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1.  Background 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Table 1.1: Framework for Cooperation  

Group Scope Members 

Coast to Capital 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

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

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

Gatwick 
Diamond Local 
Authorities 

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

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

West Sussex 
and Greater 
Brighton  

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

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

• Greater Brighton Economic Board. 

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

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

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

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

Northern West 
Sussex 
Authorities 

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

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

High Weald 
AONB 
Partnership  

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

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

Sussex Local 
Nature 
Partnership: 
Local 
Authorities 
Network 

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

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

Groupings 
established to 
address specific 
issues  
These include: 

• Gatwick Joint Local Authorities and 
Gatwick Officers Group 

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

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

• Upper Mole Group & Gatwick Water Cycle 
Study authorities; 

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

• Sussex North Water Resource Zone 
Executive Board; 

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

DLUHC 
Ofwat 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

“Ultimately, Crawley is reliant on others if its needs are to be met in full. As 
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) makes clear, the duty to cooperate is 
not a duty to agree: the decision on whether to accommodate Crawley’s 
unmet need is for neighbouring authorities to make, having regard to the 

policies of the NPPF and their own particular circumstances. The evidence 
shows that Crawley has been persistent in identifying the scale of its 

 
1 Report on the Examination into Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 – 2030, paragraphs 6 – 11, 34, 82, and 115-
116 (November 2015) 



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

11 
 

unmet needs and in asking neighbouring authorities to make appropriate 
provision…” (paragraph 10), and  

“Overall Crawley has adopted a process of continuous engagement with 
neighbouring authorities in seeking to meet its strategic needs. Whilst is 
has not yet been able to secure in full the future provision of its unmet 

needs, there is no compelling evidence that such failure has resulted from 
the Council not promoting its case with sufficient vigour…” (paragraph 11). 

1.3.2 The Plan was supported, in its preparation and examination, by a Duty to Cooperate 
Statement which set out the areas of cross-boundary and strategic importance, and 
the work done in order to address these across administrative boundaries. These key 
areas were found to be: 
• Meeting Housing Needs 
• Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 
• Economic Growth 
• Gatwick Airport 
• Key Transport Routes 
• Flooding and Flood Risk 
• Climate Change and Low Carbon Economy 
• Broadband Infrastructure 
• Green Infrastructure 
• Water and Wastewater Infrastructure 

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

Table 1.2: Crawley Development Needs 2015 – 2030 

 Total Objectively Assessed 
Need over the Plan period 

(2015 – 2030) 

Local Plan 
Development 
Requirement 

Unmet Need 
Remaining 

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

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

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

There will be a remaining unmet housing need, of approximately 5,000 
dwellings, arising from Crawley over the Plan period. The council will 
continue to work closely with its neighbouring authorities, particularly those 
which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area, in exploring 
opportunities and resolving infrastructure and environmental constraints in 
order to meet this need in sustainable locations. This will include continued 
assessment of potential urban extensions to Crawley.    

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

“…I do not accept the argument that the council should be more active at 
this stage in engaging with other authorities to seek provision of 



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

12 
 

employment sites outside the borough. If Gatwick remains a single runway 
airport and safeguarding is lifted, the available land to the south and/or 
east of the airport is best placed to meet the medium and longer term 

employment needs of the borough and the wider Gatwick Diamond. This is 
different to the housing situation, where the amount of land suitable for 
new homes would not meet the identified needs even if safeguarded is 

lifted. Clearly the council may have to look to its neighbours to satisfy its 
employment needs if Gatwick gets a second runway or safeguarding is not 

lifted, but that is a matter for the review of the Plan following the 
government’s decision.”  

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

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

summarised annually in the Authority’s Monitoring Reports2. AMR extracts are 
combined in Appendix D to outline the key Duty to Cooperate Milestones between 
2016 and 2022, along with the milestones beyond the published AMRs to July 2023. 

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

CBC secured commitments through which the unmet need of Crawley has been 
accounted for, thereby ensuring Crawley’s 2015-2030 anticipated housing need will 
be accommodated in full within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market 
Area (HMA): 
• Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, paragraphs 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) Reigate 

and Banstead Borough Council3; 
• Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraph 6.3 (2015) Horsham District 

Council4; 
• Mid Sussex District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing and Policy DP5: 

Planning to Meet Future Housing Need (2018) Mid Sussex District Council5. 
1.4.3 The Planning Inspector for the Horsham District Planning Framework concluded 

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

1.4.4 The Planning Inspector for the Mid Sussex District Plan provides a detailed summary 
of the most up-to-date position in relation to meeting the needs of the HMA, including 
Coastal West Sussex and Brighton, Surrey and London, and concluded that the first 

 
2 Authority's monitoring report | Crawley GOV  
3 http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3073/adopted_core_strategy_july_2014.pdf  
4 https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-
November-2015.pdf  
5 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3406/mid-sussex-district-plan.pdf  
6 Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraphs 40 and 43 (8 October 2015) 
Geoff Salter: https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf  
7 Report on the Examination into Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraphs 41 and 42 (8 October 2015) 
Geoff Salter 

https://crawley.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/engagement-and-monitoring/authoritys-monitoring-report
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3073/adopted_core_strategy_july_2014.pdf
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-November-2015.pdf
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0016/60190/Horsham-District-Planning-Framework-November-2015.pdf
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/3406/mid-sussex-district-plan.pdf
https://www.horsham.gov.uk/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/80672/HDPF-Inspectors-Report.pdf
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priority should be the unmet need arising in the same HMA as Mid Sussex8 (i.e. the 
NWS HMA).  

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

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

 Mid Sussex 
(Plan Period: 2014 

– 2031) 

Crawley 
(Plan Period: 
2015 – 2030) 

Horsham 
(Plan Period: 2011 

– 2031)  

TOTAL 

Annual Adopted Plan 
OAN 

876dpa 675dpa 650dpa 2,201dpa 

Full Adopted Plan 
OAN 

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

Annual Adopted Plan 
Figure 

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

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

Full Adopted Plan 
Figure 

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

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

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

 Dwellings 

 Local Plan Provision Crawley AMR 
Provision 

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

Crawley Local Plan 2015 – 2030 5,100  

Projected Provision in Crawley AMR 2015 – 203010   6,538 

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

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

Totals  9,598 10,036 

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

1.4.7 Through the examination processes, the timetables for delivery across the housing 
market area were considered and resulted in complementary housing trajectories 
and allowed for stepped delivery: for Crawley, the frontloading of housing delivery 
and, for Mid Sussex, the ‘stepping up’ of delivery after the first ten years of the 
District Plan (see Appendix E).  

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

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/2216/mid-sussex-lp-report-mar-2018.pdf
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-11/Crawley%20Borough%20Local%20Plan%20Authority%20Monitoring%20Report%202018-19.pdf
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2020-11/Crawley%20Borough%20Local%20Plan%20Authority%20Monitoring%20Report%202018-19.pdf
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1.4.8 On this basis, the full adopted housing need across the housing market area for the 
current Local Plans was being met, and Crawley’s unmet need figure was accounted 
for within the adopted Local Plans for Mid Sussex and Horsham districts.  

1.4.9 Crawley has a five year land supply of housing and has continually exceeded the 
Housing Delivery Test in 201811, 201912, 202013 and 202114 at 181%, 235%, 252% 
and 406% respectively. 

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

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

1.4.11 In 2019, Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) adopted their Development 
Management Plan, which allocated the site at Land west of Balcombe Road, Horley 
as a Strategic Business Park. This 31ha site is anticipated to provide approximately 
200,000sqm employment floorspace, and was allocated for predominantly B1a, with 
limited B1b, B1c, B8 and non-B Classes including appropriate airport-related Sui 
Generis, uses. Whilst the site will contribute to the employment needs of Reigate and 
Banstead (as RBBC’s priority is to meet the needs of its borough), the site’s prime 
function is to provide jobs for the wider Gatwick Diamond economic sub region. It will 
provide around 75% of the office floorspace shortfall from Crawley’s 2015 Local 
Plan15. 

  

 
11 Housing Delivery Test: 2018 measurement (2019) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2018-measurement    
12 Housing Delivery Test 2019 measurement (2020) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2019-measurement 
13 Housing Delivery Test 2020 measurement (2021) MHCLG 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2020-measurement 
14 Housing Delivery Test 2021 measurement (2022) DLUHC Housing Delivery Test: 2021 measurement - 
GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)  
15 Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment, para. 10.52 (2020) Lichfields: Northern West Sussex 
Economic Growth Assessment  

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2018-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2019-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2020-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2021-measurement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/housing-delivery-test-2021-measurement
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB354687
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB354687
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2.  Crawley Local Plan Review 

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

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

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

2.1.3 The draft Local Plan Review identifies the following cross-boundary strategic issues 
relating to the future development of Crawley over the Local Plan period16: 
• Meeting housing needs 
• Economic growth  
• Gatwick Airport 
• Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 
• Key transport routes 
• High quality communications connectivity  
• Low carbon economy 
• Water resources 
• Flooding and flood risk. 
Section 3 of this document identifies the key joint working and cooperation which has 
been undertaken to address each of these matters as part of this Local Plan Review. 
In relation to Low Carbon Economy and High Quality Communications Connectivity – 
these are picked up as part of Economic Growth. In addition to the issues set out in 
the list above, Green Infrastructure and biodiversity is also considered below in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate. 

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

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

Stage Date 

Adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan December 2015 

Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding Update 27 July 2016 

Publication of Gatwick 360 Infrastructure Report 27 July 2016 

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

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

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

14 April 2017 

Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement 2016 Update agreed 26 June 2017 

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

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

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

11 January 2018 

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

18 January 2018 

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

28 February 2018 

Signed Ashdown Forest Statement of Common Ground 16 April 2018 

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

1 June 2018 

Publication of Gatwick 360 Strategic Economic Plan 23 July 2018 

Commenced Local Plan Review August 2018 

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

Adoption of High Weald AONB Management Plan 8 March 2019 

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

Early Engagement consultation 15 July 2019 – 16 September 2019 

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

29 November 2019 

Signed PPA between Horsham, Crawley, West Sussex and Homes England relating to 
West of Ifield site 

8 January 2020 

Initial Publication Consultation Commenced 20 January 2020 

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

21 January 2020 

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

27 January 2020 

Initial Publication Consultation End 2 March 2020 

Signed West Sussex Statement of Common Ground April 2020 

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

6 May 2020 

Signed Northern West Sussex Statement of Common Ground 2 June 2020 

Publication of Joint Gatwick Water Cycle Study 28 August 2020 

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

Additional Publication Consultation Commenced  6 January 2021 

Publication of Draft Habitats Regulations Assessment 19 January 2021 

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

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

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

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

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

Publication of Transport Modelling Study 18 May 2021 

Additional Publication Consultation End 30 June 2021 

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

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

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

Publication of Final Transport Modelling Study June 2022 

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

Submission of Habitats Regulations Assessment to Natural England 20 January 2023 

Formal Letter to Neighbouring Authorities regarding Unmet Needs and Statements of 
Common Ground 

14 April 2023 

Circulation of draft Crawley Duty to Cooperate Statement to Prescribed Bodies 14 April 2023 

Publication of Joint Water Neutrality Topic Paper 9 May 2023 

Further Publication Submission Consultation  9 May – 20 June 2023 

Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley, Adur and Worthing Councils 26 May 2023 

Signed Statement of Common Ground between the Northern West Sussex Authorities 24 July 2023 

Signed Housing Needs Statement of Common Ground between Crawley, Horsham and 
Mid Sussex Councils 

24 July 2023 

Shared draft Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Highways England 24 July 2023 

Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Horsham Councils 25 July 2023 

Signed Water Neutrality Statement of Common Ground between Sussex North Water 
Resource Zone Authorities and Endorsed by Natural England, Environment Agency and 
Southern Water 

25 July 2023 

Signed Statement of Common Ground between Crawley and Mid Sussex Councils 27 July 2023 

Publish Duty to Cooperate Statement 31 July 2023 

Submission  31 July 2023 

Examination in Public (anticipated) Autumn 2023 

Adoption (anticipated) July 2024 

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

administrative boundaries are being discussed in the following forms: 
• Individual discussions on a one-to-one basis with neighbouring authorities.  
• Meetings at a NWS Authorities level, with Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC), 

Horsham District Council (HDC) and West Sussex County Council (WSCC); and 
commissioning joint evidence base such as the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) and the Economic Growth Assessment (EGA). 

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

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

• Involvement on a river basin management level in preparing the Brief, reviewing 
and jointly agreeing the updated Water Cycle Study. 
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• Working across the water supply zone on Water Neutrality evidence, strategy, 
Local Plan policy, governance, resourcing and the implementation and offsetting 
scheme. 

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

• Participating as a member of the Greater Brighton Economic Board. 
• Participating as a member of the Ashdown Forest Working Group in relation to 

Habitats Regulations Requirements associated with the Ashdown Forest Special 
Area of Conservation. Joint signatories to the Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground.  

• Working with National Highways and West Sussex County Council to jointly 
consider Local Plan and cumulative impacts on the strategic road network. 

The different strategic joint working mechanisms in place within which Crawley has 
undertaken the Duty to Cooperate are set out in Appendix C, and Appendix B 
provides maps illustrating the geographies of these.  

2.2.2 Evidence to support the Local Plan has been carried out at a variety of levels, 
depending on the appropriate scale of the information required and the issue being 
considered. Joint working on evidence studies has long been recognised as the most 
appropriate form in many cases. This includes: 
• NWS SHMA; 
• NWS EGA; 
• Gatwick Water Cycle Study; 
• Water Neutrality Study; 
• Joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). 
Details of the joint evidence studies are set out in Appendix F. 

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

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

Table 2.2: Change in Objectively Assessed Development Needs for Crawley 

 Crawley 2030 Adopted Local 
Plan 2015 – 2030 (December 

2015) 

Submission Crawley Local Plan 
Review 2024 – 2040 (May 2023) 

Housing Need (dwellings per 
annum) 

675dpa 755dpa 

Housing Need (over the full Plan 
periods) 

10,125 dwellings 12,080 dwellings 

Employment (Business) Land – 
Hectares 

58ha 26.2ha 

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

2.3.3 The extent of land required to be safeguarded for a potential future southern runway 
at Gatwick Airport has also been assessed, facilitating the identification of a Strategic 
Employment Location to meet Crawley’s employment land needs.  

2.3.4 The conclusions of this work are set out in Table 2.3 below. 

Updated Unmet Housing and Employment Needs 

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

 Objectively 
Assessed Need 

Submission Draft Crawley Local Plan Supply Unmet 
Needs 

Housing Need 
(dwellings per 
annum) 

755dpa 314dpa 441dpa 

Housing Need 
(2024– 2040)  

12,080 dwellings 5,030 dwellings 
7,050 

dwellings 

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

26.2ha 
(of which: 22.9ha 

Industrial Land) 

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

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

Employment Site. 

None 

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

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

2.3.7 Whilst this letter formalised the request and set out the January 2020 published 
figures for the draft Local Plan at the initial Regulation 19 stage, this was sent out in 
the context of previous on-going discussions and within the existing understanding, 
as it is clear from the responses, of Crawley’s development needs and land supply 
constrained position. This understanding has developed through cross-boundary 
work on the adopted Local Plan, the joint evidence work being carried out across the 
NWS HMA, detailed strategic site-specific discussions took place across 
administrative boundaries in relation to proposals “at Crawley” and within the 
framework of the updated Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (LSS). This 
progress is detailed further under each of the relevant Strategic Issues set out in 
Section 3 of this Statement. 
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2.3.8 In February 2021, as part of the Additional Regulation 19 Publication Consultation, 
an earlier version of this Duty to Cooperate Statement document was circulated to all 
prescribed bodies. Representations received from Prescribed Bodies as part of the 
Additional Regulation 19 Publication Consultation (along with each of the formal 
consultation stages of the Local Plan Review) are set out in Appendix G. 

2.3.9 Prior to the Further Regulation 19 Publication Consultation, commenced 9 May 2023, 
an updated draft version of this Duty to Cooperate Statement document was 
circulated to all prescribed bodies. In addition, CBC formally wrote again to all of the 
neighbouring authorities corresponded with in January 2020, along with Epsom & 
Ewell Borough Council, Guildford Borough Council, South Downs National Park 
Authority and Wealden District Council. This letter reiterated and updated Crawley’s 
unmet housing needs and included the draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper. The letter 
also asked whether any existing SoCG between the authorities remained fit for 
purpose and whether there was a need to update or prepare a new SoCG. The letter 
and the details of the authorities and organisations the Duty to Cooperate Statement 
document and the letter was sent to are set out in Appendix J. The responses 
received are set out in Appendix K. Signed SoCGs are published in Appendix L of 
this Duty to Cooperate Statement. 

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

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

Table 2.4: Crawley Local Plan Review Anticipated Unmet Infrastructure Needs 

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

(Nov 2014) 

Submission Crawley Local Plan Review 
(May 2023): Infrastructure Plan (July 

2023) 

Secondary 
Education 

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

• Extending existing schools to create 
additional places; 

• Gatwick Green Free School in Manor 
Royal; 

• Provision of secondary places in the 
North of Horsham. 

Secondary – Provision for at least 4 forms 
of entry (FE) required.  Potential to 
accommodate this need within a new 
school on sites near to Crawley in 
neighbouring authority areas being 
explored.  In the meantime, WSCC will 
look to a combination of permanent and 
temporary expansions within Crawley to 
cater for additional places.     

Special Education 
Needs 

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

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

Health: GP 
Provision 

GP provision being met by new provision 
in: 

• Kilnwood Vale 

Existing issues with Primary Care premises 
which cannot meet the needs of the 
growing population. NHS England do not 
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 Crawley 2030 Adopted Local Plan 
(December 2015): Infrastructure Plan 

(Nov 2014) 

Submission Crawley Local Plan Review 
(May 2023): Infrastructure Plan (July 

2023) 

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

consider new provision at Kilnwood Vale 
and Forge Wood is feasible or necessary.  
Reorganisation into Primary Care 
Networks (PCNs) to increase resilience 
and enhance capacity. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

Expansion may be required, but new 
technologies may reduce land 
requirements. 

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

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

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

2.3.12 Strategic Housing Development: Since the adoption of the Crawley Borough Local 
Plan 2015, discussions have taken place with HDC, WSCC and Homes England, 
regarding Homes England’s proposals for up to 10,000 new dwellings, and 
associated infrastructure and commercial provision, in three new neighbourhoods 
adjacent to Crawley, in the form of urban extensions to the town. In addition, 
proposals to allocate a new neighbourhood on Crawley’s eastern boundary, at 
Crabbet Park, have been published in the Mid Sussex District Plan 2021-2039 as 
part of its Regulation 18 consultation. Discussions have taken place with MSDC and 
the site promoter. 
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2.3.13 Western Link Multi-Modal Transport Corridor: Associated with the Homes 
England proposals, further discussions have taken place, along with emerging 
transport modelling evidence for both Horsham District Local Plan and the Crawley 
Borough Local Plan, relating to the potential need for a western link multi-modal 
transport corridor between the A264 and the A23 (north of County Oak). CBC 
commissioned consultants, in partnership with WSCC, to undertake a study to refine 
the area of search for the section of this route which would run through Crawley’s 
administrative boundary. Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL), HDC, Environment Agency 
(EA) and Homes England were key stakeholders in developing this evidence. 

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

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

2.3.16 Flooding: An update to the cross-boundary SFRA has been undertaken jointly 
between Crawley and Horsham. A further update to the SFRA has been 
commissioned by CBC, which covers the same geographical area. 

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

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

. 
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3. Strategic Issues 

3.1 Issue A: Meeting Housing Needs 

Extent of the Issue 

Overall Housing Need and Housing Supply 

3.1.1 Crawley’s development as a New Town, in addition to the influence of Gatwick 
Airport, has significant implications for the future of the town in terms of population 
growth; and the need to accommodate development remains a key challenge for 
Crawley. By 2040, to meet the needs of its growing population, the town would need 
a further 12,08017 new homes. 

3.1.2 Crawley’s identified land supply allows for around 42% of its housing needs to be met 
through new housing developments within the borough boundaries: a minimum 
totalling 5,030 dwellings. In order to maintain this level of supply, this has required:  
• the identification of additional sites; 
• increased densities of existing sites following a reassessment of each of these 

sites; and  
• an increased windfall figure from 55dpa to 100dpa due to a review of the 

evidence.  
3.1.3 Notwithstanding the increases made, this figure also reflects high delivery rates 

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

3.1.4 The overall housing land supply equates to an annualised average of 314dpa. 
However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher 
delivery in the early to mid-Plan period and the lower anticipated levels towards the 
end (due to the build out of the last remaining large sites available within the 
borough): 
• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400dpa  
• Years 6-10 (2020-34): 360dpa 
• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa 

3.1.5 This equates to a correlating total unmet need over the Plan period (2024 – 2040) of 
7,050 dwellings; as an annualised average this is 431dpa. In line with the housing 
trajectory, the unmet need is anticipated to arise at the following rates: 
• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 355dpa 
• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 395dpa 
• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 550dpa 

Needs of Specific Communities within the Borough 

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

 
17 For the period from 2024 to 2040: 755 dwellings per annum x 16years, based on the Standard Methodology 
Figure 2014-based Household Projections, calculated March 2023. 
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• Those who require affordable housing  
• Families with children 
• Older people 
• Students 
• People with disabilities 
• People who rent their homes and 
• People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 

Affordable Housing 

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

Table 3.1: Housing and Affordable Housing Needs 

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

Unmet Need (2024 – 2040) 

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

755dpa 314dpa 441dpa 

Affordable 
Housing – 
Total 

11,824 affordable dwellings 
total   

2,012 affordable dwellings  
(assuming 40% of total 

housing supply)  

9,812 affordable dwellings 

739dpa  125.75dpa 613.25dpa 

Affordable 
Housing – 
Rental 

of which 9,008 dwellings are 
required for affordable rent 

of which 1,509 dwellings 
would be for rental based 

on the 75/25 split 

of which 7,499 dwellings is 
unmet affordable rent 

563dpa 94dpa 469dpa 

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

Self and Custom Build Homes 

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

Strategic Housing Provision 

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

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

3.1.12 Unlike Forge Wood, the housing supply from the sites at Kilnwood Vale, Rusper 
Road, Copthorne and Pease Pottage, whilst close to the administrative boundaries of 
Crawley, count towards meeting the housing requirement of Horsham and Mid 
Sussex respectively rather than meeting the housing requirement set out in the 
Crawley Borough Local Plan (i.e. the 5,030 housing supply-constrained policy 
minimum requirement). However, they do contribute towards meeting Crawley’s 
unmet needs from the total Standard Method housing need given the contributions by 
HDC/MSDC towards CBC unmet needs in current plans. In addition, in practice, even 
if it were not ‘assigned’ or ‘counted’ towards the numbers arithmetically, due to their 
location, these sites are very likely to be accommodating some need from Crawley, 
given, for example, much of the HMA needs are created due to in-migration (which 
includes movement between the HMA authority areas), and especially where 
nomination rights for affordable housing have been agreed as is the case in Kilnwood 
Vale and Pease Pottage. 

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

3.1.14 The impact of potential urban extensions to Crawley are being investigated to 
understand whether these would constitute the most sustainable housing 
development locations in the context of the wider housing market area and travel to 
work area, and environmental constraints can be resolved. The Submission Crawley 
Borough Local Plan should not be considered as an indicator of the extent of 
acceptable development adjacent to Crawley. Many physical, environmental and 
policy designations apply to these areas, including Green Belt, Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty, Ancient Woodland and Sites of Special Scientific Interest. Adjoining 
areas are also subject to similar constraints. Ultimately, it is for each LPA to 
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determine its most sustainable and deliverable strategy for meeting housing need, 
including unmet need. 

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

provided; 
• likely to fail to capture the existing character, vistas, landscapes, built features 

and setting of the town and adjacent countryside;  
• likely that opportunities for creating high quality compact development and 

expanding Crawley’s sustainable transport infrastructure will be missed; and 
• likely that opportunities to secure the appropriate type and mix of housing to meet 

Crawley’s needs, including for affordable housing, will be missed.  
3.1.16 In addition to the promotion of strategic urban extensions to the west of the borough, 

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

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

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

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

3.1.19 In the preparation of the adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015, it was 
recognised by the authorities across the NWS HMA that CBC had sought to fully 
maximise its capacity for housing development within the borough boundaries in 
order to meet its own housing needs18. Similarly, each authority within the area 
considered it was doing the maximum reasonable to meet the objectively assessed 
housing needs of the area as a whole, taking into account local constraints, local 
aspirations and the need for sustainable development19. Further acknowledgement is 
provided within the adopted Development Plans for Horsham, Mid Sussex and 
Reigate and Banstead: with recognition that their housing provision figures will 
contribute to meeting the wider needs of the NWS HMA and supporting the delivery 

 
18 Northern West Sussex Authorities Position Statement, paragraph 6.13 (September 2013), Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council 
19 Northern West Sussex Authorities Position Statement, paragraph 6.21 (February 2015), Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council 
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of economic growth within the Gatwick Diamond20. The outcome of this cooperation 
resulted in the vast majority of the housing need across the HMA being met through 
these adopted Development Plans, as set out in Table 1.3. 

3.1.20 However, the increase in projected annual household growth through the Standard 
Method (which includes an uplift for addressing affordability), and the additional years 
beyond the adopted Plan period (2030 – 2040) has increased the amount of unmet 
need to be addressed by the Local Plan Review. This is acknowledged to be 
increasingly challenging for the HMA, as the need figures for Mid Sussex and 
Horsham districts using the Standard Method are also significantly increasing, before 
including any additional amount to meet Crawley’s unmet needs. 

3.1.21 Furthermore, it is acknowledged that the NWS HMA does not function independently 
and the edges between adjoining housing market areas are not clearly defined along 
administrative boundaries. It is also understood that housing market areas operate as 
a layered system of tiers, and some have less clearly identified areas of movement in 
terms of inter-migration and travel-to-work.  

3.1.22 The SHMA confirms that development “at Crawley” would contribute towards meeting 
Crawley’s housing needs and should be expected to have regard to the nature of 
Crawley’s housing need identified within the study21. It should also be noted that 
previous evidence confirms that CBC need could be met anywhere within Horsham 
and Mid Sussex districts due to transport movements. 

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

Table 3.2: Housing Needs Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

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

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

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

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

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

c. Commission work to provide an 
evidence base for the preparation 

 
20 Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy, paragraph 7.4.1 – 7.4.4 (2013) Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; 
Horsham District Planning Framework, paragraph 6.3 (November 2015) Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Plan 2014 – 2031, Policy DP4: Housing, second paragraph, page 30, and Policy DP5: Planning to Meet 
Future Housing Need, pages 33-34 (March 2018) Mid Sussex District Council  
21 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment, paras. 5.86-5.89 and 13.13, and Local Housing 
Need: Implications, page 59 (2019) Iceni Projects 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

of a Local Strategic Statement 3 
which covers the following: 

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

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

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

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

• The strategic options 
available to deliver additional 
growth; 

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

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

Review and refresh update of the signed 
Memorandum of Understanding. 

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

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

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

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

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

NWS Statement of Common Ground 
(July 2023) 

NWS Housing Need Statement of 
Common Ground (July 2023)  

Crawley Borough 
and Horsham 
District 

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

Northern West Sussex Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment 
(November 2019) 

Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

• Urban Design expertise;  

• shared coordination of Transport 
Modelling and Open Space evidence;  

• approach to Crawley Western Link 
Road;  

• blended housing mix and affordable 
housing;  

• unmet education needs. 

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

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

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

CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023). 

Crawley Borough 
and Mid Sussex 
District 

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

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

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

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

CBC/MSDC Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023). 

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

Shared findings related to Habitats 
Regulations Assessment.  

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

Joint policy preparation and Sustainability 
Appraisal assessment. 

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

Water Neutrality Study, including Part 
C: Mitigation Strategy. 

Shared Policy Approach. 

CBC Pilot Offsetting Scheme. 

Water Neutrality Statement of 
Common Ground (July 2023) 

Joint Offsetting Implementation 
Scheme in preparation.  

Crawley and the 
Coast to Capital LEP 
Authorities 

Letters to 12 Authorities, in 2020, 
confirming Crawley’s Submission draft Local 
Plan unmet needs, including the overall 
housing number, based on the Standard 
Methodology approach, and requesting 
discussions in relation to meeting the needs 
of specific groups including affordable 
housing and self- and custom-build. 
 
Letters to 17 Authorities, in 2023, 
confirming Crawley’s Submission Local Plan 
unmet needs. 

Responses received from the 
following Authorities: 

→ Adur & Worthing Councils (2021 
& 2023) 

→ Arun District Council (2021 & 
2023) 

→ Brighton & Hove City Council 
(2021 & 2023) 

→ Chichester District Council (2023) 

→ Epsom & Ewell Borough (2023) 

→ Guildford Borough Council (2023) 

→ Horsham District Council (2021 & 
2023) 

→ Mid Sussex District Council (2021) 

→ Mole Valley District Council (2021 
& 2023) 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council (2021 & 2023) 

→ South Downs National Park 
Authority (2023) 

→ Tandridge District Council (2021) 

→ Waverley Borough Council (2021) 

→ Wealden District Council (2023) 
No authorities were in a position to 
confirm they could meet Crawley’s 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

unmet housing needs, but MSDC and 
HDC confirmed, in 2021, they would 
continue to seek to address them as 
part of the HMA. HDC highlighted in 
2023 they are unable to commit to 
meeting any part of the unmet overall 
housing needs of CBC at this time. 

Crawley and 
Prescribed Bodies 

Circulation of draft Duty to Cooperate 
Statement to Prescribed Bodies for 
comment and feedback, in 2021 and 2023. 

Responses received from the 
following Authorities: 

→ Environment Agency (2021 & 
2023) 

→ Historic England (2021 & 2023) 

→ Horsham District Council (2021 & 
2023) 

→ Mid Sussex District Council (2021 
& 2023) 

→ National Highways (2021 & 2023) 

→ Natural England (2021 & 2023) 

→ Southern Water (2021) 

→ Surrey County Council (2023) 

→ Tandridge District Council (2021) 

→ Waverley District Council (2021) 

→ Wealden District Council (2021 & 
2023) 

→ West Sussex County Council 
(2021 & 2023) 

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

→ Mid Sussex District Council  

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Adur and Worthing Borough 
Council 

→ Arun District Council  

→ Mole Valley District Council 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 

→ Mid Sussex District Council 

→ Tandridge District Council 

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.2 Issue B: Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 

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

Accommodation Needs Assessment (2023) confirmed that there remains to be no 
immediate need for new pitch or plot provision. An updated Assessment is in the 
process of being carried out, which will consider if this remains the case. However, it 
has been identified that there may be a potential future need of up to ten pitches for 
Gypsies and Travellers arising from the existing population within Crawley. This 
supports the previous conclusions from the evidence undertaken to support the 
adopted Local Plan. The Local Plan Review continues to allocate a reserve site at 
Broadfield Kennels for this purpose, should a need arise during the mid to latter part 
of the Plan period.  

3.2.2 The findings of the 2023 GTTS Accommodation Needs Assessment highlighted the 
brief and transient nature of the Gypsy and Traveller communities which have stayed 
within Crawley over the period since 2014/15, predominantly heading for coastal 
destinations, as well as the limited number. 

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

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

Table 3.3: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

West Sussex 
County, Districts 
and Boroughs 

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

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

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

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

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

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

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

NWS Statement of Common Ground 
(July 2023). 

Crawley and West 
Sussex County 

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

Crawley Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodations Needs Assessment 

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

→ Mid Sussex District Council  

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 

→ Mole Valley District Council 

→ Tandridge District Council  

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

3.3 Issue C: Economic Growth 

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

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

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

3.3.3 A Crawley Focused EGA Update (September 2020) was commissioned, particularly 
in light of the significant economic impact of COVID-19 on the borough, and 
sensitivity checking forecasts from the original EGA through additional sectoral 
analysis.  
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3.3.4 Due to the delays in progressing the Local Plan, a further Crawley EGA Update was 
undertaken at the end of 2022 and finalised in January 2023. This identified 
employment needs of a minimum 113,390sqm new floorspace (26.2 hectares) new 
employment land to accommodate business22  needs in Crawley to 2040. This is 
significantly within the industrial sectors23 where, taking account of forecast declines 
in the Light & General Industrial sectors, floorspace need of at least 91,620sqm 
(22.9ha) is identified. Office and Research & Development floorspace need of at 
least 21,770sqm (3.3ha) is also identified. 

3.3.5 Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory (Base Date 31 March 2023) identifies an 
available employment land supply pipeline of 71,325sqm (14.49ha), which comprises 
21,020sqm (5.32ha) office and research & design and 50,305sqm (9.17ha) 
distribution land. The existing available office land supply pipeline meets identified 
quantitative office needs, although there remains a broader qualitative office need. In 
addition to new office land coming forward in Crawley, the Horley Strategic Business 
Park site allocation in Reigate and Banstead borough will add to the sub-regional 
office offer. Therefore, Crawley’s employment land requirements are substantially of 
an industrial nature, principally in relation to B8 storage & distribution use. There is 
an existing available industrial land supply pipeline of 50,305sqm (9.17ha), meaning 
there remains an outstanding need for at least 41,315sqm (13.73ha) new land for B8 
uses. 

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

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

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

a Sustainable Economy and Prosperity including Supporting Low Carbon Growth”. 
This supports economic growth to: 
• Ensure that opportunities to grow a knowledge-driven economy are maximised; 
• Develop and maintain strategies for securing more sustainable forms of 

development to deliver an efficient, low carbon economy; 
• Sustain a flourishing and competitive knowledge based economy with high levels 

of entrepreneurship, providing sustainable employment; 
• Allow businesses to operate in an environment which enables the Diamond to be 

recognised, nationally and internationally, as one of the top locations for 
business; 

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

3.3.9 This Theme is to be addressed by, amongst other things, planning for continued 
economic growth building on the opportunities already identified in local authority and 
LEP plans to secure a knowledge based economy; develop economic development 
activities to attract new businesses and retain existing businesses to support the 
whole Gatwick Diamond economy; build on and develop industry expertise, whilst 

 
22 Business is defined as office, research & development, light industry, general industrial, or storage & 
distribution uses.  
23 the term ‘industrial space’ is used to refer to both manufacturing (E(g)(iii)/B2) and warehouse  
and distribution (B8) uses. 
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seizing and delivering upon opportunities to make significant statements of intent 
such as new science/office/business parks, continued support for economic growth in 
existing employment areas and support for town centre regeneration and growth; and 
coordinate employment land policies to secure and support the retention of 
employment land necessary to provide a mix and choice of high quality sites and 
locations24. 

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

i. Land within Crawley, in the north of the borough (this would be reliant on the 
ability to remove safeguarding for a potential future southern runway at Gatwick 
Airport); 

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

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

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

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

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

 
 

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

https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB344429.pdf
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Table 3.4: Economic Growth Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

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

See Table 3.2 above. See Table 3.2 above. 

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

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

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

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

NWS Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023). 

Crawley Borough, 
Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts 

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

Northern West Sussex Economic 
Growth Assessment (January 
2020) 
Crawley Focused EGA update 
(September 2020) 
Crawley EGA Update (January 
2023) 

Crawley and 
Reigate and 
Banstead Boroughs 

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

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

Crawley Borough 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

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

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

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

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

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

→ Mid Sussex District Council  

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Arun District Council 

→ Mole Valley District Council 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 
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Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

3.4 Issue D: Gatwick Airport 

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

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

3.4.2 The council is consulted on any developments which the airport operator proposes to 
undertake under its permitted development rights. The council, as the Local Planning 
Authority, also determines any planning applications for more significant 
developments which are not classified as permitted development. Development 
required to support the growth in capacity of the airport over 10 million passengers 
per annum, as is currently proposed by the Airport for the routine use of the northern 
standby runway, is a Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) under the 
Planning Act 2008, and is to be determined by the Secretary of State for Transport, 
advised by the Planning Inspectorate, through the Development Consent Order 
(DCO) process. Gatwick Airport Ltd submitted their DCO application on 6 July 2023.  

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

impacts affect a much wider area. Reflecting this, there are a number of established 
groupings relating to the functioning and development of Gatwick Airport across a 
range of administrative and professional and technical areas. The local authorities 
neighbouring the airport work together at officer (the Gatwick Officers Group/the 
GOG Steering Group) and member (the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities) level (see 
Table 1.1 for membership), as well as the Chief Executives and leaders meeting 
regularly. The authorities also take part in the Gatwick Airport Consultative 
Committee (GATCOM), which is also attended by a range of stakeholders including 
Gatwick Airport Limited, parish councils, business and airline representatives and 
local environmental groups. Some of the authorities including Crawley also take part 
in the Noise and Track Monitoring Advisory Group, and the Noise Management 
Board. 

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

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

Impacts of COVID-19 

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

Potential Growth of the Airport (Development Consent Order) 

3.4.7 The authorities are also collaborating and working with GAL to understand the 
implications of the proposed Northern Runway NSIP project on the environment, 
community and economy, and to respond to the DCO application to ensure that 
Gatwick Airport and the Planning Inspectorate are aware of the councils’ positions in 
relation to the opportunities and implications associated with airport growth. GAL has 
arranged a series of 95 Topic Working Groups covering, for example, technical 
matters such as noise, air quality, aviation capacity and forecasting and 
socioeconomics which the council has sought to engage with. Discussions are 
ongoing between the authorities and GAL regarding the drafting of Statements of 
Common Ground and the emerging s106 and Requirements. In August 2022 the 
Gatwick authorities were successful in a joint bid to DLUHC’s NSIP Innovation and 
Capacity Fund which has provided funding for the joint commissioning of external 
consultant expertise and for a Coordinator post.   

Airport Parking 

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

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

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Crawley Borough and 
West Sussex County 
and Gatwick Airport 

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

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

Surface transport improvements.  

Annual Monitoring Report and 
independent verification of 
performance. 

Gatwick Authorities 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

Regular Gatwick Officer Group and Gatwick 
Joint Local Authority meetings and/or 
electronic updates.  
More specialised cross-authority officer 
engagement relating to specific aspects of the 
S106 legal agreement.  
Attendance at GATCOM. 

Regular discussion at officer and 
member level on airport- related 
issues including noise, air quality, 
airport parking, Memorandum of 
Understanding 2008.  

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

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

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

Reigate & Banstead 
Borough 
Tandridge District 
Horsham District 
Mole Valley District 

One-to-one discussions and Surface Access 
Forum 

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

Success at Appeals regarding off-
airport parking. 

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

→ Northern West Sussex 
Authorities  

→ Mid Sussex District Council  

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council  

→ Mole Valley District Council 

→ Tandridge District Council 

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

Action: Ongoing discussions and updating of current S106 Agreement 
Action:  Collaboration with neighbouring districts, boroughs and counties to 

understand the implications of the proposed Northern Runway Nationally 
Significant Infrastructure Project (NSIP) on the environment, community and 
economy, and to respond to the Development Consent Order (DCO) 
application. 
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Action:  Continued cooperation and engagement in Gatwick-related member and 
officer groups, including specific interest groups for Noise, Air Quality and 
Surface Transport. 

3.5 Issue E: Key Transport Routes and Sustainable Movement 

Extent of the Issue 

Key Transport Routes 

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

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

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

Sustainable Movement 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.5.10 The West Sussex and South Downs National Park Joint Minerals Local Plan (July 
2018) Partial Review (March 2021) safeguards the railheads at Crawley Goods Yard 
from inappropriate neighbouring development that may prejudice its continuing 
efficient operation. This is shown on the draft Crawley Local Plan Map along with the 
associated Safeguarded Buffer Zone. This is recognised in the draft Crawley 
Borough Local Plan allocation at Tinsley Lane (Local Plan Policy H2 and paragraph 
12.53) which requires development to be carefully planned, laid out and designed to 
minimise potential future conflicts and constraints on the important minerals function 
of the adjacent safeguarded minerals site. 

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

Table 3.6: Key Transport Routes Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 

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

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

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

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

West Sussex 
County Council and 
Districts and 
Boroughs 

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

Crawley, West 
Sussex County and 
National Highways 

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

Transport Modelling Study and 
sensitivity test outcomes. 

Draft SoCG with National 
Highways 

Draft Checklist against Circular 
01/2022 

Crawley, Mid 
Sussex, Horsham 
Districts and West 
Sussex County 

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

NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 

Crawley, West 
Sussex County and 
Horsham District 

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

Draft Network Rail Timetable 
Study. 

Draft WSP Timetable Study 

Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

• shared coordination of Transport Modelling; 

• approach to Crawley Western Link Road; 

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

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

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

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

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

Crawley Western Link Road 
Study. 

CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground.  

Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex District 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

CBC/MSDC Statement of 
Common Ground 

Crawley and 
Tandridge District 

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

CBC/TDC Statement of Common 
Ground. 

Crawley and 
Reigate & Banstead 
Borough 

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

CBC/RBBC Statement of Common 
Ground agreed (February 2021). 
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Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

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

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

Action: Continued work is needed in relation to ensuring sustainable and active travel 
aspirations are realised and maximised for strategic new development of new 
neighbourhood urban extensions to the east and west Crawley. This will seek 
to ensure additional traffic is not created within the town, and also to 
potentially relieve some of the existing congestion on the highway network to 
create high quality, safe, active travel routes. This includes expansion of the 
existing network and creating high quality compact development through 
planned layouts to ensure the viability of public transport. 

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

3.6 Issue F: Flooding and Flood Risk 

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

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

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

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

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

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

3.6.5 Table 3.7 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Flooding and Flood Risk. 

Table 3.7: Flooding and Flood Risk Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 

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

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

West Sussex Flood 
Management 
Group 

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

Local Flood Risk Management 
Strategy.  

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

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

Joint commission of the Water Cycle Study 
Update. 

Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (August 2020) 

Crawley and 
Horsham District 

Joint commission of Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment 

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

Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

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

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

Crawley Submission draft Local 
Plan supporting text. 

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

Environment 
Agency 

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

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

Site Allocations and Flood Risk 
Background Paper 

Feedback on emerging Local Plan 
policies 

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

→ NWS Authorities  

→ Mid Sussex District Council  

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Reigate & Banstead Borough 
Council 

→ Mole Valley District Council 

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

Action: Update of Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2020, in consultation with the 
Environment Agency, to reflect subsequent changes in Planning Practice 
Guidance. CBC commissioned study but consistent with 2020 Study area so 
will cover areas within Horsham, as agreed with HDC. 

3.7 Issue G: Water Resources and Infrastructure  

Extent of the Issue 

Water Supply 

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

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

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

Waste Water Treatment 

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

Nature of Cooperation 

Water Supply 

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

3.7.6 A comprehensive governance structure was agreed across the authorities and 
organisations to oversee achievement of the above goals. This includes the following 
parties: 
• Department for Levelling Up, Housing and Communities (DLUHC) 
• Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs (Defra) 
• Natural England (NE) 
• Environment Agency (EA) 
• Ofwat 
• Southern Water (SW) 
• Chichester District Council (CDC) 
• Crawley Borough Council (CBC) 
• Horsham District Council (HDC) 
• Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) 
• South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA) 
• West Sussex County Council (WSCC)  

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

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

3.7.9 Crawley’s adopted planning policy on water efficiency requires all new dwellings, 
including the subdivision of existing buildings into multiple dwellings, to achieve 
stringent water efficiency requirements, recognising that it is an area of serious water 
stress and reflecting the ambitions of the council and water supply companies to 
respond to this challenge. The current optional requirement set out in Building 
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Regulations25 is 110 litres per person per day (l/p/d) (105 l/p/d with an additional 5 
l/p/d for external use). Given the pressing issue of water stress, the draft Local Plan 
maintains this requirement for the parts of the borough outside the Sussex North 
WRZ. 

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

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

2021) 
• Part B: In Combination Assessment (April 2022) (including Horsham) 
• Part C: Mitigation Strategy (November 2022) 
Part C: Mitigation Strategy was agreed by the Sussex North WRZ Local Authority 
Chief Executives in October 2022 and endorsed by Natural England in November 
2022. It was supported throughout by input from Southern Water, Environment 
Agency, Natural England and the Local Planning Authorities.  

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

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

Waste Water Treatment 

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

 
25 Building Regulations Approved Document G (Sanitation, Hot Water Safety and Water Efficient) 
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3.7.15 Table 3.8 summarises the key methods and outputs which have been progressed in 
relation to meeting the Duty to Cooperate in preparing the Submission draft Local 
Plan Review in relation to Water Resources and Waste Water. 

Table 3.8: Water Resources Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 

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

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

Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex and 
Horsham Districts  

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

NWS Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023). 

