided should the decision be taken to proceed with this proposal. At this stage we cannot 
support the inclusion of this route option due to the proposed search area. 


REP/
062 


Environment 
Agency 


SA/SEA 
 


SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL  
 
Water resources and efficiency  
In the table below para 5.11, "Reduction of Water Consumption" is one of the key topics, but there is no relevant assessment 
criterion.  
References on p51 & p86:  
Thames Water has published a "Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019" and updates to it.  
Southern Water has published a final "Water Resources Management Plan 2020–70" South East Water has published a final 
"Water resources management plan 2019". 
SES Water has published a "FINAL Water Resources Management Plan 2019"  
Page 206 - Appendix A: Sustainability Objectives – To promote sustainable use of water resources and improving the quality of 
water bodies should one of the key sustainability objectives. Water resources and water quality are often forgotten because these 
issues are excluded when listing main objectives.  
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Page 195 - 15.43 The EU Water Framework Directive establishes a framework for the protection of inland surface waters (rivers 
and lakes), transitional waters (estuaries), coastal waters and groundwater. The government has stated that the environmental 
protections arising from this and other EU legal instruments will remain in place after the UK leaves the European Union, and the 
2018 ’25 year Environment Plan’ has announced the intention to improve ‘at least three quarters of our waters to be close to their 
natural state as soon as practicable’138. The council supports this work through the proper and sensible management of water in 
all new development.  
It is encouraging that the council supports protection of the water environment although this needs to be reflected further in the 
objective SD1 of the draft Local Plan. 
 
Flood Risk  
Due to the flood risk that exists within Crawley and the constraints in terms of available land for future development, ensuring that 
there is suitable and robust Policy to ensure that flood risk is suitably assessed and managed is essential. The inclusion of specific 
Policy within the draft Local Plan and the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in relation to flood risk is noted and welcomed. The SA 
highlights that without specific local Policy related to flood risk management, National Policy and guidance, as well as Environment 
Agency advice, would be followed. However, Crawley have recognised that having local Policy would better inform future 
development proposals in terms of flood risk, especially in the face of climate change. This is welcomed, we are supportive of 
Crawley’s approach in the choice of Option 2 for Policy EP1.  
In terms of Policy EP2, the choice of Option 1 is also supported. This type of development can have a cumulative impact on flood 
risk, by providing specific guidance on smaller scale development it also offers those who wish to carry out, for example, 
householder extensions in flood risk areas, clear guidance on how to approach making an application.  
We hope you find our comments useful. If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Highways England 
REP/
011 


Highways 
England 


SD3 
EC1 
H1 
H2 
ST1 
ST4 


Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions 
of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). 
The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public 
interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and 
integrity. We will therefore be concerned with proposals and policies that have the potential to impact the safe and efficient 
operation of the SRN. With regards to Crawley, the SRN comprises the M23 and A23, with the M25 nearby. 
 
Crawley’s Unmet Housing Need/ Developments in Vicinity of Crawley 
We note that “Even with further development within the borough, Crawley will not be able to meet its housing needs in full and 
possibly not all of its employment needs”, with a need for 11,280 dwellings (with 5,355 planned for delivery 2020-2035) and 20,541 
new jobs. As a result, there is a requirement for neighbouring authorities (especially Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & 
Banstead) to accommodate Crawley’s unmet needs (5,925 dwellings).   
It is Highways England’s view that in order for the overall Local plan and individual developments to accord with national planning 
and transport policy full, timely coordination with neighbouring authorities will need to be undertaken in assessing the transport 
impacts upon the local and strategic road networks. This will especially be the case with regard to the significant development to be 
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sited in neighbouring authorities just outside Crawley’s boundaries. The sites include the prospective West of Ifield development 
with associated Crawley Western Relief or Link Road (as outlined in policy ST4) and Horley Business Park developments. In this 
respect, we note that para 1.14 states “Transport Modelling is to be updated taking into account the cumulative impacts of plans, 
policies and proposals within adjoining authorities”. 
We note that in addition to development just outside the borders of Crawley, there is the prospective expansion Gatwick Airport 
and/or North Crawley Area Action Plan as outlined in SD3 within the borough. 
 
Transport Evidence Base  
We note that the transport evidence base in support of the Local Plan has yet to be prepared, despite the Council consulting on its 
Reg. 19 plan.   
We set out our position in June 2019 when consulted on the Infrastructure Plan. It is that because the Local Plan Review involves a 
change from the current adopted Crawley 2030 Local Plan in terms of the plan years and housing numbers, an updated, robust 
Transport Assessment will be required.   
It should include evidence on the location of strategic development within the borough. Associated with this, and in their own right, 
the evidence base will require assessments for the M23 Junctions 9 to 11 and along the M23 Spur to Gatwick. This because the 
model used previously is now unlikely to be suitable for further use.   
In this respect, we note that the need for an updated Transport Assessment is acknowledged in Chapter 17, and we have recently 
been liaising separately with Crawley Borough Council on our input to the transport modelling brief.   
We therefore look forward to working with Crawley Borough Council and receiving further information on the transport modelling for 
review.   
Until this Transport Assessment is undertaken and agreed, together with any mitigation required (demonstrated to be in accordance 
with standards, fully funded and deliverable), Highways England will have no option but to object to the development proposals 
outlined in the revised Crawley Local Plan 2020-2035. 
 
Assessment of Individual Developments 
It should also be noted that all significant developments (even those allocated in the Local Plan), will need to be supported by a 
robust Transport Assessment (as outlined in policy ST1). In accordance with NPPF and C2/13 Transport Assessment must 
consider the impact of the development on the Strategic Road Network for the opening year and a future year equivalent to a) 10 
years after the application is submitted or b) the end of Local Plan or c) the date at which the whole development is completed, 
whichever is latest. 
Therefore, as things stand at this point in time, we do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or compliant with 
the duty to co-operate. 
However, this is not to say that it cannot be made so (for example, we are content with the Council’s current transport base tender 
document that sets out the required work to be completed), and we look forward to working with the Council and the appointed 
consultants on the above and any other relevant matters. 


Suggested Modifications: 
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It should also be noted that all significant developments (even those allocated in the Local Plan), will need to be supported by a 
robust Transport Assessment (as outlined in policy ST1). In accordance with NPPF and C2/13 Transport Assessment must 
consider the impact of the development on the Strategic Road Network for the opening year and a future year equivalent to a) 10 
years after the application is submitted or b) the end of Local Plan or c) the date at which the whole development is completed, 
whichever is latest. 
Therefore, as things stand at this point in time, we do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or compliant with 
the duty to co-operate.   
However, this is not to say that it cannot be made so (for example, we are content with the Council’s current transport base tender 
document that sets out the required work to be completed), and we look forward to working with the Council and the appointed 
consultants on the above and any other relevant matters. 


Historic England 
REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


SD1 Crawley Submission Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 
Thank you for your email of 20 January 2020 inviting comments on the above consultation document. 
As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic 
environment is fully taken into account at all stages of the planning process. This includes formulation of local development policy 
and plans, supplementary planning documents, area and site proposals, and the on-going review of policies and plans. 
There are many issues and matters in the consultation document that are beyond the remit and concern of Historic England and 
our comments are, as required, limited to matters relating to the historic environment and heritage assets. We note that as an early 
stage in the formulation of a local plan the current document may be subject to significant change and consequently we consider it 
appropriate to limit our comments to more general matters; we will comment more specifically and in detail at later stages in the 
plan making process as appropriate. In this respect, you should not take the comments below as the definitive view of Historic 
England on the matters contained in the plan; they are provided for general guidance in the iterative process of preparing 
appropriate policies for the historic environment. 
The objective of the National Planning Policy Framework, inter alia, to set out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, 
enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 185); and contain strategic policies to deliver the 
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraph 20 d)). These underpin the purpose of the planning 
system to achieve sustainable development. 
We welcome the statement within the Crawley 2035: A Vision section that ‘The rich heritage which has shaped what the town is 
today will be respected, protected and enhanced’. We support the overarching policy in this respect, Strategic Policy SD1: 
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development that includes recognition of this in bullet point 3. 
A positive strategy in the terms of the NPPF is not a passive exercise but requires a plan for the maintenance and use of heritage 
assets and for the delivery of development, including within their setting, that will afford appropriate protection for the asset(s) and 
make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


SD3 We have no objection in principle to the designation of Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan but it should be noted 
that there are a number of designated heritage assets (listed buildings and scheduled monuments) within the defined area that 
would need to be taken account of in future planning of the area. This includes, in particular, listed buildings within and adjacent to 
the ‘Indicative Search Corridor for the Western Link Road (Policy ST4)’. 
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REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


CL2 We note, and support, that Strategic Policy CL2: Making Successful Places: Principles of Good Urban Design requires good design 
that reflects the defining characteristics of each neighbourhood within the plan area, and that reinforces the existing character and 
distinctiveness of each; and, that the protection and enhancement of heritage assets is integral to this. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


CL3 We support Strategic Policy CL3: Local Character and Design of New Development; particularly in its reference to protecting, 
enhancing and reinforcing ‘heritage assets and their settings’. 
The location, design and use of future development can contribute to local identity and distinctiveness, and safeguarding heritage 
significance. We agree that Policies CL4-CL6 set out a series of design parameters that will help to ensure that high-quality design 
is achieved in new development and sustainable forms of urban planning are delivered, including the protection of heritage assets. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


CL7 We support Strategic Policy CL7: Important and Valued Views and the supporting reasoned justification that seek to protect views 
of heritage assets and within historic areas. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


CL8 Strategic Policy CL8: Development Outside the Built-Up Area is supported. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


DD1 In Strategic Policy DD1: Normal Requirements of All New Development we suggest inclusion of a reference to heritage in bullet b); 
e.g. ‘Retain and reuse existing buildings occupying a site or demonstrate why this is not feasible, viable or desirable. This is 
particularly relevant in the case of building, structures or landscape features that are of heritage significance or contribute to local 
character, setting and context’. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


DD7 We support Non-Strategic Policy DD7: Advertisements in its references to considering the effects on the character of the locality, 
including ‘scenic, historic, architectural or cultural value or features’ in sub-paragraph a). 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


HA1 We support the broad intention of Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets  


Suggested Modifications: 
But suggest the following amendments to strengthen the purpose of the policy and better reflect the 
intentions of the NPPF: 
Revise the final bullet point of the first paragraph to read Other assets with non-designated archaeological interest, assets of 
equivalent significance to scheduled monuments. Especially within Archaeological Notification Areas in Crawley identified by West 
Sussex County Council to reflect NPPF paragraph 194 and footnote 63. 
In paragraph 2 replace ‘not lost’ with conserved and enhanced to meet the test of NPPF paragraph 194. 
Add into paragraph 4 – ‘If, in exceptional circumstances, as defined by paragraph 194 of NPPF, …. And it has been demonstrated 
to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss,…’ to reflect the intention of NPPF paragraph 195. 
Amend paragraph 5 to: ‘In exceptional cases where a heritage asset is considered to be suitable for loss or replacement, and it has 
been demonstrated its site is essential to the development’s success by being in accordance with the above criteria, proposals will 
be subject to a requirement to record the asset(s) concerned. The scheme of investigation, including the Historic England 
Recording Level, is to be agreed with the council in advance of its implementation and will reflect the importance and nature of the 
asset and the impact of the proposal’. This wording would better reflect NPPF paragraphs 195 and 
196. 
We would like assurance that an up-to-date Evidence Base exists for the historic environment elements of the Crawley Local Plan 
or that such is in preparation. Paragraph 1.14 of the draft Local Plan includes reference to ‘ASEQs and Locally Listed Buildings 
Heritage Assessment; … Landscape Character Assessment; Historic Parks & Gardens Review; ...’ which date from 2010, 2012, 
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and 2013 respectively. We have been unable to locate any other directly relevant more recent reports or studies. Paragraph 6.8 et 
al refer to the Crawley Heritage Strategy (2008), but no update to this appears to exist. The only other reference to possible 
evidence is given in footnote 61 on page 78. 
A Heritage Topic Paper or similar assessment document prepared in advance of, or alongside (if not already undertaken), the local 
plan can be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate on the delivery of the positive heritage policies in the Local Plan. Some local 
planning authorities have chosen to support their conservation strategy within the Local Plan using a topic specific SPD. 
These comments are based on the information provided by you at this time and for the avoidance of doubt does not reflect our 
obligation to advise you on, and potentially object to, any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from this or 
later versions of the plan and which may, in our view, have adverse effects on the historic environment. 
If you would like further advice on the content of this letter or to discuss how the draft Local 
Plan could be revised to better reflect the intention of the NPPF, please contact me. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


HA2 We support policy Strategic Policy HA2: Conservation Areas. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures is supported. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


HA7 Strategic Policy HA7: Heritage Assets of Archaeological Interest is supported. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


ST4 Strategic Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road 
– see comment above. Heritage assets are likely to be impacted by a road in the area indicated in the map on page 214 and these 
should be factored into any assessment of the appropriate route alignment. 


REP/
061 


Historic 
England 


SA/SEA 
 


Crawley Local Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment Scoping Report 
Thank you for your email of 20 January 2020 inviting comments on the Scoping Report for the above strategic environmental 
assessment. Historic England is a statutory consultation body in relation to the SEA Directive in regard to any matters affecting the 
historic environment. We are content that the scoping report for Crawley Local Plan adequately covers the issues that may arise in 
respect of the potential effects of proposed development sites on heritage assets.  
Historic England has prepared generic guidance with regards to our involvement in the various stages of the local plan process 
which you may find helpful in preparing the Sustainability Appraisal. This is available to download here: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-
note-8/.  
This opinion is based on the information provided by you and for the avoidance of doubt does not affect our obligation to advise you 
on, and potentially object to any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from this or later versions of the plan 
which is the subject to consultation, and which may, despite the SEA, have adverse effects on the historic environment. 


Horsham District Council 
REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


SD3 Thank you for consulting us on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020 -2035. We are grateful for the opportunity to be able to 
comment on your emerging plan. Horsham District Council recognises that your authority faces considerable challenges in ensuring 
it can meet the future needs of Crawley within what is a tightly bound administrative area. Overall we consider that the plan has 



https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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positively sought to balance the provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a manner that contributes to 
achieving sustainable development. 
I would also take the opportunity to reaffirm Horsham District Council’s commitment to continued close cooperation and joint 
working between our councils, reflecting our joint housing market area and common functional economic market area. 
We do have a number of detailed comments on the draft document, which follow and build on comments made in our letter dated 
16 September 2019 responding to the earlier Regulation 18 consultation on the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035. We will 
provide these separately using comment forms for your ease of reference and inputting, but I have nonetheless set these out 
together in this letter – the comments that follow are identical word-for-word to the comment forms. 
We support this policy in principle, but consider its effectiveness could be improved. It is recognised the AAP will provide 
opportunities to increase housing and employment provision within Crawley Borough, and this should feed into an assumption that 
the unmet need will be reduced (see further comments on Policy HP1 in particular). 
 


Suggested Modifications: 
Request that specific reference is made to fact that the safeguarded land extends into Horsham district, therefore close joint 
working will be needed to ensure a consistent approach between the AAP and Horsham LP policy on Gatwick safeguarding going 
forward. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


CL4 We support this policy in principle, but consider its effectiveness could be improved. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: Request clearer cross reference to Policy CL4 which specifies minimum densities. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


CL5 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. 
We welcome that the policy sets out minimum densities that are higher than previously used. 
This is an important means of ensuring no stone is unturned in seeking to maximise meeting identified housing needs in Crawley. 
However it is not clear what the evidence is for selecting these specific density ranges. This should be made fully transparent to 
ensure that the policy is justified.  
It is also not clear from this policy exactly where these densities would apply: although examples are given, this does not provide 
sufficient certainty. Therefore the policy is not fully effective. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study to consider, amongst other things, appropriate 
densities. This should include a spatial analysis of what is appropriate, or transparently present the evidence already gathered to 
evidence this. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


DD1 We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land as part of good design. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


OS1 We support this policy in principle, but consider that its effectiveness could be improved. 
If an area of open space is surplus to requirements, it presents an opportunity to re-use the site for housing and could potentially 
include new public recreation space. This in turn helps reduce the unmet development needs. 


Suggested Modifications: 
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Change sought: Request that Policy OS1 is worded more positively to more explicitly acknowledge the opportunities presented by 
surplus open space to support meeting housing need whilst improving recreational opportunities, and to better reflect Policy H3f. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


EC1 We support this policy in principle, but consider that its effectiveness could be improved. We note the predicted shortfall in 
employment land supply and have also noted the request recently made by Crawley Borough Council as part of the Duty to 
Cooperate for Horsham District to assist in meeting this need. 
Horsham District is seeking to significantly increase the number of high quality jobs in the District to ensure that the employment 
needs of significant housing growth needed in the District is met and provides choice for residents to live and work locally. There is 
a clear synergy between this and providing for the needs of Crawley. As you will be aware land to the West of Crawley, but is within 
Horsham District is being promoted for development. Whilst no decision has been made as to whether it would be appropriate to 
allocate this site, we would expect any strategic housing development in Horsham District to include significant levels of 
employment of a type that is attractive to new residents of that development, on a '1 job per household' basis, to increase the 
sustainability of the new community and reduce the need to travel. 
It is therefore important that the joint working outlined in Strategic Policy EC1 (v) leads to new employment that primarily meets the 
need of the new communities born of any strategic development. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is requested that Policy EC1 has text added to clarify that any employment development provided as part of 
strategic sites ‘at’ Crawley, but outside its boundaries, is planned to meet the needs of the Crawley/Gatwick FEMA first and 
foremost, and provide local jobs. 
Paragraph 9.23 (Strategic Policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth) The effectiveness of Policy EC1 could be further improved 
by making the change set out below. 
Change sought: Amend text to clarify that whilst the scope for strategic employment growth will be investigated as part of a North 
Crawley AAP, the priority will be to accommodate additional housing within Crawley borough, insofar as is commensurate with 
other local plan policies. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


TC3 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. It is 
considered that there may be further opportunities for mixed-use proposals which enhance the town centre to include a greater 
element of residential development, which can contribute to reducing the unmet need. This should be reflected in the policy. This 
view has been formed on the premise that there has not been evidence presented alongside the draft Local Plan to quantify 
opportunities to provide further residential units, of a higher-density nature, to complement and support the vitality of the town 
centre. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include detailed analysis of redevelopment 
and regeneration opportunities in the town centre area, in a way that maximises opportunities to address the unmet housing need. 
This may lead to an increase to the 1,500 net dwellings increase set out in Policy TC3 (iv). 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H1 We support aspects of this policy, in particular that all reasonable opportunities will be considered to develop on brownfield sites 
and surplus green space; capitalise on town centre living, and seek out further opportunities on the edge of Crawley. 
However we consider that the policy is not justified as stands, its effectiveness could be improved, and needs further work to 
demonstrate that it is positively prepared. 
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Firstly, we do not consider that the remaining unmet need figure of 5,925 dwellings total has been fully justified. Whilst 
acknowledging that land supply in Crawley is highly constrained, evidence has not been provided that all opportunities for providing 
further housing within Crawley's boundary have been exhausted. For example, Policy CL5 sets minimum densities for 
development, and Policy TC3 identifies a number of Key Opportunity Sites in the Town Centre. Paragraph 11.19 states that at least 
1,500 dwellings are anticipated across all of these sites (consistent with Policy H1). Currently, we do not consider that there is clear 
evidence of how this number has been arrived at, or whether a comprehensive study of opportunity sites within the town centre, 
and appropriate densities within these, has been undertaken. 
Secondly, it is also not clear how opportunities for estate regeneration (and associated densification) have been looked at. The 
draft Local Plan in paragraph 12.55 states that there are no estate regeneration projects planned in Crawley. We would welcome 
discussion as to why this has not been taken forward as an option for increasing housing delivery within Crawley Borough whilst 
also delivering significant community benefits. 
Thirdly, we note that the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) supporting the emerging Local Plan makes an 
assumption that the Gatwick southern runway may still come forward, and incorporates an assumption that maximum permissible 
noise levels may therefore be exceeded. Whilst we recognise that this situation is complex, this change appears to have had the 
effect of ruling out large sites of several hectares which had previously been included in the housing trajectory for the 2015 Local 
Plan. The SHLAA recognises that such sites may be reconsidered as part of the North Crawley Area Action Plan. It is however 
considered that in advance of such a review, it is not necessarily appropriate to fully rule out sites at this stage, particularly when 
given the increase in housing need for Crawley and for the housing market area. Again, we would welcome further discussion 
around these points. 
It is suggested that further areas of investigation regarding land use efficiency and maximising delivery within Crawley Borough 
could reasonably include: 
i. Consideration as to whether a more generous assumption relating to windfall development (currently assumed at 55 dwellings per 
hectare) may be appropriate. It is noted that the draft Local Plan refers on page 223 to a background document ‘Windfall Allowance 
Review 2020-2035.’ However we have not been able to find this document on your website. 
ii. Positive identification at the plan-making stage of any further surplus or under-used green space or industrial land in Crawley 
Borough. The need to protect and enhance 
fit-for-purpose green infrastructure is supported, but it is noted that currently published open space studies are some 6 years old 
and may now be in need of update; 
iii. Reassess whether sites in the SHLAA should have been found to be unsuitable for development. The airport noise contour issue 
has already been mentioned above, and 
there are further justifications given for rejecting sites that could be better evidenced, e.g. site adjacent (but not within) a flood risk 
area, or the higher infrastructure costs associated with redeveloping industrial sites. 
To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, and the points above are considered further, it is requested that a 
comprehensive densification study is undertaken, to consider these points and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a 
robust understanding of how much of the Crawley housing needs will remain unmet, and therefore form the basis of the discussions 
over the extent to which Horsham District Council can meet this need. 
We also request an alternative trajectory and target which reflects the likely scenario of some or all of the Gatwick Expansion 
safeguarding being removed as a result of the forthcoming AAP. 
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This will assist in Duty to Cooperate discussions, and may be critical to the unmet need housing figure should the Gatwick 
safeguarding policy be removed entirely in the course of the examination. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: 


• To be effective, and meet the test of positive planning, the policy should additionally refer to opportunities arising from 
increased densities including increasing building heights and fully exploiting surplus garden land, and estate regeneration. 


• To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that a comprehensive densification study is 
undertaken, to consider points i, ii and iii above, and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a robust understanding 
of how much of the Crawley housing need should in principle be accommodated by neighbouring authorities including 
Horsham district. 


It is requested that an alternative trajectory and target which reflects the likely scenario of some or all of the Gatwick Expansion 
safeguarding being removed as a result of the forthcoming AAP. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H2 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands. As set out in our comments to earlier policies (and in 
particular Policy H1), there is insufficient evidence to support the overall number of dwellings suggested, given that further sites 
could be allocated if further investigations through a densification study were made. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include analysis of whether assumptions 
built into policies as drafted, for example on town centre redevelopment opportunities, surplus green spaces, and estate 
regeneration should be different and if so, whether this could yield significant further housing capacity in Crawley. 
It is also requested that reference is made to the alternative scenario of Langley Green and Forge Wood sites coming forward as a 
result of Gatwick safeguarding being removed (as stated in 12.28), with associated housing capacities and an alternative trajectory 
and unmet need figure. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3b We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land in a number of ways. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3c We support this policy. It is considered that there may be further opportunities for the town centre area and mixed use 
developments to provide more housing to help meet the unmet need in Crawley, as set out in our comments to Policies H1 and H2. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3d We support this policy which encourages efficient use of land through building upwards. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3f We support this policy which strikes an appropriate balance between protecting and enhancing valued open spaced whist taking a 
pragmatic approach to allowing some housing development in certain circumstances. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3g We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. 
Given the pressing need for housing in the area and unmet housing need, it is considered imperative that estate regeneration 
opportunities are explored as this is a potential source of additional housing supply that is, to a great extent, within the control of 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy/ 
Para 


Comments 


CBC. This could form part of a densification study, and is necessary to ensure that no stone is left unturned. Such a study may 
identify further broad areas for development to yield additional housing in the later years of the Plan period. 
We welcome paragraph 12.72 and the fact it has now been moved to before the policy (as suggested in our response to your 
Regulation 18 consultation). 


Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include analysis of whether and estate 
regeneration could play a part in providing additional housing within Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


Policy H3g 
part ix 


Policy H3g part ix is not effective. Including reference to potential nomination rights for affordable housing to potentially be provided 
outside of Crawley borough is premature and therefore ineffective, given no such agreement in principle has been reached. This 
bears in mind that Horsham District itself has a high assessed need for affordable housing (503 homes per year) meaning that 
there may be limited opportunity to meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s affordable housing need on top. 


Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: Request removal and similarly as a consequential change to the reasoned justification (see further comment on 
paragraph 12.76). 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


Para. 12.76 Paragraph 12.76 is not effective as drafted – it currently states: 
“Whilst located within Mid Sussex or Horsham Districts, any urban extension on the edge of Crawley should be meeting the unmet 
housing needs arising from Crawley, and should therefore meet Crawley’s specific needs for affordable housing, housing mix, type, 
and tenure.” 
It is premature to make this statement ahead of any agreement being reached as part of future joint work. HDC wishes to make 
clear that new development in Horsham district will address the needs of Horsham district in the first instance, as required by NPPF 
paragraph 35(a) in respect of the minimum requirement for a local plan to pass the ‘positively prepared’ test. 


Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: Request removal of this sentence. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


ST4 We support this policy subject to the following comment: 
The corridor for any future relief road will need to be agreed jointly with HDC as most of the route would be within the administrative 
area of Horsham. Any area of safeguarding should not prejudice this. It is noted that this is recognised in the supporting text. 
I do hope these comments are helpful. I would like to emphasise that they are made in anticipation of further constructive dialogue 
between our authorities, and with an expectation that areas of disagreement can be readily addressed, and quite possibly 
eliminated. 
Officers will be in touch further to arrange further discussions around this point and in respect of the Statement of Common Ground 
currently being worked upon. 


Mid Sussex District Council 
REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


SD3 Crawley Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 – Submission version  
Mid Sussex welcomes the opportunity to comment on the submission Crawley Local Plan Review (the Plan) and our detailed 
comments on the Strategic Polices of the Plan build on our earlier response to the Regulation 18 draft of the Local Plan.  
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Mid Sussex welcomes the further work undertaken by Crawley since the publication of the draft Local Plan and the identification of 
additional sources of housing supply, resulting in another 550 units. In particular, Mid Sussex supports the revisions to policies 
which will ensure that there is a more effective use of land in meeting housing and other land use needs in line with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
Mid Sussex has reviewed the Plan and accompanying evidence that has been prepared to support the Plan however it is noted that 
some of the evidence base, including Transport Assessment, Viability and Habitats Regulation Assessment have not yet been 
completed and therefore these comments are provided in this context. Mid Sussex may wish to make further comments as and 
when the evidence base is complete. 
 
Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council consider that 
the Policy could be more effective.  
Policy SD3 makes provision for the preparation of an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the area of land to the south of Gatwick Airport 
that has historically been safeguarded to accommodate the possible construction of an additional runway and associated facilities. 
Mid Sussex welcomes the approach to review the opportunities for development within this location, alongside the future growth 
needs of the airport through an AAP.  
The Council welcomes the clear commitment to commence work on the AAP within three months of the adoption of the Local Plan 
as this will provide certainty over its development. 
However, the Crawley Plan should recognise the significant opportunities presented by this land to take a strategic approach 
towards consolidating employment land in this location thereby facilitating release of underused employment land elsewhere in the 
Borough which could be used for much needed housing. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL4 Strategic Policy CL4: Effective Use of Land: Sustainability, Movement and layout  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective.  
The NPPF is clear that where there is a shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs policies should ensure the use of 
land is optimised. Whilst this policy seeks the effective use of land it needs to be clear about how this will be achieved.  


Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: Policy needs clarity over how policy objectives will be achieved. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL5 Strategic Policy CL5: Form of New Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council consider that 
the Policy could be more effective.  
The Council supports the concept of ‘compact development’ and the inclusion of density standards on some locations within the 
Town. However, the Council consider that the Policy could be more effective by being clearer.  
Whilst the Policy sets out minimum density standards across the Borough it states that residential density standards will be 
informed by Area Character Assessment. It is unclear from the supporting evidence if these Assessments have already been 
undertaken, and if not who will be responsible for preparing these.  


Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: Make the application of the policy clearer. 
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REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL8 Strategic Policy CL8: Development Outside the Built–up Area  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective.  
Mid Sussex made comments on the previous draft in relation to policy CL8: Development Outside the Built-up Area. Whilst we 
welcome the changes which have been made to the policy, the objective of the policy remains the same. Therefore, we wish to 
reiterate that opportunities for development within these areas should be positively assessed, particularly as Crawley has an unmet 
housing need. 
There can be opportunities for development within designated areas, including the AONB. As a rural district, the majority of Mid 
Sussex housing supply is within the countryside (i.e. outside built-up areas) and Mid Sussex District Council’s spatial strategy 
allocates land for development in the AONB to meet its adopted housing requirement, which includes some of Crawley’s unmet 
need.  


Suggested Modifications:  
Change required: This policy needs to be amended to be a positively framed policy which promotes and supports some 
development outside of the Built-Up Area. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


OS1 Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle but considers that it could be more effective.  
Policy OS1 protects against development which would affect the use of open spaces, sport and recreational spaces unless it meets 
certain criteria. Given the limited supply of suitable housing land in Crawley, this policy should recognise the significant 
opportunities presented by the Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding to rationalise open space in order to release land for much needed 
housing.  


Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: The Policy needs to be amended to cross reference to Policy SD3 as the opportunities presented by the 
Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding land 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


EC1 Suggested Modifications: 
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective in achieving the area’s needs. 
Policy EC1 (iii) currently encourages the redevelopment and intensification of under-utilised sites in Main Employment areas. 
However, the opportunities presented by the Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding for rationalising Main Employment areas, have not 
been taken. This is missing an opportunity to release land for much needed housing.  


Change required: The Policy needs to be amended to make a cross reference to Policy SD3 as the opportunities presented by the 
Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding land should form part of a comprehensive spatial strategy for meeting development needs. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


H3d Mid Sussex supports this policy which supports upwards extensions in line with the NPPF and provides clear guidelines on 
assessment of proposals. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


H3g 
paragraph 
12.76 


Mid Sussex objects to this policy. It is neither justified nor effective 
The submission version of the Plan continues to include a policy that seeks to provide policy criteria for the assessment of Urban 
Extensions outside of the Crawley administrative boundary, in policy H3g: Urban Extensions. Policy H3g provides the framework by 
which Crawley would assess applications outside the borough boundaries but are adjacent to Crawley. Whilst some amendments 
have been made to the policy Mid Sussex continues to have concerns and therefore comments on this policy are set out below:  
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The Sustainability Appraisal of the MSDC District Plan (August 2016) sets out the conclusions of the ‘Sustainability Assessment of 
Cross-Boundary Options’, which assessed the unmet need of all neighbouring authorities. The evidence shows that there are 
strong migration and commuting links between the two authorities. These links are not constrained to the areas immediately 
adjacent to the administrative boundaries of the authorities. Broad locations for growth were assessed based on distance and 
linkages between areas based on historic commuting patterns. These broad locations cover most of Mid Sussex, which indicate 
any unmet need from Crawley could be located anywhere in this District. Locations ‘At Crawley’ has identified locations which may 
not be the most sustainable location for growth in Mid Sussex, but until work on the District Plan Review is undertaken and all broad 
locations and sites are assessed, this is not known.  
It is unclear how this policy can be effective as it relates to land outside the Crawley boundary. An application within Mid Sussex, for 
example, would not be assessed against the policies within the Crawley Local Plan. As such the criteria within the policy can only 
be considered to inform Crawley’s response during the consultation process on an application within an adjoining authority; and this 
should be made clear.  
It is not sufficiently clear what is meant by the term ‘Urban Extension’, both in terms of scale and location. This is important because 
some criteria would not apply to all developments. For example, smaller scale sites would not support a neighbourhood centre, or 
require a masterplan. The preparation of a Joint Area Action Plan may not be necessary in all circumstances. This is acknowledged 
in the supporting text but not within the policy. Through Duty to Co-Operate discussions, Mid Sussex will continue to liaise with 
Crawley on any sites within Mid Sussex that would have cross-boundary impacts particularly any that are promoted to the Council 
as part of the District Plan Review.  
Part ix of the policy includes a reference to the delivery of affordable housing at 40% and agreements in relation to the nomination 
rights for those on the Crawley housing register. There are no mechanisms in place to seek a different affordable housing 
requirement on sites within Mid Sussex as intended by the policy. The adopted Mid Sussex District Plan requires 30% affordable 
housing and existing evidence does not demonstrate that the provision of 40% affordable housing is viable in Mid Sussex. Mid 
Sussex’s immediate priority is to meet the affordable housing needs of those who live in Mid Sussex.  
In this context, this Council objects to the wording of paragraph H3g: Urban Extensions and paragraph 12.76 where it refers to any 
urban extension on the edge of Crawley and within MSDC should be meeting the unmet needs arising from Crawley.  
Change required: The policy needs significantly redrafting. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


Habitat 
Regulation 
Assessment 
Screening 
Report 


Mid Sussex is concerned about the conclusions reached in the HRA Screening Report and considers that further work is required to 
ensure that the Plan is sound.  
• Paragraph 4.8-4.9 (air pollution) –New homes and employment are being planned by Crawley Borough Council. The distance of 
10km from the borough’s boundaries is not a relevant consideration. Mid Sussex Council have undertaken transport modelling, air 
quality modelling and then ecological interpretation to assess the potential air quality impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC to 
support the preparation of the District Plan and Site Allocations DPD.  
• The 1000 AADT is not the only factor that needs to be taken into account and in any case this needs to be an in-combination 
assessment (taking account of recent case law as acknowledged).  
• At paragraphs 5.7 to 5.10 reference is made to the transport modelling undertaken for the Mid Sussex District Plan. This 
information has been superseded by the Mid Sussex Transport Model (2019) which is a new transport model that has been 
prepared to support the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD. This new evidence should be taken into account.  
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Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: In order to ensure the Plan is sound the Council should prepare the necessary evidence to conclude no adverse 
impact on the Ashdown Forest SAC habitat. It would be helpful to see some more recent and relevant correspondence from Natural 
England setting out their view on the likely significant effect on the Ashdown Forest SAC.  


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


Duty to 
Cooperate 


Conclusion  
Mid Sussex is committed to continuous and close co-operation and joint working and welcomes the opportunities to work on an 
ongoing basis to address unmet development needs and we will use the well-established joint working arrangements in place, to 
address these outstanding issues. 


Mole Valley District Council 
REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council  


Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Housing 
H1 
SD3 


Thank you for your ‘Duty to Cooperate’ letter dated 21 January 2020 setting out Crawley Borough Council’s position in relation to 
meeting the borough’s objectively assessed development needs. 
Housing 
CBC calculates their local housing need to be 752 dwellings per annum using the ‘Standard Method’ set out in planning practice 
guidance. This equates to a total housing need of 11,280 dwellings over the lifetime of the 15-year plan (2020-2035). Crawley’s 
Local Plan Review identifies the borough’s housing land supply to be 5,355 dwellings over the plan period. This leaves a total 
unmet need figure of 5,925 net dwellings. 
MVDC recognise the difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and the challenge of effectively balancing competing 
environmental, social and economic pressures. Nonetheless MVDC are concerned that CBC will have an unmet need of 
approximately 5,925 net dwellings over the plan period (2020-2035). Based on the reasoning set out below, it is considered MVDC 
is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet housing need. 
Housing Market Area 
CBC say there is already a long-established, effective joint working within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area 
(HMA). The NWS HMA comprises Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small part of Reigate & Banstead local planning 
authorities and does not include Mole Valley District. 
Crawley’s unmet housing need established from CBC’s adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local 
Plans within the NWS HMA. Currently the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to provide an 
additional 3,150 dwellings above their objectively assessed housing needs, mostly to meet the unmet housing need arising from 
Crawley. CBC says that local plan reviews have acknowledged the 3,150 dwellings figure is likely to change in particular because 
the ‘standard method’ for calculating local housing need increases the housing needs in Horsham and Mid Sussex above those 
established in their respective adopted Plans.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS HMA, the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet housing 
needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local planning authorities within NWS HMA. 
Constraints, Green Belt and demonstrating Exceptional Circumstances  
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within Crawley for accommodating further 
development because of the boroughs tight administrative boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential 
southern runway; physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, and; few infill 
opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town.  
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Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and this includes land adjacent to 
Crawley’s administrative boundaries. The district is also constrained by landscape and environmental designations, including the 
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC). As with Crawley, Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise contours associated with 
Gatwick. In addition, transport links and public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak.  
Mole Valley has published its Draft Local Plan (Future Mole Valley) for consultation between 3 February and 23 March 2020. It is 
clear from this draft plan MVDC cannot meet its own housing need on brownfield land and/or within the district’s existing built-up 
areas. At this stage, MVDC has not identified any opportunities for part of Mole Valley’s housing need to be met by neighbouring 
local planning authorities. Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable options for meeting the district’s housing need, 
exceptional circumstances may exist for MVDC to consider some degree of change to Green Belt boundaries. This is one of the 
principles which is being considered through MVDC’s current Regulation 18 consultation.  
Paragraph 137c of the NPPF 2019 says that before concluding exceptional circumstances exist to just changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, MVDC has to demonstrate it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for 
development. This will include whether the strategy has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether 
they could accommodate some of Mole Valley’s identified need for development. Therefore where neighbouring local planning 
authorities, particularly those in the NWS HMA as they are not constrained by Green Belt boundaries, are capable of meeting their 
own housing needs then further discussions may be required about whether they could accommodate some of Mole Valley’s 
housing need, to avoid changes to Green Belt boundaries, which both MVDC and the Government attach great importance to13. 
One of the tests for soundness set out in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2019 is that plans should be ‘positively prepared’ in so that the 
plan provides a strategy which as a minimum seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs and is informed by agreements 
with other authorities so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent 
with achieving sustainable development.  
The Crawley submission Local Plan does not plan to meet Crawley’s local development needs with a total unmet housing need of 
5,925 dwellings and unmet employment need of at least 21ha of employment land. At present there is a lack of clarity as to how 
these unmet needs will be accommodated. 


Suggested Modifications: 
As indicated in MVDC’s responses to the Crawley Local Plan consultation and ‘duty to cooperate’ letter dated 2 March, CBC should 
consider bringing forward preparation of the AAP for Land North of Crawley to understand the level of development needs that can 
be accommodated within the AAP boundary. 
MVDC would consider the Crawley submission Local Plan to be sound subject to agreeing a Statement of Common Ground that 
addressed the issues set out in the MVDC’s responses to the Crawley submission Local Plan consultation and ‘duty to cooperate’ 
letter. 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley  
CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport and preparing 
an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the future development of this land. The AAP will assess needs for future growth and operational 


 
13 As indicated in Paragraph 133 of the NPPF 2019.   
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needs of airport alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for housing, though CBC state housing 
development would be limited due to aircraft noise contours. CBC would commence work on the AAP after the adoption of the 
Submission Draft Crawley Local Plan 2035 which is expected in December 202014 (notwithstanding the Planning Inspector’s 
recommendations following independent examination of the Local Plan).  
MVDC supports CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. CBC should consider bringing forward preparation of this AAP 
to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order to determine the amount of housing which can be developed on land within 
the AAP boundary. It appears that the AAP could potentially contribute towards Crawley’s unmet housing need. Without further 
assessment of land availability in the AAP, it is possible the level of unmet housing need arising from Crawley maybe overstated or 
non-existent. 


REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council  


Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Gatwick 
Airport 
SD3 
GAT1 


Gatwick Airport  
MVDC notes that Policy SD3 signals intent for Crawley Borough Council to produce an Area Action Plan for the land currently 
safeguarded for a potential second runway at Gatwick Airport. MVDC supports this approach, and will comment on such proposals 
at the appropriate time. We also note that Policy SD3 safeguards land that corresponds with the Gatwick Airport Masterplan. MVDC 
has recently published a draft Local Plan for consultation that uses the same updated boundary to safeguard two small parcels of 
land that fall within Mole Valley District.  
MVDC welcomes the addition to Policy GAT1 of a reference to Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects at Gatwick Airport. We 
agree that point’s i-iv must apply to any development proposals at the airport that fall within the scope of the Planning Act 2008. 


REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Economic 
Growth 
EC1 


Economic growth  
The constrained land supply position in Crawley means there is also an unmet need for employment land of a minimum of 21 
hectares over the Plan period according to Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory. The unmet need for employment land has 
previously been significantly affected by the uncertainty of a possible additional runway at Gatwick Airport and the need to 
safeguard land for this reason.  
However, it is now understood that CBC proposes through Policy SD3 to explore the possibility of removing the ‘safeguarding’ of 
613 hectares of land to the north of Crawley, which has been designated for an Area Action Plan (AAP) to meet the future growth 
and operational needs of the airport alongside other development needs within Crawley, including housing.  
Although MVDC would support CBC in utilising the land for non-airport uses, the following points should also be taken into 
consideration:  
- The NWS EGA update 2020 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad 
functional economic market area (FEMA). Given that Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS FEMA, MVDC is of the view that 
the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet employment needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local authorities within 
the NWS FEMA and then subsequently, if necessary, those areas with which influential economic linkages exist, which doesn’t 
include Mole Valley.  
- The EGA update 2020 also stated that there is potential for a greater level of business growth based on the ‘unconstrained’ 
uncapped local housing need figure of 752 dwellings per annum. This can only be planned for if current constraints on land supply 


 
14 CBC’s Local Development Scheme 2019 to 2022.   
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are lifted. Using this approach, the EGA identifies an ‘unconstrained’ employment land requirement of 113ha for Crawley. CBC 
consider this amount of employment land is likely to be needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward.  
- Regarding the AAP proposed for the land north of Crawley, it is noted that work on it would commence within three months of the 
adoption of the Local Plan. CBC should consider bringing its preparation forward to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in 
order to determine the amount of housing which can be developed on land within the AAP boundary. It appears that the AAP may 
be able to contribute towards meeting Crawley’s housing need. Therefore, without further assessment of land availability in the 
AAP, it is possible that the level of unmet housing need arising from Crawley maybe overstated or non-existent.  
Furthermore, as has been previously stated within MVDC’S Regulation 18 consultation response, there are significant physical and 
policy constraints on development in the south eastern part of Mole Valley, adjacent to Crawley, which limit the potential for growth 
in this area. Transport links between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak, mainly comprising rural lanes with limited capacity. The 
only A-road connections are the A217 and A264/A24. The A217 reduces to a single carriageway north of the CBC boundary and 
serves only one small settlement (Hookwood) in Mole Valley before continuing north to Reigate. The A264/24 is far from a direct 
route; the A264 lying to the south of Crawley and connecting to the A24 some 5km south of Mole Valley’s boundary. Public 
transport connections are also weak, with only limited bus services in the rural parts of southern Mole Valley.  
Gatwick Airport is a major constraint, both in physical terms and in terms of the consequences of air traffic on the southern part of 
Mole Valley. The south eastern part of Mole Valley is also significantly impacted by flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3).  
For the reasons outlined above, we consider that Mole Valley would be unable to accommodate CBC’s unmet employment land 
needs owing to the identified physical and policy constraints, in conjunction with the limited available employment land within the 
south eastern part of the District. 


REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


H1 Thank you for consulting Mole Valley District Council (MVDC) on Crawley Borough Council’s (CBC) Submission draft Local Plan.  
The strategic issues we wish to comment on are:  


• Meeting housing needs  


• Economic growth  


• Gatwick Airport  
Meeting housing needs  
As set out in our earlier response to CBC (dated 30.08.2019) as part of the Regulation 18 consultation, MVDC does recognise the 
difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and the challenge of balancing competing environmental, social and economic 
pressures. We also recognise the physically constrained nature of Crawley. Nonetheless, MVDC are concerned that CBC will have 
an updated unmet need of approximately 5,925 dwellings over the Plan Period (2020-2035), which has reduced from an unmet 
need of approximately 6, 475 dwellings at the Regulation 18 stage.  
Three quarters of Mole Valley is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and is therefore heavily constrained. That includes all of the 
land adjacent to Crawley. In addition, further constraints include the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a Special Area of 
Conservation, areas prone to flooding and other environmental constraints. MVDC recently commenced a 7 week public 
consultation on the draft version of the Future Mole Valley Local Plan (Regulation 18) and based on current assessments it is clear 
that MVDC cannot meet its own housing need on brownfield land and/or within the districts existing built-up areas. At this stage, 
MVDC has not identified any opportunities for part of Mole Valley’s housing need to be met by neighbouring local planning 
authorities. 
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Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable options for meeting the district’s housing need, exceptional circumstances may 
exist for MVDC to consider some degree of change to Green Belt boundaries. This is one of the principles which is being 
considered through MVDC’s current Regulation 18 consultation.  
On a further point, Crawley is a functional component of the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area (NWS HMA), which 
includes Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small part of the Reigate and Banstead Council areas. Mole Valley does not form part of the 
same housing market area.  
On this basis, we do not consider that MVDC should be expected to meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need. A separate letter 
setting out MVDC’s position under the Duty to Cooperate (also dated 2 March 2020) reiterates this position. 


REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


SD3 
EC1 


Employment  
Joint working across Northern West Sussex (NWS) also resulted in a joint assessment of economic growth. The NWS Economic 
Growth Assessment (EGA) 2020 update recommends an identified need for a total of 33ha of employment land in Crawley based 
on the continuation of past development trends which in turn is based on a constrained land supply. However, Crawley’s 
Employment Land Trajectory only identifies a supply of circa 12Ha, resulting in an unmet need of at least 21ha of employment land 
over the plan period. Furthermore, the EGA update 2020 also said there is potential for a greater level of business growth based on 
the ‘unconstrained’ local housing need figure of 752 dwellings per annum. Using this approach, the EGA identifies an 
‘unconstrained’ employment land requirement of 113ha for Crawley. CBC consider this amount of employment land is likely to be 
needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward.  
It is considered, for the reasons set out below, MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting its unmet employment 
needs.  
Functional Economic Market Area  
The NWS EGA update 2020 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad 
functional economic market area (FEMA). The assessment also identifies that influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate & Banstead (e.g. Horley) and East Sussex. Mole Valley is not included within the NWS FEMA nor is the 
district identified as having influential economic influences with NWS authorities.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS FEMA, the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet 
employment needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local planning authorities within NWS FEMA and then subsequently, if 
necessary, those areas with which influential economic linkages exist, which doesn’t include Mole Valley.  
Constraints  
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within Crawley for accommodating further 
development because of the boroughs tight administrative boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential 
southern runway; physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, and; few infill 
opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town.  
As stated previously, Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and this 
includes land adjacent to Crawley’s administrative boundaries. The district is also constrained by the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (SAC). As with Crawley, 
Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise contours associated with Gatwick. In addition, 
transport links and public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak. 
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Suggested Modifications: 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley  
As mentioned previously, CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for a potential southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport and preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the future development of this land. The AAP will assess needs for 
future growth and operational needs of airport alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for economic 
growth. CBC would commence work on the AAP after the adoption of their new Local Plan and CBC say this work may conclude 
sites for Strategic Employment Locations can be identified within Crawley should some or all of the land encompassed by the AAP 
not be required for airport expansion.  
Given the AAP covers approximately 613ha and the unconstrained employment land need is 113ha, it appears that all of Crawley’s 
employment needs can be met within the Borough with surplus land available within the AAP which can be used to meet other 
development needs, including housing. MVDC therefore supports CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. CBC should 
also consider bringing forward preparation of this AAP to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order to determine the 
amount of employment land that can be developed within the AAP boundary.  


REP/
065 


Mole Valley 
District 
Council 


Duty to 
Cooperate 


Summary  
In summary:  


• MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet housing needs.  


• MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet employment needs.  


• MVDC supports the removal of safeguarding land for a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport and supports the 
preparation of an AAP setting out the future development of this land to meet development needs arising in Crawley.  


• CBC should consider bringing forward preparation of the AAP to understand the level of developments needs that can be 
accommodated within the AAP boundary. 


Natural England 
REP/
069 


Natural 
England 


GI1 
GI2 
GI3 
SDC3 


Dear Sir/Madam, 
Planning consultation: Submission draft Crawley Local Plan (Regulation 19) 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 20 January 2020 which was received by Natural England on 20 January 2020 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Natural England has reviewed the Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 and accompanying appendices together with the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Please note that we have not provided comments on all policies 
but those that are within our remit. Natural England has no comment to make on the policies not covered in this response. 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of many of our previous comments included within the draft submission. In particular comments 
relating to Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Net Gain. We support the inclusion of the inclusion of a “Proposals involving the 
creation of dwellings will be required to at least meet the Building Regulations optional requirement for tighter water efficiency, and 
should, where feasible, achieve a more advanced target of 100 litres/person/day. A tighter target of 80 litres/person/day should be 
met for significant, strategic scale developments. ” within Policy SDC3 Tackling Water Stress. 
We agree with the findings in the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulation Assessment. 
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We have no further comments in relation to this submission. 


Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Vision 
para. 2.26 


Crawley 2035 – Local Plan Review – Regulation 19 Publication, draft Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental 
Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-35 (January 2020), draft 
Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report. We have 
the following comments.  
Housing Needs  
As part of this Regulation 19 Publication RBBC have been asked to formally confirm whether we can meet any of CBC’s unmet 
housing need.  
Whilst we appreciate the challenges and constraints faced by CBC, we note that the scale of potential unmet housing need in the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Local Plan is significant. RBBC also faces considerable constraints, including significant extent of Green 
Belt, AGLV and flooding, which limits our own ability to accommodate growth. The constrained nature of our borough was 
acknowledged and accepted through Examination of our adopted Core Strategy (2014, reviewed 2019) which recognised that we 
were unable to fully meet our objectively assessed housing needs in a sustainable manner, giving rise to a shortfall of our own of 
2,100-2,700 over our plan period. As such, whilst we are committed to maximising housing supply (as demonstrated through our 
recent delivery record and housing delivery test score), and to working together to understand how housing needs can be met as 
fully as possible, we are not in a position to accommodate any of Crawley’s identified unmet housing needs.  
Whilst we appreciate that our Core Strategy recognises that migration between our respective boroughs (and beyond) would continue 
and be facilitated within the Core Strategy housing requirement of at least 460 dwellings per annum, we would reiterate that there is 
no specific quantified allowance for Crawley’s unmet needs within our adopted housing requirement. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Although there is an allowance within our housing requirement for between 90-130 dwellings to cater for net in-migration into the 
borough, there is no specific quantified allowance for in-migration from individual boroughs. Notably, the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) used to inform our Core Strategy showed that the greatest numbers moving into RBBC were from Greater 
London and Tandridge, not Crawley. Given this position, to ensure that it is clear for readers that the strategy for meeting Crawley’s 
unmet needs does not include allowances within RBBC’s housing requirement, we request that Paragraph 2.27 of CBS’s 
Regulation 19 Local Plan is amended to reflect the fact that there is no specific requirement within our adopted housing 
requirement to specifically cater for unmet needs within the Crawley / the North West Sussex Housing Market Area.  
Similarly, in order to be explicit with regards to the strategy to meet Crawley / North West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet 
housing needs, we also request that Paragraph 2.30 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is amended to make it clear 
that the new neighbourhood level extensions to Horley (the adopted Sustainable Urban Extensions within RBBC’s DMP) are to 
meet RBBC’s housing needs and not Crawley / North West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet needs. We also note that Figure 2 
below this Paragraph which refers to “Planned Development Adjacent to Crawley” depicts the Horley Strategic Business Park and 
not the adopted Sustainable Urban Extensions in / around Horley.  
For reasons of soundness, we request that with regards to housing market areas, that Paragraph 2.26 of the Regulation 19 Crawley 
Local Plan is amended to accurately reflect only localised links between Horley and the North West Sussex Housing Market Area 
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(and not our borough as a whole). Whilst we accept that there are some very localised linkages between Horley and the North West 
Sussex authorities, as defined in the 2008 East Surrey SHMA, RBBC forms part of an East Surrey HMA with Elmbridge, Epsom & 
Ewell, Tandridge and Mole Valley. As drafted, Paragraph 2.26 could be interpreted as suggesting a much greater degree of 
interaction between our housing market areas than the evidence supports.  
Notwithstanding our position, more generally we support the strategy of neighbouring authorities accommodating Crawley’s unmet 
need where they can deliver this near to the administrative boundary of Crawley (subject to sites being identified as suitable, 
sustainability appraisal etc.). We also support the strategy of affordable housing provision in these areas being delivered to meet 
Crawley’s affordable housing needs as otherwise Crawley’s unmet affordable housing need (which the SHMA identifies as a 
substantial 739 dwellings per annum) may remain unmet as Crawley residents may be unable to qualify for affordable housing in 
adjoining boroughs. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


SD3 Safeguarded Land  
We note that the draft submission Local Plan no longer proposes safeguarding land to the north of Crawley and south and east of 
Gatwick Airport for a potential future second runway. We note that instead Strategic Policy SD3 “North Crawley Area Action Plan” 
proposes designating this area for the preparation of an Area Action Plan which will commence within three months of the adoption 
of the Plan. The AAP will assess the needs for future growth and operational needs of the airport alongside other development 
needs arising in Crawley including economic growth, housing, infrastructure, community/ recreational facilities and any other uses 
identified through the evidence gathering and consultation on the Area Action Plan.  


Suggested Modifications: 
Whilst we understand that this is being proposed as CBC does not consider that there is, at this time, robust evidence within the 
draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 2050, to continue the safeguarding of the land and that continual safeguarding is restricting the 
provision of land to meet economic, housing, infrastructure, community/ recreation and other needs, we have historically tentatively 
supported maintaining the safeguarded land in order to provide future flexibility for airport expansion (please note however that this 
should not be interpreted as Council support for a new southern runway). 


Rep/0
58 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


EC2 Economic Needs  
We welcome the amendment requested at Regulation 18 stage to proposed Policy EC1 “Sustainable Economic Growth” which 
removes the hierarchy for delivering new strategic employment land. We remain committed to joint working on strategic 
employment needs, but this amendment removes potential uncertainty for residents living within RBBC.  
We support in broad terms of the commitment in proposed Policies EC1 “Sustainable Economic Growth” and EC2 “Economic 
Growth in Main Employment Areas” to make best use of and intensify existing employment areas. We note that the intention of 
these policies is in line with our DMP Policies EMP1 “Principal Employment Areas”, EMP2 “Local Employment Areas” and EMP4 
“Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises”.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment earlier on a previous draft version of the Northern West Sussex Economic Growth 
Assessment Update as part of duty to co-operate discussions. We note that the study has identified a need for -1.1ha employment 
needs (baseline job growth scenario), 33.0ha past development rates scenario) and 113.0ha (baseline labour supply scenario) and 
that Lichfields (Paragraph 8.74 North West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Update) considers that for Crawley “the baseline 
job growth scenario does not appear to provide a robust scenario for positively planning for future employment space” and “that the 
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Council [should] consider planning to accommodate the past take-up based requirement as a minimum, to enable historically strong 
levels of employment development to continue in the Borough over the new plan period”. 
The Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan therefore seeks as a minimum to provide employment needs in line with the past 
development rates scenario. When subtracting the available land supply pipeline, it is stated that this gives an outstanding business 
land need of 21ha. This outstanding business land need however does not take into account any employment needs that are 
proposed to be met on the Horley Strategic Employment Site, Policy HOR9 of RBBC’s Development Management Plan. In addition 
to helping to meet RBBC’s strategic office needs, the Horley Strategic Business Park was also allocated to help meet CBC’s unmet 
strategic office needs. Taking into consideration the 45,513sqm of CBC’s unmet strategic office needs proposed to be 
accommodated on the Horley Strategic Employment Site, we consider that there is no unmet need for office accommodation 
(surplus of 62,524sqm baseline job growth scenario; surplus of 69,884sqm past development rates scenario; and surplus of 
40,279sqm labour supply scenario). 
In relation to potential unmet need for industrial, manufacturing and distribution accommodation, given our policy position (i.e. an 
up-to-date Local Plan) we can confirm that we are not able to assist in meeting this unmet need. We note that one option proposed 
to meet the identified unmet manufacturing and distribution needs arising in the Crawley is to assess the future growth needs of the 
airport for the safeguarded land to the north of Crawley and to the south and east of Gatwick Airport, and to determine whether the 
future growth needs of the airport require any, or all of the land. If not, it is proposed that a sustainable site/s within the area will be 
designated to accommodate strategic employment needs based on Crawley’s unconstrained business land requirements. Should 
this land be designated for employment needs, to ensure the approach is justified / effective, we consider that this provision should 
be focussed to meeting Crawley’s unmet strategic manufacturing, industrial and distribution uses. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


GAT1 GAT1 “Development of the Airport with a Single Runway”  
We consider that the overarching strategy proposed in Policy GAT1 is sound. It is in line with the strategy in our Core Strategy 
(Policy CS9 “Gatwick Airport”) which the Core Strategy Inspector considered sound.  


Suggested Modifications:  
We agree that, as set out in proposed Policy GAT1 and Paragraphs 10.12 and 10.13, it is important that any future growth 
minimises the impacts of operation of the airport on the local environment and surrounding residents and that any future growth is 
supported by appropriate infrastructure and maximum benefits across surrounding authorities. In line with our own Core Strategy 
policy, we would therefore welcome reference in Policy GAT1 to the importance of joint working with neighbouring authorities and 
partners across the Gatwick Diamond through existing mechanisms such as Gatwick Officers Group to ensure that these shared 
strategic objectives are achieved for all. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


GAT2 GAT2 “Gatwick Airport Related Parking”  
We strongly support the approach set out in this policy and consider that the proposed approach is sound. The proposed policy is 
aligned with our adopted DMP Policy TAP2 “Airport Car Parking” which our DMP Inspector considered sound, and reflects the long-
standing, cross-boundary approach to the management of parking associated with the airport. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


GAT3 GAT3 “Employment Uses at Gatwick”  
We strongly support the approach outlined in proposed Policy GAT3 and welcome the recognition within this policy and the 
supporting text of the importance of demonstration that new non-airport related commercial floorspace within the airport boundary 
will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it will not have an unacceptable impact on the role and function of town 
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centres and employment areas beyond Crawley’s boundaries. We consider that this approach is sound and in accordance with the 
sequential test for main town centre uses, seeking to ensure that the role of town centres and employment areas is not impacted by 
non-essential airport related office provision at Gatwick Airport. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


TC5 Retail and Town Centres  
We support and consider that the town centre first approach proposed in Policy TC5 “Town Centre First” is sound. We note that it is 
consistent with national policy and the approach set out in our DMP (Policy RET5 “Development of Town Centre Uses Outside 
Town and Local Centres”).  
We note that for retail and town centre policies to be found sound, Paragraph 85 of the revised NPPF requires planning policies to 
define a network and hierarchy of town centres. This is defined in Paragraph 11.28 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local 
Plan15. We would welcome / question whether there is a need for greater clarity with regards to the policy position of neighbourhood 
centres. Paragraph 11.28 appears to suggest that neighbourhood centres will be treated as out-of-centre sites, however, criterion 
(b) of Strategic Policy TC5 “Town Centre First” appears to suggest that neighbourhood parades will be given the same policy 
weight as town centres. We note that the revised NPPF excludes neighbourhood parades from the town centre definition, but 
question whether in a Crawley context neighbourhood centres are considered as town centres and that the use of the word reflects 
the historic new town designation. 
If neighbourhood centres within Crawley are not given the same policy position as town centres, to be in accordance with the 
revised NPPF “town centre first” approach, we consider that there is a need to amend Strategic Policy TC5 to ensure that centres 
within other authorities in the retail catchment of proposals (for example town centres in RBBC) are given the same policy position 
as town centres in CBC. 


Suggested Modifications: 
We also question whether Strategic Policy TC5 criterion (b) should be amended – in accordance with Paragraph 89 of the revised 
NPPF – to take into consideration the impact on local consumer choice and trade as part of the impact on town centre vitality and 
viability. Whilst we note that Paragraph 11.35 advises that the retail impact assessment should take into consideration forecast 
trade draw, given the decision in Cherkley Campaign Ltd, R (on the application of) v Mole Valley District Council and Anor [2014] 
confirmed that the supporting text to a policy does not have the same weight as policy, we suggest that this requirement would be 
better included within the policy.  
Similarly, we note that a retail impact threshold of 500sqm is proposed in Paragraph 11.34. We welcome and support the 
introduction of a lower retail impact threshold than the national standard to support / protect town centres and note that our adopted 
DMP includes a retail impact assessment threshold of 150sqm for comparison retail and 250sqm for convenience retail. Given the 
above appeal decision we suggest that this requirement would be better included in a policy rather than the supporting text. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 


H8 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople  
RBBC note that CBC is currently in the process of updating its 2014 Gypsy & Traveller Needs Assessment. We note that the 
current, 2014, Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Assessment identifies a potential need for up to 10 pitches and that this 


 
15 “For the purposes of policy interpretation, for retail uses Town Centre sites are defined as those locations falling within the Primary Shopping Area as identified on the Local Plan Map. Sites falling 
outside of the Primary Shopping Area, though within the Town Centre Boundary, are defined as edge-of-centre sites and these are the next most sequentially preferable sites. All locations beyond 
the Town Centre Boundary, in retail terms, represent out-of-centre locations”.   
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is the need that is currently being planned for in the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan. We suggest that you may wish to 
consider the soundness of a proposed submission Local Plan policy “reserve” allocation, based on outdated evidence.  
We note that the 2014 study sought to meet the needs of the Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople as defined in the 
National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. The current National policy is from August 2015, postdating CBC’s current evidence on 
G&T housing needs. Our DMP makes provision to meet the needs of households who meet the National Planning Policy definition 
of “Traveller”, and also those who meet the wider equalities definition, and those for whom it was unclear. We would therefore urge 
CBC to also seek to meet the needs of both definitions in order to ensure that the needs of this wider group are properly planned 
for in accordance with the public sector equalities responsibility.  
Should the updated G&T needs assessment study identify a greater need for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople than that 
currently being planned for, in order for the plan to be “justified” based on an appropriate strategy, and therefore sound, further sites 
may need to be identified to meet this updated need, a process which would require Main Modifications to be made to the proposed 
submission plan.  
Whilst we note that proposed Policy H8 “Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites” allows windfall sites to come forward, 
subject to a criteria based approach, opportunities in the borough may be few given the land constraints and high land values.  
We appreciate the land constraints within CBC, however, we would like to reiterate that whilst our DMP has sought to meet our 
pitch and plot needs through site-specific allocations and as part of wider housing/ employment/ community development on our 
Sustainable Urban Extensions, there is no surplus available to accommodate any potential unmet needs from CBC. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Housing 
Trajectory 


Housing Trajectory  
We note that the Housing Trajectory includes a windfall allowance of 55 dwellings per annum for each year of the plan period. 
Whilst we recognise that this is the same provision as that currently included within Crawley’s Local Plan (2015-2030), taking into 
consideration the tests of soundness, we question whether this windfall allowance is justified. Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF 
states that “where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be compelling ev idence 
that they will provide a reliable source of supply” and that “any allowance should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing 
land availability assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends”. We note that no evidence has been 
provided as to whether the current windfall allowance continues to be an appropriate level going forward (no evidence for example 
has been provided on previous levels of windfall delivery).  


