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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; 
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• 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.  

22



23



 

14 
 

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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Appendix A 

  

Statement of Common Ground Template 
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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) 

• 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. 
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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.   

49



15 
 

• 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 

91



Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground, April 2018 

 

10 
 

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 

94



Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground, April 2018 

 

13 
 

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 
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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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 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) 

117



Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground, April 2018 

 

9 
 

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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