Crawley Borough, 
Mid Sussex and 
Horsham District 
and Thames Water 

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

 

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

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

Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (August 2020) 

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

Significant joint work across the Sussex North 
Water Resource Zone, considering the 
potentially significant ecological impacts of 
groundwater abstraction at Pulborough, to 
assess the in-combination impacts of planned 
growth and options for achieving water 
neutrality. 

Water Neutrality Study: Part A - 
Individual Local Authority 
Assessment for Crawley and 
Chichester. 

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

Water Neutrality Study Part C – 
Mitigation Strategy. 

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

Ongoing work to develop an 
Offsetting Implementation 
Scheme. 

Water Neutrality SoCG (July 
2023) 

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

→ Horsham District Council 

→ Mid Sussex District Council 

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

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

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

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

3.8.2 The green landscaping in and around the built environment is a key part of Crawley’s 
New Town character, as is the setting of the town, with a clear distinction between 
the urban area and countryside providing a sense of place for residents and visitors 
and ensuring accessible countryside remains within easy reach by foot. Connections 
to public rights of way which can be used for multiple types of recreation extend 
beyond the borough boundary. 

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

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

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

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

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

3.8.7 NatureSpace Partnership has made an application to Natural England to establish a 
District Licencing scheme for Great Crested Newts on behalf of the West Sussex 
Authorities of Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex, South Downs National Park and West 
Sussex County Council. It is understood this will be extended to the coastal West 
Sussex Authorities in due course. A similar District Licencing scheme is already 
established in Surrey and East Sussex, and is emerging in Hampshire (but not yet 
established and operational). 

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

Table 3.9: Green Infrastructure Cooperation 

Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Gatwick Diamond 
Authorities 

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

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

High Weald AONB 
Partnership (see 
Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

High Weald AONB Management 
Plan 2019 – 2024. 

Ashdown Forest 
Working Group 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

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

Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground (April 2018). 

Joint Air Quality Monitoring. 

Joint Air Quality Modelling – 
emerging approach. 

Joint Transport Modelling – 
agreed, emerging approach. 

Sussex North WRZ 
(see Table 1.1 for 
membership) 

See Table 3.8 See Table 3.8 

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

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

Joint responses to government 
consultations. 

Crawley, Mid 
Sussex and 
Horsham Districts 

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

NWS Statement of Common 
Ground. 

Crawley and 
Horsham District 

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

Eco-Serv GIS (March 2019 and 
January 2020) 

Crawley, Mid 
Sussex, Reigate and 
Banstead, Mole 
Valley, Horsham 

Participation as part of Gatwick Greenspace 
Partnership Authorities. 

Ongoing funding secured for 
delivery of enhancement 
projects. 
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Authorities Cooperation Outputs 

Districts, Horley 
Town, and Surrey 
and West Sussex 
Counties 

West Sussex and 
East Sussex 
Authorities 

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

Updated Local Wildlife Site data 

Crawley Borough 
and Horsham 
District  

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

Eco-Serv Report 2019/2020 

Crawley Borough, 
Horsham District 
and West Sussex 
County 

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

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

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

Crawley Submission Local Plan. 

CBC/HDC Statement of Common 
Ground. 

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

District Licencing scheme for Great Crested 
Newts. 

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

Outstanding Issues & Ongoing Cooperation 

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

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

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

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

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

Duty to Cooperate Prescribed Bodies Local Plan Statutory Consultees 

County Council: 
West Sussex County Council 

County Council: 
West Sussex County Council 

Adjoining Authorities: 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
Tandridge District Council 
Surrey County Council 

Adjoining Authorities: 
Horsham District Council 
Mid Sussex District Council 
Mole Valley District Council 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
Tandridge District Council 
Surrey County Council 

Other Gatwick Diamond Authorities: 
Epsom and Ewell District Council 

Official Agencies:  
Environment Agency 
Historic England 
National Highways  
Natural England 
Network Rail Infrastructure Limited  
Local Police Authority 
Strategic Health Authority 
Communications 
Water and Energy Providers 
Homes and Communities Agency  

West Sussex Coastal Authorities: 
Adur and Worthing Councils 
Arun District Council 
Chichester District Council 
South Downs National Park Authority 

Other Coastal Housing Market Area 
Authorities: 
Brighton and Hove City Council 
Lewes District Council 

Other East Sussex Authorities: 
Wealden District Council 

Other Surrey Authorities: 
Guilford District Council 
Waverley Borough Council  

Other Prescribed Bodies: 
Environment Agency 
Historic England 
National Highways  
Natural England 

Local Economic Partnership: 
Coast to Capital LEP 
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Appendix B: Maps 

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Coast to Capital 
Local Enterprise 
Partnership 

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

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

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

Gatwick Diamond Gatwick Diamond 
Members 

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

• Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

• Gatwick 2030 
Infrastructure Report 

• Local Strategic 
Statement. 

27 July 2016 
26 June 2017 

→ Gatwick 2030 Infrastructure Report 
(2016) 

→ Memorandum of Understanding 
(2016) 

→ Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic 
Statement (2017) 

→ Joint Response to the London Plan EiP 

Gatwick Diamond Local 
Authorities Officer 
Group 

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

• Preparation of 
Memorandum of 
Understanding and 
Local Strategic 
Statement. 

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

→ Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic 
Statement (2017) 

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Banstead, Surrey, 
Tandridge, West 
Sussex Councils. 

• Supporting preparation 
of Local Plans. 

• Sharing of information. 

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

• Understanding critical 
cross boundary and 
strategic issues. 

2 May 2017 
9 November 2017 
13 February 2018 
8 March 2018 
23 May 2018 
18 July 2018 
3 October 2018 
8 January 2019 
3 June 2019 
2 December 2019 
26 April 2021 
18 October 2021 
4 April 2022 
10 October 2022 
17 April 2023 

West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 

Leaders and Chief 
Executives 

Councillors: 
Leaders of West 
Sussex District and 
County Councils and 
South Downs National 
Park Authority 

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

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Strategic Planning 
Board 

Councillors: Portfolio 
Holders for Planning 
at West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
District and County 
Councils 
Chief Planning 
Officers at West 
Sussex and Greater 
Brighton District and 
County Councils and 
South Downs National 
Park Authority 

Local Strategic Statement 
3: 

• Housing;  

• Economic Growth;  

• Landscape Character 
Assessment;  

• SEA/SA;  

• Infrastructure. 

4 September 2017 
29 January 2018 
23 July 2018 
26 November 2018 
18 February 2019 
12 September 2019 
25 March 2020 
9 October 2020 
31 March 2021 

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

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

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

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

West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
Planning Officer Group 

Chief and Senior 
Planning Officers at 
West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton 
District and County 
Councils and South 
Downs National Park 
Authority 

Local Strategic Statement 
3: 

• Housing;  

• Economic Growth;  

• Landscape Character 
Assessment;  

• SEA/SA;  

• Infrastructure. 

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

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

→ Joint DCLG Bid Submission 

→ Commissioning of strategic evidence 

→ Draft Statement of Common Ground 
(in preparation) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

5 February 2021 
20 May 2021 
14 January 2022 

Adur/Crawley/ 
Horsham/Worthing 
Planning Officer 
Meeting  

Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the four 
authorities 

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

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

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

Crawley/Worthing 
Planning Officer 
Meeting 

Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the two 
authorities 

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

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

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

→ CBC letter responding to Worthing 
Local Plan DtC Request. 

→ Signed Statement of Common Ground 
(13 May 2021) 

Crawley/Arun Planning 
Officer Meeting 

Local Plan Lead 
Planning Policy 
Officers at the two 
authorities 

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

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

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

→ Signed Statement of Common Ground 
(22 July 2021) 

West Sussex Planning 
Policy Officers Group 

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

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

• Local Plan Timetables 
and progress. 

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

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

South Downs National 
Park Authority 

• Evidence Base Updates. 

• Information Sharing. 

13 September 2017 
13 December 2017 
30 January 2018 
11 April 2018 
10 July 2018 
9 October 2018 
9 January 2019 
3 April 2019 
22 April 2020 
15 July 2020 
21 October 2020 
20 January 2021 
21 April 2021 
21 July 2021 
20 October 2021 
19 January 2022 
20 April 2022 
20 July 2022 
19 October 2022 
19 April 2023 

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

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

West Sussex County 
Monitoring and 
Infrastructure Group 

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

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

• Discuss the 
Infrastructure Funding 
Statement. 

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

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

→ Consistent approach to monitoring 
development across the county.  

Northern West 
Sussex Authorities 

Northern West Sussex 
Planning Officers 

Planning Officers from 
Crawley Borough 
Council, Horsham 
District Council, Mid 
Sussex District Council 

• Shared understanding 
of cross-boundary 
issues. 

• Duty to Cooperate 
Position Statement: 

25 August 2016 
5 July 2017 
25 July 2017 
26 July 2017 
22 August 2017 
13 December 2017 

→ Horsham District Planning Framework 
(2015) 

→ Duty to Cooperate Position Statement 
(March 2016) 

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

and West Sussex 
County Council 

Housing Numbers and 
Economic Growth. 

• Travellers.  

• SHMA 

• Housing Supply 

• Economic Growth 
Assessment 

• Employment Provision 

• Strategic Sites 

• Transport 

• Education 

• Health 

• Biodiversity 

• Water and Waste 
Water Infrastructure 

• Other cross-boundaries 
matters 

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

→ Duty to Cooperate Updated Position 
Statement (2017) 

→ Mid Sussex District Plan (2018) 

→ Statement of Common Ground 
(May/June 2020)  

→ Statement of Common Ground (July 
2023) 

→ Housing Needs Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023) 

 

  → Economic Growth 
Assessment 

→ Draft Shared with 
Reigate and Banstead. 

→ EGA Crawley-focused 
update letter of 
engagement shared. 

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

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

→ Crawley Focused EGA Update 
(Lichfields, 2020) 

→ Crawley EGA Update (January 2023) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

  → Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment 
(Crawley and Horsham 
Updates) 

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

→ Joint Housing Market Mix Study 
(Chilmark, 2016) 

→ Joint Starter Homes Study (Chilmark, 
2016) 

→ Joint Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (Iceni, 2019) for Crawley 
& Horsham in the context of NWS 
HMA 

NatureSpace District 
Licencing for Great 
Crested Newts 

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

→ District Licencing for 
Great Crested Newts 

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

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

Sussex North Water 
Resource Zone 

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

• Water Neutrality 

• Implications for 
developments 

• Water Efficiency 
standards for new 
developments 

• Water Resource Zone 
Map 

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

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

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

Water Neutrality 
Executive Board 

DEFRA; DLUHC; 
Natural England; 
Environment Agency; 
Ofwat; Chichester 
District Council; 
Horsham District 
Council; Crawley 

• Water Neutrality 

• Water Neutrality 
Strategy 

• Water Neutrality 
Offsetting Scheme 

 

8 November 2021 
12 November 2021 
30 November 2021 
6 December 2021 
20 January 2022 
18 February 2022 
25 April 2022 

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

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Endorsed 
by Natural England on 24 November 
2022 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Borough Council; Mid 
Sussex District 
Council; South Downs 
National Park 
Authority; West 
Sussex County 
Council; Southern 
Water 

22 June 2022 
22 July 2022 
23 September 2022 
27 October 2022 
8 December 2022 
20 February 2023 
17 April 2023 
19 June 2023 

→ Appointment of Joint Water 
Neutrality Project Officer post 

→ Joint Response to Water Resources 
South East Regional Plan consultation 

→ Joint SoCG 

Water Neutrality Lead 
Officer Group (WNLOG) 

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

• Water Neutrality Study 

• Water Neutrality 
Offsetting 
Implementation 

• Governance  

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

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part B (April 
2022) 

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part C 
(November 2022) 

→ Governance Structure (agreed 5 April 
2022) 

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

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

Water Neutrality Policy 
Group 

Chichester District 
Council; Horsham 
District Council; 
Crawley Borough 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; South 

• Habitats Regulations 
Assessments  

• Water Neutrality Study 
and consultant’s 
appointment and 
liaisons 

30 November 2020 
16 December 2020 
17 December 2020 
15 September 2021 
22 November 2021 
29 November 2021 

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Parts A (July 
2021) 

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part B (April 
2022) 

→ Water Neutrality Strategy Part C 
(November 2022) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Downs National Park 
Authority; West 
Sussex County Council 
 
(Input into Water 
Neutrality Study from 
Natural England, 
Environment Agency, 
Southern Water, Arun 
and Waverley) 

• Assessing measures 
and technical feasibility 
to achieve water 
neutrality. 

• Circulation of Brief/ 
draft Documents. 

• Request of input from 
other authorities and 
organisations. 

• Water Neutrality Policy  

• Water Neutrality Joint 
PINs Advisory meeting 

• Sustainability Appraisal 

• Combined Housing 
Trajectories and 
development phasing 

• Local Plan and Water 
Neutrality Studies 
Consultations 

16 December 2021 
12 January 2022 
9 February 2022 
9 March 2022 
10 March 2022 
30 March 2022 
7 April 2022 
21 April 2022 
5 May 2022 
19 May 2022 
16 June 2022 
30 June 2022 
14 July 2022 
17 August 2022 
25 August 2022 
1 September 2022 
6 September 2022 
12 September 2022 
13 September 2022 
28 September 2022 
29 September 2022 
11 October 2022 
19 October 2022 
3 November 2022 
9 November 2022 
11 November 2022 
15 November 2022 
10 January 2023 
7 February 2023 
28 February 2023 
8 March 2023 
4 April 2023 
2 May 2023 

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

→ Water Neutrality Workshops (March 
2022) 

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

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

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

→ Joint Policy wording 

→ Joint Sustainability Appraisal approach 

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

→ Joint Topic Paper (May 2023) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

6 June 2023 
4 July 2023 

Water Neutrality 
Development 
Management Group 

As above. • Shared Development 
Management issues 

• FAQs 

• Responses to 
Developers and 
Applicants 

• Responses to suggested 
offsetting solutions 

Meet regularly 
once a month. 

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

Water Neutrality 
Offsetting 
Implementation Group 

As above. • Offsetting schemes and 
approaches 

• Timing and delivery of 
implementation 
scheme 

• Project management 

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

→ Emerging Business Plan 

→ Pilot Offsetting Retro-Fitting Schemes 
 

Sussex Wide Sussex Environmental 
Health Officers Groups 

East & West Sussex 
District, Boroughs and 
County Councils 
 

• Air Quality Steering 
Group 

• Sussex Air Quality and 
Noise Seminar 

 

27 March 2018 
 
 
2 May 2018 

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

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

→ West Sussex Energy Study 

→ Sussex Air Quality and Noise Seminar 
CBC Presentation 

Biodiversity Record 
Centre Steering Group 

East & West Sussex 
District, Boroughs and 
County Councils, 
Brighton & Hove City 
Council and South 
Downs National Park 
Authority 

• Biodiversity Data 
Recording 

27 June 2017 
16 May 2018 
12 September 2018 
7 May 2019 
22 October 2019 
23 April 2021 
17 August 2021 
22 March 2022 

→ SBRC datasets that meet Local 
Authority’s needs. 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

21 June 2022 
21 July 2022 
6 December 2022 
7 March 2023 
20 June 2023 

Sussex Nature 
Partnership Nature 
Recovery Network 
Working Group 

East & West Sussex 
District, Boroughs and 
County Councils, 
Brighton & Hove City 
Council and South 
Downs National Park 
Authority 

• Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 

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

→ Emerging approach to complementary 
pan-Sussex Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 

Sussex Nature 
Partnership Local 
Authorities Network 

East & West Sussex 
District, Boroughs and 
County Councils, 
Brighton & Hove City 
Council and South 
Downs National Park 
Authority 

• Biodiversity Net Gain 

• Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies 

• Environment Act 

• Government 
Consultations 

• Tree Strategies 

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

→ Joint Responses to government 
consultations  

Sussex Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy 
Supporting Authorities 

East & West Sussex 
District, Boroughs and 
County Councils, 

• Formal engagement of 
the District and 
Borough Councils in the 

7 June 2023 
5 July 2023 

→ Supporting the preparation of the 
Local Nature Recovery Strategies for 
East and West Sussex 
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Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Brighton & Hove City 
Council and South 
Downs National Park 
Authority 

Local Nature Recovery 
Strategies for East and 
West Sussex 

Kent, Surrey and 
Sussex Wide 

AONB Joint Advisory 
Committee 

Ashford Borough 
Council; Crawley 
Borough Council; East 
Sussex County 
Council; Hastings 
Borough Council; 
Horsham District 
Council; Kent County 
Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; 
Rother District 
Council; Sevenoaks 
District Council; 
Surrey County 
Council; Tandridge 
District Council; 
Tonbridge and 
Malling Borough 
Council; Tunbridge 
Wells Borough 
Council; Wealden 
District Council; West 
Sussex District Council 

• High Weald AONB 
issues 

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

→ High Weald Management Plan 2019 – 
2024  

→ High Weald Design Guide (2020) 

AONB Officer Steering 
Group 

As above • High Weald AONB 
issues. 

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

→ High Weald AONB Management Plan 

→ High Weald Design Guide (2020) 
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Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Ashdown Forest Local 
Authorities Group 
 

 

 

 

 

 

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

• Ashdown Forest SAC 
and SPA 

• Habitats Regulations 
Assessment 

• Cumulative Impacts 

• Transport Modelling 

• Air Quality 

• Monitoring 

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

→ Ashdown Forest Statement of 
Common Ground 

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

→ Agreed joint Transport Modelling 

→ Agreed joint Air Quality Modelling 
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Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Adjoining 
Authorities (1-1) 
 
 

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

• Local Plan Reviews 

• Strategic and Cross-
Boundary issues 

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

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

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

→ Statement of Common Ground  

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

→ Members Briefing held (3 October 
2022) 

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

• Local Plan Reviews 

• Strategic and Cross-
Boundary issues 

• Water neutrality 

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

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

 

Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Horsham District 
Council 

• Local Plan Reviews and 
emerging Policies 

• Strategic objectively 
assessed needs. 

• Strategic Site(s) 

• Transport Modelling  

• HRA/Water Resources 
 

13 June 2016 
20 March 2019 
27 September 2019 
18 March 2020 
5 May 2020 
20 May 2020 
28 May 2020 
2 September 2020 

→ Crawley submission Local Plan (2021) 

→ Statement of Common Ground 

→ Comparison Assessment of Transport 
Modelling Studies 

→ Joint Commission of Water Neutrality 
Study 
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Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

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

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

14 November 2022 
2 February 2023 
16 March 2023 
6 April 2023 
27 April 2023 
18 May 2023 
26 May 2023 
8 June 2023 
13 June 2023 
29 June 2023 

Crawley/Horsham/ 
West Sussex 

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

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

• Needs and policy 
requirements; 

• Landscape Character 
and Urban Design 
expertise; 

• Infrastructure capacity; 

• Shared coordination of 
Transport Modelling 
and Open Space 
evidence;  

• approach to Crawley 
Western Link Road;  

• blended housing mix 
and affordable housing;  

• unmet education needs 
(including with DfE);  

• Gypsy and Traveller 
Provision 

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

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

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

→ Crawley submission Local Plan (2021) 

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

• Energy and 
sustainability 

• Sports Facilities 

• Bus Strategy 

• Heath Facilities 
(including with 
NHS/CCG) 

• Golf Course Needs 

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

→ Signed Joint Planning Performance 
Agreement 

→ Responses to Scoping Opinion 

→ Facilities Planning Model with Sport 
England 

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

• Housing Development 
potential adjacent to 
Crawley 

• Neighbourhood Plans 

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

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

• Local Plan Reviews 

• Strategic and Cross-
Boundary issues 

• Strategic Development 
Proposals to the east of 
Crawley 

3 July 2023 → Mid Sussex Statement of Common 
Ground (July 2023) 

Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough & Mid 

• Mid Sussex District 
Plan. 

• Crawley Borough Local 
Plan 

22 June 2016 
29 July 2016 
8 November 2016 
1 December 2016 

→ NWS Position Statement Update. 
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Sussex District 
Councils 

• Housing Development 
potential adjacent to 
Crawley/Strategic Sites 

 

12 January 2017 
6 March 2017 
30 March 2017 
6 April 2017 
29 September 2021 
21 December 2021 
18 August 2022 
22 August 2022 
16 February 2023 
24 May 2023 

Reigate & Banstead/ 
Crawley 

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

• Reigate & Banstead 
Development 
Management Plan. 

• Strategic Employment 
Site. 

• Retail. 

• Economic Growth 
Assessments and 
evidence studies. 

• Gypsy, Travellers and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Needs. 

• Transport. 

22 April 2016 
10 February 2017 
27 November 2017 
26 February 2018 
8 November 2018 
6 October 2020 
19 October 2020 
7 January 2021 

→ RBBC adopted Development 
Management Plan and allocation of 
Horley Strategic Employment Site. 

→ Statement of Common Ground 
(February 2021) 

Crawley/Tandridge Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Tandridge District 
Council 

• Local Plan Updates, 
timetables and 
strategies. 

• Housing need and 
constraints: 

- Green Belt; 
- Gatwick Airport; 
- Noise and Flooding; 
- Transport modelling 

• London pressures. 

6 February 2018 
14 June 2018 
30 March 2021 
11 October 2021 

→ Statement of Common Ground 
(December 2018) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

• Gypsy & Traveller 
Needs. 

Crawley/Mole Valley Planning Officer Leads 
from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Mole Valley District 
Council 

• Local Plan Updates, 
timetables and 
strategies. 

• Housing and 
employment needs and 
constraints: 

- Green Belt; 
- Gatwick Airport; 
- Noise and Flooding; 
- Transport modelling 

• Gypsy and Traveller 
Needs. 

16 April 2020 
17 November 2020 

→ Statement of Common Ground 
(January 2021) 

→ CBC Representations to Mole Valley 
Local Plan Regulation 19 
Consultation (5 November 2021) 

Infrastructure 
Providers/ 
Stakeholder 
Agencies 

Environment Agency 
(EA) 

 • SFRA. 

• Water Cycle Study. 

• Flood Risk 
Management and 
Reduction at Gatwick 
Airport. 

 → Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 
Update (2020) 

→ Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle 
Study (2020) 

→ Flood Risk Management and 
Reduction at Gatwick Airport 

NHS Crawley Borough 
Council and NHS/CCG 

• Health provision within 
the borough 

26 January 2022 → Crawley Health Care review 

West Sussex County 
Council  

Crawley Borough 
Council and West 
Sussex County Council 

• To consider 
infrastructure 
requirements including 
education, care, public 
health 

• To secure greater 
coverage of full fibre 
broadband 
infrastructure 

12 December 2016 
30 August 2018 
22 May 2019 
29 May 2019 
(Crawley Health & 
Wellbeing Board) 
10 June 2019 
(WSCC Public 
Health) 
12 September 2019 
30 September 2019 

→ Statement of Common Ground (April 
2020) 

→ Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (May 
2023) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

• To consider Minerals 
and Waste 

• Gypsy, Traveller and 
Travelling Showpeople 
Accommodation Needs 

• WSCC Property 

• Water neutrality 

4 March 2020 
12 May 2021 
14 July 2021 (Public 
Health) 
20 July 2021 
(Education) 
28 September 2021 
11 January 2022 
8 March 2022 
1 November 2022 
(Education) 
11 January 2023 
20 June 2023 
4 July 2023 
(Education) 

West Sussex County 
Council (and Highways 
England/National 
Highways) 

Crawley Borough 
Council and West 
Sussex County Council 

• To jointly commission 
and approve the 
Crawley Local Plan 
Transport Study Update 

• To agree approach to 
strategic transport 
needs including 
approach to Crawley 
Wester Link Road 
(including key 
stakeholders Gatwick 
Airport Limited, 
Horsham District 
Council, Environment 
Agency and Homes 
England) 

12 December 2016 
12 December 2019 
23 March 2020 
15 April 2020 
15 May 2020 
1 June 2020 
16 July 2020 
4 August 2020 
30 September 2020 
28 October 2020 
1 December 2020 
7 January 2021 
18 January 2021 
14 April 2021 
27 April 2021 
18 May 2021 
26 May 2021 
3 June 2021 

→ Shared Tender Brief with Highways 
England & Secured Feedback (2 
January, 17 January, 21 January and 4 
February 2020) 

→ Crawley draft Infrastructure Plan (May 
2023, and earlier consultation 
versions) 

→ Published final Crawley Transport 
Modelling Report (18 May 2021 and 
updated June 2022) 

→ Crawley and in combination traffic 
Data input into HRA 

→ Crawley Western Link Road Study 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

17 June 2021 
5 July 2021 
9 July 2021 
13 July 2021 
28 July 2021 
3 August 2021 
6 August 2021 
19 August 2021 
25 August 2021 
2 September 2021 
3 September 2021 
6 September 2021 
14 September 2021 
16 September 2021 
16 September 2021 
17 September 2021 
20 September 2021 
22 September 2021 
23 September 2021 
30 September 2021 
6 October 2021 
6 January 2022 
25 January 2022 
26 January 2022 
21 July 2022 
19 August 2022 
18 July 2023 

Arun Valley Potential 
New Rail Stations 

Network Rail, 
Department for 
Transport, GTR, Coast 
to Capital LEP, West 
Sussex County 
Council, Horsham 

• To consider the 
opportunities and 
impacts of potential 
new rail stations 
between Crawley and 
Horsham; including 

23 April 2018 
25 May 2018 
5 June 2018 
19 June 2018 
16 July 2018 
31 July 2018 

→ Draft Network Rail Timetable Study 

→ WSP Timetable Study: Arun Valley 
Independent Review Final Summary 
Report (received 11 December 2020) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

District Council and 
Crawley Borough 
Council 

Kilnwood Vale and 
North Horsham 
proposals. 

• Timetable modelling 
study 

9 August 2018 
10 May 2019 
14 October 2019 
4 February 2020 
7 September 2020 
14 October 2020 
19 November 2020 

Thames Water  • Wastewater Treatment 
Works and sewage 
capacity and 
implications of 
upgrades and 
improvements to 
technology alongside 
the changing 
development levels in 
the Local Plan. 

25 August 2016 
6 November 2018 
28 April 2022 

→ Infrastructure Plan – position 
statement 

Gatwick Water Cycle 
Study 

Crawley,  Horsham,      
Mid Sussex, Reigate 
and Banstead, 
Environment Agency, 
East Sutton and 
Surrey Water, Thames 
Water, Southern 
Water, South East 
Water 

• River Catchment 
Management. 

• River Flooding. 

• Water Supply Capacity. 

• Surface Water 
Drainage. 

• Wastewater. 
 

13 November 2019 
29 November 2019 
30 March 2020 

→ Gatwick Water Cycle Study (2020) 

→ Gatwick Water Cycle Study Crawley 
Addendum (2020) 

Habitat Regulation 
Assessment with 
Natural England 

Planning Policy 
Officers from Crawley 
Borough Council and 
Natural England, and 
consultants 
commissioned to 

• Hardham Water 
Abstraction 

• Cumulative Impacts 

• Water Neutrality 

• Water Quality 

23 November 2020 
9 June 2021 

→ Joint Water Neutrality Study (2021) 

→ HRA (2021) 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

prepare the Crawley 
HRA 

Gatwick 
Greenspace 
Partnership 

Gatwick Greenspace 
Partnership 

Sussex Wildlife Trust, 
Crawley, Horsham, 
Reigate and Banstead, 
Mole Valley, West 
Sussex County, Surrey 
County, Horley Town 
Council Charitable 
Trust 

• Partnership of local 
authorities and 
interested groups for 
environmental 
improvements in the 
Gatwick area.  

• Led by Sussex Wildlife 
Trust. 

15 January 2018 
8 March 2018 
12 October 2018 
2 April 2019 
21 October 2019 
19 October 2020 
26 April 2021 
18 October 2021 
25 April 2022 
17 October 2022 
23 January 2023 
10 July 2023 

 

Gatwick Airport Gatwick Airport 
Consultative Committee 
(GATCOM) 

Local authorities, 
parish and town 
councils, business, 
tourism, community, 
environmental, 
Gatwick Airport Ltd 
(GAL), Department for 
Transport. 

• Statutory consultative 
body for Gatwick 
Airport (Civil Aviation 
Act 1982), 28 
representatives from 
wide range of interests. 

27 April 2017 
13 July 2017 
9 November 2017 
25 January 2018 
26 April 2018 
19 July 2018 
18 October 2018 
24 January 2019 
25 April 2019 
18 July 2019 
17 October 2019 
23 January 2020 
16 July 2020 
15 October 2020 
21 January 2021 
22 April 2021 
15 July 2021 
24 August 2021 
14 October 2021 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

26 November 2021 
20 January 2022 
28 April 2022 
21 July 2022 
20 October 2022 
26 January 2023 
27 April 2023 

Gatwick Joint Local 
Authorities Meeting 

Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 
Surrey County 
Council, Tandridge 
District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       

• Member group. 30 October 2017 
12 June 2018 
(electronic update) 
26 September 2018 
7 August 2019 
7 January 2020 
12 August 2020 
2 November 2021 
(electronic update) 
November 2022 
(electronic update) 
 
 

→ Gatwick Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 

→ Discussion and liaison on matters 
relating to Gatwick Airport. 

→ Greater knowledge across county 
boundaries.  

Gatwick Officers Group 
 

Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Kent County 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 
Surrey County 
Council, Tandridge 

• Officer group 
supporting GJLA, also 
monitoring S106 
actions and 
implementation and 
discussing airport 
development. 

8 June 2016 
6 December 2016 
24 April 2017 
(electronic update) 
19 May 2017 
(electronic update) 
5 September 2017 
(Biodiversity Tour) 
7 September 2017 
(Airport Tour) 
29 September 2017 
(electronic update) 

→ Gatwick Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 

→ Discussion and liaison on matters 
relating to Gatwick Airport. 

→ Greater knowledge across county 
boundaries. 

→ Collaboration together and with GAL 
on the proposed DCO. 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       

21 May 2018 
11 September 2018 
13 November 2018 
27 March 2019 
5 June 2019 
10 July 2019 
16 September 2019 
26 February 2020 
20 April 2020 
20 July 2020 
29 July 2020 
21 January 2021 
20 April 2021 
18 May 2021 
22 June 2021 
17 August 2021 
28 September 2021 
15 October 2021 
26 October 2021 
9 November 2021 
18 November 2021 
8 March 2022 
27 April 2022 
24 May 2022 
21 June 2022 
26 July 2022 
23 August 2022 
20 September 2022 
22 November 2022 
17 January 2023 
14 February 2023 
14 March 2023 
18 April 2023 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

16 May 2023 
13 June 2023 
11 July 2023 

Crawley Borough 
Council, West Sussex 
County Council and 
Gatwick Airport 
Limited 

• S106 Agreement 
Meetings 

• Gatwick AMR 

8 February 2016 
12 December 2016 
15 June 2017  
19 September 2017 
24 May 2018 
25 September 2018 
15 February 2019 
9 April 2019 
18 April 2019 (with 
independent 
Energy consultants) 
23 May 2019 
26 June 2019 (with 
independent 
Energy consultants) 
16 September 2019 
27 February 2020 
14 April 2021 
6 July 2021 
26 August 2021 
18 January 2022 
20 January 2022 
28 September 2022 
12 October 2022 
24 November 2022 
7 March 2023 

→ Monitoring S106 Agreement Actions 
and Implementation. 

Sussex Environmental 
Health Officers Groups 

East & West Sussex 
and Surrey District, 
Boroughs and County 

• Air Quality  
 

15 November 2016 
12 December 2017 
13 December 2018 
6 December 2019 

→ Gatwick Airport S106 Agreement 
Monitoring 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Councils and Gatwick 
Airport Limited 

17 December 2020 
17 December 2021 
20 December 2022 

Noise and Track 
Monitoring Advisory 
Group  

Gatwick Airport 
Limited, Dept. for 
Transport, CAA, NATS, 
Airlines, Nominated 
representatives from 
GATCOM incl. local 
authorities. 

• Group monitoring 
airport-related noise 
and flight path tracking. 

8 August 2019 
7 November 2019 
6 February 2020 
6 August 2020 
5 November 2020 
4 February 2021 
29 November 2022 
2 February 2023 

 

Meetings Independent 
Commission on Civil 
Aviation Noise (ICCAN) 

Crawley Borough 
Council and ICCAN 

• Aviation Noise 14 August 2019 
14 October 2019 
25 November 2019 

→ Local Advice feeding into National 
Policy  

Gatwick Airport 
Transport Forum 
Steering Group 

Gatwick Airport 
Limited, Metrobus, 
Highways England, 
Network Rail, West 
Sussex County 
Council, Surrey 
County Council, TfL, 
Crawley Borough 
Council 

• Forum to discuss 
improvements to 
surface access and 
future transport links 
with and in vicinity of 
the airport. 

20 April 2017 
12 June 2017 
20 July 2017 
6 October 2017 
22 March 2018 
28 June 2018 
22 March 2018 
28 June 2018 
20 September 2018 
13 December 2018 
12 March 2019 
11 June 2019 
17 September 2019 
12 December 2019 
4 February 2020 
12 March 2020 
11 June 2020 
3 December 2020 
17 June 2021 
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Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

9 September 2021 
1 October 2021 
24 March 2022 
30 June 2022 
15 September 2022 
15 December 2022 
2 February 2023 
23 March 2023 

Gatwick Parking Survey 
Officers Group 

Crawley, Horsham, 
Mid Sussex, Mole 
Valley, Tandridge, 
Reigate & Banstead, 
GAL. 

• Discussion and 
agreement of parking 
survey results. 

27 January 2016 
16 May 2017 
23 November 2017 
14 September 2018 
14 November 2018 
3 December 2019 
7 January 2020 
30 January 2020 
4 December 2020 
10 September 2021 
16 September 2022 
24 November 2022 

→ Agreement and sign-off of annual 
Gatwick Airport parking survey. 
Discussion with GAL. 

→ Joint Parking Surveys Undertaken: 

• 15 September 2017 

• 14 September 2018 

• 13 September 2019 

• 11 September 2020 (HDC 18 
September 2020) 

• 10 September 2021 (HDC 9 
September 2021) 

• 9 September 2022 (CBC 16 
September 2022) 

→ Shared Local Plan Policy. 

→ Success at Appeals. 

 Gatwick DCO Crawley Borough 
Council, East Sussex 
County Council, 
Horsham District 
Council, Kent County 
Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, Mole 
Valley District Council, 
Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council, 

• General Planning 
Strategy and approach 

• Aviation Forecasting 
and Capacity 

• Socio-Economics 

• Noise 

• Air Quality  

• Carbon and Climate 
Change 

85 Topic Working 
Groups on 
technical subjects 
held by GAL, plus 
additional sub-
group meetings, 
and authority-only 
technical sessions 
including with 
consultants.   

Joint response to Statement of 

Community Consultation (SoCC) Mar 

2020, and Individual authority responses 

to second SoCC (May 2021) aligned on 

key matters. 

Individual authority responses to s42 

consultation (Dec 2021) and to Summer 



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

90 
 

Level of  
Cooperation 
Mechanism 

Group Membership Key Issues Covered Dates of Meetings Outcomes 

Surrey County 
Council, Tandridge 
District Council, West 
Sussex County 
Council.       

• Transport 

• Land Use 

• Heritage 

• Water 

• Ecology 

• Health, Major Accidents 
and Disasters  

Approach to Statements of 
Common Ground 

• S106 and Requirements 

consultation (July 2022) aligned on many 

key issues.   

Joint grant from DLUHC NSIP Innovation 

and Capacity Fund 

Joint commissioning of Legal, Aviation, 

Noise, Air Quality, Carbon and socio-

economics advice.  

Joint Adequacy of Consultation 

representation (July 2023) 

Collaboration on inputs to emerging 

SoCGs with GAL.  

Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 
Consultations 

Email notifications of 
formal consultation  

All Gatwick Diamond 
and West Sussex 
Authorities and 
Prescribed Bodies 

• Early Engagement draft 
Local Plan 

• Submission draft Local 
Plan (initial Reg. 19 
Consultation) 

• Submission draft Local 
Plan (further Reg. 19 
Consultation) 

15 July – 16 
September 2019 
20 January – 2 
March 2020 
 
6 January – 30 June 
2021 
 
9 May – 20 June 
2023 

→ Detailed responses back from 
neighbouring authorities raising 
cross-boundary concerns and support 
on which further detailed discussions 
could be held to address issues.  
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Appendix D: AMR Summary Extracts and Duty to Cooperate Milestone 

Timelines 2016 – 2021 (including additional information from 2021 – 

2023) 

2016 – 2017 

Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding (July 2016) 
The Gatwick Diamond Memorandum of Understanding (2012) was updated and agreed by 
all members of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities26. 
Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement Review (2016) 
In April 2016, the Gatwick Diamond Authorities27 jointly commissioned consultants to 
undertake a review of the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (LSS) (2012). 
Tandridge District Council, which had previously not formed part of the original Gatwick 
Diamond LSS published in 2012, participated as a full Authority member and signed up to 
the LSS update. 
This included a Members’ workshop, led by the consultants, and held in July 2016, for the 
Authorities’ Portfolio Holders for Planning.  
County Infrastructure Studies 
The West Sussex Infrastructure Study was prepared on behalf of West Sussex and Surrey 
local authorities. It assesses current infrastructure capacity and deficits in the area and the 
anticipated requirements to meet population projections. This document covers the whole of 
West Sussex county area, and is one of two documents published together:  

• Surrey Infrastructure Study28; and  
• West Sussex Infrastructure Study29. 

In addition, a further document was prepared alongside the two county studies. The Gatwick 
Diamond Post 2030 Infrastructure Study sought to provide a strategic overview of potential 
future development between 2030 and 2050, with and without a second runway at Gatwick 
Airport. 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
In March 2017, CBC were formally invited to join the Joint West Sussex and Greater 
Brighton Strategic Planning Board.  
Joint Evidence Base Documents 
Two new evidence base documents were jointly commissioned by Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council: Starter Homes and Housing Market Mix Studies. These were 
published in December 2016. 
Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings 
Cooperation among the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) has included attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning policy 
officers from the other authorities, including the contribution of evidence on relevant issues.  

 
26 Gatwick Diamond Authorities: Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District 
Council; Mole Valley District Council; Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge 
District Council; West Sussex County Council. 
27 Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District Council; Mole Valley District Council; 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge District Council; West Sussex County 
Council. 
28 http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-
infrastructure-study  
29 
http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.
pdf  

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-infrastructure-study
http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/development-in-surrey/surrey-future/surrey-infrastructure-study
http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.pdf
http://www.businesswestsussex.co.uk/storage/downloads/resource_westsussexinfrastructurestudy_1472035643.pdf
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This was a feature of the hearings relating to the Mid Sussex District Plan held in November 
2016 and January 2017. The focus of these hearing sessions related to Duty to Cooperate 
and in particular housing numbers and unmet needs arising from Crawley and Brighton and 
Hove.   
A Joint Position Statement, particularly relating to housing needs and supply, has been 
regularly updated by the three authorities. Further evidence was submitted throughout the 
Mid Sussex District Plan hearings in particular relation to Crawley’s unmet housing needs. 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary.  
A meeting was held with Thames Water, in August 2016, jointly with Horsham and Mid 
Sussex District Councils, to discuss the capacity of Crawley Sewage Treatment Works and 
the wastewater network in relation to meeting development needs of planned, proposed and 
speculative developments within and adjacent to Crawley.  
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG) on 8 June and 6 
December 2016, for discussion of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, 
growth and development of the airport. 
An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 12 December 2016 to 
discuss the Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report, Legal Agreement, and other issues 
raised through GOG and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities meeting.  

2017 – 2018 

Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement Review (2017) 
In April 2016, the Gatwick Diamond Authorities30 had jointly commissioned consultants to 
undertake a review of the Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement (LSS) (2012). 
Tandridge District Council, which had previously not formed part of the original Gatwick 
Diamond LSS published in 2012, participated as a full Authority member and signed up to 
the LSS update. 
The updated Gatwick Diamond Local Strategic Statement was agreed at the Members’ 
meeting of the Gatwick Diamond Local Authorities in June 2017 and published 
subsequently31.  
West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
CBC joined the Joint West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board in an 
observing capacity in April 2017, and formally joined in January 2018. 
As part of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board, CBC 
participated in the submission of a joint Bid to support strategic planning work for a revised 
Local Strategic Statement in January 2018.  
 
 

 
30 Crawley Borough Council; Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex District Council; Mole Valley District Council; 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council; Surrey County Council; Tandridge District Council; West Sussex County 
Council. 
31 Local Strategic Statement and Evidence Base Report : further details on CBC webpage: 
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicState
ment/index.htm  

http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB344429
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/web/PUB344433
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicStatement/index.htm
http://www.crawley.gov.uk/pw/Planning_and_Development/Planning_Policy/GatwickDiamondLocalStrategicStatement/index.htm
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Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings 
Cooperation among the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) has included attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning policy 
officers from the other authorities, including the contribution of evidence on relevant issues.  
This was a feature of the hearings relating to the Mid Sussex District Plan held in July 2017. 
The focus of these hearing sessions related to Duty to Cooperate and in particular housing 
numbers and unmet needs arising from Crawley.   
The Mid Sussex District Plan was successfully adopted by Mid Sussex District Council in 
March 201832. This includes the confirmation that the minimum housing figure established 
within the District Plan includes a contribution towards meeting the unmet needs arising in 
the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area from Crawley33. In addition, the District Plan 
commits to account for any residual unmet need through monitoring and future reviews of 
the District Plan to ensure the HMA can meet its housing need as far as is consistent with 
the policies set out in the National Planning Policy Framework34.   
Crawley Borough Council also engaged in the preparation of the Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan process, submitting responses in relation to the Regulation 
18 consultation undertaken November 2017 and Regulation 19 consultation in February 
2018. 
Discussions were held between Crawley Borough Council and Tandridge District Council in 
relation to the Tandridge District Local Plan, particularly considering the transport modelling 
and sites. 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary. 
Ashdown Forest 
Meetings were held with a significant number of local authorities35 affected by the Ashdown 
Forest Special Area of Conservation and Natural England. These were focused on 
understanding the requirements of the Habitats Regulations in relation to Local Plan 
development and planning application approvals. This included the initial preparation of a 
Statement of Common Ground. 
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members.  
An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 12 December 2016 to 
discuss the Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report, Legal Agreement, and other issues 
raised through GOG and the Gatwick Joint Local Authorities meeting.  
 

 
32 https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/  
33 Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, pages 30-31 (2018) MSDC 
34 Mid Sussex District Plan 2014-2031, pages 33-34 (2018) MSDC 
35 Including: Brighton and Hove City Council, Crawley Borough Council, East Sussex County Council, Hastings 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Lewes and Eastbourne Councils, Mid Sussex District Council, Rother 
District Council, Sevenoaks District Council, South Downs National Park Authority, Tandridge District Council, 
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Wealden District Council and West 
Sussex County Council. 

https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/planning-building/mid-sussex-district-plan/
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2018 – 2019 

The following outputs were secured during the 2018/19 monitoring year. 

Output Parties Date 

Signed Statement of Common Ground: 
Ashdown Forest 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Ashdown Forest Authorities 

16 April 2018 

Signed Statement of Common Ground: 
Tandridge Local Plan  

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Tandridge District Council 

10 December 2018 

Adoption of High Weald AONB Management 
Plan  

• Crawley Borough Council 

• High Weald Authorities 

8 March 2019 

Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 
Gatwick Diamond  
Progress across the Gatwick Diamond Authorities during the 2018/19 monitoring period 
primarily focused on supporting joint representations to the London Plan Examination. This 
included representatives from the Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities’ attendance 
at the housing numbers technical seminar (November 2018) and as part of the wider south 
east hearing session (January 2019). 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
Crawley Borough Council attended the Strategic Planning Board meetings held in July 2018 
and February 2019, and participated in the Officer Group, through meetings and electronic 
correspondence, established to progress the strategic cross-boundary joint working for the 
area and to support the Planning Board. 
Northern West Sussex Authorities 
Regular meetings were held between the Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley, 
Horsham, Mid Sussex and West Sussex County). These meetings include constructive 
discussions regarding implementation of the existing adopted Local Plan, progression 
towards reviews of the Local Plans and updating of the joint evidence base.  
During the 2018/19 monitoring year this included the joint commissioning of the following 
evidence: 
• EcoServ – Horsham and Crawley, commissioned September 2018; 

• Economic Growth Assessment – Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex, commissioned 
February 2019; 

• Strategic Housing Market Assessment – Crawley and Horsham, with Mid Sussex 
engaged, commissioned February 2019. 