Suggested Modifications: 
In relation to windfalls we also note that the January 2020 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) identifies three 
potential sites as coming forward as windfalls: 46-48 Goffs Park Road; 102-112 London Road and 2-4 Tushmore Lane; and 116-
136 London Road. We consider that these sites should all be excluded from any windfall allowance: the latter two are identified as 
not currently available due to multiple landownership and the former is already included within the trajectory as an identified site to 
come forward within the plan period (we also question whether it should be included in the trajectory as it has uncertain 
landownership).  
We also note that the Housing Trajectory includes a number of deliverable and developable “suitable SHLAA sites”. We note that a 
number of the developable sites (such as Rear Gardens Dingle Close/ Ifield Road and Rear Gardens Snell Hatch/ Ifield Road) are 
included in the trajectory despite not being promoted for housing development. We question therefore, whether in line with the 
NPPF glossary, there is a reasonable prospect that these sites will become available for development at the point envisaged. Whilst 
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we appreciate the importance of identifying suitable sites as part of the SHLAA, we question whether they should be included in the 
trajectory as deliverable / developable sites and whether instead they should be treated as windfall sites. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Evidence Outstanding Evidence  
We appreciate the need for swift adoption of the Local Plan Review to ensure that Crawley Borough Council (CBC) retains an up-
to-date Local Plan in accordance with Paragraph 33 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However, we think 
that it may be prudent to consider completion of further evidence before finalising and submitting the draft Local Plan for 
examination.  
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (“the Regulations”), require at Regulation 19 
Publication a copy of each of the “proposed submission documents” (and a statement of the representations procedure) to be made 
available in accordance with Regulation 35 of the Regulations.  
As part of this publication, we have been invited to consider whether the Local Plan complies with legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. For reasons of legal compliance, we are concerned that there are a number of key pieces of evidence that 
are key to assessing needs within the borough and identifying an appropriate strategy to meet the identified needs, that we would 
expect to be included as “proposed submission documents” to inform the Plan review which have not been made available. These 
include Plan viability; transport modelling; open space, sport and recreation; heritage; Gatwick sub-region Water Cycle Study and 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment; and Gypsy and Traveller Needs Assessment. Given that these studies have not been made 
available, we and other specific and general consultees will not have had an opportunity to consider these evidence documents 
(save the Gatwick Water Cycle Study which we are jointly commissioning), nor how their findings may justify the strategy in the 
Plan to be submitted. Part of the test of soundness (NPPF Paragraph 35) is for the Plan’s strategy to be based on proportionate 
evidence. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Duty to Co-
operate 


Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-Operate  
Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 places a duty upon local authorities and other prescribed bodies 
to co-operate on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries. In order to demonstrate compliance with duty to co-operate, 
Paragraph 27 of the revised NPPF states that “strategic policy-making authorities should prepare and maintain one or more 
statements of common ground, documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and progress in cooperating to address 
these”. It advises that “these should be produced using the approach set out in national planning practice guidance, and be made 
publicly available throughout the plan-making process to provide transparency”. Compliance with national policy, which includes the 
NPPF, is part of the test of soundness of a Local Plan.  
As part of the Regulation 19 publication we note that no statements of common ground have been produced, and this Council has 
not been approached yet by CBC to produce one. This is contrary to Paragraph 020 Reference ID: 61-020-20190315 of the 
national planning practice guidance (PPG) which specifically advises that “authorities should have made a statement of common 
ground available on their website by the time they publish their draft plan, in order to provide communities and other stakeholders 
with a transparent picture of how they have collaborated”. 
It also leads to questions regarding the soundness of the plan proposed. Paragraph 35 of the revised NPPF which outlines the tests 
of soundness states that for plans to be “positively prepared”, plans should provide a strategy which is informed by agreements with 
other authorities and that in order for plans to be “effective” they should be based on effective joint working on cross-boundary 
strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground.  
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Without statement of common ground(s) it is difficult to understand what the strategy will be to meet unmet needs in the borough, 
which again raises questions of soundness. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Plan Period Strategic Policies  
We note that from the table on page 10 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan that adoption is anticipated for December 
2020. Paragraph 22 of the revised NPPF advises that “strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period from 
adoption (except in relation to town centre development), to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, 
such as those arising from major improvements in infrastructure”. Should the anticipated adoption slightly slip, the strategic policies 
in the plan will not look ahead over the minimum 15-year period.  


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
borough 
Council 


SA/SEA 
 


Draft Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment  
We note that given that the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is largely a review of the current Crawley Local Plan, CBC 
have sought largely to only review the previous SA / SEA conclusions, update where changes are proposed, and where new 
options are proposed consider these. We recognise that the only policy that identified a potential negative impact is GAT2 “Gatwick 
Airport Related Parking”. As stated previously in this response, this policy is in line with Policy TAP2 “Airport Car Parking” in our 
adopted DMP and we support this approach and consider that it is sound as it reflects the historic and cross-boundary policy 
position to meet airport car parking needs.  
More generally we have the following comments:  
Measurability of criteria/ objectives: Whilst we appreciate that this is only a review of the current SA/ SEA, from reading the 
document there appears to be limited specificity with regards to the criteria and objectives used to assess the options.  
Evidence: It is recognised that a number of evidence studies are still being finalised, the findings of these studies will need to be 
taken into consideration in an update to the SA/ SEA.  
Paragraph 3.7: Incorrectly states that CBC has a 9.59 year land supply position, the Housing Trajectory produced to accompany 
the consultation identifies a land supply position of 5.80 years.  
Paragraph A32: We question whether this paragraph should be amended to reflect the fact that as local authorities we work 
together to measure/ monitor/ mitigate air quality issues. 
Paragraph C11: We note that the mix identified for affordable housing is different to that identified in Paragraph 13.14 of the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan.  
Paragraph C11: We note that only 0.5% of 4-bedroom properties have been delivered despite a need for 5%/5-10%. We are 
currently in the process of preparing a Affordable Housing SPD, as part of this our Housing Services Team suggested that we 
should require 3-bedroom accommodation to be provided as 3b6p accommodation not 3b5p as some of the need for 4-bedroom 
properties is due to families with three children not being able to be housed in 3b5p houses. 
Paragraph D5: Recognises that “the allocated Horley Business Park in RBBC will help to meet some of Crawley’s unmet business 
land needs”, this however isn’t reflected in the economic growth options.  
Policy H5: Affordable Housing: We note that Option 4 “40% affordable housing with no threshold” has been identified as the 
“chosen option”. Whilst we recognise the need for affordable housing, we note that this is contrary to national policy which states 
that “the provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are not major developments” 
(Paragraph 63 revised NPPF). Major developments are defined in the revised NPPF as sites “where 10 or more homes will be 
provided, or the site has an area of 0.5hectares or more”.  
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We note that the options include only the provision of either 30% or 40% affordable housing with/out a threshold. No rationale for 
these options is provided. The 40% threshold is a continuation of the current Local Plan policy. No testing of a higher percentage 
requirement/ rationale for not including a higher percentage threshold.  
Policy H1: Housing Provision: It is noted that five options were tested:  
• Option 1: Housing requirement of 1,848dpa based on identified affordable housing need of 739dpa (i.e. total housing required to 
meet need on basis of 40% affordable housing provision)  
• Option 2: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for calculating housing need, excluding the cap 
(752dpa)  
• Option 3: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for calculating housing need, including the cap (476dpa)  
• Option 4: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement 
years 1-5; 450dpa years 6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15)  
• Option 5: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement 
years 1-5; 450dpa years 6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15) with ‘unmet need’ expressed.  and that Option 4 was identified as the 
“chosen option”. 
Following our comments on the affordable housing appraisal, we note that no options were considered to deliver the full amount of 
affordable housing with a different percentage requirement.  
More generally we note that some of the commentary is quite general/ includes untested statements such as for Option 1 “housing 
delivery at this level would be well beyond what has been achieved in recent years, suggesting that market factors and the capacity 
of the construction industry are likely to prevent delivery at this level, which would involve excess provision of market housing … kit 
is also a level unlikely to be met or sustained by the housing industry (with annual delivery levels traditionally averaging around a 
quarter to a third of this)”. 


REP/
058 


Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


Habitats 
Regulations 
Assessment 
Screening 
Report 


Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report  
RBBC recognises that for the 2015 Local Plan, evidence was gathered to demonstrate that the possible effects of the local plan 
would not have a significant impact either on their own or “in-combination” with other plans on the three European Sites within 15km 
of CBC. We understand that due to the findings of the Lewes and South Downs Joint Core Strategy 2017 Legal Challenge in 
relation to how “in-combination” effects are considered that CBC will do further work to understand the possible impacts on the 
European sites arising from the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan and “in-combination” with other plans.  
We hope that you find these comments helpful. Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us. We are very 
happy to discuss any of the points raised above in more detail. 


Suggested Modifications: 
We suggest that when considering the findings of the 2015 Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report, consideration is 
given to the ‘People over Wind’ judgement16 which clarified that when making screening decisions for the purposes of deciding 
whether an Appropriate Assessment is required, competent authorities cannot take into account any mitigation measures.  
We note that Paragraph 5.6 states that “the following authorities have considered/ are considering the Habitat Regulation 
Assessment requirements as part of their plan-making processes in light of the legal judgement in relation to the “in-combination” 


 
16 Case C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (‘People Over Wind’)   
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effects …” As part of the preparation/ examination of our DMP, we also took into consideration “in-combination” effects. We then 
undertook an Appropriate Assessment which included consideration of the potential changes in air quality from the “in-combination” 
effects on predicted traffic. It then assessed mitigation measures to protect the foraging habitat referred to as a ‘functional linkage’ 
of Bechstein’s bats surrounding the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. The Appropriate Assessment concluded that the DMP 
would not result in any adverse effect on the integrity of any European designated site within 15km of the borough boundary either 
alone or “in-combination” with other local authorities.  


Sport England 
REP/
029 


Sport 
England 


SD2 Sport England supports this policy and references to Active Design and the Essex Design Guide in respect of major development 
being required to consider the 10 principles of Active Design. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Sport England suggests that the checklist contained at Appendix A of the Active Design Guidance is referred to in the text at para 
3.16 as a means of applicants being able to demonstrate that they have met this requirement. 


REP/
029 


Sport 
England 


SD3 There is an Artificial Grass Pitch in the north east corner of the large car park area to the east of the runway. The retention of this 
and any other land or building in sport or recreation use should be assessed against para 97 of the NPPF and not ' balanced' 
against other uses. 


Suggested Modifications:  
The policy should say that assessment of land and buildings in sport and recreation use will be against para 97 of the NPPF. 


REP/
029 


Sport 
England 


Planning 
Obligations 
Annex OS2 


Should be made clearer that the third paragraph (financial contributions towards enhancement of existing facilities for increased 
demand) is not appropriate where paragraph 2 applies in respect of playing fields as it is not in accord with para 97 of the NPPF or 
Sport England's playing field policy 


Suggested Modifications: 
Clarification of this is required. Existing playing fields and pitches unless demonstrated to be surplus to requirements through the 
evidence base (PPS) are to be replaced with equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality and in a suitable 
location. 


Southern Water 
REP/
037 


Southern 
Water 


SDC3 As the statutory water undertaker for a large proportion of Crawley Borough, Southern Water supports the Council's higher water 
efficiency target of 100 litres/person/day and 80 litres/person/day for significant strategic development.  Southern Water also 
supports the requirement for non-residential buildings to meet the minimum standards for BREEAM 'Excellent' within the Water 
category, since a comprehensive approach to water efficiency standards in all new development should be adopted in order to 
achieve meaningful savings. 
Whilst knowledge and research around climate change and its predicted impacts is constantly evolving, in tandem with this is an 
ongoing requirement to increase water supplies to meet the needs of a growing population. Higher standards of water efficiency in 
new development can support greater long term sustainability – with the potential to delay or reduce the need to increase 
abstraction or find new sources of water supply, which in turn will help to minimise impacts on the environment. This approach is 
endorsed through Southern Water's Water Resource Management Plan 2020-2070. 
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Suggested Modifications: 
This policy is sound as it meets the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 149 for local plans to seek to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change and its long term implications for water supply, therefore no modifications are sought. 


Surrey County Council 
REP/
059 


Surrey 
County 
Council 


DD1 
H3d 
H3e 


Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035 January 2020 Submission Publication Consultation: January – March 2020  
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council (SCC) on the Crawley Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 Submission Consultation. 
We previously responded, by letter, dated 11 September, to the consultation on the Regulation 18 Local Plan Review. Our earlier 
comments related to highways, heritage and early years. We have no further issues to raise on these matters. Our officer response 
to the current consultation relates to our role as the Mineral and Waste Authority for Surrey and our comments are set out below.  
We consider that the Crawley Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and compliant with the duty to co-operate, but wish to 
emphasise the importance of maintaining the policy wording set out below. 


Suggested Modifications: 
As Surrey’s landfill capacity is limited, we support the requirement, included within policies DD1, H3d and H3e, for waste and 
recycling storage to be designed into new housing development schemes. These measures will minimise waste by ensuring that it 
is managed at the highest practical point on the waste hierarchy. For this reason, we suggest minor modifications to policies DD1, 
H3d and H3e, to include a requirement for the sustainable management of construction, demolition, and excavation waste. These 
modifications would be in accordance with West Sussex Waste Local Plan Policy W23: ‘Waste Management within New 
Development’. 


REP/
059 


Surrey 
County 
Council 


H2 We welcome the requirement, in Policy HS2: Key Housing Sites, for development on the Tinsley Lane site to be designed to 
minimise potential future conflicts with the function of the adjacent Crawley Goods Yard safeguarded minerals site. The continued 
operation of this facility will help to ensure that Surrey is supplied with necessary construction aggregates. 


Suggested Modifications: 
We support the requirement, in Policy HS2: Key Housing Sites, for development on the Tinsley Lane site to be designed to 
minimise potential future conflicts with the function of the adjacent Crawley Goods Yard safeguarded minerals site. The continued 
operation of this facility will help to ensure that London and the South East is supplied with necessary construction aggregates. 


Tandridge District Council 
REP/
052 


Tandridge 
District 
Council 


SD3 Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on your Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035. We have the following 
comments to make. 
It is noted that against the Standard Methodology you have a housing need of 11, 280 (752 dpa) but that the draft Local Plan is 
proposing provision of 5,355 dwellings, with the majority provided in the first 5 years of the Local Plan through Forge Wood and the 
Town Centre. However, it is noted that there remains an unmet need of 5,925 over the plan period and that Crawley will be looking 
to the adjoining authorities to help meet this need, albeit primarily those within the same HMA, which Tandridge does not fall within.  
Similar to Crawley, Tandridge is also a heavily constrained district and given those constraints it is unable to meet its identified 
need. Our Spatial Strategy proposes 6,056 dwellings to 2033, leaving us with an unmet need of 3, 344. Our Local Plan 2013-2033, 
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which is being assessed against the NPPF 2012, is currently going through the examination process and we are waiting on the 
Inspector’s response following the hearings last year.  
Tandridge notes that the draft Local Plan proposes a North Crawley Area Action Plan, which will assess the land between Gatwick 
Airport and the town to determine the most appropriate use of the land. This will include consideration of the future growth and 
operational needs of the airport and the development needs of Crawley, including economic and housing development needs. It is 
understood that this work could conclude that this land still needs to be safeguarded but also that it may conclude that some land is 
available to meet housing and/or employment need. However, it is understood that the first step will be to understand the expansion 
needs of the airport, followed by an understanding of noise contours to be applied in the future, and the need to create an access.  
Some of this land abuts our administrative area and as such there could be implications for our residents and our infrastructure. We 
already have concerns about the significant growth in the use of Gatwick Airport and its associated surface access arrangements 
and the consequential impact on our highway infrastructure. We also have concerns that the development of the North Crawley 
Area Action Plan area could have significant implications for the highway network within our district. In terms of transport modelling 
we would expect that regard is had to the cumulative impact of proposed development within nearby authority areas, including our 
proposed Garden Community at South Godstone and our proposed site allocations, particularly around Smallfield. We would also 
recommend that your Highway Authority works together with Surrey County Council, as our County Highway Authority, in order to 
ensure the impact is adequately assessed.  
We therefore have concerns about the impact upon infrastructure, primarily around transport, but including such things as the 
treatment of waste water. As such Tandridge would like to be involved in any future consultations in relation to the Local Plan and 
the proposed AAP. 


Thames Water Utilities Limited 
REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


DD4   
DD5 


We support the reference to taking account of existing sewerage and water infrastructure when planting trees. Thames Water 
recognises the environmental benefits of trees and encourages the planting of them. However, the indiscriminate planting of trees 
and shrubs can cause serious damage to the public sewerage system and water supply infrastructure. In order for the public 
sewers and water supply network to operate satisfactorily, trees, and shrubs should not be planted over the route of the sewers or 
water pipes.   


REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


IN1 As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for the Borough. 
We support Policy IN1 and paragraph 8.10 in principle, but consider that there should be specific mention in the Policy to 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure, similar to the separate policy IN3 on telecommunications. 
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to 
provide the support they need with regards to the provision of water supply and sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.  
Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the 
infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could result in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external 
sewer flooding and pollution of land and water courses and/or low water pressure. 
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be co-
ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the 
revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy/ 
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for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste management, water 
supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used by local planning authorities and 
communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include 
allocating sites, the provision of infrastructure…” 
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making 
authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working 
should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary….”    
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ 
and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies 
align with development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure is 
needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306). 


Suggested Modifications: 
Addition to Policy IN1: “The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste water company as early as 
possible to discuss their development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water and 
wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where 
appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of 
the occupation of the relevant phase of development.”  
It would also be helpful to amend the supporting paragraph 8.10 to refer to the Thames Water free Pre-Planning service which 
confirms if capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface water 
requirements.  Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:   
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning 


REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


IN2 Local Plans should consider the requirements of the water companies for land to enable them to meet the demands that will be 
placed upon them as recognised in paragraph 8.10 This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water and 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year 
periods (AMPs). Thames Water are currently in the AMP6 period which runs from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 2020 and does not 
therefore cover the whole Local Plan period. AMP7 will cover the period from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025.   


Suggested Modifications:  
Addition to Policy IN2: “The development or expansion of waste water facilities will normally be permitted, either where needed to 
serve existing or proposed development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long term 
waste water management, provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or environmental impact that 
any such adverse impact is minimised.” 


REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


GAT1 We support the deletion the Gatwick Airport Safeguarded Land policy. The previous safeguarded area includes Thames Water’s 
Crawley Sewage Works and therefore provided uncertainty in relation to future upgrades at the sewage works.  
There are currently no approved plans for an additional runway at Gatwick Airport and this does not form part of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy and therefore we agree the safeguarding should be removed. 
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Where any proposed development is within 800m of Crawley Sewage Works, the developer or local authority should liaise with 
Thames Water to consider whether an odour impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and potential 
planning application submission. The odour impact assessment would determine whether the proposed development would result 
in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers would be located in closer proximity to a sewage treatment 
works. 
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, February 2019, sets out that: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local environment by: ….e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable 
risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development 
should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into account 
relevant information such as river basin management plans…” 
Paragraph 180 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its 
location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development….” 
The odour impact study would establish whether new resident’s amenity will be adversely affected by the sewage works and it 
would set the evidence to establish an appropriate amenity buffer. On this basis, text similar to the following should be incorporated 
into the Neighbourhood Plan:  “When considering sensitive development, such as residential uses, close to the Sewage Treatment 
Works, a technical assessment should be undertaken by the developer or by the Council. The technical assessment should be 
undertaken in consultation with Thames Water.  The technical assessment should confirm that either: (a) there is no adverse 
amenity impact on future occupiers of the proposed development or;  (b) the development can be conditioned and mitigated to 
ensure that any potential for adverse amenity impact  is avoided.” 


Suggested Modifications: 
Need to take account of potential odour from Crawley Sewage Works in relation to any odour sensitive development proposals 
within 800m. 


REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


H2 The information contained within the new Local Plan will be of significant value to Thames Water as we prepare for the provision of 
future infrastructure.  
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments from desktop assessments on sewerage/waste water network 
and waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites. We are also engaged in the Gatwick water cycle study.  
More detailed comments will follow / supersede these in the Gatwick water cycle study.  
Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would be beneficial to understand: 
•What drainage requirements are required on and off site  
•Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated 
As recognised at Paragraph 8.10 of the draft Local Plan, it should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage network 
assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As a developer 
has the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act we may also request a drainage planning 
condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. This will 
avoid adverse environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution. Waste-water/Sewage Treatment Works 
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upgrades take longer to design and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a major treatment works 
extension or new treatment works could take up to ten years to plan, design, obtain approvals and build. 
(See attached excel spreadsheet). 


Suggested Modifications:  
Need to make reference to any site specific sewerage/wastewater infrastructure concerns. 


REP/
005 


Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 


EP1 We support Policy EP1 part iv) in particular as this is in line with our previous representations. 
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, 
watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order 
to maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. 
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. 
Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water 
enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the sewerage 
network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate change. SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, 
they can also help to: improve water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual 
features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits. We therefore also support Policy EP1 part iii) in particular. 
In relation to flood risk, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be used by local 
planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from 
Sewers".  
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required 
to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers 
(to abstract water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be 
upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. Flood risk sustainability 
objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk areas. 
Flood risk policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development. 


Waverley Borough Council 
REP/
038 


Waverley 
Borough 
Council 


H1 Waverley acknowledges the draft Crawley plan seeks to deliver 5,355 homes from 2020 to 2035. This is 5,925 homes short of the 
housing need assessed under the government’s standard method. Waverley recognises the inclusion in Policy H1 states that this 
shortfall will be met by working closely with its neighbouring authorities, particularly those in the Northern West Sussex Housing 
Market Area, primarily Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & Banstead.  
Waverley welcomes the policy making an explicit reference to meeting their housing shortfall within the Housing Market Area that it 
lies within. Waverley is unlikely to be able to take any further housing to meet unmet need when we review our Local Plan. Our 
adopted Local Plan housing requirement already includes unmet need from Woking. Therefore, Waverley considers that Crawley’s 
unmet need must be met within the Housing Market Area that Crawley lies within. 
This is an officer response prepared in liaison with the Council’s Head of Planning Policy and Services. 


Suggested Modifications: 
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None 


West Sussex County Council 
REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


SD2 West Sussex County Council have worked with Crawley Council to develop their “Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing” Policy 
SD2.  WSCC’s Public Health Team formally support Policy SD2 and any other policies supporting and looking to increase health 
and wellbeing in the area.  
In addition, we formally support the requirement from developers to complete Health Impact Assessments (HIA) as a ‘must’ have 
requirement to mitigate negative impacts and unintended consequences as a result of development that may have an impact on 
increasing health inequalities especially in regards to our most vulnerable population groups. This offer of support is in line with the 
West Sussex County Council’s Public Health’s position which is to: 


• Recommend that a health impact assessment (HIA) is undertaken for all major plans, policies and development proposals 
across West Sussex. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


IN2 Policy IN2 The Location and Provision of New Infrastructure: It should be noted, demand for education provision in Crawley has 
increased in recent years. A free school (under Wave12) for secondary education has been authorised. Sites are being investigated, 
however, there is difficulty in finding a site. The new school is necessary to fulfil current demand and it is expected to provide further 
capacity in the area. 


Suggested Modifications: 
If, for whatever reason, the Free School is not delivered, there will be an impact on education provision to serve any additional housing 
development within the Borough within the plan period and an alternative secondary school site(s) will need to be found to serve both 
current and future secondary demand. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


IN3 West Sussex County Council have worked with Crawley Borough Council to develop their Policy INF3. WSCC encourage Crawley 
Borough Council’s ambition ensure coverage of gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure, which is in line with the government’s target 
for all premises to be able to access gigabit speeds by 2025. 
WSCC strongly supports that planning authorities hold policies that prioritise how, in making planning deliberations, they ensure 
developers make provision for gigabit-capable full fibre network and welcomes Policy IN3 in ensuring all development - residential, 
employment and commercial - is future ready.  
We appreciate that reference is particularly made to ‘gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure’ in order to provide future-proofed 
broadband services and to support the delivery of future technologies. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


ST1 This note sets out officer comments upon the proposed submission documents, highlighting key issues and suggesting changes 
which the County Council is requesting be made to the Local Plan prior to adoption by Crawley Borough Council.  
Transport objection to the Submission Draft Local Plan on the grounds that is has not been ‘Positively Prepared’ and 
‘Consistent with national policy’. WSCC would wish to participate in the examination hearings.   
In the County Council’s response to the consultation on the draft Crawley Local Plan Review (Reg. 18) the Borough Council was 
advised to develop a transport evidence base to assess the impacts of development on the transport network and identify mitigation 
measures.  
Significant new development is planned through the employment and housing policies:  


• EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth;  
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• EC3: Office Provision;  
• H1 Housing Provision; and  
• H2: Key Housing Sites  


At present, there is no transport evidence base to support these proposals. Transport study work is about to be commissioned 
(February 2020) with technical support from the County Council. This work is required to demonstrate the impact of the proposed 
development on the transport network and the transport measures required to demonstrate compliance with paragraphs 102 to 111 
of the National Planning Policy Framework, with particular reference to paragraphs 108 and 109 shown below:  


“Considering development proposals  
108. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for development, it should be 
ensured that:  
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been – taken up, given the type of 
development and its location;  
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway 
safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.  
109. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.”  


As such the completion of the transport study work and agreement of a viable and deliverable strategy for mitigation is fundamental 
to successfully demonstrating the soundness of the Plan.  
As this piece of work has not yet started it is not yet known what the total trip generation of the proposed site allocation will be, or 
how the resulting travel demand will be distributed across the highway and public transport networks. It is common practice for this 
evidence to have been completed prior to the Regulation 19 Consultation. As it has not been completed it is important to stress that 
it is crucial that the study is completed prior to Plan Submission, as the County Council cannot consider the plan to be sound until:  


• the impact of the housing and employment allocations is identified in scale and location; and  


• a transport strategy for sustainable transport (led) and highway solutions to mitigate impacts to capacity, safety and 
environment has been designed and is demonstrated to be:  


o effective;  
o fully and reliably costed;  
o affordable; and  
o  Without barriers to delivery which may not be overcome.  


The brief for the Transport Study, which has been agreed between the Borough Council, County Council and Highways England is 
considered to be a sound basis to allow the study to achieve this position. The County Council will continue to provide technical 
advice to support this work and offer assistance as necessary to address the soundness of the Plan. However, given that this work 
is expected to take several months during which outcomes will remain uncertain, the County Council objects to the housing and 
employment allocations in the Plan until such time as the transport evidence base and resulting transport strategy is completed and 
agreed to the Council’s satisfaction. 


These comments relate to the Infrastructure Plan – for information  
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REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


Infrastructure 
Plan 


Page 14 ‘Current Findings’ seventh bullet: should be amended to reflect the expansion of Ifield Community by 1FE from 2020 and 
so lowering the overall demand 


• A site for a 8-10 6-8 FE secondary is therefore required going forward. Due to the lack of an identified site in Crawley …. 


Transport – Road (page 32) Evidence base: reference to the signalisation of Bewbush Manor Roundabout is not mentioned in 
this section 


 


  







iii. Additional Publication Consultation (20 January – 2 March 2020) 
Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


Highways England 
REP/
011 


Highways 
England 


ST1 Thank you for your consultation on the Draft Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation seeking Highways England’s 
comments by 30th June. 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the 
provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic 
road network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates 
and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective 
stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity. Highways England will be concerned with plans and/or proposals that 
have the potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the SRN. In the case of the Crawley Local Plan our 
focus will be on any potential impact to the M23 and A23 Trunk Roads.  
Highways England is continuing to work with officers from Crawley Borough Council, their consultants Stantec and West 
Sussex County Council to agree the Transport Study supporting the Local Plan. Whilst good progress has been made 
there is still further work to be undertake before Highways England can agree that the plan is sound in relation to its 
potential impacts on the safe and efficient operation of the M23 and A23 Trunk Roads. This was set out in our attached 
email of 17th June 2021. 
We will also continue to work with Crawley Borough Council to develop a Statement of Common Ground on highways 
matters between ourselves, the council and West Sussex County Council prior to submission of the Local Plan 
Examination. The Statement can be amended as more matters are agreed between us. 
I trust that the above comments are of assistance.  


Suggested Modifications: 


Horley Town Council 
Rep/
101 


Horley Town 
Council 


EC4 
4.58 


Horley Town Council response to the changes which have been made to the Crawley Borough Council Local 
Plan 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the changes which have been made to the Crawley Borough 
Council Local Plan. Horley Town Council notes that in order to meet Crawley’s employment land needs for the Plan 
period, the Local Plan proposes that land in the north east of Crawley, at Gatwick Green, will be allocated for delivery of a 
strategic employment location that will provide as a minimum 24.1 hectares of new industrial land, predominantly for B8 
storage and distribution uses. 
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At the meeting of the Town Council’s Planning & Development Committee meeting held on Tuesday 16th February, 
Members discussed this proposal. 
It was noted that this area will be directly opposite the proposed Horley Business Park and separated by the Gatwick M23 
spur road. 
Where the Horley Park is planned to have direct access to the M23 spur it is understood that the transport access for 
Crawley’s Gatwick Green proposal would be via the Balcombe Road. We further understand that the site will comprise 
mainly warehousing which tends to produce more vehicle movements than offices or industrial use for example. 
It is for these reasons that Horley Town Council wishes to put on record its very real concerns on the potential impacts to 
the road network in Horley. 
Traffic from Gatwick Green could use the Balcombe Road which joins the A23 at the Chequers roundabout before 
heading north towards Redhill. This section of the A23 is already under great pressure with the increase in traffic from two 
major residential developments and the new North Gatwick Gateway warehouse site. In addition, there is the possibility 
that some site traffic will be allowed access to/from the Horley Business Park via the Balcombe Road. 
Of equal concern is the route that vehicles travelling to/from Gatwick Green will use to access the motorway network. 
One option could be via Horley Town Centre, the A23 and M23 at Gatwick or the reverse. We do not welcome the 
thought of a stream of commercial vehicles using Gatwick Green mixing with the regular town centre traffic of cars, 
buses, and delivery vehicles where queuing at peak times has been a feature for some while on current levels of traffic. 
We trust our concerns will be taken into consideration. 


Suggested Modifications: 
N/A 


Horsham District Council 
REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


CL5 Re: Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021-2037 (January 2021) – Submission Publication Consultation 
Thank you for consulting Horsham District Council on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021-2037. We are grateful 
for the opportunity to be able to further comment on your emerging plan, having made a number of comments at the 
previous Regulation 19 stage in early 2020. Overall, we consider that the plan has positively sought to balance the 
provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a manner that contributes to achieving sustainable 
development. 
I would also take the opportunity to reaffirm Horsham District Council’s commitment to continued close co-operation and 
joint working between our councils, reflecting our joint housing market area and common functional economic market 
area. 
We have a number of further comments on the draft Crawley Borough Local Plan, which follow and build on comments 
made in our letter dated 02 March 2020 responding to the earlier Regulation 19 consultation. 
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Strategic Policy CL5: Form of New Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance 
We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands. 
We welcome that the policy sets out minimum densities that are higher than previously used. This is an important means 
of ensuring no stone is unturned in seeking to maximise meeting identified housing needs in Crawley. We note that a 
Densification Study is being prepared, to explain why particular densities will be appropriate and where, albeit the work is 
incomplete. The availability of a complete Densification Study is likely to be critical in addressing the concerns of HDC as 
set out in our further responses below. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study to justify the policy. This should includes 
spatial illustrations analysis of what is appropriate for, or transparently present the evidence already gathered to evidence 
this. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


DD1 We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land as part of good design. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


EC1 We support this policy and note that the focus of new land allocations is to provide industrial units at Gatwick Green, 
whereas mixed business growth will be supported at Manor Royal and at existing employment sites. This is likely to 
complement Horsham’s employment strategy which supports smaller business spaces and start-ups. We envisage that 
the two authorities will continue to work closely to ensure appropriate economic growth strategies in our respective areas. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
council 


TC3 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. It 
is considered that there may be further opportunities for mixed-use proposals which enhance the town centre to include a 
greater element of residential development, which can contribute to reducing the unmet need. This should be reflected in 
the policy. 
This view has been formed on the premise that there has not been evidence presented alongside the draft Local Plan to 
quantify opportunities to provide further residential units, of a higher-density nature, to complement and support the 
vitality of the town centre. 
 
 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study to justify the policy. This should include 
detailed analysis of redevelopment and regeneration opportunities in the town centre area, in a way that maximises 
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opportunities to address the unmet housing need, and make a clear link between the evidence set out in the study and 
the assessed site capacities. This may lead to an increase to the 1,500 net dwellings increase set out in Policy TC3(iv). 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 
 
 
 
 


12.17 
– 
12.23 


Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’  
Paragraphs 12.17 to 12.23 set out a very detailed narrative on landscape character within the setting of Crawley, and a 
‘shadow’ policy framework for development, for areas outside its administrative area. This would seem to replace former 
Policy H3g that was included in the previous Regulation 19 Plan (and is now deleted). We consider that this whole suite 
of paragraphs is not effective. 
The new paragraphs go a great deal further than text and policy wording included in the previous version of the Plan. 
Whilst we appreciate the intention is to set a framework for shaping any ‘At Crawley’ developments and deliver on the 
aspirations of CBC, we consider it is inappropriate for inclusion in the Crawley Local Plan. This is because it seeks 
heavily to shape development outside Crawley’s administrative area, and is therefore ineffective. It is for other Local 
Plans that have legal remit as the adopted development plan to set these parameters in the areas concerned. Otherwise, 
there may be conflicting policy statements in respective local plans, causing confusion. 
HDC notes the strong history of successful joint working arrangements between CBC and HDC on cross-boundary 
matters. Most recently HDC and CBC have been in regular discussions on our respective plans to help ensure that the 
needs arising from Horsham and Crawley District can be met. CBC has also been part of ongoing discussions as part of 
the Planning Performance Agreement with Homes England in relation to the proposals for development to the West of 
Ifield, which is primarily located in Horsham District’s administrative area. The authorities are in the process of agreeing a 
Statement of Common Ground that it is envisaged will address the potential for allocations that will extend the built form 
of Crawley but are located in Horsham District. We consider a continuation of this collaborative approach is the most 
effective place-shaping mechanism. 
We have a particular concern regarding reference in paragraph 12.20 which asserts that any urban extension on the 
edge of Crawley should be meeting the unmet housing needs arising from Crawley, and should therefore meet Crawley’s 
specific needs for affordable housing, housing mix, type and tenure. Whilst HDC supports working towards a joint 
approach on such matters, this principle has not been agreed with HDC and, insofar as it relates to development in 
Horsham District, is ineffective. It must be borne in mind that Horsham District itself has a very high assessed need for 
housing, including an affordable housing need of 503 homes per year, meaning that there may be limited opportunity to 
meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s affordable housing need in addition to our own requirements. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H1 We support aspects of this policy, in particular that all reasonable opportunities will be considered to develop on 
brownfield sites and surplus green space; capitalise on town centre living, and seek out further opportunities on the edge 
of Crawley. 
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However, we consider that the policy is not completely justified as stands. 
We acknowledge that land supply in Crawley is highly constrained, and accept that Crawley Borough Council will be 
unable to meet their full housing requirement within its administrative boundary during the plan period. It is however 
considered that clearer evidence is required to fully determine the precise level of unmet need, which will assist Horsham 
District in considering the extent to which any need could be met as part of the review of the Horsham District Local Plan. 
For example, Policy CL5 sets minimum densities for development, and Policy TC3 identifies a number of Key Opportunity 
Sites in the Town Centre. Paragraph 11.22 states that at least 1,500 dwellings are anticipated across all of these sites 
(consistent with Policy H1). Whilst this is welcome it is considered that the clearer evidence is required to fully 
demonstrate how this number has been arrived at, including a comprehensive study of opportunity sites within the town 
centre, and appropriate densities within these. 
Secondly, it is also not clear how opportunities for estate regeneration (and associated densification) have been looked 
at. The draft Local Plan in paragraph 12.68 states that there are no estate regeneration projects planned in Crawley. We 
would welcome discussion as to why this has not been taken forward as an option for increasing housing delivery within 
Crawley Borough whilst also delivering significant community benefits 
We do however welcome that the windfall assumption has been increased significantly from 55 dpa to 90 dpa which we 
agree is a more realistic figure. We note that Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply helpfully sets out the reasons for this 
increase (including permitted development rights allowing conversion of offices in recent years), and detailed analysis 
included in the Windfall Statement 2021. 
To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that the Densification Study is completed, 
including to consider further, or robustly evidence, that appropriate capacities have been assumed for sites in the SHLAA. 
This is essential to ensure a full understanding of how much of the Crawley housing needs will remain unmet, and ensure 
that HDC can also robustly demonstrate it is planning appropriately for cross-boundary needs. An increase in small site 
delivery in the earlier years of the Plan period would be particularly helpful for meeting the needs of the wider HMA, given 
that HDC, as part of the preparation of its own local plan is considering the potential to deliver new homes on large 
strategic sites which have longer lead-in times in delivering new homes. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that the Densification Study is 
completed, to consider the points above, and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a robust understanding of 
how much of the Crawley housing need should in principle be accommodated by neighbouring authorities including 
Horsham District. Continued discussions on these matters would be welcome as part of our ongoing Duty to Co-operate 
discussions. 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H2 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not completely justified as stands. As set out in our comments to 
earlier policies (and in particular Policy H1), further evidence is required to support the overall number of dwellings 
suggested, given that there may be some further capacity identified through a completed Densification Study. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: The Densification Study should be completed and any necessary changes to housing site capacities 
and allocations made accordingly 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3a We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be 
improved. Given the pressing need for housing in the area and unmet housing need, it is considered imperative that 
estate regeneration opportunities are explored as this is a potential source of additional housing supply that is, to a great 
extent, within the control of CBC. This could form part of the Densification Study. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study. This should include analysis of whether 
estate regeneration could play a part in providing additional housing within Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3b We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land in a number of ways. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3c We support this policy. It is considered that there may be further opportunities for the town centre area and mixed use 
developments to provide more housing to help meet the unmet need in Crawley, as set out in our comments to Policies 
H1 and H2. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3d  We support this policy which encourages efficient use of land through building upwards. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


H3f We support this policy which strikes an appropriate balance between protecting and enhancing valued open spaced whist 
taking a pragmatic approach to allowing some housing development in certain circumstances. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
033 


Horsham 
District 
Council 


ST4 We support this policy subject to the following comment: 


Suggested Modifications: 
The corridor for any future relief road will need to be agreed jointly with HDC as most of the route would be within the 
administrative area of Horsham. Any area of safeguarding should not prejudice this. It is noted that this is recognised in 
the supporting text. We are also pleased to be given opportunity to work collaboratively with CBC on further consultancy-
led work to better understand options for a safeguarded corridor in light of constraints and potential impacts.  
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I do hope these comments are helpful. I would like to emphasise that they are made in anticipation of further constructive 
dialogue between our authorities, and with an expectation that areas of disagreement can be readily addressed, and 
quite possibly eliminated. 


Mid Sussex District Council 
REP 
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


SD3 
[no 
longer 
in 
plan] 


Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan (now deleted)  
Mid Sussex notes that this policy has been deleted from the Plan and acknowledges the reasons given behind this 
change. However, it is disappointing that an opportunity to review the future growth and operational needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs of Crawley, including economic growth and housing, to enable efficient use of land 
within Crawley is no longer included. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL3 This policy was part of CL4 in the 2020 version, previous comments are still relevant. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL4 This policy was part of CL5 in the 2020 version and further comments are provided to reflect changes made to the 
original policy. 
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council 
consider that the policy could be more effective. 
Mid Sussex welcomes the changes made to the policy and it is noted that density will no longer be informed by Area 
Character Assessments. The requirement of a least 45 dwellings per hectare for all residential developments is 
supported. However, the policy should be strengthened to ensure that development below 45 dph would only be 
supported in exceptional circumstances, where justified by appropriate evidence. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: Additional wording to the policy to make it explicit that residential development below 45 dph will only 
be permitted in exceptional circumstances and where justified by appropriate evidence. 
 
 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


CL8 Response from January 2020 continues to apply. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


EC4 Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to allocate additional land for employment uses for which there 
is an unmet need in the Local Plan area. However, the Council consider that the Policy requires further justification and 
could be more effective. 
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Mid Sussex notes the allocation of an additional site identified for employment uses (Gatwick Green). In the 2020 version 
of the Plan the site formed part of the larger North Crawley Area Action Plan Area (now removed policy EC1). 
The Gatwick Airport Masterplan (published by Gatwick Airport Limited in 2019) shows the site as being with the 
safeguarded land area, for use as surface car parking. Mid Sussex supports the view that there are other opportunities to 
provide on-airport car parking in a more efficient manner than currently proposed and that the allocation of this site will 
contribute to meeting the employment land requirements of the Borough. 
However, as noted in the supporting text of the Plan (paragraph 9.59) there is no immediate access to the strategic road 
network from this site and that the development will impact on the existing highways network. More specifically there is no 
direct access to the M23, with the nearest junction being Junction 10 (Crawley) or Junction 9 (Gatwick). It is clear that 
one of the most direct routes from the site to the M23 will be via the local road network in Mid Sussex District via 
Balcombe Road B2036/Antlands Road/ Shipley Bridge Lane/ Copthorne Bank, or via Antlands Lane (B0237) and B2038 
to join onto the A264 and M23 at Junction 10. 
The Transport Study paragraph 7.7.1 states “It is assumed that a proportion of employees working at the site would use 
the sustainable mitigation measure”, however this isn’t quantified or explained further in the report. The Transport Study 
goes on to state at paragraph 7.7.1 that “…a significant proportion of … trips will be freight/ HGV traffic and therefore 
cannot be shifted to active modes or public transport”. 
Whilst at paragraph 7.7.2 there is mention of impact on the B2036 Balcombe Road and on the road network in Surrey 
there is no mention of impacts on the West Sussex/ Mid Sussex road network. The Transport Study looks at the number 
of trips north and south of the Balcombe Road, there is no information on potential routing beyond the Balcombe Road. 
Therefore, Mid Sussex is not satisfied that cross boundary impacts have been fully reviewed or mitigated. It appears 
mitigation is in place to prevent traffic travelling through the built up areas of Horley, with a right turn ban proposed but 
there is no mention of any mitigation of the adverse impact from HGV traffic such as, noise and air pollution, on 
Copthorne Village which could be used to access the M23 as a short route via the A264. It is already known that 
Copthorne village is used as a ‘rat run’ to reach the M23 from the north. 
It is well documented that M23 Junction 10 and the A264 corridor which links this junction to East Grinstead, suffers from 
congestion at key junctions (as identified in section 8.7 of the Crawley Transport Study and Mid Sussex Transport Study). 
The Mid Sussex Site Allocation DPD (currently at Examination) includes a policy SA35: Safeguarding land for and 
Delivery of Strategic Highway Improvements. This policy safeguards land at a number of junctions along the A264 
corridor between M23 and East Grinstead including the junction at the Copthorne Hotel. These upgrades are necessary 
to increase capacity, improve highway safety within Mid Sussex and support planed growth in Tandridge. They are being 
developed in partnership with West Sussex and Surrey County Councils. Mid Sussex would want to ensure that the 
highway impact of this allocation on the road network, including at junctions that are already operating overcapacity are 
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properly mitigated. The policy should be more explicit in relation to the need to work with adjacent local authorities to 
ensure the impacts of the development are fully understood and mitigated. 
As Mid Sussex is therefore concerned about the traffic impact that this site may have on the strategic and local road 
network in Mid Sussex, we would welcome further discussions with Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County 
Council as the highway authority to better understand the implications of this proposed allocation on Mid Sussex. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: Further evidence is required to demonstrate that the policy is justified by highways evidence. The 
Council is not satisfied that the cross-boundary impacts of the policy within Mid Sussex have been fully justified by the 
transport evidence. Following an assessment of the impact of this proposed allocation the policy may need to be 
amended to make explicit any mitigation measures required to alleviate highways impacts in Mid Sussex District. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


2.17 -
12.22 


Mid Sussex objects to this section of the Plan. It is neither justified nor effective. 
Mid Sussex notes the removal of Strategic Policy H3g from the January 2021 Submission version. The context of the 
policy can now be found at paragraphs 12.17 to 12.22, along with ‘At Crawley’ Urban Extensions Key Considerations at 
paragraph 12.23, which will be used to inform discussions with neighbouring local authorities. 
However, the concerns set out in the response of January 2020 are still applicable to this supporting text. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: This section of the Plan needs significantly redrafting to address Mid Sussex District Council’s 
concerns set out in our previous response. 


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


H3d Response from January 2020 continues to apply. 


Suggested Modifications:  


REP/
066 


Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 


HRA In response to the 2020 Plan the Council advised that for the Plan to be found sound, Crawley Borough Council should 
prepare the necessary evidence to conclude there are no adverse impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC Habitat. We also 
indicated that it would be helpful to see more recent and relevant correspondence from Natural England setting out their 
view on the likely significant effect on the Ashdown Forest SAC. 
Mid Sussex District Council remains concerned about the HRA work undertaken to support the Crawley Local Plan as it 
appears that no detailed transport modelling, air quality modelling and ecological interpretation to assess any impact on 
the Ashdown Forest SAC has been undertaken. This additional work is referenced in the HRA (January 2021) in Chapter 
7 and Chapter 9. Mid Sussex District Council considers that this modelling work and the next version of the HRA will need 
to be undertaken prior to submission of the Local Plan for examination. 
Conclusion  
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Mid Sussex is committed to continuous close co-operation and joint working with Crawley Borough Council. As part of the 
well-established join working arrangements, it is anticipated that there will be ongoing dialogue between the Councils, to 
address the outstanding issues identified in this letter, ahead of the submission of the Plan. 


Suggested Modification: 
Change required: Completion of the additional work referenced in the HRA (January 2021) and the opportunity for 
interested parties to respond. Without the completion of this evidence it is not possible to conclude the Plan is justified 
or effective. 


Natural England 
REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


SD1 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Overarching comments  
Plan- Making for Biodiversity in the Climate Emergency  
Given the severity of the decline in biodiversity and the Climate Change emergency, Local Plans have a key role to play 
in planning for resilience, forecasting, and making space for nature to adapt to a changing climate. Plans should seize the 
opportunity to help to reverse this decline through ambitious and integrated Plan-making which demonstrably avoids and 
minimises impacts and seeks all opportunities to help reverse the biodiversity decline. Plans must adopt a strategic 
approach through multifunctional Green Infrastructure provision and Nature Recovery Networks.  
Opportunities for securing strategic resilient and multi-functional solutions to climate change must be secured through the 
Local Plan. We therefore advise that this section should reflect these requirements which will be essential for resilient 
Plan making. In this regard, we welcome the aims of your environmental objective, as set out in 3.1 of the above 
submission draft Local Plan document. However, this objective detail is not fully represented in the strategic objectives 
set out in the related Strategic Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. Although SD1 
objectives 1 and 4 address the aims of carbon neutrality, climate change adaption and green infrastructure (GI) 
protection, enhancement and expansion; other elements of your sustainable development objective are missing. We 
therefore recommend that Strategic Policy SD1 be strengthened, so as to comply with the NPPF requirements. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of objectives relating to natural resource use and the minimising of pollution; in view of 
the borough’s water resource and air pollution constraints.  


Suggested Modifications: 
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(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


CL9 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Policy CL9: High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)  
We welcome the inclusion of this policy but again, are disappointed that this constraint has not been recognised as such 
in relation to some to the site allocations (see specific site comments below). In addition, we advise that in order to fully 
comply with the provisions of the NPPF (para 172) and to demonstrably protect the statutory purpose of the AONB, your 
Local Plan Landscape Policy needs to be strengthened. A robust policy needs to not only protect and enhance the AONB 
and its setting but also its statutory purpose and Special Qualities.  
We further note that your policy refers to potential development within the AONB. To be robust, the policy should include 
a requirement for alternative options for development to be included before proposing development which deleteriously 
affects nationally significant landscapes, for example by providing higher densities and/or different locations within your 
plan area.  


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


DD1 We welcome the inclusion of this policy and note that our previous comments have been addressed.  


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


OS3 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Please note that we have only provided comments on policies that are within our remit. However, please don’t hesitate to 
contact us again, if you would like our comments on matters not covered in this response.  
Policy OS3: Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside  
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We welcome the inclusion of this policy but are disappointed that this constraint has not been recognised as such in 
relation to some to the site allocations (see specific site comments below).  


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


GAT1 GAT1: ii. We advise strengthening this environmental impact section, to include avoidance of impacts. We suggest 
wording along the lines of; ‘…climate change, are avoided where possible, minimised…’. Without such amendment, for 
example, the areas of priority habitat (deciduous woodland, some of which is ancient woodland) which are located within 
the Airport site (as shown on the Crawley Local Plan Map), would not be sufficiently protected, as required by the NPPF 
(para 174).  


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


H2 Development Sites  
We note that an updated SHELAA will be published as part of the Local Plan submission and will be happy to comment 
regarding environmental constraints in relation to new allocations within it.  
The following comments relate to the areas identified as development sites (identified as deliverable and without existing 
planning permission) on the ‘Crawley Local Plan Map’ and within ‘Policy H2: Key Housing Sites’, where relevant 
environmental constraints have not been addressed within the constraints outlined in the current SHELAA.  
Forge Wood – Proposed Housing  
It is noted that the majority of the overall neighbourhood of Forge Wood site is already subject to outline planning 
permission. Constraints in relation to this area as shown on the above map, include a number of public rights of way and 
areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, some of which is also ancient woodland.  
Heathy Farm – from the map shown in the latest available SHELAA document, this entire site consists of deciduous 
woodland priority habitat, about which the National Planning Policy Framework states:  


“Habitats and biodiversity  
174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:…. b) promote the conservation, 
restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of 
priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.”  


Priority habitat, is that identified on a list, (required by section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
2006) of habitat type (and living organisms) that are in the Secretary of State’s opinion, of principal importance for the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity. In addition, these habitat types are identified as being the most threatened and 
requiring conservation action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. We are, therefore, disappointed to see this site being 
allocated for development.  
Town Centre Housing Sites  
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• Crawley Station and Car Parks (deliverable) – Public right of way through site.  
• Cross Keys (developable) – Public right of way along southern boundary.  
Housing and Open Space Sites  
• Henty Close, Bewbush 24 dwellings – This site lies outside of the existing built up area and is in close proximity to the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use of the site for the development of 24 
dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and would need to be in accordance with the 
requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. In addition, there is a public right of way along the site’s 
western boundary.  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  
• Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill (deliverable) 15 dwellings - This site also lies outside of the existing 
built up area and is in close proximity to the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use 
of the site for the development of 15 dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and 
would need to be in accordance with the requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. The site also 
contains several areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, for which as outlined above, the NPPF requires that plans 
provide their conservation, restoration and enhancement. The constraints section in the SHELAA refers to the site also 
forming part of a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI). Although Natural England does not hold records of 
such sites, we advise that the NPPA requires that such sites should be safeguarded:  
“171. Plans should: … allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value,…” and “174. To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and 
wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for 
biodiversity;…” 


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice). 


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


GI1 We welcome the inclusion of this policy.  


Suggested Modifications: 
N/A 


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


GI2 We welcome the inclusion of this policy. However, although it is acknowledged that the plan area does not include any 
internationally designated sites, there are some in its vicinity. Therefore, potential detrimental impact on these sites needs 
to be considered in relation to potential development and should, therefore, be referred to in this policy, to comply with the 
NPPF:  
“174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:  
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a) …safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of 
international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity:…”  
This is of particular relevance as the Plan will need to demonstrate that impacts to Arun Valley Special Protection Area 
(SPA) Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar Site will be avoided/mitigated as explained below.   
*See representations on Habitat Regulations Assessment* 


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


GI3 We welcome the inclusion of this policy and in particular, the requirement for development proposals to demonstrate the 
securing of a net gain in biodiversity. However, we recommend the addition of ‘measurable’ to this wording to strengthen 
the policy; as per the NPPF:  
“174…plans should...b)… identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.”  
We advise that the following should be included in the policy:  
• We advise that this policy should include reference to the production of an SPD to provide details of how net gain will be 
effectively delivered and measured in practice with links to GI and Nature Recovery Strategies.  
• We advise that Net gain should be incentivised for on-site delivery first demonstrating that the design and location of 
development has followed the mitigation hierarchy (as referred to in GI3:i) & ii)) but also demonstrating the securing of 
management for net gain in perpetuity for the lifetime of the development. Any residual impacts should be locally offsite, 
in line with Local Plan priorities/ Nature Recovery Strategy GI strategy. Funding for offsite delivery must demonstrating 
net gain with and be secured for at least 30 years via condition/agreement.  
Strategic delivery of Net Gain  
Key opportunities exit where net gain cannot be delivered on site to contribute towards strategic networks. This should be 
identified and cemented in Local Plans through GI Strategies. We advise partnership working for example with 
neighbouring LPA, wildlife trusts and Local Nature Partnerships will be key to establish strategic schemes.  
Nature Recovery Networks  
We note and welcome, the recognition of the value of green infrastructure as part of a Nature Recovery Network (section 
14.9). Biodiversity net gain can also be a key contributor to Nature Recovery Networks. Nature Recovery Networks 
(NRNs) are about delivering the Lawton principles of – bigger, better, more joined up network. They are local spatial 
frameworks to recover nature; aiming for a natural environment where the biodiversity, functioning and resilience of 
ecosystems are re-established in an expanding network of both urban and rural spaces for nature that are sustainable 
into the future. NRNs are spatial planning frameworks with the principal focus on biodiversity and nature aiming to deliver 
nature recovery and restoration outcomes. We encourage your authority to realise the potential of the Crawley Local Plan 
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to contribute to NRN through partnership working. Local Plans provide the tools and framework to establish strategic, 
landscape scale networks.  


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


SDC3 We note that we have previously provided your authority with advice regarding this policy and subsequently, as part of 
advice in relation to the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) in relation to your Local Plan, including detailed 
hydrological impacts advice. We are disappointed to see that your previous policy has been weakened by the removal of 
the following wording: “…A tighter target of 80 litres/person/day should be met for significant, strategic scale 
developments. ”  
Development Sites  
We note that an updated SHELAA will be published as part of the Local Plan submission and will be happy to comment 
regarding environmental constraints in relation to new allocations within it.  
The following comments relate to the areas identified as development sites (identified as deliverable and without existing 
planning permission) on the ‘Crawley Local Plan Map’ and within ‘Policy H2: Key Housing Sites’, where relevant 
environmental constraints have not been addressed within the constraints outlined in the current SHELAA.  
Forge Wood – Proposed Housing  
It is noted that the majority of the overall neighbourhood of Forge Wood site is already subject to outline planning 
permission. Constraints in relation to this area as shown on the above map, include a number of public rights of way and 
areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, some of which is also ancient woodland.  
Heathy Farm – from the map shown in the latest available SHELAA document, this entire site consists of deciduous 
woodland priority habitat, about which the National Planning Policy Framework states:  
“Habitats and biodiversity  


174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:….  
b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the 
protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net 
gains for biodiversity.”  


Priority habitat, is that identified on a list, (required by section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
2006) of habitat type (and living organisms) that are in the Secretary of State’s opinion, of principal importance for the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity. In addition, these habitat types are identified as being the most threatened and 
requiring conservation action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. We are, therefore, disappointed to see this site being 
allocated for development.  
Town Centre Housing Sites  
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• Crawley Station and Car Parks (deliverable) – Public right of way through site.  
• Cross Keys (developable) – Public right of way along southern boundary.  
Housing and Open Space Sites  
• Henty Close, Bewbush 24 dwellings – This site lies outside of the existing built up area and is in close proximity to the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use of the site for the development of 24 
dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and would need to be in accordance with the 
requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. In addition, there is a public right of way along the site’s 
western boundary.  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  
• Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill (deliverable) 15 dwellings - This site also lies outside of the existing 
built up area and is in close proximity to the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use 
of the site for the development of 15 dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and 
would need to be in accordance with the requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. The site also 
contains several areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, for which as outlined above, the NPPF requires that plans 
provide their conservation, restoration and enhancement. The constraints section in the SHELAA refers to the site also 
forming part of a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI). Although Natural England does not hold records of 
such sites, we advise that the NPPA requires that such sites should be safeguarded:  
“171. Plans should: … allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value,…” and  
“174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:  
a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the 
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity;…”  


Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  


REP/
113 


Natural 
England 


HRA Water Resources-Arun Valley SPA, Ramsar Site and SAC.  
As stated above, we have previously provided advice regarding hydrological impacts, in relation to your ‘Report to Inform 
the HRA’. We also have the following related advice to offer, in relation to this current Local Plan consultation:  
We welcome the ongoing engagement with your Authority regarding the requirement for all development served by 
Southern Water’s Sussex North Water Supply Area to demonstrate water neutrality.  
As you are aware Natural England has reviewed data regarding the abstraction license at Hardham with the EA and the 
Water Company. Our role is to provide advice on potential impacts of abstraction operations on statutory wildlife sites.  
In December 2019 Natural England wrote to Southern Water services to state that based on a recent evidence review of 
the Hardham groundwater abstraction, an adverse effect on the integrity of the Arun Valley SAC, SPA and Ramsar 
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features could not be excluded with certainty. This abstraction is a significant contributor during certain supply conditions 
to Southern Water’s Sussex North supply area. This area supplies Crawley and has clear implications for Plans and 
Projects in this area. Furthermore, the Gatwick Sub-Regional Water Cycle Study has concluded that water use within the 
district will need to demonstrate neutrality for enough water to be available to the district.  
The Environment Agency and Natural England are working with Southern Water to try to identify a long term more 
sustainable water supply. In the meantime, whilst the adverse effect remains or is uncertain, development in Crawley 
must be certain not to add to this adverse effect.  
This will need to be tested through Crawley Local Plan’s HRA, and again we welcome ongoing involvement in this 
process and the work that Crawley has undertaken thus far to assess this impact through the HRA. Once this has been 
completed it will support the test of soundness for the Local Plan. Therefore, in the absence of the completed HRA we 
cannot comment on soundness for this aspect of the Plan. As afore mentioned, we welcome the work you have 
commissioned thus far regarding water resources and look forward to continuing to work with you on this matter.  
We advise that this requirement should be an essential target in the Sustainability Appraisal. With clear links to the 
quantum of housing numbers coming forward. 


Suggested Modification: 


Reigate and Banstead Council 
REP/
058 


Reigate and 
Banstead 
Council 


Policy 
EC4 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021- 2037 (January 2021), 
draft Sustainability Appraisal (January 2021), Local Plan Map (May 2021), Viability Study (March 2021), Transport Study 
(December 2020), and draft Habit Regulation Assessment (January 2021). We previously submitted our response to the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (January 2020) and associated key documents on the 2nd March 
2020. We will therefore focus this response on the new changes since then, on the understanding that our response to 
the previous Regulation 19 consultation will be submitted in full, to the Secretary of State for the Local Plan’s 
examination, along with responses received in this consultation. 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (“RBBC”) note that the new Strategic Employment Location known as ‘Gatwick 
Green’ (Policy EC4) is proposed for the first time in this Publication Local Plan and was not included in the 2020 
publication plan. It is included to aim to address Crawley’s identified need for industrial business floorspace as the land is 
no longer proposed to be safeguarded to Gatwick airport expansion. We would like to share some of the following 
comments/concerns. 
Under the proposed allocation Policy EC4, no detail of vehicle access is provided. Rather we have been recommended 
by Crawley Borough Council (“CBC”) to view the 1st Regulation 19 comments made by Savills obo the site promoter, 
Wilky Group (with site layout drawings by Lyons + Sleeman and Hoare Architect). The “preliminary” site layout plan 
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11/091/SK-62 shows two points of “Primary Site Access”, both off Balcombe Road (B2036), with secondary site access 
from Peeks Brook Lane. 
The drawing also shows existing public rights of way improvements in the site to be investigated. We object to the 
inclusion of the word “minimum” in front of the site area 24.1ha that is allocated for B8 (with some B2 if needed). This 
word allows for too much uncertainty within the site allocation, and should be removed, and potentially replace by “up to”. 
The Transport Study (May 2021) produced by Stantec highlights that the Gatwick Green employment site will be 70% B8 
and 30% B2, and would predominantly generate freight/HGV traffic, “with the greatest impacts on Balcombe Road”. The 
impact of the proposed site allocation on the road networks is modelled in Scenario 2. The Study notes (para 7.7.2) that 
cross-boundary impacts into Surrey have been reviewed. We therefore strongly support the proposed ban for HGV’s left 
turn in and right turn out at the access/egress junctions on Balcombe Road to mitigate the adverse impacts on Balcombe 
Road in Surrey County. For reasons of soundness, we recommend that the suggested requirement from the Transport 
Study: “left turn in and right turn out bans for HGV’s at Gatwick Green’s access/egress junctions” are reflected strong ly as 
a policy requirement in Policy EC4. We note that the Transport Study has also tested the Gatwick Green site (zones 320 
and 321) for suburban offices, C1 use and hotel uses. 
Whilst we appreciate that CBC have considered the transport impact on RBBC’s site allocation at Horley Strategic 
Business Park (HOR9), we would recommend that the views of Surrey County Council, the Highway Authority, for the 
northern part of Balcombe Road are sought. 
We welcome the amendment to the proposed submission plan that It is also important now makes it clear that there is a 
distinction between the site allocation area and site uses that have been put forward for allocation at Gatwick Green by 
the site promoter, and the council’s specific requirements for the proposed allocation site set out in the council’s evidence 
and allocated through draft Policy EC4 of the draft Submission Local Plan. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
058 


Reigate and 
Banstead 


 Statement of Common Ground 
In our last response to the Regulation 19 Local Plan Review (2020) we noted our concern that we had not been 
approached to produce a Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”) as advised by the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (“PPG”). However, both CBC and RBBC have since agreed to a SoCG, which was signed by both parties in 
February 2021. We fully appreciate CBC’s initiative in preparing a SoCG with us. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
058 


Reigate and 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 


SA/ 
SEA 
p29 


The SA/SEA (page 29) the assessment of the sustainably of the proposed allocation site of Gatwick Green is less than 
neutral, with only one SA objectives being positive “green”. Whilst we accept the Council’s statement that this is the only 
“reasonable option” to accommodate the identified B8 logistics floorspace need identified, as all other sites promoted as 
currently in the airport safeguarding land for a second (southern) runway and A23 re-alignment (whereas this site is also 
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safeguarded land for the airport’s expansion, but for surface car parking), we do not see that the Council has assessed 
the sustainability of the option of not allocating a land to meet this identified B8 need. This is considered a failure of the 
SA/SEA to consider all reasonable options. This is an issue of legal compliance with regards to this proposed site 
allocation. 
Conclusion  
We hope that you find these comments helpful. Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us. We 
note that there are still outstanding results from some of the assessments in the HRA, so we wish to be notified when 
such results are published. We will be happy to discuss this, and any other comments made in the representation above 
in more detail. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
058 


Reigate and 
Banstead 
Council 


HRA We note that the draft Habitat Regulation Assessment (“HRA”) has been prepared. We appreciate that the HRA takes 
into account our previous representation made in March 2020 to the Regulation 19 Local Plan and we look forward to 
seeing the results of the “in-combination” air quality effects assessment. The results of which will have an effect on the 
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (“SAC”). 
As the Plan area is at least 9.6km from the SAC, the draft HRA considers that the Bechstein’s bat habitat will not be 
affected by the Local Plan and habitat loss and fragmentation will not be considered further in the HRA process. The Bat 
Conservation Trust (“BCT”) guidance on thresholds for Core Sustenance Zones (“CSZ”) is in line with the HRA findings 
and RBBC therefore do not dispute the decision. 
We note that the draft HRA states that the site will not be considered further in the HRA process in terms of public access 
and disturbance. Again, RBBC do not dispute this decision in light of the draft HRA’s findings but would recommend that 
strong consideration is taken for any large development sites. 
RBBC would also like to stress the importance of the HRA’s commitment to assessing the SAC site in further details in 
relation to air quality impacts (particularly NOx) and hydrological impacts. The findings of such impacts will be of great 
interest to us. 
Draft HRA Table 6.1: presents a summary of “screened in” policies shows that Policy EC4 Strategic Employment 
Provision Screening category I and L was “screened in”. In Appendix E, the conclusion for the site is RED, i.e. Screened 
in. The recommendation is for “further work” – “Detailed air quality modelling is currently underway to further define 
impacts associated with increased traffic movements. This will inform the HRA and Local Plan." 
The draft HRA advises that “modal shift and behavioural changes could be encouraged – with consideration given to car 
free options, 20-minute neighbourhoods and developing strong links with LTP3. It is noted that the Local Plan contains 
good sustainable transport policies ST1, ST2 and ST3. Employment allocations to be selected to reduce reliance on the 
car.” 
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This raises significant concern for us with regards to potential impacts from site development as it does not include freight 
traffic to / from the planned logistics site, which will be a much more significant part of the site traffic than employees’ 
cars. This is planned to access the site from the local road network with all the implications for air quality adjacent to an 
AQMA close by to the north of the site on the opposite side of the M23. 


Suggested Modification: 


Rusper Parish Council 
REP/
134 


Rusper 
Parish 
Council 


2.17 -
12.22 


Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 


• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 


• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 


• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 


• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 
be retained. 


• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 
also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 


• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 


• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 


• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 


• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 
road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 


• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
134 


Rusper 
Parish 
Council 


GI4 Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 


• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 
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• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 


• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 


• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 
be retained. 


• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 
also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 


• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 


• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 


• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 


• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 
road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 


• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 


Suggested Modifications: 


REP/
134 


Rusper 
Parish 
Council 


ST4 Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 


• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 


• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 


• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 


• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 
be retained. 


• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 
also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 


• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 


• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 


• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
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• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 
road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 


• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 


Suggested Modifications: 


Waverley Borough Council 
REP/
121 


Waverley 
Borough 
Council 


H1 Waverley acknowledges that Strategic Policy H1 of the draft Crawley plan seeks to deliver 5,320 homes from 2021 to 
2037.  This is 6,680 homes short of the housing need assessed under the government’s standard method.  Waverley 
recognises that Policy H1 states that this shortfall will be met by working closely with its neighbouring authorities, 
particularly those which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area and will include continued assessment of 
potential urban extensions to Crawley. 
Waverley Borough Council welcomes the policy making an explicit reference that Crawley Borough Council will continue 
to work closely with its neighbours in the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area to explore opportunities to meet 
this unmet need which will include the assessment of potential urban extension to Crawley.  It also welcomes paragraph 
12.39 that states that this will primarily involve working with Horsham and Mid Sussex along with a small part of Reigate 
and Banstead, particularly an overlap with Horley. This is because Waverley considers that Crawley’s unmet need must 
be met within the Housing Market Area that Crawley lies within. Waverley is unlikely to be able to take any further 
housing to meet unmet need from other local planning authorities when we review our Local Plan. Our adopted Local 
Plan already includes unmet need from Woking which is very challenging to meet given the significant planning 
constraints that cover our Borough. These constraints include the Green Belt, an AONB and the proximity of European 
sites in the form of Special Protection Areas.   
This is an officer response agreed with the Council’s Portfolio Holder for Planning Policy and Services. 


Suggested Modification: 


West Sussex County Council 
REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


 The current transport evidence base analysis has progressed considerably but is not yet fully complete. The County 
Council will continue to work with the Borough Council on further development of the evidence base towards resolution of 
the outstanding issues but considers that the Plan cannot yet be considered sound until this is achieved. The published 
report does not yet include costings for the highway mitigation on the County Council’s highway network, although the 
County Council is aware of ongoing work to develop this. In addition, safety audit is still required for this highway 
mitigation to confirm that the design presented can be delivered.  
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Further, several potential public transport schemes were presented as options in the transport study, but further evidence 
is required on costing, option selection for prioritisation, deliverability of prioritised schemes and delivery mechanisms to 
demonstrate that sufficient sustainable transport measures can be delivered during the Plan period to achieve the 
forecasted reductions in private car trips. This evidence is required to ensure compliance with paragraph 108 of the 
national Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This certainty on the sustainable transport-based car trip reductions is 
needed to ensure that additional highway mitigation measures would not be required to prevent severe residual impacts 
on the highways network in compliance with paragraph 109 of NPPF. At present the extent of highway mitigation for the 
Strategic Road Network (SRN) has not yet been agreed with Highways England. The County Council will require 
assurance that the SRN mitigation package does not have any adverse effects with its interface with the local highway 
network but complements the rest of the mitigation package. The County Council will continue to work with the Borough 
Council and Highways England towards achieving this aim. We note that it is possible that the mitigation for the SRN may 
require some land adjacent to the SRN in third party ownership. 


Suggested Modifications: 
As outlined above, the Plan cannot be considered sound until the Transport evidence has been completed. We will 
continue to provide technical advice to support this work and offer assistance as necessary to address the soundness of 
the Plan. 


Rep/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


OS3 We are pleased to see the importance of Public Rights of Way recognised in the Crawley Local Plan and the contribution 
they make, as part of the Borough’s Green Infrastructure network, towards promoting active travel, reducing car journeys, 
improving residents’ mental and physical wellbeing, providing safe, alternative routes for non-motorised users, achieving 
carbon-neutral status, improving air quality and reducing pollution.  
We agree that providing and improving access to the countryside beyond Crawley’s urban borders is of particular 
importance to its residents (Reasoned Justifications 7.27and 7.28 within Policy OS3), especially to the south and east of 
the town. Crawley is also a major employment hub for the area. Any, and all opportunities to protect and enhance the 
network should be taken therefore (as stated in Crawley’s Infrastructure Plan January 2021, Green Infrastructure, Current 
Findings). Policy OS3: ‘Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside’ falls short of this however and is not in keeping with 
NPPF which requires LPAs to protect and enhance PRoW and seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users.  
As recognised in Strategic Policy SD1 (4), sustainable development offers opportunities for positive outcomes. Strategic 
Policy SD2 states that new development must prioritise the use of and provide greater levels of safe and attractive 
opportunities for active travel. Policy CL3 (2ii) outlines how new development should connect with areas of rural open 
space and goes on to justify this in 4.35 that new development should be seen as an opportunity to integrate 
improvements to active travel. Policy CL8 (xi) describes how development should ensure access to the countryside is 
maintained and enhanced from Crawley’s neighbourhoods. 17.1 within the Section on Sustainable Transport points out 
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that the provision of additional facilities and services to support new development is a key objective of the planning 
system and it is important to retain, and where possible enhance, opportunities in the Borough for increasing active travel 
as an alternative to the car.  
Sustainable development approved through these policies provides Crawley Borough Council with the chance to enhance 
existing and surrounding PRoW networks through surface improvements (to mitigate against the effects of increased 
usage), upgrading footpaths to bridleways and creating new paths, improving links and connectivity within the Borough 
and across its borders. Policy OS3 is negatively worded however to assume development will always adversely affect the 
network and only then should mitigation measures be sought. We would like to see more emphasis on the positive net 
gains that can be achieved. 


Suggested Modifications: 
It is suggested that the first sentence of Policy OS3 be amended to include the words ‘and enhanced’ (as set out below) 
to be consistent with para. 98 of NPPF with more emphasis on opportunities to provide better facilities for users of Public 
Rights of Way.  
“Public Rights of Way will be protected and enhanced by ensuring that development does not result in the loss of, or 
adversely affect, a Right of Way or other recreational route, unless a new route is provided of equal or better value”. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


IN1 West Sussex County Council are supportive of Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) as it is worded flexibly to secure CIL 
contributions or S106 for the funding of education infrastructure.  
The methodology used in the ‘Whole Plan Policies and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment’ (March 
2021) excludes education contributions on the basis that it is assumed they would be sought through CIL (page 50). This 
does not reflect the approach taken in Policy IN1 which is worded flexibly to seek both in accordance with CIL regulations 
for a site as it comes forward. Therefore, the viability of the plan policies seeking education contributions through s106 
has not been tested through the evidence. However, it is noted that housing delivery in Crawley Borough is more likely to 
cumulatively generate the need for school places rather than seeking site specific contributions and this should be 
explained in the evidence base as suggested below. 


Suggested Modifications: 
It is therefore recommended that further text is added to the viability assessment to explain the specific circumstances in 
Crawley Borough, why education has been excluded in the evidence preparation and that Policy IN1 allows for s106 
contributions if an unallocated site came forward, subject to a separate site specific viability assessment.  
Further to this, West Sussex County Council would support the preparation of a Statement of Common Ground setting 
out the joint working that is ongoing between Crawley Borough Council, Horsham Borough Council and West Sussex 
County Council towards meeting the education requirements arising from new housing development in Crawley Borough. 
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REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


IN3 The gigabit ambitions have moved on and we should capture that correctly in the Local Plan. I’ve tried to make small 
amendments to keep the original spirit of our thinking, and to reflect that more broadly it is now more about gigabit-
capable technologies and attracting inward investment rather than solely about connectivity for individual premises. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Please consider a new paragraph 8.23: West Sussex Councils have invested in new duct and dark fibre infrastructure 
linking key urban centres from Crawley in the north of the county to Brighton on the South Coast which is available to the 
market to lease. The network has the potential to unlock further fibre deployments to premises but could also be a 
significant enabler for regional connectivity as the demand for scalable, cost-effective bandwidth with low latency 
increases.  The network links economic hubs and sites of strategic development and will enable businesses to access 
internet services and also form private networks that support innovation and collaboration.    
 
Please consider amending the following two paragraphs as below: 
 
8.23 As the demand for digital services increases from consumers alongside business demand for gigabit-capable 
infrastructure in order to innovate, differentiate and add value, it will be important to provide full fibre deployment to every 
premise. Consumers will demand more choice of suppliers. Increased speeds and data transmission and the demands of 
future technologies such as 5G will rely on accessible high quality fibre infrastructure. 
 
8.24 West Sussex Councils share an exciting ambition to increase coverage of digital infrastructure providing gigabit-
capable broadband speeds and connectivity. Working together the councils recognise that high quality digital 
infrastructure is a significant factor in attracting inward investment and enabling economic growth. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


EC3/ 
9.46 


Suggested modification to Para. 9.46 and Appendix B – reference to the ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018)’ 
should now read ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan July 2018 (Partial Review March 2021)’. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Suggested modification to Para. 9.46 and Appendix B – reference to the ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018)’ 
should now read ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan July 2018 (Partial Review March 2021)’. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


GAT2 Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land for the potential future additional wide spaced runway as per the Gatwick Airport Master 
Plan is in conflict with Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road as substantial 
sections of the ST4 area lies within the GAT2 safeguarded area. Failing to address this issue may compromise the ability 
for Gatwick Airport to expand in the future and/or delivery of a western link road to support future growth.  
The Draft Local Plan therefore does not fully comply with the following sections of The National Planning Policy 
Framework due to the conflict:  
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• 104 (c) – identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in developing 
infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale development;  


• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency • 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and 
their need to adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, 
training and emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy. 


West Sussex County Council is aware that further technical analysis is currently underway to resolve the conflict. The 
objective of the analysis is to refine the alignment of the Link Road so that it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary, or 
to come to an agreeable solution with all parties with regards to amended boundaries.  
Justification 17.25 – It should be noted that developments could be refused on highway grounds based on the potential 
severe cumulative impacts on the transport network, if the scheme is not implemented.  
Policy ST4 & Justification 17.28 - As indicated in paragraph 17.28, there is potential that land may need to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the Western Relief Road. 
However, Policy ST4 does not include reference to the potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased in its 
reference to its impact on residential and commercial properties. This is not sound because the scheme is likely to be 
dependent upon a successful future application for a Compulsory Purchase Order which may need to be considered at a 
Public Inquiry. Therefore, Policy ST4 should be amended to specifically state that there is a potential need for land to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the scheme. Failing to amend Policy ST4 to reflect the potential need for land 
to be compulsorily purchased may compromise the future delivery of this section of the Western Relief Road or mean that 
the scheme is unable to achieve its strategic objectives. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Refinement of the alignment of the Link Road so it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary or to come to an agreeable 
solution with all parties with regards to the amended boundaries. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


ST4 Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land for the potential future additional wide spaced runway as per the Gatwick Airport Master 
Plan is in conflict with Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road as substantial 
sections of the ST4 area lies within the GAT2 safeguarded area. Failing to address this issue may compromise the ability 
for Gatwick Airport to expand in the future and/or delivery of a western link road to support future growth.  
The Draft Local Plan therefore does not fully comply with the following sections of The National Planning Policy 
Framework due to the conflict:  


• 104 (c) – identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in developing 
infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale development;  







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency  


• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy. 


West Sussex County Council is aware that further technical analysis is currently underway to resolve the conflict. The 
objective of the analysis is to refine the alignment of the Link Road so that it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary, or 
to come to an agreeable solution with all parties with regards to amended boundaries.  
Justification 17.25 – It should be noted that developments could be refused on highway grounds based on the potential 
severe cumulative impacts on the transport network, if the scheme is not implemented.  
Policy ST4 & Justification 17.28 - As indicated in paragraph 17.28, there is potential that land may need to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the Western Relief Road. 
However, Policy ST4 does not include reference to the potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased in its 
reference to its impact on residential and commercial properties. This is not sound because the scheme is likely to be 
dependent upon a successful future application for a Compulsory Purchase Order which may need to be  
considered at a Public Inquiry. Therefore, Policy ST4 should be amended to specifically state that there is a potential 
need for land to be compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the scheme. Failing to amend Policy ST4 to reflect the 
potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased may compromise the future delivery of this section of the Western  
Relief Road or mean that the scheme is unable to achieve its strategic objectives. 


Suggested Modifications: 
Refinement of the alignment of the Link Road so it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary or to come to an agreeable 
solution with all parties with regards to the amended boundaries. 


REP/
032 


West Sussex 
County 
Council 


The 
Local 
Plan 
Map 


The Local Plan Map does not currently show the Minerals Safeguarding Area which is required by para. 005 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance. It is requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. 


Suggested Modifications: 
The Local Plan Map does not currently show the Minerals Safeguarding Area which is required by para. 005 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance. It is requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. 


WSCC Property and Assets 
REP/
006 


CL6 The land at Cheals Roundabout is held for strategic infrastructure purposes, and to ensure that the road remains safe 
and can be well maintained. This representation was raised in our earlier response of 22 August 2019 in response to the 
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WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


Local Plan Review, and we would request reassurance that our objection has been considered and is reflected in this 
latest version in order to demonstrate that the plan is Positively Prepared.   
A copy of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. 


 
As a consequence we would request: 
Removal of the designations of ‘Structural 
landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east 
of the roundabout shaded olive green. 
 
 
 
 
 


Suggested Modifications: 
In order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC we would request: 
Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded olive 
green. 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 
 
 


CL6 The Oaks Primary School is proposed to be designated as a ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area 
of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green). An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. These 


designations may serve to compromise or constrain 
(see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the 
Council to meet any future need to create additional 
spaces at the school, particularly in view of the 
proposed new housing allocations in Tilgate.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed 
designations for the reasons set out above and in order 
to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and 
is informed by agreement with WSCC, namely that the 
areas are already protected due to their status, and 
that there may be a future requirement to increase the 
capacity of the schools to accommodate additional 
children. 


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields and buildings at The Oaks Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green) within the proposed 
Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC. 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


CL6 Our Lady Queen of Heaven School is proposed to be 
designated as an area of ‘Structural landscaping’.  An extract of 
the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. This 
designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) 
the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any 
future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan 
is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC 
namely that the areas are already protected due to their status, 
and that there may be a future requirement to increase the 
capacity of the schools to accommodate additional children. 


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Our Lady Queen of Heaven School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
Structural landscaping within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is 
informed by agreement with WSCC. 


REP/
006 


CL6 Areas in Milton Mount Primary School are proposed to be designated as areas of ‘Structural landscaping’. An extract of 
the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.  This designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any 
future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is 
positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC namely 
that the areas are already protected due to their status, and that there 
may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to 
accommodate additional children.   


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Milton Mount Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of Structural 
landscaping within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed 
by agreement with WSCC. 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


CL6 Areas within Oriel High School are proposed to be designated as areas 
of ‘Structural landscaping’. An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas 
affected is attached below.  This designation may serve to compromise or 
constrain (see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council 
to meet any future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the reasons 
set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively 
prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC namely that the 
areas are already protected due to their status, and that there may be a 
future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to 
accommodate additional children.   







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Oriel High School from the list of proposed designated areas of Structural landscaping 
within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement 
with WSCC. 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Asset 
Management 


H2 Developable land adjacent to Desmond Anderson, Tilgate (150 dwellings) 
WSCC will actively support future proposals to put this land forward for residential development. 


Suggested Modifications: 
None 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 
Management 


GI3 The land at Cheals Roundabout is held for strategic infrastructure purposes, and to ensure that the road remains safe 
and can be well maintained.  This representation was raised in our earlier response of 22 August 2019 in response to the 
Local Plan Review, and we would request reassurance that our objection has been considered and is reflected in this 
latest version in order to demonstrate that the plan is Positively Prepared.   
A copy of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. 


 
As a consequence we would request: 


• Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded 
olive green, and also  


Removal of the designation as ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Areas’ of the area to the south of the roundabout shaded bright 
green. 


Suggested Modifications: 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


In order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC we would request: 


• Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded 
olive green, and also  


Removal of the designation as ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Areas’ of the area to the south of the roundabout shaded bright 
green.   


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


GI3 The Oaks Primary School is proposed to be designated as a ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area 
of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green).  An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.   These 
designations may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to 
meet any future need to create additional spaces at the school, particularly in view of the proposed new housing 
allocations in Tilgate.   


 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the reasons set out above and in order to demonstrate that 
the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC, namely that the areas are already protected 
due to their status, and that there may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to accommodate 
additional children 


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields and buildings at The Oaks Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green) within the proposed 
Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC. 







Ref. 
No. 


Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 


Comments 


REP/
006 


WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 


GI3 Holy Trinity CE School is proposed to be designated as a 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green).  An extract of the 
Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.  This 
designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) 
the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any future 
need to create additional spaces at the school.  
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is 
positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC 
namely that the areas are already protected due to their status, and 
that there may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of 
the schools to accommodate additional children. 


Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Holy Trinity CE School from the list of proposed designated areas of Biodiversity 
Opportunity Areas within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is 
informed by agreement with WSCC. 


 


 


 


 







 


Appendix H: Formal Letter to All Neighbouring Authorities to Clarify Crawley Borough 
Level of Unmet Needs (January 2020) 


 


Sent to: 


 Adur and Worthing Councils 
 Arun District Council 
 Brighton and Hove City Council 
 Chichester City Council 
 London Borough of Croydon Council 
 Horsham District Council 
 Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 
 Mid Sussex District Council 
 Mole Valley District Council 
 Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
 Tandridge District Council 


  







 


 Economy & Planning Services 
 


Contact: 
 


Direct Line: 
 


Elizabeth Brigden 


01293 438624 


Date: 
 
Email: 


21 January 2020 


elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk  
 


 
 
 
By Email Only 
 
 
 


 
 
 
 


Dear Councillor, 


Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035: Duty to Cooperate  


As you may be aware, the Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 was approved 
for publication and submission at the Full Council meeting held on 16 December 2019. The 
publication consultation will take place for a 6-week period commencing Monday 20 January 
until Monday 2 March 2020.  


The Local Plan has been prepared in the context of substantial, positive, ongoing cross-
boundary working carried out over the various functional strategic areas in which Crawley 
forms part and I acknowledge and thank you for this.  


The purpose of this letter is to draw your attention to the critical outcomes of the Crawley 
Local Plan in relation to meeting Crawley borough’s objectively assessed development needs. 
I invite your comments on the information provided and formally request confirmation of the 
role your authority is able to play in assisting my council in addressing identified unmet 
development needs under the Duty to Cooperate provisions. 


I have extended the range of this letter to those authorities considered to have some degree of 
strategic planning relationship with Crawley even where administrative boundaries are not 
shared. 


As has been acknowledged in the currently adopted Local Plan (Crawley 2030), in light of 
Crawley’s tight administrative boundaries, the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a 
potential southern runway and physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, 
nature conservation constraints and few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature 
of the New Town, there is very limited land within the borough for accommodating further 
development. 


There is already long-established, effective joint working within the Northern West Sussex 
(NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA). Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the 
adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS 
HMA. Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 3,150 dwellings, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, above 
their objectively assessed housing needs, over the period from 2020. However, it is 
acknowledged that through Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the 
Standard Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those established 
in the adopted Plans.  


The updated total unmet need, calculated for the Local Plan Review, against the assessed 
needs for both housing and employment, arising from within Crawley over the Plan period 
(2020 – 2035) is: 


 Housing: 5,925 dwellings; 


 Employment: a minimum 21ha of land for B Use Classes, based on a continuation of past 


development levels with a constrained employment land supply. 
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The following sections of this letter set out a summary of Crawley’s position in relation to its 
housing and employment needs. Comments would be welcomed in relation to whether your 
authority is in agreement with the conclusions reached. 


Housing 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for 
calculating housing need results in a total housing need for the 15 year plan period (2020-
2035) of 11,280 dwellings (based on 752 dwellings per annum).  


The draft Local Plan identifies the borough’s land supply allows for almost half of this to be 
met on sites within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,355 
dwellings (an increase of 549 dwellings since the Regulation 18 Local Plan (July 2019) due to 
additional sites and increased densities of existing sites following their reassessments). This 
equates to an annualised average of 357dpa.  


However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher delivery in the 
early Plan period and the lower anticipated levels towards the end (due to the build out of the 
last remaining large sites available within the borough): 


 Years 1-5 (2020-25): 500dpa 


 Years 6-10 (2025-30): 450dpa 


 Years 11-15 (2030-35): 121dpa 


The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries, including 
by introducing extremely high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible locations 
(Policy CL5) and a series of housing typology policies to positively influence development 
opportunities within, and immediately beyond, the borough (Policies H3, and H3a-H3g). 


This leaves a total unmet need figure of 5,925 dwellings to be accommodated within the wider 
housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 
and delivery of sustainable development. 


In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) has considered the needs of specific communities within the borough. 
This has included: 


 Those who require affordable housing  


 Families with children 


 Older people 


 Students 


 People with disabilities 


 People who rent their homes and 


 People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 


 
Affordable Housing: 
With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need for 739 
affordable homes per year in Crawley (of which 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented 
affordable housing). As Crawley is only able to meet approximately 50% of its overall housing 
needs within the borough, even with the 40% affordable housing requirement established by 
the Local Plan policy (Policy H5) there will be a significant shortfall of affordable housing.  


Therefore, where Crawley’s unmet housing needs are being met outside the borough 
boundary, it is requested discussions can take place to explore and agree mechanisms for 
opportunities for Crawley’s affordable housing needs to similarly be met, including through 
nomination rights being extended to residents on Crawley’s housing register. This is 
particularly, but not restricted to, where housing needs are being met by developments on 
Crawley’s boundaries.  







 


Self and Custom Build Homes: 
The SHMA has also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to 
explore opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their 
own home. As a planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of 
development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature 
of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is 
not often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  


The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach. 
However, discussions would be welcomed to consider whether there are 
opportunities for this to be considered over a wider area (particularly if there are 
duplicate entries across districts and boroughs). 


Employment 
In addition to the unmet housing needs, joint working undertaken across Northern 
West Sussex through the joint commissioning of the recent Economic Growth 
Assessment (EGA), 2020, has highlighted continued significant anticipated levels of 
economic growth in the Functional Economic Market Area. Much of the identified 
growth is associated with the economic strength of Crawley and Gatwick. 


The EGA identifies a need for a total of 33 hectares of business land in Crawley over 
the Plan period, based on a continuation of past development levels which are based 
on a constrained land supply. As identified by the Employment Land Trajectory, the 
available business land supply pipeline within Crawley is approximately 12ha, 
resulting in an outstanding current requirement for 21ha business land.  


However, there is potential for a greater level of business growth in Crawley, which 
uses the ‘unconstrained’ housing need figure of 752dpa, which identifies a projected 
B-class business land requirement of 113ha. This level of growth is considered likely 
to be needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward. 


In order to take a proactive approach to addressing economic growth needs in the 
area, the draft Crawley Local Plan proposes the removal of “safeguarding” of land for 
a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport. This land, covering 613ha to the 
north of Crawley, between the town and the Airport, has instead been designated for 
an Area Action Plan (AAP).  


The AAP will assess the needs for future growth and operational needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs arising in Crawley, including: 


i. Economic growth; 


ii. Housing (although this will be very limited due to noise constraints from the 


existing runway); 


iii. Infrastructure; 


iv. Community/recreation facilities; and 


v. Other uses identified through the evidence gathering and consultation on the 


AAP. 


The council is committed to commencing work on the AAP within three months of the 
adoption of the Local Plan and it may conclude that sites for Strategic Employment 
Location(s) can be identified within Crawley, should some or all of the AAP land not 
be required for airport expansion. The AAP will be a future Development Plan 
Document.   


I would welcome a written response from your local authority by Monday 2 March 
2020, to help formalise the understanding between us with regard to whether your 
authority is able to assist Crawley in meeting its unmet needs. 







 


Similarly, please let me know if your authority considers there are any other strategic 
issues not sufficiently covered or ways in which you believe Crawley may be able to 
assist you in your strategic planning needs. 


Please contact me or my officer, Elizabeth Brigden, should you have any questions 
or require further clarification with any of the content included above. 


I look forward to continuing to work with you in the future to seek positive solutions to 
these challenging strategic issues. 


Yours Sincerely,  
 


 
 
Cllr. Peter Smith 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 







Appendix I: Responses from Neighbouring Authorities to Crawley Unmet 


Needs Letter 


 


 


 Adur and Worthing Councils (12 February 2020) 


 Brighton and Hove City Council (13 February 2020) 


 Horsham District Council (2 March 2020) 


 Mid Sussex District Council (2 March 2020) 


 Mole Valley District Council (2 March 2020) 


 Reigate and Banstead District Council (2 March 2020) 


 Tandridge District Council (3 February 2020) 
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Appendix J: Signed Statements of Common Ground  


Contents Page 
No. 


i. North West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (June 2020) 3 


ii. North West Sussex Statement of Common Ground: Housing 
(outstanding) 


 


iii. Sussex North Water Neutrality Statement of Common Ground 
(outstanding) 


 


iv. West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (April 2020) 11 


v. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Horsham 
(outstanding) 


 


vi. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Mid Sussex 
(outstanding) 


 


vii. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Arun (July 
2021) 


36 


viii. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Worthing 
(May 2021) 


46 


ix. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Reigate and 
Banstead (February 2021) 


55 


x. Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Mole Valley 
(January 2021) 


75 


xi. Statement of Common Ground between Tandridge and Crawley 
(December 2018) 


94 


xii. Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground (April 2018) 102 
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Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground: May 2020 


1. List of Parties involved: 
• Crawley Borough Council 
• Horsham District Council 
• Mid Sussex District Council 
• West Sussex County Council 


2. Signatories:  
 


02.06.20 


Crawley Borough Council 
Councillor Peter Smith, Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
 


29.05.20 


 


Horsham District Council 
Councillor Claire Vickers, Cabinet Member for Living and Working Communities 


 


28.05.20 


Mid Sussex District Council 
Councillor Andrew MacNaughton, Cabinet Member for Planning 


01.06.20 


West Sussex County Council 
Mike Elkington, Head of Planning Services 


3. Strategic Geography 
Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex are located within the county of West Sussex. Studies undertaken 
since 2009 have consistently confirmed the three district/borough authority areas form a close Housing 
Market Area (Northern West Sussex “NWS”) and are part of wider Economic Functional Areas (Gatwick 
Diamond centred on Crawley/Gatwick Airport, and to the south of the Districts: Greater Brighton). The 
NWS authorities form part of the ‘Coast to Capital’ Local Enterprise Partnership, which stretches from 
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Chichester in the south west, along the coast to Brighton and Newhaven and Seaford through Mid 
Sussex and Crawley to Croydon on the outskirts of London.   


 


Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council (the Northern West 
Sussex Authorities) and West Sussex County Council have a long history of working together on issues 
of mutual importance and across a wide range of services.  For example, the councils have mature 
shared service arrangements and routinely work together on procurement of goods and services. The 
three borough/district authorities share planning and administrative boundaries. There is a particularly 
strong history of joint working and collaboration on planning policy matters. Over the years a number 
of planning studies have been procured jointly and, when previous proposals at Crawley involved 
development beyond the borough boundary, a joint area action plan between Horsham and Crawley 
was produced and jointly adopted in 2009. 


With the introduction of the Localism Act and the Duty to Cooperate, joint working continued and 
strengthened with the authorities collaborating together on a number of strategic issues. The Northern 
West Sussex Authorities’ Position Statement was originally prepared by Mid Sussex, Horsham and 
Crawley councils in September 2013, and subsequently revised to support each of the authorities’ Local 
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Plans at examination (July 20141, February and March 20152 and March 20163). Each successfully 
secured adopted Local Plans4 which were found to meet the Duty to Cooperate. 


The authorities also work with partners in the wider ‘Gatwick Diamond’5 area to address strategic 
planning issues. The aim of this work is to promote the continued prosperity of the Gatwick Diamond 
and plan for its future growth. As part of this wider area, the authorities have worked on and signed up 
to the Gatwick Diamond the Memorandum of Understanding and Local Strategic Statement6, which 
was reviewed and updated in 2016. 


The Northern West Sussex Authorities positively engage with the West Sussex Coastal Authorities and 
additionally Brighton and Hove and Lewes, in a number of ways (at Member and Chief Executive officer 
level), and are members of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board7 as well as 
the Greater Brighton Economic Partnership. 


Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council are signatories to a S106 Agreement with 
Gatwick Airport, in which Mid Sussex and Horsham District Councils are named as Adjoining 
Authorities. Officers and Members from the authorities meet regularly to discuss issues related to the 
operation, growth and development of the airport including its master plan, air quality issues, on and 
off airport parking and surface access. The authorities are also working collaboratively with regard to 
the Airport’s current Development Consent Order (DCO) application. Effective outcomes of this joint 
working includes:  
• success at planning appeals across boundaries; and 
• securing financial contributions and ongoing funding monitoring supporting major schemes like 


Gatwick station improvements and smaller improvements to public transport services.  


Whilst recognising that housing markets are not totally discrete, the authorities of CBC, HDC and MSDC 
continue to work jointly and collaboratively to plan for this distinct Housing Market Area. This follows 
clear statements set out in each of the three adopted Local Plan Planning Inspectors’ decisions who 
recognised the merit in understanding and aiming to meet the needs of the Housing Market Area as a 
first step in strategic planning for this part of the country which experiences high demand on land for 
new development. On this basis, the authorities are building upon this evidence in the preparation of 
their respective Local Plan reviews, whilst acknowledging the differing timescales and priorities of each 
authority. However, there is an acknowledgement of the overlaps with the adjoining Housing Market 
Areas and these are being considered in the context of the Local Strategic Statements (for the Gatwick 
Diamond and West Sussex and Greater Brighton). 


The three local authorities have continued to commission joint evidence, including: 
                                                           
1 Horsham District Planning Framework Examination 
2 Crawley Borough Local Plan Examination 
3 Mid Sussex District Plan Examination 
4 Horsham District Planning Framework (November 2015); Crawley Borough Local Plan (December 
2015); Mid Sussex District Plan (March 2018) 
5 Crawley Borough Council, Epsom and Ewell Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole Valley District Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, West Sussex 
County Council, Surrey County Council and Tandridge District Council  
6 Which can be accessed from each of the Northern West Sussex Authorities’ websites:  
Crawley - 
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrat
egicStatement/index.htm  
Horsham - http://www.horsham.gov.uk/planningpolicy/planning-policy/gatwick-diamond;   
Mid Sussex - http://www.midsussex.gov.uk/8573.htm. 
7 Adur and Worthing Councils, Arun District Council, Brighton and Hove City Council, Chichester District 
Council, Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Lewes and Eastbourne Councils, Mid 
Sussex District Council, South Downs National Park Authority, West Sussex County Council.  
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• the Employment Growth Assessment (initially started in 2009, updated in 2010, 2014, and 
November 2019); 


• the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (initially started in 2009, updated in 2012, 2014, 2016 
and November 2019);  


• The authorities have also worked collaboratively on other studies relevant to the wider Gatwick 
Diamond area including the Gatwick Water Cycle Study 20118 and catchment based flood risk 
assessments which are currently in the process of being reviewed and updated.  


The authorities, as a matter of course, share methodologies and emerging evidence to ensure 
consistency and compatibility throughout the area, even if studies are being produced separately9.  


4. Strategic Matters  
The specific strategic matters which the authorities have determined are relevant across the 
boundaries of the authorities are:  
→ Employment and economic development: including economic development needs and Gatwick 


Airport. 
→ Housing need: including overall housing need, affordable housing need and the needs of 


specialised housing. 
→ Specific aspects of infrastructure development: including transport, flooding, water supply and 


waste water treatment, education and health. 
→ Strategic sites and/or sites on the boundaries between authorities. 


Employment and economic development: 
The Northern West Sussex Authorities are located within the wider economic areas of the Coast to 
Capital Local Enterprise Partnership and the Gatwick Diamond. Joint evidence base work dates back to 
2009: 
• Employment Land Review (part 1 and part 2), CBC, HDC, MSDC (2009/2010) 
• Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement, CBC, HDC, MSDC, MVDC, RBBC, SCC, WSCC (2012) 
• Economic Growth Assessment, CBC, HDC, MSDC (2014) 
• Economic Growth Assessment Review, CBC, HDC, MSDC (2019)  


Separately, as part of the DCO process, the authorities are working collaboratively, with Gatwick 
Airport and other Gatwick authorities, to understand the implications of expansion of the airport for 
the local economy. 


1. The parties agree the approaches to employment development in currently adopted Local Plans 
support the economic growth of the Functional Economic Area. 


Housing need: 
LPA OAN Local Plan target Plan status Year Plan period 


 Crawley 675 340 Adopted 2015 2015-2030 
Horsham 650 800 Adopted 2015 2011-2031 


Mid Sussex 876 964 Adopted 2018 2014-2031 
      


Totals 2,201 2,104    


                                                           
8 Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study (2011) Entec UK Limited Final Report 
9 These include: Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments; transport modelling; and Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Needs Assessments. 
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The examinations into the three adopted Local Plans established the priority of the authorities to seek 
to meet the needs of the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area as a first priority, as far as 
possible. 


The table above shows that the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area is close to meeting its own 
objectively assessed housing needs in full for the adopted Plan periods. Against the annual Plan figure 
there is a shortfall of 97dpa, but when this is considered over full anticipated delivery across the Plan 
periods it results in a total outstanding amount of 527 dwellings, which equates to 35dpa. 


It was recognised through the Mid Sussex District Plan examination that this amount could be 
monitored against potential over-delivery in any of the three authority areas. As it is anticipated a 
shortfall would occur only in the latter part of the Plan period, this would be addressed through the 
District and Local Plan reviews. 


On this basis, and noting that each of the authorities have a five year land supply of housing, and have 
each met the Housing Delivery Test 2019, it is established that the full housing need across the housing 
market area is met, and Crawley’s unmet need figure has been accounted for within the adopted Local 
Plans for Mid Sussex and Horsham districts. 


2. The parties agree that each authority has assessed the ability of its area to accommodate 
housing development. They each consider that they are doing the maximum reasonable to meet 
the housing needs, established by the current adopted Plans, of the Housing Market Area as a 
whole.  


Local Plan Reviews 
Housing need and supply is to be reviewed as part of the Local Plan Reviews process. For Crawley and 
Horsham, the Local Plan reviews are in progress. The Mid Sussex District Plan was adopted later than 
the other two and so is not yet in Review; instead work is progressing on preparing the subordinate 
Site Allocation Development Plan Document to meet the residual housing requirement set for the 
currently adopted plan and period. On this basis, the Standard Methodology figures shown in the 
housing needs table below are illustrative only, and do not yet form current adopted Plan housing 
need figures.  


LPA 
MHCLG 


LHN 
(Annual) 


MHCLG 
LHN 


(Total) 


Draft 
Local 
Plan 


target 
(Annual) 


Draft 
Local 
Plan 


target 
(Total) 


Plan status 
Anticipated 


Adoption 
Year 


Plan 
period 


Crawley 752 11,280 352 5,280 Reg. 19 2020 2020-2035 


Horsham 965 TBC TBC TBC 
Review 
Commenced (Reg. 
18) 


2021 2019-2036 


Mid 
Sussex 


1,102 TBC TBC TBC 
Review to 
Commence 2020 


2023 TBC 


        
Total 2,819       


The Crawley Local Plan Review is currently further progressed than the other authorities. Regulation 
18, early engagement, public consultation has been undertaken and the Plan was approved by Full 
Council in December 2019 for Publication Consultation (Regulation 19), which took place in January – 
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March 2020, and its subsequent Submission to the Secretary of State for Examination. However, the 
transport evidence base is not yet in place and, until an agreed position on transport is reached, it is 
recognised this will have an impact on the timetable for the Plan. The draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 
2020 – 2035 identifies sufficient sites (and windfalls) to meet 5,285 dwellings over the 15-year Plan 
period (2020 – 2035), against the total housing need of 11,281 (based on 15-year multiple of the 
Standard Methodology: 752 x 15 = 11,281). This leaves 5,995 dwellings arising from Crawley’s 
projected population growth, over the Plan period to 2035, unmet. 


The Horsham Local Plan review has commenced and has undergone two rounds of consultation under 
Regulation 18 (Apr-May 2018 and Feb-Mar 2020). The Mid Sussex District Plan review is due to 
commence in 2021, with submission to the Secretary of State in 2023. Therefore, it is not possible to 
confirm any changes to the housing requirement in these areas and the extent to which this can be 
met, at this time. Evidence work for the Horsham and Mid Sussex plans will confirm future housing 
requirements and will be set out in future iterations of this SoCG. 


3. The authorities agree to continue to work positively together to seek to address the future 
housing needs of the Housing Market Area as far as possible, taking into account local 
constraints, and the need for sustainable development. 


4. The authorities will explore the potential opportunities and mechanisms for meeting the housing 
needs for different groups in the community across the Housing Market Area. 


Infrastructure: 
The Northern West Sussex Authorities are in agreement that transport infrastructure required to 
deliver development in the north of the area is a significant constraint over the lifetime of the 
respective plans. The three councils will continue to share information as transport studies are updated 
and will work together where necessary to resolve any cross-boundary issues alongside the LEP, West 
Sussex County Council or the Highways Agency.   


The Northern West Sussex Authorities are in agreement that waste water capacity is a constraint to 
development in the area, over the lifetime of the respective plans. For the adopted Plans, the water 
companies confirmed they could manage capacity through improvements to technology. However, in 
respect of the Plan reviews, additional work may need to be undertaken by the three authorities to 
look in detail at what long-term actions are necessary to inform the future business plans of the water 
companies that deliver waste water treatment within the area in conjunction with the Environment 
Agency (EA) and the water companies. This is being considered jointly with the water companies and 
the EA through the Gatwick Water Cycle Study review. 


The Gatwick Water Cycle Study was originally commissioned in 2011 to look at the issue of Waste 
Water Treatment Works and the implication of development on water quality in the area. The Gatwick 
Water Cycle Study indicates that the EA has a clear position on private sewage treatment works: they 
will not normally grant discharge consents for a private sewerage treatments system where it is more 
reasonable to connect to a public foul sewer. A review of the Water Cycle Study has recently been 
commissioned by the authorities, along with Reigate and Banstead Borough Council. 


Crawley has a recognised unmet need for secondary education. This is identified as amounting to 6 
forms of entry (180 places per year group) as the relatively recently opened Gatwick Free School 
provides 4 forms of entry (120 places per year group) which in part addresses the growth in numbers at 
primary from 2012 amounting to 10 forms of entry in total (300 places per year group). However, the 
Gatwick Free School does not have permanent planning permission on its current site in Manor Royal 
Industrial Estate and WSCC are concerned about relying on these places. The further 6 forms of entry 
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of demand for secondary school places is in the short and medium term and there will be issues from 
Sept 2021. In the longer term numbers are expected to reduce as entry to primary schools is now 
falling after a rapid rise from 2012. When the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2030 was adopted 
(December 2015), it was anticipated by WSCC that they would explore options for the extension of 
existing secondary schools within the Borough, although the Infrastructure Delivery Plan recognised 
the need for places might be supplied by a new school. In 2017 the DfE announced a new 6 form entry 
plus a sixth form Secondary Free School, ‘Forge Wood High’, to be sponsored by a high performing 
multi-academy trust. However, given Crawley’s constrained land supply, no suitable site has been 
found to build the school. Therefore, the potential to provide additional secondary school places, to 
serve Crawley’s needs, will be considered on sites close to Crawley. If new strategic development on 
Crawley’s boundaries could provide this opportunity, the DfE will seek to bring forward a school as 
early as possible.  In the meantime, WSCC will look to existing schools in and outside the Borough to 
cater for places on a temporary basis until a new school can be delivered. 


5. Transport: including with reference to maximising opportunities for sustainable and active travel: 
Public Transport – rail station, Metrobus extensions, cycling, walking, equestrian, public rights of 
way; and exploring further the need for, and, if so, opportunities to secure the implementation 
of, a Crawley Western Link Road. Transport studies are currently under way to identify transport 
mitigation strategies for Horsham and Crawley Local Plans and for the Mid Sussex Development 
Plan Document. 


6. Education – secondary school and wider education needs, to provide for the needs of new 
communities, and existing latent demand. 


7. Health – there is recognised capacity constraints on GP provision across the area, particularly 
with the decision by the NHS not to bring forward new provision as originally planned within the 
Forge Wood and Kilnwood Vale neighbourhoods. However, the introduction of Primary Care 
Networks is anticipated by the CCG to enhance capacity. 


8. Water/Waste Water Treatment facility enhancements to respond appropriately to emerging 
evidence. 


9. Energy generation – climate change: the parties agree to work together on cross-boundary 
infrastructure/measures which will help achieve nationally- and locally-set targets. 


10. Cross-boundary flood mitigation measures as appropriate. 
11.  Green Infrastructure enhancements such as G.I. network enhancements and corridor 


improvements across boundaries. 


Strategic Sites and/or Sites on the Boundaries between Authorities: 
12. Where strategic development is proposed on the administrative boundaries within the Housing 


Market Area, the authorities will work together to establish a joint Planning Policy position to 
support positive Development Management.  


5. Governance Arrangements 
The three authorities of CBC, DHC and MSDC recognise that there are different local circumstances 
which need to be taken into account as part of any joint working including:  
• Each authority has different land constraints and development pressures;  
• Each authority is at a different stage in the process of producing their plans; and, 
• There are issues better addressed through bilateral or other arrangements. 


Despite these limits, the authorities are committed to working positively together and as part of the 
Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board, sharing information 
and best practice and continuing to procure evidence jointly, where relevant, throughout the plan 
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preparation phase and beyond. This co-operation and collaboration takes place at senior Member, 
Chief Executive and senior officer as well as at technical officer level. 


13. It has been agreed between the Authorities that:  
a. A joint Local Plan does not need to be produced at this stage, although an adopted local Joint 


Area Action Plan exists between Crawley Borough and Horsham District Councils, and the 
need for a Joint Plan, Area Action Plan or Policies, between some or all of the Authorities, will 
be kept under review and considered if circumstances warrant this; 


b. Each authority will determine its own employment and housing targets but in so doing will 
consider them in the context of the key strategic issues and the particular circumstances of 
the other authorities, prioritising the needs of the Housing Market Area; and, 


c. They will continue to work with the other Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex and Greater 
Brighton authorities on housing, employment and other strategic issues affecting the 
Gatwick Diamond and West Sussex and Greater Brighton as a whole. 


14. To work collaboratively on Plan preparation and evidence whilst acknowledging others’ 
timetables and timescales. To respect each other’s right to develop their own plans that fit the 
specific circumstances of the District/Borough’s communities. 


15. To meet regularly at Member and officer level to review the situation and respond to new issues 
and changing circumstances. 


16. To consider the role and extent of the Housing Market Area in relation to the Strategic Matters 
for Planning. 


17. To liaise jointly, and individually, with adjoining Authorities and those in overlapping Housing 
Market Areas as well as other cross-authority Geographies (such as the Functional Economic 
Areas, City-Region, Gatwick Area, River Basin and Habitat Regulations). 


18. To work to produce a joint evidence base on relevant issues wherever possible and logical, and to 
continue to keep each updated where commissioning evidence to ensure consistency is 
maintained. 


19. This SoCG will be updated as progress continues through the preparation of the Local Plans and 
Development Plan Documents for each of the authorities. 


6. Timetable for review and ongoing cooperation  


LPA 
Present Plan  


Adoption 
Proposed  


Plan Review Date 
Target  


Reg.18 Date 
Target  


Reg.19 Date 


Target  
Submission  


Date 
Crawley Dec 2015 Dec 2020 July 2019 Jan 2020 TBC 2020 


Horsham Nov 2015 Dec 2021 Feb 2020 Autumn 2020 Early 2021 
Mid Sussex Mar 2018 2023 2021 2023 2023 


West Sussex 
Minerals 


July 2018 
Five Year Review 


due July 2023 
Not known Not known Not known 


West Sussex 
Minerals – 


Soft Sand 
Review 


  March 2019 Jan 2020 April 2020 


West Sussex 
Waste 


April 2014 


Five Year Review 
undertaken May 
2019. Next Five 


Year Review 2024 


Not known Not known Not known 
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1.0 Introduction  


 


1.1 Paragraph 24 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that: 


“Local planning authorities and county councils (in two-tier areas) are under 


a duty to cooperate with each other, and with other prescribed bodies, on 


strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries.”1  


1.2 It also states that “In order to demonstrate effective and on-going joint 


working, strategic policy-making authorities should prepare and maintain 


one or more statements of common ground, documenting the cross-


boundary matters being addressed and progress in cooperating to address 


these.  These should be produced using the approach set out in national 


planning guidance, and be made publicly available throughout the plan-


making process to provide transparency”.2 


2.0 Purpose 


 


2.1 This Statement of Common Ground (SCG) sets out the process and 


arrangements for cooperation between West Sussex County Council 


(WSCC) and the local planning authorities (LPA) in West Sussex in relation 


to the following statutory and non-statutory functions and services:  


• Minerals Planning;  


• Waste Planning;  


• Waste Disposal;  


• Education;  


• Transport;   


• Flood Risk Management;  


• Library Service;  


• Public Health Service;  


• Adult Services;  


• Fire and Rescue Service.  


2.2 The parties to this SCG are West Sussex County Council (WSCC) and the 


following LPAs:  


• Adur District Council (ADC);  


• Arun District Council (ArDC);  


• Chichester District Council (CDC);  


• Crawley Borough Council (CBC);  


• Horsham District Council (HDC);  


• Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC);  


 
1 Paragraph 24 of the NPPF (2019).  
2 Paragraph 27 of the NPPF (2019).   
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• South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA);  


• Worthing Borough Council (WBC).   


2.3 This SCG provides evidence of on-going cooperation between WSCC and the 


LPAs under the ‘Duty to Cooperate’.  It will be reviewed and updated, where 


necessary, on an annual basis by the West Sussex Planning Policy Officer’s 


Group (PPOG), which meets quarterly to discuss cross-boundary and other 


strategic matters.     


2.4 Each LPA will prepare a SCG that addresses strategic matters relevant to 


the preparation of local plans, neighbourhood plans, and infrastructure 


delivery plans (IDPs) in their plan areas.  As necessary, they will address 


joint working and cooperation with WSCC in relation to the strategic 


matters identified in this SCG.  


2.5 The SCG will be signed off by the Head of Planning, or equivalent, in each 


authority according to their own governance arrangements.   


3.0 Roles and Responsibilities  


 


 West Sussex County Council 
 


3.1 WSCC is the Minerals Planning Authority (MPA) and Waste Planning 


Authority (WPA) for the areas outside the South Downs National Park 


(SDNP) in West Sussex.  It is responsible for preparing local plans for 


minerals and waste and for determining planning applications for such 


matters. 


3.2 As Waste Disposal Authority (WDA) for West Sussex, WSCC has the 


statutory duty to manage the treatment of waste in an economic, efficient 


and environmentally sensitive way which means they are responsible for 


arranging for the disposal of household waste collected across the County. 


3.3 As the Local Education Authority (LEA), WSCC has a statutory responsibility 


to provide education for all children of school age (four to 16 and up to 25 


for those with special educational needs and/or disabilities as outlined in the 


Special Needs and Disabilities SEND code of practice 0-25 2014), and to 


ensure sufficient nursery education for three and four year olds.  Further 


information is contained in Planning for School Places 2019 which is 


updated annually (https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/about-the-


council/policies-and-reports/school-policy-and-reports/planning-school-


places/). 


3.4 As the Local Transport Authority (LTA) for West Sussex, WSCC is 


responsible for providing advice on areas such as road safety, accessibility, 


highway capacity, freight, public transport and opportunities to improve 


access for pedestrians and cyclists and identify where improvements to the 
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Public Rights of Way network could take place.  This is in order to deliver 


the objectives of the Local Transport Plan of: promoting economic growth; 


tackling climate change; promoting access to services; employment and 


housing and improving safety; security and health.  Infrastructure 


requirements will be based on the County Council’s aims, objectives and 


strategic priorities for transport set out in the West Sussex Transport Plan 


2011-2026 (WSTP).   


3.5 As the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for West Sussex, WSCC is the risk 


management authority responsible for local flood risk, which is defined as 


flooding from surface water, groundwater and ordinary water courses.   


3.6 WSCC has a statutory duty to provide a public library service and there is a 


need to ensure the community has access to library services when new 


development is proposed.   


3.7 In April 2013, WSCC was given responsibility for promoting and protecting 


the public’s health.  This was part of the overall NHS reform programme.  


WSCC will work with partners to address all aspects of the health and 


wellbeing of the local population and they are currently working on a 


strategy to identify the need for additional infrastructure. 


3.8 The Care Act 2014 places a duty on WSCC to ensure there is diversity and 


quality in the market of care providers, so that there are enough high-


quality services for people to choose from.  The challenge for social care 


commissioners and housing authorities lies in shaping the provision of 


housing support and care for older people, in a way that offers choice and 


ensures the aspirations and needs of an ageing population can be met.  


WSCC is currently working on a strategy to identify requirements for 


additional infrastructure for extra care housing. 


3.9 The County Council’s Fire and Rescue Service is required to identify risks in 


the communities of West Sussex, and match resources to those risks.  


WSCC is currently working on a strategy to identify requirements and need 


for additional infrastructure. 


 


Local Planning Authorities 


 


3.10 There are seven district and borough councils responsible for preparing 


their own local plans, setting out the planning policy framework for 


development in their area and including strategic and non-strategic policies.  


The local plan also sets out land allocation, infrastructure requirements, 


housing needs, and requirements to safeguard the environment.  LPAs are 


also responsible for determining planning applications for development and 


use of land and buildings, which can range from an extension to a house to 


a large retail centre.  
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3.11 As well as providing an adequate supply of land for development, local 


plans should also identify what infrastructure is required, including how and 


when it can be brought forward.  This information is set out in an 


Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), which provides the evidence for securing 


contributions from the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).   


 


3.12 The SDNPA is the planning authority for the SDNP.  The SDNPA works 


jointly with West Sussex, Hampshire, East Sussex and Brighton and Hove 


on minerals and waste planning in their areas.  For all other planning 


matters, the SDNPA is responsible for preparing their own local plan.  The 


SDNPA and all relevant authorities are required to have regard to the 


purposes of the SDNP as set out in Section 62 of the Environment Act 


1995.  The purposes are: ‘to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, 


wildlife and cultural heritage of the area’ and ‘to promote opportunities for 


the understanding and enjoyment of the special qualities of the national 


park by the public’. 


 


3.13 LPAs have a statutory responsibility for supporting qualifying bodies in the 


preparation of neighbourhood plans.  Neighbourhood plans provide the 


opportunity for communities to set out how they want their community to 


develop.  They should support the delivery of strategic policies in the local 


plan and can consider what infrastructure needs to be provided alongside 


development.  The County Council’s role is to provide advice on the impact 


of proposals in a neighbourhood plan on the services it provides.  Once 


adopted, a neighbourhood plan becomes part of the local statutory 


development plan that forms the basis for determining planning applications 


in that area.   


 


4.0 Spatial Geography  


 


4.1 West Sussex is situated in the South East region.  It covers 1,990 square 


kilometres (199,000 hectares) with more than half of the county protected 


by national landscape designations including SDNP, the High Weald Area of 


Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and Chichester Harbour AONB.  The 


county is divided into seven district and borough councils and the SDNPA 


(Figure 1).  The main coastal development stretches from Bognor Regis in 


the west through Littlehampton and Worthing to Shoreham-by-Sea, 


Southwick and Fishersgate to the east.  Inland, development in the east is 


concentrated around Burgess Hill on the county boundary with East Sussex 


and in the north-east of the county around Horsham, Crawley and East 


Grinstead.  The county has transport links with London, Brighton and Hove 
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and adjoining authorities (Brighton and Hove City Council, and county and 


district/borough councils in East Sussex, Hampshire and Surrey).  


  


4.2 The strategic road network includes the coastal A27, the A23/M23 route from 


Brighton to London via Crawley, and the A24 from Worthing to Horsham.  


The rail network crosses east/west along the developed coastal area and 


north/south along two lines, the Brighton-London Mainline and the Arun 


Valley: from Brighton to Three Bridges; and from Arundel to Horsham and 


Crawley, continuing to London.  Shoreham Harbour port is important for 


imports and exports and its location close to Brighton and Hove and East 


Sussex results in cross-boundary movement of goods and materials outside 


of the county.  Gatwick Airport in the north of the county, in Crawley 


Borough, is a major international airport that makes a substantial 


contribution to the economic performance of West Sussex, the south east 


and London.  
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5.0 Joint Working  


 


Minerals Planning 


5.1 The geology of West Sussex is a sequence of broad zones from the south to 


the north including sand and gravel, brick clay, chalk and building stone.  Oil 


and gas resources are present in West Sussex and are currently exploited on 


a limited scale. 


5.2 Sharp sand and gravel is sourced mainly from the sea.  Soft sand can only 


be won from land-won sources which largely lie within the SDNP.  Minerals 


infrastructure plays an important role in the supply of minerals to West 


Sussex.  Minerals that are extracted or imported are usually processed 


(screening, washing or crushing) at quarries, wharves or rail depots.  


Wharves in West Sussex are in Littlehampton and Shoreham and there are 


five rail depots which are situated in Crawley, Chichester and Ardingly.   
 


5.3 Mineral Planning Authorities (MPA) should plan to meet a ‘steady and 


adequate’ supply of aggregates (soft sand, sharp sand and gravel and 


crushed rock) and the supply and demand for aggregates is set out in the 


Local Aggregate Assessment (LAA), which is produced annually.  MPAs 


should also plan for industrial minerals (brick making clay, chalk and silica 


sand in West Sussex).   


 


5.4 WSCC and SDNPA jointly prepared the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan 


2018 (JMLP), which sets out strategic policies for different types of minerals 


until 2033 and includes one site allocation for clay extraction.  It provides the 


basis for making decisions about planning applications for minerals. 


 


5.5 In accordance with Policy M2 of the JMLP, the WSCC and SDNPA are 


undertaking a single issue Soft Sand Review (SSR), which will identify the 


need for soft sand during the period to 2033, the strategy to meet the 


identified shortfall, and, as necessary, identify sites to meet the need.   


 


Waste Planning 


 


5.6 The West Sussex Waste Local Plan (WLP), prepared in partnership by WSCC 


and the SDNPA, was adopted in April 2014.  The WLP covers the period to 


2031.  It provides a basis for consistent decisions about planning applications 


for waste management facilities.  The Plan sets out four key areas which 


were prepared in order to help shape the future of waste management in 


West Sussex:  


 


• a vision and strategic objectives for sustainable waste management; 


20







 


11 
 


• nine policies to achieve the strategic objectives for the management 


of different waste types (Policies 1-9); 


• 13 development management policies to ensure no unacceptable 


harm to the environment, economy or communities of West Sussex 


(Policies 11-23); 


• six site allocations to help us meet the need for new facilities (Policy 


10). 


 


5.7 The WLP safeguards existing waste management sites and infrastructure 


(Policy W2) to ensure that other forms of development do not prevent or 


prejudice their use or operations, to ensure they continue to make an 


important contribution to the management of waste arising in West Sussex.   


 


5.8 The WLP was subject to a five-year review in 2019, as required by National 


Policy.  The review concluded that the WLP remains relevant, effective, and 


‘fit for purpose’.  The WLP will be subject to a further five year review in 


2024. An early review may be triggered if that is indicated through 


monitoring. 
 


Gatwick Diamond 


5.9 The Gatwick Diamond, with Gatwick Airport at its centre, includes the 


Counties of West Sussex and Surrey.  Strategic planning across this area is 


carried out through the joint working and cooperation of the non-statutory 


Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities groups (officer and member 


levels): Crawley, Epsom and Ewell, Horsham, Mid Sussex, Mole Valley, 


Reigate and Banstead District and Borough councils, and Surrey and West 


Sussex County Councils.  This group have produced a signed Memorandum 


of Understanding, and a Local Strategic Statement (originally prepared in 


2012 and updated in 2016).  The Gatwick Diamond Initiative, a business-


led partnership focusing on key strategic economic issues for the area, is 


funded and supported by the district and borough councils, two county 


councils and Gatwick Airport.   


 


5.10 WSCC, Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex 


District Council are part of the Gatwick Joint Local Authority Members Group 


and Gatwick Officers Group.  These groups have a Memorandum of 


Understanding and discuss any reports published by Gatwick Airport Limited 


in relation to the Gatwick Airport Master Plan, Action Plans, and Airport 


Surface Access Strategy, the submission of major planning applications or 


consultations, co-ordination of liaison arrangements between Authorities, 


any remedial measures put forward by Gatwick Airport Limited and other 


issues relating to the development of the airport of common interest. 
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Figure 2: The Gatwick Diamond Location  


(Source: Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement).   


 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Partnership  


 


5.11 The West Sussex and Greater Brighton Partnership include the following 


local planning authorities: Adur; Arun; Brighton and Hove; Chichester; 


Crawley, Horsham; Lewes; Mid Sussex; Worthing; WSCC and SDNPA.  It 


looks at the strategic objectives and spatial priorities for delivering these in 


a sustainable way through a Strategic Planning Board.  


 


5.12 Local Strategic Statements (LSS) have been prepared for the West Sussex 


and Greater Brighton Partnership and these are the main vehicles for taking 


forward the work of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic 


Planning Board.  The LSS sets out strategic objectives and spatial priorities 


to reflect the partners’ clear aspirations for long term sustainable growth 


(including addressing unmet housing need).  The latest LSS (LSS2) has 


been updated to take account of changes that have been made in the area 


covered by the Board (to include Mid Sussex and Horsham Districts) and to 


take account of local plan progress.  Crawley Borough has subsequently 


joined the Board and ongoing joint work has commenced on the preparation 


of LSS3 to cover the entire area.  
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6.0 General Matters  


 


6.1 The Parties agree that they will continue to work together in a constructive 


and meaningful way in preparing local plans, neighbourhood plans, and IDPs.  


This includes the provision of advice on evidence bases and providing 


comments at informal and formal consultation stages. 


 


6.2 The Parties agree to identify, as early as possible, areas of agreement and 


disagreement, in relation to the preparation of local plans, neighbourhood 


plans, and IDPs.  A template is provided in Appendix A to be completed 


throughout plan preparation for submission, setting out where an agreement 


has been reached and where there are any outstanding matters that need to 


be resolved. 
 


6.3 The Parties agree to seek to resolve any disagreements although this 


agreement shall not fetter the discretion of any party in the exercise of any 


of its statutory powers and duties. 


 


6.4 The Parties agree that WSCC will identify what, where, and when new or 


improved infrastructure provided by WSCC (on a statutory basis or as a 


service provider) is needed to mitigate the impact of planned development. 


 


6.5 The Parties agree that the LPAs will ensure that local plans make 


appropriate provision for new or improved infrastructure that is provided by 


WSCC (on a statutory basis or as a service provider). 


 


6.6 The Parties agree that they will take reasonable steps to ensure meetings 


in relation to the above matters are attended and that, as necessary, 


cooperation takes place through the following:  


• meetings between WSCC and the LPA, with a dedicated WSCC officer 


liaising with each LPA;  


• regular meetings and information exchange through the Planning 


Policy Officer’s Group (comprising Policy Officers from West Sussex 


and a representative from the Environment Agency) and the Chief 


Planning Officer’s Group (CPOG);  


• strategic planning matters discussed between Chief Executives.  
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7.0 Strategic Matters  


Waste Planning  


 


7.1 The Parties agree to have regard to the national planning policy for waste 


and help deliver the waste hierarchy.  They will work collaboratively to 


safeguard and provide a suitable network of facilities to deliver sustainable 


waste management and to minimise areas of conflict between the authorities 


on matters relating to waste management in accordance with Paragraph 8 of 


the NPPW (2014) which states that:  


 


“When determining planning applications for non-waste development, local 


planning authorities should, to the extent appropriate to their 


responsibilities, ensure that:  


 


• the likely impact of proposed, non-waste related development on 


existing waste management facilities, and on sites and areas allocated 
for waste management, is acceptable and does not prejudice the 
implementation of the waste hierarchy and/or the efficient operation of 


such facilities”.  
 


7.2 In accordance with Policy W2 (Safeguarding Waste Management Sites and 


Infrastructure) of the WLP, existing and allocated waste management sites 


should be safeguarded to ensure that the network for managing waste within 


West Sussex is maintained.  The Parties agree that the impact of non-


waste development on existing and allocated waste management sites will 


be considered and the WPA will be consulted during the preparation of local 


plans and neighbourhood plans for non-waste development that fall within a 


Waste Consultation Area (WCA).  LPAs should also show allocated strategic 


waste sites on their policies map.   


 


7.3 The Parties agree that the WSCC will provide the LPA with GIS data of the 


WCAs to ensure there is effective consultation between WSCC and the LPA.  


A list of safeguarded waste sites is provided in the West Sussex Monitoring 


Report (www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf) and the WCA will be updated and re-


issued to the LPAs as necessary. 


 


7.4 The Parties agree that the development plan for the area, including waste 


plans, and matters relating to safeguarding of waste infrastructure should be 


raised at the pre-allocation site assessment stage to ensure that it is taken 


into consideration at the earliest opportunity.  Further guidance on 


implementing the safeguarding policy in the WLP is in the Minerals and 


Waste Safeguarding Guidance (www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf). 
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7.5 The need for additional capacity at wastewater treatment works may arise as 


a result of development proposed in emerging local plans.  Policy W6 of the 


WLP makes provision for new sites to be permitted to support new 


development.  The Parties agree that they will continue to work together to 


support the delivery of additional capacity at wastewater treatment works to 


facilitate the delivery of development in their local plans.  The Parties agree 


that proposals for non-waste development that may affect wastewater 


treatment facilities should be referred directly to the relevant water authority 


in accordance with their consultation protocol.  