Attendance at Local Plan examination hearings and the preparation of Local Plans  
Cooperation among the Gatwick Diamond Authorities (Crawley, Horsham, Mole Valley, Mid 
Sussex, Reigate and Banstead, Surrey County, Tandridge and West Sussex County) on 
Local Plan preparations has included providing feedback on emerging Local Plans and 
approaches, discussions on cross-boundary matters and preparation of Statements of 
Common Ground as well as attendance at Local Plan examination hearings by planning 
policy officers.  
Crawley Borough Council made representations to the initial Regulation 18 public 
consultation undertaken by Horsham District Council on its Horsham District Plan review in 
June 2018. 
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Crawley Borough Council also engaged in the preparation of the Reigate and Banstead 
Development Management Plan process, following up the representations made in the 
previous monitoring period, with Crawley Borough Council officer attendance at the 
Examination hearing sessions held on Duty to Cooperate and Economic Growth (October 
2018) and in relation to the Strategic Employment Site (November 2018). 
Discussions were held between Crawley Borough Council and Tandridge District Council in 
relation to the Tandridge District Local Plan, particularly considering the transport modelling 
and sites in June 2018. This concluded in a jointly signed Statement of Common Ground 
between the two authorities (December 2018) 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council; Mid Sussex 
District Council; and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to discuss proposed, promoted 
and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative boundary.  
In particular, regular meetings were attended by officers in relation to proposals being 
promoted by Homes England in relation to strategic development to the west of Crawley, for 
up to 10,000 new homes, in the form of three new neighbourhoods as urban extensions to 
Crawley, within Horsham District Council’s administrative area. These meetings involved 
both Horsham District and Crawley Borough Councils as well as West Sussex County 
Council. 
Ashdown Forest 
Meetings were held with a significant number of local authorities36 affected by the Ashdown 
Forest Special Area of Conservation and Natural England. These were focused on 
understanding the requirements of the Habitats Regulations in relation to Local Plan 
development and planning application approvals. In order to understand the issues at the 
highest officer level in the council, meetings across the Local Authorities’ Chief Executives 
were held in addition to those at the technical officer level. 
The joint working across the authorities secured the preparation, and signing, of a Statement 
of Common Ground (April 2018).  
A meeting was also held across the wider authorities in specific relation to the Wealden draft 
Local Plan in September 2018. 
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council hosted officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members. A Noise and Mitigation Briefing Session was held in April 2018. 
An additional meeting was held with Gatwick Airport Limited on 5 April 2018 to discuss the 
Gatwick Airport Annual Monitoring Report.  
Infrastructure 
Meetings were held between Crawley Borough Council and the infrastructure providers in 
relation to the following: 
• Education (LocatED, April 2018) 

 
36 Including: Brighton and Hove City Council, Crawley Borough Council, East Sussex County Council, Hastings 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Lewes and Eastbourne Councils, Mid Sussex District Council, Rother 
District Council, Sevenoaks District Council, South Downs National Park Authority, Tandridge District Council, 
Tonbridge and Malling Borough Council, Tunbridge Wells Borough Council, Wealden District Council and West 
Sussex County Council. 
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• Rail – potential new stations between Crawley and Horsham (Horsham District Council, 
Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County Council, Network Rail and the 
Developers, ‘at least’ monthly meetings between April and August 2018) 

• Waste Water Network and Waste Water Treatment (Crawley Borough Council, Horsham 
District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Thames Water, November 2018). 

2019 – 2020 

The following outputs were secured, and key milestones reached, during the 2019/20 
monitoring year. 

Output Parties Date 

Publication of Joint Evidence: Strategic 
Housing Market Assessment 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

29 November 2019 

Joint Signed Homes England Strategic Site 
Planning Performance Agreement 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• West Sussex District Council 

• Homes England 

8 January 2020 

Commencement of Formal Public 
Consultation on Crawley’s Submission draft 
Local Plan Review (Regulation 19: Publication) 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Public 

20 January 2020 

Formal Letter sent to all Neighbouring 
Authorities to clarify Crawley Borough’s level 
of unmet needs. 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Local Authorities within the 
Coast to Capital LEP area 

21 January 2020 

Publication of Joint Evidence: Economic 
Growth Assessment  

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

27 January 2020 

Formal Public Consultation on Crawley’s 
Submission draft Local Plan Review closed 
(Regulation 19: Publication) 

 
2 March 2020 

Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 
Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities 
The Gatwick Diamond Authorities continued to meet to discuss cross-boundary and strategic 
planning issues affecting the area. 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
As part of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board, CBC has been 
in discussions regarding taking forward work on a Local Strategic Statement (LSS3) for the 
West Sussex and Greater Brighton area.  
Two member meetings of the Strategic Planning Board were held during this monitoring year 
(12 September 2019 and 25 March 2020) in order to progress the necessary background 
evidence work to support this. 
Northern West Sussex Authorities 
Meetings were held between the Northern West Sussex Authorities (CBC, Horsham District, 
Mid Sussex District and West Sussex County Councils) to consider the implications of the 
Local Plan Reviews and updated evidence across the housing market area.  
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Two significant pieces of background evidence were jointly commissioned and completed 
covering the Northern West Sussex area: the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (an 
update commissioned by Crawley Borough Council and Horsham District Council, with Mid 
Sussex District Council as a partner, reflecting the different stages of plan preparation of the 
three authorities) and the Economic Growth Assessment (jointly commissioned by Crawley 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council). 
Work commenced on an updated Statement of Common Ground for the Northern West 
Sussex authorities to support the Local Plan Reviews. 
Engagement in Local Plan preparations 
Cooperation has included discussions and engagement in neighbouring authorities’ Local 
Plan preparations. This has included engagement in the Mid Sussex District Plan Site 
Allocations Development Plan Document. This ensured CBC were kept sufficiently informed 
in the emerging evidence to allow for progression to be made towards preparing a Statement 
of Common Ground between the two authorities to support this process. 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with Horsham District Council and West Sussex County Council to 
discuss proposed, promoted and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative 
boundary. This includes the long-term strategic proposals for up to three new 
neighbourhoods to the west of Crawley, being promoted by Homes England, and the 
detailed “first phase” neighbourhood of this wider Homes England aspiration, to the west of 
Ifield. 
A joint agreement was signed by the authorities, Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District 
Council and West Sussex County Council, and Homes England to formally discuss pre-
application matters, without prejudice, in relation to the Homes England promoted West of 
Ifield site, immediately adjacent to Crawley’s administrative borough boundaries. Whilst this 
site lies predominantly within Horsham District, some landownership is within Crawley’s 
boundaries and infrastructure linkages would connect into the borough, and the impacts on 
services and setting would be felt mostly on the town of Crawley.  
Following this agreement, a series of technical pre-application meetings have been held 
jointly with officers from each authorities in attendance. Technical meetings have involved 
on-going discussions on: transport, including transport modelling, the need for a Crawley 
western link road and maximising sustainable transport options; education; open space 
provision; sustainability and exemplar development; and existing character assessment. 
Crawley’s urban design expertise is a shared resource for both Crawley and Horsham 
authorities in relation to these proposals.  
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council arranged officers from West Sussex County Council and other 
adjoining local authorities at meetings of the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG), for discussion 
of current and emerging issues relating to the operation, growth and development of the 
airport including the proposed Development Consent Order for the use of the Northern 
Runway, and attendance at quarterly GATCOM meetings, which involve the local authorities’ 
Members.  
Infrastructure 
Meetings were continued to be held between Crawley Borough Council and a wide range of 
interested organisations in relation to the potential new stations between Crawley and 
Horsham (Horsham District Council, Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County 
Council, Network Rail, Department for Transport, GTR, Coast to Capital LEP) to consider 
further the impacts and potential options and opportunities. 
Meetings were held to prepare and commence the Transport Modelling for the Crawley 
Local Plan between Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council. This 
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included liaising with Highways England on the draft brief, as part of the Inception Meeting 
with the appointed consultants, and in agreeing the detailed methodology.  
The Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study update was jointly commissioned by Crawley 
Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Reigate and 
Banstead Borough Council. This study included the involvement of the water companies, the 
Environment Agency and Natural England. 
A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was commissioned by Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council. This included the involvement of the Environment Agency. 

2020 – 2021 

The following outputs were secured during the 2020/21 monitoring year. 

Output Parties Date 

Signed West Sussex County Statement of 
Common Ground 

• West Sussex County Council 

• All West Sussex District and 
Borough Councils 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

27 April 2020 

Signed Mid Sussex and Crawley Statement of 
Common Ground: Mid Sussex Site Allocations 
Development Plan Document 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

6 May 2020 

Signed Northern West Sussex Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

6 June 2020 

Completion of Joint Evidence: Gatwick Sub-
Region Water Cycle Study 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 

28 August 2020 

Completion of Joint Evidence: Strategic Flood 
Risk Assessment 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

14 September 2020 

Commencement of Formal Public 
Consultation on Crawley’s Submission draft 
Local Plan Review (Regulation 19: Publication) 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Public 

6 January 2021 

Signed Crawley Borough Council and Mole 
Valley District Council Statement of Common 
Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Mole Valley District Council 

25 January 2021 

Signed Crawley Borough Council and Reigate 
and Banstead Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 

5 February 2021 

Key agreements and actions from the monitoring year are set out below: 
Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities 
CBC met with a number of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities individually during this 
monitoring year, in order to progress specific cross-boundary strategic issues.  
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This included:  
• Mole Valley District Council, in relation to housing needs and delivery, employment 

needs, education, health and green belt. 
• Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, in relation to employment needs and strategic 

employment sites, transport and highway network implications, water and waste water 
infrastructure capacity, housing needs and delivery, Gatwick Airport, education and 
health. 

West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
The West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board appointed a Strategic 
Planning Advisor, who commenced work with the Planning Officers for West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton in summer 2020. 
Meetings of the Strategic Planning Board agreed joint responses to the Government’s 
consultations on Planning Reform: Changes to the Current Planning System and the 
Planning White Paper (October and November 2020). As well as considering and agreeing 
the revised work programme of the LSS3, taking into account delays caused by COVID and 
the appointment of the Strategic Planning Advisor. 
Northern West Sussex Authorities 
A Statement of Common Ground was signed by the Northern West Sussex Authorities 
(CBC, Horsham District, Mid Sussex District and West Sussex County Councils). 
Engagement in Local Plan preparations 
Cooperation has included discussions and engagement in neighbouring authorities’ Local 
Plan preparations, on an individual one-to-one basis, to discuss the details of the 
progression on Local Plans, including the unmet needs arising from Crawley as identified 
through the emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan Review. 
This has led to signed Statements of Common Ground with Mole Valley District Council and 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council.  
Frequent planning policy meetings with Horsham District Council have been held, 
particularly important as the two Local Plan Reviews are being prepared against a similar 
timetable. A Statement of Common Ground is in preparation between the two authorities. 
A Statement of Common Ground between Mid Sussex and CBC to the Mid Sussex District 
Plan Site Allocations Development Plan Document was signed. 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with neighbouring authorities, Horsham District Council and West 
Sussex County Council to discuss proposed and potential strategic sites promoted by 
Homes England close to Crawley’s administrative boundary continuing on as part of the 
planning performance agreement in relation to the first phase new neighbourhood at west of 
Ifield, as well as strategic meetings relating to the wider scheme and key infrastructure 
elements associated with that. 
Whilst this site lies predominantly within Horsham District, some landownership is within 
Crawley’s boundaries and infrastructure linkages would connect into the borough, and the 
impacts on services and setting would be felt mostly on the town of Crawley.  
Technical pre-application meetings have been held jointly with officers from each authorities 
in attendance. Technical meetings have involved on-going discussions on: transport, 
including transport modelling, the need for a Crawley western link road and maximising 
sustainable transport options; education; open space provision; sustainability and exemplar 
development; and existing character assessment. Crawley’s urban design expertise is a 
shared resource for both Crawley and Horsham authorities in relation to these proposals.  
Joint discussions between Horsham District Council and Crawley Borough Council agreed 
the starting point of a ‘blended’ housing mix based on the evidence set out in the joint 
Strategic Housing Market Assessment. 
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Facilities Planning Model work commenced with Sport England leading this, to understand 
the needs of indoor sports facilities (sports halls and swimming pools) from strategic urban 
extensions to Crawley. 
Ashdown Forest 
Continued engagement by CBC in the Ashdown Forest Working Group to understand the 
requirements of the Ashdown Forest SAC/SPA on the Habitats Regulations requirements for 
CBC as part of the Local Plan Review process, in particular in relation to cumulative impacts. 
This included joint commissioning and consideration of options for continuing monitoring 
across the Ashdown Forest and what form this could and should take. 
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Due to the major impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on aviation, Gatwick Airport Limited 
(GAL) paused their work on the Development Consent Order. An electronic update was 
circulated to the Gatwick Officers Group (GOG) and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities (GJLA) 
members. West Sussex County Council and Crawley Borough Council met with GAL to 
discuss the updating of the S106 Agreement, and both councils have inputted into the 
independent verification of GAL’s Annual Monitoring Report. Crawley Borough Council 
arranged a GOG meeting for January 2021 to discuss current and emerging issues relating 
to the operation, growth and development of the airport. Crawley Borough Council attended 
the GATCOM meetings in July and October, and presented its Local Plan policies at the 
January 2021 GATCOM meeting.   

Infrastructure 
A Statement of Common Ground was signed between West Sussex County Council and all 
of the district and borough authorities within the county, setting out an agreed framework for 
working on county matters. 
Meetings were continued to be held between Crawley Borough Council and a wide range of 
interested organisations in relation to the potential new stations between Crawley and 
Horsham (Horsham District Council, Crawley Borough Council, West Sussex County 
Council, Network Rail, Department for Transport, GTR, Coast to Capital LEP) to consider 
further the impacts and potential options and opportunities. The final report on this, prepared 
by WSP on behalf of Network Rail, was shared to all partners. 
Meetings were held to inform the Transport Modelling for the Crawley Local Plan between 
Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council and the appointed consultants. 
A draft report was shared and comments were provided back to the consultants.  
Strategic transport discussions have taken place to consider the further work needed to 
assess the potential route of the Crawley western link road through the Gatwick Airport 
Safeguarded land, including the impact on the potential River Mole diversion and existing 
land uses. 
The Gatwick Sub-Region Water Cycle Study update was completed. This had been jointly 
commissioned by Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex District 
Council and Reigate and Banstead Borough Council. This study included the involvement of 
the water companies, the Environment Agency and Natural England. 
A joint Strategic Flood Risk Assessment was completed. This had been jointly 
commissioned by Crawley Borough Council and Horsham District Council. This included the 
involvement of the Environment Agency. 
Further work was commissioned jointly by Crawley Borough Council, Horsham District 
Council and Chichester District Council, along with input from South Downs National Park, 
Arun District Council, Mid Sussex District Council and Waverley Borough Council on 
securing water neutrality over the Southern Water Sussex North Water Resource Area. 



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

101 
 

2021 – 2022 

The following outputs were secured, and key milestones reached, during the 2021/22 
monitoring year. 

Output Parties Date 

Signed Worthing Borough Council and 
Crawley Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Worthing Borough Council  
13 May 2021 

Published Transport Modelling Study 
(Supported by West Sussex County Council 
and National Highways 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

• National Highways 

• Stantec Ltd. 

18 May 2021 

Formal Public Consultation on Crawley’s 
Submission draft Local Plan Review closed 
(Regulation 19: Publication) 

 30 June 2021 

Published Water Neutrality Study: Part A – 
Individual Local Authority Areas (Joint 
Commission) 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• JBA Consulting Ltd. 

• Environment Agency 

• Natural England 

• Southern Water 

6 July 2021 

Signed Arun District Council and Crawley 
Borough Council Statement of Common 
Ground 

• Arun District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 
22 July 2021 

Natural England issue Position Statement 
regarding Applications for Development 
within Sussex North Water Resource Zone 

• Chichester District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• South Downs National Park 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Natural England 

14 September 2021 

Confirmation of Crawley Borough Council’s 
interest in joining Great Crested Newt District 
Licencing for West Sussex 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• NatureSpace Partnership 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

22 October 2021 

Crawley Borough Council representation to 
Mole Valley Local Plan Regulation 19 
Publication Consultation 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Mole Valley District Council 
5 November 2021 

Confirmation of CBC commitment to 
contribute to joint Ashdown Forest Air Quality 
Monitoring 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Ashdown Forest Working 
Group Authorities 

2 March 2022 

Gatwick Diamond Local Planning Authorities 
The regular meetings of the Gatwick Diamond Authorities took place on: 
• 26 April 2021 
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• 18 October 2021 
CBC provided formal representations to the Mole Valley Local Plan Regulation 19 
Consultation.  
West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board 
Two meetings of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Planning Officer Group were held 
during this monitoring year in order to progress strategic work in relation to the Local 
Strategic Statement:  
• 20 May 2021 
• 14 January 2022 
CBC met with the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Authorities on an individual 1:1 basis 
to discuss direct cross-boundary matters arising from emerging Local Plans. This included 
Worthing Borough Council and Arun District Council.  
Key outputs from these meetings included:  
→ Worthing Borough Council and Crawley Borough Statement of Common Ground  
→ Arun District Council and Crawley Borough Council Statement of Common Ground 
Northern West Sussex Authorities 
The Northern West Sussex Authorities (Crawley Borough, Mid Sussex District, Horsham 
District and West Sussex County Council) continued to meet to discuss strategic planning 
matters across the housing market area: 
• 17 May 2021 
• 12 July 2021 
• 17 February 2022 
• 31 March 2022 
Engagement in Local Plan preparations 
Cooperation has included discussions and engagement in neighbouring authorities’ Local 
Plan preparations. This has included representations being made by Crawley Borough 
Council to the Mole Valley Local Plan (see paragraph 7.5 above) and Statements of 
Common Ground being agreed with Worthing Borough Council, in relation to the Worthing 
Local Plan and the Crawley Borough Local Plan, and Arun District Council (see paragraphs 
7.7-7.8 above). 
Crawley Borough Council and Horsham District Council continue to meet frequently at a 
variety of levels, including a regular planning policy meeting held three weekly. 
Crawley Borough Council and Mid Sussex District Council met on to discuss the Mid Sussex 
District Plan Review and the Crawley Local Plan updates: 
• 29 September 2021 
• 22 December 2021 
Crawley Local Plan Review 
The Regulation 19 consultation for the Crawley draft Local Plan Review closed during this 
monitoring period. Alongside the Local Plan document and Local Plan Map, other key 
documents (including the Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment, 
Infrastructure Plan, Consultation Statement, and a draft Habitats Regulations Assessment) 
and a range of evidence base documents were published for public scrutiny. The 
consultation was extended beyond the intended 6-week period, due to the late publication of 
some evidence (in particular, viability and transport modelling), and did not close until these 
had been published for 6-weeks. This extended the Regulation 19 consultation into this 
current monitoring period (2021/22). 
The Duty to Cooperate Statement describes the processes undertaken in relation to 
addressing the identified cross-boundary strategic issues and the progress made, along with 
the dates and key outputs from meetings held with the Prescribed Bodies and strategic 
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groups. As an appendix, it included the letter previously sent to all neighbouring authorities 
(January 2020) setting out the anticipated levels of Crawley’s unmet need and requesting 
support in meeting these, along with the responses received. It also appended the signed 
Statements of Common Ground agreed to date. 
Feedback on the draft Submission Local Plan and the draft Duty to Cooperate Statement 
were provided by Prescribed Bodies. This has fed into updates of both the Local Plan and 
the Duty to Cooperate Statement.  
Representations made by West Sussex County Council during the 2021 Regulation 19 
Consultation to the Local Plan led to Crawley Borough Council commissioning additional 
evidence in relation to the Area of Search for a proposed Crawley Western Link Road, in 
partnership with West Sussex County Council. Key stakeholders identified through the 
process of this study were Horsham District Council, Gatwick Airport Limited, Homes 
England and the Environment Agency. 
Strategic Sites ‘At Crawley’ 
Meetings were held with Horsham District Council and West Sussex County Council to 
discuss proposed, promoted and potential strategic sites close to Crawley’s administrative 
boundary.  
A series of technical pre-application meetings have been held jointly with officers from each 
of the authorities in attendance. Technical meetings have involved on-going discussions on: 
health facilities; employment and economic development; Gypsy and Traveller provision; 
open space provision; energy and sustainability; indoor sports facilities; transport, including 
bus strategy; water neutrality. 
Crawley’s urban design expertise is a shared resource for both Crawley and Horsham 
authorities in relation to these proposals.  
Gatwick Officers Group and Gatwick Joint Local Authorities 
Crawley Borough Council coordinates the Gatwick Officers Group and the Members’ 
Gatwick Joint Local Authorities with West Sussex County Council and other adjoining local 
authorities. These groups discuss current and emerging issues relating to the operation, 
growth and development of the airport including the proposed Development Consent Order 
for the use of the Northern Runway. CBC is also an active participant in the Gatwick Airport 
Consultative Committee and its Steering Group, GATCOM.  
Infrastructure 
Meetings continued to be held to prepare the Transport Modelling for the Crawley Local Plan 
between Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council.  
In addition, meetings were held to support the Crawley Western Link Road Study (see 
paragraph 7.16 above). 
Ashdown Forest 
Meetings of the Ashdown Forest Working Group were held: 
• 6 October 2021 
• 3 December 2021 
• 22 February 2022 
As part of these meetings discussions were held in relation to undertaking and supporting 
joint commissions in relation to Air Quality Modelling; Air Quality Monitoring; and Transport 
Modelling. Crawley Borough Council confirmed its commitment to contribute to joint 
Ashdown Forest Air Quality Monitoring. The other two elements of the joint working were not 
as progressed and involved further discussions in the subsequent monitoring year. 
Water Neutrality 
Joint work was commissioned on considering the implications of water supply abstraction 
and securing water neutrality for the Sussex North Water Resource Zone by Crawley, 
Chichester and Horsham councils. The first part of this work was published during this 
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monitoring year (2021/22) and work continued in the subsequent monitoring year (2022/23) 
on the subsequent stages.  
A formal Position Statement was issued by Natural England on 14 September 2021 to the 
Local Planning Authorities within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone, which set out that 
information collected by Natural England shows that abstraction within the Southern Water 
Sussex North Water Resource Zone may be having a negative impact on the designated 
sites in the Arun Valley. Natural England advised that any new development taking place in 
the area must not add to this negative impact.  
A significant number of meetings were held during this monitoring year to look into 
addressing this unexpected, complex and unique situation: 

• 9 June 2021 (Crawley Borough Council and Natural England HRA meeting) 

• 15 September 2021 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/Natural 
England/Environment Agency/Southern Water/Lepus Consulting/JBA Consulting) 

• 1 October 2021 (Policy and Development Management Planning Officers from Crawley 
Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District Council/Mid Sussex 
District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West Sussex County Council) 

• 8 November 2021 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Local Authorities Chief 
Executives and Natural England) 

• 12 November 2021 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Local Authorities Chief 
Executives and Southern Water) 

• 15 November 2021 (Head of Service/Director meeting Crawley Borough Council and 
Horsham District Council) 

• 22 November 2021 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Local Authorities and Natural 
England) 

• 29 November 2021 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/Natural 
England/Environment Agency/Southern Water/JBA Consulting) 

• 30 November 2021 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Local Authorities Chief 
Executives and Natural England) 

• 6 December 2021 (North Sussex Water Resource Zone Water Neutrality Meeting of the 
LPA Chief Executives: Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West 
Sussex County Council/Natural England/Southern Water/JBA Consulting) 

• 16 December 2021 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West 
Sussex County Council/Natural England) 

• 22 December 2021 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Water Neutrality Governance 
and Strategy meeting Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West 
Sussex County Council) 

• 11 January 2022 (Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County Council) 

• 12 January 2022 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District 
Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/JBA 
Consulting) 
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• 20 January 2022 (North Sussex Water Resource Zone Water Neutrality Meeting of the 
LPA Chief Executives: Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West 
Sussex County Council/Natural England/Environment Agency/Southern Water/Ofwat) 

• 28 January 2022 (Sussex North Water Resource Zone Water Neutrality Governance and 
Strategy meeting Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District 
Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West Sussex 
County Council) 

• 9 February 2022 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District 
Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/JBA 
Consulting) 

• 18 February 2022 (North Sussex Water Resource Zone Water Neutrality Meeting of the 
LPA Chief Executives: Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester 
District Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West 
Sussex County Council/Natural England/Environment Agency/DEFRA/DLUHC) 

• 9/10 March 2022: JBA Water Neutrality Workshop – Water Efficient Design; Offsetting 
Remaining Water Demand; Financing; Governance and Monitoring (Crawley Borough 
Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District Council/Mid Sussex District 
Council/South Downs National Park Authority/West Sussex County Council/Natural 
England/Environment Agency/DLUHC/Home Builders Federation/JBA) 

• 30 March 2022 (Crawley Borough Council/Horsham District Council/Chichester District 
Council/Mid Sussex District Council/South Downs National Park Authority/JBA 
Consulting) 

A Governance Structure was agreed in April 2022 (monitoring year 2022/23) to support the 
authorities and partners involved in resolving this issue in order to progress the Local Plans 
and enable development to take place within the affected Water Resource Zone.  
Green Infrastructure and Nature Recovery 
Crawley Borough Council attended the regular meetings of the following cross-boundary 
groups established to support green infrastructure and ecological networks, biodiversity net 
gain and local nature recovery:  
• Gatwick Greenspace  
• Sussex Local Nature Recovery Partnership Local Authority Network 
• Sussex Biodiversity Record Centre Steering Group 
Crawley Borough Council confirmed its interest in joining NatureSpace’s Great Crested Newt 
District Licencing scheme for West Sussex, alongside Horsham District Council, Mid Sussex 
District Council, South Downs National Park and West Sussex County Council. This ensures 
a consistent approach is taken to the protected species across the wider area, and allows 
opportunities to be considered across boundaries if these are preferable and more effective. 

2022 – 2023 

The following outputs were secured, and key milestones, reached during the 2022/23 
monitoring year. 

Output Parties Date 

Agreed joint Local Authorities’ Water 
Neutrality Governance/Terms of Reference 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

5 April 2022 
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Output Parties Date 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Southern Water 

• Defra 

• DLUHC 

• Ofwat 

Publication of Water Neutrality Study Part B: 
In-Combination Assessment 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• JBA Consulting Ltd. 

• Environment Agency 

• Natural England 

• Southern Water 

26 April 2022 

Sussex Nature Partnership Joint Response to 
Nature Recovery Green Paper 

• Sussex Nature Partnership on 
behalf of members 

10 May 2022 

Sign off and Publication of Final Crawley 
Transport Modelling Study 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

• National Highways 
Stantec Ltd. 

30 June 2022 

Submission of Request for Joint Local 
Authorities PINs Advisory Meeting on Water 
Neutrality to DLUHC – Briefing Note and 
Appendices 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

30 June 2022 

Circulation of Agenda and Papers for Joint 
Local Authorities’ PINs Advisory Water 
Neutrality Meeting 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

30 August 2022 

Sussex North Joint Local Authorities’ PINs 
Advisory Meeting: Water Neutrality 

• Planning Inspectorate  

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• Natural England 

• DLUHC 

6 September 2022 

Note of Joint Local Authorities PINs Advisory 
Water Neutrality Meeting 

• Planning Inspectorate to 
above attendees 

8 September 2022 

Water Neutrality Part C: Water Neutrality 
Strategy agreed by Local Authorities Chief 
Executives at Water Neutrality Executive 
Board Meeting 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

27 October 2022 
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Output Parties Date 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Southern Water 

• Defra 

• DLUHC 

Natural England Endorsement of Sussex North 
Water Neutrality Mitigation Strategy 

• Natural England to above 
Local Planning Authorities 

24 November 2022 

Publication of Water Neutrality Study Part c: 
Water Neutrality Strategy 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• JBA Consulting Ltd. 

• Environment Agency 

• Natural England 

• Southern Water 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

2 December 2022 

Southern Water WRMP24 & WRSE Draft Plan: 
Submission of Joint Local Authority Responses 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

20 February 2023 

Water Neutrality Joint LA Project Manager 
starts 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

23 January 2023 

Circulation of Gatwick Diamond 
Memorandum of Understanding for update 
and consideration 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Epsom and Ewell Borough 
Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• Mole Valley District Council 

• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 

• Tandridge District Council 

• Surrey County Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

24 January 2023 

Submission of CBC representation to 
Chichester District Local Plan Regulation 19 
Publication Consultation 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 
17 March 2023 

Letter confirming CBC consent to NatureSpace 
Partnership District Licence application 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• NatureSpace Partnership 
24 March 2023 
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Output Parties Date 

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

• NatureSpace Partnership 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

24 March 2023 

 

2023 – 2024 

The following outputs were secured, and key milestones, reached during the 2022/23 
monitoring year, to date (31 July 2023). 

Output Parties Date 

Internal publication of initial Sussex North 
Offsetting Water Scheme (SNOWS) 
Stakeholder, Communication and Engagement 
Plan 

• Chichester District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

6 April 2023 

Formal Letter sent to all Neighbouring 
Authorities to clarify Crawley Borough’s level 
of unmet needs and circulation of Unmet 
Needs Topic Paper and any existing 
Statements of Common Ground/request for 
updates/new Statements of Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Adur and Worthing Councils 

• Arun District Council 

• Brighton and Hove City 
Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Epsom & Ewell Borough 
Council 

• Guildford Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Lewes and Eastbourne 
Councils 

• London Borough of Croydon 
Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• Mole Valley District Council 

• Reigate and Banstead Borough 
Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• Tandridge District Council 

• Wealden District Council 

14 April 2023 

Circulation of draft Duty to Cooperate 
Statement for comment and factual 
corrections 

• Prescribed Bodies (above 
Local Authorities and: 

• Environment Agency 

• Historic England 

• National Highways 

• Natural England 

• Surrey County Council 

14 April 2023 
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Output Parties Date 

• West Sussex County Council 

Joint Sussex North Offsetting Water Scheme 
(SNOWS) Outline Business Case endorsed by 
the Local Authority Chief Executives at the 
meeting of the Executive Board  

• Chichester District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Southern Water 

• DLUHC 

• Defra 

17 April 2023 

Publication of joint Water Neutrality Topic 
Paper 

• Chichester District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

9 May 2023 

Publication of Crawley Western Link Road 
Study Report 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• West Sussex County Council 
Key Stakeholders: 

• Horsham District Council 

• Gatwick Airport Limited 

• Environment Agency 

• Homes England 

9 May 2023 

Commencement of Formal Public 
Consultation on Crawley’s Submission draft 
Local Plan Review (Regulation 19: Publication) 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Publicly available 

9 May 2023 

Signed Adur District Council, Worthing 
Borough Council and Crawley Borough Council 
Statement of Common Ground 

• Adur District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Worthing Borough Council  

26 May 2023 

Internal publication of updated Sussex North 
Offsetting Water Scheme (SNOWS) 
Stakeholder, Communication and Engagement 
Plan 

• Chichester District Council 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

30 May 2023 

Circulation of Agenda and Papers for Joint 
Local Authorities’ PINs Advisory Water 
Neutrality Meeting 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Planning Inspectorate 

• Natural England 
Environment Agency 

15 June 2023 

Formal Public Consultation on Crawley’s 
Submission draft Local Plan Review closed 
(Regulation 19: Publication) 

 20 June 2023 
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Output Parties Date 

Sussex North Joint Local Authorities’ PINs 
Advisory Meeting: Water Neutrality 

• Planning Inspectorate  

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

21 June 2023 

Note of Joint Local Authorities PINs Advisory 
Water Neutrality Meeting 

• Planning Inspectorate to 
above attendees 

21 July 2023 

Shared draft Crawley Borough Council and 
National Highways Statement of Common 
Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• National Highways 

• West Sussex County Council 

24 July 2023 

Signed Northern West Sussex Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• West Sussex County Council 

24 July 2023 

Signed Northern West Sussex Housing Needs 
Statement of Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

24 July 2023 

Signed Horsham District Council and Crawley 
Borough Council Statement of Common 
Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Horsham District Council 

25 July 2023 

Signed Water Neutrality Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Chichester District Council 

• Horsham District Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

• South Downs National Park 
Authority 

• West Sussex County Council 
Endorsed by: 

• Natural England 

• Environment Agency 

• Southern Water 

25 July 2023 

Signed Mid Sussex District Council and 
Crawley Borough Council Statement of 
Common Ground 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Mid Sussex District Council 

27 July 2023 

Update Duty to Cooperate Statement 
Published 

• Crawley Borough Council 

• Publicly available 

31 July 2023 
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Appendix E: Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area Combined Housing Trajectories 2015 – 2030 

Adopted Plan Housing Trajectories  

CBLP Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15  

Annual Year 15/ 16 16/ 17 17/ 18 18/ 19 19/ 20 20/ 21 21/ 22 22/ 23 23/ 24 24/ 25 25/ 26 26/ 27 27/ 28 28/ 29 29/ 30  

Crawley 389 724 870 455 389 379 301 310 338 337 248 208 55 55 55 5113 

Horsham 1,201 1,139 1,277 994 821 798 892 869 815 953 621 600 580 480 400 12440 

Mid Sussex 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 876 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 1,090 14424 

NWS HMA 
Total 

2,466 2,739 3,023 2,325 2,086 2,053 2,069 2,055 2,029 2,380 1,959 1,898 1,725 1,625 1,545 31,977 

Cumulative 
HMA Total 

2,466 5,205 8,228 10,553 12,639 14,692 16,761 18,816 20,845 23,225 25,184 27,082 28,807 30,432 31,977 
 

 Actual Net Housing Delivery Current Housing Trajectories  

CBLP Plan Year 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15  

Annual Year 15/ 16 16/ 17 17/ 18 18/ 19 19/20 20/ 21 21/ 22 22/ 23 23/ 24 24/ 25 25/ 26 26/ 27 27/ 28 28/ 29 29/ 30  

Crawley 541 596 369 512 404 740 220 437 453 295 582 952 696 509 400 7,706 

Horsham 1,201 795 1,125 1,368 955 710 605 1,034 1,311 1,444 792 753 465 445 389 13,392 

Mid Sussex 868 912 843 661 1,027 1,027 1,200 1,628 1,628 1,023 1,023 1,023 1,023 1,023 654 15,563 

NWS HMA 
Total 

2,610 2,303 2,337 2,541 2,386 2,477 2,025 3,099 3,392 2,762 2,397 2,728 2,184 1,977 1,443 36,661 

Cumulative 
HMA Total 

 4,913 7,250 9,791 12,177 14,654 16,679 19,778 23,170 25,932 28,329 31,057 33,241 35,218 36,661 
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Appendix F: Summary of Joint Evidence Base Documents 

Document Joint Authorities Study Scope 

West of Bewbush Joint Area 
Action Plan (July 2009) 
Crawley Borough Council 
and Horsham District Council 

Crawley, Horsham Adopted Area Action Plan 
Development Plan Document for 
strategic neighbourhood 
development adjacent to Crawley 
within Horsham District. 

Northern West Sussex 
Strategic Housing Market 
Area (November 2019) Iceni 

Crawley and Horsham Housing Market & Housing 
Needs 

Economic Growth 
Assessment (January 2020) 
Lichfields  

Crawley, Mid Sussex, 
Horsham 

Employment Land requirement 

Eco-Serv GIS Report (2019) Crawley and Horsham Green Infrastructure Ecological 
Services  

Gatwick Sub-Region Water 
Cycle Study (August 2020) 

Crawley, Mid Sussex, 
Horsham, Reigate and 
Banstead 

Water Resource Update. 

Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment (September 
2020) 

Crawley and Horsham SFRA for the Crawley and Upper 
Mole Catchment. 

Local Plan Transport Study 
(June 2022) 

Crawley Borough 
Council, West Sussex 
County Council 

Transport Modelling impact of 
Crawley Local Plan on strategic 
and local highway network 

Sussex North Water 
Neutrality Study: 

Part A – Individual Local 
Authority Areas Assessment 
(July 2021) 

Part B – In-combination 
Assessment (April 2022) 

Part C – Water Neutrality 
Strategy (November 2022) 

 

Crawley, Horsham 
and Chichester 
Councils 

Water Neutrality Strategy agreed 
by Local Authorities Chief 
Executives and endorsed by 
Natural England. 

Work ongoing on Offsetting 
Implementation Scheme. 

Crawley Western Link Road: 
Northern Section Study 
Refined Area of Search 
(2023) 

Crawley Borough 
Council, West Sussex 
County Council 

Key Stakeholders: 
Horsham District 
Council, Gatwick 
Airport Limited, 
Environment Agency 
and Homes England 

To consider options for a refined 
area of search for the northern 
section of a Crawley Western 
Multi-Modal Transport Link 
Corridor. 
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Appendix G: Responses from Neighbouring Authorities, Prescribed Bodies 
and Statutory Consultees to Local Plan Consultations 
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i. Early Engagement Consultation (15 July – 16 September 2019) 
Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 

Comments CBC Response 

Department for Education 
REP157/531 Department 

for Education 
 Consultation under Regulation 18 of Town and Country Planning (Local 

Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 
Submission of the Department for Education 
1. The Department for Education (DfE) welcomes the opportunity to 
contribute to the development of planning policy at the local level. 
2. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and the Academies 
Act 2010, all new state schools are now academies/free schools and 
DfE is the delivery body for many of these, rather than local education 
authorities. However, local education authorities still retain the statutory 
responsibility to ensure sufficient school places, including those at sixth 
form, and have a key role in securing contributions from development to 
new education infrastructure. In this context, we aim to work closely with 
local authority education departments and planning authorities to meet 
the demand for new school places and new schools. We have published 
guidance on education provision in garden communities and securing 
developer contributions for education, at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-
supporthousing-growth. You will also be aware of the corresponding 
additions to Planning Practice Guidance on planning obligations, 
viability and safe and healthy communities. 
3. We would like to offer the following comments in response to the 
above consultation document. 
General Comments 
4. DfE notes that the draft Local Plan anticipates an annual housing 
target of 451 dwellings per year until 2024/25 and then 255 dwellings 
per year until the end of the plan period in 2035. This will place 
additional pressure on social infrastructure such as education facilities. 
The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively prepared’ to meet the 
objectively assessed development needs and infrastructure 
requirements. 
5. Please note that there are two routes available for establishing a new 
school. Firstly, a local authority may seek proposals from new school 

Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions. The Borough Council welcomes 
the support of the DfE and WSCC in identifying 
and costing appropriate schemes to secure this 
funding to help meet the demand for new 
school places.      
Policy H1 Housing Delivery Trajectory has 
been amended, with 500 dpa now anticipated 
2020-25; 440 dpa 2025-30; and 117 dpa 2030-
35.   
The Adopted Local Plan Infrastructure Plan 
established that additional secondary school 
capacity was required, and that it could be met 
through the expansion of existing secondary 
schools within the borough.  However, since 
then a school promoter secured funding for a 
new school in Crawley and instead of 
extensions, therefore, site options for a new 
secondary school in Crawley have been 
exhaustively considered by CBC, WSCC, 
LocatED and the DfE over the past two years.  
Given the constrained land supply in the 
borough, no site has been found to be 
appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan does 
not, therefore, propose specific allocations for 
educational uses, but Policy IN2 has been 
amended to state that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 
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Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 

Comments CBC Response 

proposers (academy trusts) to establish a free school, after which the 
Regional Schools Commissioner will select the successful trust. Under 
this ‘local authority presumption route’ the local authority is responsible 
for finding the site, providing the capital and managing the build 
process. Secondly, school proposers can apply directly to DfE during an 
application round or ‘wave’ to set up a free school. The local authority is 
less involved in this route but may support groups in pre-opening and/or 
provide a site. Either of these routes can be used to deliver schools on 
land that has been provided as a developer contribution. DfE has 
published further general information on opening free schools1 as well 
as specifically in relation to opening free schools in garden 
communities. 
6. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) advises that local 
planning authorities (LPAs) should take a proactive, positive and 
collaborative approach to ensuring that a sufficient choice of school 
places is available to meet the needs of communities and that LPAs 
should give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter schools 
to widen choice in education (para 94). 
7. In order to comply with this national policy, the Local Plan should 
safeguard land for the provision of new schools and school expansions 
where appropriate. When new schools are developed, local authorities 
should also seek to safeguard land for any future expansion of new 
schools where demand indicates this might be necessary, in 
accordance with Planning Practice Guidance and DfE guidance on 
securing developer contributions for education. 
8. Crawley Borough Council should also have regard to the Joint Policy 
Statement from the Secretary of State for Communities and Local 
Government and the Secretary of State for Education on Planning for 
Schools Development4 (2011) which sets out the government’s 
commitment to support the development of state-funded schools and 
their delivery through the planning system. 
9. In light of the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities 
such as community infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27), DfE encourages 
close working with local authorities during all stages of planning policy 
development to help guide the development of new school infrastructure 
and to meet the predicted demand for primary and secondary school 

for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
Education is one of the strategic matters 
identified in the Statement of Common Ground 
being prepared through the Duty to Cooperate, 
and Policy H3g states criteria necessary for 
development of urban extensions adjacent to 
Crawley to be supported, including if the 
development helps meet unmet needs of 
Crawley, including for Education.  
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Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 

Comments CBC Response 

places. Please add DfE to your list of relevant organisations with which 
you engage in preparation of the plan. 
10. Where there is significant cross-boundary movement of school 
pupils between a borough and adjoining areas, DfE recommends that 
the Council covers this matter and progress in cooperating to address it 
as part of its Statement of Common Ground. This should be regularly 
updated during the plan-making process to reflect emerging agreements 
between participating authorities and the Council's own plan-making 
progress. 

REP157/532 Department 
for Education 

Para. 1.20 – 
1.21  

11. DfE welcomes reference within the plan’s vision to the role of 
education provision in creating stronger communities. Paragraph 1.20 
refers to collaboration between Crawley Borough Council and other 
authorities and infrastructure providers to meet forecast demands. You 
will be aware of two live free school projects in Crawley, being delivered 
directly by DfE through the ‘wave’ approval route explained above in 
paragraph 5, rather than West Sussex County Council. These projects 
include: 
• Gatwick Free School – which is open on a site at 23 Gatwick Road 

and in the process of securing permanent planning permission; and 
• Forge Wood High School – which does not yet have an identified 

site. 
12. Due to these projects, it would be helpful to include DfE in your 
discussions about infrastructure provision, involving us in the position 
statements the plan refers to in paragraph 1.21. There should be 
collaborative working between DfE, Crawley Borough Council and West 
Sussex County Council on education provision to meet the needs of the 
borough. 

The DfE’s continued engagement with WSCC 
and CBC is welcomed.  

REP157/533 Department 
for Education 

Para. 2.21 13. Paragraph 2.21 of the draft Local Plan recognises the unusual 
population profile in Crawley, with around two thirds of the population 
under the age of 45 and forecast demographic change leading to 
increased demand for educational facilities. However, there are no 
proposals in the plan to allocate sites for education, and the draft 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) provides very little detail on school 
provision to meet demand from anticipated housing growth. The lack of 
detail on school provision in the current Local Plan is one of the reasons 

The Adopted Local Plan Infrastructure Plan 
established that additional secondary school 
capacity was required, and that it could be met 
through the expansion of existing secondary 
schools within the borough.  However, since 
then a school promoter secured funding for a 
new school in Crawley and instead of 
extensions, therefore, site options for a new 
secondary school in Crawley have been 
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why it has been difficult to successfully progress schemes for new 
education provision in the Crawley area. 
14. For the plan to be effective and positively prepared, the IDP should 
identify which developments the planned school provision will serve 
(including cumulative or windfall developments where appropriate), the 
costs of provision, the predicted timescales in line with the housing 
trajectory, and the funding sources for each identified education project. 
The IDP should be prepared in conjunction with an updated viability 
assessment to ensure that realistic education costs are factored into 
any decisions about the amount and type of developer contributions that 
will be required. 
15. Viability assessment should inform options analysis and site 
selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of 
developments that are envisaged in the borough. This enables an 
informed judgement about which developments would be able to deliver 
the range of infrastructure required, including schools, leading to policy 
requirements that are fair, realistic and evidence-based. In accordance 
with Planning Practice Guidance, there should be an initial assumption 
that applicable developments will provide both land and funding for the 
construction of new schools. The total cumulative cost of complying with 
all relevant policies should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it 
is important that anticipated education needs and costs of provision are 
incorporated at the outset, to inform local decisions about site selection 
and infrastructure priorities. 
16. Site allocations (for standalone school sites or schools within 
housing developments) should also seek to clarify requirements for the 
delivery of new schools, including when they should be delivered to 
support housing growth, the minimum site area required, any preferred 
site characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional 
land for future expansion of schools where need and demand indicate 
this might be necessary. 
17. While it is important to provide this clarity and certainty to 
developers and the communities affected by development, retaining a 
degree of flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also 
necessary given that the need for school places can vary over time due 
to the many variables affecting it. DfE therefore recommends the 
Council consider highlighting in the next version of the Local Plan that: 

exhaustively considered by CBC, WSCC, 
LocatED and the DfE over the past two years.  
Given the constrained land supply in the 
borough, no site has been found to be 
appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan does 
not, therefore, propose specific allocations for 
educational uses, but Policy IN2 has been 
amended to state that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 
for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions. The Borough Council welcomes 
the support of the DfE and WSCC in identifying 
and costing appropriate schemes to secure this 
funding to help meet the demand for new 
school places.      
The Viability Assessment for the Local Plan, 
which will include assessment of all the Plan 
policies, and the Community infrastructure 
Levy, will take account of required 
contributions for education.   
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- specific requirements for developer contributions to increasing 
capacity of existing schools and the provision of new schools for 
any particular site will be confirmed at application stage to ensure 
the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that 

- requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in 
future if it were demonstrated and agreed that the site had become 
surplus to requirements, and is therefore no longer required for 
school use. 