Minerals Planning  


 


7.6 The Parties agree that they will work together to ensure that mineral 


resources and infrastructure are safeguarded in accordance with Policies M9 


(Safeguarding Minerals) and M10 (Safeguarding Minerals Infrastructure) of 


the JMLP and Paragraph 5 of the Planning Practice Guidance which states 


that:   


 


“Whilst district councils are not mineral planning authorities, they have an 


important role in safeguarding minerals in 3 ways: 


 


• having regard to the local minerals plan when identifying suitable areas 


for non-mineral development in their local plans. District councils should 


show Mineral Safeguarding Areas on their policy maps; 


• in those areas where a mineral planning authority has defined a Minerals 


Consultation Area, consulting the mineral planning authority and taking 


account of the local minerals plan before determining a planning 


application on any proposal for non-minerals development within it; and 


• when determining planning applications, doing so in accordance with 


development policy on minerals safeguarding, and taking account of the 


views of the mineral planning authority on the risk of preventing minerals 


extraction”.3 


 


7.7 The Parties agree to have regard to the JMLP when identifying sites for 


non-mineral development and to refer to the West Sussex Minerals and 


Waste Safeguarding Guidance, which supports the policies in the JMLP. 


 


7.8 The Parties agree to show Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSA) and 


allocated strategic mineral resource and infrastructure sites (as set out in 


Appendices C, D and E of the JMLP) on their policy maps and to make 


reference to safeguarded minerals resources and infrastructure in their local 


plans where there are policy implications.   


 


 
3 Paragraph 5 of the Planning Practice Guidance. 
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7.9 The Parties agree that WSCC will provide the LPAs with GIS data of the 


MSA, Minerals Consultation Areas (MCA), and safeguarded/allocated sites.  


The MSA and allocated/safeguarded infrastructure (listed in Policy M10 of 


the JMLP) will be shown on the policy maps.  The Parties agree that the 


impact of non-mineral development within the MCA4 will be considered and 


WSCC will be consulted during the preparation of local plans and 


neighbourhood plans for non-mineral development that fall within a MCA5.  


The LPA should take account of the views of WSCC.       


 


7.10 The Parties agree that safeguarding mineral resources and infrastructure 


should be raised at pre-allocation stage to ensure that it is taken into 


consideration at the earliest opportunity.   


 


7.11 The Parties agree that proposals for non-mineral development that fall 


within the MCA should be accompanied by the appropriate information as 


set out in the latest Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Guidance to assist in 


the consideration of the policy implications.  


 


Waste Disposal  


 


7.12 The Parties agree that WSCC will provide information on the required 


need for investment into future waste disposal infrastructure, which may 


include contributions towards waste handling and transfer of waste disposal 


infrastructure (such as transfer stations). 


Education  


 


7.13 The Parties agree that WSCC will provide consultation responses on, and 


support the delivery of, school places for primary, secondary and sixth 


form, early year’s and provision for those with Special Education Needs and 


Disabilities (SEND) in the preparation of local plans, neighbourhood plans, 


and IDPs.   


Transport 


 


7.14 The Parties agree that the WSCC will provide advice and support during 


the preparation of local plans (including providing input into evidence base 


to assess the impact of future growth and to identify mitigation measures), 


neighbourhood plans and IDPs.   


 


 
4 The Mineral Consultation Areas (MCAs) are based on the Mineral Safeguarding Areas (MSAs).  
5 For consultation criteria, please refer to the Minerals and Waste Safeguarding Guidance 
(www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf).  
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Flood Risk Management 


 


7.15 The Parties agree that the WSCC will provide the LPA with consultation 


responses on the surface water drainage provisions associated with the 


preparation of local plans, neighbourhood plans, strategic flood risk 


assessments, and other planning documents produced by LPA.  The Parties 


agree to take account of the ‘West Sussex LLFA Policy for the Management 


of Surface Water, 2018’( 


https://www.westsussex.gov.uk/media/12230/ws_llfa_policy_for_managem


ent_of_surface_water.pdf) when preparing local plans.  


    


Libraries 


 


7.16 The Parties agree that WSCC will provide information on, and support the 


delivery of, the provision of library facilities during the preparation of local 


plans, neighbourhood plans, and IDPs.   


 


Public Health 


7.17 The Parties agree that they will work with LPAs to identify policy 


approaches to support public health in local plans, local plans, 


neighbourhood plans, and IDPs.   


 


Adults Services 


 


7.18 The Parties agree that they will work together to ensure that appropriate 


provision is made, where relevant, for older people through policies and site 


allocations in local plans, neighbourhood plans, and IDPs.  


 


Fire and Rescue Service 


7.19 The Parties agree that they will work together on infrastructure delivery to 


support the implementation of local plans, neighbourhood plans, and IDPs.   
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8.0. Signatories 
 


West Sussex County Council (WSCC) 


Michael Elkington, Head of Planning Services 


 


and   


 


Adur District Council (ADC) 


James Appleton, Head of Planning and Development, Adur and Worthing 


Councils  


 


 


Arun District Council (ArDC) 


Cllr Martin Lury (Cabinet Member for Planning, Arun District Council). 


 


 


Chichester District Council (CDC) 


Andrew Frost, Director Planning and Environment 
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Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 


Clem Smith, Head of Economy and Planning  


 


Horsham District Council (HDC) 


Catherine Howe, Head of Strategic Planning  


 


 


Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Sally Blomfield, Divisional Leader Planning and Economy  


     


South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA)  


Tim Slaney, Director of Planning  


 


Worthing Borough Council (WBC)   


James Appleton, Head of Planning and Development, Adur and Worthing 


Councils  
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[Name of Plan]  


 
 


 


 


 


Statement of Common Ground  


 
 


 
 
[Signatory authorities] 


 
 


[Date] 
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Version  Plan making stage  Date  
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Introduction  


 


Purpose  


[Summary of what the SCG is about including Governance arrangements] 


 
Roles and Responsibilities  


 
[Authorities involved]  


 


 
Spatial Geography  


 


[Geographical area covered by the SCG including a map]  
 


 
Joint Working  


[Discussion about areas of joint working]  


 


Strategic Matters and General Matters 


 
Set out each matter; evidence of activities undertaken to address them; if any 


agreement has been reached/not reached; what is being done to address it 
matters that have not been agreed; links to evidence. Matters may include the 


following:  
 


• Proposed development requirements and distribution as set out in the 


Local Plan;  
• Infrastructure requirements as set out by WSCC;  


• Matters relating to mineral and waste, including safeguarded areas, 
safeguarded infrastructure and site allocations.  


  


 
 


Signatories  


 


[List signatories involved] 
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Timetable for agreement, review and update  


 


Current 


Plan stage  


Target Reg. 


18 date   


Target Reg. 


19 date 


Target 


Submission 


date 


Proposed 


Plan review 


date 
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1. List of Parties involved: 


 Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 


 Arun District Council (RBBC) 


2. Signatories:  
 


17/06/21 


Crawley Borough Council 
Councillor Peter Smith, Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
 


               22/07/21 
Arun District Council 
Councillor R. Bower, Chair of Planning Policy Committee 


 


3. Strategic Geography 


The Statement of Common Ground (SOCG) covers the local authority areas of Crawley 
Borough Council (CBC) and Arun District Council (ADC) and is a sound basis for co-operation on 
strategic matters identified in this SOCG.   


CBC and ADC are located within the county of West Sussex. They do not share an 
administrative boundary, and are separated by the district of Horsham. The South Downs 
National Park crosses the northern part of ADC and the southern part of Horsham.  


Crawley is a land-constrained borough, due to its tight administrative boundaries, the 
requirement to ‘safeguard’ land south of Gatwick Airport for a potential southern runway, and 
physical constraints such as aircraft noise, flooding, nature conservation and there being few 
infill opportunities due to planned nature of the New Town. Therefore, there is very limited 
land within the borough that is suitable, available and achievable for accommodating further 
development. 


ADC is a Coastal West Sussex authority that extends from Chichester in the west to Worthing 
in the east. It contains the towns and larger villages of Littlehampton, Bognor Regis, Arundel, 
Barnham and Angmering, as well as a number of smaller villages and hamlets. Much of the 
northern half of the district (approximately one third) is within the South Downs National Park. 
It is bounded to the south by the English Channel. The authority is affected by significant 
environmental and infrastructure requiremnts including protected European habitats,   
flooding, waste water treatment and water quality issues, and constrained east-west 
connectivity on the A27 and A259 which require improvments to support planed growth. 
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The Arun Valley train line links the two areas running from Three Bridges Station in Crawley to 
Barham, Bognor Regis and Littlehampton in Arun.  


Both authorities are located within the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
Area. The two authorities are involved in positive and active engagement on strategic matters 
through the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board and, prior to this, the 
West Sussex Joint Planning Board.   


The map below shows the authorities in relation to each other (i.e. indicated with the red 
administrative boundaries).  


 


A scale map of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Authorities is provided in Appendix A. 


4. Strategic Matters  


Both parties have a collective and shared view of the long term priorities and have identified 
specific strategic objectives: 


 to work collaboratively on Housing Need, including Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling 
Showpeople needs, across the respective Housing Market Areas (North West Sussex 
Housing Market Area and Coastal West Sussex Housing Market Area); 


 to establish a mutual understanding of the Employment Land requirement and the 
economic development impact of COVID-19 on the area; 


 to develop an agreed position in relation to water supply and waste water treatment 
impacts of strategic allocation sites. 


Background information and context to support the above strategic objectives is set out in 
Appendix B. Agreements reached for each of the matters are set out below:   


Housing Need: 
The parties agree: 
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1. CBC is located in the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA) and ADC is 
located in the Coastal West Sussex (CWS) HMA, particularly focused on the Bognor Regis 
and Chichester travel to work area and the Littlehampton and Worthing HMA.  


2. There is some relationship between the NWS HMA and the CWS HMA. However, this is 
focused on the southern parts of Horsham and Mid Sussex districts. 


3. The draft Crawley Local Plan identifies that Crawley’s land supply allows for almost half of 
its overall housing needs to be met on sites within the borough’s administrative 
boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,320 dwellings over the Plan period (2021 – 2037). This 
leaves a total unmet need figure of 6,168 dwellings (385.5dpa) to be accommodated 
within the wider housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and delivery of sustainable development.  


4. ADC has not yet scoped the OAN to be tested for its own plan update based on the 
Standard Housing Methodology (a study anticipated later in 2021) and was not in a 
position to understand need and capacity at this time.  


5. ADC’s Adopted Local Plan already contributes 1,600 dwellings towards unmet needs in 
Chichester and Worthing (the strongest functional links) and it should also meet some 
unmet needs for elsewhere in the sub-region under the Duty to Cooperate. Currently, ADC 
is updating its Local Plan and is not in a position to address any of CBC’s unmet housing 
needs, this being a matter for the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Local Strategic 
Statement (LSS3) process to address wider cross boundary matters under the Duty to 
Cooperate. 


6. Where CBC cannot meet its housing need within its own boundary, it should first prioritise 
working collaboratively with authorities within its HMA to address the identified housing 
need.  


7. CBC and ADC will engage through the Greater Brighton and West Sussex Authorities, as a 
wider Duty to Cooperate forum, with other neighbouring authorities in relation to housing 
related matters, including affordability, large scale developments and opportunities for 
meeting unmet need.  


8. As each authorities’ respective housing supply or updated housing market evidence is 
completed, the findings will be shared with the councils. 


Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 
The parties agree: 
9. Both authorities will each seek to meet their own need for additional Traveller provision. 


10. No significant cross boundary matters identified although noted the current situation in 
Arun G&T DPSD. 


Employment, economic development and retail 
The parties agree: 
11. CBC is located within the Northern West Sussex Functional Economic Market Area.  
12. An Economic Growth Assessment  (2020) has been undertaken which identifies the 


employment land requirement for Crawley is 24.1ha of unmet B8 storage and distribution 
accommodation. A proposed new industrial-led (B8 storage and distribution) Strategic 
Employment Location at Gatwick Green, is planned to ensure this need is met within 
Crawley’s boundary.  


13. ADC is located within the Coastal West Sussex functional economic area. The adopted Arun 
Local Plan is contributing towards the unmet employments needs arising within its 
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functional economic area through its employment supply e.g. the Bognor Regis Enterprise 
allocation. 


14. No significant cross boundary matters identified. 


Infrastructure 
The parties agree: 
15. No significant road/rail or aviation related cross boundary matters identified.  
16. Arun is not in the Crawley river basin catchment (the River Mole catchment), for which 


water drains northwards to the River Thames.  
17. The draft Crawley HRA has highlighted a concern regarding water abstraction from the 


Hardham site, which affects those authorities in the Southern Water Sussex North Water 
Catchment (Crawley, Horsham and north Chichester predominately). A small area of Arun 
(within the South Downs National Park) is also served by this, but no development it 
proposed in this location. 


Minerals and Waste 
The parties agree: 
18. No significant cross boundary matters identified. 


5. Governance Arrangements 


The authorities are committed to working positively together, sharing information and best 
practice and continuing to procure evidence jointly, where appropriate, throughout the plan 
preparation phase and beyond. This co-operation and collaboration takes place at senior 
member, chief executive and senior officer as well as at technical officer level. 


Joint working will include the following existing governance arrangements: 


 West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board (and associated Chief Planning 
Officers Group); 


 West Sussex Leaders and Chief Executives; and  


 West Sussex Planning Policy Officers Group. 


This Statement of Common Ground is signed at member level (Chair of Planning Policy 
Committee in ADC and Planning Portfolio Holder at CBC) and will be reviewed at each key 
stage of plan-making. It will be updated to reflect progress made through effective 
cooperation. 


In terms of governance, the authorities agree to: 
19. continue to work with the other West Sussex and Greater Brighton authorities on housing, 


employment and other strategic issues affecting the strategic sub-region as a whole; 
20. meet at member and officer level where relevant and necessary to review the situation 


and respond to new issues and changing circumstances; and 
21. update this SoCG as progress continues through the preparation of the local plans and 


development plan documents for each of the authorities. 
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6. Timetable for review and ongoing cooperation  


LPA 
Present Plan  


Adoption 


Proposed  
Plan Review 


Date 
Reg.18 Date 


Target  
Reg.19 Date 


Target  
Submission  


Date 


Crawley 
Local Plan 


Dec 2015 2019 - 2021 July 2019 
Jan 2020/Jan 


2021 
Autumn 2021  


Arun District 
Local Plan 


July 2018 
2031 – 2036 


(TBC) 
Dec 2021 TBC TBC 
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APPENDIX A: CRAWLEY AND ARUN LOCAL AUTHORITY AREAS  
AS PART OF WEST SUSSEX & GREATER BRIGHTON 
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APPENDIX B: BACKGROUND SUPPORTING CONTEXT 


Housing Need: 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for 
calculating housing need results in a total housing need for the plan period (2021-2037) of 
11,488 dwellings (based on 718 dwellings per annum). The draft Crawley Local Plan 
identifies that the borough’s land supply allows for almost half of this to be met on sites 
within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,320 dwellings. This 
equates to an annualised average of 332.5dpa. This leaves a total unmet need figure of 
6,168 dwellings (385.5dpa) to be accommodated within the wider housing market area, 
insofar as is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework and delivery of 
sustainable development. 


Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA), which 
also includes Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, and across which there is already long-
established, effective joint working. Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the 
adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS 
HMA. Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 3,150 dwellings, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, 
above their objectively assessed housing needs, over the period from 2021. However, it is 
acknowledged that through Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the 
Standard Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those established 
in the adopted Plans. The agreed NWS Statement of Common Ground1 (May 2020) confirms 
that “the authorities agree to continue to work positively together to seek to address the 
future housing needs of the Housing Market Area as far as possible, taking into account local 
constraints, and the need for sustainable development” (agreement no. 3). 


Arun’s adopted Local Plan confirms an OAN of  919 homes per annum (ADC Updated 
Housing Needs Evidence 2016). However, a housing target of 1,000 was adopted in the Local 
Plan which makes a contribution towards unment housing needs in neighbourng authorites 
and the wider HMA of 1,600 dwellings over the Plan period. 


LPA MHCLG LHN Local Plan target Plan status Year Plan period 


 Crawley 718dpa 332.5dpa Reg.19 Consultation 2021/22 2021-2037 


Arun N/A 1,000dpa Adopted 2018 2011-2031 


Gypsy, Traveller & Travelling Showpeople: 


Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment 
As with bricks and mortar housing, Crawley’s constrained land supply and unacceptable 


noise levels associated with Gatwick Airport for residential, and particularly caravan, 


accommodation, means there is significantly limited opportunities for provision of sites to 


meet accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople within 


Crawley borough’s administrative boundaries. CBC has published its draft Gypsy, Traveller 


and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment as part of the Local Plan 


Regulation 19 Consultation. This confirms that there is a limited mix of temporary and 


permanent small family owned private sites in the north of the borough. Most Travellers in 


                                                           
1 https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf  
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the borough live in Bricks and Mortar. There is one private, single family unit site for 


Travelling Showpeople. The draft Submission Crawley Borough Local Plan (2021 – 2037) 


includes the continued allocation of a ‘reserve’ site for accommodating up to ten pitches for 


Gypsies and Travellers, should a need arise in the new Plan period. 


Arun Gypsy & Traveller & Traveller Showpeople Development Plan Document (G&T DPD)  
The Arun G&T DPD is preparation and is at Regulation 18 stage and identifies a need for 


provision for 9 addional pitches and 14 traveller showmen plots for the peiod 2018 to 2036.  


Arun’s Gypsy & Traveller and Travellers Showmen ‘preferred options’ Development Plan 


Document was reported to Planning Policy Committee on 22 September and was agreed for 


a Regulation 18 public consultation 1 October to 26 November 2020. The DPD propose to 


meet all of Arun’s G&T requirement within the district. However, since then, in response to 


the Regulation 18 consultation, West Sussex County Council (WSCC) had lodged an 


objection to 3 sites proposed for intensification (1x G&T Traveller pitch and 2 x Traveller 


Showmen plots) because of restrictive covenants regulating the disposed land. Arun is 


liaising with WSCC on their intentions to pursue enforcement or to concede these existing 


and permitted G&T uses of the land. If not satisfactorily resolved - there may be a need for a 


further call for sites consultation or potentially there may be a level of unmet need if 


alternative measures to configure the existing sites to compensate, are exhausted. 


 Key objective Working collaboratively on Housing Need across the wider 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton strategic area, and 
across the two Housing Market Areas as far as is relevant. 


 Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (2019)  


 Crawley Borough Council Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs 
Assessment (2020 Review) 


 ADC Updated housing Needs Evidence (2016) 


 Joint Coastal West Sussex GTAA (2019) 


 Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


 Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) 
Housing Market Area (HMA), which also includes 
Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts. 


 Arun lies within the Coastal West Sussex Housing 
Market Area, with travel to work connections between 
Bognor Regis and Chichester, and the Littlehampton 
and Worthing HMA. 


 There is no immediate need arising from Crawley’s 
Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople population 
for new pitch or plot sites. However, there may be a 
need arising later within the Plan period.  


 Joint Coastal West Sussex GTAA 2019 updated provision 
for the period 2019 to 2036 requiring provision for 9 
addional pitches and 14 traveller showmen plots. 
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 G&T Site identification Study 2019 identified that G&T 
need can be accommodated wholly within Arun via 
intensification of exsiting sites and through an broad 
location area of search towards the end of the plan 
period. 


 Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


 Where each party cannot meet its housing need within 
its own boundary, it should work collaboratively with its 
neighbouring authorities within its HMA to address the 
identified housing need within the HMA as a first 
priority. 


 Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


 As each of the housing supply or updated housing 
market evidence is completed, the findings will be 
shared with between the councils. 


Employment and economic development: 


Crawley Economic Growth Assessment (2020) 
The NWS Economic Growth Assessment (EGA)2 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional economic market area 
(FEMA), located within the wider economic areas of the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 
Partnership and the Gatwick Diamond. Therefore, the assessment identifies that influential 
economic linkages also exist with Coastal West Sussex, East Surrey and East Sussex.  


As identified through the Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020), there is need for 
a minimum of 38.7ha new business land in the borough for the period to 2036. This need is 
significantly within the industrial sectors (32.8ha), with office needs accounting for 5.9ha of 
the total. Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory (September 2020) identifies an available 
employment land supply pipeline of 17.6ha, which comprises 8.8ha office land and 8.7ha 
industrial land. This supply is sufficient to meet Crawley’s quantitative office needs in full, 
though there is only sufficient land to meet industrial needs in the early part of the Plan 
period, resulting in a shortfall of 24.1ha industrial land, within the B8 storage & distribution 
sectors. Therefore, to meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an industrial-
led Strategic Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and South of 
the M23 Spur, referred to as Gatwick Green.   


Arun Employment Land Needs Update 2016 
In support of the adopted Arun local plan 2018 – this study justified the approach to the 
overall space requirements related to different scenarios range from 31,750sq.m to 
123,360sq.m of all types of B Class employment space to 2031, implying in broad terms a 
need for between 6.9ha and 28.6ha of employment land. However,  the Plan allocates circa 
75 hectares of employment land in order to provide sufficient flexibility to meet the future 
needs and aspirations for the District to support the regeneration of Bognor Regis and 
Littlehampton, support job creation, provide for the needs of modern business, increase the 


                                                           
2 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) Lichfields 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB354687.pdf  
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attractiveness of the District as a business location and support the economic development 
of the coastal market area. 


 Key objective To establish a common understanding of the employment 
Land requirement and the economic development impact 
of Covid 19 on the area. 


 Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment 
(January 2020) 


 Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020) 


 ADC Employment Land Needs Update (2016) 


 ADC Defining the HMA and FEMA Greater Brighton and 
Coastal West Sussex Strategic Planning Board (2017) 


 Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


 The NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional 
economic market area (FEMA).  


 Influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, East Surrey and East Sussex. 


 Defining the HMA and FEMA Greater Brighton and 
Coastal West Sussex Strategic Planning Board 2017 
defines Arun within the Sussex Coast HMA/FEMA 
(Littlehampton) and within the Chichester and Bognor 
Regis HMA/FEMA. 


 Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


 The CBC submission Local Plan seeks to meet the most 
recently identified office and industrial (storage and 
distribution) needs in their borough.   


 The adopted Arun Local Plan is contributing towards 
the unmet employments needs arising within its 
functional economic area through overall local plan 
allocations and specific e.g. Bognor Regis Enterprise,  
Littlehampton and Angmering allocations. 


 Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


 The authorities will continue to work together with the 
other West Sussex and Greater Brighton authorities on 
housing, employment and other strategic issues 
affecting the wider sub-region. 
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Signatories: 


Clem Smith 


Head of Economy & Planning 
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James Appleton,  


Head of Planning & Development, Worthing 
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Dated: 13th May 2021 


 


 


 


1.   Introduction and Scope 
 


1.1 Local Planning Authorities are required by the Localism Act 2011 to meet the 
'Duty to Cooperate', that is to engage constructively and actively on an on-
going basis on planning matters that impact on more than one local planning 
area.  
 


1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework and National Planning Policy 
Guidance sets out the strategic issues where co-operation might be 
appropriate.  In this regard, local planning authorities are expected to 
demonstrate evidence of having effectively cooperated to plan for issues with 
cross-boundary impacts when their Local Plans are submitted for 
examination.  


 
1.3 The overall aim is to ensure appropriate co-ordination and planning for the 


cross-boundary strategic planning issues that exist and/or are likely to arise in 
the foreseeable future between the Councils.  This Statement of Common 
Ground (SoCG) helps to meet this requirement and it should be considered 
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alongside Worthing Borough Council’s Duty to Co-operate Statement which 
has been prepared to support the Worthing Local Plan and Crawley Borough 
Council’s Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been prepared to support 
the Crawley Borough Local Plan. 


  
2  Geographic Context 
 
2.1 Crawley and Worthing are located within the county of West Sussex. They do 


not share an administrative boundary, and are separated by the district of 
Horsham. The South Downs National Park crosses the northern part of 
Worthing and the southern part of Horsham.  


 
2.2 Both authorities are located within the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise 


Partnership (LEP) Area. This is a network of functional economic hubs, with 
Gatwick Airport (in the north of the area) and Brighton and Hove (in the south 
of the area) identified as key drivers of economic activity in the area. Crawley 
and Worthing are the two largest towns by population in West Sussex. The 
two authorities are involved in positive and active engagement on strategic 
matters through the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning 
Board and, prior to this, the West Sussex Joint Planning Board.   


 
2.3 The map below shows the authorities in relation to each other (i.e. indicated 


with the red administrative boundaries).  
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Worthing Context 
 
2.4 Worthing is located within West Sussex on the coastal plain, with the only 


breaks in an almost continuous band of urban development along the coast 
being at the far eastern and western ends of the borough. Whilst being 
principally a compact urban area, there are a number of highly valued 
greenspaces, parks and gardens within and around the town.  


 
2.5  The Borough measures 33.7 sq km in area.  However, 8 sq km (24%) of this 


is taken up by part of the South Downs National Park. Worthing Borough 
Council is not the planning authority for this nationally important landscape 
(the South Downs National Park Authority is the relevant authority. 


 
2.6 The whole of the Borough falls within the Coastal West Sussex and Greater 


Brighton Housing Market Area (CWS-HMA).  
 
 


 
 
 
Crawley Context 
 
2.7 Crawley is located to the north eastern part of West Sussex, halfway between 


London and the south coast. Horsham district abuts the town on the western 
side, Mid Sussex to the south and east, whilst the county of Surrey lies to the 
north of the borough. 
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2.8 Crawley borough covers 4,497 hectares. Its administrative boundaries are 


drawn tightly around the town itself, with very little land falling outside of the 
built up area. The M23 motorway forms the borough boundary to the 
east/south east. To the south, beyond the M23 and A264 dual carriageway, 
lies the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. Gatwick Airport is 
located within the borough to the north of the town – the land between the 
town and the airport is heavily constrained by aircraft noise and much of it is 
required to be safeguarded for a future southern runway. 


 
2.9 Crawley forms part of the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area 


(HMA), which also includes Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts. It also lies 
within the Gatwick Diamond economic functional area, which includes the 
East Surrey authorities of Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley, Reigate and 
Banstead, and Tandridge, in addition to the NWS authorities.  


 
3.0 Regional Context 
 


West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
 


3.1 The West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board (WS&GB) 
now consists of the following partners: 


 


Adur District Council Lewes District Council 


Arun District Council Mid Sussex District Council 


Brighton & Hove City Council Worthing Borough Council  


Chichester District Council South Downs National Park Authority 


Crawley Borough Council West Sussex County Council 


Horsham District Council  


 
3.2  The WS&GB consists of lead Council Members, supported by senior officers. 


Its remit is to:  


 Identify and manage spatial planning issues that impact on more 
than one local planning area within WS&GB, and 


 Support better integration and alignment of strategic spatial and 
investment priorities in WS&GB, ensuring that there is a clear and 
defined route through the statutory local planning process. 
 


3.3   The partnership has been working effectively together for a number of years   
and the first Local Strategic Statement was endorsed by each of the 
constituent authorities in 2013 (note – at that time the Board did not include 
Mid Sussex DC, Horsham DC or Crawley BC).  In 2014, this version was 
awarded the Royal Town Planning Excellence Award for Innovative Planning 
Practice in Plan making.    


 
3.4 The updated Local Strategic Statement for Coastal West Sussex and Greater 


Brighton (‘LSS2’) was agreed by all partners in 2015 (except Crawley 
Borough Council who were not yet a member of the Board), and is the main 
vehicle for taking forward the Board's work on behalf of the LPAs. This sets 
out the long term Strategic Objectives and the Spatial Priorities for delivering 
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these in the short to medium term. These priorities reflect the local planning 
authorities' aspirations for long term sustainable growth to meet the existing 
and future needs of the residents and workforce in the area. It provides an 
overlay for Local Plans and business plans of various bodies; establishes a 
clear set of priorities for funding opportunities and will also be used for duty to 
co-operate purposes. The updated Strategic Objectives in LSS2 cover the 
period 2015 to 2031 and the Spatial Priorities cover the period 2015-2025. 


 
3.5 Despite having LLS2 in place, all partners have recognised that a full review is 


required to address longer term issues. In particular, the third version of the 
Statement (LSS3) will need to robustly address the continuing gap between 
objectively assessed housing needs and housing delivery in the sub-region 
and the continuing challenges around supporting sustainable economic 
growth and infrastructure investment.  


 
3.6 To inform the preparation of LSS3 a joint study has been completed called. 


‘Defining the HMA and FEMA’ (GL Hearne, 2017). This work provides a 
detailed review of the Housing Market Areas (HMAs) and Functional 
Economic Market Areas (FEMAs) operating within and across the Strategic 
Planning Board authorities.  As a comprehensive analysis of the functional 
geography of the sub-region, it provides a sound basis for undertaking future 
housing and economic needs assessments within the area covered. 


 
3.7 All WS&GB partners have committed to undertaking the following: 


 


 Robustly and creatively explore options for meeting the unmet needs 
(leaving ‘no stone unturned’) across the Board area and for these 
options to inform Local Plan reviews; 


 


 Prepare a Local Strategic Statement 3 covering the period to 2050 with 
an appropriate level of stakeholder participation; 


 


 Commission work to provide an evidence base for the preparation of a 
Local Strategic Statement 3 which covers the following: 
o a baseline of current growth proposals and an understanding of any 


shortfall in housing, employment and infrastructure provision; 
o a common methodology for determining the approach to identifying 


possible locations to meet any unmet need; 
o the capacity of the Board area to absorb further growth; 
o the likely required level of growth; 
o the strategic options available to deliver additional growth; 
o the investment necessary (in infrastructure) to ensure the 


successful delivery of appropriate growth. 
 
Coastal West Sussex 


 
3.8 The whole of Worthing Borough falls within the Coastal West Sussex and 


Greater Brighton Housing Market Area (CWS-HMA). This area extends from 
Littlehampton and Newhaven and across the Downs to Steyning and 
Hassocks.  It comprises all of Worthing Borough, Adur District, Brighton & 
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Hove and parts of Arun District, Horsham District, Lewes District and Mid 
Sussex District. 


 
3.9 Studies have demonstrated that it is highly unlikely that the required levels of 


development can be achieved across this sub-region in light of the significant 
environmental, landscape and infrastructure constraints to development which 
exist.  This is largely a function of the geography of the sub-region, much of 
which forms a narrow intensively-developed coastal strip which falls between 
the South Downs National Park and the English Channel.  Furthermore, some 
of the authority areas (including Worthing) have very tightly drawn boundaries 
which further limits opportunity for outward expansion. 


 
3.10 These factors significantly limit the scope for development across the sub-


region, but particularly within the central part of the sub-region which includes 
Worthing, Adur and Brighton and Hove where the coastal plain between the 
downs and the sea is largely already built-up.  This is equally true of the 
coastal and downland part of Lewes District.  There are thus few further 
greenfield development options, coupled with limited brownfield capacity. 


 
3.11 The constrained nature of much of the Sub-Region has been reflected within 


recently adopted Local Plans when Inspectors have accepted that Lewes 
(2016), Brighton & Hove (2016) and Adur (2017) were unable to deliver a 
level of development to meet their own housing needs.  


 
4  Worthing Local Plan (WLP) 
 
4.1 Worthing Borough Council recognises the importance of having an up-to-date 


Local Plan in place that can enable 'local decision making' and guide 
development that is sustainable, inclusive and resilient. After a number of 
years of preparation (including regular liaison with local authorities within the 
sub-region) the Council published its Submission Draft version of the 
Worthing Local Plan (WLP) for comment in January 2021.  It is expected that 
at the end of May the Plan will be Submitted for Examination. 


 
4.2  The WLP builds on national guidance to provide for more specific local 


policies for Worthing to create a high quality environment.  Whilst it seeks to 
plan positively for growth and contribute to sustainable development it has 
been a very difficult task to balance all the identified needs of Worthing's 
communities with the scarcity of land within the borough.  


 
4.3 As previously highlighted, the most significant constraining factor when 


considering future development is land availability. Worthing is tightly 
constrained and there is little scope to grow beyond the current built up area 
without merging with the urban areas to the east and west and without 
damaging irrevocably the borough’s character and environment. Furthermore, 
the town is relatively compact and there are very few vacant sites or 
opportunity areas within the existing built up area that could deliver significant 
levels of growth. 
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4.4 The spatial strategy established in the Plan seeks to achieve the right balance 
between planning positively to meet the town’s development needs 
(particularly for jobs, homes and community facilities) with the continuing need 
to protect and enhance the borough’s high quality environments and open 
spaces within and around the town. The overarching objective is therefore to 
maximise appropriate development on brownfield land and add sustainable 
urban extensions adjacent to the existing urban area.  


 
4.5 Following a robust and positive assessment of all opportunities the WLP 


allocates 15 sites for development (9 previously developed sites and 6 edge 
of town sites).  These, and other sources of supply, will collectively deliver a 
minimum of 3,672 dwellings and a minimum of 28,000sqm of employment 
floorspace over the Plan period. This is a target which is significantly higher 
than the levels of growth planned for within the Worthing Core Strategy. 


 
4.6 Despite taking a very positive approach to development, the delivery rate for 


housing will fall significantly below the levels of housing need identified 
(14,160 dwellings). Approximately 26% of the overall housing need will be met 
and this would result in a shortfall in housing delivery over the Plan period of 
10,488 dwellings. 


 
4.7 Whilst acknowledging that this is a very high level of unmet need Worthing 


Borough Council has robust evidence to demonstrate how all options to 
reduce this figure and increase the rate of development have been exhausted.  
It also highlights the need to continue to work positively to review whether 
there are options to contribute to meeting some of this unmet need within the 
wider sub-region. 


 
5 Crawley Borough Local Plan (CBLP) 
 
5.1 The draft Crawley Borough Local Plan has been published for Regulation 19 


Consultation in January 2021. It is anticipated to be submitted for Examination 
in September 2021. 


 
5.2 Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard 


Methodology for calculating housing need results in a total housing need for 
the plan period (2021-2037) of 11,488 dwellings (based on 718 dwellings per 
annum).  


 
5.3 Crawley is a land-constrained borough, due to its tight administrative 


boundaries, the requirement to ‘safeguard’ land south of Gatwick Airport for a 
potential southern runway, and physical constraints such as aircraft noise, 
flooding, nature conservation and there being few infill opportunities due to 
planned nature of the New Town. Therefore, there is very limited land within 
the borough that is suitable, available and achievable for accommodating 
further development. The draft Crawley Borough Local Plan identifies that the 
borough’s land supply allows for almost half of this to be met on sites within 
the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,320 dwellings. 
This equates to an annualised average of 332.5dpa. This leaves a total unmet 
need figure of 6,168 dwellings (385.5dpa) to be accommodated within the 
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wider housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and delivery of sustainable development. The draft Crawley 
Borough Local Plan allocates a site to meet Crawley’s outstanding 
employment needs of approximately 24ha in a location unsuitable for housing 
due to its proximity to the airport. 


 
5.4 Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area 


(HMA), which also includes Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, and across 
which there is already long-established, effective joint working. Crawley’s 
unmet housing need established from the adopted Local Plan is being 
addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS HMA. 
Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are 
anticipated to provide an additional 3,150 dwellings above their objectively 
assessed housing needs, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, 
over the period from 2021 to 2031. However, it is acknowledged that through 
Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the Standard 
Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those 
established in the adopted Plans. The agreed NWS Statement of Common 
Ground1 (May 2020) confirms that “the authorities agree to continue to work 
positively together to seek to address the future housing needs of the Housing 
Market Area as far as possible, taking into account local constraints, and the 
need for sustainable development” (agreement no. 3). 


 
6. Other Matters 
 
6.1  This Statement was prepared during the worldwide Corona virus pandemic. 


This is widely acknowledged to have yielded very significant uncertainties and 
risks in strategy-making for the medium and long term, including in plan-
making. The parties agree that this will necessitate a flexible approach to 
addressing cross-boundary matters covered in this statement, for example 
due to likely (yet unknown) impacts on the working practices, the economy 
and the housing market. 


 
6.2 Also at the time of preparation, the Government is consulting on radical 


changes to the planning system. However transition arrangements are 
proposed which would allow Local Plans at an advanced state of preparation 
to continue being prepared in accordance with current legislation and 
guidance. The parties are therefore agreed that the emerging Local Plans 
should continue to be prepared in accordance with current legislation and 
guidance. 


 
7 Conclusion 
 
7.1 The parties to this statement have demonstrated that they have worked jointly 


constructively and on an on-going basis on relevant cross-boundary matters 
relevant to the plan-making process. The parties confirm that they will 
continue to do so, as outlined above and through sustained joint dialogue and 
the commissioning of joint studies as appropriate. 


                                                           
1 https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf  
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7.2 In summary, the parties agree that: 


 
a) there are no areas of disagreement between the parties relating to the 


emerging Worthing Local Plan or Crawley Borough Local Plan; 
 


b) despite significant changes to the planning system being proposed the 
Worthing and Crawley Local Plans should continue to be prepared in 
accordance with current legislation and in line with their respective Local 
Development Schemes; 
 


c) when progressing the Worthing Local Plan and Crawley Borough Local 
Plan, the respective councils have taken a positive approach to 
development;  
 


d) given the highly constrained nature of each borough, neither area can 
accommodate the unmet housing needs of the other; 


 


e) given the levels of housing shortfall acknowledged in the Worthing Local 
Plan and Crawley Borough Local Plan, the councils should continue to 
pursue every opportunity to deliver sustainable development and, if 
possible where opportunities arise, increase the level of housing delivery 
over the Local Plan period; 


 
f) the parties will continue to work expediently and positively together on the 


areas of ongoing work discussed in this Statement, particularly the work 
required to progress and agree a robust Local Strategic Statement 3; 


 


g) future work will need to take emerging national policy and the impacts of 
the Covid-19 pandemic (and recovery) into account when progressing 
plans and strategies across the sub-region. 
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1. List of Parties involved: 


• Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 


• Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) 


2. Signatories:  
 


29.01.21 


Crawley Borough Council 
Councillor Peter Smith, Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
 
 


05.02.21 


Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
Councillor Richard Biggs, Portfolio Holder for Planning Policy 
 
3. Strategic Geography 


The Statement of Common Ground (SOCG) covers the local authority areas of Crawley 
Borough Council (CBC) and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) and is a sound basis 
for co-operation on strategic cross boundary matters identified in this SOCG.   


CBC and RBBC share a common boundary across the Surrey/West Sussex county border. 
Gatwick Airport, and associated safeguarded land, along with areas of Rural Surrounds of 
Horley and Metropolitan Green Belt, separates the main settlements in each of the authority 
areas. 


Both authorities are located within the Gatwick Diamond sub-region and within the Coast to 
Capital Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Area. The two authorities have a long history of 
positive and active engagement on cross-boundary matters, including through Statements of 
Common Ground reached through the Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy (adopted 2014 and 
reviewed 2019) and the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-20301.  


                                                           
1 Statement of Common Ground on meeting strategic housing needs (2013) RBBC/CBC 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB231177.pdf  
Statement of Common Ground on meeting the Duty to Cooperate and Retail Issues relating to Reigate and 
Banstead Borough Council draft Core Strategy (2013) RBBC/CBC 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB231179.pdf  
Statement of Common Ground between Crawley Borough Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
on the submission Crawley Local Plan (December 2014) CBC/RBBC 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB241111.pdf  
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The map below shows the authorities in relation to each other (i.e. indicated with the red 
administrative boundaries).  


 
A scale map of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities is provided in Appendix A. 


4. Strategic Matters  


Both parties have a collective and shared view of the long term priorities and have identified 
specific strategic objectives: 
→ to work collaboratively on Housing Need, including affordable housing and Gypsy, Traveller 


and Travelling Showpeople needs, across the respective Housing Market Areas (East Surrey 
Housing Market Area and North West Sussex Housing Market Area); 


→ to establish a mutual understanding of the Employment Land requirement and the 
economic development impact of COVID-19 on the area; 


→ to continue and develop the existing shared approach to Gatwick Airport, having regard to 
its economic and social benefits, and also its environmental impacts including those 
relating to air quality, noise pollution, and surface access; 


→ to develop an agreed position on the transport impacts of strategic allocation sites; 
→ to establish a common and agreed position on secondary education; 
→ to identify and develop opportunities for health provision if required through evidence; 
→ to develop an agreed position on cross boundary flooding impacts; 
→ to develop an agreed position in relation to water supply and waste water treatment 


impacts of strategic allocation sites. 


Background information and context to support the above strategic objectives is set out in 
Appendix B. Agreements reached for each of the matters are set out below:   


Housing Need: 
The parties agree: 
1. CBC is located in the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area and RBBC is 


located in the East Surrey Housing Market Area.  
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2. There is some relationship between the North West Sussex Housing Market Area and the 
Horley area. However, RBBC as a whole falls within the East Surrey Housing Market Area.  


3. A robust and appropriate Strategic Housing Market Assessment has been completed for 
each local authority.  


4. Each authority has assessed the ability of its area to accommodate housing development. 
They each consider that they are doing the maximum reasonable to meet the housing 
needs.  


5. Where each party cannot meet its housing need within its own boundary, it should first 
prioritise working collaboratively with authorities within its HMA to address the identified 
housing need. CBC and RBBC will engage through the Gatwick Diamond Authorities, as a 
wider Duty to Cooperate forum, with other neighbouring authorities in relation to housing 
related matters, including affordability, large scale developments and opportunities for 
meeting unmet need.  


6. As each authorities’ respective housing supply or updated housing market evidence is 
completed, the findings will be shared with the councils. 


7. The draft Crawley Local Plan identifies that Crawley’s land supply allows for almost half of 
its overall housing needs to be met on sites within the borough’s administrative 
boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,320 dwellings over the Plan period (2021 – 2037). This 
leaves a total unmet need figure of 6,680 dwellings (417.5dpa) to be accommodated 
within the wider housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and delivery of sustainable development. The adopted RBBC Local Plan 
includes a constraints-based housing requirement to deliver at least 460dpa. Whilst it is 
recognised in Paragraph 7.4.3 of the Core Strategy and Paragraph 67 of the Core Strategy 
Inspector’s Report that this allows for some continuing in-migration from other local 
authorities including those within the East Surrey and North West Sussex Housing Market 
Area (at a total of around 90-130 dwellings per annum). RBBC’s adopted Local Plan does 
not seek to meet a specified quantum of CBC’s unmet need.  


8. The RBBC adopted Development Management Plan (DMP) includes three Sustainable 
Urban Extensions within/ajoining Horley (NWH1, NWH2 and SEH4), these are allocated to 
meet housing needs in RBBC.  


9. CBC is not in a position to meet any unmet housing need that may arise from further work 
for RBBC. 


10. RBBC is not in a position to meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need.   
11. Both authorities  will each seek to meet their own need for additional Traveller provision.  


Employment, economic development and retail: 
The parties agree: 
12. CBC is located within the Northern West Sussex Functional Economic Market Area. Work 


undertaken to inform the RBBC Core Strategy determined that RBBC’s Functional 
Economic Marke Area was primarily the Gatwick Diamond area, reflecting the influence of 
Gatwick Airport. However, this work also recognised the strong influence of London on the 
borough’s economy generally (particularly in terms of commuting), but also more localised 
relationships with Sutton and Croydon.  


13. The adopted RBBC Development Management Plan allocates Horley Strategic Business 
Park to meet strategic office needs, including 45,513sqm of the unmet strategic office 
need identified in the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015. Horley Strategic Business Park is 
not able to accommodate Crawley’s current industrial or storage & distribution needs. 


57







4 
 


14. A robust Economic Growth Assessment  (2020) has been undertaken which identifies the 
employment land requirement for Crawley is 24.1ha of unmet B8 storage and distribution 
accommodation.     


15. A proposed new industrial-led (B8 storage and distribution) Strategic Employment Location 
at Gatwick Green, is planned to ensure this need is met within Crawley’s boundary. Any 
supporting limited complementary ancillary uses such as office floorspace, small-scale 
convenience retail and small-scale leisure facilities that would support the principal 
industrial (storage and distribution) function would need to demonstrate that the proposal 
would be complementary to the Horley Strategic Business Park; and not have a significant 
adverse impact on the vitality and viability of, or consumer choice and trade within, 
existing town centres and existing, committed and planned public and private investment 
in those centres.  


16. As any updated economic evidence for Crawley BC is completed, the findings will be 
shared between the councils. 


17. The “Town Centre First” approach for each authority is appropriate and neither are 
proposing strategic scale retail development.  As any updated retail evidence is completed 
for Crawley BC, the findings will be shared. 


Gatwick Airport 
The parties agree: 
18. Land continues to be required to be safeguarded for a potential future southern runway at 


Gatwick Airport.   
19. As part of the submission Local Plan, CBC propose to allocate 47ha of land east of 


Balcombe Road, and south of the M23 Spur, referred to as Gatwick Green, for a strategic 
employment site. This site is identified by the Gatwick Airport Masterplan (2019) for 
safeguarding as to be utilised for a large area of surface car parking. CBC does not consider 
parking to represent an efficient use of the site, particularly given the significant 
employment needs of their borough, and is of the view that the airport could 
accommodate parking more efficiently through decked parking and other efficiency 
measures, should it be demonstrated that additional on-airport parking is required having 
regard to the airport’s surface access obligations stated in the S106 legal agreement. 
Therefore, the CBC submission Local Plan retains safeguarding but amends its boundary to 
exclude land to the east of Balcombe Road and south of the M23 spur.  


20. Airport related parking should be located on-airport as the most sustainable location and 
should be justified by a demonstrable need in the context of proposals for achieving a 
sustainable approach to surface transport access to the airport. 


21. The appropriate noise contours for decision-making are the Gatwick Master Plan 2019 
Additional Runway Summer Day 2040 contours (Plan 31) until such time as these are 
superseded by subsequent noise contours that are published by Gatwick Airport and 
approved by the CAA. 


22. Each authority will work collaboratively with Gatwick Airport, the other Gatwick local 
authorities and the LEP to:  
• understand and respond to the impacts of the current economic crisis; and 
• understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway Nationally Significant 


Infrastructure Project (NSIP) on the environment, community and economy, and to 
respond to the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.   


23. They will work with the Gatwick Officers Group and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities, as 
agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) supporting the Gatwick S106 Legal 
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Agreement, to share expertise on airport related matters including noise, air quality and 
parking. 


Education 
The parties agree: 
24. Planning for education in Crawley borough will require discussions between the authority 


areas (CBC and RBBC), involving the Surrey and West Sussex County Councils and the 
Department for Education. 


Health 
The parties agree: 
25. Planning for health provision will require discussions across the two authority areas (RBBC, 


CBC), involving the NHS England South (South East), Surrey Heartlands CCG, and NHS West 
Sussex CCG,along with the Primary Care Networks relevant to each borough. 


Flooding 
The parties agree: 
26. Cross boundary flooding matters will be worked on at a strategic mitigation level, 


alongside the two County Lead Local Flood Authority (Surrey and West Sussex), in 
particular within the Burstow Stream catchment. 


Strategic Sites – Transport and Infrastructure  
The parties agree: 
27. Where development with strategic transport implications is proposed close to the 


authorities’ common administrative boundary, the authorities will work together, along 
with the two county councils (Surrey and West Sussex) and Highways England, to establish 
a joint planning policy position to support positive and sustainable development 
management and maximise infrastructure and sustainability benefits. 


28. They will continue to discuss any impacts on the strategic road network particularly the 
M23, the A23 and the local road network, including Balcombe Road.  


29. They will jointly explore opportunities for transport improvements through discussions 
with Surrey and West Sussex County Councils. 


30. Robust transport modelling will be used to ensure that growth will not result in severe 
transport impacts upon the road networks in CBC and RBBC. 


31. They will continue to work together to consider any impacts on other infrastructure, such 
as water supply and waste water. 


5. Governance Arrangements 
The authorities are committed to working positively together, sharing information and best 
practice and continuing to procure evidence jointly, where appropriate, throughout the plan 
preparation phase and beyond. This co-operation and collaboration takes place at senior 
member, chief executive and senior officer as well as at technical officer level. 


Joint working will include the following existing governance arrangements: 
• Gatwick Diamond Authorities Partnership;  
• Gatwick Greenspace Partnership; and 
• Gatwick Joint Local Authorities Group and Gatwick Officers Group. 


This Statement of Common Ground is signed at planning portfolio holder member level and 
will be reviewed at each key stage of plan-making. It will be updated to reflect progress made 
through effective cooperation. 
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In terms of governance, the authorities agree to: 
32. continue to work with the other Gatwick Diamond authorities on housing, employment, 


Gatwick Airport and other strategic issues affecting the Gatwick Diamond as a whole; 
33. work collaboratively on plan preparation and evidence, whilst acknowledging others’ 


timetables and timescales.  
34. respect each other’s right to develop their own plans that fit the specific circumstances of 


the local authority’s communities; 
35. meet at member and officer level to review the situation and respond to new issues and 


changing circumstances; and 
36. update this SoCG as progress continues through the preparation of the local plans and 


development plan documents for each of the authorities. 


6. Timetable for review and ongoing cooperation  


LPA Present Plan  
Adoption 


Proposed  
Plan Review 


Date 
Reg.18 Date Target  


Reg.19 Date 


Target  
Submission  


Date 
Crawley 
Local Plan Dec 2015 2019 - 2021 July 2019 Jan 2020/Jan 


2021 Mar 2021  


Reigate and 
Banstead 
Core Strategy 
(CS) 


July 2014 


Five Year 
Review 


Undertaken 
July 2019 


   


Reigate and 
Banstead 
Development 
Management 
Plan (DMP) 


September 
2019 - - - - 
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APPENDIX B: BACKGROUND SUPPORTING CONTEXT 


Crawley is a land-constrained borough, due to its tight administrative boundaries, the 
requirement to ‘safeguard’ land south of Gatwick Airport for a potential southern runway, 
and physical constraints such as aircraft noise, flooding, nature conservation and there 
being few infill opportunities due to planned nature of the New Town. Therefore, there is 
very limited land within the borough that is suitable, available and achievable for 
accommodating further development. 


RBBC is a Surrey authority that extends from the London boroughs of Sutton and Croydon in 
the north to Crawley in the south with Epsom and Ewell and Mole Valley to the west and 
Tandridge to the east. Much of the northern half of the borough is a combination of Green 
Belt Land and the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Areas of Great 
Landscape Value (AGVL) and Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC). Defra and Natural England are planning to start work in 2021 to review the AONB 
boundary including consideration of land  within RBBC currently designated as AGLV. DMP 
Policy NHE1 ‘Landscape Protection’ states that any AGLV remaining after the AONB 
Boundary Review will thereafter be treated as a local landscape designation.  


The current Reigate & Banstead Core Strategy (2014 and reviewed in 2019) identifies a 
number of Sustainable Urban Extensions to the south west from Reigate, north west of 
Horley and to the east of Redhill and Merstham. These are allocated to meet needs arising 
within RBBC and in accordance with the forward-looking mechanism in DMP Policy MLS1, 
will be ‘released’ for development when the Council’s Housing Monitor (published annually 
in June) predicts that a five year housing supply will not be maintained over the next year 
and subsequent year.    


As recognised by RBBC’s Core Strategy Inspector, the southern part of Reigate and Banstead 
borough is  constrained by areas at high risk of flooding and the  capacity of Horley to 
absorb any more housing at the present time (Core Strategy Inspector Report Paragraphs 15 
and 44). Significant areas in the south of the borough, around Horley are designated as 
Rural Surrounds of Horley in the DMP. This is protected countryside in accordance with 
national policy, which recognises the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside.  


The authorities work with partners in the wider ‘Gatwick Diamond’2 area to address 
strategic planning issues. The aim of this work is to promote the continued prosperity of the 
Gatwick Diamond and plan for its future growth. As part of this wider area, the authorities 
have worked on and signed up to the Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding 
and Local Strategic Statement3, which was reviewed and updated in 2016. 


CBC submitted representations to the RBBC DMP and participated in the Examination for 
that Plan. Representations were received from RBBC to the Regulation 18, Early 
Engagement CBC Local Plan Review (July – September 2019) as well as the Initial Regulation 


                                                           
2 Crawley Borough Council, Epsom and Ewell Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District 
Council, Mole Valley District Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, West Sussex County Council, 
Surrey County Council and Tandridge District Council  
3 Which can be accessed from each of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities’ websites:  
Crawley - https://crawley.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/planning-policy-evidence/gatwick-diamond-local-
strategic-statement  
Reigate and Banstead -  
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19, Publication Consultation (January – March 2020). Technical evidence has been shared 
from both authorities for input as part of its preparation. 


Officers and Members from the authorities meet regularly to discuss issues related to the 
operation, growth and development of the airport including its master plan, air quality and 
noise issues, on and off airport parking and surface access. This discussion is secured by way 
of a S106 legal agreement between CBC, WSCC and Gatwick Airport Limited, with a 
commitment to joint working between the Gatwick Local Authorities set out within an 
accompanying Memorandum of Understanding. The authorities are also working 
collaboratively with regard to the Airport’s ongoing Development Consent Order (DCO) 
application relating to the operational use of the northern ‘standby’ runway, and to 
consider the economic impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, given its significance for the 
aviation and related sectors.  


Effective outcomes of this joint working includes:  
• success at planning appeals across boundaries;  
• securing financial contributions and commitments from the airport to increase the 


modal share of passengers and staff accessing the airport by sustainable transport, 
supporting major schemes like Gatwick station improvements and smaller 
improvements to public transport services; and 


• financial support and sharing of expertise in relation to the monitoring of air quality and 
noise impacts associated with the airport. 


The authorities participate as members of the Gatwick Greenspace Partnership4. Gatwick 
Greenspace is a community project managed by Sussex Wildlife Trust as one of its “Living 
Landscape Projects” to benefit people, wildlife and the countryside between Horsham, 
Crawley, Horley, Reigate and Dorking. 


Strategic Matters 


The specific strategic matters which the authorities have determined are relevant across the 
administrative boundaries are:  


→ housing need, including overall housing need, affordable housing need and the needs 
for specialised housing; 


→ employment and economic development, including employment land and floorspace 
needs, retail and Gatwick Airport; 


→ strategic sites and/or sites on the boundaries between authorities and specific aspects 
of infrastructure development, including transport, flooding, water supply and waste 
water treatment, education and health; and 


→ environmental impacts, including flooding, and airport-related air quality and noise 
pollution. 


These have been refined into the detailed strategic objectives. 


 


                                                           
4 alongside Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council, Mole Valley District Council, Horley Town 
Council, Surrey County Council, West Sussex County Council, Sussex Wildlife Trust and Gatwick Airport Limited. 
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Housing Need: 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for 
calculating housing need results in a total housing need for the plan period (2021-2037) of 
12,000 dwellings (based on 750 dwellings per annum).  


The draft Crawley Local Plan identifies that the borough’s land supply allows for almost half 
of this to be met on sites within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum 
totalling 5,320 dwellings. This equates to an annualised average of 332.5dpa. 


This leaves a total unmet need figure of 6,680 dwellings (417.5dpa) to be accommodated 
within the wider housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and delivery of sustainable development. 


The land currently subject to safeguarding for future potential runway expansion to the 
south at Gatwick Airport has only limited opportunities for future housing development, 
even in a scenario where some or all of safeguarding were removed and a southern runway 
were not to be progressed. This is due to the noise contours associated with the existing 
runway, which the Regulation 19 Local Plan finds to be unacceptable where noise exposure 
is greater than 60dB. This limits the extent of development to the north of the existing Built-
Up Area Boundary for Crawley to small pockets under the existing 60dB noise levels. 


Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA), which 
also includes Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, and across which there is already long-
established, effective joint working. Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the 
adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS 
HMA. Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 3,150 dwellings, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, 
above their objectively assessed housing needs, over the period from 2021. However, it is 
acknowledged that through Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the 
Standard Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those established 
in the adopted Plans.  


RBBC’s adopted Local Plan includes a constraints-based housing requirement to deliver at 
least 460dpa over the plan period against an identified objectively assessed housing need of 
600-640dpa. This will be delivered through town centre and urban area site allocations, 
sustainable urban extensions and windfall development.  


In accordance with paragraph 137c of the NPPF 2019, all other reasonable options for 
meeting housing need must be examined before concluding exceptional circumstances exist 
to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries. Therefore, where neighbouring authorities, 
particularly within the NWS HMA are not constrained by Green Belt, and are capable of 
meeting their own housing needs, then this should be the first instance for exploring and 
accommodating unmet needs. 


The constrained land supply and high housing need, which strongly characterise and 
influence planning within Crawley borough, demonstrate that CBC is unable to help RBBC 
meet their unmet need. Similarly, due to the constraints within the borough RBBC is unable 
to assist in meeting Crawley’s unmet needs. However, both councils will continue to work 
together to consider where unmet need could be met in the future. 
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LPA MHCLG LHN Local Plan target Plan status Year Plan period 
 Crawley 750 332.5 Reg.19 Consultation 2021/22 2021-2037 


Reigate and 
Banstead 644/1,148 4605 Adopted 


Reviewed 
2014 
2019 2012-2027 


Totals 1,394/1,898 792.5    


Affordable housing:  
• The recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment for Crawley highlighted an affordable 


housing need emerging from the borough of a total of 739 dwellings per year. Even with 
the council meeting the affordable housing plan target of 40% for the housing delivery 
anticipated within the borough, this leaves a substantial amount of unmet affordable 
housing need arising and unmet. Viability evidence being prepared to support the Local 
Plan is highlighting the challenges in securing 40% for town centre and high density 
schemes (due to high existing land values and high costs for higher rise development), 
leading to a reduction in the levels of affordable housing which can be required through 
such private market led schemes.  


• RBBC’s adopted Local Plan seeks to provide between 2012 and 2027 a minimum of 1,500 
gross new affordable homes within the borough (100dpa) (DMP Policy DES6 ’Affordable 
Housing) against an identified affordable housing need of 366dpa.  


Self- and Custom-Build housing:  
• Due to Crawley’s predominantly urban nature, with a high proportion of higher density 


residential schemes proposed, and the limited area of land around the existing Built-Up 
Area Boundary, with the exception of the land affected by aircraft noise constraints, 
there are limited opportunities for self-build to take place within the borough’s 
administrative boundaries. The current number of individuals and groups on the 
council’s Self- and Custom-Build Register is 90; of which 73 are Part 1 entries (i.e. those 
which satisfy local eligibility criteria) and a further 17 are Part 2 entries.  


• Reigate and Banstead has two allocated sites east of Merstham where the provision of 
self build housing is encouraged (DMP (2019) Policies ERM4a and ERM5) . Furthermore 
by identifying approved housing developments which have the CIL self and custom build 
housing excemption, RBBC considers such approved housing developments are meeting 
the self build needs identified on the Council’s Self Build Register. 


Gypsy, Traveller & Travelling Showpeople: 
• In 2011, the Gatwick Diamond authorities (which include Crawley, Mid Sussex, Horsham, 


Tandridge, Reigate & Banstead and Mole Valley) agreed to seek to meet their own need 
for additional Traveller provision.  As part of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities, the 
authorities meet to discuss matters including Traveller issues and share information.  


• As with bricks and mortar housing, Crawley’s constrained land supply and unacceptable 
noise levels associated with Gatwick Airport for residential, and particularly caravan, 
accommodation, means there is significantly limited opportunities for provision of sites 
to meet accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople within 
Crawley borough’s administrative boundaries. A site is currently being safeguarded 


                                                           
5 Regiate and Banstead Core Strategy and Review   
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through the Crawley Local Plan to meet the potential future needs arising from the 
existing population within Crawley, and this is proposed to continue through into the 
Reviewed LP.   


• Reigate and Banstead has allocated sufficient sites to meet its requirements for gypys 
and travellers meeting the PPTS definition, as well as those identified future needs who 
do not, but who would require provision under wider Equality Act requirements. 


• Key objective Working collaboratively on Housing Need including 
affordable housing across two Housing Market Areas as far 
as is relevant. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (2019)  


• East Surrey Strategic Housing market Assessment 
(2008) 


• Reigate & Banstead Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment Update (2012) – in relation to Affordable 
Housing  


• Crawley Borough Council Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs 
Assessment (2020 Review) 


• Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment (2017) 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) 
Housing Market Area (HMA), which also includes 
Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts. 


• RBBC forms part of the East Surrey HMA, which also 
includes Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell, Mole Valley and 
Tandridge.  


• There are localised links between Crawley and Horley. 
• There is no immediate need arising from Crawley’s 


Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople population 
for new pitch or plot sites. However, there may be a 
need arising later within the Plan period.  


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• The parties agree that each authority has assessed the 
ability of its area to accommodate housing 
development. They each consider that they are doing 
the maximum reasonable to meet the housing needs.  


• Where each party cannot meet its housing need within 
its own boundary, it should work collaboratively with its 
neighbouring authorities within its HMA to address the 
identified housing need within the HMA as a first 
priority. 


• The Gatwick Diamond authorities (which include 
Crawley, Mid Sussex, Horsham, Tandridge, Reigate & 
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Banstead and Mole Valley) agreed to seek to meet their 
own need for additional Traveller provision.   


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• As each of the housing supply or updated housing 
market evidence is completed, the findings will be 
shared with between the councils. 


Employment and economic development: 
The Northern West Sussex Authorities are located within the wider economic areas of the 
Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership and the Gatwick Diamond.  


The NWS Economic Growth Assessment (EGA)6 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional economic market area 
(FEMA). The assessment identifies that influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate and Banstead (Horley) and East Sussex.  


As identified through the Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020), there is need for 
a minimum of 38.7ha new business land in the borough for the period to 2036. This need is 
significantly within the industrial sectors (32.8ha), with office needs accounting for 5.9ha of 
the total. Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory (September 2020) identifies an available 
employment land supply pipeline of 17.6ha, which comprises 8.8ha office land and 8.7ha 
industrial land. 


This supply is sufficient to meet Crawley’s quantitative office needs in full, though there is 
only sufficient land to meet industrial needs in the early part of the Plan period, resulting in 
a shortfall of 24.1ha industrial land, within the B8 storage & distribution sectors. Therefore, 
to meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an industrial-led Strategic 
Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and South of the M23 
Spur, referred to as Gatwick Green.  


Strategic employment development at Gatwick Green will be required to come forward in a 
manner that is complementary to the mixed-use business function of Manor Royal, the 
vitality and viability of Crawley Town Centre, delivery of the allocated office-led Horley 
Strategic Business Park in Reigate & Banstead Borough, and other planned strategic 
employment development in the functional economic market area. The developer will be 
required to undertake an Impact Assessment to demonstrate how the Strategic 
Employment Location will address Crawley’s identified need for industrial focused business 
floorspace, and how its offer will be complementary to existing and planned employment 
growth in the Gatwick Diamond. Any supporting limited complementary ancillary uses such 
as office floorspace, small-scale convenience retail and small-scale leisure facilities that 
would support the principal industrial (storage and distribution) function would need to 
demonstrate that the proposal would be complementary to the Horley Strategic Business 
Park; and not have a significant adverse impact on the vitality and viability of, or consumer 
choice and trade within, existing town centres and existing, committed and planned public 
and private investment in those centres. 


                                                           
6 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) Lichfields 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB354687.pdf  
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The adopted RBBC Local Plan seeks to meet the identified unmet strategic office needs 
arising from the existing CBC Local Plan (45,513sqm ). CBC proposes to  meet its quantitative 
office needs for the forthcoming planning period in full.  


The Horley Strategic Business Park  is allocated in the Reigate &  Banstead Development 
Management Plan (DMP) to provide a strategic business park of predominantly offices, a 
complementary range of commercial, retail and leisure facilities to serve and facilitate the 
main business use of the site and at least 5ha of new high quality public open space, 
including parkland and outdoor sports facilities.  


The site allocation policy (HOR9) states that the predomiant use of the site should be for 
B1a purposes with limited B1b, B1c, B8 and non-B Class uses including appropriate airport-
related Sui Generis uses.  


Indicative quanta of development provided within DMP Explanatory Paragraph 3.3.167 
includes up to 200,000sqm of B1 floorspace and up to 10,500sqm of community facilities. 
Paragraph 3.3.171 states that further work on scheme design will nee to identify detailed 
floorspace mix, taking into account economic impact and economic circumstances.  