REP157/534 Department 
for Education 

Page 83 18. With regard to the consultation questions on key infrastructure 
priorities and whether any community facilities are missing or need 
improvement (page 83), DfE recommends that the next version of the 
Local Plan make reference to the provision of new schools on suitable 
sites when required, with a key priority that the provision of 
infrastructure should be in step with housing development, making 
appropriate use of developer contributions. 

See comments below regarding proposed 
amendment to Policy IN1.  

REP157/535 Department 
for Education 

Policy IN1 19. With regard to the consultation questions for draft Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision), asking whether the proposed approach is 
appropriate, justified and consistent with the Community Infrastructure 
Levy (CIL) Regulations, DfE advises that the approach is reviewed 
following the introduction of the revised CIL Regulations on 1st 
September 2019. The CIL Charging Schedule should be 
reviewed alongside the Local Plan review, giving consideration to new 
Planning Practice Guidance on viability, CIL and planning obligations as 
well as the new 
CIL Regulations which remove the pooling limitation on planning 
obligations and allow both CIL and Section 106 funding to be used for 
the same item of infrastructure. These considerations are fundamental 
to your assessment of the deliverability of the plan, including the size of 
any infrastructure funding gap and how developer contributions should 
be secured. All phases and types of education should be considered, 
including the need for special educational needs provision, with needs 
and plans for provision set out in the plan. 
20. We note the statement in the IDP that provision of schools will form 
part of the calculation of CIL and additional funding sources will need to 
be considered. In 

Policy IN1 has been amended to refer 
specifically to seeking planning obligations 
towards specific Education schemes related to 
development.  The Planning Obligations Annex 
sets out approaches for pursuing these 
contributions.     
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light of the removal of the Section 106 pooling restriction and increased 
flexibility in how CIL and Section 106 funds are used, we recommend 
that the Council revisit this matter and consider using Section 106 
planning obligations for the provision of new schools and school 
expansions in all cases where the development will give rise to a need 
for new school places and there is insufficient capacity in applicable 
schools to meet that need. It is important to consider the size of any CIL 
funding gap and whether there will be sufficient CIL funds available to 
cover the cost of these school places. If CIL will be insufficient or 
unavailable at the point of need, it would be preferable to seek 
developer contributions through a planning obligation, to mitigate the 
direct impacts of development. 
21. As recommended above, construction costs and land requirements 
should be incorporated in the viability assessment to ensure that any 
barriers to delivery are identified early, to inform the Council’s planning 
and prioritisation of infrastructure delivery. Government ‘basic need’ 
grant for the creation of new school places does not include funding for 
land acquisition. Therefore, it is particularly important that education 
land required within large development sites is provided at no cost to 
the local authority wherever possible, and pooled developer 
contributions (Section 106 and/or CIL) are secured for the purchase of 
standalone sites for new schools. We request that you consider 
carefully the appropriate balance of CIL and Section 106 funding for 
education, to ensure that new schools and school expansions can be 
delivered when they are needed, in step with housing development. Our 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education provides 
further advice on the types of education need that should be 
considered, and how to calculate the costs of provision. 

REP157/536 Department 
for Education 

Policy IN2 22. DfE supports the sustainability objectives of draft Policy IN2 (New 
Infrastructure Provision). As explained above, DfE recommends that 
sites for schools are allocated in the plan, but in the absence of specific 
allocations the plan should at least recognise that essential community 
infrastructure such as schools may be considered an acceptable 
alternative use to other allocated uses, provided the location is proven 
to be environmentally sustainable and suitable to meet the needs of the 
community served. This is important in view of the land availability 

Site options for a new secondary school in 
Crawley have been exhaustively considered by 
CBC, WSCC, LocatED and the DfE over the 
past two years and no site has been found to 
be appropriate to all parties.  The Local Plan 
does not, therefore, propose specific 
allocations for educational uses, but Policy IN2 
has been amended to give effect to this 
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constraints in the borough and the importance of providing infrastructure 
for existing and new communities. It would also align with the “great 
weight” placed on the provision of school places in the NPPF. Making 
this clear in the plan would simplify the decision-making process when 
planning applications are considered. DfE requests this clarification in 
answer to the consultation question on page 85, asking whether the 
wording needs futher clarification in the policy or elsewhere. 
23. While there appears to be an intention to roll forward existing 
allocations from the adopted Local Plan, the Council should consider 
afresh the need for education facilities and the mechanisms for delivery, 
taking account of the latest Planning Practice Guidance and DfE 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education. As noted 
above, the absence of detail on education provision in the current Local 
Plan has been an issue for school delivery in the Crawley area. 

suggestion: i.e. stating that schools may be an 
acceptable alternative use on sites allocated 
for uses including housing, subject to relevant 
requirements being met.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

REP157/537 Department 
for Education 

 24. Whether in addition to or in replacement of the IDP, the Council 
should set out education infrastructure requirements for the plan period 
within an Infrastructure Funding Statement. Where additional need for 
school places will be generated by housing growth, the statement 
should identify the anticipated CIL and Section 106 funding towards this 
infrastructure. The statement should be reviewed annually to report on 
the amount of funding received via developer contributions and how it 
has been used, providing transparency to all stakeholders. 
25. DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to 
the IDP/Infrastructure Funding Statement, viability assessment or other 
evidence relevant to education which may be used to inform local 
planning policies and CIL charging schedules. As such, please add DfE 
to the database for future consultations on relevant plans and 
proposals. 

The Infrastructure Plan has been updated to 
reflect further findings and feedback from the 
Regulation 18 consultation. 
 
The IFS and its contents are described in the 
updated CIL Regulations and it is understood it 
will take the form of a data standard to be set 
out by MHCLG.  
Noted. 

Environment Agency 
REP196/806 Environment 

Agency 
 Thank you for consulting us on the above. We have the following 

comments to make.  
FLOOD RISK  
Draft Local Plan  
The commentary in the draft Local Plan highlights that due to the 
constraints that are present within the Borough and the housing 
requirement to meet predicted demand, there is likely to be a need for 

The council agrees flooding and drainage are 
cross boundary issues to be addressed as part 
of the duty to cooperate.   
The council is working with Horsham District 
Council to update the Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment for the upper River Mole 
catchment. This work is being undertaken in 
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Crawley to work strategically with adjacent Local Authorities to assist in 
reducing the unmet housing gap. It is essential that Crawley works 
closely with adjacent Local Authorities in order to strategically manage 
flood risk. Watercourses cross over Authority boundaries, flood risk 
should be considered on a catchment basis as development in one area 
can have impacts elsewhere. Planning Policy requires development to 
demonstrate and ensure that flood risk can be managed on site for the 
lifetime of the development, without increasing the risk to flooding 
elsewhere.  
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) for the Crawley Borough 
area is referenced within the Supporting Guidance Documents. The 
Council may wish to consider whether the SFRA is up to date, and 
reflects the most recent flood risk information. The Environment Agency 
has recently undertaken a project to update the flood risk mapping for 
the Upper Mole area, which Crawley Borough is located within. The 
latest and most up to date flood risk mapping should be utilised as part 
of the development of the draft Local Plan. We also new guidance on 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessments. 

consultation with the Environment Agency. 
Policy H3g (urban extensions) (sub para. iii) 
identifies flooding and drainage as one criteria 
which the council will use in engaging with 
adjacent authorities, developers and other 
stakeholders.   
 
 

REP196/813 Environment 
Agency  

Local Plan 
Map 

Draft Local Plan Map  
No comments. 

 

REP196/815 Environment 
Agency 

Consultation 
Statement 

Draft Consultation Statement  
Below para 1.6 - Only Southern Water is identified as a key stakeholder. 
Thames Water provides the sewerage provision (see Draft 
Infrastructure Plan p7). SES Water and South East Water supply water 
to small parts of the area (as described in the Draft Infrastructure Plan). 

Noted. Crawley Borough Council has jointly 
commissioned an updated Water Cycle Study, 
working with Horsham District Council, Mid 
Sussex District Council and Reigate & 
Banstead Borough Council. This work is being 
supported and informed by a wider stakeholder 
group that includes the Environment Agency, 
Natural England, Southern Water, Thames 
Water, South East Water and Sutton & East 
Surrey Water. 

REP196/819 Environment 
Agency 

Consultation 
Statement 

Consultation Statement, July 2019  
Page 3 - The table does not mention Thames Water as having been 
consulted. This is one partner that would have direct impacts on 
maintaining and / or improving water quality so they should have been 
consulted. 

Noted. To confirm, Thames Water has been 
consulted on the Local Plan and has provided 
feedback at the Regulation 18 stage and in 
relation to the draft Infrastructure Plan. 
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REP196/817 Environment 
Agency  

Policies SD1 INTEGRATED ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING  
Draft Local Plan  
Page 13, 1.26 - The strategic issues relating to the future development 
of Crawley do not include water resources. Considering that the South 
East is an area that is susceptible to water stress, which has been 
acknowledged in the Local Plan (refer to comment 2 below), 
consideration should be given to including water resources as a 
strategic issue. 
Page 24, 2.33 -2.35 – This section deals with Environmental 
Sustainability, which highlights that the borough has been identified as 
an area of serious water stress. Page 178, 14.5 reinforces the point of 
water stress. The consequences of water stress are dealt with to some 
extent in the Local Plan, but dealing with water stress has not been 
consistent in all sections of the Local Plan.  
Page 24, 2.33 - 2.25 – This section deals with water stress, but does not 
mention water quality. In a high density, growing urban area, water 
resources and water quality should both be addressed. As more water 
is required, less is available for ecosystems, more wastewater is 
produced, which may ultimately affect the aquatic environment. Another 
point that should possibly be included in the section of environmental 
sustainability is the risk of stress on sewage infrastructure as the 
population grows. This may lead to negative impacts on water quality.  
Page 27, Strategic Policy SD1 – Although this policy is directed at 
Sustainable Development, there is no reference to water resources / 
water quality. As water quality is closely related to water use, which in 
turn is an important part of sustainable development, consider including 
an additional strategic objective to help meet SD1 that is directed at 
water resources and water quality. For example, no development should 
impact negatively on the quality or status of water bodies.  
To further strengthen Strategic Policy SD1, consider including that 
major developments (or all developments) should set out how they 
address the requirements of the policy, which would be in line with a 
similar approach within Strategic Policy SD2.  
Page 83, 8.5 – The key issues on infrastructure provision rightly state 
that a critical point may soon be reached whereby a new (or upgraded) 
sewage treatment works may be needed. This shows that sewerage 
infrastructure is, or may soon be, under stress, which could negatively 

Agree: new bullet included in para. 1.26 
relating to water resources.  
Comments in relation to water stress 
references in paras. 2.33-2.35 noted. 
Para. 2.35 has been amended to include 
comments made in relation to water quality and 
sewage infrastructure.  
It is considered that the Strategic Policy SD1 is 
overarching and covers all requirements which 
are provided in more detail in the Plan. In 
relation to water quality, this is picked up by 
SD1(4): Protects, enhances and creates 
opportunities for Crawley’s unique Green 
Infrastructure and SD1(7). Policy GI1 applies to 
Crawley’s waterway (para. 13.7). Additional 
reference has now been included to waterways 
and water bodies in the list set out in 
para.13.15. Furthermore, clarity will be 
provided in the definition of Green 
Infrastructure in the glossary to it applying 
equally to the “blue” infrastructure.  
Comment relating to developments setting out 
how they address the requirements of Policy 
SD1 is anticipated to be met by the 
applications’ Design and Access/Planning 
Statement.  
In respect of para. 8.5 this is an overarching 
paragraph covering all infrastructure needs of 
Crawley. This includes reference to “utility” 
facilities, and this is further clarified in para. 8.7 
which makes clear reference to waste water 
treatment. It is considered that the 
Infrastructure Plan (in liaison with the waste 
water infrastructure providers) will highlight 
necessary works and impacts. This is a 
requirement for the providers in consultation 
with the EA. It is anticipated this will be 
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affect water quality. The Local Plan could be improved by linking water 
stress to the risk of deteriorating water quality, especially with sewerage 
infrastructure operating at near capacity and the risk this places on 
water quality in the event of failing sewerage infrastructure.  
Page 84 – “Where appropriate and in line with the CIL Regulations, 
Section 106 agreements will address site specific issues”. Considering 
the threat to water quality from the growing population and large 
developments, it may be beneficial to include water quality monitoring in 
section 106 agreements to ensure no deterioration of the status of water 
bodies, especially with large developments.  
Page 186, The section on Tackling Water Stress should reference the 
need to protect against deteriorating water quality.  
Page 206 - Appendix A: Sustainability Objectives have no direct 
reference to water resources or quality, even though water is an 
important aspect of sustainability. 

assessed as part of the update of the Water 
Cycle Study.  
With regards to the CIL and S106 
requirements, this will be explored further 
through the Planning Obligations Annex and 
paragraph 8.9 in relation to enforcement and 
monitoring. 
Reference has now been included in the Policy 
to clarify that minimising “its impact on water 
resources” includes protecting against 
deteriorating water quality. 
Water resources and quality, in relation to 
water stress are captured in the Sustainability 
Objectives under:  
• Sustainability Objective 2. To adapt to the 

effects of climate change, by reducing the 
negative consequences of changes in the 
climate on people and the environment, or 
by achieving a positive outcome from the 
effects of climate change;  

• SO6: To conserve and enhance the 
biodiversity habitats, key landscape 
features, fauna and flora within the 
borough; and  

• SO8: To ensure the provision of sufficient 
infrastructure to meet the requirements of 
the borough. 

REP196/807 Environment 
Agency 

Policies IN1 
& IN2 

Infrastructure Provision - Section 8  
The demand for new housing in the Borough is likely to result in 
significant built development during the lifetime of this Plan. Flood risk 
from all sources should be fully assessed any successfully managed as 
part of any further and future development. This may require the 
construction of infrastructure to assist in successfully managing that 
risk, this should be taken into account as part of considerations on this 
aspect for the Borough as part of the Local Plan process. This will 
require Crawley Borough Council to work alongside other Risk 

Noted.  IN1 includes reference to the provision 
of infrastructure which is outside of Crawley but 
serving Crawley.   
The council has jointly commissioned a Water 
Cycle Study and Strategic Flood Risk 
Assessment with neighbouring authorities. 
Flood Risk Management is also addressed by 
proposed Policies EP1 and EP2. 
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Management Authorities, as well as making provision to implement the 
construction and long term management of flood risk management 
infrastructure as necessary.  
Policies IN1 and IN2 - As stated within the draft Local Plan, due to 
restriction in available areas for future growth within the Borough, there 
is a need for Crawley to work with adjacent Councils in order to find 
areas for development. The risk to flooding from any new development 
must be successfully managed so any development is considered safe 
for its lifetime, taking into account climate change, and the risk to 
flooding is not increased elsewhere. 
Due to the nature of flooding, the provision of infrastructure to manage 
flood risk may not be located on, or directly adjacent to, any 
development site. Fully consideration should be given within the Local 
Plan Policy for how this can be designed, delivered and maintained for 
the long term as part of any development proposal, especially if 
development is located in adjacent Council areas. Working closely with 
others is an important aspect of bringing forward any projects to reduce 
flood risk.  
The Council should give full consideration to how CIL could be used to 
support the development of flood risk management infrastructure as part 
of the Local Plan policy. Ensuring that CIL could be made available as 
part of the Regulation 123 listing for flood risk management 
infrastructure would is an important step in this process.  
The Infrastructure Plan contains a section related to flood defence. We 
recognise the information contained within this section is up to date and 
reflective of conversations between ourselves and Crawley Borough 
Council earlier this year. 

Noted. The council considers that the Local 
Plan provides a framework for approaching 
such issues as part of a strategic development. 
Policy H3g (urban extensions) (sub para. iii) 
identifies flooding and drainage as criteria 
which the council will use in engaging with 
adjacent authorities, developers and other 
stakeholders as part of the duty to cooperate. 
This is also identified as an issue in respect of 
safeguarding for a western link road (policy 
ST4). Flooding is also expected to be one of 
the strategic matters identified in the Statement 
of Common Ground being prepared through 
the Duty to Cooperate. 
The Reg. 123 List allows for expenditure of CIL 
on strategic flood risk management 
infrastructure. In addition, legal restrictions 
associated with the list are no longer applicable 
as of 1 September 2019 owing to deletion of 
Regulation 123 from the CIL Regulations.  
Noted. 

REP196/808 Environment 
Agency 

Policy GAT1 Gatwick Airport - The location, topography and large areas of 
impermeable surfaces at the Airport result in the area being at risk to 
both fluvial and surface water flooding.  
Policy GAT1 – We note and welcome that the management of flooding 
is highlighted as part of this policy. We also welcome the reference to 
the need for adequate infrastructure to be part of any future 
development, as this includes the provision of flood risk management 
infrastructure. The future expansion of the Airport is likely to introduce 
further areas of impermeable hard standing which could increase the 

Support noted. 
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volume and rate of surface water runoff, and this will need to be 
managed as part of any future development. The Airport is also 
impacted by fluvial flooding, any development plans for the Airport will 
need to be supported by a detailed Flood Risk Assessment which sets 
out how flood risk elsewhere will not be increased as a result of 
development at Gatwick. 

REP196/809 Environment 
Agency 

Policy H3c Policy H3c Open Spaces – We welcome that, for Open Space, point vi 
states that ‘Flood risk will not be exacerbated elsewhere as a result of 
the development, and surface water drainage is maintained at 
greenfield runoff rate levels.’ If surface water runoff could be reduce 
further and additional storage introduced as part of any development 
proposal, this would offer a greater reduction in runoff rates from new 
development. 

Support noted.  
The policy criteria vi. has been amended to 
include reference to “as a minimum”, and 
Policy EP1 will apply to development coming 
forward within these housing land typologies. 
The supporting text to Policy H3c has been 
amended to include explanation behind this 
principle.  

REP196/821 Environment 
Agency 

 FISHERIES, BIODIVERSITY AND GEOMORPHOLOGY  
The plan adequately refers to the need to avoid impacts to biodiversity 
through development and the need to ensure that biodiversity is 
protected and enhanced. It also makes reference to biodiversity net 
gain.  
Further detail could be considered with regard to rivers, for which off-
site compensation is not always possible or feasible, and maintains a 
break in the ecological corridor that the river constitutes. Ideally, all 
development along rivers will work towards restoring adequate buffer 
zones and ensuring that rivers are enhanced through all development. 

Support noted. 
Buffers to waterways are considered in the 
Green Infrastructure Supplementary Planning 
Document 
 
 

REP196/812 Environment 
Agency 

Policies 
SDC1 & 
SDC2 

GROUNDWATER HYDROLOGY – WATER RESOURCES  
Draft Local Plan  
Para 14.5 "The South East, including Crawley, is an area of extreme 
water stress" - we classify it as an area of "serious" water stress, but we 
support the case for "more stringent water efficiency measures" as 
elaborated in para 14.8, 14.23 and Policy SDC3. The reference of 
footnotes 65 and 70 is still current.  
Para 14.12, Policy SDC1, reiterated in SDC3 and para 14.41 - We 
support the requirement for new non-domestic buildings to reach the 
BREEAM Excellent standard for water efficiency, except where it is 
demonstrated that this is not technically feasible.  
Below para 14.26 , Policy SDC1 Questions  

 
 
 
Support Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support Noted. 
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• Do the minimum Energy and Water requirements for BREEAM 
‘Excellent’ represent an appropriate standard for new non-domestic 
buildings? If not, what (if any) benchmark or requirement should be 
used? - Yes the water requirement is an appropriate standard.  

Below para 14.37, Policy SDC3, and para 14.39 - We support the water 
efficiency targets mentioned. The preferable target of 100 
litres/person/day is consistent with long-term ambitions in Southern 
Water's revised draft 2019 Water Resources Management Plan (yet to 
be finalised).  
Paras 14.39-14.41 - We hope the proposed new Water Cycle Study will 
support the conclusions here taken from the previous one.  
Below para 14.43, Policy SDC3 Questions  
• Is the ‘optional’ building regulations standard for water efficiency in 

new dwellings still appropriate and justified in Crawley? - Yes it is.  
• Is it reasonable and appropriate to set a more advanced 

aspirational target of 100 or 80 litres/person/day? - Yes the 100 
target is a long-term ambition set out in Southern Water's 
latest revised draft Water Resources Management Plan. 80 is 
achievable, it is more costly but more practical in new 
developments.  

• Is it appropriate and reasonable for the Policy to anticipate any 
future tightening of water efficiency standards by the government in 
relation to new dwellings? - This does seem reasonable in the 
light of what is currently appearing in Water Company plans, 
and the greater national steer anticipated for the next round of 
plans in 2024.  

• Are the BREEAM requirements in respect of new non-residential 
buildings and extensions/ changes of use appropriate and justified? 
- Yes, other local authorities have incorporated similar 
requirements, at least in respect of new developments.  

 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Support Noted 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. 

REP196/810 Environment 
Agency 

Policies EP1 
& EP2 

Environmental Protection - Section 15  
It is noted that this section of the draft Local Plan states the nature of 
the flood risk within Crawley Borough and that any development is 
planned with flood risk in mind. Within the Borough of Crawley, there 
are areas which are at risk to fluvial flooding as the Council area is 
crossed by a number of designated main river watercourses. In addition, 

 
Noted. These elements are captured within the 
policy, though additional wording has been 
added to the Reasoned Justification to make 
clearer the different potential sources of flood 
risk in Crawley. 
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the Borough is shown to be at risk to flooding from surface water, with 
some areas being considered at a significant risk to surface water 
flooding. Future development will place further pressure on the flood risk 
management infrastructure already in place, with provision needing to 
be made as part of any additional development for the successful 
management of flood risk. Climate change, and the predicted alterations 
to weather patterns this will bring, will place additional pressure on 
ensuring developments can be considered as safe for its lifetime.  
It is recognised that the Borough has a number of restrictions and 
constraints to future development. Flooding, and the need to provide 
space for water, should be recognised as a possible constraints on how 
future development can be brought forward. 
Policy EP1/EP2 – The supporting text setting out the reasoned 
justification for this Policy recognises the risk to flooding from a number 
of sources in the Borough, and the need to manage and control the risk 
to flooding as part of any proposed development. Point 15.16 is 
especially welcomed, and we note the comments made within point 
15.18 in relation to our previous input to the three sites partially affected 
by flooding.  
With reference to the questions posed on Policy EP1, the explanation of 
when a Flood Risk Assessment or a Flood Resilience Statement are 
required would benefit from further explanation as currently this is not 
made clear within the EP1 text. It is appreciated that further information 
on a flood Resilience Statement is given in EP2, the Council may wish 
to consider making a reference within both EP1 and EP2 to where the 
Flood Risk Assessment and Flood Resilience Statement details can be 
found.  
Consideration should also be made to referencing climate change 
specifically within the Policies to ensure that this is factored in to any 
development at the start of the process.  
A separate Policy, as suggested by EP2, for small scale householder 
extensions does seem justified. The nature and scale of many of these 
types of proposal can be problematic to consider as part of a Flood Risk 
Assessment, so a more bespoke Policy to ensure that the flood risk 
associated with these types of development can be adequately consider 
is welcomed. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. This is captured at Paragraph 15.16 
which recognises that within Flood Zone 3, all 
undeveloped areas or areas of open space are 
defined by the Local Plan as Flood Zone 3b 
(functional floodplain).  
 
 
Noted and support welcomed.  
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The circumstances in which a Flood 
Risk Assessment is required are set out in the 
Planning Practice Guidance: Flood Risk and 
Coastal Change, and reiterated at Policy EP1 
(part iii). However, additional wording has been 
added to both Policies EP1 and EP2 to more 
clearly explain the circumstances in which a 
Flood Risk Assessment or a Flood Risk and 
Resilience Statement will be required. 
 
Noted. Additional text has been added 
 
 
 
Noted and support welcomed. 
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REP196/816 Environment 
Agency  

 Draft Infrastructure Plan  
Page 4 - "significant water stress" - our own terminology is "serious" 
water stress.  
Page 5 Water Supply Evidence Base -"Draft Water Resources 
Management Plan 2020-2070 (to be finalised December 2019)" - The 
latest document is the "Revised draft Water Resources Management 
Plan 2019, Addendum to Statement of Response", dated June 2018, 
and yet to be finalised.  
Page 5 Water Supply Current Findings - "Southern Water is aiming to 
increase the number of homes with meters from 92% to 100% in the 
Sussex north zone by 2025." The compulsory metering programme 
completes in Sussex North in 2025, when the latest plan forecasts the 
proportion of metered homes as 92%. 100% is not expected to be 
achieved. It is impractical to meter the remainder, but new homes, all 
metered, are expected to drive the figure up to 93% by 2030. In 2018-
19, 91% of homes were reported as already metered.  
Page 5 Water Supply Current Findings - "Southern Water's Asset 
Management Plan to 2025, identified that its customer base is forecast 
to grow by 20% during 2020-45" - Would it not be better to reference the 
Water Resources Management Plan which covers the time period 
specified, and should be consistent with the Asset Management plan?  
Page 6 Current Findings (10th bullet) "Southern Water’s Draft Water 
Resources Management Plan 2020-2070"- As above, the latest 
document is the "Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 
2019, Addendum to Statement of Response", dated June 2018, and yet 
to be finalised.  
Page 7 Sewage Evidence Base - "Thames Water Draft Water 
Resources Management Plan 2020-2100 (subject to DEFRA approval)" 
- The latest document is the "Revised draft Water Resources 
Management Plan 2019", dated October 2018, but both documents 
concern supply rather than sewage, so are only indirectly relevant. 

 
Change made. 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Change made. 
 

REP196/820 Environment 
Agency 

 Infrastructure Plan For the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035  
Page 7, Sewage, Current Findings – “Where capacity off-site is not 
available, developers should ensure that plans are in place for provision 
ahead of the development’s occupation”.  

 
 
Amendment made. 
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The above statement could be improved by stating that all necessary 
permits should be applied for early in the development process and all 
permits granted and the required infrastructure and connections built 
prior to developments’ occupation.  
The Infrastructure Plan should be updated once the new Water Cycle 
Study has been completed as most of the evidence base used for the 
sewage section of the Infrastructure Plan is outdated. 

 
 
 
 
Noted. 

REP196811 Environment 
Agency 

 SEA Scoping Report Draft  
The recognition of flooding as a specific issue that benefits from the 
inclusion within the Local Plan is noted, and welcomed. Policy that 
strengthened the requirements for all development to ensure that flood 
risk from all sources is managed for the lifetime of a development 
should be in place.  
Reference to updating the SFRA and Water Cycle Study (A14) is noted. 
These documents are important in understanding and clearly setting out 
flood risk and water management aspects and should be reflective of 
the most up to date information available.  
Due to the nature and extent of the flood risk within Crawley Borough, 
choosing to include a locally specific flood risk management policy 
under EP1 does seem a prudent way forward. The choice of Option 1 
for EP2 would also offer a more appropriate policy direction for this type 
of development proposal. 

Support noted. Updated SFRA and Water 
Cycle Study is underway. 

REP196/814 Environment 
Agency 

 Sustainability Appraisal/Strategic Environmental Assessment 
Scoping Report and Draft Report  
Para A3 refs - "Thames Water Draft Water Resources Management 
Plan 2019 (Thames Water, 2019)" - The latest document is the 
"Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019", dated 
October 2018  
Para A3 refs - "Southern Water, Water Resources Management Plan 
2015-2040 (Southern Water, 2015)" - The latest document is the 
"Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019, Addendum to 
Statement of Response", dated June 2018. Has this been considered?  
Para A3 refs - No reference to SES Water's plan. The latest document 
is "Revised Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019", dated 
September 2018.  

Documents updated and added in paragraph 
A3.  Updated SFRA and Water Cycle Study will 
assess latest evidence in Resource 
Management Plans.   
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Para A3 refs - No reference to South East Water's plan. The latest 
document is "Revised Water Resources Management Plan 2020 to 
2080".  
Para A17 - "significant water stress" - our own terminology is "serious" 
water stress. This paragraph refers to "the Plan period to 2030". That 
presumably was the limit of the old water cycle study.  
Para A18 "Water Supply Management Plans" – capitals 
Para A19 table for indicator A8 - The 2017/18 figures quoted here have 
very recently been superseded by 2018-19 data. Per capita 
consumption in 2018-19 was higher owing to the hot weather. "The 
Regional Economic Strategy target is 135 litres per day by 2016" - was? 
Reference could also be made here to aspirations in water company 
plans, especially Southern Water's “Target 100”.  
Para F2 refs - "Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019 
(Thames Water, 2018), Draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019 
(South East Water, 2018), Draft Water Resources Management Plan 
2019 (Sutton and East Surrey Water, 2018), Water Resources 
Management Plan for 2015-40 (Southern Water, 2014)" - see Para A3 
refs above. 

 
 
 
Amendment made. 
 
 
 
Amendment made. 
 
Amendment made. 
 
 
 
 
 
Amendments made.   

REP196/818 Environment 
Agency 

 Sustainability Appraisal / SEA (Scoping Report & Draft Report)  
Page 13 - Water is mentioned in section A, climate change, but not in 
section E, the natural environment. Any growing urban area will place 
additional stress on the natural environment, including the aquatic 
environment, so this should have been highlighted in section E of the 
Sustainability Appraisal.  
Page 14 and Page 16 refer to water supply, sewerage and pollution. 
“The potential for development to be concentrated in the Crawley area 
may lead to water supply issues”; “The potential for development to be 
concentrated in Crawley may lead to sewerage capacity problems”; and 
“Crawley’s role as an economic hub and transport interchange means 
the town’s contribution to air, land, water and noise pollution is likely to 
increase”.  
Page 62 – “A thorough consideration of the strategic infrastructure 
network is to be undertaken to ensure that development does not 
outstrip essential infrastructure, such as sewerage and water”.  

Waterways has been included in topic area E, 
as has reference to the fact that any growing 
urban area will place additional stress on the 
natural environment, including the aquatic 
environment. 
 
A Water Cycle study is currently being 
commissioned and is due to be completed 
February/March 2020. The Environment 
Agency have already been involved in this 
process. 
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The two sections above, Pages 14-16, and Page 62, together 
demonstrate the need for these issues to be adequately addressed in 
the Local Plan. The link between water supply and water quality (which 
is directly related to sewerage provision) has not been adequately 
addressed in the Local Plan.  
Page 21, A16 – “There is a risk that potential new strategic development 
and increased population, combined with the level of economic 
development, could exacerbate water supply issues and associated 
water quality and infrastructure capacity issues. Therefore, an updated 
Water Cycle Study will be commissioned to investigate how best the 
issue of water stress can be addressed”.  
Page 32, A20 – “As well as potentially adding to water supply stress, 
new development at Crawley will invariably take up sewerage network 
capacity. To establish whether there is sufficient sewage treatment and 
network capacity to accommodate identified levels of residential and 
economic growth, an updated Water Cycle Study will be undertaken”.  
A16 and A20 demonstrate the need for a new Water Cycle Study. The 
Local Plan should give a clear commitment when this will be completed 
as this will help address many of the water related issues.  
Page 163, Policy SDC3: Tackling Water Stress: “Development of a local 
plan policy to mitigate the impact of development on the water 
environment. Crawley is situated in an area of serious water stress, and 
recommends the local plan should include policy to help mitigate the 
impact of development on the water environment.  
Policy SDC3 highlights the importance of a section dedicated to water in 
the local plan. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Support for water stress policy noted.  

High Weald AONB Unit 
REP40/097 High Weald 

AONB Unit 
Policy LC6 Thank you for your consultation on the above draft Local Plan. This 

response focuses on Policy LC6: High Weald Area of Outstanding 
Natural Beauty and the associated text and map.  
The current text of LP6 is supported insofar as it goes, but it is 
considered that it could go further in identifying the landscape 
components on the small areas of land in Crawley Borough that are in 
the AONB. In particular there are some areas of Ancient Woodland 
between Pease Pottage and the A264 and the areas further north-west 
form part of Buchan Park and include archaeological assets. The High 

The location of the AONB in relation to the 
landscape character policy is provided in the 
small map under Policy CL8: Development 
outside the Built-Up Area Boundary. However, 
a more detailed insert map showing the 
location of the AONB boundary relative to the 
borough boundary, and including areas of 
ancient woodland has been inserted into the 
Plan.  
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Weald AONB Unit can assist with providing GIS information on these 
areas, but it is recommended that they are surveyed on foot for 
landscape, biodiversity and heritage characteristics that the policy could 
then refer to so that it goes beyond national AONB policy to be local 
distinctive to Crawley.  
The visual setting of the AONB to the east is largely shielded by the 
M23, however there are other impacts that could affect it such as 
watercourses and historic routeways. Again reference to these potential 
impacts of development outside the AONB on the designated area 
would help to make this policy more locally distinctive and easy to use.  
The policy should be supported by a detailed inset map showing the 
location of the AONB boundary relative to the Borough boundary and 
the AONB landscape components referred to in the policy. The map on 
p66 is too small scale to show this effectively. AONB Unit is happy to 
assist with this map. 
Lastly, the reference to the High Weald AONB Management Plan 
should be to the latest 2019-2024 version, the previous version is 
referred to on p208.  
The above comments are advisory and are the professional views of the 
AONB Unit’s Planning Advisor on the potential impacts on the High 
Weald landscape. They are not necessarily the views of the High Weald 
AONB Joint Advisory Committee. 
(*Background Information Attached*) 

Policy relating to developments within the 
AONB is covered by Policy CL8 and CL9. More 
detailed assets would be considered against 
the other policies of the Plan in relation to 
landscape, ancient woodland, archaeological 
and biodiversity assets as part of planning 
application submissions.  
The surveying on foot for landscape, 
biodiversity and heritage characteristics would 
require specialist expertise.  
 
 
Noted: the reference to the High Weald AONB 
Management Plan to the 2019-2024 version 
has been updated.  

Historic England 
REP152/461 Historic 

England 
 Thank you for your email of 15 July 2019 inviting comments on the 

above consultation document. 
As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic 
England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic environment 
is fully taken into account at all stages of the planning process. This 
includes formulation of local development policy and plans, 
supplementary planning documents, area and site proposals, and the 
on-going review of policies and plans. 
There are many issues and matters in the consultation document that 
are beyond the remit and concern of Historic England and our 
comments are, as required, limited to matters relating to the historic 
environment and heritage assets. We note that as an early stage in the 

Responses provided on specific comments in 
later sections. 
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formulation of a local plan the current document may be subject to 
significant change and consequently we consider it appropriate to limit 
our comments to more general matters; we will comment more 
specifically and in detail at later stages in the plan making process as 
appropriate. In this respect, you should not take the comments below as 
the definitive view of Historic England on the matters contained in the 
plan; they are provided for general guidance in the iterative process of 
preparing appropriate policies for the historic environment. 
The objective of the National Planning Policy Framework, inter alia, to 
set out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and 
enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 185); and 
contain strategic policies to deliver the conservation and enhancement 
of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraph 20 d)). These underpin 
the purpose of the planning system to achieve sustainable 
development. 

REP152/462 Historic 
England 

Policy SD1 We are pleased that the overarching policy in this respect, Strategic 
Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development, 
includes recognition of this in bullet point 3, but we suggest the wording 
is changed from the neutral term ‘Respect’ to the more positive 
‘Conserve and enhance’ to more accurately reflect the intention of the 
NPPF. 
A positive strategy in the terms of the NPPF is not a passive exercise 
but requires a plan for the maintenance and use of heritage assets and 
for the delivery of development, including within their setting, that will 
afford appropriate protection for the asset(s) and make a positive 
contribution to local character and distinctiveness. 

Comment noted – amendment has been made 
in the Policy to refer to “conserve and 
enhance” in conformity with the intention of the 
NPPF. 

REP152/463 
 

Historic 
England 

Policy CD2 We note, and support, that Strategic Policy CD2: Making Successful 
Places: Principles of Good Urban Design requires good design that 
reflects the defining characteristics of each neighbourhood within the 
plan area, and reinforces the existing character and distinctiveness of 
each; and, that the protection and enhancement of heritage assets is 
integral to this (bullet point a)). 

Support noted. 

REP152/464 Historic 
England 

Policy CD3 We support Strategic Policy CD3: Local Character and Design of New 
Development; however, we suggest the inclusion of ‘and their settings’ 
after ‘heritage assets’ in paragraph 1a). The setting of an asset is often 
an integral part of its significance, in terms of how it is experienced and 

Agreed: amendment made to Policy CL3 1a. 
as suggested. 
Agreed: amendment made to Policy CL3 2 as 
suggested. 
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viewed, and good new development will recognise this. It would also link 
more directly to the subsequent sub-paragraphs (paras 1b) and c)). 
You may like to consider adding a reference to Conservation Area 
Appraisals to paragraph 2, as these may provide more specific 
guidance where appropriate than the broader brush Area Wide 
Character and Design Assessments. 

REP152/465 Historic 
England 

Policies CD4 
– CD6 

The location, design and use of future development can contribute to 
local identity and distinctiveness, and safeguarding heritage 
significance. We agree that Policies CD4-CD6 set out a series of design 
parameters that will help to ensure that high-quality design is achieved 
in new development and sustainable forms of urban planning are 
delivered, including the protection of heritage assets. 

Support noted. 

REP152/466 Historic 
England 

Policy CD8 We support Policy CD8: Advertisements in its references to considering 
the effects on the character of the locality, including scenic, historic, 
architectural or cultural value or features in sub-paragraph b). 

Support noted. 

REP152/467 Historic 
England 

Policy LC1 The interrelationship between Crawley’s historic development as a new 
town based upon development of distinct neighbourhoods and the 
green infrastructure and landscape of the town is well made in 
paragraph 5.6 on Structural Landscaping, but is not expressed explicitly 
in the Policy LC1: Structural Landscaping. While we support the broad 
intention of the policy, we believe it will benefit from inclusion of explicit 
mention of the significance and need to respect and plan for the 
conservation the historic landscape character of the town, which is at 
best only implied in the current drafting. 

Policy LC1 (now CL6) has been updated to 
clarify landscaping makes a contribution to the 
development of the town and its 
neighbourhoods. However, it is not just the 
historic town landscaping that is important. The 
paragraph preceding the policy explains the 
historic relevant and origination to the 
structural landscaping. 

REP152/468 Historic 
England 

Policy LC2 We support Strategic Policy LC2: Important and Valued Views and the 
supporting reasoned justification that seek to protect views of heritage 
assets and within historic areas. 

Support Noted. 

REP152/469 Historic 
England 

Policy LC5 Strategic Policy LC5: Development Outside the Built-Up Area would be 
improved and strengthened by reference to heritage assets and 
significances where appropriate; e.g. in bullet points ii, v and vi. 

References made in policy. 

REP152/470 Historic 
England 

Para. 6.1  Heritage Assets section – reference in paragraph 6.1 to ‘English 
Heritage’ should be to Historic England. 

Amendment made – although the document in 
question pre-dated the change of name.  

REP152/471 Historic 
England 

Policy HA1 We support the broad intention of Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets 
but suggest the following amendments to strengthen the purpose of the 
policy and better reflect the intentions of the NPPF: 

Support noted. 
The proposed text has been added as a 
separate bullet point, while retaining the last 
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Revise the final bullet point of the first paragraph to read Other assets 
with non-designated archaeological interest, assets of equivalent 
significance to scheduled monuments. especially within Archaeological 
Notification Areas in Crawley identified by West Sussex County Council 
to reflect NPPF paragraph 194 and footnote 63. 
In paragraph 2 replace ‘not lost’ with conserved and enhanced to meet 
the test of NPPF paragraph 194. 
Add in paragraph 3 final sentence the National Heritage List for England 
before ‘Historic Environment Record’. 
Add to the end of paragraph 3 ‘and other relevant sources of evidence 
about the significance of the assets affected, e.g. conservation area 
appraisals’ 
Add into paragraph 4 – ‘If, in exceptional circumstances, as defined by 
paragraph 194 of NPPF, …..and it has been demonstrated to achieve 
substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss,…’ to reflect 
the intention of NPPF paragraph 195. 
Final paragraph should be omitted as it does not reflect NPPF 
paragraphs 195 and 196, but can be substituted with the amendments 
above. 

bullet point in order to include other non-
designated assets with archaeological interest.  
Para. 194 relates specifically to designated 
heritage assets, and relates to the justification 
of loss or harm to them. It is considered that 
the existing text is proportionate and consistent 
with the NPPF given that this part of the text 
relates to all heritage assets.  
The detailed requirements for Heritage Impact 
Assessments have been reworked to take 
account of these amendments, in a way which 
we believe scans better than simply making 
these additions and is more consistent with the 
CBC Local List of Planning Requirements.  
This sentence has been reworked to have this 
effect, while bearing in mind that the section 
concerned is not just referring to designated 
heritage assets. 
We note this but consider that this should be 
retained (in a slightly reordered form, as now 
included in the Regulation 19 draft) since it 
concerns non-designated as well as 
designated assets, and so goes beyond paras. 
195 and 196. 

REP152/472 Historic 
England 

Policy HA2 We support policy Strategic Policy HA2: Conservation Areas but 
suggest adding ‘and enhance’ after ‘preserve’ in bullet vi. 

Amendment made. 

REP152/473 Historic 
England 

Policy HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures does not fully 
reflect the purpose or wording of NPPF paragraphs 194 and 195 with 
regard to the test for the loss or harm to listed buildings. The wording of 
the policy should be revised to more accurately reflect that of the NPPF, 
particularly in regard to achieving significant public benefits that 
outweigh the harm resulting from the loss of the significance of the 
asset related to the grading of the building. 

Noted. This section of the policy has been 
redrafted to reflect more closely the approach 
of the NPPF. 

REP152/474 Historic 
England 

 In our view, the Plan should contain a policy relating specifically to the 
identification, protection and recording, where appropriate, of non-
designated heritage assets as required by NPPF paragraph 197. This is 

Policies HA3, HA5 and HA6 relate to these 
matters in what we consider to be an 
appropriate way as regards particular classes 
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particularly important in relation to archaeological resources that may be 
identified in the course of the planning or development of a site but that 
are currently unknown. 
We note with concern the lack of policies relating to the following key 
aspects of the historic environment: 
• How the plan will address particular issues relating to the condition 

of the historic environment, including heritage at risk and the reuse 
of vacant and underused historic buildings (NPPF, paragraph 185 
and sub-paragraph a)); 

• The means by which new development in and around designated 
heritage assets might enhance or better reveal their character and 
significance (NPPF, Paragraph 200); 

• How the archaeology of the plan area might be managed effectively 
(NPPF, footnote 93); 

• What implementation programmes and partners need to be 
identified in order to deliver a positive strategy for the conservation 
and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, paragraphs 9 
and 185); 

• What indicators should be used to monitor the plan’s historic 
environment policies’ effectiveness. 

of non-designated heritage asset. Policy HA7 
has been added to cover archaeological 
heritage assets.    
We believe that the plan taken as a whole 
(including, in addition to the heritage chapter, 
policies SD1, SD2, CD1, CD2, CD3, CD4(b), 
CD5, CD6, CD8, LC2, LC5, LC6, EC8, EC11, 
EC12, TC1, TC2, TC4, H2, H3, H3(a-g), GI4, 
ST4) incorporates ‘a positive strategy for the 
conservation and enjoyment of the historic 
environment’, including heritage assets at risk 
and vacant/ underused buildings. We do not 
currently have assets on the Heritage at Risk 
register, but are not unmindful of these issues. 
Further powers are available to the council in 
the form of Article 4 Directions, and the issue 
of notices in respect of particular properties. 
We believe the draft plan provides a sufficient 
policy basis to use these as appropriate.  
Para. 200 states that LPAs should ‘look for 
opportunities’ for such enhancements. 
Examples of this in the draft Local Plan are the 
‘Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage site’ 
identified in policy H2, and the requirements 
regarding ‘Valued Views’ included in policy 
LC2. Policy HA7 also addresses this in a 
general sense regarding designated 
archaeological assets.  
Presumably this refers to footnote 63, 
concerning archaeological assets 
demonstrably of equivalent significance to 
scheduled monuments? Archaeological assets 
are now addressed in policy HA7. Please also 
see the Local List of Planning Requirements in 
respect of Heritage Impact Assessments and 
Desk-based Archaeological Assessments.  
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Relevant ‘Plans, Policies and Programmes’ in 
respect of this topic area are identified in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. Further information 
about CBC planning policy documents (e.g. 
Conservation Area Statements, Development 
Briefs) and their projected timescales are 
provided in the Local Development Scheme. 
Individual heritage improvement schemes are 
being progressed by the council. We believe 
the draft Local Plan policies provide a sufficient 
framework for these interventions and are 
compliant with NPPF paras. 9 and 185.   
Monitoring Indicators are identified in the 
Sustainability Appraisal. They are namely:  
- The Number of Listed Buildings on the 

Buildings at Risk Register 
- The percentage of Conservation Areas 

with up-to-date Appraisals (i.e. last 5 
years).  