An updated Market demand Study has been commissioned in the light of the Covid-19 
pandemic  RBBC is currently in the process of producing a site development brief 
supplementary planning document for the site. This is due for public consultation in summer 
2021.  


• Key objective To establish a common understanding of the employment 
Land requirement and the economic development impact 
of Covid 19 on the area. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment 
(January 2020) 


• Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020) 
 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• The NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional 
economic market area (FEMA).  


• Influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate and Banstead (Horley) and East 
Sussex. 


•  


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• The allocated Horley Strategic Business Park is planned   
to accommodate the strategic unmet office need 
(45,513sqm) from the existing CBC Local Plan (2015-
2030). 


• The CBC submission Local Plan seeks to meet the most 
recently identified office and industrial (storage and 
distribution) needs in their borough.   
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• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• The authorities will continue to work together with the 
other Gatwick Diamond authorities on housing, 
employment and other strategic issues affecting the 
Gatwick Diamond as a whole. 


Gatwick Airport: 
Safeguarding  
As there is no new Aviation Strategy and because, in February 2020, the Court of Appeal 
determined that the Airports National Policy Statement regarding Heathrow is unlawful and 
has no legal effect, the national policy with regard to safeguarding remains as set out in the 
2013 Aviation Policy Framework.  This states “Land outside existing airports that may be 
required for airport development in the future needs to be protected against incompatible 
development until the Government has established any relevant policies and proposals in 
response to the findings of the Airports Commission”.  Local Plans must be in conformity 
with the relevant national policy.  Safeguarding has a significant impact on Crawley 
Borough’s ability to meet its economic needs.  The published Gatwick Airport Masterplan 
identifies an extensive area east of the airport solely for surface parking, which CBC 
considers to be an inefficient use of land in such a land constrained borough, particularly 
given Crawley’s business land needs.  The draft submission Local Plan therefore removes 
this area from safeguarding and allocates it as a strategic employment location to meet 
Crawley’s industrial (storage and distribution) employment needs.    


Airport related parking 
The airport operator is achieving the target of 48% non-transfer passengers arriving at the 
airport by public transport, but this still requires a significant amount of on-airport parking 
facilities for those passengers that choose to access the airport by private car.  There are 
some authorised sites off-airport, but also many unauthorised sites, or requests for planning 
permission.  Sites within the airport boundary provide the most sustainable location for any 
additional long stay parking as they are close to the terminals and can help reduce the 
number and length of trips.  The Airport operator is responsible for meeting the modal split 
target and it is important that the level of provision of car parking spaces can be 
appropriately managed. The Gatwick Local Authorities work together with GAL to undertake 
an Annual Parking Survey of on and off airport parking provision (authorised and 
unauthorised) and participate in the Surface Access Forum.   


Gatwick Airport Economic Recovery and Growth 
The local authorities neighbouring the airport work together at officer (the Gatwick Officers 
Group) and member (the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities) level, as well as the Chief 
Executives and leaders meeting regularly and the authorities taking part in the Gatwick 
Airport Consultative Committee (GATCOM). The authorities, GAL, and the LEP are currently 
working together to understand the impacts of the current economic crisis caused by the 
Covid-19 pandemic which has been particularly significant in the Crawley area due to its 
reliance on aviation and related employment sectors. The authorities are also collaborating 
to understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway NSIP project on the 
environment, community and economy, and to respond to the DCO application to ensure 
that Gatwick Airport and the Planning Inspectorate are aware of the councils’ positions in 
relation to the opportunities and implications associated with airport growth.  
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Environmental protection 
GAL, West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough Council have signed a joint S106 
Legal Agreement to ensure that, as the airport grows as a single runway, two-terminal 
airport, its short and longer-term environmental impacts are minimised, and to maintain 
and enhance the ways the parties share information and work together and with other 
stakeholders to bring benefits to the airport and the communities it serves and affects. The 
S106 includes matters such as Climate Change, Air Quality, Noise, and Surface Access. The 
other neighbouring authorities are party to the Memorandum of Understanding supporting 
the S106. 


• Key objective To develop a shared approach to Gatwick Airport including 
the impact of air quality and noise pollution. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Annual Airport Parking Surveys 
• Gatwick Airport Masterplan 2019 
• Gatwick Airport, WSCC, CBC Section 106 Legal 


Agreement 2018 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• Gatwick Airport influences the environment, economy 
and community in the area 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• Land continues to be required to be safeguarded for a 
potential future southern runway at Gatwick Airport.   


• Airport related parking should be located on-airport as 
the most sustainable location, and should be justified 
by a demonstrable need in the context of proposals for 
achieving a sustainable approach to surface transport 
access to the airport. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• The authorities will continue to work with the Gatwick 
Officers Group and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities, 
as agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) supporting the Gatwick S106 Legal Agreement, 
to share expertise on airport related matters including 
noise, air quality and parking. 


Education: 
Crawley has a recognised unmet need for secondary education. This is identified as 
amounting to 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group) as the relatively recently 
opened Gatwick Free School provides 4 forms of entry (120 places per year group). 
However, the Gatwick Free School does not have permanent planning permission on its 
current site in Manor Royal Industrial Estate and WSCC are concerned about relying on 
these places.  


The further 6-8 forms of entry of demand for secondary school places is in the short and 
medium term and there will be capacity issues from Sept 2021. In the longer term, numbers 
are expected to reduce as entry to primary schools is now falling after a rapid rise from 
2012.  
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When the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2030 was adopted (December 2015), it was 
anticipated by WSCC that they would explore options for the extension of existing 
secondary schools within the Borough, although the Infrastructure Delivery Plan recognised 
the need for places might be supplied by a new school. In 2017, the Department for 
Education (DfE) announced funding for a new six form entry plus a sixth form Secondary 
Free School, ‘Forge Wood High’, within Crawley to be sponsored by a high performing multi-
academy trust. However, given Crawley’s constrained land supply, no suitable site has been 
found to build the school. Therefore, the potential to provide additional secondary school 
places, to serve Crawley’s needs, will be considered on sites close to Crawley.  


If new strategic development on Crawley’s boundaries could provide this opportunity, the 
DfE will seek to bring forward a school as early as possible. Also, notwithstanding the lack of 
a suitable site for a secondary school within Crawley, the submission draft 2021 Local Plan 
makes allowance for consideration of education provision on sites allocated for uses 
including housing, where justified by local need, in case suitable opportunities should arise. 


Reigate and Banstead has sufficient secondary school places and primary school places (with 
the site allocation) as summarised in its Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Nov 2017), and 
summarised in the DMP Inspector’s Report (9 July 2019) (paragraph 77).  


• Key objective To establish a common and agreed position of Secondary 
Education. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
• RBBC DMP Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Nov 2017) 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• CBC has  needs for secondary education provision 
within the vicinity over their Local Plan period.  


• Crawley has substantial needs, which are concentrated 
towards the early part of their plan period.  


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• Assessments of the need for secondary school forms of 
entry within the vicinity have been undertaken for CBC 
and RBBC.  


• CBC and RBBC agree that planning for secondary 
education will require discussions across the three 
authority areas (MVDC, CBC, RBBC), involving the 
County Councils and the Department for Education. 


• As summarised in as summarised in RBBC’s  DMP 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Nov 2017), and the DMP 
Inspector’s Report (9 July 2019) (paragraph 77), R&B 
borough has sufficient existing and planned provision to 
meet its needs. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Discussions to be arranged across the three authority 
areas (MVDC, CBC, RBBC), involving the County Councils 
and the Department for Education. 
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Health:  
There are recognised capacity constraints on GP provision across Crawley borough , 
particularly with the decision by the NHS not to bring forward new provision as originally 
planned within the Forge Wood and Kilnwood Vale new neighbourhoods. However, the 
introduction of Primary Care Networks (PCNs) is anticipated by the NHS West Sussex CCG to 
enhance capacity. 


Reigate and Banstead considered its primary health care needs for its DMP, and these are 
summarised in its  Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Nov 2017). 


 


• Key objective To identify and develop opportunities for Health provision 
if required through evidence. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
•  RBBC DMP Infrastructure Delivery Plan (Nov 2017) 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


•  
• Planning permission was granted in late 2020 for a new 


medical centre in the new Local Centre within NW 
Horley / Westvale development. 


• If this does not get taken up, there may be potential to 
expand an existing medical centre in Horley as an 
alternative to serve that development.  


• Potential options include expansion of Birchwood 
Medical Centre or Wayside surgery (whose practice 
boundary already includes the Westvale site) both of 
which are located on Kings Road in Horley, the 
Beechcroft site at Victoria Road, or potentially 
Clerklands surgery in Vicarage Lane. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• CBC and RBBC agree that planning for health provision 
will require discussions across the two authority areas 
(RBBC, CBC), involving Crawley Clinical Commissioning 
Group (CCG), NHS England (SE) and relevant Primary 
Care Networks as  they are established. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Discussions to be arranged across the two authority 
areas (RBBC, CBC), involving Crawley Clinical 
Commissioning Group (CCG), NHS England (SE) and 
relevant Primary Care Networks as  they are 
estaiblished.. 
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Transport Infrastructure: 
There are three key areas including  transport interconnectivity between and across the 
boroughs, capacity of the transport networks and support for more sustainable modes of 
surface level transport  where the two boroughs continue to work together.    


• Key objective To develop an agreed position on the transport impacts of 
strategic allocated sites. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley Local Plan Transport Modelling (under 
preparation) 


• Crawley Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
• Crawley New Directions Transport Strategy 2020 


 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• The conclusions of the Crawley Transport Modelling are 
yet to be finalised. Once known these will be shared 
and this section will be updated with key issues. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• CBC and RBBC agree that where development with 
strategic transport implications is proposed close to the 
authorities’ common administrative boundary, the 
authorities will work together to establish a joint 
planning policy position to support positive 
development management and maximise infrastructure 
benefits.  


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Where strategic development is proposed close to the 
authorities’ common administrative boundary, the 
authorities will work together to establish a joint 
Planning Policy position to support positive 
Development Management and maximise 
infrastructure benefits. 


• The authorities agree to jointly explore opportunities 
through discussions with Surrey and West Sussex 
County Councils. 


Water Supply and Waste Water Infrastructure: 
 


• Key objective To develop an agreed position on the water supply and 
waste water impacts of strategic allocated sites. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Gatwick Water Cycle Study (2020) 
• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
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• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• The conclusions of the Gatwick Water Cycle Study 
confirm that the South East remains an area of serious 
water stress. The water supply companies serving 
Crawley and Reigate and Banstead Borough have 
confirmed there is sufficient water resources to serve 
the proposed level of growth, though it is recognised 
that further work will be required in relation to the 
Sussex North Water Resource Zone (this does not affect 
RBBC). Both Crawley and Horley WwTWs are scored as 
“red” by Thames water indicating that future upgrades 
will be required. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• CBC and RBBC agree that where development with 
strategic implications is proposed close to the 
authorities’ common administrative boundary, the 
authorities will work together to establish a joint 
planning policy position to support positive 
development management and maximise infrastructure 
benefits. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Where strategic development is proposed close to the 
authorities’ common administrative boundary, the 
authorities will work together to establish a joint 
Planning Policy position to support positive 
Development Management and maximise 
infrastructure benefits. 


• The authorities agree to jointly explore opportunities 
through discussions with the relevant Water 
Companies. 
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1. List of Parties involved: 


• Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 


• Mole Valley District Council (MVDC) 


2. Signatories:  
 


         25.01.21 


 


Crawley Borough Council 
Councillor Peter Smith, Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
 
 


22.01.21 


 


Mole Valley District Council 
Councillor Margaret Cooksey, Cabinet Member for Planning 
 
3. Strategic Geography 


The Statement of Common Ground (SOCG) covers the local authority areas of Crawley 
Borough Council (CBC) and Mole Valley District Council (MVDC) and is a sound basis for co-
operation on strategic cross boundary matters identified in this SOCG.   


Crawley and Mole Valley share a common boundary across the Surrey/West Sussex county 
border. Areas of Metropolitan Green Belt and Gatwick Airport, and associated safeguarded 
land, separate the main settlements in each of the authority areas. 


Although the two local authorities lie within separate Housing Market Areas (HMAs), it is 
beneficial to prepare a SOCG to deal with the strategic and locally specific cross boundary 
issues identified in this SOCG.   


Both authorities also lie in separate Functional Economic Market Areas (FEMAs). However, 
both authorities are located within the Gatwick Diamond sub-region and within the Coast to 
Capital Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) Area.  


The map below shows the authorities in relation to each other (i.e. indicated with the red 
administrative boundaries).  
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A scale map of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities is provided in Appendix A. 


4. Strategic Matters  


Both parties have a collective and shared view of the long term priorities and have identified 
specific strategic objectives: 
→ to work collaboratively on Housing Need including affordable housing across two Housing 


Market Areas; 
→ to establish a common understanding of the employment land requirement and the 


economic development impact of COVID-19 on the area, notwithstanding that the local 
authorities lie within two distinct and separate FEMAs; 


→ to continue and develop the existing shared approach to Gatwick Airport, having regard to 
its economic and social benefits, and also its environmental impacts including  those 
relating to air quality, noise pollution, and surface access; 


→ to work jointly to mitigate traffic impacts arising from developments, in conjunction with 
Surrey County Council Highways, where necessary; 


→ to establish a common and agreed position on secondary education; 
→ to identify and develop opportunities for health provision if required through evidence; 


and 
→ to develop an agreed position on cross boundary flooding impacts. 


Background information and context to support the above strategic objectives is set out in 
Appendix B. Agreements reached for each of the matters are set out below:   


Housing Need 
The parties agree: 
1. A robust and appropriate Strategic Housing Market Assessment has been completed for 


each local authority.  
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2. Crawley Borough is located in the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area. 
3. Mole Valley District is located in the Kingston and North East Surrey Housing Market Area. 
4. Each authority has assessed the ability of its area to accommodate housing development. 


They each consider that they are doing the maximum reasonable to meet the housing 
needs. 


5. Where each party cannot meet its housing need within its own boundary, it should first 
prioritise working collaboratively with authorities within its HMA to address the identified 
housing need. 


6. As each authorities’ respective housing supply or updated housing market evidence is 
completed, the findings will be shared between the councils. 


7. Due to the need to undertake site-specific exceptional circumstances testing to determine 
whether it is appropriate for individual sites to be released from the Green Belt, it is not 
currently considered possible to meet any of Crawley’s housing needs within Mole Valley. 


8. CBC is not in a position to meet any unmet housing need that may arise from further work 
for the Mole Valley district.  


9. They will seek to meet their own need for additional Traveller provision.   


Employment and economic development 
The parties agree: 
10. Crawley Borough Council is located within the Northern West Sussex Functional Economic 


Market Area. 
11. Mole Valley is located within its own Functional Economic Market Area and the district is 


not identified as having influential economic connections with NWS authorities. 
12.  A robust Economic Growth Assessment has been undertaken to identify the employment 


land requirement for Crawley, and an appropriate economic strategy, including a proposed 
new strategic employment location, is planned to meet this need within Crawley’s 
boundary. 


13. As any updated economic evidence is completed, the findings will be shared between the 
councils. 


Gatwick Airport 
The parties agree: 
14. Land continues to be required to be safeguarded for a potential future southern runway at  


Gatwick Airport.   
15. Airport related parking should be located on-airport as the most sustainable location, and 


should be justified by a demonstrable need in the context of proposals for achieving a 
sustainable approach to surface transport access to the airport. 


16. Each authority will work collaboratively with Gatwick Airport, the other Gatwick local 
authorities and the LEP to:  
• understand and respond to the impacts of the current economic crisis; and 
• understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway Nationally Significant 


Infrastructure Project (NSIP) on the environment, community and economy, and to 
respond to the Development Consent Order (DCO) application.   


17. They will work with the Gatwick Officers Group and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities, as 
agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) supporting the Gatwick S106 Legal 
Agreement, to share expertise on airport related matters including noise, air quality and 
parking. 
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Education 
The parties agree: 
18. Planning for education will require discussions across the three authority areas (MVDC, 


CBC, RBBC), involving the County Councils and the Department for Education. 


Health 
The parties agree: 
19. Planning for health provision will require discussions across the two authority areas 


(MVDC, CBC), involving the Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCGs). 


Flooding 
The parties agree: 
20. Given flooding in Hookwood and the River Mole running beneath Gatwick Airport, cross 


boundary flooding matters will be worked on at a strategic mitigation level. 


Strategic Sites – Transport 
The parties agree: 
21. Where development with strategic transport implications is proposed close to the 


authorities’ common administrative boundary, the authorities will work together to 
establish a joint planning policy position to support positive and sustainable development 
management and maximise infrastructure and sustainability benefits. 


22. They will jointly explore opportunities for transport improvements through discussions 
with Surrey and West Sussex County Councils and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council. 


5. Governance Arrangements 
The authorities are committed to working positively together, sharing information and best 
practice and continuing to procure evidence jointly, where appropriate, throughout the plan 
preparation phase and beyond. This co-operation and collaboration takes place at senior 
member, chief executive and senior officer as well as at technical officer level. 


Joint working will include the following existing governance arrangements: 
• Gatwick Diamond Authorities Partnership;  
• Gatwick Greenspace Partnership; and 
• Gatwick Joint Local Authorities Group and Gatwick Officers Group. 


In addition, a potential new cross boundary arrangement with education and health 
involvement will be explored. 


This Statement of Common Ground is signed at planning portfolio holder member level and 
will be reviewed at each key stage of plan-making. It will be updated to reflect progress made 
through effective cooperation. 


In terms of governance, the authorities agree: 
23. to continue to work with the other Gatwick Diamond authorities on housing, employment 


and other strategic issues affecting the Gatwick Diamond as a whole; 
24. to work collaboratively on plan preparation and evidence, whilst acknowledging others’ 


timetables and timescales.  
25. to respect each other’s right to develop their own plans that fit the specific circumstances 


of the local authority’s communities; 
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26. to meet at member and officer level to review the situation and respond to new issues and 
changing circumstances; and 


27. to update this SoCG as progress continues through the preparation of the local plans and 
development plan documents for each of the authorities. 


6. Timetable for review and ongoing cooperation  


LPA Present Plan  
Adoption 


Proposed  
Plan Review Date Reg.18 Date Target  


Reg.19 Date 


Target  
Submission  


Date 
Crawley Dec 2015 2019 - 2021 July 2019 Jan 2020/Jan 2021 Mar 2021  
Mole Valley 2009 2020 - 2022 Feb 2020 June 2021  Sept 2021 
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APPENDIX B: BACKGROUND SUPPORTING CONTEXT 


Crawley is a land-constrained borough, due to its tight administrative boundaries, the 
requirement to ‘safeguard’ land south of Gatwick Airport for a potential southern runway, 
and physical constraints such as aircraft noise, flooding, nature conservation and there 
being few infill opportunities due to planned nature of the New Town. Therefore, there is 
very limited land within the borough that is suitable, available and achievable for 
accommodating further development. 


Mole Valley is also heavily constrained due to 75% of the district falling within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt. Development in the district is also constrained by landscape and 
environmental designations, including the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty 
(AONB), which, together with Area of Great Landscape Value, covers about 45% of the 
district, and the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (SAC). As 
with Crawley, Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise 
contours associated with Gatwick Airport. 


Despite being adjacent authorities, links between the two areas are limited. This is due to 
weak transport links as well as the large area of Green Belt and Gatwick Airport, and 
associated safeguarded land, separating the main settlements. These physical barriers 
contribute to Crawley and Mole Valley each operating in a separate Housing Market Area 
(HMA) and Functional Economic Market Area (FEMA). 


The authorities work with partners in the wider ‘Gatwick Diamond’1 area to address 
strategic planning issues. The aim of this work is to promote the continued prosperity of the 
Gatwick Diamond and plan for its future growth. As part of this wider area, the authorities 
have worked on and signed up to the Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding 
and Local Strategic Statement2, which was reviewed and updated in 2016. 


Officers and Members from the authorities meet regularly to discuss issues related to the 
operation, growth and development of the airport including its master plan, air quality and 
noise issues, on and off airport parking and surface access. This discussion is secured by way 
of a S106 legal agreement between CBC, WSCC and Gatwick Airport Limited, with a 
commitment to joint working between the Gatwick Local Authorities set out within an 
accompanying Memorandum of Understanding. The authorities are also working 
collaboratively with regard to the Airport’s ongoing Development Consent Order (DCO) 
application relating to the operational use of the northern ‘standby’ runway, and to 
consider the economic impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic, given its significance for the 
aviation and related sectors.  


Effective outcomes of this joint working includes:  
• success at planning appeals across boundaries;  


                                                           
1 Crawley Borough Council, Epsom and Ewell Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District 
Council, Mole Valley District Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, West Sussex County Council, 
Surrey County Council and Tandridge District Council  
2 Which can be accessed from each of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities’ websites:  
Crawley - https://crawley.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/planning-policy-evidence/gatwick-diamond-local-
strategic-statement  
Mole Valley -  
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• securing financial contributions and commitments from the airport to increase the 
modal share of passengers and staff accessing the airport by sustainable transport, 
supporting major schemes like Gatwick station improvements and smaller 
improvements to public transport services; and 


• financial support for the monitoring of air quality and noise impacts associated with the 
airport. 


The authorities participate as members of the Gatwick Greenspace Partnership3. Gatwick 
Greenspace is a community project managed by Sussex Wildlife Trust as one of its “Living 
Landscape Projects” to benefit people, wildlife and the countryside between Horsham, 
Crawley, Horley, Reigate and Dorking. 


Strategic Matters 


The specific strategic matters which the authorities have determined are relevant across the 
administrative boundaries are:  


→ housing need, including overall housing need, affordable housing need and the needs 
for specialised housing; 


→ employment and economic development, including economic development needs and 
Gatwick Airport; 


→ strategic sites and/or sites on the boundaries between authorities and specific aspects 
of infrastructure development, including transport, flooding, water supply and waste 
water treatment, education and health; and 


→ environmental impacts, including flooding, and airport-related air quality and noise 
pollution. 


These have been refined into the detailed strategic objectives. 


Housing Need: 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for 
calculating housing need results in a total housing need for the plan period (2021-2037) of 
12,000 dwellings (based on 750 dwellings per annum).  


The draft Crawley Local Plan identifies that the borough’s land supply allows for almost half 
of this to be met on sites within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum 
totalling 5,320 dwellings. This equates to an annualised average of 332.5dpa. 


This leaves a total unmet need figure of 6,680 dwellings (417.5dpa) to be accommodated 
within the wider housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and delivery of sustainable development. 


The land currently subject to safeguarding for future potential runway expansion to the 
south at Gatwick Airport has only limited opportunities for future housing development, 
even in a scenario where some or all of safeguarding were removed and a southern runway 
were not to be progressed. This is due to the noise contours associated with the existing 


                                                           
3 alongside Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, 
Horley Town Council, Surrey County Council, West Sussex County Council, Sussex Wildlife Trust and Gatwick 
Airport Limited. 
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runway, which the Regulation 19 Local Plan finds to be unacceptable where noise exposure 
is greater than 60dB. This limits the extent of development to the north of the existing Built-
Up Area Boundary for Crawley to small pockets under the existing 60dB noise levels. 


Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA), which 
also includes Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, and across which there is already long-
established, effective joint working. Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the 
adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS 
HMA. Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 3,150 dwellings, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, 
above their objectively assessed housing needs, over the period from 2021. However, it is 
acknowledged that through Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the 
Standard Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those established 
in the adopted Plans. 


Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS HMA. This has been confirmed through the most 
recent Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA4), which 
reiterates that the Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex continue to represent the geographic 
extent of the NWS HMA. The 2016 Strategic Housing Market Assessment for Kingston upon 
Thames and North East Surrey Authorities5 confirmed that Mole Valley forms a coherent 
and self-contained HMA with the adjacent boroughs of Elmbridge, Epsom and Ewell and 
Kingston upon Thames. The SHMA further recognises that there are “strong linkages” 
between the Kingston and NE Surrey HMA and surrounding authorities, particularly to the 
south, and that these linkages should be taken into account in developing policy. However, 
in view of significant subsequent national methodological and policy changes, together with 
the publication of Mole Valley District Council Housing Strategy 2020 to 2025, consultants 
completed a SHMA in 2020 to update Mole Valley's housing market evidence. 


The draft Future Mole Valley Local Plan confirms MVDC cannot meet its own housing need 
on brownfield land and/or within the district’s existing built-up areas. At this stage, Mole 
Valley has not identified any opportunities for part of its housing need to be met by 
neighbouring local authorities. Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable options 
for meeting the district’s housing need, it has been identified at a strategic level that 
exceptional circumstances may exist for MVDC to consider some degree of change to Green 
Belt boundaries. The extent of any such changes remains under consideration. Further work 
will include the application of exceptional circumstances tests on a site-by-site basis, 
alongside other relevant matters raised through Mole Valley’s Regulation 18 consultation 
process. It remains possible that MVDC will conclude that local housing need cannot be met 
need in full and therefore there is an ongoing need to continue exploring cross-boundary 
options.   


In accordance with paragraph 137c of the NPPF 2019, all other reasonable options for 
meeting housing need must be examined before concluding exceptional circumstances exist 
to justify changes to Green Belt boundaries. Therefore, where neighbouring authorities, 
particularly within the NWS HMA are not constrained by Green Belt, and are capable of 


                                                           
4 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (November 2019) Iceni 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB354604.pdf  
5 https://molevalley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-05/SHMA%202016.pdf  
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meeting their own housing needs, then this should be the first instance for exploring and 
accommodating unmet needs. 


LPA MHCLG LHN Local Plan target Plan status Year Plan period 
 Crawley 750 332.5 Reg.19 Consultation 2020 2021-2037 


Mole Valley 453 4496 Reg.18 Consultation 2020 2020-2037 
Totals 1,203 781.5    


• Affordable housing: The recent Strategic Housing Market Assessment for Crawley 
highlighted an affordable housing need emerging from the borough of a total of 739 
dwellings per year. Even with the council meeting the affordable housing plan target of 
40% for the housing delivery anticipated within the borough, this leaves a substantial 
amount of unmet affordable housing need arising and unmet. Viability evidence being 
prepared to support the Local Plan is highlighting the challenges in securing 40% for 
town centre and high density schemes (due to high existing land values and high costs 
for high rise development), leading to a reduction in the levels of affordable housing 
which can be required through such private market led schemes.  


• The Mole Valley Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2020 update identifies an 
affordable housing need of 746 new homes per year and, in terms of housing mix, the 
greatest need is for 1- and 2-bedrooom market housing and 2- and 3-bredroom 
affordable housing. There is also a considerable need for older people's leasehold 
sheltered housing. 


• Specialist housing: Due to Crawley’s predominantly urban nature, with a high proportion 
of higher density residential schemes proposed, and the limited area of land around the 
existing Built-Up Area Boundary, with the exception of the land affected by aircraft noise 
constraints, there are limited opportunities for self-build to take place within the 
borough’s administrative boundaries. The current number of individuals and groups on 
the council’s Self- and Custom-Build Register is 90; of which 73 are Part 1 entries (i.e. 
those which satisfy local eligibility criteria) and a further 17 are Part 2 entries. Based on 
evidence of demand through the Self Build Register, it is expected that the necessary 
number of serviced plots to satisfy the demand in Mole Valley highlighted by the 
Register will come forward on small sites, single plots on infill sites and other windfall 
sites. It is anticipated that small windfall sites will play a key role in meeting this demand 
for self-builders. 


• Gypsy, Traveller & Travelling Showpeople: In 2011, the Gatwick Diamond authorities 
(which include Crawley, Mid Sussex, Horsham, Tandridge, Reigate & Banstead and Mole 
Valley) agreed to seek to meet their own need for additional Traveller provision.  As part 
of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities, the authorities meet to discuss matters including 
Traveller issues and share information. During preparation of MVDC’s 2018 Gypsy and 
Traveller Accommodation Assessment, stakeholder engagement included consideration 
of any cross-boundary needs and no specific issues were identified which would change 
this approach. Similarly, this has continued also to be considered the case through the 
review of the Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation 


                                                           
6 Based on MVDC’s Regulation 18 consultation draft Local Plan, which consults on potential site allocations 
that would meet MVDC’s LHN in full. However, MVDC has not yet confirmed a Local Plan target and, as set out 
above, further evidence-gathering, including the application of a site-specific exceptional circumstances test, 
may lead to MVDC revising the Local Plan housing target at Reg. 19 stage.   
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Needs Assessment. The MVDC Assessment is currently being updated by the consultants 
to ensure the most up-to-date assessment of Gypsy and Traveller need is completed for 
the revised 2020-2037 plan period, as the Local Plan progresses to the submission stage.   


• Key objective Working collaboratively on Housing Need including 
affordable housing across two Housing Market Areas. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (2019)  


• Strategic Housing Market Assessment for Kingston 
upon Thames and North East Surrey Authorities (2016) 


• Mole Valley District Council Gypsy and Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment (2018) 


• Crawley Borough Council Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs 
Assessment (2020 Review) 


• Mole Valley Strategic Housing Market Assessment  – 
2020 update completed 


• Mole Valley Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation 
Assessment – Update – under preparation 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• Crawley lies within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) 
Housing Market Area (HMA), which also includes 
Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts. 


• Mole Valley forms a coherent and self-contained HMA 
with the adjacent boroughs of Elmbridge, Epsom and 
Ewell and Kingston upon Thames. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• The parties agree that each authority has assessed the 
ability of its area to accommodate housing 
development. They each consider that they are doing 
the maximum reasonable to meet the housing needs.  


• Where each party cannot meet its housing need within 
its own boundary, it should work collaboratively with its 
neighbouring authorities within its HMA to address the 
identified housing need within the HMA as a first 
priority. 


• The Gatwick Diamond authorities (which include 
Crawley, Mid Sussex, Horsham, Tandridge, Reigate & 
Banstead and Mole Valley) agreed to seek to meet their 
own need for additional Traveller provision.   


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• As each of the housing supply or updated housing 
market evidence is completed, the findings will be 
shared with between the councils. 
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Employment and Economic Development: 
The Northern West Sussex Authorities are located within the wider economic areas of the 
Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership and the Gatwick Diamond.  


The NWS Economic Growth Assessment (EGA)7 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, 
Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional economic market area 
(FEMA). The assessment also identifies that influential economic linkages also exist with 
Coastal West Sussex, Reigate and Banstead (e.g. Horley) and East Sussex.  


As identified through the Crawley Focussed EGA Update (September 2020), there is need for 
a minimum of 38.7ha new business land in the borough for the period to 2036. This need is 
significantly within the industrial sectors (32.8ha), with office needs accounting for 5.9ha of 
the total. Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory (September 2020) identifies an available 
employment land supply pipeline of 17.6ha, which comprises 8.8ha office land and 8.7ha 
industrial land. This supply is sufficient to meet Crawley’s quantitative office needs in full, 
though there is only sufficient land to meet industrial needs in the early part of the Plan 
period, resulting in a shortfall of 24.1ha industrial land, principally within the B8 storage & 
distribution sectors. Therefore, to meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an 
industrial-led Strategic Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and 
South of the M23 Spur, referred to as Gatwick Green.  


Mole Valley is not included within the NWS FEMA nor is the district identified as having 
influential economic connections with NWS authorities. Its Economic Development Needs 
Assessment (2017) establishes that the FEMA is Mole Valley Local Authority. In May 2016, 
the authority consulted neighbouring authorities who confirmed that Mole Valley was not 
included within their sphere of economic influence. Mole Valley is not included within the 
NWS FEMA nor is the district identified as having influential economic connections with 
NWS authorities. 


The MVDC Economic Development Needs Assessment confirms that the identified economic 
development needs of the FEMA to 2033 can largely be met through the currently available 
and planned floorspace and better utilisation of existing sites in the District. However, as a 
period of economic uncertainty is entered, adaptability and flexibility in land allocation 
policy will be key to fulfilling the economic potential of the District. The Economic 
Development Needs Assessment has recently been updated to take account of additional 
monitoring data and the impact of the changes to the Use Class Order and Permitted 
Development Rights on future economic projections and patterns. 


There are significant physical and policy constraints on development in the south eastern 
part of Mole Valley, adjacent to Crawley, which limit the potential for growth in this area. 
Transport links between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak, mainly comprising rural lanes 
with limited capacity. The only A-road connections are the A217 and A264/A24. The A217 
reduces to a single carriageway north of the CBC boundary and serves only one small 
settlement (Hookwood) in Mole Valley before continuing north to Reigate. The A264/24 is 
far from a direct route; the A264 lying to the south of Crawley and connecting to the A24 
some 5km south of Mole Valley’s boundary. Public transport connections are also weak, 
with only limited bus services in the rural parts of southern Mole Valley. Gatwick Airport is a 
major constraint, both in physical terms and in terms of the consequences of air traffic on 
                                                           
7 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) Lichfields 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB354687.pdf  
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the southern part of Mole Valley. The south eastern part of Mole Valley is also significantly 
impacted by flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3). 


• Key objective To establish a common understanding of the employment 
Land requirement and the economic development impact 
of Covid 19 on the area notwithstanding the local 
authorities lie within two distinct and separate FEMAs. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment 
(January 2020) 


• Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020) 
• Mole Valley Economic Development Needs Assessment 


(2017) and the 2018 and 2020 Addendums to the 
Economic Needs Assessment 


• Mole Valley Economic Needs Assessment  – 2020 
updated completed 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• The NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional 
economic market area (FEMA).  


• Influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate and Banstead (e.g. Horley) and 
East Sussex. 


• Mole Valley is located within its own Economic Market 
Area. 


• The district is not identified as having influential 
economic connections with NWS authorities. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• Crawley is planning positively to meet its business land 
needs within its borough boundary. There are no 
influential economic connections between Crawley and 
Mole Valley. Mole Valley is, therefore, not able to 
physically or effectively accommodate any unmet 
business land needs from Crawley, should these arise. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• The authorities will continue to work together with the 
other Gatwick Diamond authorities on housing, 
employment and other strategic issues affecting the 
Gatwick Diamond as a whole. 


Gatwick Airport: 
Safeguarding  
Land is required to continue to be safeguarded at Gatwick Airport for a potential future 
southern runway given the statement in the 2013 Aviation Policy Framework, para. 5.9, that 
“land outside existing airports that may be required for airport development in the future 
needs to be protected against incompatible development until the Government has 
established any relevant policies and proposals in response to the findings of the Airport 
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Commission” and the statement in the draft Aviation Strategy para 3.66 (published in 
December 2018 after the Airports National Policy Statement) that “It is prudent to continue 
with a safeguarding policy to maintain a supply of land for future national requirements and 
to ensure that inappropriate developments do not hinder sustainable aviation growth.”  
These statements provide no certainty in national policy that safeguarding at Gatwick could 
be removed.   


Safeguarding has a significant impact on Crawley Borough’s ability to meet its economic 
needs. The published Gatwick Airport Masterplan identifies an extensive area east of the 
airport solely for surface parking, which CBC considers to be an inefficient use of land in 
such a land constrained borough, particularly given Crawley’s business land needs. The draft 
submission Local Plan therefore removes this area from safeguarding and allocates it as a 
strategic employment location to meet Crawley’s industrial and warehouse employment 
needs.    


Airport related parking 
The airport operator is achieving the target of 48% non-transfer passengers arriving at the 
airport by public transport, but this still requires a significant amount of on-airport parking 
facilities for those passengers that choose to access the airport by private car.  There are 
some authorised sites off-airport, but also many unauthorised sites, or requests for planning 
permission.  Sites within the airport boundary provide the most sustainable location for any 
additional long stay parking as they are close to the terminals.  The Airport operator is 
responsible for meeting the modal split target and it is important that the level of provision 
of car parking spaces can be appropriately managed. The Gatwick Local Authorities work 
together with GAL to undertake an Annual Parking Survey of on and off airport parking 
provision (authorised and unauthorised) and participate in the Surface Access Forum.   


Gatwick Airport Economic Recovery and Growth 
The local authorities neighbouring the airport work together at officer (the Gatwick Officers 
Group) and member (the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities) level, as well as the Chief 
Executives and leaders meeting regularly and the authorities taking part in the Gatwick 
Airport Consultative Committee (GATCOM). The authorities, GAL, and the LEP are currently 
working together to understand the impacts of the current economic crisis caused by the 
Covid-19 pandemic which has been particularly significant in the Crawley area due to its 
reliance on aviation and related employment sectors. The authorities are also collaborating 
to understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway NSIP project on the 
environment, community and economy, and to respond to the DCO application to ensure 
that Gatwick Airport and the Planning Inspectorate are aware of the councils’ positions in 
relation to the opportunities and implications associated with airport growth.  


Environmental protection 
GAL, West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough Council have signed a joint S106 
Legal Agreement to ensure that, as the airport grows as a single runway, two-terminal 
airport, its short and longer-term environmental impacts are minimised, and to maintain 
and enhance the ways the parties share information and work together and with other 
stakeholders to bring benefits to the airport and the communities it serves and affects.   The 
S106 includes matters such as Climate Change, Air Quality, Noise, and Surface Access.   The 
other neighbouring authorities are party to the Memorandum of Understanding supporting 
the S106. 
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• Key objective To develop a shared approach to Gatwick Airport including 
the impact of air quality and noise pollution. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Annual Airport Parking Surveys 
• Gatwick Airport Masterplan 2019 
• Gatwick Airport, WSCC, CBC Section 106 Legal 


Agreement 2018 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• Gatwick Airport has a significant influence on the 
environment, economy and community in the area 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• Land continues to be required to be safeguarded for a 
potential future southern runway at Gatwick Airport.   


• Airport related parking should be located on-airport as 
the most sustainable location, and should be justified 
by a demonstrable need in the context of proposals for 
achieving a sustainable approach to surface transport 
access to the airport. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• The authorities will continue to work with the Gatwick 
Officers Group and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities, 
as agreed in the Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) supporting the Gatwick S106 Legal Agreement, 
to share expertise on airport related matters including 
noise, air quality and parking. 


Education: 
Crawley has a recognised unmet need for secondary education. This is identified as 
amounting to 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group) as the relatively recently 
opened Gatwick Free School provides 4 forms of entry (120 places per year group). A 
proportion of its pupils are from Horley in Surrey. However, the Gatwick Free School does 
not have permanent planning permission on its current site in Manor Royal Industrial Estate 
and WSCC are concerned about relying on these places. The further 6-8 forms of entry of 
demand for secondary school places is in the short and medium term and there will be 
capacity issues from Sept 2021. In the longer term, numbers are expected to reduce as entry 
to primary schools is now falling after a rapid rise from 2012. When the Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 2030 was adopted (December 2015), it was anticipated by WSCC that they would 
explore options for the extension of existing secondary schools within the Borough, 
although the Infrastructure Delivery Plan recognised the need for places might be supplied 
by a new school. In 2017, the Department for Education (DfE) announced funding for a new 
six form entry plus a sixth form Secondary Free School, ‘Forge Wood High’, within Crawley 
to be sponsored by a high performing multi-academy trust. However, given Crawley’s 
constrained land supply, no suitable site has been found to build the school. Therefore, the 
potential to provide additional secondary school places, to serve Crawley’s needs, will be 
considered on sites close to Crawley. If new strategic development on Crawley’s boundaries 
could provide this opportunity, the DfE will seek to bring forward a school as early as 
possible. Also, notwithstanding the lack of a suitable site for a secondary school within 
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Crawley, the submission draft 2021 Local Plan makes allowance for consideration of 
education provision on sites allocated for uses including housing, where justified by local 
need, in case suitable opportunities should arise. 


The draft Future Mole Valley Plan identifies three site allocations in Hookwood totalling 
nearly 500 dwellings. In itself, it is not considered necessary to provide a secondary school. 
However, SCC have identified that secondary provision is already at capacity and a further 
1FE will be required. SCC advises that this does not prevent potential growth in Hookwood, 
provided this is phased towards the end of the plan period, to allow time for cross boundary 
education planning. Discussions between the relevant local authorities will be necessary to 
consider if mutual benefits can be achieved to address the identified gap in education 
capacity. This would include the relevant district/borough councils, along with both Surrey 
and West Sussex County Council representatives and potentially the Department for 
Education. 


• Key objective To establish a common and agreed position of Secondary 
Education. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
• Mole Valle Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2020) 
• SCC provided a consultation response on the MVDC 


Reg.18 Draft Local Plan, which will need to be refined 
for revised local plan period.  


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• CBC and MVDC have needs for secondary education 
provision within the vicinity over their local plan 
periods. Crawley has more substantial needs, which are 
concentrated towards the early part of their plan 
period. Mole Valley has much more modest 
requirements in the cross-boundary area and as the 
strategic site in question is phased towards the end of 
the plan period more time is afforded for cross 
boundary education planning. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• Assessments of the need for secondary school forms of 
entry within the vicinity have been undertaken for CBC 
and MVDC.  


• CBC and MVDC have agreed that planning for 
secondary education will require discussions across the 
three authority areas (MVDC, CBC, RBBC), involving the 
County Councils and the Department for Education. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Discussions to be arranged across the three authority 
areas (MVDC, CBC, RBBC), involving the County Councils 
and the Department for Education. 
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Health:  
There are recognised capacity constraints on GP provision across the area, particularly with 
the decision by the NHS not to bring forward new provision as originally planned within the 
Forge Wood and Kilnwood Vale new neighbourhoods. However, the introduction of Primary 
Care Networks (PCNs) is anticipated by the NHS West Sussex CCG to enhance capacity. 


Mole Valley is within Surrey Heartlands CCG. MVDC is awaiting further advice on GP 
provision to support its Local Plan development but the Surrey Heartland CCG’s ability to 
respond to the Reg. 18 consultation has been affected by their Covid-19 workload.  


Discussions to date have not highlighted any need for new provision in SE Mole Valley and 
Surrey Heartlands are taking a similar view on the introduction of PCNs to increase 
capacity. However, officers have highlighted that Hookwood residents use GPs in other 
authorities and cross-boundary issues in this part of Mole Valley will need to be addressed. 


• Key objective To identify and develop opportunities for Health provision 
if required through evidence. 


• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
• Mole Valle Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2020) 
• Surrey Heartlands CCG have yet to provide a response 


to the MVDC Reg. 18 Draft Local Plan consultation. 
Their views are needed to obtain an understanding of 
Mole Valley’s need for GP provision within the area.  


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• MVDC evidence to be confirmed. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• CBC an MVDC have agreed that Planning for health 
provision will require discussions across the two 
authority areas (MVDC, CBC), involving the Clinical 
Commissioning Groups (CCGs). 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Discussions to be arranged across the two authority 
areas (MVDC, CBC), involving the CCGs. 


Transport Infrastructure: 
Transport links and public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are 
weak. This limits effective cross-boundary benefits of strategic developments. However, 
working jointly across the county boundary could allow opportunities for addressing some 
of the identified unmet infrastructure needs. This could include working jointly with Reigate 
and Banstead Borough Council as well as both West Sussex and Surrey County Councils, and 
the National Health Service. Public transport links to Gatwick Airport and East Surrey 
Hospital are particularly important, and the authorities are also engaging with Metrobus.   


• Key objective To develop an agreed position on the transport impacts of 
strategic allocated sites. 
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• Relevant studies, 
intelligence or evidence 
base completed or to do 


• Crawley Local Plan Transport Modelling (under 
preparation) 


• Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (2020) 
• Crawley New Directions Transport Strategy 2020 
• Mole Valley Infrastructure Delivery Plan (2020) 
• Mole Valley District Council Local Plan Strategic 


Highways Assessment (2019) 
• Mole Valley Local Plan Site Specific Transport 


Assessment Modelling – to be undertaken on 
finalisation of site allocations to be taken forward. 


• Key conclusions from 
the evidence 


• Mole Valley District Council Local Plan Strategic 
Highways Assessment (2019) identified three hotspots 
(areas of stress where drivers are subject to 
considerable delay and are likely to require mitigation 
to facilitate any development in the local area) in 
Hookwood. These include two junctions and A23 
Brighton Road. 


• The Infrastructure Delivery Plan Schedule of Schemes 
contains a number of cycling schemes involving links 
between Charlwood and Hookwood in MVDC, Horley 
(R&B DC) and Gatwick (CBC).  


• Surrey County Council has submitted a bid for Tranche 
2 (the creation of longer-term projects) of the funding 
allocations for the emergency active travel fund. 
Scheme 4 – A217 Gatwick to Westvale Park Shared 
Cycle/footway is located on the A217 Reigate Road 
between the A217 / Westvale Road roundabout to the 
A23 roundabout at the approach to Gatwick Airport. 


• The conclusions of the Crawley Transport Modelling are 
yet to be finalised. Once known these will be shared 
and this section will be updated with key issues. 


• Agreement that has 
been reached or 
progress made 


• CBC and MVDC have agreed that where development 
with strategic transport implications is proposed close 
to the authorities’ common administrative boundary, 
the authorities will work together to establish a joint 
planning policy position to support positive 
development management and maximise infrastructure 
benefits. 


• Any further actions / 
governance 
requirements etc. 


• Where strategic development is proposed close to the 
authorities’ common administrative boundary, the 
authorities will work together to establish a joint 
Planning Policy position to support positive 
Development Management and maximise 
infrastructure benefits. 
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• The authorities agree to jointly explore opportunities 
through discussions with Surrey and West Sussex 
County Councils and Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council. 
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1. Introduction  


 


The basis for preparing this Statement of Common Ground 


 


1.1 This Statement of Common Ground (SCG) has been prepared by the South Downs National 


Park Authority (SDNPA) and is signed by the following members of the Ashdown Forest 


Working Group (AFWG):1 the SDNPA, Lewes District Council, Eastbourne Borough Council, 


Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Mid Sussex District Council, Tandridge District Council, 


Crawley Borough Council, Sevenoaks District Council, Rother District Council, East Sussex 


County Council (as the relevant Minerals and Waste Planning Authority), West Sussex County 


Council and Natural England.  It should be noted that Wealden District Council (WDC) is a 


member of the AFWG and were involved in the drafting of this document; WDC did not sign 


the SCG.  The signatories of this SCG have been self-selected and come from the AFWG.  


Further details of this group are set out below.  The preparation of the SCG has been 


facilitated by the Planning Advisory Service (PAS).     


 


1.2 The purpose of this SCG is to address the strategic cross boundary issue of air quality impacts 


on the Ashdown Forest Special Area of Conservation (SAC) arising from traffic associated 


with new development. It provides evidence on how the authorities have approached the Duty 


to Co-operate, clearly setting out the matters of agreement and disagreement between 


members of the AFWG.  


 


1.3 The first section of the SCG introduces the document and explains the background to this 


cross boundary strategic issue. The second section sets out six key matters on HRA 


methodology for plan-making with which authorities either agree or disagree with or have no 


position on.  Finally, actions going forward and summary conclusions are given.  


 


1.4 The SCG highlights a number of different approaches towards undertaking HRA work. It 


identifies that participating local planning authorities (LPAs) consider they have taken a robust 


and proportionate approach to the evidence base in plan making, producing in combination 


assessments which they consider to have been undertaken soundly. Natural England notes 


that some of the approaches differ and consider that it is up to individual LPAs to determine 


the specific approach they use. Natural England advise that approaches proportionate to the 


risk are acceptable and it is not necessary for all LPAs to use exactly the same approach. 


 


1.5 The different LPAs have used different consultants to undertake their Habitats Regulations 


Assessments (HRAs).  AECOM are the HRA consultants for the SDNPA, Lewes District 


Council, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Tandridge District Council, East Sussex County 


Council and Sevenoaks District Council.  Urban Edge Environmental Consulting, Amey and 


Arup are the HRA consultants for Mid-Sussex District Council.  Crawley Borough Council, 


Eastbourne Borough Council and Rother District Council have not currently engaged HRA 


consultants as they have up to date adopted Local Plans.   


 


1.6 Ashdown Forest is also designated as a Special Protection Area (SPA). It should be noted that 


this Statement addresses the potential impact pathway of air quality on the Ashdown Forest 


SAC only and does not discuss matters of recreational pressure on the Ashdown Forest SPA.  


                                                           
1 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council are members of the Working Group but are not a signatory of this 


Statement on the basis of advice from Natural England. T&MBC continue to be part of the group to observe. 
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This is addressed through the working group of affected authorities that have assisted in the 


production of the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy.   


Background to the issue 


 


Ashdown Forest SAC 


 


1.6 Ashdown Forest is a Natura 2000 site and is also known as a European site.  It is a Special 


Area of Conservation (SAC) designated for its heathland habitat (and a population of great 


crested newt). Further details regarding the reason for its designation are set out in Appendix 


1. Ashdown Forest SAC is located in Wealden District, East Sussex as shown on the map in 


Appendix 2.  


Habitats Regulations Assessment 


1.7 The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (known as the Habitats 


Regulations) require an appropriate assessment of the implications for the site in view of that 


site’s conservation objectives to be carried out for any plan or project where there are likely 


to be significant effects on a European site, alone or in combination with other plans or 


projects.  The Ashdown Forest SAC features are vulnerable to atmospheric pollution from a 


number of sources including motor vehicles. There is a potential impact pathway from new 


development and associated increases in traffic flows on the roads such as the A275, A22 and 


A26, which traverse or run adjacent to the SAC. The emissions from these vehicles may cause 


a harmful increase in atmospheric pollutants which may adversely affect the integrity of the 


European site.     


High Court Judgement  


1.8 In March 2017 a legal challenge from Wealden District Council (WDC) was upheld by the 


High Court on the Lewes District and South Downs National Park Authority Joint Core 


Strategy (Lewes JCS)2 on the grounds that the HRA was flawed because the assessment of air 


quality impact on the Ashdown Forest SAC was not undertaken ‘in combination’ with the 


increase in vehicle flows likely to arise from the adopted Wealden Core Strategy. This resulted 


in the quashing of Policies SP1 and SP2 of the Lewes JCS, insofar as they apply to the 


administrative area of the South Downs National Park, at the High Court on 20 March 2017. 


Wealden DC Responses to other LPAs Plan Making and Decision Taking 


1.9 It should be noted that the representation from WDC on the Pre-Submission version of the 


South Downs Local Plan and to the draft Lewes Local Plan Part 2 objects to their HRAs.   


Objections have also been made by WDC to the Main Modifications consultation on the Mid 


Sussex Local Plan. The South Downs National Park Authority, Lewes District Council and Mid 


Sussex District Council do not accept the objections made by Wealden District Council on 


the HRA work undertaken for their Local Plans and consider that the assessments undertaken 


are robust, reasonable and sound.  


 


1.10 Since work started on this Statement of Common Ground, WDC have objected to planning 


applications in Tunbridge Wells Borough, Rother District, Lewes District, Mid Sussex District, 


Tandridge District, Horsham District, Sevenoaks District, Hastings Borough and Brighton & 


Hove City.  The objections all centre on the issue of nitrogen deposition on Ashdown Forest.  


                                                           
2 Wealden District Council vs Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, Lewes District 


Council and South Downs National Park Authority, and Natural England. [2017] EWHC 351 (Admin) 


http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWHC/Admin/2017/351.html  
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This Statement of Common Ground is about plan-making rather than the determination of 


planning applications and so does not address these letters of objection. 


Ashdown Forest Working Group 


1.11 Following the High Court judgement, the SDNPA led on convening and now chairs the AFWG, 


which first met in May 2017.  The group’s members are listed in paragraph 1.1 of this SCG.  


This HRA matter has arisen for these authorities through their Local Plan work, through WDC 


objections to planning applications, or due to proximity to strategic roads traversing Ashdown 


Forest. As set out in legislation, Natural England is a statutory consultee on HRA and is 


providing advice on the outputs from the air quality modelling. The county councils, as well as 


the independent consultants mentioned in paragraph 1.5 provide advice in regard to transport 


evidence that has and is being undertaken to inform Local Plans.  


 


1.12 The shared objective of the working group is to ensure that the impacts of development 


proposals in emerging local plans on Ashdown Forest are properly assessed through HRA and 


that, if required, a joint action plan is put in place should such a need arise. The Working 


Group has agreed to work collaboratively on the issues, to share information and existing 


work, and to prepare this Statement of Common Ground. The notes of the meetings are set 


out in Appendix 3.  


2. Key matters 


 


Proportionality  


 


2.1 There is no universal standard on proportionality and the issue relates to what is the 


‘appropriate’ level of assessment required for Local Plans.  Paragraph 182 of the National 


Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that for a local plan to be considered sound it needs 


to be justified and based on proportionate evidence.  The draft CLG guidance3 makes it clear 


that when implementing HRA of land-use plans, the appropriate assessment should be 


undertaken at a level of detail that is appropriate and proportional:  


‘The comprehensiveness of the assessment work undertaken should be proportionate to the 


geographical scope of the option and the nature and extent of any effects identified. An AA need not 


be done in any more detail, or using more resources than is useful for its purpose.’ 


2.2 The AFWG has discussed the issue of proportionality and the following principles were put 


forward: 


 Where effects are demonstrably small the level of assessment can be justifiably less 


complex than a bespoke model. 


 Use of the industry standard air quality impact assessment methodology4 can, if carried 


out robustly, provide the necessary evidence to inform HRA on the potential effects 


of a development plan on the Natura 2000 network and Ramsar sites. 


                                                           
3 CLG (2006) Planning for the Protection of European Sites, Consultation Paper 
4 The principles in Annex F of the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), Volume 11, Section 3, Part 1 
(HA207/07) for the assessment of impacts on sensitive designated ecosystems due to highways works, which 
Highways England use for all their HRAs, but with the DMRB spreadsheet tool replaced by an appropriate 
dispersion model e.g. ADMS-Roads and, with appropriate allowance for rates of future improvement in air 
quality. 
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 Members of the working group are entitled, but not required, to carry out non-


standard or bespoke assessments; and other members may have regard to the results 


of those non-standard or bespoke assessments when conducting their own HRAs.  


Table 1: Signatory position regarding proportionality of assessments 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Lewes District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


East Sussex County 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


2.3 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined above sets out parameters for a robust and sound HRA, which is proportionate to 


the nature of the proposals and likely impacts. Where the spatial extent of the affected area 


is small then the risk to the integrity of the site needs to be approached in a reasonable and 


proportionate manner as concluded in the Natural England Research Report (NECR205)5 on 


small scale effects i.e. for much of the ‘affected habitat’ SAC features are not present and 


therefore can be excluded from consideration.  With the remaining ‘affected area’ a 


proportionate approach to how this area contributes to the overall site integrity should be 


adopted. 


 


Local Plan Housing Numbers 


 


2.4 The quantum of development expected in each Local Planning Authority (LPA) area is an 


important matter as it is a key input into any traffic model. The AFWG has discussed this 


matter and the following approach is proposed as a general principle for the purpose of making 


forecasting assumptions relating to neighbouring planning authorities for in combination 


assessment of plan going forward:  


                                                           
5 CHAPMAN, C. & TYLDESLEY, D. 2016. Small-scale effects: How the scale of effects has been considered in 


respect of plans and projects affecting European sites - a review of authoritative decisions. Natural England 


Commissioned Reports, Number 205. 
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 Where a Local Plan is less than 5 years old, the adopted Local Plan figures should be used, 


unless the LPA advise in writing that, due to a change in circumstance, an alternative figure 


should be used or 


 Where an emerging Local Plan is at or beyond the pre-submission consultation stage and 


the LPA undertaking the modelling can be confident of the figures proposed, then the 


emerging Local Plan figure should be used, or 


 For Local Plans that are over 5 years old and considered out of date, and the emerging 


Local Plan has not progressed, then the OAN/Government Standard Methodology (once 


confirmed by CLG) should be used, unless otherwise evidenced.  


 


Table 2: Signatory position on statements above on the approach to identifying 


appropriate local plan housing numbers to include in modelling for the purposes of 


forecasting assumptions for HRA air quality modelling.  


Agree Disagree No position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 Natural England  


Lewes District 


Council 


 Tandridge District 


Council 


 


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


 East Sussex County 


Council  


 


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


 


2.5 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons: The approach 


outlined above provides a reasonable and practical way forward to ensure that housing 


numbers used in future modelling work are selected in a consistent and transparent way and 


are most robust to inform HRA work.  


 


2.6 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 Tandridge District Council: will apply this approach for consistency and the Duty to 


Cooperate. 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC is not an LPA for housing. 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC is not an LPA for housing.  


 


 


2.7 Based on the above principle set out in paragraph 2.5, Appendix 4 of the Statement sets out 


agreed housing numbers at the time of drafting this Statement (December 2017). It is 


recognised that housing numbers would change often due to the number of authorities that 
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are signatories to this Statement, and therefore these numbers represent a snapshot in time. 


In light of this, a further three principles are put forward: 


 


 It is expected that each LPA will confirm housing numbers with individual authorities 


before running models; 


 Housing numbers will be a standing item on the agenda for the Working Group going 


forward. AFWG members shall notify the working group immediately if events take place 


(relevant to paragraph 2.5) which require an amendment to Appendix 4. In the absence 


of any objection within 14 days of notification, Working Group members may use the 


amended figures pending formal sign-off of the changes to Appendix 4 at the next 


Working Group meeting.   


 The agreement of specific housing numbers as set out in Appendix 4, as updated from 


time to time is applicable to future modelling runs and does not involve retrospectively 


re-running models.  The focus of future modelling is agreed to be to assess the (in 


combination) impacts of forthcoming Local Plans, not to retrospectively reassess existing 


adopted Local Plans. 


 


Table 3: Signatory position on the statements above regarding housing numbers and air 


quality modelling.  


Agree Disagree No position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 Natural England  


Lewes District 


Council 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


 


2.8 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined above provides a reasonable and practical way forward for LPAs to work together in 


sharing the latest information on housing numbers to inform future modelling work.  


 


2.9 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC is not an LPA for housing. 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC is not an LPA for housing.  
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Traffic Modelling 


 


2.10 The key elements of the various traffic modelling approaches are set out in Appendix 5 of this 


Statement. Appendix 5 includes analysis of the major differences6, minor differences and 


commonalities in traffic modelling undertaken.  The AFWG has discussed these approaches 


for the purpose of future in combination assessments and agree/disagree with the following: 


Geographical Coverage 


2.11 This SCG does not set out specific geographical coverage for traffic modelling work. It is a 


matter for each LPA to determine if modelling is necessary having regard to other sources of 


traffic flow information, and, to the extent that modelling is considered necessary, the 


geographic coverage should be sufficiently extensive to enable reasonable and proportionate 


modelling of flows on Ashdown Forest roads.  


 


Table 4: Signatory position on geographical coverage of their traffic modelling 


Agree Disagree No position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


   


Lewes District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


2.12 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. The nature of the 


issue is such that it is not appropriate for a set geographical boundary to be drawn. The above 


approach outlines a practical, proportionate and robust way forward in combination with the 


other parameters agreed in the subsections below.  


Road Network in Ashdown Forest 


2.13 The following roads through or adjacent to Ashdown Forest are modelled: A22 (Royal 


Ashdown Forest Golf Course), A22 (Wych Cross), A22 (Nutley), A275 (Wych Cross) and 


A26 (Poundgate). For peripheral authorities (i.e. those that do not host the SAC) it is 


considered that impacts would manifest on main (A) roads in the first instance and in usual 


circumstances. Therefore, it is logical and reasonable to begin by modelling the roads where 


                                                           
6 The words ‘major’ and ‘minor are given their common usage, and are not be restricted to the definition of 


major development in the Town and County Planning (Development Management Procedure) (England) Order 


2015, or to proposals that raise issues of national significance 
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the impact will be highest and if, when modelling A roads, a conclusions of no likely significant 


effects is identified then it is not considered necessary to go on to model B and minor roads. 


 


Table 5: Signatory position on which roads through or adjacent to Ashdown Forest are 


modelled 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


Lewes District Council  Natural England  


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council  


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


 


2.14 These named authorities agree with this statement for the following reasons: The above 


approach sets out a reasonable and logical approach for determining likely significant effects in 


such a way that is robust and also proportionate. Beginning by modelling the more strategic 


busiest routes, where impacts will be highest, is an appropriate way to identify likely significant 


effects. These routes have the greatest current and future flows and are also routes likely to 


experience greatest change in growth, especially those most likely to be used by residents of 


authorities some distance from the SAC.  


 


2.15 Mid Sussex District Council reserves judgement in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex agrees with this practical approach, but has found that in its case 


it has been appropriate to consider traffic changes on forest roads, which link to mid Sussex 


District, including the B1110.  


Data types for base year validation   


2.16 The data type for the modelling base year is the 24hr Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) 


and uses base flow data provided by WDC for 2014.  


 


Table 6: Signatory position on the data types for base year validation 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


Lewes District Council   Rother District 


Council 


 


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 
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Eastbourne Borough 


Council  


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


 


2.17 Rother District Council has no position in regards to the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: While Rother District Council agrees with the use of AADT as a basis for 


assessing traffic flows, it has not undertaken recent traffic modelling outside of Bexhill area, so 


has not considered the use of base flow data. Rather, it draws on the most recent traffic survey 


results from East Sussex County Council. 


 


2.18 Mid Sussex District Council reserves judgement in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex believes that this should be the most recent robust and validated 


data source and this may refer to more recent years.  


 


Trip Generation Methodology 


2.19 Use of TRICS7 rates. TRICS is the national standard system of trip generation and analysis in 


the UK, and is used as an integral and essential part of the Transport Assessment process. The 


system allows its users to establish potential levels of trip generation for a wide range of 


development and location scenarios. 


Table 7: Signatory position on trip generation methodology 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 Natural England  


Lewes District Council    


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


East Sussex County 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Rother District Council    


                                                           
7 http://www.trics.org/  
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2.20 These named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined above is supported on the basis that TRICS is the most robust available system for 


LPAs to use in their respective modelling exercises.  


 


Demand changes assessed in study 


2.21 The demand changes assessed are housing and employment. Employment figures are either 


provided directly by the local authority or TEMPRO includes allowances for growth in jobs. 


Housing numbers are identified using the methodology set out in paragraphs 2.5 and 2.8 of 


this SCG. These are per annum based on Local Plans, or alternatively Objectively Assessed 


Need (as agreed in this Statement) to be used in the National Trip End Model Program 


(TEMPRO).The growth rate is adjusted according to each scenario as appropriate.  


Table 8: Signatory position on the demand changes assessed in study 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


  Natural England  


Lewes District Council    


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council  


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


Rother District Council    


East Sussex County 


Council 


   


 


2.22 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. TEMPRO is an 


industry standard database tool across Great Britain, provided by the Department for 


Transport and therefore forecasting using TEMPRO has a high degree of consistency. 


TEMPRO can be adjusted with emerging plan figures (as agreed in this Statement) to reflect 


the latest updates in expected growth.   


 


Forecasting Growth   


2.23 There are two key elements to the forecasting of growth arising from Local Plans: 


 In combination assessment of the proposed Local Plan with other plans. For this the ‘Do 


Something’ (i.e. the proposed Local Plan) compared with the Base (i.e. all expected traffic 


growth over the assessment period). 


 The relative contribution of the Local Plan in question to that in combination change. This 


is difference between Do Something (i.e. with Local Plan) and Do Nothing (without the 
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Local Plan). To forecast the ‘Do nothing’ background growth, which is the likely growth 


of traffic to arise without the proposals set out in the development plan being assessed, 


the current issued version of TEMPRO available at the date of commencing transport 


study work is used. TEMPRO is based on a combination of trend based and plan based 


forecasting, including growth totals for households and jobs at Local Planning Authority 


level from adopted Local Plans at the time when updating started for the TEMPRO version 


being used. TEMPRO does not assume that specific housing or employment site allocations 


or planning consents do or do not go ahead. The difference between the ‘Do Nothing’ 


scenario and the scenario which includes the development plan being assessed, shows the 


relative contribution of that development plan to changes in traffic movements.  