Representors may suggest additional or 
alternative indicators.   

REP152/475 Historic 
England 

 We are not clear that an up-to-date evidence base exists for the historic 
environment elements of the Crawley Local Plan that can inform the 
policy framework and would assist in achieving sound and robust 
decisions on development affecting heritage assets. A current evidence 
base can inform opportunities to conserve the historic environment, 
such as site allocations positively addressing heritage assets at risk, 
and can help to ensure that development proposals avoid harming the 
significance of heritage assets (including effects on their setting). 
A Heritage Strategy or similar assessment document prepared in 
advance of, or alongside (if not already undertaken), the local plan can 
be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate on the delivery of the positive 
heritage policies in the Local Plan. Some local planning authorities have 
chosen to support their conservation strategy within the Local Plan 
using a topic-specific SPD. 

The council is commissioning a Heritage Study 
to ensure that the evidence-base remains up-
to-date. 
This tends to happen on a site or area specific 
basis – Development briefs, CA Statements, 
Urban Design SPD guidance on shop fronts, 
adverts, CA and ASLC. 
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REP152/476 Historic 
England 

 We welcome the statement within the Crawley 2035: A Vision section 
that ‘The rich heritage which has shaped what the town is today will be 
respected, protected and enhanced’. We would welcome in support of 
this the inclusion of policies for the historic environment in the local plan 
that meet the obligation for preparing the positive strategy required by 
the NPPF. 
However, you will note from the above comments that we do not 
consider the policies as currently drafted to be sufficient in this respect. 
There also appear to be some omissions or gaps in the draft Local Plan, 
noted above, that should be addressed so that the strategy to conserve 
the historic environment required by paragraph 185 of the NPPF can be 
attained. This will be a key test of the soundness of the plan and the 
achievement of sustainable development as defined in the NPPF when 
it is subject to examination. 
If you would like further advice on the content of this letter or to discuss 
how the draft Local Plan could be revised to better reflect the intention 
of the NPPF, please contact me. 

Amendments have been made to the Heritage 
policies to address this concern.  
It is hoped that the amended draft of the plan 
put forward for the Regulation 19 consultation 
addresses these concerns. 
 
 
 

Horsham District Council 
REP209/933 Horsham 

District 
Council 

Para. 2.29 Thank you for consulting us on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 
2020 -2035. We are grateful for the opportunity to be able to comment 
on your emerging plan.  Horsham District Council recognises that your 
authority faces considerable challenges in ensuring it can meet the 
future needs of Crawley within what is a tightly bound administrative 
area. Overall we consider that the plan has positively sought to balance 
the provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a 
manner that contributes to achieving sustainable development.  We do 
however have some more detailed comments on the draft document 
which are set out in the following paragraphs.  
Spatial Context and the Duty to Co-operate 
This Council recognises and supports the context of Crawley set out in 
the draft Local Plan documentation. We note the strong economic 
relationships that the town has with other local authorities in the Gatwick 
Diamond and those within northwest Sussex (i.e. Horsham and Mid 
Sussex Districts) in particular.  Given these clear linkages, we are 
committed to continuing our programme of joint work on evidence base 
documents and continued constructive discussions as part of the Duty 

Support noted. 



28 
 

Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 

Comments CBC Response 

to Co-operate to seek to ensure that the wider needs of the area can be 
addressed as far as possible.  As you know Horsham District Council is 
currently providing 150 homes per year towards meeting the unmet 
housing needs of Crawley in our current local plan (the Horsham District 
Planning Framework). Following the introduction of the Standard 
Housing Methodology our own housing requirements have increased 
significantly and we therefore welcome the recognition in paragraph 
2.29 of the increasing challenges we all face in meeting housing needs.  

REP209/934 Horsham 
District 
Council 

Para. 9.21 Economy 
As you know, work is currently being undertaken to update the 
Employment Growth Assessment (EGA). We agree that this study will 
help inform the level of employment growth that is required over the 
plan period in both Crawley and wider northwest Sussex including within 
Horsham District.  We note the statement in paragraph 9.21 which sets 
out that your Council will continue to work alongside other authorities in 
the Gatwick Diamond to help investigate the scope and implications of 
additional employment land coming forward in areas adjoining Crawley / 
Gatwick. Horsham District.  We welcomes this approach.  It should be 
noted that this Council is seeking to ensure that the step change in 
housing numbers required by government does not come forward at the 
expense of the opportunities for new residents to be able to live and 
work locally, either within Horsham District or within the wider northwest 
Sussex / Gatwick Diamond as a whole. We consider that it will be 
important to consider how best a range of high quality and 
complementary employment opportunities can be provided within the 
northwest Sussex area and Gatwick Diamond more generally.    

 
Noted.  CBC will continue to liaise with HDC. 

REP209/935 Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy GAT1 
and Policy 
GAT2 

Gatwick Airport 
We are pleased to note that the draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 
recognises that Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) has longer term 
aspirations as set out in their 2018 Masterplan documentation.  You are 
of course aware that that GAL has now commenced formal consultation 
under the Development Consent Order (DCO) process.  Although the 
outcome of this process is not yet known, we would wish to highlight 
that any growth of the airport will have impacts for Horsham District as 
well as Crawley Borough, and that this may ultimately have implications 
for our own Local Plan Review, particularly in relation to economic 

Reference to joint working to be included in 
para 10.13 to GAT1. 
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
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development and future housing growth.  We would therefore welcome 
further ongoing discussion and joint working with you on this matter as 
may be appropriate.  
We also note your options set out in Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land, 
where you state that depending upon the  outcome of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy / and the aspirations set out in the 2018 draft Master 
Plan the safeguarding land will either be retained or deleted. As you will 
be aware, a small portion of the North West corner of Horsham district is 
also covered by the same safeguarding designation. The extent of this 
area is set out on our current Horsham District Framework Policies map. 
The uncertainty surrounding this matter is therefore also an issue for our 
Council, and we have also responded to recent consultations requesting 
that certainty is provided in relation to this matter. We are therefore 
supportive of the current approach set out in your documentation and 
would ask that further dialogue on this matter continues between the 
two authorities as we undertake our own Local Plan review.  

within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario.  The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  

REP209/936 Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy TC3 
(repeated in 
Housing) 

Housing      
We recognise that your bound administrative area presents challenges 
in meeting the identified housing needs of Crawley in the period to 
2035.  We are therefore pleased to see that the draft plan has sought to 
identify a number of different mechanisms by which the standard 
housing methodology figures as calculated for Crawley Borough could 
be achieved. We note that this covers a range of approaches, including 
through increased densities, estate regeneration, the development of 

Support for Crawley maximising its housing 
delivery welcomed. Further detailed 
assessments of sites have been undertaken as 
Crawley’s supply figure has been increased. 
Ongoing liaison with HDC will continue as part 
of Housing Market Area and Duty to Cooperate 
discussions.   
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any surplus open spaces, town centre development and upward 
extensions, increased building heights and garden sites.   
What is not clear to us at this stage is the extent to which the potential 
yield that such approaches could generate over the plan period has 
been considered, and whether there is potential for this to assist 
housing delivery, particularly in the latter part of the plan period.  Given 
the very significant levels of housing need for Crawley as well as 
Horsham District (and the wider north west Sussex authorities as a 
whole), it will be important to ensure that ‘no stone is left unturned’ in 
considering how the additional housing could be delivered.  Although we 
recognise this may not be a straightforward exercise, we would request 
that further examination of the likely extent and timing of such delivery is 
undertaken as far as is possible.  For example, it may be possible to 
identify older estates where renewal schemes might come forward. In 
addition, an examination of existing rates of loss of garden development 
/ surplus open space together with any emerging evidence on sports 
and open spaces could help to predict if other land can be converted 
over the plan period.  Further work and consideration of the potential 
location and extent of any densification would also be welcome to 
establish the potential delivery of additional housing through this 
mechanism.   It is also suggested that the flexibility of the town centre 
policy TC3 could be improved by reflecting the statement in para 11.22 
that the currently identified sites are not comprehensive, for example by 
adding wording along the lines of “or other opportunity areas which are 
identified” in the first line of paragraph 3.   

Policy TC3 is an allocation policy for the Town 
Centre Key Opportunity Sites. However, Policy 
H2 identifies the Town Centre as a Broad 
Location for Housing, Policy H3d sets criteria 
for Town Centre Sites as a housing typology, 
and other policies in the Town Centre and 
Economic Growth chapters are supportive of 
appropriate residential development in the 
Town Centre.  

REP209/936 Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy H1 Housing      
We recognise that your bound administrative area presents challenges 
in meeting the identified housing needs of Crawley in the period to 
2035.  We are therefore pleased to see that the draft plan has sought to 
identify a number of different mechanisms by which the standard 
housing methodology figures as calculated for Crawley Borough could 
be achieved. We note that this covers a range of approaches, including 
through increased densities, estate regeneration, the development of 
any surplus open spaces, town centre development and upward 
extensions, increased building heights and garden sites.   

Support for Crawley maximising its housing 
delivery welcomed.  Further detailed 
assessments of sites have been undertaken 
and Crawley’s supply figure has been 
increased.  Ongoing liaison with HDC will 
continue as part of Housing Market Area and 
Duty to Cooperate discussions.   
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What is not clear to us at this stage is the extent to which the potential 
yield that such approaches could generate over the plan period has 
been considered, and whether there is potential for this to assist 
housing delivery, particularly in the latter part of the plan period.  Given 
the very significant levels of housing need for Crawley as well as 
Horsham District (and the wider north west Sussex authorities as a 
whole), it will be important to ensure that ‘no stone is left unturned’ in 
considering how the additional housing could be delivered.  Although we 
recognise this may not be a straightforward exercise, we would request 
that further examination of the likely extent and timing of such delivery is 
undertaken as far as is possible.  For example, it may be possible to 
identify older estates where renewal schemes might come forward. In 
addition, an examination of existing rates of loss of garden development 
/ surplus open space together with any emerging evidence on sports 
and open spaces could help to predict if other land can be converted 
over the plan period.  Further work and consideration of the potential 
location and extent of any densification would also be welcome to 
establish the potential delivery of additional housing through this 
mechanism.   It is also suggested that the flexibility of the town centre 
policy TC3 could be improved by reflecting the statement in para 11.22 
that the currently identified sites are not comprehensive, for example by 
adding wording along the lines of “or other opportunity areas which are 
identified” in the first line of paragraph 3.   

REP209/937 Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy H3g 
and Para. 
12.75 

Our own Local Plan Review is underway, and our own Regulation 18 
documentation is scheduled for consultation in February and March of 
2020. Land on the edge of Crawley Borough, but within our 
administrative boundaries has been put forward to Horsham District 
Council for consideration as a future location for housing growth.  At this 
stage, no decisions have been made in relation to these sites or any 
supporting infrastructure such as the proposed relief road.     
A key requirement of the NPPF is that Local Authorities ensure that they 
can meet their own development needs, including affordable housing 
provision and taking account of infrastructure provision and viability 
issues. This is therefore the starting point for the preparation of our own 
Local Plan, before we then consider how we can meet the needs of 
others, to ensure that we can prepare a sound plan.  

Support and recognition for the purpose of the 
Policy is welcomed.  
CBC welcome HDC’s confirmation they are 
committed to ongoing discussions with CBC 
during the preparations for the Horsham Local 
Plan Review. 
Suggestion agreed – Paragraph 12.75 has 
been moved to now come before the policy, 
rather than forming the first paragraph of the 
reasoned justification. This establishes up-front 
the different purpose of this policy. However, 
through Duty to Cooperate and positive, 
effective strategic planning, it is anticipated it 
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We recognise that in the event that land is allocated on the edge of 
Crawley that this will have impacts for the town, and presume this has 
influenced your thinking in the development of Policy H3g. Horsham 
District Council is committed to ongoing discussions with Crawley 
Borough during our plan preparation process.  
We note that paragraph 12.75 states that the purpose of Policy H3g is 
to inform your discussions with neighbouring authorities as it relates to 
land outside the Crawley administrative area. This statement is 
welcome. However we are concerned that as this wording comes after 
the policy this important point may not be totally explicit to everyone 
who reads your plan. To ensure that the context of Policy Hg3 is 
completely clear, we would ask that the wording of this paragraph is 
brought forward and placed before the policy.   

will form a useful starting point for any future 
discussions regarding developments and 
allocations for developments on Crawley’s 
administrative boundaries.  

Mid Sussex District Council 
REP205/910 Mid Sussex 

District 
Council 

Policies 
CD4a and 
CD4b 

Efficient Use of Land and Built-up Areas  
Mid Sussex supports policies CD4a and CD4b relating to making more 
efficient use of land. The Council recognises that Crawley considers it 
has an unmet need for housing, and welcomes the fact that Crawley is 
exploring mechanisms to increase housing supply, including the 
requirement for higher densities. 

Support noted. 

REP205/909 Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Policy H1 Planned Housing Growth  
Mid Sussex has been kept informed of the updates to the Crawley and 
Horsham commissioned ‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment’, as 
part of the authorities continued joint working on housing matters.  
Mid Sussex will continue to work together with the Northern West 
Sussex Housing Market Area (HMA) authorities to understand the 
housing need within the HMA and the extent to which this can be 
delivered. 

Noted. 

REP205/913 Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Policy H3g Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’  
Policy H3g: Urban Extensions and the supporting text indicates that 
some of Crawley’s growth could be met through urban extensions. 
Policy H3g provides the framework by which Crawley would assess 
applications outside the borough boundaries but are adjacent to 
Crawley. Mid Sussex have a number of comments to make on this 
policy, which are set out below:  

Crawley is pursuing opportunities to maximise 
housing development within its own 
administrative boundaries, through 
identification of sites (including small sites 
within its own ownership) and increasing 
densities. It is considered Crawley is going as 
far as it can to meet its own needs within the 
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It is unclear how this policy can be effective as it relates to land outside 
of the Crawley boundary. An application within Mid Sussex, for 
example, would not be assessed against the policies within the Crawley 
Local Plan. As such the criteria within the policy can only be considered 
to inform Crawley’s response during the consultation process on an 
application within an adjoining authority; and this should be made clear.  
It is not sufficiently clear what is meant by the term ‘Urban Extension’, 
both in terms of scale and location. This is important because some 
criteria would not apply to all developments. For example, smaller scale 
sites would not support a neighbourhood centre, or require a 
masterplan. The preparation of a Joint Area Action Plan may not be 
necessary in all circumstances. This is acknowledged in the supporting 
text but not within the policy. Through Duty to Co-Operate discussions, 
Mid Sussex will continue to liaise with Crawley on any sites within Mid 
Sussex that would have cross-boundary impacts, particularly any that 
are promoted to the Council as part of the District Plan Review.  
The evidence prepared to support the preparation of the adopted Mid 
Sussex District Plan (2014 - 2031) indicated that there was some 
capacity for the District to accommodate some of the unmet needs of 
Crawley, in addition to meeting its own housing need. As such, the Mid 
Sussex District Plan includes a provision to provide 1,498 dwellings to 
meet the unmet needs of Crawley during this period. However, until the 
review of the District Plan is undertaken, (scheduled to commence in 
2021) Mid Sussex is unable to confirm its own housing need and the 
extent to which the need within Mid Sussex can be met. Therefore, at 
this time it is not possible to confirm the extent to which Mid Sussex can 
continue to meet the unmet needs of Crawley. In addition, should any 
sites be promoted to Mid Sussex during the District Plan review in this 
location, they may firstly be required to meet Mid Sussex need. It would 
therefore be unwise for Crawley to assume that some of its unmet need 
can be met in Mid Sussex.  
The Sustainability Appraisal of the MSDC District Plan (August 2016) 
sets out the conclusions of the ‘Sustainability Assessment of Cross-
Boundary Options’, which assessed the unmet need of all neighbouring 
authorities. The evidence shows that there are strong migration and 
commuting links between the two authorities. These links are not 
constrained to the areas immediately adjacent to the administrative 

tight administrative boundaries, and 
maintaining good quality of life levels for 
residents, employers and visitors and avoiding 
negative impacts of ‘town cramming’. However, 
this will not meet the full housing need as 
required by the standard methodology and 
unmet need will need to be considered by 
authorities within the housing market area, as 
part of their Local Plan Review processes, and 
potentially beyond should this not then be 
sufficient alone. There is an acknowledgement 
in the Local Plan Review that properly planned 
urban extensions to Crawley may come 
forward through neighbouring authorities’ own 
Local Plans, and these may then seek to meet 
unmet development needs arising from 
Crawley.  
Crawley Borough Council is working closely 
with its neighbouring authorities to consider the 
unmet needs of Crawley over the Plan period, 
including Mid Sussex. Notwithstanding this, 
Crawley Borough Council is aware that it is not 
able to direct development outside of its 
administrative area or set the planning policy 
framework for these to be considered, nor does 
it intend to set an “overspill” adjacent to 
Crawley. This is a matter for the individual 
authorities as part of their own Local Plan 
Reviews. This is set out in the agreed Position 
Statement (to be updated in the form of a 
Statement of Common Ground).  
However, the Crawley Local Plan Review 
acknowledges that development on the edges 
of Crawley’s administrative boundaries has 
taken place over the years to varying degrees 
of involvement, and agreement, of CBC 
(including where they have been approved with 
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boundaries of the authorities. Broad locations for growth were assessed 
based on distance and linkages between areas based on historic 
commuting patterns. These broad locations cover most of Mid Sussex, 
which indicate any unmet need from Crawley could be located 
anywhere in this District. Locations ‘At Crawley’ may not be the most 
sustainable location for growth in Mid Sussex, but until work on the 
District Plan Review is undertaken and all broad locations and sites are 
assessed, it is not known.  
In this context, we cannot support the wording of paragraph H3g: Urban 
Extensions and paragraph 12.79 where it refers to any urban extension 
on the edge of Crawley and within MSDC should be meeting the unmet 
needs arising from Crawley. 

outstanding objections from CBC). In such 
cases, much of the impact on infrastructure 
and strategic facilities and services, access to 
the countryside and visual landscape setting 
falls on Crawley. Crawley’s proposed draft 
policy on urban extensions seeks to establish 
the expectations of the council should an urban 
extension or proposed development come 
forward on the borough’s administrative 
boundaries. It also establishes CBC’s clear 
expectations that where development is next to 
Crawley it should be meeting Crawley’s needs 
(as is reflected in the Mid Sussex District Plan 
Policy allocation for Pease Pottage). The 
SHMA advises that duty to cooperate 
discussions should take place to inform clear 
policies regarding the mix of housing brought 
forward on sites “at Crawley” informed by the 
SHMA and should take into account the profile 
of Crawley’s housing needs and consider how 
affordable housing will be allocated. It is 
considered reasonable that where sites are 
meeting or contributing to meeting the housing 
needs of Crawley, they should take account of 
the nature of Crawley’s housing need. CBC 
welcomes ongoing positive and effective 
discussions with Mid Sussex as part of the 
Plan making process to agree the most 
appropriate approach this should take.  
However, CBC maintain that as there is a high 
housing need arising from Crawley and land is 
scarce, any development of land immediately 
adjacent to Crawley should not be used if not 
able to meet any of Crawley’s needs at all. 
Mid Sussex’s physical and policy constraints, 
and own housing needs, are acknowledged 
and the district’s ability to meet unmet needs 
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arising from Crawley will form part of the 
District Plan Review. 

Mole Valley District Council 
REP120/334 Mole Valley 

District 
Council 

 Economic growth 
The constrained land supply position in Crawley means there is also an 
unmet need for employment land of between 44.6 and 57.6 hectares 
over the Plan period (it is noted that these figures still need to be 
refined). The unmet need for employment land is significantly affected 
by the uncertainty of a possible additional runway at Gatwick Airport and 
the need to safeguard land for this reason. It is understood that the 
unmet employment need could be accommodated within this area of 
safeguarded land in the event that the safeguarding is lifted. We support 
CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. 
It is understood that some of the unmet business need could be met 
through a new business park at Horley within Reigate and Banstead, 
Given that the new business park would be unable to accommodate all 
of the unmet need, it would be helpful to receive clarification on what 
unmet employment land need that is likely to remain. 
There are significant physical and policy constraints on development in 
the south eastern part of Mole Valley, adjacent to Crawley, which limit 
the potential for growth in this area. Transport links between Mole Valley 
and Crawley are weak, mainly comprising rural lanes with limited 
capacity. The only A-road connections are the A217 and A264/A24. The 
A217 reduces to a single carriageway north of the CBC boundary and 
serves only one small settlement (Hookwood) in Mole Valley before 
continuing north to Reigate. The A264/24 is far from a direct route; the 
A264 lying to the south of Crawley and connecting to the A24 some 5km 
south of Mole Valley’s boundary. Public transport connections are also 
weak, with limited or no bus service in the rural areas of Mole Valley. 
Gatwick Airport is a major constraint, both in physical terms and in 
terms of the consequences of air traffic on the southern part of Mole 
Valley. The south eastern part of Mole Valley is also significantly 
impacted by flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3). 
For the reasons outlined above, we consider that Mole Valley would be 
unable to accommodate CBC’s unmet employment land needs owing to 
the identified physical and policy constraints, in conjunction with the 

Support for removing safeguarding noted. 
The council does not consider that the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. The Regulation 19 Local Plan 
does not therefore retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected. Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for economic 
development within the AAP area will be 
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limited available employment land within the south eastern part of the 
District. 
 
Based on current evidence, we do not believe there is any realistic 
prospect of Mole Valley contributing to the unmet housing or 
employment land needs of Crawley. 

assessed and identified as part of the AAP. 
Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only minor 
extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  
The EGA also provides a constrained, past 
trends scenario of 33ha need which is the level 
of growth the Local Plan plans for. There is an 
unmet need of 21ha, and ongoing liaison is 
taking place with RBBC to determine how 
much of this could be met by the Horley 
Business Park. The poor connections and 
transport links from Mole Valley into Crawley 
are recognised.   

REP120/335 Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Policy GAT2 Gatwick Airport 
MVDC notes that CBC are considering extending the land safeguarded 
under Policy GAT2 to match the boundary proposed for Option 3 in 
Gatwick Airport’s Master Plan (subject to resolving the safeguarding 
issue). Currently, MVDC safeguards a small area of land along Lowfield 
Heath Road to the north west of the existing runway for airport 
expansion purposes. The Gatwick Master Plan’s proposed expanded 
boundary includes further land within Mole Valley. Should CBC decide 
to expand the area of land that is safeguarded, it would be pertinent for 
MVDC to follow suit and for both CBC and MVDC to safeguard land for 
the same boundary. 
MVDC intends to hold a Regulation 18 consultation on a draft Future 
Mole Valley Local Plan in October of this year. We will continue to 
safeguard the existing parcel of land in Mole Valley for airport expansion 
purposes, unless CBC come to a decision before then to either expand 
the safeguarded area, or to remove the safeguarding policy entirely. We 
would be grateful if you would keep us informed on the matter. 
 
 
 
 
  

Noted.  
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
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western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  

REP120/333 Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

 Meeting housing needs 
MVDC recognises the difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and 
the challenge of balancing competing environmental, social and 
economic pressures. We further recognise the physically constrained 
nature of Crawley. Nonetheless MVDC are concerned that CBC will 
have an unmet need of approximately 6,475 dwellings over the Plan 
Period (2020-2035). 
Three quarters of Mole Valley is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and 
is therefore heavily constrained. That includes all of the land adjacent to 
Crawley. In addition, further constraints include the AONB, a SAC, 
areas prone to flooding and other environmental constraints. MVDC is 
currently updating its own Local Plan and based on current 
assessments it is clear that it will have difficulty meeting its own housing 
need let alone having any spare capacity. 
Crawley is a functional component of the Northern West Sussex 
Housing Market Area, which includes Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small 
part of the Reigate and Banstead Council areas. Mole Valley does not 
form part of the same housing market area. 
On this basis, we do not consider that MVDC should be expected to 
meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need. CBC have not to date 
requested that MVDC accommodate any of its unmet housing need 

The different Housing Market Area (HMA) 
boundaries are noted – it is recognised that 
Mole Valley does not form a part of the main 
Northern West Sussex HMA. This is supported 
by the most recent evidence gathered as part 
of the Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (NWS SHMA) 
commissioned jointly by Crawley Borough and 
Horsham District Councils. However, overlaps 
between the areas are acknowledged. 
At this point, Crawley is pursuing opportunities 
to maximise housing development within its 
own administrative boundaries, through 
identification of sites (including small sites 
within its own ownership) and increasing 
densities. It is considered Crawley is going as 
far as it can to meet its own needs within the 
tight administrative boundaries, and 
maintaining good quality of life levels for 
residents, employers and visitors and avoiding 
negative impacts of ‘town cramming’. However, 
this will not meet the full housing need as 
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because of the constraints mentioned above and differences in housing 
market. It would be helpful if that situation could be acknowledged. 
Based on current evidence, we do not believe there is any realistic 
prospect of Mole Valley contributing to the unmet housing or 
employment land needs of Crawley. 

required by the standard methodology and 
unmet need will need to be considered by 
authorities within the housing market area, as 
part of their Local Plan Review processes, and 
potentially beyond should this not then be 
sufficient alone. There is an acknowledgement 
in the Local Plan Review that properly planned 
urban extensions to Crawley may come 
forward through neighbouring authorities’ own 
Local Plans, and these may then seek to meet 
unmet development needs arising from 
Crawley.  
Mole Valley’s physical and policy constraints 
are acknowledged and will form part of the 
Mole Valley Local Plan preparation and 
examination. 

National Grid 
REP85/201 National Grid  National Grid has appointed Wood to review and respond to 

development plan consultations on its behalf.  
We have reviewed the above consultation document and can confirm 
that National Grid has no comments to make in response to this 
consultation.  
Further Advice  
National Grid is happy to provide advice and guidance to the Council 
concerning our networks. If we can be of any assistance to you in 
providing informal comments in confidence during your policy 
development, please do not hesitate to contact us.  
To help ensure the continued safe operation of existing sites and 
equipment and to facilitate future infrastructure investment, National 
Grid wishes to be involved in the preparation, alteration and review of 
plans and strategies which may affect our assets. Please remember to 
consult National Grid on any Development Plan Document (DPD) or 
site-specific proposals that could affect our infrastructure. We would be 
grateful if you could add our details shown below to your consultation 
database. 
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Natural England 
REP/211/939 Natural 

England 
CD6 CD6 Normal Requirements of All New Development  

We support this policy’s requirement to “retain positively contributing 
trees” as this helps maintain valuable Green infrastructure (GI) assets 
and key features of the existing ecological network. Which is in line with 
the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (paragraphs 20. 91. 
150. 171. & 181.) and the Government’s 25 year environment plan 
(chapter 3 section 3.i.).  
However we advise that, this policy could be used to strengthen 
requirements of new development to provide biodiversity net gains and 
Green infrastructure of later policies.  
This policy could also be used to introduce a requirement of 
developments to enhance the natural capital stock of Crawley, in line 
with the NPPF (paragraphs 170. & 171.) and the Government’s 25 year 
environment plan.  
This could be done by adding something akin to the following wording:  
“g) demonstrate how they will contribute to the multi-functional green 
infrastructure network while also delivering measureable and robust net 
gains in biodiversity as set out in policies GI1 and GI 2.”  
See Annex A for further advice on Natural Capital: 
Annex A – Further Advice 
Natural capital  
Natural Capital is a concept which assigns monetary value to natural 
assets and the ecosystem services they provide, the value of natural 
capital assets can be from a physical products generated or the value of 
the service they provide.  
Natural capital assets can be any asset which is natural or semi-natural, 
from street trees to arable fields and even whole habitats such as a 
woodland.  
A single asset may generate is value from a number of sources; for 
example a woodland has a clear value as a timber product but while the 
woodland is growing it provides valuable services such as carbon 
sequestration, recreation, nutrient cycling and air/water quality 
management.  
Incorporating natural capital concepts into the Local Plan will enable 
more efficient communication of Crawley’s needs to developers, using 
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the most recent environmental planning terminology. Furthermore 
having a larger stock of natural capital assets will be only positive for 
Crawley and its residents/visitors.  
The requirement to incorporate natural capital into your Local Plan is 
driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. 171. As well as being a key 
concept within the Government’s 25 year environment plan being 
ubiquitously mentioned throughout its length. 

REP/211/940 Natural 
England 

LC3 LC3 Tree and Landscape Character Planting  
We support the requirement that landscape proposals for residential 
developments add at least 1 new tree or equivalent soft landscaping 
feature, is a good way to ensure developments provide GI assets and 
enhance the existing ecological network, in line with the NPPF and 
Government’s 25 year environment plan the Government’s 25 Year 
Environment Plan  
However we advise, this requirement to provide at least 1 new tree 
should be expanded to all developments where practical to maximise 
enhancements.  
Furthermore, this policy should also be amended to support planting of 
native trees to better enhance the existing ecological network. We 
recommend incorporating the following wording.  
“…or equivalent soft landscaping, for each new dwelling, of an 
appropriate native species and planted in an appropriate location.” 

 

REP/211/941 Natural 
England 

LC4 We support the requirement for developments to retain and replace 
trees, as a good method to protect existing GI assets and preserve the 
existing ecological network, in line with the NPPF and Government’s 25 
year environment plan.  
We would advise that specific mention of veteran trees could be 
included within this policy to strengthen their protection. 

 

REP/211/942 Natural 
England 

LC6 LC6 High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  
We strongly support the requirements of this policy specifically ensure 
the qualities and features of the High Weald AONB are protected and 
enhanced by development.  
We recommend that this policy could make direct mention of the 
specific characteristics of the High Weald AONB and could directly 
reference the High Weald AONB management plan to help further 
support development which enhances the AONB. 
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REP/211/943 Natural 
England 

Policy H2 H2 Key Housing Sites  
We note that the proposed sites are unlikely to have negative impacts 
on any designated sites.  
However, many of the proposed allocation sites encompass or are in 
close proximity to ancient woodland parcels. We strongly recommend 
any such allocations have specific requirements that any proposal must 
significantly conserve and enhance relevant ancient woodland parcels, 
in line with the aims of the NPPF (175.) and the Government’s 25 year 
environment plan (1.4).  
For example the Forge Wood, Pound Hill allocation looks to contain 
many parcels of ancient woodland; these should not only be protected 
but the development should provide enhancement measures such as 
native species planting to increase connectivity between parcels. 

 

REP211/944 Natural 
England 

GI1 GI1 Green Infrastructure  
We strongly support the requirements of this policy to conserve and 
enhance Crawley’s GI network and GI being afforded “the highest 
protection”.  
We also support the requirement of proposals to provide links to and 
create new GI.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) for point 
vi to strengthen this policy.  
“Large All proposals will be required to provide new and/or create links 
to appropriate green infrastructure where possible.” 

 

REP211/945 Natural 
England 

GI2 GI2 Biodiversity and Net Gain  
We strongly support this policies expectation of all proposals to 
encourage biodiversity and demonstrate how it will secure Net Gain, 
which is in line with the NPPF (paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175.) and the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan’s aims (1.1.).  
We support your authority considering financial contributions as an 
effective method of delivering meaningful Net Gain for proposals which 
are not achievable on site. We would advise that financial contributions 
should still deliver like for like net gains.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) to 
strengthen this policy.  
“All development proposals will be expected to incorporate features to 
encourage biodiversity where appropriate”.  
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See Annex A for further advice on Net Gain 
Green infrastructure (GI):  
GI is a strategically planned and delivered network comprising the 
broadest range of high quality green spaces and other environmental 
features.  
It should be designed and managed as a multifunctional resource 
capable of delivering those ecological services and quality of life 
benefits required by the communities it serves and needed to underpin 
sustainability. Its design and management should also respect and 
enhance the character and distinctiveness of an area with regard to 
habitats and landscape types.  
GI includes established green spaces and new sites and should thread 
through and surround the built environment and connect the urban area 
to its wider rural landscape. Consequently it needs to be delivered at all 
spatial scales, accommodating both accessible natural green spaces 
within local communities and often much larger sites in the wider 
countryside.  
Incorporating GI concepts into your Local Plan will enable effective 
communication of your Crawley’s needs to developers using the most 
recent environmental planning terminology.  
Further information on GI can be found in Natural England’s green 
infrastructure guidance available at: 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/35033  
GI is a key concept within the NPPF and the requirement to incorporate 
GI into your Local Plan is driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 20. 91. 
150. 171. & 181. As well the Government’s 25 year environment plan in 
chapter 3 section 3.i.  
Natural capital  
Natural Capital is a concept which assigns monetary value to natural 
assets and the ecosystem services they provide, the value of natural 
capital assets can be from a physical products generated or the value of 
the service they provide.  
Natural capital assets can be any asset which is natural or semi-natural, 
from street trees to arable fields and even whole habitats such as a 
woodland.  
A single asset may generate is value from a number of sources; for 
example a woodland has a clear value as a timber product but while the 
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woodland is growing it provides valuable services such as carbon 
sequestration, recreation, nutrient cycling and air/water quality 
management.  
Incorporating natural capital concepts into the Local Plan will enable 
more efficient communication of Crawley’s needs to developers, using 
the most recent environmental planning terminology. Furthermore 
having a larger stock of natural capital assets will be only positive for 
Crawley and its residents/visitors.  
The requirement to incorporate natural capital into your Local Plan is 
driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. 171. As well as being a key 
concept within the Government’s 25 year environment plan being 
ubiquitously mentioned throughout its length  
Net Gain  
Net Gain can refer to biodiversity net gain, natural capital net gain (also 
including ecosystem services like provision of clean air, water, natural 
beauty) or environmental net gain if delivering the full range of goals set 
out in the Government’s 25 year environment plan. It can be delivered 
within the footprint of a development or at an alternative “offset” location  
By making it a requirement for all developments in Crawley to achieve 
net gain it significantly improves the protection to the natural 
environment and minimises the negative impacts of development.  
Net gain also serves as a tool to ensure continuous increases in GI 
throughout Crawley which increases the natural capital assets of 
Crawley making the District an even better place to live.  
Net gain can be quantified and measured using the DEFRA biodiversity 
metric 2.0 beta on which more information can be found at: 
http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/publication/5850908674228224  
Any feedback on the metric should be provided to 
https://consult.defra.gov.uk/natural-england/the-biodiversity-metric-2-0/ 
by the end of 2019. 
The requirement to incorporate Net gain into your Local Plan is driven 
by the NPPF in paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175. As well as the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan especially in chapter 1 section 
1.  
Ecological networks  
These are an interconnected network of species that have various 
complex interactions with each other.  
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These networks can be considered at a variety of scales such as at a 
landscape scale where larger habitats and species meta-populations 
are important or at a specific site scale where individual environmental 
features of a site such as hedges and ponds are important.  
By understanding the existing ecological networks that are present 
throughout Crawley it will enable better protection and enhancement of 
biodiversity in the District and minimise the negative impacts can 
developments have on the natural environment.  
The requirement to incorporate ecological networks into your Local Plan 
is driven by the NPPF in paragraphs 170. & 174.  
Soils  
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by 
the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional 
resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about 
development should take full account of the impact on soils, their 
intrinsic character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services 
they deliver.  
The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most 
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land 
Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning 
Policy Framework paragraph 170. 

REP211/946 Natural 
England 

GI3 GI3 Biodiversity Sites  
We support the requirements of this policy to conserve and enhance 
nationally designated sites, NPPF sites and locally designated sites, in 
line with the NPPF (paragraphs 8. 170. 174. & 175.) and the 
Government’s 25 year environment plan’s aims (1.1.).  
We also support the requirement of planning applications to provide 
habitat and species surveys.  
However, we recommend a change in wording (detailed below) to 
strengthen this policy.  
“To ensure a net gain in biodiversity, the following areas will be 
conserved and enhanced where possible and, furthermore the council 
will support their designation and management:” 

 

REP211/947 Natural 
England 

SDC1 SDC1 Sustainable Design and Construction   
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We strongly support the requirements of this policy for all developments 
to respond to climate change in line with section 14 of the NPPF and a 
key concept of the Government’s 25 year environment plan. 

REP211948 Natural 
England 

SDC3 SDC3 Tackling Water Stress  
We strongly support this policy’s requirements to meet the tighter water 
efficiency requirements.  
However, we strongly recommend a change in wording (detailed below).  
“…Building Regulations optional requirement for tighter water efficiency, 
and should, where feasible, achieve a the more advanced target of 100 
litres/person/day.”  
See Annex A for further advice on tackling water stress 
Soils  
The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by 
the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional 
resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about 
development should take full account of the impact on soils, their 
intrinsic character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services 
they deliver.  
The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most 
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land 
Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning 
Policy Framework paragraph 170. 
Water Stress  
Your Authority contains areas of Serious Water Stress as designated by 
the Environment Agency. For developments in Southern Water Services 
drinking water supply area Natural England recommends water 
efficiency polices should be developed to support Southern Water's 
“Target 100”. This target, of 100 litres per person per day by 2040 is 
needed by Southern Water to avoid the need for water supply options 
that are likely to damage biodiversity or/and effect protected 
landscapes. For development in other companies’ supply area Natural 
England support the Environment Agency recommendation of a 
maximum of 110 litres per person per day. Water efficiency measures 
will help reduce the current impact of water resources on the natural 
environment and thereby contribute to more resilient landscapes and 
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seas in line with Natural England’s conservation 21 and the 
Governments’ aspirations for thriving plants and wildlife.  
Reducing the water we use will contribute to the Government’s 25 Year 
Environment Plan aspirations for clean and plentiful water and to restore 
sustainable abstraction in rivers.  
Sustainable Drainage Schemes (SuDS)  
Larger developments should be supported and encouraged to replace 
antiquated surface drainage systems such as gully pots with SuDS, in 
accordance with best practice. These SuDS have significantly reduced 
impacts on surrounding water quality and contribute to Green 
Infrastructure and natural capital. 

REP211/950 Natural 
England 

 HABITATS REGULATIONS ASSESSMENT (HRA) COMMENTS  
Natural England concurs with the findings of the HRA Screening report. 

 

REP211/049 Natural 
England 

 SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (SA) COMMENTS  
Natural England concurs with the findings of the SA scoping report and 
SA draft report. 

 

Network Rail 
REP145/430 Network Rail  Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the Crawley Local Plan 

review. 
We note that the plan says that Network Rail is already committed to 
improving all four rail stations in the Borough (Crawley, Three Bridges, 
Gatwick and Ifield) over the plan period, with major improvements 
already underway at Three Bridges Station.   
Just to clarify; works haven’t begun at Three Bridges, however we are 
aware of the proposed improvements.  We don’t have any plans for 
Ifield Station at this stage.  This statement is correct in terms of Crawley 
and Gatwick improvements. 
Other than this, we don’t have any comments on the plan at this stage. 

 
 
 
Text amended.  

NHS Property Services 
REP206/916 NHS Property 

Services 
Policy IN1 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above document. The 

following comments are submitted by NHS Property Services (NHSPS).  
Foreword  
NHSPS manages, maintains and improves NHS properties and 
facilities, working in partnership with NHS organisations to create safe, 
efficient, sustainable, modern healthcare and working environments. 

Policy IN1 has been amended to reflect this 
comment.  However, examples are not listed 
within the policy text as the risk is that this 
would have to turn into a comprehensive list. 
The glossary identifies health facilities as 
coming under the definition of Infrastructure.  
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NHSPS has a clear mandate to provide a quality service to its tenants 
and minimise the cost of the NHS estate to those organisations using it. 
Any savings made are passed back to the NHS.  
Overview  
In April 2013, the Primary Care Trust and Strategic Health Authority 
estate transferred to NHSPS, Community Health Partnerships and NHS 
community health and hospital trusts. All organisations are looking to 
make more effective use of the health estate and support strategies to 
reconfigure healthcare services, improve the quality of care and ensure 
that the estate is managed sustainably and effectively.  
NHS Property Strategy teams support Clinical Commissioning Groups 
(CCGs) and Sustainability and Transformation Plan (STP) groups to 
consider ways the local health and public estate can be put to better 
use. This includes identifying opportunities to reconfigure the estate to 
meet commissioning needs, as well as opportunities for delivering new 
homes (and other appropriate land uses) on surplus sites. 
Strategic Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision)  
NHSPS notes that infrastructure includes ‘health’ in Paragraph 8.7 of 
Strategic Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision), which seeks to protect 
existing infrastructure services and facilities ‘where they contribute to 
the neighbourhood or town overall, unless an equivalent replacement or 
improvement to services is provided or there is sufficient alternative 
provision in the area.’  
The ability to continually review the healthcare estate, optimise land 
use, and deliver health services from modern facilities is crucial. The 
health estate must be allowed to develop, modernise or be protected in 
line with the integrated approaches set out within NHS Health Estate 
Plans. Planning policies should support this and be prepared in 
consultation with the NHS to ensure they help deliver estate 
transformation.  
It is important to note that there are separate, rigorous testing and 
approval processes employed by NHS commissioners to identify 
unneeded and unsuitable healthcare facilities. These must be satisfied 
prior to any property being declared surplus and put up for disposal or 
development.  
Where it can be demonstrated that NHS facilities would have their use 
changed, having met NHS testing and approval processes before being 

Noted. Health facilities will be eligible for CIL 
contributions subject to the prioritisation of 
projects in accordance with the council’s CIL 
governance process.  
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declared surplus, it should be accepted that this provides sufficient 
evidence that a facility is neither needed nor viable for its current use or 
other community uses and that adequate facilities, which meet the 
needs of the local population, are or will be made available.  
Indeed, whilst an NHS facility may sometimes require a physical 
replacement, this is not always the case. In some circumstances it 
would be possible to meet the needs of the local population through 
existing facilities and IN1 gives provision for this.  
However, to ensure policy IN1 is sufficiently flexible and supportive of 
NHS estate management priorities, the following amendment has been 
suggested;  
Existing infrastructure services and facilities will be protected where 
they contribute to the neighbourhood or town overall, unless an 
equivalent replacement or improvement to services is provided or there 
is sufficient alternative provision, for that type of infrastructure, (for 
example health), in the area.  
IN1 also rightly identifies the importance of CIL and planning obligations 
in delivering infrastructure as part of development proposals. NHSPS 
would request that the Council and other partners work together to 
forecast the infrastructure and costs required to support the projected 
growth and development across the borough. A vital part of this is 
ensuring the NHS continues to receive a commensurate share of s106 
and CIL contributions to mitigate the impacts of growth and help deliver 
transformation plans. 

REP206/917 NHS Property 
Services 

Para. 8.9 NHSPS supports Paragraph 8.9, which requires developer contributions 
to mitigate the impacts of planned growth on existing infrastructure in 
the area and the recognition of the cumulative impact development can 
have on infrastructure.  
The cumulative impacts of smaller residential developments should 
continue to be recognised, and health facilities should be put on a level 
footing with affordable housing and public transport improvements, 
given their strategic importance, when receiving funds.  
NHSPS thanks the Council for the opportunity to comment on the Early 
Engagement Document and looks forward to working on future rounds 
of consultation. 

Noted.  The council has sought further 
clarification from the CCGs on the approach to 
health in terms of developer contributions, and 
no concerns were raised regarding the use of 
CIL for health provision.  
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Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
REP197/824 Reigate & 

Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

 Economic Growth  
We note that Crawley is currently updating its Economic Growth 
Assessment (EGA) and that the needs set out in the draft Local Plan is 
based on the emerging findings from this ongoing study. At the 
appropriate time, we would welcome the opportunity to review and input 
into this study, particularly given the specific economic and employment 
land issues between our respective areas.  
We note – at paragraph 9.12 – that this EGA study will also “explore in 
greater detail the relationship of Horley Business Park in helping to 
accommodate Crawley’s unmet business land needs”. In this respect, 
we would direct you to our existing published evidence on this matter, 
notably the Strategic Employment Provision Opportunity Study (2016) 
and the Strategic Employment Site Economic Assessment (Chilmark, 
2017). The latter of these studies specifically considers the need for the 
business park and its scope to meet employment needs from Crawley 
and other surrounding areas. Given this established, detailed evidence, 
we are concerned to ensure that any evidence prepared by Crawley has 
regard to, and is consistent with, its findings. Clearly, it also needs to be 
recognised that our own employment needs may evolve over the life of 
any development on the business park. Through the duty to cooperate, 
we would expect to be directly and closely involved in any evidence that 
Crawley prepares on this matter and would ask that you provide urgent 
clarity and confirmation to this effect.  
It is noted that, given constraints, the draft Plan identifies a potential 
shortfall in employment land supply over the longer term compared to 
the latest evidence of needs. In this respect, we appreciate and agree 
that there will need to be ongoing joint working between ourselves, and 
other areas within the Gatwick Diamond, on this matter. This is 
consistent with our own Core Strategy (para 5.5.8) which acknowledges 
in broad terms that as partners we will “work closely…to deliver the 
vision of the area as an internationally recognised business location with 
a global future in a sustainable way, including through the exploration of 
options for strategic development opportunities”. However, we are 
concerned at this stage that Policy EC1 is unduly specific in seeking to 
identify a hierarchy of preferred broad areas outside of Crawley for 

CBC welcomes opportunities to continue on-
going cooperation with RBBC and the EGA 
evidence has been shared with them for 
discussions to continue. The EGA recognises 
that the Horley Business Park is likely to meet 
some of Crawley’s unmet employment 
floorspace need.   
The Local Plan plans for a constrained “past 
trends” scenario for employment growth which 
cannot all be accommodated in Crawley, and 
Policy EC1 has been amended to state that 
CBC will work with neighbouring authorities to 
assess the scope to help accommodate 
Crawley’s outstanding business land needs in 
appropriate and sustainable locations 
accessible to Crawley. However, the Plan also 
commits the council to the preparation of a 
North Crawley Area Action Plan, to consider 
the potential future needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs, including 
employment. Should this determine that some 
or all of the land currently safeguarded for 
airport expansion could be available for other 
uses, then the potential for further employment 
growth, in a less constrained scenario, will be 
considered. CBC will liaise with its 
neighbouring authorities during the preparation 
of the AAP.   
Policy EC5 (previously EC3) (Office Provision) 
is not seeking to promote office uses over 
other uses. The EGA identifies need for a 
minimum 27,200sqm office floorspace, and 
103,700sqm industrial floorspace over the Plan 
period, and the Local Plan sets in place a 
framework that supports the delivery of both. 
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potential new strategic employment land; some of which could clearly 
relate to land in Reigate & Banstead, without any meaningful evidence 
to support potential deliverability/availability of land, introducing 
uncertainty for all stakeholders, including communities in Reigate & 
Banstead. We believe that, at this stage, that Policy EC1 should be 
limited to a clear commitment to joint working on strategic opportunities, 
without the specificity on locations outside of Crawley.  
Given the potential scale of unmet employment needs arising from the 
draft Plan, we support in broad general terms, the commitment in 
Policies EC1 and EC2 to make best use of and intensify existing 
employment sites. However, we have significant concerns regarding the 
suggestion in paragraph 9.36 and the questions to Policy EC3 that the 
employment strategy should “prioritise offices over other types of 
employment uses”, including industrial and distribution.  
In our view, such an approach would fail to provide a broad cross 
section of employment opportunities and is likely to lead to lower skilled, 
lower value uses being disproportionately “exported” to neighbouring 
areas. It would also likely displace uses which are genuinely 
unsustainable transport patterns.  
Furthermore, in respect of our own Plan, the proposed Horley Business 
Park allocation in our own plan (DMP – HOR9) does offer scope to 
accommodate unmet strategic office needs arising from Crawley but, 
given the allocation specifies that the site will include only “limited B1b, 
B1c, B8 and non-B class uses”, it offers little scope to meet absorb the 
greater unmet industrial and warehouse needs. In this context, we are 
not convinced that it is necessary for Crawley to prioritise offices over 
other employment uses and we are concerned that doing so would likely 
lead to significant displaced industrial and warehouse needs which 
would have no realistic prospect of being met elsewhere across the 
economic sub-region.  
In view of the above, we look forward to engaging with you further in the 
preparation of your new Economic Growth Assessment and as you 
finalise the economic strategy within the Plan. 

The EGA also identifies specific qualitative 
issues relating to Crawley’s office floorspace, 
with much of the stock not of the quality/type 
that is sought by the market. This is serving to 
repress the office market in Crawley’s, and 
there is an opportunity for economic growth if 
offices of the right quality and type can be 
delivered. 
The policy is, therefore, seeking to encourage 
the delivery of Grade A offices within the Main 
Employment Areas. To help achieve this, the 
policy removes the NPPF requirement that 
planning applications for office development 
outside the Town Centre satisfy the sequential 
test. By removing this requirement for office 
uses, the Local Plan recognises that the Main 
Employment Areas are appropriate locations 
for office uses. In being positive to support high 
quality office uses, the policy is not seeking to 
preferentially support office uses at the 
expense of other business uses. Rather, it is 
seeking to address an identified qualitative 
provision issue and provide a supporting 
framework through which to help achieve this. 

REP197/826 Reigate & 
Banstead 

Policy GAT1 Gatwick Airport and associated issues  
We note the overarching approach in draft Policy GAT1, which supports 
the sustainable growth of Gatwick Airport as a single runway, two 

Support noted. Text of para 10.13 to be 
amended to reference joint working. 
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Borough 
Council 

terminal airport. This is broadly consistent with our own Core Strategy 
(Policy CS9) which supports development of Gatwick Airport within the 
existing boundary and existing legal limits.  
We agree that, as set out in GAT1 and paragraph 10.13, it is important 
that any future growth minimises the impacts of operation of the airport 
on the local environment and surrounding residents (including in 
Reigate & Banstead), is supported by appropriate infrastructure and 
maximises benefits across surrounding authorities. We would welcome 
reference in GAT1 and its reasoned justification to the importance of 
joint working with neighbouring authorities and partners across the 
Gatwick Diamond through existing mechanisms such as Gatwick 
Officers Group (GOG), to ensure that these shared strategic objectives 
are achieved for all. 

REP197/827 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Policy GAT2 With respect to safeguarding (GAT2), we tentatively support maintaining 
of safeguarded land in order to provide future flexibility; however, we 
stress that this should not be interpreted as Council support for a new 
southern runway. We do not have a particular view on the delineation of 
the boundary. 

Position noted. The council does not consider 
the government’s draft Aviation Strategy, 
Aviation 2050, provides a definitive steer as to 
whether or not the council will be required to 
safeguard land for a southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport moving forward. There is a 
significant need for Strategic Employment Land 
in Crawley over the Plan period to 2035, which 
cannot be met within the borough boundary if 
safeguarding remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, the Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
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education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  Should the 
evidence demonstrate that part or all of the 
area previously safeguarded could be used for 
other purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 
less constrained scenario. The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure within the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  

REP197/828 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Policy GAT3 We strongly support the approach set out in draft Policy GAT3 which 
seeks to ensure that airport-related parking is not provided outside of 
the airport boundary and that any additional parking is fully justified. 
This approach is aligned with policies in our own DMP (TAP2) and 
reflects the long-standing, cross-boundary approach to the management 
of parking associated with the airport in order to promote sustainable 
travel and minimise the adverse impacts which inappropriately located 
airport car parking can have on host communities. 

Support noted. 

REP197/829 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Policy GAT4 We support the approach in GAT4 relating to commercial uses within 
the airport boundary but would welcome recognition of the need to 
consider impacts on the roles and function of town centres and 
employment areas beyond Crawley’s boundaries which could equally be 
affected by such development. 

Support noted. Policy GAT4 (now GAT3) to be 
amended.   

REP197/825 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Policy TC5 Retail and town centres  
We support the town centre first approach in Policy TC5 which is 
consistent with national policy and the approach set out in our DMP 
(Policy RET5). We do however note that, in respect of considering retail 
impact, the policy narrowly focusses on “the town centre” which we 
assume to mean Crawley Town Centre. We are concerned that this may 
exclude consideration of potential impacts on town centres in 
neighbouring areas, such as Horley, which could arise depending upon 
the location of any out of centre proposals. We would therefore 

Noted. Policy wording and supporting text has 
been amended to refer specifically to Crawley 
Town Centre and other centres within the retail 
catchment. 
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welcome clarification in the policy or reasoned justification to ensure 
that cross-boundary impacts are properly considered. 

REP197/822 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

 Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Crawley Borough 
Local Plan 2020-35 (June 2019).  
We appreciate that some of the key evidence base supporting the Local 
Plan is still being prepared and, therefore, not available for detailed 
review at this stage of consultation. Our comments below are therefore 
made in this context. We would of course welcome – at the appropriate 
time – the opportunity to input into and comment upon such evidence, 
particularly on matters of shared strategic importance as part of our 
ongoing obligations under the duty to cooperate.  
Housing  
We note the latest position in respect of housing needs and the likely 
scale of unmet needs which could arise from the Crawley Local Plan. 
Clearly, the scale of potential unmet needs is significant (c.6,500 homes 
over a 15 year period); however, we acknowledge the challenges and 
constraints faced by Crawley.  
Reigate & Banstead also faces considerable constraints, including 
significant extent of Green Belt, which limits our own ability to 
accommodate growth. Horley, which is acknowledged as sharing some 
housing market overlaps with Crawley, is particularly constrained by 
large areas of land at risk of flooding both in and around the town.  
Our constrained nature was acknowledged and accepted through our 
adopted Core Strategy (2014) which recognised we were unable to fully 
meet our objectively assessed needs in a sustainable manner, giving 
rise to a shortfall of our own of over 2,000 homes over the plan period.  
As such, whilst we are committed to maximising housing supply, as 
demonstrated through our recent delivery record, and to working 
together to understand how housing needs can be met as fully as 
possible, we are not in a position at this stage to accommodate any of 
the unmet needs which would arise from Crawley. Whilst it is 
appreciated that our Core Strategy recognises that migration between 
our respective areas (and beyond) would continue and be facilitated 
within our requirement of 460 homes per annum, we would reiterate that 
there is no specific quantified allowance for Crawley’s unmet needs 
within our adopted plan. We would welcome additional clarity in 
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paragraph 2.31 to acknowledge that the new neighbourhoods currently 
under construction around Horley are meeting Reigate & Banstead’s 
own housing needs; as currently drafted and read in the context of the 
preceding paragraph, it could be interpreted otherwise.  
With respect to our housing markets, we would welcome additional 
clarification within paragraph 12.39 to more accurately reflect the 
relationships which exist between our respective areas. Whilst we 
acknowledge and agree that, as set out earlier in the document 
(paragraph 2.27), there are some overlaps between the housing 
markets of Reigate & Banstead (which is within an East Surrey HMA) 
and Crawley (within the Northern West Sussex HMA), these links are 
localised, particularly to our southernmost settlement of Horley which 
shares some characteristics of the NWS HMA but is fundamentally 
separated from it. As drafted, paragraph 12.39 could be interpreted as 
suggesting a much greater degree of interaction between our housing 
markets than the evidence supports.  
Given the likely scale of unmet need, we welcome and support the 
commitment in Policy H1 to consider all reasonable opportunities for 
housing development and the expression of the housing requirement as 
a minimum figure. Allied to this, we also strongly support the proposed 
application of minimum density ranges (Policy CD4) to all new 
development to support the most effective use of Crawley’s constrained 
supply of land within the built up area. This approach is broadly 
consistent with the “urban areas first” strategy set out in our own Core 
Strategy. 

REP197/823 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Policy H8 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople  
Through our own Development Management Plan (DMP), we have 
sought to meet full need identified in our latest Gypsy & Traveller 
Accommodation Assessment, including those households who meet the 
equalities definition but not necessarily the planning definitions within 
the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. It is our expectation that our 
partners across Surrey and the Gatwick Diamond will seek to do 
likewise through their emerging Plans in order to ensure the needs of 
this group are properly planned for.  
The proposed allocations within our DMP, including provision on 
sustainable urban extensions, are capable of meeting our pitch and plot 
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needs over the plan period in full; however, there is no surplus available 
to accommodate unmet needs from elsewhere.  
We note the latest evidence that there is no immediate need for gypsy 
and traveller sites within Crawley, but that a need for 10 pitches later in 
the plan period is likely due to household formation. It is noted that the 
draft Plan proposes to meet this potential need in full through the 
allocation of a reserve site and we strongly support this positive 
approach to planning for future needs. We believe that it is important 
that this allocation is maintained to provide flexibility, particularly the 
plan acknowledges that local constraints result in “limited opportunities 
for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople to bring forward sites 
themselves”. 

Rusper Parish Council 
REP183/705 Rusper 

Parish 
Council 

Policy H3g Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan 
Review as follows: 
Policy H3g: Urban Extensions 
Rusper Parish Council has concerns about the suitability of this policy in 
relation to Rusper for the following reasons: 
• Your plan states that the Crawley character is a compact town 

within a countryside setting. If development to the west takes place 
the countryside would be harmed. This would impact the wellbeing 
of both Rusper and Ifield residents who enjoy open access direct to 
the countryside. 

• This area of countryside is an important habitat. 
• More information is required for the proposed Western Relief road. 

If this travels through Rusper the impact would be devastating to 
the countryside, homes and life quality of residents. Rusper Parish 
Council would ask to be involved in the development of this.  

• Expansion into Rusper would impact heavily on the character of 
Rusper, the lifestyle of its residents and its infrastructure. 

Rusper Parish Council would propose an addition to this policy that if 
expansion to the west is proposed that the impact assessment takes 
into account the effect of development here on Rusper, considering the 
combined effects of Kilnwood Vale and Land North of Horsham.  

Comments noted. The land promoted by 
Homes England is located within Horsham and 
will be considered as part of the Horsham 
District Plan review (including being assessed 
as part of their Sustainability Appraisal and 
other supporting evidence documents and 
subject to public consultation and independent 
examination). The Horsham Local Plan Review 
timetable can be found at: 
https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-
policy/local-development-scheme  
However, the Crawley Local Plan Review 
acknowledges that development on the edges 
of Crawley’s administrative boundaries has 
taken place over the years to varying degrees 
of involvement, and agreement, of Crawley 
Borough Council. In such cases, much of the 
impact on infrastructure and strategic facilities 
and services falls on Crawley. 
Whilst Crawley Borough Council is not able to 
direct development outside of its administrative 
area, Crawley’s proposed draft policy on urban 
extensions seeks to establish the expectations 

https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-development-scheme
https://beta.horsham.gov.uk/planning/planning-policy/local-development-scheme
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Please note that expansion to the west of Crawley does not accord with 
the emerging Rusper Neighbourhood Plan, which can be viewed here: 
https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-
submission-plan  
Rusper Parish Council would appreciate being part of any discussions 
that take place surrounding expansion to the west or a relief road. 

of the council should an urban extension or 
proposed development come forward on the 
borough’s administrative boundaries. 
Furthermore, Crawley Borough Council is 
working closely with its neighbouring 
authorities to consider the unmet needs of 
Crawley over the Plan period, including 
working with Horsham District Council in 
respect of considering the promotion of the 
land to the west of Crawley by Homes 
England. 

Southern Water 
REP131/365 Southern 

Water 
Policy IN1 Southern Water supplies potable water to the majority of the urbanised 

area of Crawley Borough. In this regard, please find our responses to 
consultation questions in respect of specific policies set out below.  
Strategic Policy IN1 – Infrastructure Provision (p84)  
→ Is the approach taken by this policy in respect of the infrastructure 
demands arising from development, and direct impacts of development 
on infrastructure, appropriate and justified?  
This policy is both appropriate and justified, as it is important to ensure 
that there is adequate water supply infrastructure to serve new 
development in order to ensure the level of service to existing 
customers is not adversely impacted.  
→ Are there ways in which the policy can/should provide further 
clarification regarding the relationship between different types of 
developer contributions?  
Network reinforcement, required as a result of new development, is 
funded through the new infrastructure charge, introduced in April 2018. 
There is currently a charge to developers of £200 per property, however 
this charge is waived for water efficient development. Details can be 
found on our website https://www.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-
charges. NB charges are reviewed annually. 

Support noted.  

REP131/366 Southern 
Water 

Policy IN2 Policy IN2 – The Location and Provision of New Infrastructure (p85)  
→ Is this policy justified and necessary?  
This policy is both appropriate and justified, as it is important to ensure 
that new or improved water supply infrastructure can be provided as 

Support noted.  

https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-submission-plan
https://rusper-np.org.uk/regulation-14-rusper-neighbourhood-pre-submission-plan
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required during the lifetime of the Local Plan. This will help to ensure 
timely provision of additional capacity to meet the demand arising from 
new and existing development. 

REP131/367 Southern 
Water 

Policy H2 Strategic Policy H2 – Key Housing Sites (p140)  
For information purposes, we would highlight that our assessment of the 
proposed development sites revealed that there are pipelines under the 
following sites that will need to be taken into account when designing 
the proposed developments;  
Forge Wood, Pound Hill  
Zurich House, East Park  
Upper Floors, 7 – 13 The Broadway & 1 - 3 Queens Square, Northgate, 
Crawley  
Breezehurst Drive Playing Fields, Bewbush  
102 – 112 London Road & 2 – 4 Tushmore Lane  
116 – 136 London Road  
Oak Tree Filling Station, 114 London Road  
Telford Place, Three Bridges  
County Buildings  
Land North of the Boulevard  
Crawley College  
Easements would be required, the width being dependent on existing 
pipe sizes and depths. Any easement should be clear of all proposed 
buildings and substantial tree planting. Developers of these sites should 
contact Southern Water for further information. 

Noted. 

REP131/368 Southern 
Water 

Policy SDC1 Strategic Policy SDC1 – Sustainable Design and Construction (p180)  
→ Do the minimum Energy and Water requirements for BREEAM 
‘Excellent’ represent an appropriate standard for new non-domestic 
buildings? If not, what (if any) benchmark or requirement should be 
used?  
Southern Water supports the council’s aim to require minimum 
BREEAM ‘Excellent’ standards for water for non-domestic buildings. 

Support Noted. 
 

REP131/369 Southern 
Water 

Policy SDC3 Strategic Policy SDC3 – Tackling Water Stress (p186)  
→ Is the ‘optional’ building regulations standard for water efficiency in 
new dwellings still appropriate and justified in Crawley?  
Crawley is within an area of serious water stress, as identified by the 
Environment Agency. It is therefore appropriate to apply the optional 

Support Noted. 
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building regulations standard of 110 l/p/d water efficiency for new 
development as a minimum standard. Southern Water is encouraging 
developers to meet or exceed this standard by waiving the new 
connection charge for water efficient development 
(https://www.southernwater.co.uk/infrastructure-charges)  
→ Is it reasonable and appropriate to set a more advanced aspirational 
target of 100 or 80 litres/person/day?  
Southern Water supports this approach as it aligns with our own ‘Target 
100’ water efficiency programme. Target 100 is our long-term plan to 
reduce daily water consumption to 100 litres per person by 2040, with a 
mid-term target of 120 litres by 2025 (from current consumption rates of 
around 129 litres). In turn, Southern Water plans to reduce the amount 
of water lost through leakage from our pipes by 15% by 2025 and by 
40% by 2050.  
In addition, higher standards of water efficiency in new development will 
equate to greater long term sustainability – with the potential to delay or 
reduce the need to increase abstraction or find new sources of water 
supply, which in turn will help to minimise impacts on the environment 
and save customers’ money.  
We would add that in conjunction with measures to improve water 
efficiency, the policy should also seek to protect existing water 
resources, by ensuring new development does not have an 
unacceptable impact on the quality and potential yield of ground and 
surface water sources.  
→ Is it appropriate and reasonable for the Policy to anticipate any future 
tightening of water efficiency standards by the government in relation to 
new dwellings?  
Scientific research around climate change and its predicted impacts is 
continuously evolving, and in tandem with this is an ongoing 
requirement to increase water supplies to meet the needs of a growing 
population. It is therefore important to ensure that water efficiency 
policies can quickly adapt to any changes to the predicted future 
availability of water in the environment. Southern Water therefore 
supports the council’s approach as it will enable this policy to 
automatically align with any future tightening of government standards 
on water efficiency.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Policy SDC3 amended.  
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→ Are the BREEAM requirements in respect of new non-residential 
buildings and extensions/ changes of use appropriate and justified?  
It is important that not only residential, but all new development should 
be required to meet higher standards of water efficiency. Without a 
comprehensive approach, it will be more difficult to achieve meaningful 
savings. 

Sport England 
REP150/450 Sport 

England 
1.14 Thank you for inviting Sport England to review the draft local plan. Sport 

England is current working with Crawley Borough Council (CBC) on the 
Playing Pitch Assessment and Indoor Sports Study which are 
mentioned in 1.14 page 11 of the draft local plan (DLP).   
The current documents which are referenced in the Background Studies 
and Evidence Base Documents (pages 209 – 213), i.e. The Crawley 
PPG 17 Open sport and Recreation Assessment (2008), The Crawley 
Playing Pitch Strategy for Outdoor Sports (2005) and the Crawley 
Playing Pitch Assessment (2013), are in my opinion not sound.  It is 
anticipated that the joint work we are doing with CDC will be completed 
in Spring 2020 and will ensure that Crawley has a sound evidence base 
for sport. 
An advantage of carrying out the work following the Sport England 
methodology is that it advises that annual reviews of the studies known 
as Stage E meetings which will assist in the monitoring and review. 

Noted.  The Playing Pitch Strategy and Indoor 
and Outdoor Sports Facilities Strategy are 
underway, alongside the Open Space, Sport 
and Recreation Study. Sport England’s 
involvement is welcomed.   
 
 

REP150/451 Sport 
England 

Vision Sport England supports Crawley’s vision, in particular that Crawley’s 
parklands and open spaces, its sporting, and leisure facilities along with 
its cultural offer will be enhanced, for the benefit of local people and 
visitors.  The council is to be commended for making such a bold 
statement on the commitment of enhancing the area with sporting and 
leisure facilities. 

Support noted 

REP150/453 Sport 
England 

Wellbeing & 
Communities 
page 33 

Sport England supports the aims set out in the Wellbeing & 
Communities on page 33 of the DLP.  

Support noted 

REP150/452 Sport 
England 

Policy SD2 I would like to make a couple of observations on Strategic Policy SD2: 
Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing.   Sport England & Public 
Health England’s Active Design guidance 
http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-

Reference to the Sport England and Public 
Heath Active Design guidance has been 
referenced in the Reasoned Justification 
supporting the Policy (para. 3.16). This has 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
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sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/ sets out established 
guidance on how the design and layout of new developments can be 
planned to make communities more active and healthier and some of 
the principles in this guidance could be referenced  in the policy.  This is 
in line with Section 8 promoting healthy and safe communities in the 
revised NPPF.  
The policy or the supporting text could also make reference to the 
expectation that development will accord with the guidance in the Essex 
Design Guide. The latest review of the guide: 
https://www.essexdesignguide.co.uk which covers the full range of 
residential urban design guidance matters has embedded Active Design 
principles throughout the guidance. The supporting text to the policy 
should refer to the Essex Design Guide and/or the Active Design 
guidance to signpost applicants to detailed advice. 

included setting out the “Ten Principles of 
Active Design” and providing the weblink. 
 
The principles in Essex guide will be 
considered to be incorporated into the Urban 
Design SPD Review where useful and 
relevant. Reference has been made to this, 
including the link, in the Reasoned Justification 
supporting the Policy (para. 3.16). 

REP150/454 Sport 
England 

Policy CD2 
& CD3 

Again, with reference to Strategic Policy CD2: Making Successful 
Places: Principles of Good Urban Design and Strategic Policy CD3: 
Local Character and Design of New Development, I believe the 
inclusion of Active Design, as mentioned above will strengthen these 
policies. 

Comment noted. Reference to ‘active travel’ 
has been included into Policy CD2g).  

REP150/455 Sport 
England 

Policy CD3 With regards to Strategic Policy CD3: Local Character and Design of 
New Development, Sport England produced specialist design guidance 
many years ago to ensure that all sections of the community could 
easily access every type of sports building:    
https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-
2010.pdf   
I would advise that this document is referenced as a design document. 

Detailed design guidance can be considered 
later as part of any review of the Crawley 
Urban Design SPD. 

REP150/456 Sport 
England 

 Sport England is supportive of principles in the Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation section.  This will be better underpinned when the new 
studies mentioned at the beginning are completed and adopted. 

Support for policies OS1 – OS3 in relation to 
Open Space, Sport and Recreation noted. The 
study review is expected to be completed by 
mid-2020. 

REP150/457 Sport 
England 

Policy OS1 Strategic Policy OS1: Open Space, Sport and Recreation, is basically 
from the NPPF paragraph 97, but I welcome the final paragraph of the 
policy: Whilst a site may be surplus to requirements as open space it 
may still be of environmental or cultural value; or the site’s development 
may have unacceptable visual or amenity impact, or adversely affect its 
wider green infrastructure functions, including for climate change 

Support Noted. 

http://www.sportengland.org/facilities-planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/
https://www.essexdesignguide.co.uk/
https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-2010.pdf
https://www.sportengland.org/media/4508/accessible-sports-facilities-2010.pdf
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mitigation. Therefore, applicants should also carefully consider the 
character and other environmental policies in the Plan.  I would also 
suggest that the site should be tested in the market place to gauge 
interest from other sports and community groups to use the site, but the 
valuation should be for D2 use, not the hope value of the site. 

REP150/458 Sport 
England 

Policy OS2 Sport England supports Strategic Policy OS2: Provision of Open Space 
and Recreational Facilities.   

Support noted 

REP150/459 Sport 
England 

 Sport England supports Crawley’s Economic Growth & Social Mobility 
vision as set out on page 88.  I would like CBC to consider the following 
when assessing uses within employment land: 
Sport makes a huge contribution to the lives of individuals, to the 
economy and to society. Sport England has undertaken research to 
examine the economic value of sport in England.  The main conclusions 
are: 
In 2010, sport and sport-related activity generated Gross Value Added 
(GVA) of £20.3 billion – 1.9% of the England total.  This placed sport 
within the top 15 industry sectors in England and larger than sale and 
repair of motor vehicles, insurance, telecoms services, legal services 
and accounting 
Sport and sport-related activity is estimated to support over 400,000 full-
time equivalent jobs – 2.3% of all jobs in England. Sport also generates 
a range of wider benefits, both for individuals and society. 
The benefits of playing sport include the well-being/happiness of 
individuals taking part, improved health and education, a reduction in 
youth crime, environmental benefits, stimulating regeneration and 
community development, and benefits to the individual and wider 
society through volunteering 
Consumption of sport benefits include the well-being/happiness of 
spectators, and the national pride/feel good factor through sporting 
success/achievement. 
Sport England’s Economic Value of Sport – Local Model (updated 
Nov 2015) 
All local authorities in England can demonstrate how sport benefits their 
economy using our new Economic Value of Sport – Local Model. 
The model produces area based (local authority, county sport 
partnership and local enterprise partnership) estimates on sports’ 

Noted. The Local Plan recognises that the 
sport and recreation industry makes an 
important contribution to the Crawley economy. 
This is reflected in the Economy Chapter of the 
plan which specifically designates Broadfield 
Stadium and K2 Crawley as a Main 
Employment Area. 
 
Within the Main Employment Areas, the Local 
Plan applies a flexible approach that supports 
a range of economic growth, including through 
commercial sport and leisure. The Plan also 
recognises that Crawley Town Centre itself 
provides an important commercial recreational 
and leisure offer, and also provides flexibility 
for commercial sport/recreational uses at 
Manor Royal Business District where these are 
of a scale and function that supports, and does 
not undermine, its established business role 
and function. 
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contribution to the local economy in the form of business output (GVA) 
and jobs plus wider benefits like health.  I am attaching a copy of the 
model for Crawley Borough Council which can be found at 
https://www.sportengland.org/research/benefits-of-sport/economic-
value-of-sport/ 
Some of the key headlines for the Crawley are: 
It is estimated that there are 852 jobs created as a result of participation 
in sport in the District at GVA of £31.1m 
https://www.sportengland.org/our-work/partnering-local-
government/tools-directory/economic-value-of-sport-local-model/  
The total direct economic value of sport to the District as whole is 
£50.3m with a total employment of 1289 people.  This is interesting 
because referring to nomis 
http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157342/report.aspx, 
they suggest that the latest figures indicate that 1,250 people were 
employed in the Arts, Entertainment and Recreation Industry (section) in 
2017.  This equates to 1.3% of the working population, which is the 
same number as people employed in the Electricity, Gas Steam and Air 
Condition Supply and more than employed within Water Supply, 
Sewage Waste Management and remediation Activates, Real Estate 
and Other Service Activities.   
Non-participation GVA of sport (spectating, gambling etc.) is estimated 
to be £18.2m, creating 437 jobs.  Another benefit of sport is the £49.4m 
in health savings, £11.9 in volunteering and a further £5.9m in wider 
spending.  
Another impact which should be considered is sport’s education and 
mentoring programs for young people which are continually highlighted 
for their success in engaging with low achievers at school and equipping 
them with jobs and qualifications, which other employment sectors have 
not been able to achieve:     
https://www.sportengland.org/research/benefits-of-sport/social-value-of-
sport/  
It is Sport England’s contention that the Crawley Borough Plan should 
consider D2 sports uses, e.g. fitness clubs, gyms, climbing centres and 
five aside centres, to be acceptable on employment sites, as they do 
create sustainable employment opportunities and provide work 

http://www.nomisweb.co.uk/reports/lmp/la/1946157342/report.aspx
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experience and qualifications in cases for the less academically 
inclined. 
When sports facilities are designed in as part of an employment park 
e.g. Wolverhampton Business Park or Harwell Science Park, it creates 
a better and more sustainable working environment and therefore an 
attractive area for business to locate in or relocate to.  
It should also not be overlooked that there are usually more 
employment opportunities generated through a commercial gym, e.g. 
David Lloyd Gyms or commercial football like Football First, or a 
gymnastics club D2 use, than a 500,000m2 B8 use. 
In conclusion, Sport England wishes the Crawley Borough Plan to 
acknowledge that commercial sports (not retail) are a Bona Fide use on 
Industrial and Business parks creating employment as well as inputting 
into the local economy. Therefore, they should be treated like any other 
business when applying for planning permission for change of use or 
new development on sites covered in this Plan. 
I trust that my suggestions and comments will be given due 
consideration. However, if you require any clarification on any of the 
issues raised, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Surrey County Council 
REP147/434 Surrey 

County 
Council 

Para. 6.1 – 
6.4 

Our heritage comments reflect SCC’s position as archaeological 
advisors to Crawley Borough Council (CBC). 
Heritage  
We would strongly recommend revisiting the introductory section 
(paragraphs 6.1 – 6.4), which misunderstands the archaeology of the 
area and omits key periods including the Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, 
Roman and Medieval. CBC could consult SCC or the WSCC Historic 
Environment Record (HER) in order to have this section drafted more 
accurately. 
Part of the section also relies on the Borough’s 2008 Heritage Strategy 
however, apart from providing HER access, this relationship with WSCC 
for archaeological advice has now been dissolved and advice is now 
sought from an external provider on a case-by-case basis. As a result, 
there is a lack of strategic coverage for archaeology; the Local Plan 
could be more robust on its archaeological position and policy 

This has been redrafted to provide a more 
accurate summary of Crawley’s archaeology.  
Policy HA7 has been added to provide specific 
coverage of archaeological heritage assets.  
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statements to ensure the Borough remains compliant with national 
planning policy and guidance. 

REP147/435 Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy HA1 Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets  
In order to set out the clear operation of the policy in practice, the policy 
itself should specify in what circumstances a Heritage Impact 
Assessment or an archaeological Desk Based Assessment would be 
required. It is also not made clear why Historic England “Level 2” is the 
minimum acceptable level of recording structures: this determination 
should be made on a case-by-case basis, and this level of recording is 
not appropriate for archaeological heritage assets - which is not 
clarified. In addition, Scheduled Ancient Monuments and Other Assets 
should be given their own specific archaeological policy to better 
accommodate their individual special requirements. This would provide 
clarity for developers and residents in line with Crawley’s other Heritage 
Assets listed in the policy.  
In response to the five questions posed on p.71, our responses are as 
follows:  
1. Yes.  
2. Natural environment heritage assets such as Ancient Woodland, 

Veteran Trees and Hedgerows should be added to the list to 
ensure that should development proposals affect these features, 
they can be considered for their heritage value within written 
assessments, as well as their environmental contribution.  

3. The policy does not adequately reflect national planning policy as 
the archaeological coverage is thin and conflated with Heritage 
Impact Assessments.  

4. No comments.  
5. The requirements for the production of an archaeological 

assessment should be set out more clearly as we’ve outlined above 
and as they are in the validation documents.  

The policy text and Reasoned Justification in 
relation to recording have been amended to 
clarify that the recording level/scheme of 
investigation must be agreed with the council.  
Policy HA7 has been added to provide specific 
coverage of archaeological heritage assets.  
Text added to the Reasoned Justification of 
HA1 acknowledging that Ancient 
Woodland/Veteran Trees can have or 
contribute to heritage significance and should 
be considered as part of HIA where 
appropriate, even though other strong 
protections may also be applicable. 
See additional policy HA7 in respect of 
archaeology.  
 
 

REP147/436 Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures and 
Strategic Policy HA5: Locally Listed Buildings  
Strategic policy HA4 and HA5 both demonstrate a requirement to record 
Listed Buildings and Locally Listed Buildings to Historic England “Level 
4” should demolition be proposed. However, similar to strategic policy 
HA1, further justification of this is required as this is usually a 

The policy text in each case has been altered 
to state instead that the scheme of 
investigation is to be agreed with the council 
and proportionate to the importance of the 
asset and the nature of the impact, in line with 
NPPF para. 199. 
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determination that should be made on a case-by-case basis. In 
response to question 3 on p.76, there is no specific need to include 
Listed Buildings provisions where demolition is required as these can be 
dealt with through the Conservation Area process or Listed Buildings 
legislation and guidance. 

Demolition of an unlisted building in a 
Conservation Area requires planning 
permission, CA consent no longer applying in 
England. Provisions in respect of Listed 
Buildings have been amended to refer to 
‘substantial loss or harm’ for consistency with 
the NPPF, enabling the decision-maker to 
weigh impacts in relation to the benefits or 
justification of a proposal. 

REP147/437 Surrey 
County 
Council 

Policy HA6 Strategic Policy HA6: Historic Parks and Gardens  
In response to question 1 on p.77, as Crawley has no nationally 
Registered Parks and/or Gardens, we would question whether this 
policy is necessary. Instead, we suggest that Strategic Policy HA3 could 
be amended and reinforced to include the class of locally-significant 
sites that Strategic Policy HA6 is designed to cover. 

Noted. However, we believe that the ASLC 
designation and the Historic Parks and 
Gardens designation are sufficiently different to 
justify distinct policies. The risk of consolidating 
them into a combined policy is that the policy 
may either become too vague, or too unwieldy. 

REP147/438 Surrey 
County 
Council 

 Early Years Education Provision  
Our Early Years comments are based on the vast majority of new 
housing to be delivered through the new Forge Wood neighbourhood in 
the north east of the borough. There are 2 full day care nurseries within 
1.1 miles of the West Sussex/Surrey border in the north eastern area of 
Crawley. There are 6 other settings in this area which are extended day 
care provisions that offer a combination of different sessions running 
between 8am – 3pm.  
Early Years census information indicates that our full day care settings 
(8am-6pm) in the north east of Crawley were running at an average of 
50% full in January 2019. Therefore there is potential capacity to 
accommodate additional children within a full day care setting. 
Most of the extended day care settings (9am-3pm) in the same area are 
operating at near capacity. There is sufficient childcare for extended day 
care at this current time but the settings could not withstand any 
additional pressure from development close by. Therefore SCC would 
expect any developer to contribute towards early years provision should 
any development within Crawley generate an additional need. 

The Forge Wood neighbourhood already has 
planning permission and includes provision for 
Early Years Education as part of the 
Community Centre which will be delivered as 
part of the development.   
 
More widely developer contributions can be 
sought towards Education facilities as part of a 
planning permission. This could be in the form 
of CIL or S106. The position set out in the 
Planning Obligations Annex for the draft 
Regulation 19 consultation Local Plan review 
document is to seek S106. 

REP147/433 Surrey 
County 
Council 

 Highways  
Our highways comments concern the A23 and B2036, two of the main 
roads running through Crawley into Surrey.  

 
The Transport strategy and modelling is to be 
updated and will assess the cumulative 
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The plan includes about 1400 dwellings within the Pound Hill North and 
Forge Wood ward located west of the B2036. Such development at 
Pound Hill North and Forge Wood would have an impact on the B2036 
which crosses into Surrey at Horley up to the junction with the A23 at 
the Chequers junction north of Horley. The enhanced employment 
opportunities at Manor Royal would also lead to additional traffic on the 
A23, with impacts at the Chequers junction north of Horley.  
Any development proposals would have to include an assessment of 
vehicle movements on the B2036 and A23 into Reigate and Banstead. 
Furthermore, wider Transport Assessment should take place before 
committing to strategic sites. The process should include the cumulative 
assessment of committed developments in southern Reigate and 
Banstead, Mole Valley and Tandridge along with any known 
implications of the Gatwick expansion proposals. 

impacts of planned developments beyond 
Crawley. Liaison with SCC will form part of this 
work. 
 
The Forge Wood development is already 
permitted and under construction with over 
1000 properties already occupied.   

Thames Water 
REP22/059 Thames 

Water 
5.18 We support paragraph 5.18.  

We recognise the environmental benefits of trees and supports 
increased tree planting. However, in order for the public sewers and 
water supply network to operate satisfactorily, trees, and shrubs should 
not be planted over the route of the sewers or water pipes. 

Support noted. 
For clarity, this paragraph has been repeated 
in the supporting text to the tree replacement 
policy (now Policy DD6). 

REP22/057 Thames 
Water 

Policy IN1 General wastewater [and water supply] infrastructure comments  
We support Policy IN1 in principle, but consider that it should be 
improved in relation to water supply and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure.  
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working 
relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to provide the 
support they need with regards to the provision of water supply and 
sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.  
Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. 
Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the infrastructure 
network are delivered alongside development could result in adverse 
impacts in the form of internal and external sewer flooding and pollution 
of land and water courses and/or low water pressure.  
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and 
Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be co-
ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the 

 
 
‘In Principle’ Support Noted.  
See comments below. 
The council has commissioned an updated 
Water Cycle Study in conjunction with 
neighbouring authorities to provide a clearer 
view of infrastructure requirements for water 
supply and sewage which are likely to arise 
over the Local Plan period, and of the 
deliverability of the growth strategy set out in 
the Local Plan. 
Amendments have been made to Policies IN1 
and H3g in respect of the phasing of 
infrastructure in relation to development. It is 
noted that concerns regarding the phasing of 
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capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the revised National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), July 2018, states: “Strategic 
policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and 
quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… 
infrastructure for waste management, water supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic 
policies should be used by local planning authorities and communities to 
set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or 
types of development. This can include allocating sites, the provision of 
infrastructure…”  
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-
going joint working between strategic policy-making authorities and 
relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and 
justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to determine 
where additional infrastructure is necessary….”  
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a 
section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out 
that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans 
of water and sewerage/wastewater companies align with development 
needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable 
development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306).  
It is important to consider the net increase in water and wastewater 
demand to serve the development and also any impact that 
developments may have off site, further down the network. The new 
Local Plan should therefore seek to ensure that there is adequate water 
and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames 
Water will work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any 
necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the 
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, 
it is important not to under estimate the time required to deliver 
necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades take 
around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & Water Treatment Works 
upgrades can take 3-5 years.  
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water 
supply) is met by Thames Water’s asset plans and from the 1st April 

waste-water infrastructure, as set out in the 
table accompanying this representation, relate 
specifically to the new Forge Wood 
neighbourhood, which remains Crawley’s only 
strategic site. This site already has outline 
planning permission, with reserved matters 
approval also having been granted in respect 
of over two-thirds of the development, and with 
over one third having already been built. 
Allocation of residual land in Forge Wood is 
proposed for a further 150 dwellings, with any 
further significant development north of Forge 
Wood likely to depend upon the progress of the 
proposed Area Action Plan for North Crawley. 
The projected phasing of residential 
development in Forge Wood and elsewhere is 
set out in Policy H2 and in the Housing 
Trajectory accompanying the plan.  
It is anticipated that the updated Water Cycle 
Study will identify any further amendments 
required to the Infrastructure chapter of the 
Plan in respect of the phasing of development 
and waste water infrastructure upgrades.   
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2018 network improvements will be from infrastructure charges per new 
dwelling. 
As from 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and 
wastewater companies charge for new connections has changed. The 
changes mean that more of Thames Water’s charges will be fixed and 
published, rather than provided on application, enabling you to estimate 
your costs without needing to contact us. The services affected include 
new water connections, lateral drain connections, water mains and 
sewers (requisitions), traffic management costs, income offsetting and 
infrastructure charges.  
Information on how off site network reinforcement is funded can be 
found here https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-
charging   
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with 
them at the earliest opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 of the revised 
NPPF) to establish the following:  
• The developments demand for water supply and network 

infrastructure both on and off site;  
• The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and 

network infrastructure both on and off site and can it be met; and  
• The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the 

development both on and off site and can it be met.  
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if 
capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are required for 
potable water, waste water and surface water requirements. Details on 
Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at: 
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning  
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we consider 
that the New Local Plan should include a specific policy on the key 
issue of the provision of water and sewerage/wastewater infrastructure 
to service development. This is necessary because it will not be 
possible to identify all of the water/sewerage infrastructure required over 
the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan 
in 5 year periods (Asset Management Plans or AMPs). We recommend 
the Local Plan include the following policy/supporting text: 

https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/New-connection-charging
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PROPOSED NEW WATER SUPPLY/WASTEWATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY TEXT:  
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which 
result in the need for off-site upgrades, will be subject to 
conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the delivery of 
necessary infrastructure upgrades.”  
“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is 
adequate water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new 
developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the 
water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their 
development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist 
with identifying any potential water and wastewater network 
reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint 
the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply 
phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of 
the relevant phase of development.” 

REP22/08 Thames 
Water 

IN2 We support Policy IN2 in principle, but consider that it should be 
improved in relation to water supply and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure.  
Local Plans should consider the requirements of the utilities for land to 
enable them to meet the demands that will be placed upon them. This is 
necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water and 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to 
the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year periods 
(AMPs). Thames Water are currently in the AMP6 period which runs 
from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 2020 and does not therefore cover the 
whole Local Plan period. AMP7 will cover the period from 1st April 2020 
to 31st March 2025. The Price Review, whereby the water companies’ 
AMP7 Business Plan will be agreed with Ofwat during 2019.  
We therefore request that the new Local Plan include the following 
policy/supporting text: 
“The development or expansion of water supply or waste water 
facilities will normally be permitted, either where needed to serve 
existing or proposed development in accordance with the 
provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long 

Clause added to Policy IN2 relating to 
long/medium term resilience of infrastructure. 
Otherwise the wording included in the 
Regulation 19 draft seems at least as 
supportive as proposed here.  
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term water supply and waste water management, provided that the 
need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or 
environmental impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.” 