Table 9: Signatory position on forecasting background growth 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


 Natural England Mid Sussex District 


Council 


East Sussex County 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Lewes District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


2.24 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons: The approach 


outlined above follows a logical, clear and robust methodology and uses TEMPRO - an industry 


standard database tool across Great Britain and therefore forecasting using TEMPRO has a 


high degree of consistency. It shows the predicted in combination growth of a Local Plan with 


other plans and projects along with the predicted relative contribution of that Local Plan to 


any change.  


 


2.25 Mid Sussex District Council reserves judgement in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex agrees with the use of TEMPRO as a source of basic growth 


assumptions, but suggests that care is needed in the specification of the ‘do nothing’ or 


reference case and development plan case.  


 


Air quality calculations 
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2.26 The key features of the air quality calculations methodology are set out in Appendix 6 of this 


Statement.  The AFWG has discussed the following elements of air quality calculations, which 


are used to support the air quality HRA work and agree/disagree with the following: 


Chemicals monitored and assessed in forecasting  


2.27 Nitrogen oxides (NOx which includes nitric oxide (NO) and nitrogen dioxide (NO²)), 


Nitrogen deposition (N), Acid Deposition, and ammonia (NH³). The chemicals listed here 


(excluding ammonia) are those included within the standard methodology8. 


Table 10: Signatory position on the chemicals to be monitored and assessed in 


forecasting 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


  East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Lewes District 


Council 


  West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


    


Natural England    


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


 


2.28 The named authorities agree with this approach for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined above is based on the industry standard methodology. Ammonia is agreed to be 


included as best practice going forward in assessment of Ashdown Forest on the basis of 


specific suitable evidence available.  


 


2.29 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC are not actively involved in this work to date.  


 


Conversion rates from NOx to N  


2.30 This process involves two stages. Firstly, NOx to NO² conversion is calculated using Defra’s 


NOx to NO² calculator. Secondly, for N deposition, the NO² value is multiplied by 0.1, as set 


                                                           
8 Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Chapter 11, Section 3, Annex F 
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out in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges9 (DMRB) guidance.  The multiplication of NOx 


concentrations by a factor is a standard approach set out in DMRB and in Environment Agency 


guidance10 or as provided in updated guidance. 


 


Table 11: Signatory position on conversion rates from NOx to N 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


 West Sussex County 


Council  


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


Lewes District 


Council 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


2.31 The named authorities agree with this statement for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined follows established guidance as set out in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 


and by the Environment Agency.  


 


2.32 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC are not actively involved in this work to date 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC are not actively involved in this work to date.  


 


2.33 Mid Sussex District Council reserves positon in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex reserves its position and will take advice from its advisors on 


this issue at the point of future assessment.  


 


Background improvement assumptions  


2.34 The only Government guidance on this issue (from Defra and DMRB) indicates that an 


improvement in background concentrations and deposition rates of 2% per annum should be 


assumed. However, the modelling undertaken by AECOM takes a more cautious approach. 


Improvements in background concentrations and emission rates follow Defra/DMRB assumed 


improvements up to 2023, but with background rates/concentrations then being frozen for 


                                                           
9 The Design Manual for Roads and Bridges: 
http://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/ha/standards/dmrb/index.htm  
10 Environment Agency. (2011). Air Quality Technical Advisory Group 06 - Technical guidance on detailed 
modelling approach for an appropriate assessment for emissions to air. 
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the remainder of the plan period. This is considered a realistic worst case and, averaged over 


the plan period, is in line with known trends in nitrogen deposition.  


Table 12: Signatory position on background improvement assumptions set out in 


paragraph 2.39 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


Lewes District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council  


 


Tandridge District 


Council 


 Crawley Borough 


Council 


 


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England     


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


 


2.35 The named authorities agree with this statement for the following reasons: The approach 


outlined above is considered robust and reasonable. It takes a precautionary approach using a 


realistic worst case scenario. There is a long history of improving trends in key pollutants 


(notably NOx) and in nitrogen deposition rates, and there is no reason to expect that will 


suddenly cease; on the contrary, there is every reason to expect the rate of improvement to 


increase as more national and international air quality improvement initiatives receive support.  


 


2.36 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 Crawley Borough Council; the evidence to support the adopted Local Plan screened out 


the need to undertake an air quality assessment and therefore Crawley has no position as 


we have not commissioned expertise 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 


2.37 Mid Sussex District Council reserves positon in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex reserves its position and will take advice from its advisors on 


this issue at the point of future assessment.  


 


 


Rate of dispersal from the road  


2.38 The use of the dispersion model ADMS-Roads, by Cambridge Environmental Research 


Consultants, calculating at varied intervals back from each road link from the centre line of 


the road to 200m, with the closest distance being the closest point to the designated sites to 


the road.  
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Table 13: Signatory position on the rate of dispersal from the road used 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


Lewes District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council11 


   


 


2.39 The named authorities agree with this statement for the following reasons: This approach 


follows the Department of Transport’s Transport Analysis Guidance which advises “Beyond 


200m, the contribution of vehicle emissions from the roadside to local pollution levels is not 


significant”. In modelling work undertaken for the HRA for the South Downs Local Plan and 


Lewes District Local Plan, modelled transects show that NOx concentrations and nitrogen 


deposition rates are forecast to fall to background levels well before 200m from the roadside, 


therefore there is no value in extending transects any further.  


 


2.40 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council: WSCC are not actively involved in this work to date 


 East Sussex County Council: ESCC are not actively involved in this work to date.  


 


2.41 Mid Sussex District Council reserves positon in regards the approach set out above for the 


following reasons: Mid Sussex reserves its position and will take advice from its advisors on 


this issue at the point of future assessment.  


 


Type of habitat included in the assessment e.g. woodland and heathland  


2.42 Taking the precautionary approach it is assumed that pristine heathland (the SAC feature) is 


present, or could be present in the future, at any point on the modelled transects irrespective 


of existing habitat at that location. However, it is recognised that in practice there are affected 


areas in which heathland is not present and may never be present (as outlined by Natural 


England below) and this would need including in ecological interpretation of results’. 


 


                                                           
11 RDC’s position is one of agreement, on the express basis (perhaps as a footnote) that this is accepted as 


being the reasonable the position of Natural England, as the Government’s advisors. 
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Table 14: Signatory position on the type of habitat included in the assessment 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Tandridge District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Lewes District Council    


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council12 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


 


2.43 Natural England add: This is an appropriate method for screening but on the ground it is rarely 


the case that all areas of a designated site will include all designated features. There are a 


number of reasons for this; sometimes features are SSSI notified but not part of the SAC/SPA 


notification and often a site boundary runs to a recognisable feature such as a field boundary 


or road for practicality reasons. Therefore areas of site may be considered site fabric as they 


do not contain and never will contain notified features of an N2K designation. This is 


something that is considered on a site by site basis dependant on specifics and on conservation 


objectives.  If required the “on the ground” characteristics may be used for more detailed 


screening or if further assessment is required to ascertain whether plans or projects will have 


an adverse effect on the integrity of the site. 


 


2.44 The named authorities agree with this statement for the following reasons. The approach 


outlined above takes an appropriate, precautionary and practical approach in modelling and 


ecological interpretation.  


 


2.45 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date 


 East Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date.  


Ecological Interpretation 


2.46 The section covers principles and methodology for the interpretation of the air quality modelling 


work to understand the impact of air quality changes on the ecology of Ashdown Forest SAC. 


 


                                                           
12 12 RDC’s position is one of agreement, on the express basis (perhaps as a footnote) that this is accepted as 


being the reasonable the position of Natural England, as the Government’s advisors. 
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2.47 The development of dose-response relationships for various habitats13 clarifies the rate of 


additional nitrogen deposition that would result in a measurable effect on heathland vegetation, 


defined as the loss of at least one species from the sward. For lowland heathland it is indicated 


that deposition rates of c. 10-15kgN/ha/yr (representative of the current and forecast future 


deposition rates using background mapping) an increase of 0.8-1.3kgN/ha/yr would be required 


for the loss of one species from the sward14. The sites covered in the research had a range of 


different ‘conditions’ but the identified trends were nonetheless observable. The fact that a given 


heathland site may not have been included in the sample shouldn’t be a basis for the identified 


trend to be dismissed as inapplicable. On the contrary, the value of the dose-response research 


is precisely in the fact that it covered a range of sites, subject to a mixture of different influences, 


meaning that consistent trends were identified across sites despite differing conditions at the 


sites involved. Based on the consistent responses (in terms of trend) across the range of habitats 


studied there is no reason why the identified trends (which have been identified as applying to 


bogs, lowland heathland, upland heathland, dunes and a range of other habitats) should not apply 


to all types of heath.  


 


2.48 There is a legal need to consider/identify whether there is an ‘in combination’ effect. However, 


there is no automatic legal assumption that all contributors to any effect must then 


mitigate/address their contribution, no matter how small. Not all contributors to an effect will 


be equal. Far more likely is that there will be a small number of contributors who are responsible 


for the majority of the exceedance. The identification of those contributors who need to 


mitigate must be ultimately based on whether mitigating/removing their specific contribution 


will actually convey any protection to the European site in terms of achieving its conservation 


objectives (since this is the purpose of the Habitats Directive) and/or whether mitigating the 


contribution of certain contributors to any effect will sufficiently mitigate that effect. 


 


2.49 Within the context of a forecast net improvement in nitrogen deposition, rather than a forecast 


net deterioration, available dose-response data make it possible to gauge whether the air quality 


impact of a given plan is not just of small magnitude (which could still meaningfully contribute 


to an effect ‘in combination’) but of such a small magnitude that its contribution may exist in 


theory (such as in the second decimal place of the air quality model) but not in practice on the 


ground. Such a plan would be one where it could be said with confidence that: (a) there would 


not be a measurable difference in the vegetation whether or not the plan proceeded, and (b) 


there would not be a measurable effect on the vegetation whether or not the contribution of 


the plan was ‘mitigated’ (i.e. reduced to the extent that it did not appear in the model at all). It 


would clearly be unreasonable to claim that such a plan would cause adverse effect ‘in 


combination’ or that it should be mitigated.  


 


                                                           
13 Caporn, S., Field, C., Payne, R., Dise, N., Britton, A., Emmett, B., Jones, L., Phoenix, G., S Power, S., 


Sheppard, L. & Stevens, C. 2016. Assessing the effects of small increments of atmospheric nitrogen deposition 


(above the critical load) on semi-natural habitats of conservation importance. Natural England Commissioned 


Reports, number 210.  
14 The cited rates are presented Table 21, page 59 of Caporn et al 2016, to illustrate the trends identified (which 
apply not just to species richness but, as illustrated by other tables in the same report, to other parameters). 
That table states that at a background rate of 10kgN/ha/yr an additional 0.3 kgN/ha/yr was associated with a 
reduction in species richness of ‘1’ in lowland heathland sites. At a background rate of 15kgN/ha/yr the same 
effect was associated with an incremental increase of 1.3 kgN/ha/yr. 
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Table 15: Signatory position on ecological interpretation as part of assessments 


 


2.50 These named authorities agree with this opinion for the following reasons: The approach 


outlined above takes an appropriate, precautionary and practical approach in modelling and 


ecological interpretation. 


 


2.51 These named authorities have no position in regards to this approach for the following 


reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 East Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 


Need for mitigation or compensation measures 


 


2.52 The AFWG has discussed the possible findings of air quality work currently being undertaken, 


including the potential need for mitigation or compensation for air quality impacts associated 


with growth identified in Local Plans.  


 


2.53 At present, published HRAs for adopted or emerging Local Plans have not concluded that 


mitigation or compensation is currently required. However, it is also recognised that the 


outcomes of ongoing technical modelling and assessments cannot be predicted or pre-


determined. In this light, the AFWG recognises the value of early discussion of as a ‘back-


pocket’ exercise, just in case they subsequently prove necessary. It is emphasised that initial 


suggestions and consideration of potential mitigation/solutions/compensation should not be 


interpreted as either a recognition that they will prove necessary, nor as a commitment to 


eventually pursuing such measures. 


 


                                                           
15 15 RDC’s position is one of agreement, on the express basis (perhaps as a footnote) that this is accepted as 


being the reasonable the position of Natural England, as the Government’s advisors. 


 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Lewes District 


Council 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Rother District 


Council15 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 
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2.54 It is recognised that Wealden District Council as the SAC host, and Natural England, will 


necessarily have the key lead roles in identifying potential mitigations and/or compensation to 


benefit the SAC, although all parties may contribute. It is agreed to maintain a table of 


mitigation options in a transparent manner on an ongoing basis. This should enable all parties 


to be fully prepared for the possibility of needing to address effects on the SAC, enabling them 


to do so (if required) without causing undue delay to the planning process. 


 


Table 16: Signatory position with regard to the need for mitigation or compensation 


measures 


 


2.55 These named authorities have no position in regards to this opinion for the following reasons: 


 West Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date. 


 East Sussex County Council are not actively involved in this work to date.   


3. Actions going forward 


 


3.1 The members of the AFWG will continue to work together constructively, actively and on an 


on-going basis toward a consensus on the matter of air quality impacts on Ashdown Forest 


SAC associated with growth identified in Local Plans. The AFWG will continue to share 


evidence and information, and will work cooperatively together to discuss potential mitigation 


measures just in case need for these should arise, and will consider other measures to reduce 


the impact of nitrogen deposition around the Forest as matter of general good stewardship. 


 


3.2 The Government consultation document ‘Planning for the right homes in the right places’ 


proposes as a minimum that SCG will need to be updated each time a signatory authority 


reaches a key milestone in the plan making process. The AFWG recognises that this SCG will 


need to be updated regularly in line with emerging Government policy and in order to reflect 


emerging evidence and established knowledge of air quality impact on European nature 


conservation designations.  


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


 East Sussex County 


Council 


 


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


 West Sussex County 


Council 


 


Lewes District 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


Rother District 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 
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Table 17: Signatory position on actions going forward for the AFWG 


Agree Disagree No Position Reserve judgement 


South Downs National 


Park Authority 


   


Sevenoaks District 


Council 


   


Tandridge District 


Council 


   


Lewes District 


Council 


   


East Sussex County 


Council 


   


Eastbourne Borough 


Council 


   


Crawley Borough 


Council 


   


Natural England    


West Sussex County 


Council 


   


Tunbridge Wells 


Borough Council 


   


Rother District 


Council 


   


Mid Sussex District 


Council 


   


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


4. Summary conclusions 


 


4.1 This Statement of Common Ground has been signed by the following authorities and will be 


submitted by the SDNPA as part of the evidence base supporting the South Downs Local Plan 


in April 2018. 
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Signature:  


 
 


 Logo: 


 
Date: 12/04/2018 


Position: Director of Planning 


Authority: 


South Downs National Park Authority 


 


Signature:  


 


 


 


Logo: 


 


Date: 09/04/2018 


Position: Head of Strategic Housing and 


Planning Services (Officer) 


Authority: 


Crawley Borough Council 


 


Signature: 


  
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


Date: 04/04/2018 


Position: Head of Planning & Environment 


Authority:  


East Sussex County Council 


 


 
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


Date 03/04/2018 


Position: Head of Planning (Officer) 


Authority:  


Lewes District and Eastbourne Borough 


Councils 


 


Signature : 


 
 


 


 


Logo: 


 
Date: 12/04/2018 


Position: Chief Executive 


Authority: 


Mid Sussex District Council 


 


Signature: 


  
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


Date 09/04/2018 


Position: Sustainable Development Senior 


Adviser - Sussex and Kent Team 


 Organisation: 


Natural England 


 


124







Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground, April 2018 


 


24 
 


Signature: 


  
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


 


Date: 12/04/2018 


Position: Director of the Strategy & 


Planning Service 


Authority: 


Rother District Council 


 


Signature: 


  


 


 


 
Logo: 


 


Date: 06/04/2018 


Position: Chief Planning Officer 


Authority: 


Sevenoaks District Council 


 


Signature: 


 
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


 


Date: 30/03/2018 


Position: Strategic Director of Place 


Authority: 


Tandridge District Council 


 


Signature: 


  
 


 


 


Logo: 


 


Date: 03/04/2018 


Position: Head of Planning and 


Transportation 


Authority: 


Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


 


Signature:  


 
 


 
Logo: 


 


Date: 09/04/2018 


Position: Head of Planning Services 


Authority:  


West Sussex County Council 
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Appendix 1: Ashdown Forest SAC Reasons for Designation 


The text below is extracted from the Habitats Regulations Assessment for the Pre-submission South 


Downs Local Plan, published for consultation in September 2017.  


1.1 Introduction  


Ashdown Forest contains one of the largest single continuous blocks of lowland heath in south-east 


England, with both European dry heaths and, in a larger proportion, wet heath.  


1.2 Reasons for Designation 


SAC criteria 


The site was designated as being of European importance for the following interest features: 


Wet heathland and dry heathland 


Great crested newts 


1.3 Historic Trends and Current Pressures 


During the most recent condition assessment process, 99% of the SSSI was considered to be in 


either ‘favourable’ or ‘unfavourable recovering’ condition.  


The following key environmental conditions were identified for Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA: 


 Appropriate land management 


 Effective hydrology to support the wet heathland components of the site 


 Low recreational pressure 


 Reduction in nutrient enrichment including from atmosphere.  
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Appendix 2: Map of Ashdown Forest 
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Appendix 3: Notes from Ashdown Forest Working Group meetings: May 2017 to 


January 2017  


These meeting notes are a summary of officer discussions. The SCG sets out the final positions of 


each of the signatory organisations at the time of signing and where there are discrepancies the SCG 


takes precedence.  


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST 10:00 AM, 9TH MAY 2017 EASTERN AREA OFFICES, 
STANMER PARK, BRIGHTON & HOVE 


Attendees:   


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England 


Marina Brigginshaw (MB) – Wealden District Council 


Sharon Evans (SE) - Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) - Mid Sussex District Council 


Ellen Reith (ER) – East Sussex County Council 


Kelly Sharp (KS) – Wealden District Council 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Sarah Thompson (ST) – Tandridge District Council 


Chris Tunnell (CT) – Mid Sussex District Council 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Sarah Nelson (SN) - South Downs National Park Authority 


Kate Stuart (KS) - South Downs National Park Authority 


Alma Howell (AH) - South Downs National Park Authority 


                


1. Introductions and Reasons for Meeting 


 


LH outlined the aims of this meeting which are to discuss: 


 agreeing to work collaboratively on the issues; 


 agreeing to share information and existing work to assist in 


traffic modelling for HRA work; 


 setting up a working group. 


 


Actions 


2. Key stages with Local Plans and HRA timetables 


 


SDNPA’s Local Plan  - Pre-Submission Consultation in September 2017 


Tunbridge Wells Local Plan -  Issues and Options consultation this 


Autumn 


Wealden Local Plan -  Pre-Submission Consultation this Autumn 


Lewes Local Plan Part 2 – Allocations and DM Policies  - Pre-


Submission Consultation this Autumn 


Tandridge Local Plan - Pre-submission public consultation early next 


year 


Mid Sussex Local Plan – At Examination 
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3. Moving on from High Court Decision 


 


LH highlighted that we now need to draw a line under the High Court 


decision as there will be no appeals or cross appeals. She explained that 


the group should agree to move forward together to address in 


combination effects of traffic generation on Ashdown Forest SAC and 


other affected SAC’s.  


 


 


 


All agreed to 


acknowledge the ruling 


and agreed to move 


forward together to 


address the in 


combination effects of 


traffic generation on 


Ashdown Forest SAC 


and other SACs 


4. Wealden DC’s latest work on HRA and  Ashdown 


Forest 


 


LH introduced this item explaining that WDC had undertaken a large 


amount of work on this matter and that it would be very useful to the 


group if WDC could set out the main studies, timetables and output for 


this work. This is because all local authorities affected by this issue need 


to be broadly using the same information and working from the same 


base conditions.  


 


MB and KS outlined the work that Wealden had undertaken over the 


last four years which includes air pollution monitoring on the forest, 


traffic monitoring, ecology work and transport modelling of future 


scenarios looking at Wealden’s growth alone and in combination with 


other local authorities. MB agreed to set out in an email to the group 


the methodologies of the work undertaken so far.  


 


LH also mentioned the email that David Scully from Tunbridge Wells 


had sent to her in advance of the meeting raising a number of technical 


questions with regards to Wealden’s work. MB agreed to try and 


answer the queries if the email could be sent directly to her and she 


would copy her response to all. It was also suggested that it would be 


helpful if this email also explained the issue with using 1000 AADT as 


the threshold rather than 1% process contribution. 


 


 


 


 


MB to send an email to 


all setting out the 


details of methodology 


of work undertaken so 


far. 


 


LH to send David 


Scully’s email to MB 


and cc all 


 


MB to reply including in 


her response the issue 


re:1000 AAD and cc all 


 


. 


5. Natural England’s latest work  on air quality 


methodology for HRA’s 


MA explained that in combination effects relating to air pollution on 


SAC’s are complex and widespread and that this is a national issue and 


a priority for NE. NE has set up a project group to look specifically at 


this issue in relation to all protected sites in the South East that have 


exceeded their critical load. New internal guidance is being prepared to 


help NE specialists provide advice to local authorities undertaking 


HRA’s and will be available in mid-June. This will include where to 


obtain data, habitat trends, APIS information etc. as well as guidance on 


policy, avoidance and compensatory measures. The group agreed that it 


would be useful if some of this information could be sent directly to 


them.  


 


MA questioned why Rother had not been included in this group. It was 


agreed that Rother, Crawley and Brighton and Hove should be 


included. MB agreed to check with their consultants where they felt the 


main traffic movements were occurring and which authorities were 


affected. 


 


 


MA to send to group 


useful information from 


this guidance  


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


LH to invite Rother, 


Crawley and B&H to be 


part of group and 


attend future meetings.  
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MB to check with 


consultant s which 


other local authorities 


are likely to be affected 


by this issue 


6. Sharing and Understanding evidence  


 


LH said that we need to share what information we have and need. 


 


 


 


The first year of Wealden’s air pollution monitoring baseline data is in 


the public domain. Wealden are unable to share other year’s data and 


outcomes at the present time as they need to be sure, before it enters 


the public arena, that it is robust and the peer review has been 


completed. The peer review of this work is being undertaken by 


academics at The Centre of Hydrology and Ecology. A report setting 


out the results of this work would likely be published in July/August of 


this year. Wealden are willing to give raw data to Natural England for 


their specialist to interpret. NE will specify what they need to MB/KS 


who will endeavour to provide this. 


 


Mid Sussex has used the West Sussex Transport Model and TEMPRO 


data to assess in combination effects. They are looking at possible areas 


of the District where development here would not generate traffic on 


Ashdown Forest. 


 


 


 


LH to circulate table to 


ascertain who has what 


information 


 


MA to speak to NE’s 


air pollution specialists 


to identify what data 


they need.  MA then to 


email MB/KS who will 


supply the data and cc 


the group 


7. Policy solution options to Nitrogen deposition 


 


 


The group discussed possible wider longer term solutions such as the 


creation of a Low Emission Zone and improvements to A27.  


 


MA explained that NE wished to encourage the creation of Shared 


Nitrogen Action Plans (SNAPs) which is something this group could 


establish and lead on as a way of reducing background levels of 


Nitrogen. The biggest contributor to nitrogen deposition on the 


Ashdown Forest is agriculture. All agreed that this would be a useful 


way forward for the group and would highlight that the local authorities 


were working collaboratively and identifying solutions. Developer 


contributions could be used to fund projects identified from this to 


reduce Nitrogen levels 


 


JH highlighted that there was some information on SNAPs on the NE 


website and she would send the links to this to the group.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


JH to send web link to 


SNAPs to group. 


All agreed that this 


group should establish 


a SNAP as a way 


forward and longer 


term solution 


8. Working Collaboratively as an Officer Group 


All agreed that the setting up of this group was extremely useful and 


that we should meet monthly.  SDNPA would service the group in 


terms of chair, agenda and minutes. The venue would alternate 


between Stanmer and Mid Sussex and possibly a community centre in 


Wealden. MA explained that Tuesdays were not a good day for her to 


meet and the group proposed Wednesday as an alternative. 


 


 


All agreed to set up a 


working group on 


Ashdown Forest 


 


SDNPA to send out 


notes of meeting and 


make arrangements for 


next monthly meeting. 
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In terms of cross boundary working and Member Briefing it was felt 


that the East Sussex Local Planning Managers Group and East Sussex 


Strategic Planning Members Group might be useful bodies to report to. 


However it was recognised that Mid Sussex, Tandridge and Tunbridge 


Wells were not members of these groups.  It was important that 


officers reported back to their own members. 


 


 


9. AOB 


CT raised the issue of current planning applications that are caught by 


the High Court Ruling and whether Grampian conditions might be a 


way forward. MB suggested that this should only be considered once an 


HRA of the application had been carried out. However in the first 


instance she advised that a legal opinion should be sought. 


 


 


 


  


  


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST 10:00 AM, 21st JUNE 2017 EASTERN AREA OFFICES, 
STANMER PARK, BRIGHTON & HOVE 


Attendees:   


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England 


Marina Brigginshaw (MB) – Wealden District Council 


Sharon Evans (SE) - Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


Hannah Gooden (HG) – Sevenoaks District Council 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Pat Randall (PR) – East Sussex County Council  


Ellen Reith (ER) – East Sussex County Council 


Vivienne Riddle (VR) – Tandridge District Council  


David Scully (DS) – Tunbridge Wells Brough Council 


Kate Stuart (KS) - South Downs National Park Authority 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Sarah Thompson (ST) – Tandridge District Council 


David Marlow (DM) - Rother District Council                 


10. Introductions and reasons for meeting 


 


 Group introduced themselves and welcomed new attendees.  


 


Actions 


11. Minutes and actions from last meeting 


 


Group went through the minutes to check actions were completed. 


Key updates to note: 


 LH to ask Mid 


Sussex for contact 


at Crawley 


 LH to invite West 


Sussex County 
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 Natural England Guidance – not yet available as it is still being 


developed. The internal guidance document will be made 


available to staff at Natural England and it is hoped that the 


salient points can be picked out in order to assist LPAs with 


their Appropriate Assessments.  


 Attendees of the group – agreed that Crawley, Brighton (Steve 


Tremlett suggested as contact point) and West Sussex to be 


invited to the group, and that Kent and Surrey County 


Councils should be made aware of the group.  


 Evidence table (outlines the evidence held by authorities which 


are part of the group) – agreed that completing this now is 


premature as there is a lot of evidence/assessment currently 


being undertaken/finalised. Agreed that it should be filled out in 


the autumn.  


 NE were to make a detailed request to WDC about what data 


they would like to see – NE and WDC are in discussion.  


Council and 


Brighton to next 


meeting 


 LH to make Kent 


and Surrey County 


Councils aware of 


the group 


12. Legal advice sought on Ashdown Forest 


 


 


 Legal advice already sought by TWBC. 


 Technical advice intended to be sought by WDC (primarily to 


do with PDL) and also LDC and SDNPA.  


 Advised that the latest position from Mid Sussex is available on 


their website. MSDC hearings regarding Ashdown Forest to be 


held on 24/25th July.  


 LH to share QC 


comments on 


Ashdown Forest 


from the Minerals 


Conference 


 ALL – those getting 


legal advice to share 


the gist of that 


advice with the 


group.  


13. Air quality and traffic modelling updates 


 All agreed in principle to use broadly the same modelling 


approach (other than WDC as already progressed with own 


model).  


 All agreed in principle to share data to ensure consistency of 


inputs in models.  


 It is noted that all except WDC and MSDC are using AECOM 


for HRA work. 


 Discussed at what point development levels are taken into 


account – adoption/submission/publication? It was noted that 


TEMPRO uses growth figures as of 2014 TEMPRO can be 


adjusted to take into account subsequent Local Plan proposals.  


 It was noted that WDC have assessed all roads across 


Ashdown Forest, not just A roads. 


 It was commented that using travel to work data in the model 


may underestimate movements and therefore the associated 


impact of visitor numbers.  


 WDC do not have a date for the release of their HRA work – 


likely end of August.  


 ALL – agreed to 


share data inputs 


for model.  


 LDC/SDNPA ask 


James Riley re. 


impact of visitors.  


 


 


14. Progress with Local Plans 


 All progressing with Local Plans as per previous meeting.  


 WDC advised there is a delay in their timetable. WDC are 


looking to commence pre-submission consultation by the end 


of the year. WDC met with DCLG and had a positive meeting 


– no discussion of the phasing policy.  


 


 


 


15. Long term solutions including Strategic Nitrogen 


Action Plans (SNAP) 
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 Agreed that this item would be held until a future meeting once 


HRA work has been progressed by authorities and findings are 


available. 


 Noted that Cath Jackson of NE is to be covering Ashdown 


Forest. Cath Jackson will be at the next meeting and a possible 


SNAP could be discussed then.  


 There was a discussion about SNAP. NE advise that SNAP is 


not suitable as mitigation because it doesn’t have sufficient 


certainty.  


 


16. Wealden DC to provide an update on their transport 


model 


 Technical note on transport model circulated to authorities for 


their information. Update now received which looks at 


contribution from other authorities. WDC advise they are 


happy to circulate update.  


 


  


MB – circulate update 


to office group.  


 


 


 


 


 


 


17. AOB 


 WDC noted that there is an article in the HRA Journal that 


may be of interest which queries the 1%. Advised that the 


journal is subscription only.  


 WDC advise they are happy to share evidence individually with 


authorities, but also advise that some evidence is not yet 


feasible to share.  


 Agreed that the next meeting would be in August and held at 


MSDC offices in Haywards Heath.  


LH – arrange next 


meeting for August 


JH – arrange meeting 


room at MSDC offices 


in Haywards Heath.  


  


 


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST 10:00 AM, 30th AUGUST 2017 MID SUSSEX 
DISTRICT COUNCIL, HAYWARDS HEATH 


  


Attendees:   


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England (NE) 


Marina Brigginshaw (MB) – Wealden District Council (WDC) 


Kelly Sharp (KS) – Wealden District Council 


Nigel Hannam (NH) – Wealden District Council 


Hannah Gooden (HG) – Sevenoaks District Council 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) – Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Katharine Stuart (KS) – South Downs National Park Authority 


David Marlow (DM) – Rother District Council                 


Ellen Reith (ER) – East Sussex County Council (ESCC) 


Edward Sheath (ES) – East Sussex County Council 
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David Scully (DS) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


Aidan Thatcher (AT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils (LDC) 


Roger Comerford (RC) – Tandridge District Council 


Ian Bailey – Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council 


AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


18. Introductions and minutes from last meeting 


 


 Group introduced themselves and welcomed new attendees.  


 LH apologised for the lateness in sending out the minutes.  Two 


corrections were agreed and revised minutes to be circulated.  


The following actions were still noted as outstanding: 


- LH to contact Crawley BC, WSCC, Surrey CC and 


Brighton & Hove CC 


- Update on WDC transport model not yet published 


although a technical note is available on line16.  


 


 LH to ask Mid 


Sussex for contact 


at Crawley 


 LH to invite West 


Sussex County 


Council and 


Brighton to next 


meeting 


 LH to make Kent 


and Surrey County 


Councils aware of 


the group 


19. Wealden DC to provide update on air quality and 


ecology monitoring (MB) 


 WDC have received draft air quality reports on 


Pevensey Levels and Lewes Downs 


 WDC have received draft reports on air quality and 


ecology for Ashdown Forest.  These are being checked 


through.  Changes are needed to explain the outcomes 


from the model and statistical analysis more clearly. 


 Once agreed with consultants WDC will share with 


NE. 


 WDC committed to share with members of group 


after NE and before publication on website.  This will 


hopefully be in September 2017. 


 LH queried the background nitrogen deposition text to 


A22 which at 50kgN/ha/year is much higher than the 


Defra mapping levels.  MB explained that the Defra 


figures are the average across the SAC, whereas the 


WDC figures are by 2metres squared, i.e. more finely 


grained analysis. 


 


 NH explained that WDC and ESCC were working on 


expression of interest bids to the Housing & 


Infrastructure Fund on the introduction of mitigation 


and compensatory work for Ashdown Forest.  The 


focus would be on low emission zones.  Support from 


members of the group would help the expression of 


interest.  A very swift turn around on the bid is 


 WDC to share air 


quality and ecology 


monitoring first 


with NE then the 


wider group in 


September or 


shortly afterwards. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 NH/ES/LH to 


draft wording 


and circulate 


around the 


group for 


agreement. 


                                                           
16 
http://www.wealden.gov.uk/Wealden/Residents/Planning_and_Building_Control/Planning_Policy/CoreStrateg
y/CoreStrategyLibrary/Planning_Evidence_Base_Habitat_Regulations_Assessment.aspx 
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AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


required.  The group agreed that this had to be very 


high level and not set out any detail.   


20. Transport modelling and in combination assessments 


(JH)  


 MSDC is updating their District Plan HRA following their Local 


Plan Hearings.  MSDC is using the WSCC County Highways 


Model. The model takes account of background growth and 


growth in surrounding areas, using the National Trip End Model 


(NTEM) and TEMPRO assumptions.  Amey are the consultants 


and JH will ask if data can be shared. 


 Discussion on the correct figures to use, i.e. 876 or 1,090 


dwellings for MSDC.  The Inspector verbally agreed at the 


Hearings that there are grounds for adoption of the District 


Plan at 876 dwellings per year to 2023/24 and then a figure of 


1,090 dwellings per year thereafter subject to the Habitats 


Regulations Assessment. 


 It was agreed that we should agree all our housing figures to be 


used in our transport models in the statement of common 


ground. 


 Discussion on TEMPro.  This includes allocations and 


permissions but there is a gap 2014-2017.  All authorities 


present are using TEMPro in their modelling work. 


 Discussion on future NOx reductions.  WDC are using figures 


different to Defra. 


 


 JH to query 


sharing traffic 


data with Amey 


21. Brief updates with Local Plans and HRAs 


  Covered elsewhere in meeting. 


 


 


 


22. A statement of common ground (SCG) on Ashdown 


Forest (LH) 


 We all need to meet the Duty to Cooperate and engage 


constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis on strategic 


cross boundary issues.  The officer working group is a good 


starting point and a SCG on Ashdown Forest would help to 


formalise and drive the work forward. 


 LDC directors met with PAS who offered to work with the 


group on the statement.  TT will progress with PAS. 


 TWBC have drafted a bilateral statement between themselves 


and WDC and are awaiting WDC response.  DS agreed to 


share with group. 


The following was agreed by the group: 


 To be completed and agreed by January 2018 


 It would set out matters that the group agreed and didn’t agree 


on. 


 It would cover air quality matters only and not other matters 


such as recreational pressure 


 It would relate only to Ashdown Forest but there was the 


potential to replicate it for other international designations 


 It would agree the methodology assumptions for transport and 


air quality 


 It would agree housing numbers for all the LPAs to be used for 


traffic modelling 


 It would agree to share evidence and findings 


 


 


 TT to contact PAS 


and invite to 


October meeting 


and find out level of 


support available 


 DS to circulate draft 


statement of 


common ground 


 NE to consider 


being a signatory 
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AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


 It would explain the role of the officer working group 


 It would cover planning policy and not planning applications.  


Neighbourhood plans would be covered under planning policy 


 NE to consider whether it should be a signatory.  The feeling of 


the group was that NE is a very necessary partner to the 


statement 


 All LPAs present happy to progress and be signatory subject to 


content 


23. Update from Natural England (MA) 


 MA explained to the group that the guidance on HRAs was for 


internal use at NE.  The group discussed that there was general 


confusion on the matter both at a local and national level. 


 


 


 


 


24. Current approach to planning applications (DS) 


 TWBC has received an objection to a planning application from 


WDC and have sought legal advice. 


 No other LPAs have received any objections 


 WDC confirmed that they are scrutinising weekly lists and 


objecting if an HRA has not been done when there is a net 


increase in traffic. 


 MSDC is undertaking a HRA screening for planning applications 


 WDC has not determined any planning applications that would 


result in a net increase in traffic.  No appeals have been lodged 


on non-determination. 


  


25. AOB 


 NH said that a developer, planning agent and landowner 


stakeholder forum has been set up for Ashdown Forest and 


that WDC has been invited to the next meeting in September.   


 Next working group meeting to be held on 9th or 13th October. 


LH – arrange next 


meeting for 9th or 13th 


October. 


JH – arrange meeting 


room at MSDC offices 


in Haywards Heath. 


  


 


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST 10:00 AM, 13th OCTOBER 2017 MID SUSSEX 


DISTRICT COUNCIL, HAYWARDS HEATH 


  


Attendees: 


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England (NE) 


Kelly Sharp (KSh) – Wealden District Council (WDC) 


Nigel Hannam (NH) – Wealden District Council 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) – Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Lois Partridge (LP) – Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


Katharine Stuart (KSt) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Ellen Reith (ER) – East Sussex County Council (ESCC) 
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Edward Sheath (ES) – East Sussex County Council 


David Scully (DS) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


Hannah Gooden (HG) – Sevenoaks District Council 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Roger Comerford (RC) – Tandridge District Council 


Guy Parfect (GP) – West Sussex County Council 


Jenny Knowles (JK) – Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council 


Stephen Barker (SB) – Planning Advisory Service (PAS) 


 


AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


1. Introductions and minutes from last meeting (LH) 


 Group introduced themselves and welcomed new attendees. 


 Run through of actions from previous meeting: 


o NH and ES: bid submitted by ESCC focussing on 


Hailsham linked to AF mitigation. Letter of support 


submitted. No response yet. ES will circulate documents. 


NH thanked group for support. 


o Regarding HRA work undertaken by WDC, see below. 


o RC queried if LPA contributions would be disaggregated. 


GP advises that this is problematic traffic may reroute 


differently. 


 ES to circulate 


Expression of 


Interest 


documents to 


group 


2. Wealden DC and Natural England to provide 


update on air quality and ecology monitoring (KS & 


MA) 


 WDC have sent draft reports on Ashdown Forest SAC, 


Pevensey Levels SAC and Lewes Downs SAC to NE for 


their review. 


 These reports will be circulated to this officer group 


toward the end of week commencing 16th October 2017, 


and will be published on WDC website one week after 


circulation. 


 The work shared and published will be methodology and air 


quality work for Ashdown Forest – it will not include the 


ecology work as WDC have commissioned further work 


on this. 


 WDC has a DAS agreement with NE 


 NE will review the work produced by WDC and will 


include their in house air quality specialist. 


 KSh for WDC raised concerns regarding ammonia pollution 


arising from catalytic converters fitted to vehicles. MA 


notes that ammonia dissipates quickly. 


 


Discussion then began regarding Strategic Nitrogen Action Plans 


(SNAP): 


 MA confirmed that NE sees merit in a SNAP for Ashdown 


Forest. SNAP would reduce background nitrogen. 


 RC circulated a table of potential mitigation and solutions 


 WDC to 


circulate reports 


to the officer 


group toward 


end of week 


commencing 16th 


October 2017. 


 LH to add SNAP 


to a future full 


officer group 


meeting (not 


SCG subgroup 


meeting). 


 MA to invite NE 


officer to SNAP 


meeting when 


date known. 


 MA to confirm 


that NE input 


into SNAP 


wouldn’t be 


charged. 
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options, requesting that group members take shared 


ownership of this as a continuing ‘live’ piece of work, adding 


comments, updates and suggestions as they see fit. MA 


advise that the habitat management options would not be 


suitable as this would conflict with the reasons for the site 


designation. Other suggests could usefully feed into a 


SNAP. MA reiterated the key role of agriculture in the high 


background levels. To a lesser extent emissions from 


power stations on the continent also contribute. Noted 


that due to dispersal of pollution, Gatwick Airport was not 


a specific direct issue, rather a wider regional issue. 


 TT reiterated, and MA confirmed LPAs, take action based 


on their own relative contribution – process contribution. 


 Officer Group agrees to produce a SNAP. SNAP to be 


added to the agenda for a future meeting (full officer group 


meeting rather than SCG sub-group meetings). 


 Advisor for management of Ashdown Forest from NE to 


attend future SNAP meeting. Cath Jackson likely to not be 


3. Update on South Downs Local Plan, HRA and 


background paper (KSt) 


Local Plan update 


 Reg 19 Pre-Submission South Downs Local Plan consultation began on 


26th September. It will run for 8 weeks until 21st November. 


HRA work 


 Air quality Appropriate Assessment work is set out in two sections: 


o Ashdown Forest: commissioned jointly with LDC and the methodology 


and results are set out in an addendum at the back of the report. 


o Other designations in and round the National Park: 


methodology is set out in section 2.6 and the results discussed in section 


5.3. 


o Link to HRA: 


https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wpcontent/uploads/2016/11/SDNPA-


HabitatsRegulations-Assessment.pdf 


 Methodology: In-combination assessment undertaken using TEMPRO. 


Adjusted for the higher expected development likely to come forward in 


Local Plan around Ashdown Forest. Then air quality calculations for 


NOx and N were undertaken. Ecological interpretation was then done 


to 


establish the extent and significance of any changes expected. No 


thresholds (e.g. 1000 AADT) were used – all road links were subject to 


assessment at all stages. 


 Results: 


o Traffic: 5 key links modelled. In-combination traffic increase on all links 


between c.950 and c.3000 AADT. LDC/SDNPA contribution small 


between 0 and 260 AADT. 


o Air Quality: Currently above critical level for NOx on 3 of the routes. 


All expected to reduce to below critical level over the plan period even 


with AADT increases expected. For N deposition, improvements in 


background more than offset the additional from car movements. On 


A26 and A275 the LDC/SDNPA contributions slow this slightly 


within the first 5m of the road by 0.01kgN/ha/yr. 


 Conclusion re. Ashdown Forest: No adverse effect on integrity on the 


Ashdown Forest SAC alone or in combination with other plans and 


projects. 


 KSt to circulate 


links (found in the 


minutes) 
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 Conclusion re. other designations: Same as above, but with a 


recommendation to monitor designations close to the A3 corridor, 


which brings in line with the approaches of other nearby Local Plans. 


 NH queried the reduction in background N deposition. KSt responded 


that a % assumption in N reduction is used based on guidance from 


Institute of Air Quality Management and DMRB. 2% is the DMRB 


recommendation. SDNP/LDC have taken a precautionary approach and 


applied 2% for the first half and no improvement for the last half of the 


plan period – averaging to 1%. Principle was agreed. 


 Biodiversity background paper published on SDNPA website. 


4. Update from Mid-Sussex on HRA (JH) 


 Agenda item not discussed. 


 


5. PAS support for the Statement of Common Ground (SCG) looking at 


(SB): 


 SB introduces SCG and role of PAS: 


o Right Homes in the Right Places consultation introduces mandatory 


SCG 


o PAS and DCLG are keen to get some early learning on them 


o The purpose of SCG is to help the challenges around Duty to Co-


operate – to make sure that opportunities to address matters prior to 


examination are taken and to clearly set out the key strategic cross 


boundary issues and actions to planning inspectors. 


o It is thought that SCG would consist of two parts: 


(1) geography and issues and (2) action plan 


o SCG would be a short document, signed by LPAs and other, and would 


generally need political sign off. It would be a living breathing document 


that would be updated whenever a signatory gets to a 


new stage in the plan making process. 


o SCG could be a helpful mechanism for unlocking  infrastructure funding 


and other government funding. 


o PAS would like to work with 8 or so pilot groups to gather key 


learning ahead of the NPPF redraft – key window is next 9 weeks. NPPF 


draft is expected for a consultation (on wording rather than principles of 


content which were consulted upon over the last year or so) in January 


2018 and final publish in March 2018. 


o In principle, DCLG would like preliminary SCG to be published by all 


authorities 6 months after publish of NPPF redraft (Sept 2018) and a full 


SCG 6 months after that (Mar 2019). 


o PAS can facilitate meetings and support write up of SCG. 


 LH confirms interest of the group in becoming a PAS supported pilot, 


and confirms that the group are working toward completing a draft SCG 


for January. 


 


6. A Statement of Common Ground on Ashdown Forest: 


follow on discussion (LH) 


 Format of document: 


o SB advises that, as currently set out, each authority is expected to 


produce one SCG which sets out the various strategic cross boundary 


issues and actions, and other LPAs and stakeholders are signatories to 


the relevant parts of the document e.g. meeting housing need would be 


one section of the SCG and members of the HMA would be 


signatories to that part. 


o The group discussed and considered that this approach wouldn’t work 


due nature of the issue, the large number of signatories and the timetable 


needs of the officer group. 


 All-Further 


work required 


to establish 


geographical 


scope and 


signatories 


 SB to provide 


risk register 


template to 


LH/KSt 


 SB to advise LH 
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o SB and group agree that the Ashdown Forest Officer group will 


produce an AF specific SCG which can be cross referred to in LPAs 


wider SCG. 


o Agreed that the SCG on AF itself will cover multiple issues and not 


everyone needs to sign up to everything. For example: MA says that NE 


will be a signatory but only to issues on which they have a view. 


 Geographical scope: 


o The group recognised that establishing the geographical scope of the 


SCG would be a key issue for determining signatories. What is the 


extent of influence to warrant being a signatory? The scale of each LPA’s 


contribution (process contribution) to the issue will also be a relevant 


factor for determining signatories. This will require further work by the 


group. 


 A risk register will need to be produced. LH asks if SB can provide a 


template. SB agreed. 


 SB advises that there is no SCG template yet – the pilots will help in 


producing one which may be included within the redrafted NPPF. 


 PAS facilitator will not be SB – SBV to advise LH and TT of who they 


will be. 


 Way forward: 


 All-Further work required to establish geographical scope and 


signatories 


 SB to provide risk register template to LH/KSt 


 SB to advise LH and TT who the PAS facilitator will be 


 All to provide information on their LP timetable, sign off process and 


housing numbers. 


 LH to circulate meeting invites for 10th November and week 


commencing 20th November 


o A series of meetings will be scheduled to work on these issues and 


draft the SCG: (1) geographical scope, signatories, governance 


arrangements, risks, establishing what the other elements of the scope 


are (previously agreed as air quality matters, methodology assumptions, 


housing numbers, sharing evidence and policy not applications), LP 


timetables. 


(2) all day workshop on issues and actions. Further meetings will be 


required to be decided depending on outcomes of the above. 


o Meetings to be attended by a self-selected subgroup 


o SDNPA will provide administrate support for the group. 


o All will need to speak with members regarding sign off and provide info 


to the group on their sign off process. 


and TT who 


the PAS 


facilitator will 


be 


 All to provide 


information on 


their LP 


timetable, sign 


off process and 


housing 


numbers. 


 LH to circulate 


meeting invites 


for 10th 


November and 


week 


commencing 


20th November 


7. Any other business (LH) 


 None. 


 


 


  


 


 


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST SAC WORKSHOP 10:00 AM, 10th NOVEMBER 2017 


MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL, HAYWARDS HEATH 
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Attendees: 


Edward Purnell (EP) – Wood on behalf of Planning Advisory Service (PAS) 


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England (NE) 


Kelly Sharp (KSh) – Wealden District Council (WDC) 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) – Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


Katharine Stuart (KSt) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Hannah Gooden (HG) – Sevenoaks District Council 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Roger Comerford (RC) – Tandridge District Council 


Guy Parfect (GP) – West Sussex County Council 


Sharon Evans (SE) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


Michael Hancock?? (??) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


Apologies: Nigel Hannam (WDC), Marina Brigginshaw (WDC), Ellen Reith (ESCC), Edward 


Sheath (ESCC),  David Scully (TWBC), David Marlow (Rother District Council) 


AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


1. Minutes and actions from last meeting (LH) 


All the actions arising from the meeting on 13th October had been 


actioned.  LH questioned why WDC had redacted key parts of 


their Ashdown Forest SAC Air Quality Monitoring & Modelling 


report.  KSh confirmed that the redaction had been put in place to 


disguise the exact locations of the monitoring stations due to 


previous problems with vandalism, theft and sabotage.  KSh 


confirmed that there was an exclusion under EIR regs to protect 


the ongoing study under public interest.  LH confirmed that it was 


not possible for others to plug the information into their models 


without exact locations and again the unredacted information was 
requested by those using the AECOM model.  KSh refused to 


share the data on  the grounds detailed above.  TT stressed the 


need to understand the abnormally high NOx figures in the WDC 


study.  TT suggested we seek advice on how the data could be 


shared with other authorities without being subject to EIR requests 


and asked if WDC would consider any potential solutions to data 


sharing put forward by the group.  KSh agreed WDC could 


consider data sharing proposals put forward.  LH also requested 


WDC provided year 1 and 2 measurements separately.  It was 


noted that NE had seen an early draft of the Air Quality and 


Ecology Monitoring Report . There was a brief discussion on the 


risk register. 


 KSh to send link 
to years 1and 2 


monitoring data 


 All to investigate 


sharing of 


information 


 EP to send risk 
register for 


SoCG 
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RC noted that TDC were in the process of appointing Aecom to 


undertake traffic, air and ecological modelling, but the redactions in 


place meant it would be difficult to utilise the WDC data. 


2. Introductions and reasons for the meeting 
EP explained that the role of PAS was to provide skeletal but not 


detailed drafting of the SoCG.  The SoCG was a mechanism for 


demonstrating Duty to Cooperate.  The SoCG will not go into 


technical detail. 


 


3. Roles and responsibilities for the SoCG 


LH confirmed that the SDNPA will draft the SoCG. 


 


4. Geographical scope of the SoCG 


There was a discussion on the initial geographic approach relating 


to the 7km zone of influence for recreational disturbance for the 


SPA and then modified by journeys to work. It was noted that the 


7km zone is not directly relevant to the SAC. However, due to the 


complexity of this work and the need to make progress it was 


decided by all that instead of ‘geographic scope’ the SoCG would 


refer to the ‘geographical area defined by the membership of the 


Ashdown Forest Working Group.’  The following authorities were 


defined as members and it was agreed to contact Crawley and 
Brighton & Hove again about membership. 


 South Downs National Park Authority 


 Lewes District Council 


 Wealden District Council 


 Eastbourne Borough Council 


 Rother District Council 


 Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


 Sevenoaks District Council 


 Tandridge District Council 


 Mid Sussex District Council 


 Crawley Borough Council 


 Brighton & Hove Council 


 East Sussex County Council 


 West Sussex County Council 


It was discussed that the geographic areas having a bearing on 


Ashdown Forest air quality may in practice bisect individual lpa 


boundaries.  


 


KSh confirmed that WDC had received their transport model for 


Ashdown Forest this week. 


 


RC raised the option of widening the scope of the SoCG to 


encompass all Ashdown Forest issues (i.e. also including issues 


related to the SPA and recreational impacts). The Group decided 


to continue with current scope focusing solely on air quality. 


 


 JH to contact 
Crawley BC 


about 


membership 


 LH to contact 


B&H CC about 


membership of 


group 


5. Other elements of scope 


(a) Local Plan Housing numbers 
 KSt to re-


circulate 


Housing Figures 
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Most of this table had already been completed.  Awaiting figures 


from Crawley, TWBC, T&MBC and Brighton & Hove if they 


choose to join the group.  Figures for those districts partly 


covered by the National Park needed to be disaggregated for 


inside/outside the National Park to prevent double counting.  The 


figures would then be agreed on 23rd November and frozen for a 


set period yet to be determined. 


table for all to 


complete by 20-


11-17 


 KSt to 


disaggregate 


housing figures 


in regard to the 


National Park 


and circulate by 
20-11-17 


5. Other elements of scope 


(b) Methodology assumption headlines 


It was agreed that there are 3 groups of assumptions each of which 


was discussed as follows: 
(i) Transport modelling 


Three different models had been used by the group namely West 


Sussex model used by MSDC, the Wealden model used by WDC 


and the AECOM model used by everyone else.  The key 


differences between them were: 


 What the model deals with e.g. residential, employment, 


visitors 


 Background future forecasting e.g. 2009/2014 


 Input e.g. geographical unit such as Census super output 


area 


 Origin/destination zones 


 Outputs e.g. AADT 


 Roads 


 Other SACs 


 Model structure e.g. growth factors and base year 


 Input data e.g. Census and TRICs 


 Use of OAN or plan-based figures for neighbouring lpas ‘in-
combination’ housing number. 


GP to draft the headings of a table and circulate for all to 


complete. 


 


(ii) Air quality calculations 


The principles of the following topics were discussed: 


 Chemicals monitored 


 Forecasting assumptions for methodology 


Circulation of another table was discussed. It was agreed however, 


that all parties would look into their own air quality calculations 


methodology for a discussion at the workshop.  


 


(iii) Ecological interpretation 


It was decided that there should be a discussion but not a table on 


ecological interpretation focusing on the following: 


 1% contribution process 


 Key HRA regs arguments 


 


 


 


 


 GP to draft and 


circulate table of 


transport 


modelling by 15-


11-17 and all to 


complete and 


return to KSt by 


20-11-17  
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There was discussion about mitigation and whether it should be 


addressed in the SoCG.  It was agreed that it shouldn’t but should 


be discussed by the group in the New Year once the SoCG was 


finalised. 


 


RC requested that consideration of potential mitigation and 


compensation be included in the scope of the SoCG. TT noted that 


evidence does not exist to justify the need for compensation.   The 


consensus was to not include this on the basis that it is a later HRA 


stage and would not necessarily be required. RC felt it should be 


covered as there is a risk that it may be required and we needed to 


be prepared for this eventuality. Alternatively, RC requested that 


the SoCG could at least include a statement to the effect that the 


Group agreed to work in partnership on mitigation/compensation 


in the event of such measures proving necessary.  It was agreed 


that the group would look at Strategic Nitrogen Action Plans 


(SNAP) after the completion of the SoCG.  


 


6. Local Plan timetables  


Table to be completed by all. 


 


 All to complete 
table and return 


to KSt by 20-11-


17 


7. Sign off arrangements and timelines for SoCG 


Table to be completed by all. 
 All to complete 


table and return 


to KSt by 20-11-


17 


8. Planning for our workshop on 23rd November 


The workshop is expected to last approximately 6 hours. It was 


agreed that by the end of the workshop we needed enough 


information to draft the SoCG.  NE will only be able to attend part 


of the workshop and it was thought most useful if this was the 


second half.  The agenda would follow the same broad headings of 


today’s meeting. 


There was a discussion about whether expert consultants should 


be allowed to attend the workshop.  Their role would be to draw 


out the differences between the different assumptions but not the 


credence of the different models.  EP to ask PAS whether James 


Riley’s (SDNP, TWBC and LDC’s HRA Consultant) attendance 


would be appropriate bearing in mind that WDC and MSDC 


Consultants are unlikely to be able to attend. EP/PAS to report 


back to the group with recommendations.  All to ascertain 


availability of consultants for workshop.  


It was clarified that even if consultants were unable to attend, 
there would be an opportunity for the draft SoCG to be circulated 


to them post-workshop. 


 LH to circulate 


draft agenda 20-


11-17 


 EP to confirm 
with group 


whether it is 


appropriate or 


not for a 


Consultant(s) to 


attend next 


SoCC workshop. 


 All to confirm 
whether 


consultant(s) are 


available, as 


appropriate. 


9. AOB 


None 


 


 


Post meeting notes: 
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 Tonbridge & Malling Borough Council have requested not to appear in the 


Statement of Common Ground on the advice given by Natural England on 13th 


October. 


 The membership of East and West Sussex County Councils is to be discussed at the 


next meeting of the group. 


 


 


 


NOTES OF MEETING ASHDOWN FOREST SAC WORKSHOP 10:00 AM, 23rd NOVEMBER 2017 
MID SUSSEX DISTRICT COUNCIL, HAYWARDS HEATH 


 


Attendees: 


Edward Purnell (EP) – Wood on behalf of Planning Advisory Service (PAS) 


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England (NE) 


Kelly Sharp (KSh) – Wealden District Council (WDC) 


Marina Brigginshaw (MB) – Wealden District Council 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) – Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


Katharine Stuart (KSt) – South Downs National Park Authority 


Hannah Gooden (HG) – Sevenoaks District Council 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 


Roger Comerford (RC) – Tandridge District Council 


Guy Parfect (GP) – West Sussex County Council 


Sharon Evans (SE) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


David Scully (DS) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


Michael Hammacott (MH) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


David Marlow (DM) – Rother District Council (RDC) 


Jenny Knowles (JK) – Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council (T&MBC) 


Apologies: Nigel Hannam (WDC), Ellen Reith (ESCC), Pat Randall (ESCC), Edward Sheath 


(ESCC), Tom Nutt (Crawley) 


 


AGENDA ITEM ACTION 


1. Introductions and minutes from last meeting (LH)  LH to request 


data from WDC 
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 Group went through the minutes and then actions from the 


previous meeting, discussing the amendments received by 


email prior to the meeting. A number of changes to the 


minutes were discussed and the final minutes were agreed by 


all. Further actions were also identified. 


 LH asked for a link to the separate Year 1 and Year 2 
monitoring data to be circulated. KSh advised that only Year 1 


was published in a standalone report and suggested we set out 


exactly what we are seeking in a question to be sent direct. 


 TT asked again for the redacted air quality monitoring 


locations, suggesting that the data could be shared consultant 


to consultant which would be exempt for EIR. KSh advised 


that when consultants hold information used for a public body, 


they are in effect equivalent to ‘an arm’ of the authority and 


would be subject to the same EIR risks.  


 WDC advised that they have instructed counsel on a number 
of Ashdown Forest/HRA related issues, including the request 


for the redacted air quality monitoring locations and the 


forthcoming SCG.  


 Feedback from Crawley BC was that they did want to join the 


group but could not attend today’s meeting. 


 Feedback from Brighton & Hove CC was that they did not 
currently want to join the group but would like to be kept up 


to date on progress. 


 EP reiterated the role of PAS as a facilitator to support the 


preparation of the SoCG which will: 


o assist in demonstrating that parties have co-


operated; 


o draw out any differences and identify what may 


need to be done to resolve those differences 
o be concise and non-technical  


 


in line with email 


from AECOM. 


 KSt to make 


agreed changes to 


minutes and 


circulate finalised 


version.  


2. Sign off arrangements (table) (KSt) 
 KSt outlined the table and noted that there were unlikely 


to be showstoppers for signoff by March. 


 RDC noted that they have provided two scenarios for 
sign off options depending on the content of the SoCG. 


 Queries arose regarding which authorities would be 


signatories. These are addressed under item 4 of the 


agenda.  


 All to advise 
Chair (LH) of any 


changes in 


expected sign off 


process.  


3. Local Plan housing numbers (table) (KSt) 


It was discussed whether housing numbers could be agreed, how 


long they might be frozen for and how these numbers should be 


used in modelling. It was agreed: 


 The position at the last meeting was confirmed: any 
agreement around housing numbers would be just 


applicable to future modelling runs rather than 


retrospectively re-running models.  


 KSt, in due 


course, to update 


table with 


disaggregated 
housing figures 


for the National 


Park following 


discussion with 
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 Numbers would always be changing and any agreement 


would be a snapshot of the numbers as they stand upon 


signing the SoCG. 


 Housing numbers would be a standing item on the agenda 
for the Working Group going forward to update at key 


stages in plan making.  


 Each LPA to confirm housing numbers with individual 


authorities before running models. 


 A general principle in the  agreement of housing numbers 
as follows: 


o If a LP is less than 5 years old use the adopted 


figure 


o If an emerging LP is nearing pre-submission and the 


LPA is confident then use the emerging figure 


o If the adopted LP is over 5 years old and an 


emerging plan has not progressed use the 


OAN/standard methodology (once confirmed by 


CLG) unless otherwise evidenced.  


The group went through the table and indicated the preferred 


current housing figure to use.  


 


respective 


authorities.  


 KSt to compile 


housing table for 


the SoCG with 


the housing 


figures to use for 


each authority 


highlighted in bold 


 LH to add 


housing numbers 


as a standing item 


to future agendas.  


 


4. Geographical area defined by the membership of the 


Working Group (KSt) 


It was agreed at the previous SoCG meeting that signatories of 


the SoCG would be self-selecting and broadly make up the 


membership of the Working Group.  


 


At this workshop it was agreed: 


 Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council would be 
removed from the signatories list on the basis of advice 


from Natural England that they did not foresee TMBC 


being involved in the SoCG. T&MBC would like to 


continue to be part of the group to observe.  


 Add Crawley BC 


 Remove Brighton and Hove CC 


 Rother included on a precautionary basis 


 West and East Sussex County Councils to be added 


 Surrey CC and Kent CC would be added to the 
circulation list for information, but would not be 


signatories.  


 Membership of the group and signatories may change 


based on emerging evidence  


 The list of signatories was confirmed as: 
o South Downs National Park Authority 


o Lewes District Council 


o Wealden District Council 


o Eastbourne Borough Council 


o Rother District Council 


o Tunbridge Wells Borough Council 


 KSt to contact 


Crawley to add 


their data to the 


tables. 
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o Sevenoaks District Council 


o Tandridge District Council 


o Mid Sussex District Council 


o Crawley Borough Council 


o East Sussex County Council 


o West Sussex County Council 


 


5. Transport modelling (table) (KSt & GP) 


 It was agreed that the table did not cover all elements 


required. It was agreed: 


o GP to rework the table and recirculate to the 


Working Group, providing guidance on how to 


complete the table. The table will be circulated on 


Monday 27th November. 
o Authorities will complete the table and return to 


GP by Monday 4th December.  


o GP will analyse the table and identify 


commonalities, minor differences and major 


differences. These will be colour coded.  


o GP will circulate this analysis for comment on 


Monday 11th December. 


o The table will need to be finalised by the end of 


December,  


o GP to provide narrative to the table to go into 


SOCG 


 It was agreed that the table would provide a snapshot of 


some of the main differences/similarities and to get the full 


methodology for looking properly at the models.  


 The possibility of agreeing common elements of transport 
modelling for future work was discussed but not agreed at 


this time.  


 This topic would just deal with transport modelling 


drawing out the commonalities, major differences and 


minor differences. 


 The use of models and proportionality was raised by TT 
with regard to the differing scale of additional AADT. 


Matter discussed further under agenda item 6.  


 


 GP will rework 


the table and 


circulate to the 


Working Group 


on Monday 27th 


November,  


 Authorities will 
complete the 


table and return 


to GP by 4th 


December. 


 GP will undertake 


analysis of the 


table and will 
circulate on 


Monday 11th 


December.  


10. Risk Register (EP) 


An example risk register was circulated by PAS for consideration. 


The Working Group agreed that it didn’t add value to the SoCG 


process and that the risk register related more to the 


preparation of individual local plans. It was agreed that the 


Working Group may wish to revisit the idea of a risk register 


once the SoCG is drafted.  


 


 


6. Proportionality (TT) 


 
 WDC to provide 


the reasons and 


explanation for 
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TT introduced this item- there is no universal standard on 


proportionality and the issue relates to what is the ‘appropriate’ 


level of assessment required for LPs? Where effects are 


demonstrably small can the level of assessment be justifiably less 


complex than WDC’s bespoke approach? TT queried what 


justification there is for objections from WDC to accepted 


industry standard methodology being used by those authorities 


where their evidenced contribution to any potential impact is 


proportionally, substantially smaller. The inference from the 


Habitats Regulations and government guidance is that the 


assessment should be proportionate to the likely scale of impact.  


LH pointed out that the NPPF states that Local Plan evidence 


should be proportionate. Objections to industry standard 


robustly carried out assessments may unnecessarily frustrate plan-


making therefore TT posed agreement for the accepted industry 


standard methodology. Initial responses: 


 SDNPA: agree 


 TWBC:  agree 


 LDC: agree 


 EBC: agree 


 WDC: does not agree and will not move on the standard 


methodology on the basis of work already undertaken. 


WDC contend that the standard methodology does not 
meet the requirements of the Ashdown Forest context. 


This work was undertaken in response to the Wealden 


Core Strategy EiP. WDC have used the Mott Macdonald 


methodology as amended.  