REP22/529 Thames 
Water 

Policy GAT2 Further to our letter dated 2nd August we would like to make the 
following additional comments: 
Strategic Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land Consultation Questions: 
Should the Local Plan 2035 continue to safeguard land for a future 
wide-spaced runway at Gatwick Airport, or not? Why do you think 
this? 
We support Option 2 to delete the Gatwick Airport Safeguarded Land 
policy. 
The safeguarded area includes Thames Water’s Crawley Sewage 
Works and therefore is directly affected by Policy GAT2 which provides 
uncertainty in relation to future upgrades at the sewage works. 
There are currently no approved plans for an additional runway at 
Gatwick Airport and this does not form part of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy and therefore the safeguarding should be removed. 
The consultation sets out at paragraph 10.21 that if the safeguarding is 
removed “…the council will consider appropriate land uses across the 
whole area, potentially through an Area-wide Action Plan. Individual 
applications in this area in advance of the conclusion of that work will be 
considered to be premature.” 
Any such review of development opportunities in the area, where they 
are within 800m of Crawley Sewage Works, the developer or local 
authority should liaise with Thames Water to consider whether an odour 
impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and 
potential planning application submission. The odour impact 
assessment would determine whether the proposed development would 
result in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new 
occupiers would be located in closer proximity to a sewage treatment 
works. 
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, February 2019, sets out that: “Planning 
policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and 
local environment by: ….e) preventing new and existing development 
from contributing to, being put at unacceptable risk from, or being 
adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise 

Support for removing safeguarding noted. 
The council does not consider the 
government’s draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 
2050, provides a definitive steer as to whether 
or not the council will be required to safeguard 
land for a southern runway at Gatwick Airport 
moving forward. There is a significant need for 
Strategic Employment Land in Crawley over 
the Plan period to 2035, which cannot be met 
within the borough boundary if safeguarding 
remains in place.  
Therefore, the Local Plan makes a 
commitment to assess, through an Area Action 
Plan (AAP), how land that has been subject to 
safeguarding can most appropriately be 
planned for. Therefore, Regulation 19 Local 
Plan does not retain the safeguarded land 
designation. It instead designates an AAP. This 
will enable the potential growth and operational 
needs of the airport to be properly considered, 
alongside significant other development needs 
in Crawley, including employment and housing 
opportunities; infrastructure needs including a 
western link road, sustainable transport, and 
education; environmental, landscape and 
heritage assets to be protected.  The 
implications of the presence of the Crawley 
Sewage Treatment Works will be considered 
as part of this work.  Should the evidence 
demonstrate that part or all of the area 
previously safeguarded could be used for other 
purposes, the AAP will fully assess the 
economic growth potential of the borough in a 



71 
 

Representor/ 
Representation 
Reference 

Name/ 
Organisation 

Policy/ 
Para/ Page 
No. 

Comments CBC Response 

pollution or land instability. Development should, wherever possible, 
help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin 
management plans…” 
Paragraph 180 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions 
should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location 
taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of 
pollution on health, living conditions and the natural environment, as 
well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts 
that could arise from the development….” 
The odour impact study would establish whether new resident’s amenity 
will be adversely affected by the sewage works and it would set the 
evidence to establish an appropriate amenity buffer. On this basis, text 
similar to the following should be incorporated into the Neighbourhood 
Plan: “When considering sensitive development, such as residential 
uses, close to the Sewage Treatment Works, a technical assessment 
should be undertaken by the developer or by the Council. The technical 
assessment should be undertaken in consultation with Thames Water. 
The technical assessment should confirm that either: (a) there is no 
adverse amenity impact on future occupiers of the proposed 
development or; (b) the development can be conditioned and mitigated 
to ensure that any potential for adverse amenity impact is avoided.” 
If the Local Plan does continue to safeguard land, should the 
boundary proposed for Option 3 in Gatwick Airport’s draft Master 
Plan be used as the boundary of the safeguarded area? 
We do not agree that the Local Plan should continue to safeguard the 
land as there is no justification for this. However, if it does, Crawley 
Sewage Works should be removed from the safeguarding. 

less constrained scenario.  The most 
appropriate, sustainable locations for 
development and infrastructure with the AAP 
area will be assessed and identified as part of 
the AAP. Prior to the adoption of the AAP, only 
minor extensions to existing buildings will be 
permitted in the previously safeguarded area.  
 

REP22/061 Thames 
Water 

H2 The information contained within the new Local Plan will be of 
significant value to Thames Water as we prepare for the provision of 
future infrastructure.  
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments 
from desktop assessments on sewerage/waste water network and 
waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites, 
but more detailed modelling may be required to refine the requirements.  

Comments and information noted. The current 
Housing Trajectory shows levels of anticipated 
developments and timescales for this to be 
brought forward. However, this only applies to 
development within Crawley, and needs to be 
considered against impact from potential wider 
strategic proposals (west of Crawley etc.).  
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Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would 
be beneficial to understand: 
• What drainage requirements are required on and off site  
• Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated  
It should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage 
network assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to 
enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As a developer has 
the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water 
Industry Act we may also request a drainage planning condition if a 
network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place 
ahead of occupation of the development. This will avoid adverse 
environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution.  
Waste-water/Sewage Treatment Works upgrades take longer to design 
and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a 
major treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up 
to ten years to plan, design, obtain approvals and build. (*attached site 
spreadsheet*) 

Amendments have been made to the 
supporting text to Policy IN1 to reflect the 
comments made. 

REP22/060 Thames 
Water 

Policy EP1 The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a 
sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities in 
areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river 
and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers".  
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise 
that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be 
developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage 
treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract 
water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is 
likely that these existing works will need to be upgraded or extended to 
provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new 
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore 
accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development may be 
necessary in flood risk areas.  
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to ‘sewer 
flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure 
and capacity is not in place ahead of development.  

Noted. Draft Policy EP1 has been prepared to 
reflect national policy requirements as set out 
in the NPPF and Planning Practice Guidance: 
Flood Risk and Coastal Change. 
 
Noted. Water and/or Sewerage infrastructure is 
identified by PPG: Flood Risk and Coastal 
Change (Table 2) as Essential Infrastructure 
which has to be located in a flood risk area for 
operational reasons. The draft policy reflects 
this guidance. 
 
 
 
 
 
Noted. The policy has been worded so as to 
refer to floor risk from all sources, including 
fluvial, pluvial (surface water) and sewer 
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With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the 
developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, 
watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the 
quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order to 
maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer 
flooding.  
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and 
combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. 
Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far 
as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water enters the 
public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an 
important role in helping to ensure the sewerage network has the 
capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate 
change. 
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve 
water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide 
enhanced landscape and visual features; support wildlife; and provide 
amenity and recreational benefits.  
With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that the 
following paragraph should be included in the Neighbourhood Plan: “It 
is the responsibility of a developer to make proper provision for 
surface water drainage to ground, water courses or surface water 
sewer. It must not be allowed to drain to the foul sewer, as this is 
the major contributor to sewer flooding.” 

flooding. There is specific acknowledgement in 
relation to flooding from surface water and 
sewer overload at paragraph 15.12 of the 
supporting text. 
 
 
 
 
Noted. Part iii of draft Policy EC1 requires 
development to reduce peak surface water run-
off rates and annual volumes of run-off through 
the effective implementation, use and 
maintenance of SuDs (subject to technical 
feasibility or viability) 
 
 
 
Noted. This is consistent with the 
recommendations of the Water Cycle Study, 
and wording has been added to Policy EC1 to 
reflect this comment. 
 

West Sussex County Council 
REP155/498   Introduction 

This note sets out West Sussex County Council’s (WSCC) officer level 
response to the consultation on the Crawley Local Plan Review: Reg 18 
Consultation and the Draft Infrastructure Plan. It highlights key issues 
and suggested changes to which Crawley Borough Council (CBC) is 
requested to give consideration. We will continue to work with CBC in 
the preparation of the Local Plan Review and the Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan regarding WSCC service requirements in order to mitigate planned 
development. 

Responses provided on specific comments in 
later sections. 
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REP155/499 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

 Minerals and Waste (Planning) 
A steady and adequate supply of minerals and the achievement of 
sustainable waste management can help to achieve a District or 
Borough Council’s goals in relation to the economy, housing, transport, 
communications, strategic infrastructure and the environment.  
Therefore, District and Borough Local Plans should recognise the 
importance of minerals and waste issues as relevant to the scope of 
their overall strategies. 
Please consider the location of sites in relation to minerals and waste 
sites and safeguarded uses.  Consideration should be given to the Joint 
Minerals Local Plan, particularly Policy M9 (and associated guidance) 
on mineral safeguarding.  
Policy M9 of the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018) requires 
the safeguarding of existing minerals sites from non-mineral 
development, it also safeguards soft sand (including potential silica 
sand), sharp sand and gravel, brick-making clay, building stone 
resources and chalk reserves against sterilisation. The policy sets out 
proposals for non-mineral development within the Minerals Safeguarded 
Areas will not be permitted unless they meet the criteria set out.  The 
implementation of M9 requires cooperation between West Sussex 
County Council and the local planning authorities.  Applications for any 
development in a minerals safeguarding area should be the subject of 
consultation with West Sussex County Council. 
The West Sussex Waste Local Plan, 2014 (WLP) sets out the vision 
and strategic objectives for waste planning. Policy W10 of the WLP 
allocates sites to meet the identified shortfalls in transfers, recycling and 
recovery capacity set out in Policy W1 (Need for Waste Management).  
Policy W2 (Safeguarding Waste Management Sites and Infrastructure) 
seeks to safeguard existing waste sites and infrastructure for the 
achievement of sustainable waste management.  A list of safeguarded 
waste sites is listed in the West Sussex Monitoring Report 2017/18 
(www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf). 

Noted. Local Plan paragraph 9.46 outlines that 
the existing minerals site (the railhead and 
associated storage and handling facilities) at 
Crawley Goods Yard is safeguarded from other 
forms of development. Crawley Goods Yard, 
including its 250 metre buffer, is shown on the 
Local Plan Map, with a cross reference to the 
West Sussex Minerals Local Plan 2018. 
 

REP155/500 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 4.32 WSCC Highways  
To help with clarity there are a number of suggested amendments to 
paragraphs and policies: Paragraph 4.32 criterion 1 (Transport – 
Rail): 

Agreed: amendment made.  

http://www.westsussex.gov.uk/mwdf
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To aid clarity, it is suggested that criterion 1 is amended to read – Two 
of the best rail stations south of London, in terms of connectivity: 

• frequency of services, 
• journey times / express services; 
• number, variety and desirability of destinations served  

being Gatwick Airport and Three Bridges; 
REP155/501 West Sussex 

County 
Council 

Policy CD9 WSCC Highways: CD9 Crossovers 
There is concern that any ‘vehicle crossovers’ could result in a loss of 
public on street parking as it will effectively create private parking 
spaces.   

Comment noted. The policy seeks to cover this 
concern. 

REP155/520 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy LC6 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy LC6 High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty: 
Buchan Country Park is within the High Weald AONB and WSCC 
support the policy to include key requirements from the High Weald 
Management Plan. 

Support for inclusion of key requirements from 
the High Weald Management Plan is noted. 
Reference is made to the need to have regard 
to the Management Plan in the policy. More 
detail has now been provided in the supporting 
text to this policy drawn from the Management 
Plan and advice from the AONB Unit. 

REP155/517 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy OS3 WSCC Highways  
Policy OS3 – Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside: it is 
welcomed that PROWs will be protected and enhanced where 
appropriate; however, this is stated as only where PROWs are not 
considered unnecessary or not-needed within a development site.  The 
policy should be extended to enhance PROWs whenever part of a 
development proposal – laying improved, year-round useable surfaces 
or extending rights to cyclists (and horse riders where appropriate) will 
be of great value to achieve the plans Vision. 
CBC may wish to consider improvements or aspirations for sustainable 
travel in the wider area, such as: 

i. establishing a ‘Green Circle’ for walking and cycling around the 
borough with routes linking the centre; 

ii. developing links to surrounding areas, e.g. Kilnwood Vale, 
Buchan Country Park, the new Pease Pottage strategic site, 
Copthorne, Charlwood, Ifieldwood; 

Policy OS2 encourages provision of new public 
rights of way, and OS3 seeks to protect and 
enhance routes, to multi-functional routes.  The 
further suggestions will be beneficial for the 
emerging Crawley draft Transport Strategy.  
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iii. requiring all future footways/ footpaths to be provided for use 
by walkers and cyclists as a minimum.  Routes that can 
reasonably be used by horse riders too should be provided as 
new public bridleways; 

iv. paths designed and delivered for use by all ages and abilities. 
REP155/521 West Sussex 

County 
Council 

Policy OS3 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy OS3 Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside: the policy 
is clear and justified and reflects the aims of the West Sussex Rights of 
Way Improvement Plan.  

Comments and Support for Policy OS3 noted. 

REP155/502 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy IN1 WSCC Highways  
IN1: Infrastructure Provision: First paragraph  
This text should be strengthened by amending ‘and if mitigation can be 
provided’ to ‘and where mitigation is to be provided’. This will require 
the applicant to commit to a deliverable and funded strategy to provide 
the mitigation, rather than merely to demonstrate that such mitigation 
would be possible. 

This section of policy text has been reworked, 
and it is considered that the amended text 
incorporates the sense of this suggestion.     

REP155/518 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

 Education 
The numbers of new developments proposed, in addition to the adopted 
Local Plan (approx. 420) will equate to about 15 additional places per 
year of age. While these might be provided in the existing schools, it will 
ultimately depend on the housing mix. It is likely that an additional ½ FE 
is required at all secondary and primary schools. WSCC will continue to 
work with CBC to ensure that the correct provision is identified to be 
provided to mitigate planned development as the Plan develops to be 
identified in policy and/or the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

Noted.  CBC will continue to liaise with WSCC. 

REP155/523 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy IN3 Digital Infrastructure   
Policy IN3 supporting high quality communications: WSCC 
supports the NPPF section 10 paragraphs 112 – 116 which outline the 
approach to be taken through planning policy and decisions in planning 
in regard to supporting high quality communications and the siting of 
telecommunications infrastructure. This is also supported by the ‘Code 

Policy IN3 has been amended in accordance 
with WSCC advice. 
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of best practice on mobile network development in England’ published 
by DCLG. 
WSCC strongly support that planning authorities hold policies that 
prioritise how, in making planning deliberations, they ensure developers 
make provision for gigabit-capable full fibre network and welcomes 
Policy IN3 in ensuring new development is full-fibre ready.  
Policy IN3 refers to incorporating fibre optic cables directly into 
development, however it is requested that reference is made to 
‘gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure’ in order to provide future-
proofed broadband services and to support the delivery of future 
technologies. 

REP155/524 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

 Fire and Rescue Services  
Any increase in population, particularly over 65, will increase pressure 
on the service, as will any increase in commercial floorspace. WSCC 
would like to work with CBC following the Reg. 18 consultation to 
identify mitigation requirements from planned development to be 
reflected in policy and/or the Infrastructure Delivery Plan.  

This seems to concern cumulative pressures 
rather than individual site-specific mitigations, 
so we would anticipate this to be via CIL. There 
remains scope to seek fire hydrants on site, 
including through S106. 

REP207/918 West Sussex 
County 
Council 
Digital 
Infrastructure 
Team 

Policy IN3 
and Paras. 
8.15 – 8.22 

I can answer the consultation questions on behalf of WSCC’s Digital 
Infrastructure Team: 

1) Yes, I agree that the policy is justified and necessary. 
2) I would suggest not including further detail regarding the 

specification and standards of cabling as the technology is 
moving at pace and there is a danger that detailing 
specifications now will inhibit developers incorporating the 
latest technology in the future. 

3) No further clarification needed as the policy details all 
residential, employment and commercial development. 

4) Yes, reference is made to gigabit-capable full fibre broadband. 
5) We mooted creating a best practice guidance document along 

the lines of the WSCC Environmental guidance. I’ll ask 
Caroline West about the process for getting one drafted and 
how the Environment document was introduced and used with 
colleagues in planning authorities. 

*Attached Policy with suggested track changes* 

Support noted. 
 
The suggested amendments have been 
incorporated into the draft Plan Policy.  
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REP155/503 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy EC1 WSCC Highways  
EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth  
The policy refers to between 44.6 and 57.63 hectares of additional land 
for business use, on top of 13.19 hectares already identified - assumed 
to mean already allocated or consented - whilst the supporting text 
refers to 35 hectares unmet need. At present, although there is a 
hierarchy of land proposed, it is not yet clear what new employment 
land will be delivered in the borough over the plan period, what the plot 
ratio will be – floorspace per site area - nor what the mix is likely to be 
between different employment uses which have greatly differing density 
of square metres of floor area per job and proportions of traditional 
working times versus shift working.  
The provision of 44.6 hectares of additional employment space could 
lead to an increased demand for car travel in the morning peak hour (8-
9am) of between approximately 600 and 6000 vehicle trips, depending 
on these considerations, based on comparison to existing trip 
generation patterns for towns in Great Britain, excluding Greater London 
obtained from the TRICS database. This leads to the need for a full 
transport study to examine potential locations, site density and 
employment mix and how travel demand should be managed. 

Noted. The initial figures referred to in the 
Regulation 18 Local Plan have been subject to 
further work through the Economic Growth 
Assessment. The Regulation 19 Local Plan is 
therefore planning for a business land 
requirement of 33 hectares, which taking 
account of the current 12 hectares land supply 
pipeline, results in an outstanding business 
land requirement of 21 hectares over the Plan 
period. Based on the council’s uncapped 
housing requirement, there is a potential need 
for higher growth of 113 hectares business 
land. The scope to accommodate this within 
Crawley’s administrative area will be assessed 
in full through the Area Action Plan. 
Transport modelling will be updated in 
partnership with WSCC to commence based 
on the planned figure of 33 hectares business 
land growth, and will be updated through the 
Area Action Plan process. 

REP155/504 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy EC3 WSCC Highways  
EC3: Office Provision 
Identified need is stated at 169,020 office floorspace, although it is not 
stated whether this figure is for GIA or external floorspace.  Reference 
to the TRICs database indicates that that this level of GIA floorspace in 
B1(a) use could lead to 2160 additional motor vehicle trips in the AM 
peak hour, but this would be associated with a far greater level of uplift 
in jobs than that suggested in paragraph 9.35 of the supporting text of 
2800 jobs. Reference to employment density guidance from the HCA 
suggests that for this level of jobs to be associated with 169,020 square 
metres GIA, the employment would need to be at the lowest density of 
B1(b) research and development. A 50% B1(a) office/50% B1(b) mix 
would be associated with 5450 jobs at this floorspace leading to 1050 
AM peak trips. If floorspace is to be provided for 2800 additional jobs, 
this would be associated with around 500 AM peak hour trips. This 
analysis is broad brush and intended to illustrate the need for a 

Noted. As set out above, the Local Plan 
business land requirement, as informed by the 
Economic Growth Assessment, has now been 
updated. Based on the 33 hectare growth 
figure, a total need is identified for 27,200sqm 
new office floorspace. The EGA provides 
further detail on the Northern West Sussex 
office market, finding that the challenge for 
Crawley is not one of quantitative office supply, 
but qualitative, with a lack of Grade A office 
space supressing the Crawley office market. 
The Regulation 19 policy therefore seeks to 
address the qualitative office supply issue. The 
updated office figure will be factored into the 
transport modelling to inform the Local Plan. 
Any possible increase beyond this figure, as 
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transport study to consider this provision and its spatial strategy in more 
detail. 

part of a Baseline Labour Supply scenario, 
would form part of the transport modelling to 
inform the Area Action Plan. 

REP155/506 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 10.4 WSCC Highways  
Gatwick Airport  
Paragraph 10.4: rather than the draft Gatwick Airport Master Plan 
(October 2018), it is pertinent to refer to the final Gatwick Airport Final 
Master Plan 2019 and figures in this report. 

Noted. Text to be updated to refer to the 
Gatwick Airport Master Plan 2019. 

REP155/507 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 10.6 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.6:  Development Consent Order: it is suggested that 
CBC consider inserting a paragraph on the current status of the DCO 
and proposed DCO timescales. 

The most up to date position on the DCO 
process has been added at para 10.13. 

REP155/508 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 10.9 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.9:  Under the main evidence based documents reference 
is made to Draft Gatwick Airport Master Plan (Gatwick Airport Limited, 
October 2018). This should be amended to refer to ‘Gatwick Airport 
Final Master Plan (Gatwick Airport Limited, 2019)’ 

Noted. Evidence base documents list has been 
updated to reflect publication of Gatwick Airport 
Master Plan 2019. 

REP155/509 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 10.11 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 10.11:  the last sentence should be amended to read: 
‘…additional runway to the south of the airport which could increase 
capacity to around 95mppa within 20 or 25 years from opening the 
additional runway’ 

Noted and text amended. 

REP155/505 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policies H1 
& H2 

WSCC Highways  
H1: Housing provision and H2: Key housing sites 
It is unclear at present how much of the net housing provision will be 
over and above the sites already allocated and considered in the 
previous transport assessment. Reference to H2 Key Housing Sites 
does make it clear that the contribution of existing sites is significant. 
Transport study work is required to consider this further and to ensure 
that the transport package provided will continue to support the network 
performance until the end of plan year of 2036, including identification of 
any further transport mitigation schemes or amendments to design of 
those transport schemes associated with the adopted Local Plan yet to 
be delivered. 

The transport study work is to be undertaken 
with WSCC as a lead partner in 
commissioning. This will set out the additional 
sites beyond those already included in the 
reference case (and above those already 
allocated in the adopted Local Plan). The Local 
Plan at the point of submission will reflect the 
outcomes of this study. 
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REP155/510 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy H3g WSCC Highways  
H3g: Urban Extensions 
Transport study work is currently underway in the neighbouring district 
of Horsham and there is potential for a joint approach to consider this 
issue further. 

On-going joint working, through the Duty to 
Cooperate and across administrative 
boundaries, is welcomed. It is anticipated that 
the transport study work in the neighbouring 
authorities will form part of transport modelling 
and will be reflected in the final draft Policy. 

REP155/522 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy H8 Countryside  
WSCC own the Buchan Country Park which although in Horsham DC 
area is located in south east part of the CBC, bordering land to south of 
Broadfield in the High Weald AONB. Buchan Country Park is also 
referred to in the plan as the Country Park. Specific comments are as 
follows:  
Policy H8 Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites: 
WSCC welcome the stated aim in reasoned justification 12.110 that 
‘The council will continue to search for and analyse the potential for 
alternative sites as factors change over the Local Plan period’. WSCC 
regard the current location of the potential settlement to not meet the set 
assessment criteria, as it is located within the High Weald AONB and 
outside the current Built-Up Area Boundary but have previously 
accepted its inclusion after discussion with CBC providing appropriate 
mitigation stated is included in any planning application. 

Acceptance of allocated site noted. 

REP155/519 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 15.18 Lead Local Flood Authority  
With regard to flooding there are no additional comments on the 
proposed allocated sites. Support is given to paragraph 15.18.  

 
Noted and support welcomed.  

REP155/511 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 16.1 WSCC Highways – Sustainable Transport Paragraph 16.1 “The 
retention of existing essential transport infrastructure”; it is suggested 
that the word ‘essential’ is removed from this statement. 

Agreed. Amendment made. 

REP155/512 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy ST1 WSCC Highways – Strategic Policy ST1: Development and 
Requirements for Sustainable Transport - Amendments to the policy 
are suggested as follows:  
iii. For development which generates a significant demand for travel, 
and/or is likely to have other transport implications: contributing to 
improved sustainable transport infrastructure, including, where 
appropriate, bus priority measures, enhanced passenger 
information and / or routes identified in the council’s Local Cycling and 
Walking Infrastructure Plan; 

Policy amended to this effect.  
 
 
 
Amendments made. 
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a) Transport Statement, which assesses the impact of a development 
with relatively small transport implications and a Travel Plan 
Statement, which identifies how the development will maximise the 
usage of sustainable modes of transport as opposed to the private 
motor vehicle; or a  
b) Transport Assessment, which assesses the impact of a development 
when there are significant transport implications, and a Mobility 
Strategy (for large developments) or Travel Plan, which identifies 
how the development will optimise the usage of sustainable modes of 
transport as opposed to the private motor vehicle.  The Mobility 
strategy or Travel Plan will identify appropriate improvements to 
sustainable modes, or the introduction of new infrastructure that 
are required to adequately mitigate development impacts and 
detail how these will be delivered and operated.  

REP155/513 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy ST2 WSCC Highways  
Strategic Policy ST2: Car and Cycle Parking Standards 
It is suggested that the final paragraph is amended to read:  
Provision of new car parking spaces should include a proportion of 
spaces with electrical charging facilities installed and operational, in 
accordance with the most recently published West Sussex County 
Council Guidance on Parking at New Developments and its emerging 
EV Strategy. 

Para 16.15 amended to include this reference.   

REP155/514 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Para. 16.14 WSCC Highways  
Paragraph 16.14 - Rail Stations:   
It is suggested that some form of supporting text reference the potential 
development of new stations that may be located near the boundary 
(Kilnwood Vale) of CBC but may have a major role to play in sustainable 
travel of existing residents and potential new developments. The text 
may indicate how the council will support neighbouring authorities in 
delivering appropriately located new rail stations. 

Noted. Policy H3g Urban Extensions 
encourages sustainable transport and the 
delivery of infrastructure to support 
development beyond the borough boundary.  

REP155/515 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Policy ST4 WSCC Highways  
Strategic Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a 
Crawley Western Relief Road 
It is requested that the final paragraph is amended to read:  
The design and route of the Western Relief Road must take account of 
its impact on residential properties close to the route, provision of 

Noted. Policy amended to better reflect this 
advice.  
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suitable bus priority measures (including future proofing for 
forecast traffic growth and congestion), future proofing for 
technological developments in transport provision, the flood plain, 
the rural landscape, local biodiversity, heritage and heritage landscape 
assets and visual intrusion. 

REP155/516 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

 WSCC Highways  
Highways – Public Rights of Way (PROW) 
PROWs are mentioned but not significantly.  It is suggested that they 
are recognised as a valuable access resource separately and 
additionally to the road highway network. PROWs minimises local 
vehicle journeys, thereby reducing road congestion and enhancing air 
quality; they are a means for activity for health and wellbeing; they 
support local community integration/ interaction, so combatting isolation 
and loneliness; and give good reason to establish wildlife corridors, so 
aiding the local environment.  Given all those positive benefits, PROWs 
will be a valuable means to meet the ambitions set out in the Local Plan 
Vision and add to residents’ quality of life as part of new housing 
developments, and so it is suggested should be recognised further in 
the plan. 
Ensuring the availability of the PROW network and enhancing it will 
deliver a number of the Plan’s policy ambitions: 

i. SD1 – Sustainable Development and a target of being carbon 
neutral; 

ii. SD2 – Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing; 
iii. CD4(a) – Effective Use of Land; 
iv. OS2 – Provision of Open Space and Recreational Facilities; 
v. IN2 – Location and Provision of New Infrastructure; 
vi. EC12 – Rural Economy (in that businesses support local 

cyclists and horse riders with goods and services, also walkers 
through tea rooms, etc.); 

vii. H3c – Open Spaces within new housing developments; 
viii. GI1 – Green Infrastructure; 
ix. ST1 – Development and Requirements for Sustainable 

Transport (it is welcomed to prioritise need of non-motorised 
users over private motorised users). 

Noted. Policy OS3 is a specific policy for 
Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside. 
Policy ST1 (Development and Requirements 
for Sustainable Transport) also emphasises the 
importance of developments’ linkages to the 
importance of the walking and cycling network 
and provides a basis for securing contributions 
to support routes identified on the Local 
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan. 
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REP155/525 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Page 30 Transport – Rail (page 30) Current Findings - 5th bullet point: The 
Network Rail Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme (CARS), which 
includes improvements to junctions in the ‘Selhurst Triangle’ – this 
includes Windmill Bridge Junction - north of East Croydon station, along 
with two additional platforms at East Croydon station is key to capacity 
improvements on the Brighton Main Line which will allow for increased 
services along with greater reliability and faster recovery of service from 
incidents of disruption. This major project has been consulted upon in 
Autumn 2018 for a Transport and Works Act Order, but is currently 
funded for the design stage including a further consultation on design in 
2020, with funding for construction remaining to be confirmed. 

This has been included.  

REP155/526 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Page 32 Transport – Road (page 32) Evidence base: A number of the 
documents listed in the evidence base, notably including the Transport 
Assessment documents which are specific to the Local Plan are now 
ageing. There were also weaknesses in the model accuracy for 
representing the PM peak, which were accepted at the time for reasons 
of resources but should not be carried forward to the new plan. Whilst 
the transport modelling for the Crawley Sustainable Transport Package 
is more recent, being based on a 2015 base year with forecasting years 
of 2030 and 2045, this is still considering infrastructure schemes based 
on adopted Local Plan assumptions along with updated consents and 
does not consider continued Local Plan allocations to the new end of 
Local Plan year of 2036. There is therefore a need to renew the 
transport evidence base to inform Reg 19 consultation, submission and 
examination. 
Current Findings – 2nd bullet: This requires re-wording for improved 
clarity, as whilst these junctions were not over capacity due to 
background growth, the reason for requiring mitigation is that the travel 
demand resulting from adopted Local Plan development is forecast to 
push them over capacity.  
It is suggested that it is rewritten to read “Transport Assessment 
identified a number of junctions that perform significantly worse 
as a result of development proposed in the Local Plan, although 
not already over capacity from background growth and would 
require mitigation to return them to capacity.” 

Transport Modelling is to be updated to inform 
the Plan. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Change made.  
 
 
 
 
 
We understand that this is required to support 
Kilnwood Vale rather than development within 
Crawley.  
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In addition, the signalisation of Bewbush Manor Roundabout is not 
mentioned in this section.  
Future Studies and Plans: This point is supported by WSCC, for the 
reasons stated in the comments on the existing evidence base. Prior to 
forecasting for the Local Plan period to 2036, there is a need to update 
the base year transport model from 2015 to ensure that that the model 
base year validation remains less than five years prior to when the 
evidence is considered at examination.  The County Council is happy to 
discuss the methodology and likely timescale for this with the Borough 
Council in more detail within officer level meetings. The transport study 
should prioritise transport solutions increasing the use of sustainable 
modes including public transport, walking and cycling ahead of further 
improvements to highway capacity within the urban area of Crawley, 
whilst residual capacity improvements should not be precluded to 
resolve identified severe impacts, when other measures alone cannot 
achieve sufficient mitigation to meet the NPPF policy test. 

 
Comments noted. 

REP155/527 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Page 34 Transport – Walking and Cycling (page 34) Future Studies and 
Plans: this currently reads “Crawley Borough Council is currently 
developing an LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan). 
This will identity future around 10 or so routes or further development 
following a 6-step process prescribed by the Department for Transport 
(and will include cost estimates).” 
Should this read, “Crawley Borough Council is currently developing an 
LCWIP (Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan). This will identify 
approximately 10 routes for further development following a 6-step 
process prescribed by the Department for Transport”? 

Change made.  
 

REP155/528 West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Page 35 Transport – Bus (page 35): improvements are needed at Broadfield 
bus stopping area at Broadfield shops; the current stopping area does 
not have the capacity to accommodate the number of buses that use 
this area.   

Change made.  
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Arun District Council 
REP/
019 

Arun District 
Council 

Duty to Co-
Operate 

Arun District Council's response is in the form of a Report to the Planning Policy Sub-Committee which met on 25 February and 
agreed the recommendations of the report - which is attached. This response does not make an objection to the Local Plan under 
the Duty to Cooperate but that this position is conditional on the recommendations of the Council's response set out in the report, 
being addressed satisfactorily. 
The Crawley Reg 19 Publication Local Plan (CLP) is being consulted on for soundness. The consultation closes on 2 March 2020. 
The CLP is housing supply ‘constrained’ and consequently only sets out provision as follows:- 

Plan period 2020-25 2025-30 2030-35 2020-2035 
Housing Provision +2,500 +2,250 +605 +5,335 
OAN Requirement    11,280 
Shortfall    -5,945 

The planned housing provision of 11,280 dwellings over 15 years 2020-2035 will mean that there is a residual shortfall of -5,945 
dwellings compared to the OAN requirement based on the Governments’ Standard Housing Methodology (SHM).  
The CLP suggests that the residual unmet need should be accommodated in neighbouring authorities falling within the North West 
Sussex Housing Market Area (NWSHMA), specifically Horsham and Mid Sussex, through the Duty to Cooperate by negotiating 
provision in respective local plans (e.g. the potential for urban extensions around Crawley). It is also acknowledged that the 
Government’s SHM has increased housing figures for these authorities so that this is now also becoming more difficult: 
“…Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex districts are anticipated to provide an additional 3,150 dwellings 
, above their objectively assessed housing needs, in order to meet Crawley’s unmet need. However, through the Local Plan Reviews 
this figure is likely to change, particularly as the Standard Method increases their own housing requirements to above their current 
adopted Plan commitments (see paragraph 2.28)” 
In context, the issue of an existing level of unmet housing need identified across the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Area, adds 
to the urgency to achieve progress on the update to the Local Strategic Statement (i.e. LSS3). This progress is needed to inform the 
‘Duty to Cooperate’. For example, on 27 January 2020 Elmbridge Borough Council (in Surrey) wrote to Arun District Council (ADC) 
and other authorities seeking assistance with unmet housing need (of circa 4,000 dwellings), under the ‘Duty to Cooperate’.  
While ADC is remote from and does not have direct cross boundary/strategic issues with Crawley Borough (or indeed Elmbridge 
Borough), until Crawley’s unmet need is resolved by neighbouring districts, there may be consequent implications for the Arun local 
planning authority area.     
Currently – there appears to be no up to date evidence on Crawley Borough’s web site in support of the CLP with regard to the ‘Duty 
to Cooperate’ and ‘Statements of Common Ground’ or ‘Memoranda of Understanding’, addressing how unmet need is to be 
accommodated through adjacent local plans or via the LSS3 process.  
It is understood that Horsham District’s draft Local Plan (2019-2036) will undergo a Regulation 18 consultation 17 February – 30 
March. Amongst other options, that draft Local Plan will include a potential urban extension of circa 10,000 dwellings on a site at Ifield 
adjacent to Crawley urban area. This would offer a significant potential contribution towards Crawley’s unmet housing need. Crawley 
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Borough Council is therefore, urged to set out in Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring authorities within its Housing 
Market Area, how its unmet need is to be resolved before the plan is submitted for examination. 
It must be stressed that Crawley Borough Council has not asked ADC to assist with any unmet housing need given the CLP seeks 
assistance from Horsham and Mid Sussex and other authorities within the NWSHMA. However, given the wider unmet need outlined 
above, and risks should there be insufficient progress on LSS3, ADC should seek a specific Statement of Common Ground with 
Crawley Borough consolidating this position. 
Suggested Modifications:  
Before the plan is submitted, there needs to be up to date evidence via signed Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring 
authorities within the North West Sussex Housing Market Area (WSHMA) on how any residual unmet housing need is to be 
accommodated. Similarly, a Statement of Common Ground needs to be agreed with Arun District Council given that there is a 
formal request from Crawley Borough Council for authorities outside of the WSHMA to consider whether assistance can be 
provided on a level of unmet housing need. 
That Planning Policy Sub Committee agrees that:- 
1) In response to the Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 consultation, Crawley Borough Council is urged to clearly set out in updated 

Statements of Common Ground with neighbouring authorities within its Housing Market Area, how its unmet need is to be 
resolved before the plan is submitted for examination; and 

In the absence of progress on the LSS3 update, a Statement of Common Ground is agreed specifically with Arun District Council to 
clarify that no assistance will be required in order to help with the level of unmet need arising from the Borough. 

Crawley CCG 
REP/
039 

Crawley 
CCG 

IN1 Crawley Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG 
The CCG is mindful of the minimum projected new housing numbers to 2035 being 5355. This will relate to a potential increase of 
13,387 new residents/patients across the borough. 
Crawley Borough Council will already be aware that current and recent past new house and flat building spanning the past 4 
years has created significant pressure on a number of Crawley's GP practices delivering Primary Care NHS services. 
In relation to this, in the absence of Section 106, the CCG has made a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) bid to the council for 
NHS capital infrastructure improvements so that Pound Hill Medical Group and Saxonbrook, Northgate Surgery could carry out 
internal redesign projects to enable these practices to be able to accommodate more patients as a result of new areas of building in 
the town within their catchment areas. 
However, whilst these bids were approved in cabinet there has apparently been insufficient CIL monies which the council has had 
to satisfy the above bids which were relatively modest in size. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Given the minimum increase in new building forecast by Crawley Borough Council to 2035, the CCG would like Primary Health care 
elevated so that as far as CIL distribution is concerned, it becomes a priority sector as other local authorities have done E.G. 
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, Tandridge District Council and recently, Horsham District Council where CIL has been fully 
adopted. 
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The importance of this cannot be stressed enough as there are limited allocations of NHS capital funding available This will 
enable those GP practices operating from older premises to be able to benefit from infrastructure funding for capital improvements 
where there are new housing developments within their own catchment areas. This will then be an advantage to the residents of 
Crawley and will take some of the pressures away to enable new patients to be taken on. 

Department of Education 
REP/
012 

Department 
of Education 

IN1 DfE supports the reference to developer contributions being sought for education schemes. However, it is noted that a number of 
housing delivery policies include intensification, infill, extensions and changes of use, which are more likely to cumulatively 
generate the need for school places, but are unlikely to justify the need for new built physical education infrastructure on site in 
isolation. Therefore, DfE would recommend that policy IN1 clarifies that where development generates the need for new school 
places, developer contributions will be sought. 
DfE notes that the draft Local Plan anticipates an annual housing target of 451 dwellings per year until 2024/25 and then 255 
dwellings per year until the end of the plan period in 2035. This will place additional pressure on social infrastructure such as 
education facilities. The Local Plan will need to be ‘positively prepared’ to meet the objectively assessed development needs and 
infrastructure requirements.  
Please note that there are two routes available for establishing a new school. Firstly, a local authority may seek proposals from new 
school proposers (academy trusts) to establish a free school, after which the Regional Schools Commissioner will select the 
successful trust. Under this ‘local authority presumption route’ the local authority is responsible for finding the site, providing the 
capital and managing the build process. Secondly, school proposers can apply directly to DfE during an application round or ‘wave’ 
to set up a free school. The local authority is less involved in this route but may support groups in pre-opening and/or provide a site. 
Either of these routes can be used to deliver schools on land that has been provided as a developer contribution. DfE has 
published further general information on opening free schools1 as well as specifically in relation to opening free schools in garden 
communities.2  
DfE welcomes reference within the plan’s vision to the role of education provision in creating stronger communities. Paragraph 1.20 
refers to collaboration between Crawley Borough Council and other authorities and infrastructure providers to meet forecast 
demands. You will be aware of two live free school projects in Crawley, being delivered directly by DfE through the ‘wave’ approval 
route explained above in paragraph 5, rather than West Sussex County Council. These projects include: • Gatwick Free School – 
which is open on a site at 23 Gatwick Road and in the process of securing permanent planning permission; and  
• Forge Wood High School – which does not yet have an identified site.  
12. Due to these projects, it would be helpful to include DfE in your discussions about infrastructure provision, involving us in the 
position statements the plan refers to in paragraph 1.21. There should be collaborative working between DfE, Crawley Borough 
Council and West Sussex County Council on education provision to meet the needs of the borough.  
Paragraph 2.21 of the draft Local Plan recognises the unusual population profile in Crawley, with around two thirds of the 
population under the age of 45 and forecast demographic change leading to increased demand for educational facilities. However, 

 
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/opening-a-free-school   
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/establishing-a-new-school-free-school-presumption   
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there are no proposals in the plan to allocate sites for education, and the draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) provides very little 
detail on school provision to meet demand from anticipated housing growth. The lack of detail on school provision in the current 
Local Plan is one of the reasons why it has been difficult to successfully progress schemes for new education provision in the 
Crawley area.  
For the plan to be effective and positively prepared, the IDP should identify which developments the planned school provision will 
serve (including cumulative or windfall developments where appropriate), the costs of provision, the predicted timescales in line 
with the housing trajectory, and the funding sources for each identified education project. The IDP should be prepared in 
conjunction with an updated viability assessment to ensure that realistic education costs are factored into any decisions about the 
amount and type of developer contributions that will be required.  
15. Viability assessment should inform options analysis and site selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of 
developments that are envisaged in the borough. This enables an informed judgement about which developments would be able to 
deliver the range of infrastructure required, including schools, leading to policy requirements that are fair, realistic and evidence-
based. In accordance with Planning Practice Guidance, there should be an initial assumption that applicable developments will 
provide both land and funding for the construction of new schools. The total cumulative cost of complying with all relevant policies 
should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it is important that anticipated education needs and costs of provision are 
incorporated at the outset, to inform local decisions about site selection and infrastructure priorities.3  
Site allocations (for standalone school sites or schools within housing developments) should also seek to clarify requirements for 
the delivery of new schools, including when they should be delivered to support housing growth, the minimum site area required, 
any preferred site characteristics, and any requirements for safeguarding additional land for future expansion of schools where 
need and demand indicate this might be necessary.  
While it is important to provide this clarity and certainty to developers and the communities affected by development, retaining a 
degree of flexibility about site specific requirements for schools is also necessary given that the need for school places can vary 
over time due to the many variables affecting it. DfE therefore recommends the Council consider highlighting in the next version of 
the Local Plan that:  
- specific requirements for developer contributions to increasing capacity of existing schools and the provision of new schools for 
any particular site will be confirmed at application stage to ensure the latest data on identified need informs delivery; and that  
- Requirements to deliver schools on some sites could change in future if it were demonstrated and agreed that the site had 
become surplus to requirements, and is therefore no longer required for school use.  
With regard to the consultation questions on key infrastructure priorities and whether any community facilities are missing or need 
improvement (page 83), DfE recommends that the next version of the Local Plan make reference to the provision of new schools on 
suitable sites when required, with a key priority that the provision of infrastructure should be in step with housing development, 
making appropriate use of developer contributions.  
With regard to the consultation questions for draft Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision), asking whether the proposed approach is 
appropriate, justified and consistent with the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations, DfE advises that the approach is 
reviewed following the introduction of the revised CIL Regulations on 1st September 2019. The CIL Charging Schedule should be 

 
3 PPG on viability and planning obligations: https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance   
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reviewed alongside the Local Plan review, giving consideration to new Planning Practice Guidance on viability, CIL and planning 
obligations as well as the new CIL Regulations which remove the pooling limitation on planning obligations and allow both CIL and 
Section 106 funding to be used for the same item of infrastructure. These considerations are fundamental to your assessment of 
the deliverability of the plan, including the size of any infrastructure funding gap and how developer contributions should be 
secured. All phases and types of education should be considered, including the need for special educational needs provision, with 
needs and plans for provision set out in the plan.  
20. We note the statement in the IDP that provision of schools will form part of the calculation of CIL and additional funding sources 
will need to be considered. In light of the removal of the Section 106 pooling restriction and increased flexibility in how CIL and 
Section 106 funds are used, we recommend that the Council revisit this matter and consider using Section 106 planning obligations 
for the provision of new schools and school expansions in all cases where the development will give rise to a need for new school 
places and there is insufficient capacity in applicable schools to meet that need. It is important to consider the size of any CIL 
funding gap and whether there will be sufficient CIL funds available to cover the cost of these school places. If CIL will be 
insufficient or unavailable at the point of need, it would be preferable to seek developer contributions through a planning obligation, 
to mitigate the direct impacts of development.  
One of the tests of soundness is that a Local Plan is ‘effective’, meaning the plan should be deliverable over its period. In this 
context and with specific regard to planning for schools, there is a need to ensure that education contributions made by developers 
are sufficient to deliver the additional school places required to meet the increase in demand generated by new developments. DfE 
notes that as set out in Strategic Policy IN1 and in the IDP, the Council will review CIL rates to ensure appropriate rates are levied 
and the cost of providing school places is secured. DfE welcomes the specific reference within this policy to education contributions 
being specifically sought through developer contributions for the reasons set out below and also as relevant to Crawley being 
situated within a two-tier system, and the cross-boundary issues.  
Local authorities have sometimes experienced challenges in funding schools via Section 106 planning obligations due to limitations 
on the pooling of developer contributions for the same item or type of infrastructure. However, the revised CIL Regulations remove 
this constraint, allowing unlimited pooling of developer contributions from planning obligations and the use of both Section 106 
funding and CIL for the same item of infrastructure. The advantage of using Section 106 relative to CIL for funding schools is that it 
is clear and transparent to all stakeholders what value of contribution is being allocated by which development to which schools, 
thereby increasing certainty that developer contributions will be used to fund the new school places that are needed. DfE supports 
the use of planning obligations to secure developer contributions for education wherever there is a need to mitigate the direct 
impacts of development, consistent with Regulation 122 of the CIL Regulations.  
DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan/Infrastructure Funding 
Statement, viability assessment or other evidence relevant to education that may be used to inform revisions to local planning 
policies or the CIL charging schedule. As such, please continue to engage with DfE and consult us on any relevant future 
consultations.  
Suggested Modifications: 
The following policy amendments are proposed:  
… This will include the seeking of planning obligations towards the provision of school places where the need for places is 
generated by the new development. Specific Education schemes related to the development….  
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3. In addition to this, we request a minor amendment either to this policy or its supporting text, to clarify that developer contributions 
may be secured retrospectively, when it has been necessary to forward fund infrastructure projects in advance of anticipated housing. 
In order to comply with this national policy, the Local Plan should safeguard land for the provision of new schools and school 
expansions where appropriate. When new schools are developed, local authorities should also seek to safeguard land for any future 
expansion of new schools where demand indicates this might be necessary, in accordance with Planning Practice Guidance and DfE 
guidance on securing developer contributions for education.4  
Crawley Borough Council should also have regard to the Joint Policy Statement from the Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government and the Secretary of State for Education on Planning for Schools Development5 (2011) which sets out the 
government’s commitment to support the development of state-funded schools and their delivery through the planning system.  
In light of the above and the Duty to Cooperate on strategic priorities such as community infrastructure (NPPF para 24-27)6, DfE 
encourages close working with local authorities during all stages of planning policy development to help guide the development of 
new school infrastructure and to meet the predicted demand for primary and secondary school places. Please add DfE to your list of 
relevant organisations with which you engage in preparation of the plan.  
Where there is significant cross-boundary movement of school pupils between a borough and adjoining areas, DfE recommends that 
the Council covers this matter and progress in cooperating to address it as part of its Statement of Common Ground.7 This should be 
regularly updated during the plan-making process to reflect emerging agreements between participating authorities and the Council's 
own plan-making progress.  
As recommended above, construction costs and land requirements should be incorporated in the viability assessment to ensure that 
any barriers to delivery are identified early, to inform the Council’s planning and prioritisation of infrastructure delivery. Government 
‘basic need’ grant for the creation of new school places does not include funding for land acquisition. Therefore, it is particularly 
important that education land required within large development sites is provided at no cost to the local authority wherever possible, 
and pooled developer contributions (Section 106 and/or CIL) are secured for the purchase of standalone sites for new schools. We 
request that you consider carefully the appropriate balance of CIL and Section 106 funding for education, to ensure that new schools 
and school expansions can be delivered when they are needed, in step with housing development. Our guidance on securing 
developer contributions for education provides further advice on the types of education need that should be considered, and how to 
calculate the costs of provision.8 

REP/
012 

Department 
of Education 

IN2 Policy IN2 considers the provision of new infrastructure. With regards to education, the relevant elements of the policy are that 
community facilities (including education) may be provided alongside allocated housing sites where there is evident need, suitability 
in relation to the community needs and compliance with other relevant planning policies.  
6. It should be noted that the NPPF (paragraph 94) sets out that:  

 
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2   
6 NPPF paragraph 24-27 specifies that this collaborative working should include infrastructure providers.   
7 NPPF paragraph 27; and the PPG on Plan-Making - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation   
8 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
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It is important that a sufficient choice of school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local 
planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement, and to development 
that will widen choice in education.  
7. As such, the policy approach at IN2 must reflect the need for sufficient choice and proactivity in planning for school places, rather 
than simply relating to existing communities.  
8. The policy goes on to state that:  
Subject to the requirements above, education facilities may be considered acceptable as an alternative use on sites allocated for 
uses including housing where the educational need met is demonstrated to outweigh the needs that would have been met by the 
allocated use(s).  
9. Whilst we welcome the inclusion of specific reference to education provision as requested in DfE’s Reg 18 representations, this 
specific wording is too restrictive and could lead to challenges when delivering much needed school places as part of this policy. 
Indeed, the IDP notes that there is a need for c.8-10FE of secondary school capacity and no suitable sites have yet been identified. 
It would therefore be advisable to create a more supportive and proactive policy position in relation to school place planning. When 
implemented, the policy would require the applicant to demonstrate that the education development would meet needs outweighed 
by the need for new housing. This comparison exercise is inherently flawed as it is not possible to compare the acuteness of 
education need versus housing need. In any case, a shortage of school places would be exacerbated further by new housing 
development that does not include sufficient provision. Without a sufficiently flexible approach to infrastructure delivery, to 
encourage the location of infrastructure where new housing is located, the plan is not sound.  
DfE supports the sustainability objectives of draft Policy IN2 (New Infrastructure Provision). As explained above, DfE recommends 
that sites for schools are allocated in the plan, but in the absence of specific allocations the plan should at least recognise that 
essential community infrastructure such as schools may be considered an acceptable alternative use to other allocated uses, 
provided the location is proven to be environmentally sustainable and suitable to meet the needs of the community served. This is 
important in view of the land availability constraints in the borough and the importance of providing infrastructure for existing and 
new communities. It would also align with the “great weight” placed on the provision of school places in the NPPF. Making this clear 
in the plan would simplify the decision-making process when planning applications are considered. DfE requests this clarification in 
answer to the consultation question on page 85, asking whether the wording needs further clarification in the policy or elsewhere.  
While there appears to be an intention to roll forward existing allocations from the adopted Local Plan, the Council should consider 
afresh the need for education facilities and the mechanisms for delivery, taking account of the latest Planning Practice Guidance 
and DfE guidance on securing developer contributions for education. As noted above, the absence of detail on education provision 
in the current Local Plan has been an issue for school delivery in the Crawley area.  
Whether in addition to or in replacement of the IDP, the Council should set out education infrastructure requirements for the plan 
period within an Infrastructure Funding Statement9. Where additional need for school places will be generated by housing growth, 
the statement should identify the anticipated CIL and Section 106 funding towards this infrastructure. The statement should be 
reviewed annually to report on the amount of funding received via developer contributions and how it has been used, providing 
transparency to all stakeholders.  