 NE: agree with TT with regard to proportionality. Polluter 


pays. NE not objecting to the use of the standard 


methodology. 


 WDC say that the APIS calculation are slightly wrong with 
regard to deposition. WDC use a finer grained 2m² rather 


than 5km².  


 TWBC: standard methodology and result are not wrong, 


WDC grid squares just more refined. Justifiable to use 


best practice unless a clear reason not to do so.  


 TWBC asked WDC to confirm the reasons for taking 
such a pessimistic approach within their methodology and 


the absence of any allowance of background 


improvements to air quality.  WDC replied that this 


approach was justified by the application of the 


precautionary principle. 


 WDC advise they will get legal advice regarding 


proportionality and will run their data through the 


standard methodology and make available. WDC advise 


their air quality experts will be busy until Christmas.   


 


Rother and Tandridge reserved their position. All others generally 


agree to use standard methodology except WDC. Ask that WDC 


methodology 


deviation to go 


into the SoCG. 
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provide the reasons and explanation for deviation to go into the 


SoCG.  


 


7. Air quality calculations 


The following points were briefly discussed: 


 WDC also assess non-standard ammonia and the 24-hr 


NOx mean. 


 MA – new cars don’t emit as much ammonia – specific 
type of catalytic converter 


 WDC air quality report recognised both positive and 


negative limitations 


 WDC – ammonia and NOx interact in the atmosphere 
and this impacts N deposition.  


 NE will be signatory on air quality/ecological 


interpretation elements but not on housing numbers or 


traffic modelling parts of the SoCG 


 It was agreed that the standard responses on all the 
items on the SoCG  were Agree, Disagree, or No 


position.  


 


It was agreed that a table would be helpful for this. KSt to 


prepare a table based around key headings below and circulate on 


Monday 27th November. Working group to provide their 


responses by 11th December.  


 Chemicals monitored and assessed in forecasting 


 Conversion ratios from NOx to N 


 Background improvement assumptions 


 Rate of dispersal from the centre line of the road up to 


200m  


 Type of habitat included in the assessment – e.g. 
woodland in roadside vegetation.  


There may be other aspects of the methodology others may wish 


to note.  


 


 KSt to prepare a 


table based 


around key 


headings below 


and circulate on 


Monday 27th 


November. 


Working group to 


provide their 


responses by 11th 


December. 


 KSt will send to 


AECOM for help 


in completing on 


behalf of all 


authorities using 


the AECOM 


model 


approach/standard 


methodology.  


8. Ecological interpretation 


Three items were put forward for discussion: 


(1) 1%  process contribution 


(2) Additional harm above the critical load/level 


(3) Type of habitat included in the assessment – e.g. woodland 


in roadside vegetation.  


 


(1) NE advise: 1% or more process contribution triggers 


Appropriate Assessment as there is considered to be a likely 


significant effect. The threshold is not arbitrary and is based 


on robust science – process contributions below 1% cannot 


be properly modelled and changes in air quality cannot be 


seen in the ecology at these levels.  Above 1% does not mean 


an adverse impact but should check through AA process. 


 KSt to add topic 


into the SoCG as 


something that 


may need to be 


addressed in the 


future. 
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All use or are likely to use except WDC who have not drawn a 


conclusions on this matter but will consider. 


 


(2) NE: look at sensitivity of impact. Dose response is curvilinear. 


Key thing is loss of species richness in heathland.  


 


(3) Covered in agenda item above. 


 


 


Overall, NE advise that it is too soon for the authorities in the 


Working Group to consider ecological interpretation as there is 


currently no evidence (for example through AA) published which 


says that such measures are required. The Mid Sussex and 


AECOM HRA screening for LSE work touches on ecological 


interpretation but this is beyond requirement for LSE screening.  


 


All agreed this was a topic that would go into the SoCG but as 


something that may need to be addressed in the future.  


 


9. Site Nitrogen Action Plan (SNAP) 


Phrasing and nature of the approach was discussed. 


All agreed that paragraph 4.2.8 of the LDC/SDNPA HRA 


addendum will be included in the draft SoCG for consideration.  


 


Noted that a SNAP is not mitigation or compensation as there is 


not enough measurable certainly of the results. But may include 
some elements of mitigation. One of the ‘soft measures’ to 


address background levels from a range of sources. NE would 


lead on a SNAP working with other partners.  


 KSt to include 
paragraph 4.2.8 of 


the LDC/SDNPA 


HRA in the draft 


SoCG for 


consideration 


10. Actions and timetable going forward 


 LH read out list of actions to the Working Group 


 When comment on or signing the SoCG as ‘disagree’ it is 


incumbent upon that party to say why, but be concise.  


 Noted that CIEEM are undertaking an internal 
consultation for members only on new air quality 


methodology guidance.  


 KSh recommended a style of table for setting out 


comments on the draft SoCG – KSh to email to LH/KSt 


 Agreed to meet in mid-January to discuss the draft SoCG 


 KSh 
recommended a 


style of table for 


setting out 


comments on the 


draft SoCG – KSh 


to email to 


LH/KSt 


 LH/KSt to 
circulate a draft 


SoCG by mid-


December for the 


group to review.  


 LH/JH to arrange 


meeting in mid-


January.  
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Ashdown Forest SAC Statement of Common Ground Workshop 


 


10:00 am Thursday 18 January 2018 


 


Mid Sussex District Council Offices, Haywards Heath 


 


PLEASE NOTE THESE MEETING NOTES ARE DRAFT 


 


Attendees: 


Edward Purnell (EP)– on behalf of the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) 


Lucy Howard (LH) – South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


Kate Stuart (KSt) - South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 


Jennifer Hollingum (JH) - Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 


Marian Ashdown (MA) – Natural England (NE) 


Marina Brigginshaw (MB) – Wealden District Council (WDC)  


Kelly Sharp (KSh) – Wealden District Council (WDC) 


Tondra Thom (TT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils (LDC) 


Aiden Thatcher (AT) – Lewes and Eastbourne Councils (LDC) 


David Scully (DS) – Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


Sharon Evans (SE) - Tunbridge Wells Borough Council (TWBC) 


Edward Sheath (ES) – East Sussex County Council (ESCC) 


Roger Comerford (RC) – Tandridge District Council (TDC) 


Guy Parfect (GP) – West Sussex County Council (WSCC) 


David Marlow (DM) – Rother District Council (RDC) 


Tom Nutt (TN) – Crawley District Council (CDC) 


Helen French (HF) – Sevenoaks District Council (SDC) 


Mark McLaughlin (MM) – Horsham District Council (HDC) 


 


 


Agenda Item Actions 


1. Introductions and reasons for meeting: 


 EP commends all for getting to this point in process and said the 


SoCG was a clear demonstration of the group’s efforts to meet 


the Duty to Cooperate.  


 Advises that extra level of detail is required for arguments  


agreeing as well as disagreeing key matters.  


 The SoCG is intended for a Planning Inspector to pick up and 


understand the issues.   


None  


2. Minutes from last meeting 


 Proposed amendments from TWBC agreed.  


 All actions identified had been actioned other that ‘WDC to 


provide the reasons and explanation for methodology deviation.’  


  LH/MB/KS to follow 


up deviation from 


standard 


methodology 
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3. 


Focused 


discussion 


on the 


following 


proposed 


changes 


to the 


SoCG 


(a.) Summary of the High Court judgement, pages 4-5 


(Tandridge District Council). Tandridge District Council 


suggest in their comments that this summary should be 


removed. 


 Agree to delete majority of this section, retaining 


paragraph 1.8 


 KS to make changes 


to the draft SoCG 


as agreed in the 


meeting and 


recirculate on 


approximately 26th 


January – members 


of the group to 


then feed back.  


 MA will let the 


group know a rough 


date when internal 


guidance may be 


shared with LPAs.  


 MA to provide 


some revised 


wording for ‘Types 


of habitat to be 


included in the 


assessment’ section.  


(b.) The use of agreed housing numbers in future model 


reruns, page 6, paragraph 2.3 (Wealden District Council). 


The text currently says that the agreed numbers would not 


involve retrospectively re-running models. Wealden District 


Council propose to add ‘for adopted local plans’. 


 General disagreement with the proposed change 


from WDC. KS to add WDC disagree to the 


relevant table and WDC to provide reasons when 


next draft circulated.  


(c.) Geographical coverage for transport modelling, pages 6-


7 


 NE noted that it has been asked if internal guidance 


may be shared with LPAs in due course and MA will 


let the group know a rough date when available.   


(i.) Lewes District Council comment that this section should 


be deleted as the geographical coverage for in combination is 


a matter for each local authority to justify. (Lewes District 


Council) 


 Agreed that geographical coverage within modelling 


work should be determined by each LPA and the 


following text reflecting this is to replace current 


wording in this section.  ‘It has been agreed that it is 


a matter for each LPA to determine the geographical 


coverage of their traffic modelling.’ Table to be 


deleted.  


(ii.) Wealden District Council comment that modelling 


should include, but not be limited to the proposals from the 


authorities listed (Wealden District Council). 


 Agreed that this item no longer needed to be 


discussed as superseded by agreed changes above.  


(d.) Roads to be included in modelling of Ashdown Forest, 


page 7 (West Sussex County Council) 


West Sussex County Council propose additional wording 


regarding modelling of B roads and minor roads. 


 Change agreed 


(e.) Types of habitat to be included in the assessment, page 


11 (Natural England) 


Natural England comment that they disagree with the 


approach set out in the SoCG. 


 Agreed that MA would provide some amended text 


and KSt to remove from ‘not agree’ column.  


(f.) Precautionary principle, page 14 (Wealden District 


Council). Wealden District Council propose additional 


wording including the phrase guarantee no reasonable doubt. 


 MA disagrees with WDC’s wording but MB said that 


it was wording from their barrister 


General item 3 comments: 
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 Every signatory to give their position in each table 


 Additional column titled ‘reserve judgement’ to be 


added 


 Space added for explanations on each position 


4. Letters of objection to various planning applications by Wealden DC 


• MB outlines the broad content of the letter and advises 


the letter is authored by the development management 


part of WDC. The letters are broadly the same with the 


last part of the letter tailored to each authority.  


• Purpose of the letters was to raise the need to undertake 


HRA 


• Tandridge District Council has received 11 objections, 3 


of which relate to sites North of the M25 


• Separate meeting is offered by WDC 


• The problem of separate letters coming from the policy 


and DM parts of WDC is raised and noted. Group say 


that a joint policy and DM response from WDC would 


be helpful.  


• Issue raised by affected LPAs that these letters have 


come forward with no discussion/prior warning and this 


has caused consternation amongst members and officers.  


• Some of the queries raised include: 


o How will WDC pursue the letter?  


o Why have these applications been chosen to receive 


the letter? Criteria for selecting applications which 


would receive the letter. 


o Are HRAs being objected to? 


o Clarification on the differences of the final 


paragraphs of each letter 


o Clarification of the approach with adopted and 


emerging plans.  


 MB to take 


questions from the 


group and discuss 


with Nigel Hannam  


 WDC will provide 


clarification to the 


group’s questions 


by the 26th January 


in the form of a 


letter or statement 


 WDC to provide 


suggested dates for 


a meeting in early 


Feb to discuss the 


planning application 


objection letters.   


5. The timetable for the way forward with the SCG 


 Recognise that there is not a lot of time before the SoCG is 


needed in mid-March. Dates were discussed and agreed.  


 Wording of section 3 ‘actions going forward’ was discussed. It 


was agreed that it is important for the group to determine a way 


forward which all can sign up to. KS to rework this section to 


reflect discussion.  


 Version 1 to 


circulate on approx. 


26th Jan for people 


to state their 


position and 


provide 


explanations 


 Version 2 circulated 


approximately 9th 


Feb for final review 


and minor tweaks 


to position 


 Signatory version 


circulated 


approximately 16th 


Feb to be signed off 


by all by mid-March.  


 KS to reword 


section 3 to reflect 


discussion 


6. AOB 


 Mitigation discussed as raised by RC: 


 KS to make changes 


as agreed 
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o Agreed that phrasing of ‘mitigation/compensation’ should 


be changed on the basis that these two are very different.  


o Discussed SNAP (and associated mitigation table) and 


agreed that it should be reflected in actions going 


forward 


 Appendix 5 transport modelling table raised by GP. Agreed that a 


table with less detail would be more appropriate, focusing on GP 


analysis.  


 GP to provide KS 


with revised 


Appendix 5 


transport modelling 


table 
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Appendix 4 – Housing numbers 


This table sets out the various housing numbers approaches for each local planning authority. The numbers in bold are those which have been agreed by 


the Ashdown Forest Working Group at the time of drafting this Statement of Common Ground following the methodology outlined in section 2 of the 


Statement.  


 


Authority 


Name 


Adopted Local Plan 


housing number 


OAN DCLG new 


methodology  


Numbers used 


for own LP (and 


in any modelling 


work undertaken 


so far if different) 


Numbers used for 


other LPAs in 


modelling work 


HMA figure 


Crawley 


Borough 


Council 


5,100 dwellings total 


340 dwellings per annum 


annualised average 


675 dwellings per 


annum 


476 dwellings 


per annum 


  Northern West 


Sussex HMA: as 


for Mid Sussex 


District Council 


below 


East Sussex 


County 


Council 


n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 


Eastbourne 


Borough 


Council 


5,022 by 2027 


240 per annum 


400 336 (capped) No modelling 


undertaken to date 


No modelling 


undertaken to date 


Eastbourne & 


South Wealden 


HMA   


number TBD 


Lewes 


District 


Council  


6,900  


345 per annum 


520 483 345 LP plus an 


additional +50% 


allowance for 


Newick  


Tunbridge Wells – 


OAN 648 per annum 


Sevenoaks – OAN 


620 per annum 


Wealden – OAN 832 


per annum 


Mid Sussex – 


inspector figure 1,026 


per annum 


520 (higher end) 


Lewes District 


(including the 


Park) within the 


Coastal West 


Sussex HMA 
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Authority 


Name 


Adopted Local Plan 


housing number 


OAN DCLG new 


methodology  


Numbers used 


for own LP (and 


in any modelling 


work undertaken 


so far if different) 


Numbers used for 


other LPAs in 


modelling work 


HMA figure 


Tandridge – OAN 


470 per annum 


Mid Sussex 


District 


Council  


The emerging Mid Sussex 


District Plan 2014-2031 sets 


a minimum housing provision 


figure of 16,390 homes. 


 


For the purposes of 


calculating the five-year 


housing land supply a 


‘stepped trajectory’ will be 


applied through the 


calculation of a 5-year rolling 


average. The annual 


provision in this stepped 


trajectory is 876 dwellings 


per annum for years 


2014/15 until 2023/24 and 


thereafter, from 1st April 


2024, 1,090 dwellings per 


annum until 2030/31, 


subject to future HRA on 


further allocated sites, to 


meet unmet needs of 


neighbouring authorities. 


14,892 (an average 


of 876 dwellings 


per annum) for 


2014-2031 


1,016 dwellings 


per annum for 


2016-2026 


See second column Growth assumptions 


for surrounding 


authorities used in 


the transport model: 


 


Crawley – 6,908 


Wealden – 8,988 


Lewes – 6,032 


Brighton & Hove – 


14,301 


Horsham – 16,701 


Tandridge – 6,395 


Northern West 


Sussex HMA 


 


Crawley – 675 


Horsham – 650 


Mid Sussex – 


876 


 


= 2,201 


dwellings per 


annum 


Rother 


District 


Council 


335 net dwellings pa 363 pa 469 pa (capped) 


737 pa 


(uncapped) 


n/a n/a Hastings and 


Rother HMA (as 


at 2014): 767 pa 
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Authority 


Name 


Adopted Local Plan 


housing number 


OAN DCLG new 


methodology  


Numbers used 


for own LP (and 


in any modelling 


work undertaken 


so far if different) 


Numbers used for 


other LPAs in 


modelling work 


HMA figure 


Sevenoaks 


District 


Council 


165 / yr 


3,300 over 20 year  


(2006-2026) 


12,400 (2015-35) 


620 pa 


 


698pa 


 


620 / 698 


 


n/a 


Tonbridge & 


Malling 


Tunbridge Wells 


South 


Downs 


National 


Park 


Authority 


There are several figures 


currently operating across 


the National Park but not 


one park-wide figure 


447 Not applicable  250 Tunbridge Wells – 


OAN 648 per annum 


Sevenoaks – OAN 


620 per annum 


Wealden – OAN 832 


per annum 


Mid Sussex – 


inspector figure 1,026 


per annum 


Tandridge – OAN 


470 per annum 


Coastal Sussex 


HMA :  274 


Eastbourne and 


Wealden HMA:  


14 


Northern West 


Sussex HMA:  14 


Central Hants :  


144 


 


Tandridge 


District 


Council 


125 dpa 470 645 TBC 470 470 


Tunbridge 


Wells 


Borough 


Council 


The adopted Core Strategy 


figure is 300 per anum 


648 (SHMA 2015) 692 648  As above Tunbridge Wells 


Borough is 


considered to be 


in a HMA which 


includes 


Sevenoaks, 


Tonbridge and 


Tunbridge Wells 


and extends to 


include 


Crowborough, 


Hawkhurst and 


Heathfield. 
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Authority 


Name 


Adopted Local Plan 


housing number 


OAN DCLG new 


methodology  


Numbers used 


for own LP (and 


in any modelling 


work undertaken 


so far if different) 


Numbers used for 


other LPAs in 


modelling work 


HMA figure 


 


Wealden 


District 


Council 


450 dwellings per annum or 


9,600 in total 2008 - 2027 


950 DPA 1247 (check) 11,456 (total) for 


Ashdown Forest 


modelling 


11,724 for Lewes 


Downs and 


Pevensey Levels 


(revised figures 


post March 2017 


Draft WLP). 


2014 tempro data Not yet 


determined. 


West Sussex 


County 


Council 


n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a 
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Appendix 5 - Ashdown Forest Transport Model Analysis 


This table sets out the key elements of the transport modelling undertaken as part of HRA work for the respective local planning authorities. It also sets out some analysis prepared by West Sussex County Council on the major and 


minor differences and commonalities of the approaches taken.  


 


Key  Model 


Base 


Year 


Geographica


l Coverage 


Road 


Network in 


Forest 


Origin to 


Destination 


Demand Data 


Sources 


Data Types 


for Base Year 


Validation 


Origin to 


Destination 


Zone 


Definition 


Forecasting 


Years 


Trip 


Generation 


Methodology 


Demand 


Changes 


Assessed in 


Study 


Forecasting 


Background 


Growth  


Time 


Periods 


Directly 


Modelled 


Modelled 


Responses to 


Congestion 


Other 


European 


Designated 


Sites 


Assessed? 


Assessment of level of difference between Models: 


Colour 


Coding 


             


Comments Two 


models 


are 


grown 


from 


older 


bases, 


whilst 


other 


models 


are all 


from 


2014 


Whilst all 


models include 


the Ashdown 


Forest SPA, 


there is wide 


variation in the 


choice and 


extent of 


which other 


areas are 


included, 


reflecting the 


location of the 


client 


authorities  


All models 


include all the A 


class roads. 


Two models 


have 


represented B 


class roads and 


one minor road, 


although the 


assignment did 


not use them. 


One model also 


represents a 


number of Class 


C roads 


There is a split 


between those 


models which 


use roadside 


interview data, - 


which captures 


all journey 


purposes but is 


based on a 


sample which 


requires infilling 


with data such 


as NTEM and 


NTS – and 


those which use 


2011 census 


journey to work 


which captures 


only one 


journey purpose  


but with 


universal spatial 


coverage in UK 


and very high 


response rate 


All models use 


continuous 


automatic traffic 


counters as a 


primary source 


of volumetric 


data. The extent 


to which 


manually 


observed data 


for junction 


turning 


movements or 


links is used 


varies and only 


two models 


have reported 


journey time 


observations. 


All model 


zoning 


systems are 


based on 


Census 


areas, but 


the level of 


aggregation 


between 


models and 


and 


uniformity 


across parts 


of individual 


models is 


varied.  


The headline 


forecasting 


year has a 


relatively 


narrow 


range from 


2028 to 2033 


(five years) 


No models 


have yet 


assessed 


intermediate 


forecast 


years for 


plan phasing. 


One model 


with an older 


base year has 


also used a 


present day 


forecast for 


comparison. 


Universal use of 


TRICS for site 


specific trip 


generation. 


There will be 


some minor 


variations in use 


of site selection 


parameters 


where 


information is 


available. 


All models 


assessed 


planned 


housing and 


employment. 


There is 


some 


difference in 


approach to 


smaller sites 


which may 


not vary in 


overall 


quantum 


from 


unplanned 


development 


trends. Some 


models 


concentrate 


mainly on 


individually 


modelled 


strategic 


sites with 


others 


treating all 


sites included 


in a Local 


Plan together 


by adjusting 


NTEM totals.   


All models use 


TEMPro/NTE


M with the 


version used 


reflecting the 


time when the 


model 


forecasting 


was started. 


There is some 


difference in 


approach to 


how 


TEMPro/NTE


M is applied 


and the 


definition of 


what is 


background, 


with some 


models 


treating small 


non-strategic 


allocations or 


planned 


dispersed 


development 


along with 


background, 


whilst others 


treating all 


sites included 


in Local Plan 


together. 


There is a 


split between 


those models 


which assess 


AADT traffic 


directly and 


those which 


simulate 


hourly flows, 


with AADT 


forecasts 


being 


calculated by 


factoring 


derived from 


observations.  


All but one 


model allow re-


routing. One 


model uses 


fixed routings; 


although there 


can be two 


alternative 


routings 


between O-D 


pairs, this does 


not vary 


according to 


travel 


times/costs. 


Two models 


allow 


destination 


choice, with 


only one model 


allowing mode 


choice. 


This varies 


greatly 


according to 


the 


geographical 


extent of the 


model and 


study area, in 


particular the 


location of the 


client planning 


authority in 


relation to 


other 


designated 


sites. 
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Appendix 6 - Ashdown Forest Air Quality Calculations Methodology Information 


This table sets out the key elements of the air quality calculations undertaken as part of HRA work for the respective local planning authorities.  


Authority & 


consultant  


Chemicals monitored 


and assessed in 


forecasting 


 


Conversion ratios from 


NOx to N 


 


Background improvement assumptions Rate of dispersal 


from the centre line 


of the road up to 


200m 


Type of habitat included in the assessment – 


e.g. woodland in roadside vegetation. 


South Downs 


National Park 


Authority, Lewes 


District Council, 


Tunbridge Wells 


Brough Council, 


and likely 


Tandridge District 


Council - AECOM 


NOx, N deposition, Acid 


Deposition 


NOx to NO2 conversion 


calculated using Defra’s NOx 


to NO2 calculator. 


Then NO2 multiplied by 0.1 


for N deposition as per DMRB 


guidance. 


For N deposition -2% applied up to 2023 


(equivalent of 1% per year for plan period to 


2030). Improvements in background 


concentrations and emission rates assumed 


following Defra assumed improvements up to 


2023. 


Modelled using 


dispersion model 


ADMS-Roads, written 


by CERC. 


A precautionary assumption was made that pristine 


heathland (the SAC feature) was present, or could 


be present in the future, at any point on the 


modelled transects irrespective of existing habitat 


at that location. Therefore heathland was the only 


modelled habitat. 
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1. Introduction 


1.1  This Topic Paper explains the approach of the Local Plan in seeking to meet the 
objectively assessed development needs for the borough, established by the 
supporting evidence. In particular: 


• Policy H1: Housing Provision 


• Policy H5: Affordable Housing 


• Policy H7: Self and Custom Build 


• Policy EC1: Economic Growth 


• Policy IN1: Infrastructure Provision 


1.2 This Topic Paper should be read in conjunction with the objectively assessed 
development needs and detailed supply-led approach set out in:  


• Topic Paper 3: Housing Needs (which establishes the borough’s full projected 
housing needs); 


• Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply (which explains the approach and extent to which 
housing needs can be met within the borough); and  


• Topic Paper 5: Employment Needs and Land Supply (which covers the borough’s 
employment needs and employment land supply).  


1.3 This Topic Paper sets out the remaining unmet needs which are unable to be 
accommodated within the borough and how these are being addressed. In particular it 
highlights the outcomes of key progress made in relation to these through the Duty to 
Cooperate. The Duty to Cooperate Statement shows how the Local Plan review has 
been prepared in relation to cross-boundary strategic issues including meeting 
development and infrastructure needs.  


1.4 The development needs of the borough and the outstanding unmet needs are 
summarised in Table 1 below. 


Table 1: Summary of Development and Infrastructure Needs and Unmet Needs  
 Objectively Assessed 


Development and 
Infrastructure Needs 


Local Plan Provision Unmet Needs 


Housing 12,080 dwellings 
(755dpa) 


5,030 dwellings 
(314dpa) 


7,050 dwellings 
(441dpa) 


Affordable Housing 11,824 dwellings 
(739 dpa) 


2,012 dwellings*1 
(126 dpa) 


9,812 dwellings 
(613 dpa) 


Self- and Custom-Build 
Housing 


104 Part 1 entries on the 
Register  


(136 total entries) 


Policy H7 requirement for 
residential developments 


of 50 or more dwellings 
to provide 6% of the area 


occupied by residential 
plots in the form of 


serviced plots for self-
build and custom 


housebuilding. 


Difficult to assess - 
planning permissions in 


place which ‘could 
include self-build and 


custom housebuilding’ as 
set out in legislation. 


 
1 Note: This is a maximum based on the delivery of 40% from the total housing anticipated within the borough. See 
Topic Paper 3 which explains the reasons why it is not possible to achieve this and why the delivery of affordable 
housing through contributions from market housing will be significantly reduced. 







Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate  
May 2023 


 


6 
 


 Objectively Assessed 
Development and 


Infrastructure Needs 


Local Plan Provision Unmet Needs 


Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling 
Showpeople: five year 
need 


No immediate need 
determined to date – to 
be confirmed subject to 


outcome of updated 
Needs Assessment 


 None currently identified 
– subject to outcome of 


updated Needs 
Assessment 


Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling 
Showpeople: potential 
future need over Plan 
Period 


10 pitches One new reserve site for 
up to 10 permanent 
residential Traveller 


pitches 


None 


Employment: Total 
Business Land (New 
Provision on sites 
within Main 
Employment Areas) 


26.2ha 14.49ha None 


Employment: Of which 
Industrial Land 
(Provision on land 
within Main 
Employment Areas) 


22.9ha 9.17ha 
 


 


Employment: Of which 
Industrial Land 
(Provision through the 
allocation of a new 
Strategic Employment 
Site 


13.73ha 13.73ha None 


Education A site for a 8-10 FE 
secondary school is 


required. 


Policy IN1 – S106 or CIL 
requirements.  


Policy IN2 – allowance for 
consideration of 


education provision on 


allocated housing sites. 


6-8 forms of entry (180-
240 places per year 


group) Secondary 
Education. 


Health Existing issues with 
Primary Care premises, 


and they cannot meet the 
needs of the growing 


population. 


Policy IN1 – S106 or CIL 
requirements.   


Primary Care Networks 
(PCNs) to increase 


resilience and enhance 
capacity. 


2. Background 
2.1  Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 
2.1.1 The currently adopted Local Plan confirms that there is very limited land within the 


borough for accommodating further development. This is due to several factors 
including: 


• Crawley’s tight administrative boundaries;  


• the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential southern runway 
and aircraft noise constraints;  


• flooding; 


• nature conservation constraints; and  
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• few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature of the New Town.  


2.1.2 In finding the adopted Local Plan legally compliant and sound, the Planning Inspector 
for the 2015 Local Plan concluded that: 
“Overall Crawley has adopted a process of continuous engagement with neighbouring 
authorities in seeking to meet its strategic needs. Whilst it has not yet been able to secure in 
full the future provision of its unmet needs, there is no compelling evidence that such failure 
has resulted from the council not promoting its case with sufficient vigour. I consider that the 


legal requirements of the duty to cooperate have been met”2. 


Housing 
2.1.3 Paragraph 2.23 of the adopted Local Plan confirms that Crawley’s housing market 


functions within a wider geographic area. This is identified as the Northern West 
Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA). It is predominantly within the local 
authority administrative areas of Crawley Borough, Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, 
extending northwards into the administrative area of Reigate and Banstead Borough 
to a lesser degree.  


2.1.4 There is already long-established, effective joint working within the NWS HMA. This 
includes recognition in the adopted Local Plans for Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate 
and Banstead that their housing provision figures will contribute to meeting the wider 
needs of the NWS HMA and support the delivery of economic growth within the 
Gatwick Diamond3.  


2.1.5 Historically, Crawley Borough Council (CBC) has worked jointly with Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Councils (MSDC and HDC, respectively) to maximise the sustainable delivery 
of housing needed for the HMA. This has included joint commissioning of key strategic 
studies, including:  


• the At Crawley Study (2009);  


• the New Market Town Study (2010); and  


• West Sussex Bio City (2010);  


• along with the adoption of the Joint Area Action Plan for West of Bewbush (2009). 
The Joint Area Action Plan directly resulted in the subsequent build-out of Kilnwood 
Vale, currently under construction, as a new neighbourhood to Crawley within 
Horsham district. 


2.1.6 Adopted Local Plan Policy H1 commits the council to working closely with its 
neighbouring authorities, particularly those within the NWS HMA, in order to meet 
Crawley’s unmet need in sustainable locations. This is carried out through exploring 
opportunities and resolving infrastructure and environmental constraints. The Policy 
confirms this will include continued assessment of potential future urban extensions 
to Crawley.  


 
2 Report on the Examination into Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-2030, para. 11 (November 2015) Martin Pike, 
The Planning Inspectorate https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB270981.pdf  
3 Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, para. 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) RBBC; Horsham District Planning Framework, 
para. 6.3 (2015) HDC; Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing, second paragraph, page 30, 
and Policy DP5: Planning to Meet Future Housing Need, pages 33-34 (March 2018) MSDC 



https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB270981.pdf
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2.1.7 Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the adopted Local Plan is being 
addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS HMA. Table 2 below 
provides an updated overview of the current adopted housing supply position within 
the North West Sussex area. This shows that the combined local housing need set out 
in the current round of adopted Local Plans will be addressed, albeit with a small 
indicative deficit.  


2.1.8 As shown in Table 2, against the annual Plan figure there is a shortfall of 97dpa. 
However, when this is considered over full anticipated delivery across the Plan 
periods, it results in 527 dwellings outstanding (equal to 35 dwellings per year over the 
15 year Crawley Plan period).  


2.1.9 Since the adoption of the Local Plan in 2015, Crawley has delivered a total oversupply, 
against the Crawley Borough Local Plan annualised average requirement, of 966 
dwellings4. It should be noted that delivery of new development within the borough in 
more recent years (2020 – 2023) has been affected by the Covid-19 pandemic and 
then the need to achieve Water Neutrality. 


Table 2: NWS HMA Adopted Local Plan Housing Needs and Supply  
 Crawley Horsham Mid Sussex NWS HMA total 


Existing Local Plan Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (per 
annum) 


675dpa 650dpa 876dpa 2,201dpa 


Existing Local Plan Requirements 
(per annum) 


340dpa 800dpa 964dpa 2,104dpa 


Difference (per annum) -335dpa +150dpa +88dpa -97dpa 


Existing Local Plan Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (total 
over Plan periods) 


10,125 
dwellings  


13,000 
dwellings 


14,892 
dwellings  


38,017 dwellings 


Existing Local Plan Requirements 
(total over Plan periods) 


5,100 
dwellings 


16,000 
dwellings 


16,390 
dwellings 


37,490 dwellings 


Difference (total over Plan 
periods) 


-5,025 
dwellings 


3,000 
dwellings 


1,498 
dwellings 


-527 dwellings 
(-35dpa) 


Employment 
2.1.10 The adopted Local Plan Policy EC1 acknowledges a potential for a shortfall of 35ha of 


business land provision arising within the borough over the Plan period. Therefore, the 
Local Plan takes a sequential approach to identifying appropriate locations for new 
business-led growth, focusing respectively on delivering sites on: 
i. Land within Crawley, in the north of the borough (this would be reliant on the 


ability to remove safeguarding for a potential future southern runway at Gatwick 
Airport); 


ii. Land at Crawley/Gatwick, in the areas immediately adjoining the borough; 
iii. Land near Crawley/Gatwick. 


 
4 3,346 Total of net dwellings (2015/16: 541 dwellings; 2016/17: 596 dwellings; 2017/18: 369 dwellings; 2018/19: 
512 dwellings; 2019/20: 404 dwellings; 2020/21: 568 dwellings; 2021/22: 356 dwellings) – 2,380 Total annualised 
average (340 x 7) = 966 dwellings 
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2.1.11 Horley Strategic Business Park5 is anticipated to provide approximately 200,000 square 
metres of office-led employment floorspace. This allocation will meet a significant 
proportion of Crawley’s identified office needs from the adopted Crawley Local Plan 
2015, on land at Crawley/Gatwick. However, it will not meet any of its outstanding 
industrial needs.  


2.2  Legislation 
2.2.1 The Localism Act 20116 places a legal Duty to Cooperate on local planning authorities 


and other prescribed bodies to work together to address relevant strategic planning 
issues in the preparation of their Local Plans. 


2.3 National Policy 
2.3.1  National planning policy7 is clear that the starting point for Local Plans is that they are 


prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed 
needs for housing and other uses, unless: 
i. The application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular 


importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area; or 


ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.  


1.3.2 The NPPF requires the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 
the community to be assessed and reflected in planning policies. This includes, but is 
not limited to:  


• those who require affordable housing;  


• families with children;  


• older people;  


• students;  


• people with disabilities;  


• service families;  


• travellers;  


• people who rent their homes; and  


• people wishing to commission or build their own homes8.  


2.3.3 The NPPF confirms that joint working should help to determine where additional 
infrastructure is necessary and whether development needs that cannot be met 
wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere9. 


2.4  Evidence 
2.4.1  Relevant Key Evidence supporting the draft Local Plan includes: 


• Standard Methodology for Assessing Local Housing Need (February 2019) MHCLG 


• Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2019) Iceni Projects 


 
5 Allocated by Policy HOR9 of the Reigate and Banstead Development Management Policies DPD 
6 Section 110 of the Localism Act provides the legislative basis for the Duty by transposing it into a new Section 
33a of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
7 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), para. 11 (2021) MHCLG 
8 NPPF, para. 62 (2021) MHCLG 
9 NPPF, para. 26 (2021) MHCLG 
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• Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2022) CBC 


• Housing Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Crawley Borough Council: Windfall Allowance Statement (May 2023) CBC  


• Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment 
(2023) CBC 


• Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) Lichfields 


• Economic Growth Assessment focused update for Crawley (September 2020) 
Lichfields  


• Economic Growth Assessment supplementary update for Crawley (January 2023) 
Lichfields 


• Employment Land Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Employment Land Availability Assessment (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Draft Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment (May 2023) CBC 


• Transport Modelling Study (June 2022) Stantec 


• Whole Plan Policies and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Study (March 
2021) DixonSearle 


• Viability Assessment Update (December 2022) DixonSearle 


• Draft Infrastructure Plan (May 2023) CBC 


2.4.2 In addition, the following key Duty to Cooperate documents are relevant to this Topic 
Paper: 


• Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (2016) Chilmark Consulting 


• Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (2020) CBC, HDC, MSDC, 
WSCC 


• Crawley Borough Council and Mole Valley Statement of Common Ground (2021) 
CBC, MVDC 


• Crawley Borough Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground (2021) CBC, RBBC 


• Worthing Borough Council and Crawley Borough Council Statement of Common 
Ground (2021) WBC, CBC 


• Arun District Council and Crawley Borough Council Statement of Common Ground 
(2021) ADC, CBC 


• Crawley Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (2021) CBC 
The council is working closely with Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District 
Council to update the Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground and 
finalise bilateral Statements of Common Ground regarding specific strategic matters of 
importance to each council. These will be published as soon as they are agreed. 


2.4.3 The relevant evidence is referenced below in support of the Strategic Issues. 


3. Strategic Issues 
3.1  Unmet Housing Needs 
3.1.1 Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms a total housing need of 12,080 dwellings 


(based on 755 dwellings per annum) for the 16 year Plan period (2024-2040). This is 
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based on the government’s Standard Methodology for calculating housing need. 
Crawley’s Housing Needs are set out in more detail in Topic Paper 3. 


3.1.2 The borough’s land supply allows for 42% of this need to be met on sites within the 
borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,030 dwellings (set out in 
draft Policy H1). The reasons for this are set out in Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply. This 
equates to an annualised average of 314 dwellings per annum (dpa). However, higher 
delivery rates are anticipated in the early- to mid-Plan period, with lower levels 
towards the end (due to the build out of the last remaining large sites available within 
the borough). A stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for this: 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400dpa 


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 360dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa. 


3.1.3 The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries. 
Through the Local Plan review, new approaches to achieve this are proposed. This 
includes the introduction of high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible 
locations (Policy CL4). Furthermore, the draft Local Plan now includes a series of 
housing typology policies to positively influence development opportunities within the 
borough (Policies H3, and H3a-H3f). This is further explained in Topic Paper 4.  


3.1.4 After this supply is deducted from the identified housing need10, there will be a 
remaining unmet housing need of approximately 7,050 dwellings arising from Crawley 
over the Plan period. This will occur as follows: 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 355dpa 


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 395dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 550dpa 


3.1.5 Through the signed Statement of Common Ground for the Northern West Sussex 
(NWS) Authorities (May 2020)11, the parties agreed that housing need is a relevant 
strategic matter. In particular, it is agreed that it is critical to continue to work 
positively together to seek to address the housing needs of the Housing Market Area 
(HMA). Therefore, it is anticipated that Crawley’s unmet housing need will be 
accommodated within the NWS HMA, insofar as is consistent with national policy and 
delivery of sustainable development.  


3.1.6 Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 2,548 dwellings12 above their objectively assessed housing 
needs, over the period from 2024 to 2031. This has been acknowledged, through the 
Local Plans’ Examinations, to be predominantly in order to meet Crawley’s unmet 
needs13.  


 
10 12,080 – 5,030 = 7,050 dwellings 
11 Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (May 2020) CBC, HDC, MSDC, WSCC: 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf  
12 150dpa x 7 = 1,050 (Horsham District Planning Framework) + 1,498 dwellings (Mid Sussex District Plan, Policy 
DP4) 
13 Paragraphs 40-43, Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, Geoff Salter (2015): 
HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf (horsham.gov.uk) and Paragraphs 21-28, Report on the Examination of the Mid 



https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf
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3.1.7 However, it is acknowledged that the Standard Method has increased the objectively 
assessed housing need for the other authority areas within the HMA. Therefore, the 
final outcomes of meeting the full housing need of the HMA will need to be 
established through the reviews of each of the Local Plans independently. 


Table 3: NWS HMA Standard Method and Local Plan Sta tus 
LPA Local Housing 


Need – 
dpa14 


Local Plan target (annualised 
average – dpa) 


Plan status Plan period 


 Crawley 755 314 
 


Regulation 19 
Proposed 
Submission 


2024 – 2040 


Horsham 911 tbc Anticipated  
Regulation 19:   
tbc 


2024 – 2040 


Mid Sussex 1,090 1,119 Regulation 18 2021 – 2039 


NWS HMA 2,756 tbc (combined LP targets)   


Surplus/Deficit tbc tbc   


3.1.8 Since the adoption of the Local Plan, ongoing work has continued in relation to 
exploring potential urban extensions and developments adjacent to Crawley’s 
borough boundaries.  


3.1.9 Developments have been permitted (and commenced/completed) at:  


• Pease Pottage (600 dwellings) immediately to the south of Crawley, in the High 
Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty;  


• Copthorne (500 dwellings) immediately to the east of Crawley; and  


• along the Rusper Road to the west of Crawley (95 dwellings and 36 dwellings).  


3.1.10 Further development is being explored through the Horsham District Local Plan review 
process. This includes Homes England’s promotion of proposals for strategic scale 
development to the West of Crawley of 3,000+, and up to 10,000, new dwellings. This 
would potentially be provided in the form of three new neighbourhoods to Crawley 
over the longer term (beyond the current review Plan periods).  


3.1.11 The draft Mid Sussex District Plan Review (Regulation 18) was published for public 
consultation between November and December 2022. This proposed a strategic 
allocation on Crawley’s eastern boundary at Crabbet Park for approximately 2,300 
new dwellings (1,500 within the Plan period) as part of a new neighbourhood strategic 
mixed-use development. 


3.1.12 Crawley Borough Council is working closely and continually with Horsham District 
Council and Mid Sussex District Council, and alongside West Sussex County Council, to 
understand the implications and opportunities of these strategic proposals “at 
Crawley”. Should these sites be progressed, whilst the main built development would 
be outside of the borough’s administrative boundaries (and within Horsham and Mid 
Sussex districts respectively), infrastructure connections would be into the borough. 


 
Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, Jonathan Bore (2018): The Planning Inspectorate - Report to Mid Sussex District 
Council March 2018 
14 The Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need has been used.  



https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7685/07_07_inspector-s_report_on_the_mid_sussex_district_plan_2018.pdf

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7685/07_07_inspector-s_report_on_the_mid_sussex_district_plan_2018.pdf
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This means there would likely be significant visual and environmental impacts on 
Crawley, as well as a major uplift in demands on local services and facilities so that 
substantial infrastructure investment would be needed and significant additional 
resources for service provision.  


3.1.13 The draft Local Plan paragraphs 12.17 – 12.23 acknowledge that well planned urban 
extensions could form an important way to meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, 
with paragraph 12.23 setting out specific criteria which will be used to inform 
discussions with neighbouring authorities.   


Meeting the needs of Specific Groups in the Community 
3.1.14 In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing 


Market Assessment (SHMA) has considered the needs of specific communities within 
the borough. This has included: 


• Those who require affordable housing  


• Families with children 


• Older people 


• Students 


• People with disabilities 


• People who rent their homes and 


• People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 


3.1.15 As set out in Topic Paper 3, due to the land constrained position of the borough, 
some of the housing needs of the above groups will not be met in full. These require 
further discussions as part of the Duty to Cooperate, as set out below. 


Affordable Housing 
3.1.16 With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need 


for 739 affordable homes per year in Crawley. Out of this overall affordable housing 
need, 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented affordable housing. As Crawley is 
only able to meet approximately 42% of its overall housing needs within the borough, 
even if meeting a full 40% affordable housing policy requirement, there will be a 
significant shortfall of affordable housing. Furthermore, as set out in Topic Paper 3, 
viability challenges for higher density development in particular mean that only 25% 
affordable housing can be required for those residential developments within the 
Town Centre. 


3.1.17 Therefore, where development is coming forward outside the borough on Crawley’s 
boundary, discussions have been taking place to explore and agree mechanisms for 
Crawley’s affordable housing needs to similarly be met. This includes through 
nomination rights being extended to residents on Crawley’s housing register; 
particularly, but not restricted to, where housing needs are being met by 
developments on Crawley’s boundaries. This has been successful for developments 
currently under construction: Kilnwood Vale – agreement with Horsham District 
Council in place; and Pease Pottage – agreement with Mid Sussex District Council in 
place.  







Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate  
May 2023 


 


14 
 


Self and Custom Build Homes 
3.1.18 The SHMA also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to explore 


opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their own 
home. As a planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of 
development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature 
of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is 
not often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  


3.1.19 The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach to seek 
to meet some of this need within the borough. However, it is acknowledged that land 
supply is limited for this purpose on any significant scale. The SHMA recognised that 
opportunities for securing self- and custom-build plots on strategic sites within 
Crawley is more limited than in Horsham district. Therefore, discussions have been 
progressed to understand whether there are opportunities for this to be considered 
over a wider area. This is particularly if there are duplicate entries on the Self-Build 
Registers across districts and boroughs. 


Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
3.1.20 Notwithstanding the constrained land supply in Crawley, Duty to Cooperate 


agreements with the Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities confirmed the intention for 
each authority to seek to meet its own Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
accommodation needs. Crawley supports, through financial contributions, the 
provision of a transit site for use across West Sussex authorities, which has been 
successfully established and is located in Chichester District. 


3.1.21 As set out in the 2020 Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodation Needs Assessment, there is not an identified immediate need for 
new pitch or plot sites within the borough. However, this Needs Assessment is 
currently being updated, and the emerging draft will be published for consultation 
alongside the Local Plan. Once finalised, this will confirm whether this remains to be 
the case. In addition, it is acknowledged that there may be a need arising over the 
Plan period from the existing families within the borough as new households are 
formed. On this basis, the reserve site allocated in the adopted Local Plan at 
Broadfield Kennels for up to 10 permanent residential pitch sites for Gypsy and 
Traveller use continues to be allocated for this purpose, should the need arise in the 
future.  


3.1.22 There is no currently identified unmet need for Gypsies, Travellers or Travelling 
Showpeople arising from Crawley. 


3.2 Unmet Employment Needs 
3.2.1 In addition to the unmet housing needs, cooperation is carried out in relation to 


planning for economic growth across Northern West Sussex. This includes through 
the joint commissioning of the recent Economic Growth Assessment (EGA), 2020 and 
liaison with neighbouring authorities on the 2021 and 2023 Crawley-focused updates. 
The EGA highlighted continued significant anticipated levels of economic growth in 
the Functional Economic Market Area. Much of the identified growth is associated 
with the economic strength of Crawley and Gatwick. 


3.2.2 As identified through the Crawley Focused EGA Update (January 2023), there is need 
for a minimum of 26.2ha new business land in the borough for the period to 2040. 
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This need is significantly within the industrial sectors (22.9ha), with office and 
research and development needs accounting for 3.3ha of the total. Crawley’s 
Employment Land Trajectory (March 2023) identifies an available employment land 
supply pipeline of 14.49ha, which comprises 5.32ha office land and 9.17ha industrial 
land. This supply is sufficient to meet Crawley’s quantitative office needs in full. 
However, there is only sufficient land to meet industrial needs in the early part of the 
Plan period. This results in a shortfall of 13.73ha industrial land, principally within the 
B8 storage & distribution sectors.  


3.2.3 To meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an industrial-led Strategic 
Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and South of the 
M23 Spur. This is the site referred to in the draft Local Plan as Gatwick Green. With 
this allocation, there are no remaining unmet employment needs arising from 
Crawley. 


3.3 Unmet Education Needs 
3.3.1 Crawley has a recognised unmet need for secondary education. This is identified as 


amounting to 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group).  


3.3.2 This is in addition to the Gatwick Free School which received permanent planning 
permission in December 2022. It is a combined primary and secondary school with a 
maximum of 1,020 pupils, 600 for secondary provision. A proportion of its pupils are 
from Horley in Surrey.  


3.3.3 The further 6-8 forms of entry of demand for secondary school places is in the short 
and medium term and there have been capacity issues experienced since September 
2021. In the longer term, numbers are expected to reduce as entry to primary 
schools is now falling after a rapid rise from 2012.  


3.3.4 When the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2030 was adopted (December 2015), it was 
anticipated by WSCC that they would explore options for the extension of existing 
secondary schools within the borough. However, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
recognised that the need for places might be supplied by a new school. In 2017, the 
Department for Education (DfE) announced funding for a new six form entry plus a 
sixth form Secondary Free School within Crawley. This ‘Forge Wood High’ is to be 
sponsored by a high performing multi-academy trust.  


3.3.5 However, given Crawley’s constrained land supply, after extensive work by the 
council, WSCC, the DfE and LocatED, no suitable site has been found to build the 
school. Instead, the potential to provide additional secondary school places, to serve 
Crawley’s needs, is being considered on sites close to Crawley. If new strategic 
development on Crawley’s boundaries could provide this opportunity, the DfE will 
seek to bring forward a school as early as possible.  


3.3.6 In addition, notwithstanding the lack of a suitable site for a secondary school within 
Crawley, the submission draft Crawley Local Plan (2024-2040) Policy IN2 makes 
allowance for consideration of education provision on sites allocated for uses 
including housing, where justified by local need, in case suitable opportunities should 
arise. 
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3.4 Unmet Health Needs 
3.4.1 There are recognised capacity constraints on GP provision across the area, 


particularly with the decision by the NHS not to bring forward new provision as 
originally planned within the Forge Wood and Kilnwood Vale new neighbourhoods. 
However, the introduction of Primary Care Networks (PCNs) including the “Improved 
Access Hub” is anticipated by the NHS West Sussex CCG to enhance capacity and 
improve resilience. 


4. Conclusion 


4.1 The updated total unmet need, calculated for the Local Plan Review, against the 
assessed needs for both housing and employment, arising from within Crawley over 
the Plan period (2024 – 2040) is: 


• Housing: 7,050 dwellings; 


• Affordable Housing: 9,812 dwellings; 


• Self- and Custom- Build: Unknown; 


• Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople: None; 


• Employment: None; 


• Education: 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group) Secondary 
Education; 


• Health: Unknown. Anticipated by the NHS to be addressed by the Primary Care 
Networks. 


4.2 Duty to Cooperate discussions have continuously progressed since the adoption of 
the adopted Local Plan. This has included resolving unmet needs issues identified 
through the adopted Local Plan, as part of the adoption of the Mid Sussex District 
Plan (meeting the remaining unmet housing needs) and Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan (meeting unmet employment needs through Horley 
Business Park allocation).  


4.3 Throughout the production of the Local Plan Review further cross-boundary strategic 
discussions have been held in order to resolve the emerging unmet development and 
infrastructure needs. In particular, this has resulted in the Statement of Common 
Ground across the Northern West Sussex authorities: Crawley Borough Council, 
Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council, and West Sussex County 
Council, and ongoing work on emerging bilateral Statements of Common Ground. 
Furthermore, detailed and technical conversations have been ongoing in relation to 
the significant strategic scale development being promoted by Homes England to the 
West of Crawley with Crawley Borough Council as a key partner. Discussions are also 
taking place with Mid Sussex District Council with regard to the new neighbourhood 
at Crabbet Park, east of Crawley, identified for allocation in the Mid Sussex 
Regulation 18 District Plan (2021 – 2039). 







 







support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make before
it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of concern
to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, which will
also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me know if you
have any comments or changes you need me to make.
 
For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the latest,
to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.
 
In addition, please find attached a letter from Crawley Borough Council to your authority setting
out Crawley’s unmet needs, and requesting a response in relation to the potential for meeting
these needs. A formal response to this letter, along with any formal detailed comments you have
on the above mentioned documents, can occur any time until the close of the Regulation 19
consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or as
your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
Hopefully we will have the Water Neutrality Statement of Common Ground agreed in time for the
submission of the Crawley Borough Local Plan, but please do let me know if you can think of any
other reason we should consider preparing one.
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from
disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a third
party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email.
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From: Andrew Marsh
To: Brigden, Elizabeth; Alice Henstock
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Mid Sussex District Council
Date: 28 April 2023 16:00:45
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for sharing your draft Duty to Co-Operate Statement and accompanying Unmet Need
Topic Paper. We appreciate the opportunity to provide informal comments ahead of publication
and hope the below are helpful for you. Whilst we have reviewed the documents and provide the
below at an officer level, these are without prejudice to any additional comments that we may
wish to make formally during your upcoming Regulation 19 consultation if necessary. Most are
factual changes, however there are some queries that may require further discussion.
 
As always, if you wish to discuss further or require any clarifications, please do not hesitate to give
me a call or we can find some time in our diaries to meet. Best of luck with all the
collating/printing/distributing of consultation material – always a mammoth task!
 
Kind regards,
Andrew
 
===
 
DTC Statement
1.1.4. Physical constraints are mentioned (flood risk and AONB) however it would be useful to
provide the % of the borough impacted by these to provide context. As you know, Mid Sussex is
50% AONB which we consider significant.
 
1.4.2 – 1.4.5. These paragraphs provide useful history however we question whether this is the
most ‘up-to-date’ position as implied by some of the wording. This predominantly relates to the
current adopted plans rather than the suite of ‘reviews’ which are based on very different housing
need/supply figures.
 
1.4.6 (Table 1.4). This shows quite a swing from under-provision to significant over-provision. It
would be helpful to understand the reasons for this, and whether there is potential for this to
continue into the new plan period i.e. potential for the unmet need to be less.
 
1.4.8 – 1.4.9.  It is unclear whether this is setting out the current position, or the position ‘as at’
adoption of the Mid Sussex District Plan in 2018. If the former – we understand that HDC does not
currently have a 5-year housing land supply. If the latter, is this relevant to the suite of reviewed
plans?
 
3.1.11. It is noted that the housing supply close to administrative boundaries only counts towards
meeting the housing requirement in MSDC/HDC. This isn’t correct given the contributions by
HDC/MSDC towards CBC unmet needs in current plans. It would be helpful to clarify this, and that
in practice even if it were not ‘assigned’ or ‘counted’ towards the numbers arithmetically, given
their location they are very likely to be accommodating some need from Crawley (given, for
example, over 90% of MSDC need is due to in-migration), particularly as nomination rights for
affordable housing have been agreed at Pease Pottage. 
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3.1.13. Should be noted that adjoining areas are also subject to similar constraints and that,
ultimately, it is for each LPA to determine its most sustainable and deliverable strategy for
meeting housing need, including unmet need.
 
3.1.17. This para is referring to the adopted Plans.  The tense of this paragraph may be taken out
of context to apply to the work/agreement on the current DP reviews.  E.g. “Similarly, each
authority within the area considers it is doing the maximum reasonable to meet the objectively
assessed housing needs of the area as a whole, taking into account local constraints, local
aspirations and the need for sustainable development”.  If this does reflect the current position
then, for consistency, the same language should be used in the Housing Statement of Common
Ground.
 
3.1.18. It is acknowledged that the housing position is becoming more challenging however
suggest the last sentence reads “before including any additional amount…” rather than “without”
as this position has not yet been concluded.
 
3.1.20. This para should also reference the previous evidence that CBC need could be met
anywhere within MS due to transport movements (position was evidenced for the Mid Sussex
District Plan).
 
3.1.21 Table 3.2.
May be worth noting that the NWSPS may need to be updated or elements superseded by the
Housing SoCG as the 2020 version relates to previous plan periods and respective housing need at
that time.
Under “Crawley Borough and Mid Sussex District”, Crabbet Park is referred to as a “new
neighbourhood for Crawley” - Crabbet Park is within Mid Sussex and there is no agreement that it
would be a ‘new neighbourhood’ so suggest it is referred to as a Sustainable Community as
described in the draft District Plan.
Note reference to the current SoCG between CBC and MSDC however this was prepared for the
MSDC Site Allocations DPD therefore question whether it is relevant for the Local Plan Review.
 
3.8.8 Table 3.9 Whilst we’ve signed up to the GCN scheme, question whether this is a DTC
outcome?
 
Page 55 Map. It would be best to replace this with the maps set out in the SHMA given the HMA
overlaps and textual context on this is important, as discussed within the draft Housing SocG. 
 
Appendix C. Whilst we do not disagree with the lists/dates of meetings that have taken place, we
question the relevance of any that occurred before the Local Plan review commenced. For
instance, one example shows MSDC/CBC portfolio holders met in 2017- this was before the MSDC
District Plan was adopted and is therefore not related to the current set of plan reviews. Are the
dates listed for the WS&GB meetings helpful and/or to be published in the public domain?
 
Appendix E. This appears to be the trajectory for the current suite of Local Plans rather than the
updated picture as at today, therefore question the relevance given the housing need and supply
have dramatically changed since then (e.g. MS adopted the Sites DPD, Water Neutrality
implications, etc) so would suggest this is updated.
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Topic Paper
1.3. Mentions that the Topic Paper highlights the ‘outcomes’, are these listed/clear?
1.4. Have CBC done any work looking at planning permissions which could be self and custom
build? Would be useful to have an up-to-date picture. MSDC has carried out a similar exercise so
can advise if needed.
2.1. As above, this provides useful history however it needs to be set in the context that the
position has changed significantly since the Local Plans were adopted and we cannot necessarily
rely on the outcomes/findings reached for those plans.
2.1.9. The additional 996 needs to be added to Table 2 to show that there is an over-supply rather
than under-supply. In addition, it would be useful for there to be some commentary on why the
966 occurred i.e. why was this not predicted during the Local Plan Process? Is this a ‘one off’ or is
there potential for it to occur again? The implications of this are significant given pressure on
neighbours to assist with unmet need. Would it be helpful to reference delivery implications from
covid/water neutrality?
 
3.1.3. Are the ‘new approaches to achieve this’ factored in to the supply trajectory proposed i.e. is
there a possibility that these figures will be exceeded?
3.1.4 Note that the plan period (2040) extends beyond the MS plan period (to 2039) therefore will
need to account for this as we did in the current suite of plans.
3.1.5 Suggest the words “insofar is consistent with national policy and delivery of sustainable
development. This will need to be demonstrated through the evidence for the respective Local
Plans” or similar
3.1.6 Need to be careful with tense – this relates to the current plans rather than ‘review’ plans.
3.1.7 Table 3. The Local Plan target for Mid Sussex in the draft Reg18 plan works out at 1,119dpa
plus the over-supply of 302 (i.e. 17dpa). Therefore overall the MS draft plan proposed 20,444
divided by 18 years – 1,136dpa.
3.1.11 Refers to CP as a ‘new neighbourhood’, suggest it reflects the language used in the draft
District Plan “Sustainable Community” (as above)
3.1.12 The final paragraph is not evidenced. Crabbet Park, for instance, is to be designed as a
“Sustainable Community” providing essential services and facilities on-site so that it is not reliant
on such facilities in adjoining areas. Although details are not yet confirmed, it has potential to
provide some facilities (such as secondary education) which could alleviate rather than exacerbate
pressures in Crawley. Also, suggest that the environmental impact of Crabbet Park is more
significant for Mid Sussex (rural area, adjacent to AONB) than for the built-up area of Crawley.
 
3.2.1 To note, I’m not aware that MSDC has been involved with the 2023 EGA update.
4.2 Whilst this is true, we question how relevant the “resolving unmet needs” in previous plans is,
given that this DTC statement is referring to the current plans where no such agreement is
currently in place – albeit it is a work in progress.
4.3 This para outlines the discussion held, however would be useful to set out any outcomes from
these. Also need to refer to Crabbet Park as a “sustainable community” rather than new
neighbourhood, as described above.
 
===
Andrew Marsh
Head of Planning Policy and Housing Enabling
01444 477488
andrew.marsh@midsussex.gov.uk
www.midsussex.gov.uk
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Working together for a better Mid Sussex
 
Text, letter  Description automatically generated

You now need photo ID to vote at a polling station. No ID? You can apply for free voter ID. 
Find out more at www.electoralcommission.org.uk/voterID or call 0800 328 0280
 
 

From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 10:41 AM
To: Andrew Marsh <Andrew.Marsh@midsussex.gov.uk>; Alice Henstock
<Alice.Henstock@midsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Mid Sussex District Council
 
Dear Andrew/Alice,
 
You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make before
it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of concern
to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, which will
also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me know if you
have any comments or changes you need me to make.
 
For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the latest,
to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.
 
In addition, please find attached a letter from Crawley Borough Council to your authority setting
out Crawley’s unmet needs, and requesting a response in relation to the potential for meeting
these needs. A formal response to this letter, along with any formal detailed comments you have
on the above mentioned documents, can occur any time until the close of the Regulation 19
consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or as
your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
I have attached the most recent NWS SoCG for your information/assistance. Hopefully, we will
also have the updated NWS – Housing SoCG finalised in time for the submission of the Crawley
Local Plan. I have also attached our bilateral SoCG which was prepared for your Site Allocations
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DPD – it would be helpful to consider whether this could be updated for our current Plans or if we
should commence a new one (it is quite specific and possibly has been overtaken by your District
Plan Review).
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of
Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from
disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a third
party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email.

This email and any attachments may contain confidential information and is intended only to be
seen and used by the named addressee(s). If you are not the named addressee, any use,
disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of this email and any attachments is unauthorised. If
you have received this email in error please advise the sender immediately and permanently
delete this email and any attachments from your system.

The views expressed within this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or
policies of Crawley Borough Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of
transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before
accessing this email and any attachments. Except as required by law, we shall not be responsible
for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and any
attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and any
attachments.

**********************************************************************
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From: Katharine Stuart
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Cc: Claire Tester
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - South Downs National Park
Date: 28 April 2023 15:35:08
Attachments: image001.png

Dear Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on both the Duty to Cooperate Statement and Topic
Paper 1 Unmet Needs and DtC.
 
We welcome and support references in the Duty to Cooperate statement to the joint working
that both CBC and SDNPA are engaged with, for example water neutrality in the Sussex North
WRZ and Ashdown Forest air quality work. We note the location of CBC within the Northern
West Sussex Housing Market Area. We welcome sight of the topic paper on unmet needs noting
that HMA boundaries by their nature tend to be ‘fuzzy’ and tend to have some overlap.  
 
In addition, I have a some specific detailed comments/queries on the Duty to Cooperate
Statement:

1. Table 3.8, page 47. I understand this table to be about water neutrality. The second to last
row references the water neutrality statement of common ground which is in preparation.
The last row references 1to1 statements of common ground with Horsham and Mid
Sussex. Are these on the subject of water neutrality, or does this refer to wider
statements of common ground which touch on the joint water neutrality work? I ask
because if it is the former, then I would like to check with you whether there are any 1to1
matters regarding water neutrality that would require a statement of common ground
between ourselves as well?  

2. Paragraph 3.8.7. The Hampshire GCN DLL is emerging but not yet established and
operational.

3. Appendix C –
The rows outlining the West Sussex and Greater Brighton partnership work define
membership as ‘district and county councils’. The SDNPA are part of the group and
as we are not a district or county council we don’t appear to be in scope of the
membership outlined in the statement. I would suggest either referencing ‘local
planning authorities’ as a catch all, or adding in SDNPA specifically to the
membership list.
The above also applies to the row for PPOG, the Biodiversity Record Centre steering
group, Sussex Nature Recovery Working Group, and Sussex LNP LA Network.

4. Page 100 – Natural England endorsement – suggest this be ‘Natural England to the above
local planning authorities’ to include SDNPA as we are in the list.

5. Page 100 – publication of the Part C report – suggest this also includes SDNPA in list on
the basis that SDNPA fed in data, attended working group meetings and provided
comments like NE, EA and SW in the list.

 
 

We will review and come back to you regarding the letter noting the deadline of 20th June.
 
If you have any questions or it would be helpful to discuss the above, please do let me know.
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Kind regards
Katharine
 
Katharine Stuart
Planning Policy Lead
South Downs National Park Authority
Direct Tel: 01730 819281 Work Mobile: 07557 853260
 
Please note that we are experiencing a temporary number of vacancies that is
impacting some areas of our planning service at the South Downs National Park
Authority. We are working actively to recruit new staff and are committed to
filling all posts within the Planning Department.  We would be grateful for your
understanding and patience during this time, as we may be unable to deal with all
matters within normal specified timeframes.  As always, our goal is to deal with
matters as efficiently as possible and we hope to be in a position to meet our
normal specified timeframes within 4 to 5 months.  Thank you.
 
Our latest Planning Newsletter can be read here: Winter Planning Newsletter
 
South Downs Centre, North Street, Midhurst, West Sussex, GU29 9DH
www.southdowns.gov.uk | facebook | SDNPA twitter | Ranger twitter | youtube
P Please consider the environment before printing 
 
Renature60

 

From: Katharine Stuart 
Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 11:08 AM
To: 'Brigden, Elizabeth' <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk>
Cc: Claire Tester <Claire.Tester@southdowns.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - South Downs National Park
 
Dear Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for your email. We will review and come back to you - noting the deadline of Friday

28th April for the first part and 20th June for the second part.
 
I can’t immediately think of a reason for a further statement of common ground between our
LPAs in addition to the water neutrality and Ashdown Forest ones, but I will come back to you if
we have further thoughts on this!
 
Re. Ashdown Forest, the 2018 version is useful to have and I believe it is with Wealden for
drafting the next version following getting the transport modelling work going, which I hope isn’t
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too far away now.
 
Kind regards
Katharine
 
Katharine Stuart
Planning Policy Lead
South Downs National Park Authority
Direct Tel: 01730 819281 Work Mobile: 07557 853260
 
Please note that we are experiencing a temporary number of vacancies that is
impacting some areas of our planning service at the South Downs National Park
Authority. We are working actively to recruit new staff and are committed to
filling all posts within the Planning Department.  We would be grateful for your
understanding and patience during this time, as we may be unable to deal with all
matters within normal specified timeframes.  As always, our goal is to deal with
matters as efficiently as possible and we hope to be in a position to meet our
normal specified timeframes within 4 to 5 months.  Thank you.
 
Our latest Planning Newsletter can be read here: Winter Planning Newsletter
 
South Downs Centre, North Street, Midhurst, West Sussex, GU29 9DH
www.southdowns.gov.uk | facebook | SDNPA twitter | Ranger twitter | youtube
P Please consider the environment before printing 
 
Renature60

 

From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 10:43 AM
To: Katharine Stuart <Katharine.Stuart@southdowns.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - South Downs National Park
 

Caution: This email originates from outside of South Downs National Park Authority and could
contain malicious content. Please think very carefully before opening attachments or clicking on
links.

Dear Katharine,
 
You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
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support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make
before it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of
concern to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper,
which will also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me
know if you have any comments or changes you need me to make.
 
For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the
latest, to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.
 
In addition, please find attached a letter from Crawley Borough Council to your authority setting
out Crawley’s unmet needs, and requesting a response in relation to the potential for meeting
these needs(! – I have sent it to you for completeness, not because I genuinely see an opportunity
in the SDNP!). A formal response to this letter, along with any formal detailed comments you
have on the above mentioned documents, can occur any time until the close of the Regulation
19 consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or
as your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
Hopefully we will have the Water Neutrality Statement of Common Ground agreed in time for
the submission of the Crawley Borough Local Plan, but please do let me know if you can think of
any other reason we should consider preparing one (I don’t know where the update to the
Ashdown Forest one is up to, but at least we have the 2018 version!)
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom
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From: Kelly Sharp
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Cc: Nichola Watters; James Webster
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Wealden District Council
Date: 28 April 2023 09:49:56
Attachments: image001.jpg

image002.png
image003.jpg

Dear Elizabeth
 
Thank you for providing us with the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement and the
draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper. We do not have any comments on either
document.
 
We are also in receipt of your letter regarding Crawley’s unmet need. We will
respond to this in due course and in line with the timescales you suggest.
 
In relation to the Ashdown Forest SoCG, I can confirm that this week I have
managed to resolve the contract for the AF Transport model. I will update the
officer group shortly. Once the work starts I will look to draft an updated SoCG for
the AF air quality group and will circulate accordingly.
 
Kind regards
 
Kelly
 
Kelly Sharp BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI | Planning Policy Manager |
Planning Policy |Wealden District Council
07985878699
kelly.sharp@wealden.gov.uk
Council Offices | Vicarage Lane | Hailsham | East Sussex | BN27 2AX
 
http://www.wealden.gov.uk

 @wealdendistrict  @wealden  @wealdendc
 
 
 
 
 
From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 10:43 AM
To: Kelly Sharp <Kelly.Sharp@wealden.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Wealden District Council
 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the
organisation. Do not click links or open attachments unless

you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Kelly,
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You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make before
it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of concern
to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, which will
also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me know if you
have any comments or changes you need me to make.
 
For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the latest,
to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.
 
In addition, please find attached a letter from Crawley Borough Council to your authority setting
out Crawley’s unmet needs, and requesting a response in relation to the potential for meeting
these needs. A formal response to this letter, along with any formal detailed comments you have
on the above mentioned documents, can occur any time until the close of the Regulation 19
consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or as
your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
Please do let me know if you think it would be helpful for us to put together a Statement of
Common Ground in advance of the revised Ashdown Forest one.
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom of
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From: Waterman-Gay, Michelle
To: Brigden, Elizabeth; KSLPlanning; Wilson, Jennifer; Davis, Huw
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Environment Agency
Date: 27 April 2023 16:40:38
Attachments: image001.gif

image002.gif
image003.gif
image004.gif
image005.gif

Dear Elizabeth
 
Thank you for your email and Duty to Cooperate Statement dated April 2023.
 
We have reviewed the document and do not have any corrections to make in the document and
are satisfied with the content that it covers.
 
Kind regards
 

Michelle
 
Michelle Waterman-Gay - Planning Advisor - Sustainable Places, Kent
kslplanning@environment-agency.gov.uk
Telephone: 02084746762
 

 
 

From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 April 2023 14:09
To: KSLPlanning <KSLPLANNING@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Wilson, Jennifer
<jennifer.wilson@environment-agency.gov.uk>; Davis, Huw <Huw.Davis@environment-
agency.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Environment Agency
 
Dear Jen/Huw,
 
You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make
before it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of
concern to you.
 
I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the latest, to be able to take it into
account for the consultation versions.
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Any formal detailed comments you have on the document can occur any time until the close of
the Regulation 19 consultation, either for a further conversation/agreement as part of the Duty
to Cooperate or as your formal representations (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom
of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from
disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a
third party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email.

This email and any attachments may contain confidential information and is intended only to be
seen and used by the named addressee(s). If you are not the named addressee, any use,
disclosure, copying, alteration or forwarding of this email and any attachments is unauthorised.
If you have received this email in error please advise the sender immediately and permanently
delete this email and any attachments from your system.

The views expressed within this email and any attachments are not necessarily the views or
policies of Crawley Borough Council. We have taken precautions to minimise the risk of
transmitting software viruses, but we advise you to carry out your own virus checks before
accessing this email and any attachments. Except as required by law, we shall not be responsible
for any damage, loss or liability of any kind suffered in connection with this email and any
attachments, or which may result from reliance on the contents of this email and any
attachments.

**********************************************************************

This message has been sent using TLS 1.2 Information in this message may be confidential
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From: South East ePlanning
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - Historic England
Date: 24 April 2023 11:12:07

Dear Ms Brigden
 
Thank you for informing Historic England on 14 April 2023 of the updated
emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement. I can confirm that as far as it affects the
interests of Historic England, I have no comments to make on the draft Statement
at this time.  
 
Best regards,
 
Alan Byrne BSc MSc IHBC
Historic Environment Planning Adviser
(Kent, East Sussex, West Sussex, Surrey)
Regions Group, London and South East Region
Historic England, 4th Floor, The Atrium, Cannon Bridge House, 25 Dowgate Hill,
London  EC4R 2YA
Direct Line:  020 7973 3654
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From: Elizabeth Cleaver
To: Brigden, Elizabeth
Cc: Planning SE; Spatial Planning; Warren, Ian
Subject: National Highways response - Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate
Date: 28 April 2023 17:33:39
Attachments: ~WRD0000.jpg
Importance: High

National Highways Ref: #19789
 
 
Dear Elizabeth,
 
Thank you for your email (below) inviting National Highways to comment on
Crawley Borough Council’s emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement April 2023.
 
We have reviewed the document insofar as National Highway’s involvement with
the council’s Local Plan proposals. We haven’t checked all dates of meetings on
pages 79 and 80, but overall the text is an accurate description of our engagement
with Crawley Borough Council in relation to the Local Plan. Accordingly, we do not
wish to request any factual corrections or raise any concerns before the document
is made publicly available.
 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment before publication. We look
forward to our continued involvement in the Crawley Local Plan process. If you
have any questions, and for future consultations, please contact us
at PlanningSE@nationalhighways.co.uk.
 
Kind regards
 
Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Cleaver (she/her/hers) Assistant Spatial Planner
Operations
National Highways | Bridge House | 1 Walnut Tree Close | Guildford | Surrey |
GU1 4LZ
Tel: 0300 470 1064
Web: highwaysengland.co.uk
 
 
From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: Friday, April 14, 2023 2:26 PM
To: Diana Ngobi <Diana.Ngobi@nationalhighways.co.uk>; Spatial Planning
<SpatialPlanning@nationalhighways.co.uk>; Planning SE <planningse@nationalhighways.co.uk>
Cc: Warren, Ian <Ian.Warren@crawley.gov.uk>
Subject: #19789 Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - National Highways
 
Dear Diana,
 
I understand you have been in correspondence with my colleague, Ian Warren, in relation to the
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Crawley Local Plan draft Infrastructure Plan. We are currently considering your comments –
thank you for sending those through to us.
 
You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make
before it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of
concern to you.
 
I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the latest, to be able to take it into
account for the consultation versions.
 
Any formal detailed comments you have on the document can occur any time until the close of
the Regulation 19 consultation, certainly as part of our further conversations and agreements in
relation to the transport modelling and the Duty to Cooperate or as your formal representations
to the Crawley Borough Local Plan (consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom
of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from
disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a
third party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email.
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From: Caroline West
To: Brigden, Elizabeth; Warren, Ian
Cc: Eleanor Harman
Subject: FW: Crawley IDP
Date: 28 April 2023 09:20:51
Attachments: ~WRD3631.jpg

Education Extract (Mar 2023)_20.4.23 further changes (002).docx
Draft DtC Statement (April 2023)_EH Comments.docx
Topic Paper 1 Unmet Needs and DtC.pdf

Hi Ian and Elizabeth,
 
Following your emails last week, here are WSCC’s responses below:
 
Crawley IDP 
 
Our response to Ian’s queries are set out in the email below in green below.  I have also attached
an updated version of the education section of the IDP. 
 
DtC Statement and Unmet Needs Topic Paper
 
I have attached some text changes and typos that I have picked up.  As the main commentary on
the ongoing work that is taking place with regard to education provision is in the Topic Paper, I
wonder whether it should be more detailed in terms of the work that has taken place to date
with regard to identifying a site and that you will continue to work with us and neighbouring
authorities to monitor the situation and work together over the provision of secondary places.
Although we previously discussed a SoCG, I don’t think that this would be necessary now but
there is a lot of useful information in the draft SoCG that you prepared a while ago which I think
could be incorporated into the DtC. 
 
Please let me know if you have any further queries. 
 
Kind regards

Eleanor
 

From: Warren, Ian <Ian.Warren@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 April 2023 09:37
To: Caroline West <Caroline.West@westsussex.gov.uk>; Eloise Witty
<Eloise.Witty@westsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Eleanor Harman <eleanor.harman@westsussex.gov.uk>; Brigden, Elizabeth
<Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk>; Lappage, Sallie <Sallie.Lappage@crawley.gov.uk>
Subject: RE: Crawley IDP
 
 

**EXTERNAL**

 
Hi Caroline and Eloise,
 
We are just in the process of finalising our Infrastructure Plan for our reg 19 consultation,
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		Current Provision 

		· Twenty fivesix primary schools considered to be at around 8790% capacity at year of entry.

· SixSeven secondary schools considered to be at 100% capacity at year of entry.

· One all-through school considered to be at 26% capacity at primary year of entry and 98% capacity at secondary year of entry

· Some primary schools also provide nursery classes and there are a range of pre-schools throughout the town.

· Two Special Educational Needs END schools considered to be at 100% capacity at year of entry; one new SEND school set to open in early 2023.

· One Alternative Provision setting considered to be 100% capacity in all year groups. 

· Eight Special Support Centres co-located on mainstream school sites, both primary and secondary.



		Evidence Base

		· Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (Crawley Borough Council, 2021)	Comment by Eleanor Harman: If this refers is the SoCG that was drafted in July 2021 wrt secondary provision, I don’t think this is needed anymore in light of changes to secondary provision in Crawley. 

· North West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (2020)

· Infrastructure Funding Statement 2020/21 (Crawley Borough Council, 2021)

· Infrastructure Business Plan Outline 2022/23 (Crawley Borough Council, 2022)

· Planning School Places (West Sussex County Council, 2022) 

· SEND Developer Contribution Requirements as a Statutory Education Provider (West Sussex County Council, 2020)

· School Effectiveness Strategy 2018-2022 (West Sussex County Council, 2018)



		Current Findings

		· Additional early education places for children aged 3 or 4 are actively being prioritised by supporting new and existing providers in the three neighbourhoods of Maidenbower, Pound Hill and Furnace Green.

· New primary schools of up to three forms of entry are being provided in Forge Wood and at Kilnwood Vale (in Horsham District). Forge Wood Primary opened in September 2016 and offers up to 2FE (60 places per year of age) but can be expanded by a further form of entry if required to offer up to 90 places per year of age. Kilnwood Vale Primary opened in September 2019 offering up to 2FE (60 places per year of age) but can be expanded to up to 3FE or 90 places per year of age if required in the future.

· In recent years, additional places have been provided at, Northgate, The Mill, Our Lady Queen of Heaven, Gossops Green, Waterfield, and Desmond Anderson Primary Schools.  

· The creation of an all through primary of the infant and junior schools in Three Bridges has created an additional form of entry. 

· The Gatwick Free School opened in September 2014 with classes in Year R and 7. The school has provision for two forms of entry at primary level and four forms of entry at secondary level. 

· Secondary schools are at capacity and it is currently estimated that provision will be needed for around 46-68 additional forms of entry at secondary school level in Crawley during the course of the Local Plan. This is on the basis that four forms of entry are being provided by The Gatwick Free School, eight are being provided at Bohunt Horsham and two further forms of entry are being provided permanently by existing schools in the borough.

· A site for a 6-8 FE secondary is therefore required going forward to include existing demand within the Borough and any children emanating from the strategic development where a site is likely to be identified.. Due to the lack of an identified site in Crawley the Local Plan makes allowance for consideration of education provision on sites allocated for uses including housing. In addition, discussions are taking place with neighbouring authorities to ensure that, in the absence of an available site within Crawley, a strategic site is identified as close to the borough as possible. 

· Specialist provision for children with Special Educational Needs is required moving forward by providing a combination of a new special school, Special Support Centres at mainstream schools, and an alternative provision college site for children who are excluded from mainstream education. There is a particular shortfall in provision for children with Social, Emotional and Mental Health needs (SEMH) and for children with Autism.

· The precise level of need generated by new development over the Local Plan period, and any excess need over and above that met by the interventions identified above, will depend on the mix and tenure of the dwellings delivered. WSCC will continue to assess predicted pupil numbers and discussions will continue with WSCC over the provision of additional primary and secondary places in the borough.

· Recent immigration schemes have created localised demand for additional places particularly around hotels housing refugees.

· Youth, Adult Education and Further Education facilities may be required as the Crawley population increases although these elements of education are not led by WSCC.



		Future Studies and Plans

		· Annual updates to Planning School Places.

· Further discussions and investigations to identify how additional capacity is to be provided. 



		Phasing

		· The conditions and agreements for the development of the new neighbourhoods that form part of Crawley set out requirements for the timing of the expansion of the provision of new primary schools recently built. 



		Funding 

		· Financial contributions have been secured from the developers of the two new neighbourhoods that will form part of Crawley through s106 agreements towards the provision of additional secondary school places within the town. 

· The provision of schools and additional school places will form part of the calculation of the Community Infrastructure Levy. 

· West Sussex County Council receives basic need grant annually where there is a shortfall in places across the County and some of this can be applied to Crawley Secondary Schools amongst other projects.

· Additional funding sources maywill need to be considered. 



		Summary

		· Additional provision at secondary school level is required to cater for anticipated levels of growth. 

· Additional forms of entry and temporary bulge classes are being provided at existing secondary schools.

· Refugee resettlement programmes can create localised demand at short notice.

· The establishment of Gatwick Free School in Manor Royal at primary and secondary level will be taken into account in assessing the number of additional places that need to be provided.  

· Further discussions are taking place with WSCC to develop the proposals for providing for additional school capacity, including the impact of any provision of secondary places in the North of Horsham. 

· Further discussions are required regarding the approach to meeting additional requirements for Special Educational Needs provision.
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Current Provision  


 Twenty fivesix primary schools considered to be at around 8790% capacity at year of entry. 


 SixSeven secondary schools considered to be at 100% capacity at year of entry. 


 One all-through school considered to be at 26% capacity at primary year of entry and 98% capacity at 


secondary year of entry 


 Some primary schools also provide nursery classes and there are a range of pre-schools throughout the town. 


 Two Special Educational Needs END schools considered to be at 100% capacity at year of entry; one new 


SEND school set to open in early 2023. 


 One Alternative Provision setting considered to be 100% capacity in all year groups.  


 Eight Special Support Centres co-located on mainstream school sites, both primary and secondary. 


Evidence Base  Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (Crawley Borough Council, 2021) 


 North West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (2020) 
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Current Findings 


 Additional early education places for children aged 3 or 4 are actively being prioritised by supporting new and 


existing providers in the three neighbourhoods of Maidenbower, Pound Hill and Furnace Green. 


 New primary schools of up to three forms of entry are being provided in Forge Wood and at Kilnwood Vale (in 


Horsham District). Forge Wood Primary opened in September 2016 and offers up to 2FE (60 places per year of 


age) but can be expanded by a further form of entry if required to offer up to 90 places per year of age. 


Kilnwood Vale Primary opened in September 2019 offering up to 2FE (60 places per year of age) but can be 


expanded to up to 3FE or 90 places per year of age if required in the future. 


 In recent years, additional places have been provided at, Northgate, The Mill, Our Lady Queen of Heaven, 


Gossops Green, Waterfield, and Desmond Anderson Primary Schools.   


 The creation of an all through primary of the infant and junior schools in Three Bridges has created an 


additional form of entry.  



Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate 



· Page 6 (Education Section) - Change reference to 6-8FE unmet housing need to 4-6FE during the local plan period. 

· Para 3.3.1 – update to refer to 4-6FE forms of entry. 

· Para. 3.3.1 – Add reference to the two further forms of entry being provided permanently by existing schools in the borough.  

· Para. 3.3.3. – Update to 4-6FE. 

· Conclusion – update reference to education unmet needs. 



Duty to Cooperate Statement (April 2023) 

· Para 2.2.1 – Typo – says West Sussex District Council 

· Para. 3.5.10 – reference to the JMLP should read Joint Minerals Local Plan (July 2018) Partial Review (March 2021). 
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1. Introduction 


1.1  This Topic Paper explains the approach of the Local Plan in seeking to meet the 
objectively assessed development needs for the borough, established by the 
supporting evidence. In particular: 


• Policy H1: Housing Provision 


• Policy H5: Affordable Housing 


• Policy H7: Self and Custom Build 


• Policy EC1: Economic Growth 


• Policy IN1: Infrastructure Provision 


1.2 This Topic Paper should be read in conjunction with the objectively assessed 
development needs and detailed supply-led approach set out in:  


• Topic Paper 3: Housing Needs (which establishes the borough’s full projected 
housing needs); 


• Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply (which explains the approach and extent to which 
housing needs can be met within the borough); and  


• Topic Paper 5: Employment Needs and Land Supply (which covers the borough’s 
employment needs and employment land supply).  


1.3 This Topic Paper sets out the remaining unmet needs which are unable to be 
accommodated within the borough and how these are being addressed. In particular it 
highlights the outcomes of key progress made in relation to these through the Duty to 
Cooperate. The Duty to Cooperate Statement shows how the Local Plan review has 
been prepared in relation to cross-boundary strategic issues including meeting 
development and infrastructure needs.  


1.4 The development needs of the borough and the outstanding unmet needs are 
summarised in Table 1 below. 


Table 1: Summary of Development and Infrastructure Needs and Unmet Needs  
 Objectively Assessed 


Development and 
Infrastructure Needs 


Local Plan Provision Unmet Needs 


Housing 12,080 dwellings 
(755dpa) 


5,030 dwellings 
(314dpa) 


7,050 dwellings 
(441dpa) 


Affordable Housing 11,824 dwellings 
(739 dpa) 


2,012 dwellings*1 
(126 dpa) 


9,812 dwellings 
(613 dpa) 


Self- and Custom-Build 
Housing 


104 Part 1 entries on the 
Register  


(136 total entries) 


Policy H7 requirement for 
residential developments 


of 50 or more dwellings 
to provide 6% of the area 


occupied by residential 
plots in the form of 


serviced plots for self-
build and custom 


housebuilding. 


Difficult to assess - 
planning permissions in 


place which ‘could 
include self-build and 


custom housebuilding’ as 
set out in legislation. 


 
1 Note: This is a maximum based on the delivery of 40% from the total housing anticipated within the borough. See 
Topic Paper 3 which explains the reasons why it is not possible to achieve this and why the delivery of affordable 
housing through contributions from market housing will be significantly reduced. 
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 Objectively Assessed 
Development and 


Infrastructure Needs 


Local Plan Provision Unmet Needs 


Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling 
Showpeople: five year 
need 


No immediate need 
determined to date – to 
be confirmed subject to 


outcome of updated 
Needs Assessment 


 None currently identified 
– subject to outcome of 


updated Needs 
Assessment 


Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling 
Showpeople: potential 
future need over Plan 
Period 


10 pitches One new reserve site for 
up to 10 permanent 
residential Traveller 


pitches 


None 


Employment: Total 
Business Land (New 
Provision on sites 
within Main 
Employment Areas) 


26.2ha 14.49ha None 


Employment: Of which 
Industrial Land 
(Provision on land 
within Main 
Employment Areas) 


22.9ha 9.17ha 
 


 


Employment: Of which 
Industrial Land 
(Provision through the 
allocation of a new 
Strategic Employment 
Site 


13.73ha 13.73ha None 


Education A site for a 8-10 FE 
secondary school is 


required. 


Policy IN1 – S106 or CIL 
requirements.  


Policy IN2 – allowance for 
consideration of 


education provision on 


allocated housing sites. 


6-8 forms of entry (180-
240 places per year 


group) Secondary 
Education. 


Health Existing issues with 
Primary Care premises, 


and they cannot meet the 
needs of the growing 


population. 


Policy IN1 – S106 or CIL 
requirements.   


Primary Care Networks 
(PCNs) to increase 


resilience and enhance 
capacity. 


2. Background 
2.1  Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 
2.1.1 The currently adopted Local Plan confirms that there is very limited land within the 


borough for accommodating further development. This is due to several factors 
including: 


• Crawley’s tight administrative boundaries;  


• the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential southern runway 
and aircraft noise constraints;  


• flooding; 


• nature conservation constraints; and  
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• few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature of the New Town.  


2.1.2 In finding the adopted Local Plan legally compliant and sound, the Planning Inspector 
for the 2015 Local Plan concluded that: 
“Overall Crawley has adopted a process of continuous engagement with neighbouring 
authorities in seeking to meet its strategic needs. Whilst it has not yet been able to secure in 
full the future provision of its unmet needs, there is no compelling evidence that such failure 
has resulted from the council not promoting its case with sufficient vigour. I consider that the 


legal requirements of the duty to cooperate have been met”2. 


Housing 
2.1.3 Paragraph 2.23 of the adopted Local Plan confirms that Crawley’s housing market 


functions within a wider geographic area. This is identified as the Northern West 
Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA). It is predominantly within the local 
authority administrative areas of Crawley Borough, Horsham and Mid Sussex Districts, 
extending northwards into the administrative area of Reigate and Banstead Borough 
to a lesser degree.  


2.1.4 There is already long-established, effective joint working within the NWS HMA. This 
includes recognition in the adopted Local Plans for Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate 
and Banstead that their housing provision figures will contribute to meeting the wider 
needs of the NWS HMA and support the delivery of economic growth within the 
Gatwick Diamond3.  


2.1.5 Historically, Crawley Borough Council (CBC) has worked jointly with Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Councils (MSDC and HDC, respectively) to maximise the sustainable delivery 
of housing needed for the HMA. This has included joint commissioning of key strategic 
studies, including:  


• the At Crawley Study (2009);  


• the New Market Town Study (2010); and  


• West Sussex Bio City (2010);  


• along with the adoption of the Joint Area Action Plan for West of Bewbush (2009). 
The Joint Area Action Plan directly resulted in the subsequent build-out of Kilnwood 
Vale, currently under construction, as a new neighbourhood to Crawley within 
Horsham district. 


2.1.6 Adopted Local Plan Policy H1 commits the council to working closely with its 
neighbouring authorities, particularly those within the NWS HMA, in order to meet 
Crawley’s unmet need in sustainable locations. This is carried out through exploring 
opportunities and resolving infrastructure and environmental constraints. The Policy 
confirms this will include continued assessment of potential future urban extensions 
to Crawley.  


 
2 Report on the Examination into Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015-2030, para. 11 (November 2015) Martin Pike, 
The Planning Inspectorate https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB270981.pdf  
3 Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, para. 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) RBBC; Horsham District Planning Framework, 
para. 6.3 (2015) HDC; Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing, second paragraph, page 30, 
and Policy DP5: Planning to Meet Future Housing Need, pages 33-34 (March 2018) MSDC 



https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB270981.pdf
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2.1.7 Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the adopted Local Plan is being 
addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS HMA. Table 2 below 
provides an updated overview of the current adopted housing supply position within 
the North West Sussex area. This shows that the combined local housing need set out 
in the current round of adopted Local Plans will be addressed, albeit with a small 
indicative deficit.  


2.1.8 As shown in Table 2, against the annual Plan figure there is a shortfall of 97dpa. 
However, when this is considered over full anticipated delivery across the Plan 
periods, it results in 527 dwellings outstanding (equal to 35 dwellings per year over the 
15 year Crawley Plan period).  


2.1.9 Since the adoption of the Local Plan in 2015, Crawley has delivered a total oversupply, 
against the Crawley Borough Local Plan annualised average requirement, of 966 
dwellings4. It should be noted that delivery of new development within the borough in 
more recent years (2020 – 2023) has been affected by the Covid-19 pandemic and 
then the need to achieve Water Neutrality. 


Table 2: NWS HMA Adopted Local Plan Housing Needs and Supply  
 Crawley Horsham Mid Sussex NWS HMA total 


Existing Local Plan Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (per 
annum) 


675dpa 650dpa 876dpa 2,201dpa 


Existing Local Plan Requirements 
(per annum) 


340dpa 800dpa 964dpa 2,104dpa 


Difference (per annum) -335dpa +150dpa +88dpa -97dpa 


Existing Local Plan Objectively 
Assessed Housing Needs (total 
over Plan periods) 


10,125 
dwellings  


13,000 
dwellings 


14,892 
dwellings  


38,017 dwellings 


Existing Local Plan Requirements 
(total over Plan periods) 


5,100 
dwellings 


16,000 
dwellings 


16,390 
dwellings 


37,490 dwellings 


Difference (total over Plan 
periods) 


-5,025 
dwellings 


3,000 
dwellings 


1,498 
dwellings 


-527 dwellings 
(-35dpa) 


Employment 
2.1.10 The adopted Local Plan Policy EC1 acknowledges a potential for a shortfall of 35ha of 


business land provision arising within the borough over the Plan period. Therefore, the 
Local Plan takes a sequential approach to identifying appropriate locations for new 
business-led growth, focusing respectively on delivering sites on: 
i. Land within Crawley, in the north of the borough (this would be reliant on the 


ability to remove safeguarding for a potential future southern runway at Gatwick 
Airport); 


ii. Land at Crawley/Gatwick, in the areas immediately adjoining the borough; 
iii. Land near Crawley/Gatwick. 


 
4 3,346 Total of net dwellings (2015/16: 541 dwellings; 2016/17: 596 dwellings; 2017/18: 369 dwellings; 2018/19: 
512 dwellings; 2019/20: 404 dwellings; 2020/21: 568 dwellings; 2021/22: 356 dwellings) – 2,380 Total annualised 
average (340 x 7) = 966 dwellings 
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2.1.11 Horley Strategic Business Park5 is anticipated to provide approximately 200,000 square 
metres of office-led employment floorspace. This allocation will meet a significant 
proportion of Crawley’s identified office needs from the adopted Crawley Local Plan 
2015, on land at Crawley/Gatwick. However, it will not meet any of its outstanding 
industrial needs.  


2.2  Legislation 
2.2.1 The Localism Act 20116 places a legal Duty to Cooperate on local planning authorities 


and other prescribed bodies to work together to address relevant strategic planning 
issues in the preparation of their Local Plans. 


2.3 National Policy 
2.3.1  National planning policy7 is clear that the starting point for Local Plans is that they are 


prepared based on a strategy which, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed 
needs for housing and other uses, unless: 
i. The application of policies in the NPPF that protect areas or assets of particular 


importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall scale, type or 
distribution of development in the plan area; or 


ii. Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh 
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF taken as a whole.  


1.3.2 The NPPF requires the size, type and tenure of housing needed for different groups in 
the community to be assessed and reflected in planning policies. This includes, but is 
not limited to:  


• those who require affordable housing;  


• families with children;  


• older people;  


• students;  


• people with disabilities;  


• service families;  


• travellers;  


• people who rent their homes; and  


• people wishing to commission or build their own homes8.  


2.3.3 The NPPF confirms that joint working should help to determine where additional 
infrastructure is necessary and whether development needs that cannot be met 
wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere9. 


2.4  Evidence 
2.4.1  Relevant Key Evidence supporting the draft Local Plan includes: 


• Standard Methodology for Assessing Local Housing Need (February 2019) MHCLG 


• Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2019) Iceni Projects 


 
5 Allocated by Policy HOR9 of the Reigate and Banstead Development Management Policies DPD 
6 Section 110 of the Localism Act provides the legislative basis for the Duty by transposing it into a new Section 
33a of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 
7 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), para. 11 (2021) MHCLG 
8 NPPF, para. 62 (2021) MHCLG 
9 NPPF, para. 26 (2021) MHCLG 
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• Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (2022) CBC 


• Housing Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Crawley Borough Council: Windfall Allowance Statement (May 2023) CBC  


• Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Needs Assessment 
(2023) CBC 


• Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (January 2020) Lichfields 


• Economic Growth Assessment focused update for Crawley (September 2020) 
Lichfields  


• Economic Growth Assessment supplementary update for Crawley (January 2023) 
Lichfields 


• Employment Land Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Employment Land Availability Assessment (Base Date 31 March 2023) CBC 


• Draft Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment (May 2023) CBC 


• Transport Modelling Study (June 2022) Stantec 


• Whole Plan Policies and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Study (March 
2021) DixonSearle 


• Viability Assessment Update (December 2022) DixonSearle 


• Draft Infrastructure Plan (May 2023) CBC 


2.4.2 In addition, the following key Duty to Cooperate documents are relevant to this Topic 
Paper: 


• Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (2016) Chilmark Consulting 


• Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (2020) CBC, HDC, MSDC, 
WSCC 


• Crawley Borough Council and Mole Valley Statement of Common Ground (2021) 
CBC, MVDC 


• Crawley Borough Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground (2021) CBC, RBBC 


• Worthing Borough Council and Crawley Borough Council Statement of Common 
Ground (2021) WBC, CBC 


• Arun District Council and Crawley Borough Council Statement of Common Ground 
(2021) ADC, CBC 


• Crawley Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (2021) CBC 
The council is working closely with Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District 
Council to update the Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground and 
finalise bilateral Statements of Common Ground regarding specific strategic matters of 
importance to each council. These will be published as soon as they are agreed. 


2.4.3 The relevant evidence is referenced below in support of the Strategic Issues. 


3. Strategic Issues 
3.1  Unmet Housing Needs 
3.1.1 Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms a total housing need of 12,080 dwellings 


(based on 755 dwellings per annum) for the 16 year Plan period (2024-2040). This is 
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based on the government’s Standard Methodology for calculating housing need. 
Crawley’s Housing Needs are set out in more detail in Topic Paper 3. 


3.1.2 The borough’s land supply allows for 42% of this need to be met on sites within the 
borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,030 dwellings (set out in 
draft Policy H1). The reasons for this are set out in Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply. This 
equates to an annualised average of 314 dwellings per annum (dpa). However, higher 
delivery rates are anticipated in the early- to mid-Plan period, with lower levels 
towards the end (due to the build out of the last remaining large sites available within 
the borough). A stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for this: 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400dpa 


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 360dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa. 


3.1.3 The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries. 
Through the Local Plan review, new approaches to achieve this are proposed. This 
includes the introduction of high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible 
locations (Policy CL4). Furthermore, the draft Local Plan now includes a series of 
housing typology policies to positively influence development opportunities within the 
borough (Policies H3, and H3a-H3f). This is further explained in Topic Paper 4.  


3.1.4 After this supply is deducted from the identified housing need10, there will be a 
remaining unmet housing need of approximately 7,050 dwellings arising from Crawley 
over the Plan period. This will occur as follows: 


• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 355dpa 


• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 395dpa 


• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 550dpa 


3.1.5 Through the signed Statement of Common Ground for the Northern West Sussex 
(NWS) Authorities (May 2020)11, the parties agreed that housing need is a relevant 
strategic matter. In particular, it is agreed that it is critical to continue to work 
positively together to seek to address the housing needs of the Housing Market Area 
(HMA). Therefore, it is anticipated that Crawley’s unmet housing need will be 
accommodated within the NWS HMA, insofar as is consistent with national policy and 
delivery of sustainable development.  


3.1.6 Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 2,548 dwellings12 above their objectively assessed housing 
needs, over the period from 2024 to 2031. This has been acknowledged, through the 
Local Plans’ Examinations, to be predominantly in order to meet Crawley’s unmet 
needs13.  


 
10 12,080 – 5,030 = 7,050 dwellings 
11 Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (May 2020) CBC, HDC, MSDC, WSCC: 
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf  
12 150dpa x 7 = 1,050 (Horsham District Planning Framework) + 1,498 dwellings (Mid Sussex District Plan, Policy 
DP4) 
13 Paragraphs 40-43, Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, Geoff Salter (2015): 
HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf (horsham.gov.uk) and Paragraphs 21-28, Report on the Examination of the Mid 



https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-06/NWS%20SoCG%20May%202020%20final%20signed.pdf

https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf
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3.1.7 However, it is acknowledged that the Standard Method has increased the objectively 
assessed housing need for the other authority areas within the HMA. Therefore, the 
final outcomes of meeting the full housing need of the HMA will need to be 
established through the reviews of each of the Local Plans independently. 


Table 3: NWS HMA Standard Method and Local Plan Sta tus 
LPA Local Housing 


Need – 
dpa14 


Local Plan target (annualised 
average – dpa) 


Plan status Plan period 


 Crawley 755 314 
 


Regulation 19 
Proposed 
Submission 


2024 – 2040 


Horsham 911 tbc Anticipated  
Regulation 19:   
tbc 


2024 – 2040 


Mid Sussex 1,090 1,119 Regulation 18 2021 – 2039 


NWS HMA 2,756 tbc (combined LP targets)   


Surplus/Deficit tbc tbc   


3.1.8 Since the adoption of the Local Plan, ongoing work has continued in relation to 
exploring potential urban extensions and developments adjacent to Crawley’s 
borough boundaries.  


3.1.9 Developments have been permitted (and commenced/completed) at:  


• Pease Pottage (600 dwellings) immediately to the south of Crawley, in the High 
Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty;  


• Copthorne (500 dwellings) immediately to the east of Crawley; and  


• along the Rusper Road to the west of Crawley (95 dwellings and 36 dwellings).  


3.1.10 Further development is being explored through the Horsham District Local Plan review 
process. This includes Homes England’s promotion of proposals for strategic scale 
development to the West of Crawley of 3,000+, and up to 10,000, new dwellings. This 
would potentially be provided in the form of three new neighbourhoods to Crawley 
over the longer term (beyond the current review Plan periods).  


3.1.11 The draft Mid Sussex District Plan Review (Regulation 18) was published for public 
consultation between November and December 2022. This proposed a strategic 
allocation on Crawley’s eastern boundary at Crabbet Park for approximately 2,300 
new dwellings (1,500 within the Plan period) as part of a new neighbourhood strategic 
mixed-use development. 


3.1.12 Crawley Borough Council is working closely and continually with Horsham District 
Council and Mid Sussex District Council, and alongside West Sussex County Council, to 
understand the implications and opportunities of these strategic proposals “at 
Crawley”. Should these sites be progressed, whilst the main built development would 
be outside of the borough’s administrative boundaries (and within Horsham and Mid 
Sussex districts respectively), infrastructure connections would be into the borough. 


 
Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, Jonathan Bore (2018): The Planning Inspectorate - Report to Mid Sussex District 
Council March 2018 
14 The Standard Method for calculating Local Housing Need has been used.  



https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7685/07_07_inspector-s_report_on_the_mid_sussex_district_plan_2018.pdf

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/7685/07_07_inspector-s_report_on_the_mid_sussex_district_plan_2018.pdf
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This means there would likely be significant visual and environmental impacts on 
Crawley, as well as a major uplift in demands on local services and facilities so that 
substantial infrastructure investment would be needed and significant additional 
resources for service provision.  


3.1.13 The draft Local Plan paragraphs 12.17 – 12.23 acknowledge that well planned urban 
extensions could form an important way to meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, 
with paragraph 12.23 setting out specific criteria which will be used to inform 
discussions with neighbouring authorities.   


Meeting the needs of Specific Groups in the Community 
3.1.14 In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing 


Market Assessment (SHMA) has considered the needs of specific communities within 
the borough. This has included: 


• Those who require affordable housing  


• Families with children 


• Older people 


• Students 


• People with disabilities 


• People who rent their homes and 


• People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 


3.1.15 As set out in Topic Paper 3, due to the land constrained position of the borough, 
some of the housing needs of the above groups will not be met in full. These require 
further discussions as part of the Duty to Cooperate, as set out below. 


Affordable Housing 
3.1.16 With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need 


for 739 affordable homes per year in Crawley. Out of this overall affordable housing 
need, 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented affordable housing. As Crawley is 
only able to meet approximately 42% of its overall housing needs within the borough, 
even if meeting a full 40% affordable housing policy requirement, there will be a 
significant shortfall of affordable housing. Furthermore, as set out in Topic Paper 3, 
viability challenges for higher density development in particular mean that only 25% 
affordable housing can be required for those residential developments within the 
Town Centre. 


3.1.17 Therefore, where development is coming forward outside the borough on Crawley’s 
boundary, discussions have been taking place to explore and agree mechanisms for 
Crawley’s affordable housing needs to similarly be met. This includes through 
nomination rights being extended to residents on Crawley’s housing register; 
particularly, but not restricted to, where housing needs are being met by 
developments on Crawley’s boundaries. This has been successful for developments 
currently under construction: Kilnwood Vale – agreement with Horsham District 
Council in place; and Pease Pottage – agreement with Mid Sussex District Council in 
place.  
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Self and Custom Build Homes 
3.1.18 The SHMA also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to explore 


opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their own 
home. As a planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of 
development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature 
of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is 
not often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  


3.1.19 The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach to seek 
to meet some of this need within the borough. However, it is acknowledged that land 
supply is limited for this purpose on any significant scale. The SHMA recognised that 
opportunities for securing self- and custom-build plots on strategic sites within 
Crawley is more limited than in Horsham district. Therefore, discussions have been 
progressed to understand whether there are opportunities for this to be considered 
over a wider area. This is particularly if there are duplicate entries on the Self-Build 
Registers across districts and boroughs. 


Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
3.1.20 Notwithstanding the constrained land supply in Crawley, Duty to Cooperate 


agreements with the Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities confirmed the intention for 
each authority to seek to meet its own Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
accommodation needs. Crawley supports, through financial contributions, the 
provision of a transit site for use across West Sussex authorities, which has been 
successfully established and is located in Chichester District. 


3.1.21 As set out in the 2020 Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodation Needs Assessment, there is not an identified immediate need for 
new pitch or plot sites within the borough. However, this Needs Assessment is 
currently being updated, and the emerging draft will be published for consultation 
alongside the Local Plan. Once finalised, this will confirm whether this remains to be 
the case. In addition, it is acknowledged that there may be a need arising over the 
Plan period from the existing families within the borough as new households are 
formed. On this basis, the reserve site allocated in the adopted Local Plan at 
Broadfield Kennels for up to 10 permanent residential pitch sites for Gypsy and 
Traveller use continues to be allocated for this purpose, should the need arise in the 
future.  


3.1.22 There is no currently identified unmet need for Gypsies, Travellers or Travelling 
Showpeople arising from Crawley. 


3.2 Unmet Employment Needs 
3.2.1 In addition to the unmet housing needs, cooperation is carried out in relation to 


planning for economic growth across Northern West Sussex. This includes through 
the joint commissioning of the recent Economic Growth Assessment (EGA), 2020 and 
liaison with neighbouring authorities on the 2021 and 2023 Crawley-focused updates. 
The EGA highlighted continued significant anticipated levels of economic growth in 
the Functional Economic Market Area. Much of the identified growth is associated 
with the economic strength of Crawley and Gatwick. 


3.2.2 As identified through the Crawley Focused EGA Update (January 2023), there is need 
for a minimum of 26.2ha new business land in the borough for the period to 2040. 
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This need is significantly within the industrial sectors (22.9ha), with office and 
research and development needs accounting for 3.3ha of the total. Crawley’s 
Employment Land Trajectory (March 2023) identifies an available employment land 
supply pipeline of 14.49ha, which comprises 5.32ha office land and 9.17ha industrial 
land. This supply is sufficient to meet Crawley’s quantitative office needs in full. 
However, there is only sufficient land to meet industrial needs in the early part of the 
Plan period. This results in a shortfall of 13.73ha industrial land, principally within the 
B8 storage & distribution sectors.  


3.2.3 To meet Crawley’s outstanding employment needs in full, an industrial-led Strategic 
Employment Location is allocated at Land East of Balcombe Road and South of the 
M23 Spur. This is the site referred to in the draft Local Plan as Gatwick Green. With 
this allocation, there are no remaining unmet employment needs arising from 
Crawley. 


3.3 Unmet Education Needs 
3.3.1 Crawley has a recognised unmet need for secondary education. This is identified as 


amounting to 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group).  


3.3.2 This is in addition to the Gatwick Free School which received permanent planning 
permission in December 2022. It is a combined primary and secondary school with a 
maximum of 1,020 pupils, 600 for secondary provision. A proportion of its pupils are 
from Horley in Surrey.  


3.3.3 The further 6-8 forms of entry of demand for secondary school places is in the short 
and medium term and there have been capacity issues experienced since September 
2021. In the longer term, numbers are expected to reduce as entry to primary 
schools is now falling after a rapid rise from 2012.  


3.3.4 When the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2030 was adopted (December 2015), it was 
anticipated by WSCC that they would explore options for the extension of existing 
secondary schools within the borough. However, the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
recognised that the need for places might be supplied by a new school. In 2017, the 
Department for Education (DfE) announced funding for a new six form entry plus a 
sixth form Secondary Free School within Crawley. This ‘Forge Wood High’ is to be 
sponsored by a high performing multi-academy trust.  


3.3.5 However, given Crawley’s constrained land supply, after extensive work by the 
council, WSCC, the DfE and LocatED, no suitable site has been found to build the 
school. Instead, the potential to provide additional secondary school places, to serve 
Crawley’s needs, is being considered on sites close to Crawley. If new strategic 
development on Crawley’s boundaries could provide this opportunity, the DfE will 
seek to bring forward a school as early as possible.  


3.3.6 In addition, notwithstanding the lack of a suitable site for a secondary school within 
Crawley, the submission draft Crawley Local Plan (2024-2040) Policy IN2 makes 
allowance for consideration of education provision on sites allocated for uses 
including housing, where justified by local need, in case suitable opportunities should 
arise. 
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3.4 Unmet Health Needs 
3.4.1 There are recognised capacity constraints on GP provision across the area, 


particularly with the decision by the NHS not to bring forward new provision as 
originally planned within the Forge Wood and Kilnwood Vale new neighbourhoods. 
However, the introduction of Primary Care Networks (PCNs) including the “Improved 
Access Hub” is anticipated by the NHS West Sussex CCG to enhance capacity and 
improve resilience. 


4. Conclusion 


4.1 The updated total unmet need, calculated for the Local Plan Review, against the 
assessed needs for both housing and employment, arising from within Crawley over 
the Plan period (2024 – 2040) is: 


• Housing: 7,050 dwellings; 


• Affordable Housing: 9,812 dwellings; 


• Self- and Custom- Build: Unknown; 


• Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople: None; 


• Employment: None; 


• Education: 6-8 forms of entry (180-240 places per year group) Secondary 
Education; 


• Health: Unknown. Anticipated by the NHS to be addressed by the Primary Care 
Networks. 


4.2 Duty to Cooperate discussions have continuously progressed since the adoption of 
the adopted Local Plan. This has included resolving unmet needs issues identified 
through the adopted Local Plan, as part of the adoption of the Mid Sussex District 
Plan (meeting the remaining unmet housing needs) and Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan (meeting unmet employment needs through Horley 
Business Park allocation).  


4.3 Throughout the production of the Local Plan Review further cross-boundary strategic 
discussions have been held in order to resolve the emerging unmet development and 
infrastructure needs. In particular, this has resulted in the Statement of Common 
Ground across the Northern West Sussex authorities: Crawley Borough Council, 
Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council, and West Sussex County 
Council, and ongoing work on emerging bilateral Statements of Common Ground. 
Furthermore, detailed and technical conversations have been ongoing in relation to 
the significant strategic scale development being promoted by Homes England to the 
West of Crawley with Crawley Borough Council as a key partner. Discussions are also 
taking place with Mid Sussex District Council with regard to the new neighbourhood 
at Crabbet Park, east of Crawley, identified for allocation in the Mid Sussex 
Regulation 18 District Plan (2021 – 2039). 







 







following your feedback.
 
There are a couple of points where we are still a bit unclear about the Crawley picture in respect
of Education (further to the WSCC comments, attached):

1. Where does the new Serenity School in Three Bridges fit in with regard to the description
of current Special Educational Needs provision (under ‘Current Provision’) and the
remaining need for specialist provision (under ‘Current Findings’)?  The Serenity School is
a private school so does not form part of our commentary on publicly funded schools free
at the point of access.

2. The unmet secondary need from Crawley under ‘Current Findings’ has been amended
from to 6-8FE to 4-6FE, but the reference to the need for a 6-8FE secondary school has
not been amended. If the second reference is still accurate then presumably this includes
approx. 2FE of need arising outside Crawley – is this correct? Yes.  Also, I have removed
the reference to Bohunt Horsham as only a handful of places are taken by children from
Crawley so not really relevant to secondary provision in the Borough.

3. Is there any more detail about proposals for meeting the secondary need following the
meetings with Horsham / DfE? No, we are reviewing options at existing Crawley Schools. 
Bringing forward a site at W of Ifield prior to the Horsham Local Plan seems
unlikely/unfeasible.

Is it possible to be any more specific about the location(s) where the outstanding need
for specialist provision (i.e. new special school, Special Support Centres at existing
schools, alternative provision college site) will need to be met? Some of this will
presumably involve the need for a new site but (as per the previous discussions around
the new secondary school) there is no site available for this within the borough.  The text
included in the Education extract is still relevant. At this stage, we can’t be too specific
about the location of these specific sites and it will depend on the availability of a site
for such a facility.  Geographically all areas within the brough are reasonably accessible
in terms of distance.

4. How does the proposal for a ‘Through School’ as part of the proposed Crabbet Park
allocation in Mid Sussex (2FE at Primary and 4FE at secondary, with or without sixth form,
according to the Reg 18 MSDC Plan) relate to the picture of need in Crawley?  It currently
does not include provision for Crawley based pupils. 

 
Any comment you are able to provide on these in the next few days would be most helpful.  
 
Many Thanks
 
Kind Regards
 
Yours Sincerely
 
Ian Warren
Senior Planning Officer
Crawley Borough Council
 
01293 438644
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

From: Eleanor Harman <eleanor.harman@westsussex.gov.uk> 
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Sent: 29 March 2023 14:17
To: Warren, Ian <Ian.Warren@crawley.gov.uk>
Cc: Eloise Witty <Eloise.Witty@westsussex.gov.uk>; Caroline West
<Caroline.West@westsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley IDP
 
Dear Ian,
 
Thank you for inviting us to comment on the draft Crawley Infrastructure Plan before the
Regulation 19 consultation starts in May.  We have some minor comments in the main
document and have some more substantive changes to the Education section which I have

attached in a separate word document.  After today, I will be out of the office until 17th April.  If
you have any queries regarding our comments before then, please contact either Caroline West
or Eloise Witty.
 
Kind regards
 
Eleanor
 
Eleanor Harman
Senior Planner (Part Time: Mon, Tues and Weds 9.30-2.30)
Planning Policy and Infrastructure Team, Planning Services
West Sussex County Council, Ground Floor, Northleigh, Chichester, PO19 1RQ
Phone: 0330 22 26440
E-mail: eleanor.harman@westsussex.gov.uk | Web: www.westsussex.gov.uk
 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER 
This email and any attachments are confidential and intended solely for the persons addressed.
If it has come to you in error please reply to advise us but you should not read it, copy it, show it
to anyone else nor make any other use of its content. West Sussex County Council takes steps to
ensure emails and attachments are virus-free but you should carry out your own checks before
opening any attachment.

**********************************************************************

Worried about money? Visit our website for help with money worries

*************************************************************************

The information contained in this email may be subject to public disclosure under the Freedom
of Information Act 2000. Unless the information contained in this email is legally exempt from
disclosure, we cannot guarantee that we will not provide the whole or part of this email to a
third party making a request for information about the subject matter of this email.
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Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate  

 

• Page 6 (Education Section) - Change reference to 6-8FE unmet housing 
need to 4-6FE during the local plan period.  

• Para 3.3.1 – update to refer to 4-6FE forms of entry.  
• Para. 3.3.1 – Add reference to the two further forms of entry being 

provided permanently by existing schools in the borough.   
• Para. 3.3.3. – Update to 4-6FE.  
• Conclusion – update reference to education unmet needs.  

 

Duty to Cooperate Statement (April 2023)  

• Para 2.2.1 – Typo – says West Sussex District Council  
• Para. 3.5.10 – reference to the JMLP should read Joint Minerals Local Plan 

(July 2018) Partial Review (March 2021).  
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From: Eleanor Harman
To: Warren, Ian
Subject: RE: Infrastructure Plan - Education
Attachments: Final WSCC response General Comments (June 2023).docx

Hi Ian,
 
We have reviewed the changes and they look fine and reflect the SoCG.  We included some
minor changes to the Infrastructure Plan in our Reg 19 response which I have attached for your
information.
 
Please let me know if you have any queries.
 
Kind regards
 
Eleanor
 

From: Warren, Ian <Ian.Warren@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 July 2023 15:27
To: Eleanor Harman <eleanor.harman@westsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk>; Lappage, Sallie
<Sallie.Lappage@crawley.gov.uk>; Caroline West <Caroline.West@westsussex.gov.uk>
Subject: FW: Infrastructure Plan - Education
 
 

**EXTERNAL**

 
Hi Eleanor,
 
Following the meeting last week about options for additional secondary school provision in
Crawley I have drafted some changes to the Infrastructure Plan section on Education. The
attached document has a clean version together with screenshots further down showing the
same with tracked changes as compared with the previous draft switched on (I couldn’t see
another way of pasting the text while keeping the track changes).
 
The update tries to bring it more into line with the new Statement of Common Ground and to
soften the emphasis on the new school solution while keeping it as an option being actively
explored. It does not go into the specifics re potential expansions at existing schools as I
appreciate this is still unconfirmed.
 
Since this is really a reworking of the text in light of the SoCG and the uncertainties re solutions,
it hopefully doesn’t raise any problems for you, and I am aware there are not currently standing
objections from WSCC re this part of the IP. You are welcome though to flag any concerns. We
are hoping to submit the amended IP with the plan at the end of the month.  
 
We haven’t forgotten the issues with the Transport element of the IP and will be in touch
separately about that.
 
Kind Regards
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WSCC Officer response to the Draft Crawley Local Plan 2024-2040 Submission Consultation (June 2023) 

This note sets out changes that Crawley Borough Council may wish to take into consideration but do not affect the soundness of the Local Plan. 

Suggested Changes to Local Plan 

Transport Planning and Policy: Policy on Electric Vehicles 

The Local Plan refers to the “Building Regulations Approved Document S: Infrastructure for electric charging vehicles, DLUHC, 2022” as a professional guidance document. It continues on page 298 to negate the existence of the latter by stating “Until the introduction of national requirements for EV charging infrastructure in new developments, through Building Regulations or otherwise, provision should be made as follows:”. It is recommended to rephrase the statement as there is an existing national guidance for EV charging infrastructure in new developments since 2022. 

Minerals and Waste 

Reference to the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan, 2018 (Partial Review 2021) and the West Sussex Waste Local Plan (2014) as forming part of the development plan for Crawley Borough should be included in the Planning Policy Context. It is noted that reference to the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan in (new para. 9.51) has been amended to since our previous comments but this has not been amended in Appendix B.  para. 9.46 (new para. 9.51) and Appendix. 

Paragraph 005 of the Planning Practice Guidance states that; “District Councils show Mineral Safeguarding Areas on their policy maps”.  The Local Plan map currently does not show the brick clay safeguarding area (including buffer zone) and it is requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. The safeguarded railhead also includes a buffer zone which does not need to be shown on the Local Plan map.  The buffer zone is included in the Mineral Consultation Area (MCA) for consultation purposes only.   



IN2 (The Location and Provision of New Infrastructure) – Supporting Text  

It is recommended that paragraph 8.14 is amended from 6-8FE to 4-6FE to reflect the latest wording in the Infrastructure Plan in relation to the need for additional forms of entry at secondary school level during the course of the Local Plan. 



Suggested Changes to Infrastructure Plan 

Cycling and Walking strategy  

The Crawley LCWIP sets out the ambition to develop a network of active travel routes across the Borough, which provides a strong basis on which to identify priorities to support planned development. However, the LCWIP does not currently include a clear set of priorities linked to planned development or specific proposals to connect the network to development sites identified in the LP. Policy ST1 in the local plan highlights the necessity of cycling and walking to major developments without clearly specifying the priorities i.e. the routes/schemes that are needed to help mitigate planned development. An assessment of Crawley Housing Trajectory suggests that in the first five years of the Plan Period, the Forge Wood Development and routes that would connect it to key destinations are likely to be important. 

To address these points, it is recommended that CBC identify short term (i.e. to be progressed in the first five years) active travel priorities and phasing (where possible) linked to delivery of development sites in the Infrastructure Plan. This would help to deliver the 9% reduction in car mode share that has been assumed in the Crawley Transport Study draft 2022. 

Just as recommended above for the cycling and walking schemes, it is recommended that the CBC Infrastructure Plan classifies the schemes listed in its current findings section page 45 according to short terms, mid-terms, and long terms throughout the designated Infrastructure plan period i.e. 2024- 2040. It is also recommended to provide greater certainty for schemes to be delivered in the short term as the plan will be reviewed every 5 years in accordance with the CBC housing development trajectory. 

The Kilnwood Vale development is not dependent on provision of a new railway station on the Arun Valley Line and in effect such a station would only be 1km away from the Faygate station. Furthermore, the station which is described in the Infrastructure Plan does not feature within the WSTP; As it has proved difficult to demonstrate that there is a business case for such a scheme, CBC should consider removing this scheme from the Infrastructure Plan to manage stakeholder expectations. 

Education (Early Years)

It is recommended that the Infrastructure Plan makes reference to the need to be flexible and updated as a result of changes to the local authority statutory duties around Early Years and Childcare which were announced in the spring budget (Early education entitlements and funding update: March 2023 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)). These changes will considerably increase the demand for funded places, starting from April 2024 and may increase the requirement for provision of places for Early Years. 



Gatwick Northern Runway Project

Gatwick Airport Ltd are developing plans to expand the airport by bringing the northern runway into regular use as part of their Northern Runway Project. There is potential for impacts of the project and the Crawley Local Plan to be cumulative and an application for a Development Consent Order for the scheme is imminent, so this could be a topic of discussion at a future examination in public. In order to provide evidence to inform future discussions on cumulative impacts of these schemes on the transport network, the County Council recommends that a sensitivity test is undertaken and included in the evidence base. This would also help to identify projects that could help to mitigate these cumulative impacts such as the Crawley Western Link Road / Multi-modal Transport Link between the A264 and A23.





EDUCATION 
Current Provision  • Twenty five primary schools considered to be at around 87% capacity at year of entry. 

• Six secondary schools considered to be at 100% capacity at year of entry. 
• One all-through school considered to be at 26% capacity at primary year of entry and 98% capacity at 

secondary year of entry 
• Some primary schools also provide nursery classes and there are a range of pre-schools throughout the town. 
• Two Special Educational Needs schools considered to be at 100% capacity. 
• One Alternative Provision setting considered to be 100% capacity in all year groups.  
• Eight Special Support Centres co-located on mainstream school sites, both primary and secondary. 

Evidence Base • Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement (Crawley Borough Council, 2023) 
• North West Sussex Statement of Common Ground (2023) 
• Infrastructure Funding Statement 2020/21 (Crawley Borough Council, 2021) 
• Infrastructure Business Plan Outline 2022/23 (Crawley Borough Council, 2022) 
• Planning School Places (West Sussex County Council, 2022)  
• SEND Developer Contribution Requirements as a Statutory Education Provider (West Sussex County Council, 

2020) 
• School Effectiveness Strategy 2018-2022 (West Sussex County Council, 2018) 

Current Findings • Additional early education places for children aged 3 or 4 are actively being prioritised by supporting new and 
existing providers in the three neighbourhoods of Maidenbower, Pound Hill and Furnace Green. 

• Secondary schools are at capacity and it is currently estimated that provision will be needed for around 
4additional forms of entry at secondary school level in Crawley during the course of the Local Plan. This is on 
the basis that four forms of entry are being provided by The Gatwick Free School, and two further forms of entry 
are being provided permanently by existing schools in the borough. 

• Provision for at least 4FE is therefore required going forward to include existing demand within the Borough. 
Due to the lack of an identified site for a new secondary school in Crawley the potential to provide additional 
secondary school places, to serve Crawley’s needs, will also be considered on sites close to Crawley in 
neighbouring authorities, and discussions are taking place with neighbouring authorities. If new strategic 
development on Crawley’s boundaries could provide this opportunity, the DfE will seek to bring forward a school 
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as early as possible. In that case a 6-8 FE secondary would be required to include any additional children 
emanating from the strategic development where a site is likely to be identified. In the meantime, WSCC will 
look to a combination of permanent and temporary expansions to cater for additional places. The Local Plan 
also makes allowance for consideration of education provision on sites allocated for uses including housing.  

• Specialist provision for children with Special Educational Needs is required moving forward by providing a 
combination of a new special school, Special Support Centres at mainstream schools, and an alternative 
provision college site for children who are excluded from mainstream education. There is a particular shortfall in 
provision for children with Social, Emotional and Mental Health needs (SEMH) and for children with Autism. 

• The precise level of need generated by new development over the Local Plan period, and any excess need over 
and above that met by the interventions identified above, will depend on the mix and tenure of the dwellings 
delivered. WSCC will continue to assess predicted pupil numbers and discussions will continue with WSCC over 
the provision of additional primary and secondary places in the borough. 

• Recent immigration schemes have created localised demand for additional places particularly around hotels 
housing refugees.  

• Youth, Adult Education and Further Education facilities may be required as the Crawley population increases 
although these elements of education are not led by WSCC. 

Future Studies 
and Plans 

• Annual updates to Planning School Places. 
• Further discussions and investigations to identify how additional capacity is to be provided.  

Phasing • The conditions and agreements for the development of the new neighbourhoods that form part of Crawley set 
out requirements for the timing of the expansion of the of new primary schools recently built.  

Funding  • Financial contributions have been secured from the developers of the two new neighbourhoods that will form 
part of Crawley through s106 agreements towards the provision of additional secondary school places within the 
town.  

• The provision of schools and additional school places will form part of the calculation of the Community 
Infrastructure Levy.  

• West Sussex County Council received basic need grant annually where there is a shortfall in places across the 
County and some of this can be applied to Crawley Secondary Schools amongst other projects. 

• Additional funding sources may need to be considered.  

Summary • Additional provision at secondary school level is required to cater for anticipated levels of growth.  
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• Additional forms of entry and temporary bulge classes are being provided at existing secondary schools. 
• Refugee resettlement programmes can create localised demand at short notice. 
• Further discussions are required regarding the approach to meeting additional requirements for Special 

Educational Needs provision. 
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From: Eric Signi
To: Brigden, Elizabeth; Caroline West; Eleanor Harman; Guy Parfect
Cc: Eloise Witty; Warren, Ian; Lappage, Sallie
Subject: RE: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - West Sussex County Council
Date: 28 April 2023 12:00:06

Hi Elizabeth,

I trust you are well.

I just wished to come back to you on behalf of Guy and myself, with regards to your email below
and our comments on the DTC documents you forwarded a couple of weeks ago.
Having now been through these, we could not find anything that would call for concerns or
comments. These documents are all from 2020 and as such are out of phase with the current
position on transport studies such as in Mid Sussex, where it still refers more to their now
adopted site allocations DPD than the current emerging Plan; however, the timetable for
updating SoCG was discussed at NWS Duty to Cooperate meeting yesterday with yourself and
our colleagues Caroline and Tracey.

I trust that is helpful.

Best regards

Eric

Eric Signi
Senior Transport Planner
Transport Planning & Policy Team, Planning Services
West Sussex County Council, Ground Floor Northleigh, County Hall, Chichester, PO19 1RQ
Phone: 0330 222 7178 | Mobile: 07423169602
Email: eric.signi@westsussex.gov.uk | www.westsussex.gov.uk

From: Brigden, Elizabeth <Elizabeth.Brigden@crawley.gov.uk> 
Sent: 14 April 2023 10:44
To: Caroline West <Caroline.West@westsussex.gov.uk>; Eleanor Harman
<eleanor.harman@westsussex.gov.uk>; Guy Parfect <guy.parfect@westsussex.gov.uk>
Cc: Eloise Witty <Eloise.Witty@westsussex.gov.uk>; Eric Signi <Eric.Signi@westsussex.gov.uk>;
Warren, Ian <Ian.Warren@crawley.gov.uk>; Lappage, Sallie <Sallie.Lappage@crawley.gov.uk>
Subject: Crawley Borough Local Plan: Duty to Cooperate - West Sussex County Council

**EXTERNAL**

Dear Caroline/Eleanor/Guy,

You will be aware that the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 was recently approved at Full
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Council for its Publication Consultation (Regulation 19) and Submission for Examination. The
formal public consultation is scheduled to commence on Tuesday 9 May 2023.
 
Please find attached the emerging Duty to Cooperate Statement which has been updated to
support the Local Plan consultation. I would be grateful if you are able to check through this
document and let me know if there are any factual corrections you would like me to make
before it is made publicly available. Please do also let me know if it contains anything which is of
concern to you. For your information, I have also attached a draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper,
which will also be published to support the Local Plan consultation. Similarly, please do let me
know if you have any comments or changes you need me to make.
 
For both of these documents, I will need any comments back by Friday 28 April 2023 at the
latest, to be able to take it into account for the consultation versions.
 
Any formal detailed comments you have on the above mentioned documents, can occur any
time until the close of the Regulation 19 consultation, either for a further
conversation/agreement as part of the Duty to Cooperate or as your formal representations
(consultation is due to close on 20 June 2023).
 
I have also attached our current signed SoCG with WSCC, as well as the most recent, signed NWS
SoCG. Please let me know if you can think of any matters which would be helpful to prepare a
bilateral SoCG between our two authorities for, ahead of the submission of the Crawley Borough
Local Plan.
 
I am also aware of your separate correspondence with Ian Warren in relation to the draft
Crawley Infrastructure Plan – I am happy if any conversations for these are combined, if that is
easiest.
 
I look forward to hearing from you. Please do not hesitate to contact me for any clarification on
the above or attached.
Kind Regards
Elizabeth
 
 
Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council
 
www.crawley.gov.uk/planning
 

**********************************************************************
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