 
9 PPG on Plan-Making: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/plan-making#maintaining-effective-cooperation   
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DfE would be particularly interested in responding to any update to the IDP/Infrastructure Funding Statement, viability assessment 
or other evidence relevant to education which may be used to inform local planning policies and CIL charging schedules. As such, 
please add DfE to the database for future consultations on relevant plans and proposals.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Therefore, we would propose the following changes to the policy:  
The provision of community facilities alongside housing within sites allocated for uses including housing may will be considered 
acceptable where:  
- there is an evident need for the type of facility concerned;  
- the infrastructure/facilities are suitable to meet the needs of the community served and the needs of future communities;  
- the proposal complies with other policies in this Plan, including any site-specific requirements for additional or replacement services, 
facilities, enhancements, safeguards, 

REP/
012 

Department 
of Education 

Viability The viability assessment for the Local Plan should take into account the full education needs and likely costs of provision 
associated with the level of development proposed, in accordance with Planning Practice Guidance on viability and DfE’s guidance 
for local authorities on securing developer contributions for education.10 Viability assessment should inform options analysis and 
site selection, with site typologies reflecting the type and size of developments that are envisaged in the borough/district. 
The total cumulative cost of complying with all relevant policies should not undermine deliverability of the plan, so it is important that 
anticipated education needs and costs of provision are properly incorporated in the Local Plan evidence base, to inform local 
decisions about site selection and infrastructure priorities. It is important that Local Plan viability factors in the cost of providing new 
school places as developers are expected to contribute towards this proportionally.  
In determining the number of early years children, school pupils and post-16 students likely to arise from development (an essential 
step before understanding the cost of provision), you may be interested in DfE’s planned pupil yield methodology, which we aim to 
publish by the end of this year. This will enable a consistent approach among local authorities to the calculation of pupil yields, 
based on local evidence from recent developments. In the meantime, existing local approaches to estimate pupil yields remain valid 
and the Local Plan viability assessment and other evidence should include assumptions about the number of new school places 
generated by the level development required.  
Suggested Modifications:  
DfE can offer the following advice in relation to build cost evidence for the delivery of schools.  
DfE’s Guidance11 advises that the assumed cost of school places should be based on the national average costs (for both new 
schools and school expansions) published in the DfE school place scorecards.12 The scorecards and their supporting guidance 
direct you on how to adjust the averages to factor in regional variation. It is advised that the national average is used as a baseline, 

 
10 Planning Practice Guidance at https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance and DfE guidance at 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth.   
11 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/delivering-schools-to-support-housing-growth   
12 https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/school-places-scorecards   
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as local evidence is likely to provide too small a sample for underpinning a robust evidence approach. However, for particular 
projects where there are known abnormals or other evidence for higher costs, these can be used instead.  
Please also refer to paragraph 17 of the Guidance regarding Special Educational Needs school places.  
Conclusion 
Finally, I hope the above comments are helpful in assessing CBC’s Local Plan viability, with specific regard to the provision of new 
school places as critical social infrastructure.  
Please notify DfE when any further evidence is published.  
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any queries regarding this response. DfE looks forward to continuing to work with 
you and CBC to develop a sound Local Plan which will aid in the delivery of new schools. 

Environment Agency 
REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

Vision para. 
2.34 

Dear Sir/Madam  
Crawley Submission Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation  
Thank you for consulting us on the draft Local Plan.  
Having reviewed your document, we find it “SOUND” subject to some minor changes for clarification purposes.  
DRAFT LOCAL PLAN  
Crawley 2035  
Paragraph 2.34 (page 25)  
The last 2 sentences of the paragraph – “Another point that should possibly be included in the section of environmental 
sustainability is the risk of stress on sewage infrastructure as the population grows. This may lead to negative impacts on water 
quality.”  
These comments were provided by us after reviewing the draft Local Plan, which have been included in this paragraph, however, 
this does not explain whether the issue of stress on sewage infrastructure is being included in the Local Plan or not.  
Please clarify whether stress on sewage infrastructure will be considered in this section on environmental sustainability. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

SD1 Sustainable Development  
Strategic Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development  
We recommend the following for clarification purposes.  
Although this policy is directed at Sustainable Development, there is no reference to water resources / water quality. As water 
quality is closely related to water use, which in turn is an important part of sustainable development.  
Suggested Modifications: 
We would recommend an additional strategic objective within SD1 to ensure that the water environment is also a consideration. For 
example, no development should impact negatively on the quality or status of water bodies. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

IN1 Infrastructure Provision  
Strategic Policy IN1: Infrastructure Provision  
Last Paragraph “Where appropriate, developer contributions will be sought in the form of planning obligations to address site 
specific issues, in accordance with the tests in the CIL Regulations.”  
Suggested Modifications: 
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Considering the threat to water quality from the growing population and large developments, it would be beneficial to include water 
quality monitoring in section 106 agreements to ensure no deterioration of the status of water bodies, especially with large 
developments. Monitoring should be during construction and post-construction. Water quality should be more clearly highlighted as 
a concern, as has been done for example with air quality and green infrastructure. Water quality has been included within 
infrastructure, but impacts on water quality are wide ranging and not only related to provision of sewage infrastructure. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

GAT1 Gatwick Airport  
Development of the Airport  
Strategic Policy GAT1: Development of the Airport with a Single Runway  
We support this policy. We welcome the reference in Policy GAT1 regarding flood risk in relation to the development of Gatwick 
Airport with a single runway. Areas of the Airport are at risk to fluvial flooding, additional areas with impermeable surfaces could 
also lead to an increase in the rate and volume of surface water runoff. Future development at the Airport will need to ensure that 
flooding can be managed on site and not increase the risk to flooding elsewhere. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

H2 Meeting Housing Needs  
Strategic Policy H2: Key Housing Sites  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  

 Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill  
This policy needs to be amended for clarification purposes before we can support it.  
Suggested Modifications: 
This allocation of this site must also ensure that biodiversity net gain is achieved, and that sufficient corridor for wildlife is retained 
along the stream corridor as highlighted in the previous local plan.  
The highlighting of the area for housing is not helpful as it includes areas of floodplain along the stream corridor and does not 
therefore demonstrate full protection of the site’s assets. We therefore recommend the way housing area is highlighted is altered or 
some of the principles of the development change. E.g. reducing the amount of land take by the proposed housing allocation. 
Forge Farm (page 150)  
It is not clear from the mapping where the additional housing supply land is proposed. Given the amount of semi natural habitat 
covering remaining areas of this site and the requirement to provide biodiversity net gain the authority may need to think 
strategically whether on site net gain is realistic and may have to work with neighbouring authorities in order to help provide 
strategic corridors for wildlife elsewhere.  
No significant new sites are proposed within the borough boundaries.  
It would be helpful if supplementary guidance looks realistically at how Biodiversity Net Gain can be achieved in collaboration with 
neighbouring authorities. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

GI1 
GI2 
GI3 

Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity  
Strategic Policy GI1: Green Infrastructure; Strategic Policy GI2: Biodiversity and Net gain; Strategic Policy GI3: 
Biodiversity Sites  
We support these policies 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

SDC1 
SDC3 

Sustainable Design and Construction  
Strategic Policy SDC1: Sustainable Design and Construction; Policy SDC3 Tackling Water Stress  
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We support these policies.  
There is one instance of the phrase "extreme water stress" in Paragraph 15.5. Elsewhere (and in the Sustainability Appraisal) your 
terminology is consistent with our own, as we pointed out in the Regulation 18 consultation. We use "serious water stress". We 
support the need to tackle the serious water stress in the borough, and welcome the amount of attention this is given in the Plan.  
In particular, we are pleased to see Strategic Policy SDC3 specifically devoted to tackling water stress. We support the requirement 
for domestic developments to meet the 110 litres per person per day standard. The more stringent 100 litres target is supported by 
the ambition of Southern Water in its Water Resources Management Plan for average consumption across all homes by 2040. The 
target of 80 litres proposed for significant, strategic scale developments will be challenging, but will help in reducing the overall 
average to nearer 100. The mention of greywater reuse and rainwater harvesting in para 15.39 is appropriate in the context of 
achieving 80 litres.  
We welcome the requirement in both Strategic Policies SDC1 and SDC3 for new non-domestic buildings to achieve the BREEAM 
Excellent standard except where not technically feasible.  
We note that the Water Cycle Study has yet to be updated, and the justification for these high standards rests partly on the 
conclusions of the previous one. We hope the new document will also support the policies presented.  
In section 15.42, the requirement for non-domestic (and domestic) developments to install meters is not confined to water stressed 
areas. This is the norm, unless it concerns extensions, and nearly all non-domestic properties are already metered anyway. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

EP1 Environment Protection  
Flood Risk (page 196) -Paragraphs 16.7  
Development and Flooding - 16.13  
The draft Local Plan recognises the need to ensure that the risk to flooding is an essential factor to take into account as part of the 
ongoing development of Crawley Borough, this is highlighted by sections 16.7 and 16.13. Importantly, these paragraphs state that 
development must be planned with flood risk in mind, both in terms of protecting Crawley residents, and ensuring that flood risk is 
not increased elsewhere. In addition, the Local Plan recognises that climate change should form part of the assessment process 
when considering development in relation to flood risk. These are essential factors in ensuring that any future development could 
be considered as sustainable.  
The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) and updated flood risk modelling for the Upper Mole Catchment are referenced 
within the draft Local Plan, Sustainability Appraisal, and also within the draft infrastructure plan. The updated flood risk modelling is 
likely to, in some areas, change the extent of the areas that are considered to be at risk to fluvial flooding from main rivers. We note 
that comment is made by Crawley in the draft plan that the SFRA and the Upper Mole modelling are currently being updated. Once 
these two items have been updated, this should be reflected with the draft Local Plan and its supporting evidence base. 
Strategic Policy EP1: Development and Flood Risk  
We support this policy  
The requirements of the NPPF and associated PPG Flood Risk and Coastal Change are interpreted within and incorporated into 
Strategic Policy EP1. The manner in which the draft Local Plan sets out the requirements of the NPPF and its associated Flood 
Risk and Coastal change PPG within EP1 appear to be reasonable. Section 16.20 sets out the definition of Flood Zone 3b, this 
definition has been previously agreed with the Environment Agency. 
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REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

EP2 Non-strategic Policy EP2: Flood Risk Guidance for Householder Development and Small Non-Residential Extensions  
We support this policy  
This sets out guidance for householder development and small non-residential extensions. The inclusion of this policy is welcomed, 
small scale development can have a negative cumulative impact on flood risk, as well as being at risk to damage that flooding 
causes. The requirement to provide a Flood Risk and Resilience Statement for these types of development offers clear guidance on 
how to approach smaller scale development at risk to flooding, whilst ensuring the information that needs to be provide is 
appropriate to the nature and scale of these types of development. It is noted that EP2 contains descriptions of the types of 
development that fall under this Policy, which should assist in determining when a full Flood Risk Assessment is needed, and when 
a Flood Risk and Resilience Statement is appropriate. We welcome the reference in Policy GAT1 regarding flood risk in relation to 
the development of Gatwick Airport with a single runway. Areas of the Airport are at risk to fluvial flooding, additional areas with 
impermeable surfaces could also lead to an increase in the rate and volume of surface water runoff. Future development at the 
Airport will need to ensure that flooding can be managed on site and not increase the risk to flooding elsewhere. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

EP3 Strategic Policy EP3 Land Quality 
We support this policy.  
We are pleased to note the inclusion of requirements to investigate, and if necessary, remediate potentially contaminated land, and 
to only permit development that has the potential to cause land or water contamination, with appropriate mitigation measures. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

ST4 Sustainable Transport  
Strategic Policy ST4 Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road  
We do not support the inclusion of the route option for the reasons set out below.  
Policy ST4 has a significant potential clash with Willoughby Fields (LNR) and Local Wildlife Site.  
Suggested Modifications: 
It is therefore recommended that this site is highlighted on the proposals map and the safeguarding/search corridor is widened so 
that important wildlife areas can be avoided should the decision be taken to proceed with this proposal. At this stage we cannot 
support the inclusion of this route option due to the proposed search area. 

REP/
062 

Environment 
Agency 

SA/SEA 
 

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL  
 
Water resources and efficiency  
In the table below para 5.11, "Reduction of Water Consumption" is one of the key topics, but there is no relevant assessment 
criterion.  
References on p51 & p86:  
Thames Water has published a "Revised draft Water Resources Management Plan 2019" and updates to it.  
Southern Water has published a final "Water Resources Management Plan 2020–70" South East Water has published a final 
"Water resources management plan 2019". 
SES Water has published a "FINAL Water Resources Management Plan 2019"  
Page 206 - Appendix A: Sustainability Objectives – To promote sustainable use of water resources and improving the quality of 
water bodies should one of the key sustainability objectives. Water resources and water quality are often forgotten because these 
issues are excluded when listing main objectives.  
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Page 195 - 15.43 The EU Water Framework Directive establishes a framework for the protection of inland surface waters (rivers 
and lakes), transitional waters (estuaries), coastal waters and groundwater. The government has stated that the environmental 
protections arising from this and other EU legal instruments will remain in place after the UK leaves the European Union, and the 
2018 ’25 year Environment Plan’ has announced the intention to improve ‘at least three quarters of our waters to be close to their 
natural state as soon as practicable’138. The council supports this work through the proper and sensible management of water in 
all new development.  
It is encouraging that the council supports protection of the water environment although this needs to be reflected further in the 
objective SD1 of the draft Local Plan. 
 
Flood Risk  
Due to the flood risk that exists within Crawley and the constraints in terms of available land for future development, ensuring that 
there is suitable and robust Policy to ensure that flood risk is suitably assessed and managed is essential. The inclusion of specific 
Policy within the draft Local Plan and the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in relation to flood risk is noted and welcomed. The SA 
highlights that without specific local Policy related to flood risk management, National Policy and guidance, as well as Environment 
Agency advice, would be followed. However, Crawley have recognised that having local Policy would better inform future 
development proposals in terms of flood risk, especially in the face of climate change. This is welcomed, we are supportive of 
Crawley’s approach in the choice of Option 2 for Policy EP1.  
In terms of Policy EP2, the choice of Option 1 is also supported. This type of development can have a cumulative impact on flood 
risk, by providing specific guidance on smaller scale development it also offers those who wish to carry out, for example, 
householder extensions in flood risk areas, clear guidance on how to approach making an application.  
We hope you find our comments useful. If you have any queries please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Highways England 
REP/
011 

Highways 
England 

SD3 
EC1 
H1 
H2 
ST1 
ST4 

Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the provisions 
of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic road network (SRN). 
The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the public 
interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its long-term operation and 
integrity. We will therefore be concerned with proposals and policies that have the potential to impact the safe and efficient 
operation of the SRN. With regards to Crawley, the SRN comprises the M23 and A23, with the M25 nearby. 
 
Crawley’s Unmet Housing Need/ Developments in Vicinity of Crawley 
We note that “Even with further development within the borough, Crawley will not be able to meet its housing needs in full and 
possibly not all of its employment needs”, with a need for 11,280 dwellings (with 5,355 planned for delivery 2020-2035) and 20,541 
new jobs. As a result, there is a requirement for neighbouring authorities (especially Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & 
Banstead) to accommodate Crawley’s unmet needs (5,925 dwellings).   
It is Highways England’s view that in order for the overall Local plan and individual developments to accord with national planning 
and transport policy full, timely coordination with neighbouring authorities will need to be undertaken in assessing the transport 
impacts upon the local and strategic road networks. This will especially be the case with regard to the significant development to be 
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sited in neighbouring authorities just outside Crawley’s boundaries. The sites include the prospective West of Ifield development 
with associated Crawley Western Relief or Link Road (as outlined in policy ST4) and Horley Business Park developments. In this 
respect, we note that para 1.14 states “Transport Modelling is to be updated taking into account the cumulative impacts of plans, 
policies and proposals within adjoining authorities”. 
We note that in addition to development just outside the borders of Crawley, there is the prospective expansion Gatwick Airport 
and/or North Crawley Area Action Plan as outlined in SD3 within the borough. 
 
Transport Evidence Base  
We note that the transport evidence base in support of the Local Plan has yet to be prepared, despite the Council consulting on its 
Reg. 19 plan.   
We set out our position in June 2019 when consulted on the Infrastructure Plan. It is that because the Local Plan Review involves a 
change from the current adopted Crawley 2030 Local Plan in terms of the plan years and housing numbers, an updated, robust 
Transport Assessment will be required.   
It should include evidence on the location of strategic development within the borough. Associated with this, and in their own right, 
the evidence base will require assessments for the M23 Junctions 9 to 11 and along the M23 Spur to Gatwick. This because the 
model used previously is now unlikely to be suitable for further use.   
In this respect, we note that the need for an updated Transport Assessment is acknowledged in Chapter 17, and we have recently 
been liaising separately with Crawley Borough Council on our input to the transport modelling brief.   
We therefore look forward to working with Crawley Borough Council and receiving further information on the transport modelling for 
review.   
Until this Transport Assessment is undertaken and agreed, together with any mitigation required (demonstrated to be in accordance 
with standards, fully funded and deliverable), Highways England will have no option but to object to the development proposals 
outlined in the revised Crawley Local Plan 2020-2035. 
 
Assessment of Individual Developments 
It should also be noted that all significant developments (even those allocated in the Local Plan), will need to be supported by a 
robust Transport Assessment (as outlined in policy ST1). In accordance with NPPF and C2/13 Transport Assessment must 
consider the impact of the development on the Strategic Road Network for the opening year and a future year equivalent to a) 10 
years after the application is submitted or b) the end of Local Plan or c) the date at which the whole development is completed, 
whichever is latest. 
Therefore, as things stand at this point in time, we do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or compliant with 
the duty to co-operate. 
However, this is not to say that it cannot be made so (for example, we are content with the Council’s current transport base tender 
document that sets out the required work to be completed), and we look forward to working with the Council and the appointed 
consultants on the above and any other relevant matters. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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It should also be noted that all significant developments (even those allocated in the Local Plan), will need to be supported by a 
robust Transport Assessment (as outlined in policy ST1). In accordance with NPPF and C2/13 Transport Assessment must 
consider the impact of the development on the Strategic Road Network for the opening year and a future year equivalent to a) 10 
years after the application is submitted or b) the end of Local Plan or c) the date at which the whole development is completed, 
whichever is latest. 
Therefore, as things stand at this point in time, we do not consider the Local Plan to be legally compliant, sound or compliant with 
the duty to co-operate.   
However, this is not to say that it cannot be made so (for example, we are content with the Council’s current transport base tender 
document that sets out the required work to be completed), and we look forward to working with the Council and the appointed 
consultants on the above and any other relevant matters. 

Historic England 
REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

SD1 Crawley Submission Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation 
Thank you for your email of 20 January 2020 inviting comments on the above consultation document. 
As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic 
environment is fully taken into account at all stages of the planning process. This includes formulation of local development policy 
and plans, supplementary planning documents, area and site proposals, and the on-going review of policies and plans. 
There are many issues and matters in the consultation document that are beyond the remit and concern of Historic England and 
our comments are, as required, limited to matters relating to the historic environment and heritage assets. We note that as an early 
stage in the formulation of a local plan the current document may be subject to significant change and consequently we consider it 
appropriate to limit our comments to more general matters; we will comment more specifically and in detail at later stages in the 
plan making process as appropriate. In this respect, you should not take the comments below as the definitive view of Historic 
England on the matters contained in the plan; they are provided for general guidance in the iterative process of preparing 
appropriate policies for the historic environment. 
The objective of the National Planning Policy Framework, inter alia, to set out a positive and clear strategy for the conservation, 
enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 185); and contain strategic policies to deliver the 
conservation and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraph 20 d)). These underpin the purpose of the planning 
system to achieve sustainable development. 
We welcome the statement within the Crawley 2035: A Vision section that ‘The rich heritage which has shaped what the town is 
today will be respected, protected and enhanced’. We support the overarching policy in this respect, Strategic Policy SD1: 
Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development that includes recognition of this in bullet point 3. 
A positive strategy in the terms of the NPPF is not a passive exercise but requires a plan for the maintenance and use of heritage 
assets and for the delivery of development, including within their setting, that will afford appropriate protection for the asset(s) and 
make a positive contribution to local character and distinctiveness. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

SD3 We have no objection in principle to the designation of Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan but it should be noted 
that there are a number of designated heritage assets (listed buildings and scheduled monuments) within the defined area that 
would need to be taken account of in future planning of the area. This includes, in particular, listed buildings within and adjacent to 
the ‘Indicative Search Corridor for the Western Link Road (Policy ST4)’. 
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REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

CL2 We note, and support, that Strategic Policy CL2: Making Successful Places: Principles of Good Urban Design requires good design 
that reflects the defining characteristics of each neighbourhood within the plan area, and that reinforces the existing character and 
distinctiveness of each; and, that the protection and enhancement of heritage assets is integral to this. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

CL3 We support Strategic Policy CL3: Local Character and Design of New Development; particularly in its reference to protecting, 
enhancing and reinforcing ‘heritage assets and their settings’. 
The location, design and use of future development can contribute to local identity and distinctiveness, and safeguarding heritage 
significance. We agree that Policies CL4-CL6 set out a series of design parameters that will help to ensure that high-quality design 
is achieved in new development and sustainable forms of urban planning are delivered, including the protection of heritage assets. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

CL7 We support Strategic Policy CL7: Important and Valued Views and the supporting reasoned justification that seek to protect views 
of heritage assets and within historic areas. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

CL8 Strategic Policy CL8: Development Outside the Built-Up Area is supported. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

DD1 In Strategic Policy DD1: Normal Requirements of All New Development we suggest inclusion of a reference to heritage in bullet b); 
e.g. ‘Retain and reuse existing buildings occupying a site or demonstrate why this is not feasible, viable or desirable. This is 
particularly relevant in the case of building, structures or landscape features that are of heritage significance or contribute to local 
character, setting and context’. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

DD7 We support Non-Strategic Policy DD7: Advertisements in its references to considering the effects on the character of the locality, 
including ‘scenic, historic, architectural or cultural value or features’ in sub-paragraph a). 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

HA1 We support the broad intention of Strategic Policy HA1: Heritage Assets  
Suggested Modifications: 
But suggest the following amendments to strengthen the purpose of the policy and better reflect the 
intentions of the NPPF: 
Revise the final bullet point of the first paragraph to read Other assets with non-designated archaeological interest, assets of 
equivalent significance to scheduled monuments. Especially within Archaeological Notification Areas in Crawley identified by West 
Sussex County Council to reflect NPPF paragraph 194 and footnote 63. 
In paragraph 2 replace ‘not lost’ with conserved and enhanced to meet the test of NPPF paragraph 194. 
Add into paragraph 4 – ‘If, in exceptional circumstances, as defined by paragraph 194 of NPPF, …. And it has been demonstrated 
to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh that harm or loss,…’ to reflect the intention of NPPF paragraph 195. 
Amend paragraph 5 to: ‘In exceptional cases where a heritage asset is considered to be suitable for loss or replacement, and it has 
been demonstrated its site is essential to the development’s success by being in accordance with the above criteria, proposals will 
be subject to a requirement to record the asset(s) concerned. The scheme of investigation, including the Historic England 
Recording Level, is to be agreed with the council in advance of its implementation and will reflect the importance and nature of the 
asset and the impact of the proposal’. This wording would better reflect NPPF paragraphs 195 and 
196. 
We would like assurance that an up-to-date Evidence Base exists for the historic environment elements of the Crawley Local Plan 
or that such is in preparation. Paragraph 1.14 of the draft Local Plan includes reference to ‘ASEQs and Locally Listed Buildings 
Heritage Assessment; … Landscape Character Assessment; Historic Parks & Gardens Review; ...’ which date from 2010, 2012, 
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and 2013 respectively. We have been unable to locate any other directly relevant more recent reports or studies. Paragraph 6.8 et 
al refer to the Crawley Heritage Strategy (2008), but no update to this appears to exist. The only other reference to possible 
evidence is given in footnote 61 on page 78. 
A Heritage Topic Paper or similar assessment document prepared in advance of, or alongside (if not already undertaken), the local 
plan can be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate on the delivery of the positive heritage policies in the Local Plan. Some local 
planning authorities have chosen to support their conservation strategy within the Local Plan using a topic specific SPD. 
These comments are based on the information provided by you at this time and for the avoidance of doubt does not reflect our 
obligation to advise you on, and potentially object to, any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from this or 
later versions of the plan and which may, in our view, have adverse effects on the historic environment. 
If you would like further advice on the content of this letter or to discuss how the draft Local 
Plan could be revised to better reflect the intention of the NPPF, please contact me. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

HA2 We support policy Strategic Policy HA2: Conservation Areas. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

HA4 Strategic Policy HA4: Listed Buildings and Structures is supported. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

HA7 Strategic Policy HA7: Heritage Assets of Archaeological Interest is supported. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

ST4 Strategic Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road 
– see comment above. Heritage assets are likely to be impacted by a road in the area indicated in the map on page 214 and these 
should be factored into any assessment of the appropriate route alignment. 

REP/
061 

Historic 
England 

SA/SEA 
 

Crawley Local Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment Scoping Report 
Thank you for your email of 20 January 2020 inviting comments on the Scoping Report for the above strategic environmental 
assessment. Historic England is a statutory consultation body in relation to the SEA Directive in regard to any matters affecting the 
historic environment. We are content that the scoping report for Crawley Local Plan adequately covers the issues that may arise in 
respect of the potential effects of proposed development sites on heritage assets.  
Historic England has prepared generic guidance with regards to our involvement in the various stages of the local plan process 
which you may find helpful in preparing the Sustainability Appraisal. This is available to download here: 
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-
note-8/.  
This opinion is based on the information provided by you and for the avoidance of doubt does not affect our obligation to advise you 
on, and potentially object to any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from this or later versions of the plan 
which is the subject to consultation, and which may, despite the SEA, have adverse effects on the historic environment. 

Horsham District Council 
REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

SD3 Thank you for consulting us on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020 -2035. We are grateful for the opportunity to be able to 
comment on your emerging plan. Horsham District Council recognises that your authority faces considerable challenges in ensuring 
it can meet the future needs of Crawley within what is a tightly bound administrative area. Overall we consider that the plan has 

https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/sustainability-appraisaland-strategic-environmental-assessment-advice-note-8/
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positively sought to balance the provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a manner that contributes to 
achieving sustainable development. 
I would also take the opportunity to reaffirm Horsham District Council’s commitment to continued close cooperation and joint 
working between our councils, reflecting our joint housing market area and common functional economic market area. 
We do have a number of detailed comments on the draft document, which follow and build on comments made in our letter dated 
16 September 2019 responding to the earlier Regulation 18 consultation on the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035. We will 
provide these separately using comment forms for your ease of reference and inputting, but I have nonetheless set these out 
together in this letter – the comments that follow are identical word-for-word to the comment forms. 
We support this policy in principle, but consider its effectiveness could be improved. It is recognised the AAP will provide 
opportunities to increase housing and employment provision within Crawley Borough, and this should feed into an assumption that 
the unmet need will be reduced (see further comments on Policy HP1 in particular). 
 
Suggested Modifications: 
Request that specific reference is made to fact that the safeguarded land extends into Horsham district, therefore close joint 
working will be needed to ensure a consistent approach between the AAP and Horsham LP policy on Gatwick safeguarding going 
forward. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

CL4 We support this policy in principle, but consider its effectiveness could be improved. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: Request clearer cross reference to Policy CL4 which specifies minimum densities. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

CL5 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. 
We welcome that the policy sets out minimum densities that are higher than previously used. 
This is an important means of ensuring no stone is unturned in seeking to maximise meeting identified housing needs in Crawley. 
However it is not clear what the evidence is for selecting these specific density ranges. This should be made fully transparent to 
ensure that the policy is justified.  
It is also not clear from this policy exactly where these densities would apply: although examples are given, this does not provide 
sufficient certainty. Therefore the policy is not fully effective. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study to consider, amongst other things, appropriate 
densities. This should include a spatial analysis of what is appropriate, or transparently present the evidence already gathered to 
evidence this. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

DD1 We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land as part of good design. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

OS1 We support this policy in principle, but consider that its effectiveness could be improved. 
If an area of open space is surplus to requirements, it presents an opportunity to re-use the site for housing and could potentially 
include new public recreation space. This in turn helps reduce the unmet development needs. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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Change sought: Request that Policy OS1 is worded more positively to more explicitly acknowledge the opportunities presented by 
surplus open space to support meeting housing need whilst improving recreational opportunities, and to better reflect Policy H3f. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

EC1 We support this policy in principle, but consider that its effectiveness could be improved. We note the predicted shortfall in 
employment land supply and have also noted the request recently made by Crawley Borough Council as part of the Duty to 
Cooperate for Horsham District to assist in meeting this need. 
Horsham District is seeking to significantly increase the number of high quality jobs in the District to ensure that the employment 
needs of significant housing growth needed in the District is met and provides choice for residents to live and work locally. There is 
a clear synergy between this and providing for the needs of Crawley. As you will be aware land to the West of Crawley, but is within 
Horsham District is being promoted for development. Whilst no decision has been made as to whether it would be appropriate to 
allocate this site, we would expect any strategic housing development in Horsham District to include significant levels of 
employment of a type that is attractive to new residents of that development, on a '1 job per household' basis, to increase the 
sustainability of the new community and reduce the need to travel. 
It is therefore important that the joint working outlined in Strategic Policy EC1 (v) leads to new employment that primarily meets the 
need of the new communities born of any strategic development. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is requested that Policy EC1 has text added to clarify that any employment development provided as part of 
strategic sites ‘at’ Crawley, but outside its boundaries, is planned to meet the needs of the Crawley/Gatwick FEMA first and 
foremost, and provide local jobs. 
Paragraph 9.23 (Strategic Policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth) The effectiveness of Policy EC1 could be further improved 
by making the change set out below. 
Change sought: Amend text to clarify that whilst the scope for strategic employment growth will be investigated as part of a North 
Crawley AAP, the priority will be to accommodate additional housing within Crawley borough, insofar as is commensurate with 
other local plan policies. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

TC3 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. It is 
considered that there may be further opportunities for mixed-use proposals which enhance the town centre to include a greater 
element of residential development, which can contribute to reducing the unmet need. This should be reflected in the policy. This 
view has been formed on the premise that there has not been evidence presented alongside the draft Local Plan to quantify 
opportunities to provide further residential units, of a higher-density nature, to complement and support the vitality of the town 
centre. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include detailed analysis of redevelopment 
and regeneration opportunities in the town centre area, in a way that maximises opportunities to address the unmet housing need. 
This may lead to an increase to the 1,500 net dwellings increase set out in Policy TC3 (iv). 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H1 We support aspects of this policy, in particular that all reasonable opportunities will be considered to develop on brownfield sites 
and surplus green space; capitalise on town centre living, and seek out further opportunities on the edge of Crawley. 
However we consider that the policy is not justified as stands, its effectiveness could be improved, and needs further work to 
demonstrate that it is positively prepared. 
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Firstly, we do not consider that the remaining unmet need figure of 5,925 dwellings total has been fully justified. Whilst 
acknowledging that land supply in Crawley is highly constrained, evidence has not been provided that all opportunities for providing 
further housing within Crawley's boundary have been exhausted. For example, Policy CL5 sets minimum densities for 
development, and Policy TC3 identifies a number of Key Opportunity Sites in the Town Centre. Paragraph 11.19 states that at least 
1,500 dwellings are anticipated across all of these sites (consistent with Policy H1). Currently, we do not consider that there is clear 
evidence of how this number has been arrived at, or whether a comprehensive study of opportunity sites within the town centre, 
and appropriate densities within these, has been undertaken. 
Secondly, it is also not clear how opportunities for estate regeneration (and associated densification) have been looked at. The 
draft Local Plan in paragraph 12.55 states that there are no estate regeneration projects planned in Crawley. We would welcome 
discussion as to why this has not been taken forward as an option for increasing housing delivery within Crawley Borough whilst 
also delivering significant community benefits. 
Thirdly, we note that the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) supporting the emerging Local Plan makes an 
assumption that the Gatwick southern runway may still come forward, and incorporates an assumption that maximum permissible 
noise levels may therefore be exceeded. Whilst we recognise that this situation is complex, this change appears to have had the 
effect of ruling out large sites of several hectares which had previously been included in the housing trajectory for the 2015 Local 
Plan. The SHLAA recognises that such sites may be reconsidered as part of the North Crawley Area Action Plan. It is however 
considered that in advance of such a review, it is not necessarily appropriate to fully rule out sites at this stage, particularly when 
given the increase in housing need for Crawley and for the housing market area. Again, we would welcome further discussion 
around these points. 
It is suggested that further areas of investigation regarding land use efficiency and maximising delivery within Crawley Borough 
could reasonably include: 
i. Consideration as to whether a more generous assumption relating to windfall development (currently assumed at 55 dwellings per 
hectare) may be appropriate. It is noted that the draft Local Plan refers on page 223 to a background document ‘Windfall Allowance 
Review 2020-2035.’ However we have not been able to find this document on your website. 
ii. Positive identification at the plan-making stage of any further surplus or under-used green space or industrial land in Crawley 
Borough. The need to protect and enhance 
fit-for-purpose green infrastructure is supported, but it is noted that currently published open space studies are some 6 years old 
and may now be in need of update; 
iii. Reassess whether sites in the SHLAA should have been found to be unsuitable for development. The airport noise contour issue 
has already been mentioned above, and 
there are further justifications given for rejecting sites that could be better evidenced, e.g. site adjacent (but not within) a flood risk 
area, or the higher infrastructure costs associated with redeveloping industrial sites. 
To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, and the points above are considered further, it is requested that a 
comprehensive densification study is undertaken, to consider these points and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a 
robust understanding of how much of the Crawley housing needs will remain unmet, and therefore form the basis of the discussions 
over the extent to which Horsham District Council can meet this need. 
We also request an alternative trajectory and target which reflects the likely scenario of some or all of the Gatwick Expansion 
safeguarding being removed as a result of the forthcoming AAP. 
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This will assist in Duty to Cooperate discussions, and may be critical to the unmet need housing figure should the Gatwick 
safeguarding policy be removed entirely in the course of the examination. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: 
• To be effective, and meet the test of positive planning, the policy should additionally refer to opportunities arising from 

increased densities including increasing building heights and fully exploiting surplus garden land, and estate regeneration. 
• To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that a comprehensive densification study is 

undertaken, to consider points i, ii and iii above, and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a robust understanding 
of how much of the Crawley housing need should in principle be accommodated by neighbouring authorities including 
Horsham district. 

It is requested that an alternative trajectory and target which reflects the likely scenario of some or all of the Gatwick Expansion 
safeguarding being removed as a result of the forthcoming AAP. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H2 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands. As set out in our comments to earlier policies (and in 
particular Policy H1), there is insufficient evidence to support the overall number of dwellings suggested, given that further sites 
could be allocated if further investigations through a densification study were made. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include analysis of whether assumptions 
built into policies as drafted, for example on town centre redevelopment opportunities, surplus green spaces, and estate 
regeneration should be different and if so, whether this could yield significant further housing capacity in Crawley. 
It is also requested that reference is made to the alternative scenario of Langley Green and Forge Wood sites coming forward as a 
result of Gatwick safeguarding being removed (as stated in 12.28), with associated housing capacities and an alternative trajectory 
and unmet need figure. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3b We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land in a number of ways. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3c We support this policy. It is considered that there may be further opportunities for the town centre area and mixed use 
developments to provide more housing to help meet the unmet need in Crawley, as set out in our comments to Policies H1 and H2. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3d We support this policy which encourages efficient use of land through building upwards. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3f We support this policy which strikes an appropriate balance between protecting and enhancing valued open spaced whist taking a 
pragmatic approach to allowing some housing development in certain circumstances. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3g We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. 
Given the pressing need for housing in the area and unmet housing need, it is considered imperative that estate regeneration 
opportunities are explored as this is a potential source of additional housing supply that is, to a great extent, within the control of 
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CBC. This could form part of a densification study, and is necessary to ensure that no stone is left unturned. Such a study may 
identify further broad areas for development to yield additional housing in the later years of the Plan period. 
We welcome paragraph 12.72 and the fact it has now been moved to before the policy (as suggested in our response to your 
Regulation 18 consultation). 
Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: It is considered necessary to prepare a densification study. This should include analysis of whether and estate 
regeneration could play a part in providing additional housing within Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Policy H3g 
part ix 

Policy H3g part ix is not effective. Including reference to potential nomination rights for affordable housing to potentially be provided 
outside of Crawley borough is premature and therefore ineffective, given no such agreement in principle has been reached. This 
bears in mind that Horsham District itself has a high assessed need for affordable housing (503 homes per year) meaning that 
there may be limited opportunity to meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s affordable housing need on top. 
Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: Request removal and similarly as a consequential change to the reasoned justification (see further comment on 
paragraph 12.76). 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Para. 12.76 Paragraph 12.76 is not effective as drafted – it currently states: 
“Whilst located within Mid Sussex or Horsham Districts, any urban extension on the edge of Crawley should be meeting the unmet 
housing needs arising from Crawley, and should therefore meet Crawley’s specific needs for affordable housing, housing mix, type, 
and tenure.” 
It is premature to make this statement ahead of any agreement being reached as part of future joint work. HDC wishes to make 
clear that new development in Horsham district will address the needs of Horsham district in the first instance, as required by NPPF 
paragraph 35(a) in respect of the minimum requirement for a local plan to pass the ‘positively prepared’ test. 
Suggested Modifications:  
Change sought: Request removal of this sentence. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

ST4 We support this policy subject to the following comment: 
The corridor for any future relief road will need to be agreed jointly with HDC as most of the route would be within the administrative 
area of Horsham. Any area of safeguarding should not prejudice this. It is noted that this is recognised in the supporting text. 
I do hope these comments are helpful. I would like to emphasise that they are made in anticipation of further constructive dialogue 
between our authorities, and with an expectation that areas of disagreement can be readily addressed, and quite possibly 
eliminated. 
Officers will be in touch further to arrange further discussions around this point and in respect of the Statement of Common Ground 
currently being worked upon. 

Mid Sussex District Council 
REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

SD3 Crawley Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 – Submission version  
Mid Sussex welcomes the opportunity to comment on the submission Crawley Local Plan Review (the Plan) and our detailed 
comments on the Strategic Polices of the Plan build on our earlier response to the Regulation 18 draft of the Local Plan.  
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Mid Sussex welcomes the further work undertaken by Crawley since the publication of the draft Local Plan and the identification of 
additional sources of housing supply, resulting in another 550 units. In particular, Mid Sussex supports the revisions to policies 
which will ensure that there is a more effective use of land in meeting housing and other land use needs in line with the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).  
Mid Sussex has reviewed the Plan and accompanying evidence that has been prepared to support the Plan however it is noted that 
some of the evidence base, including Transport Assessment, Viability and Habitats Regulation Assessment have not yet been 
completed and therefore these comments are provided in this context. Mid Sussex may wish to make further comments as and 
when the evidence base is complete. 
 
Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council consider that 
the Policy could be more effective.  
Policy SD3 makes provision for the preparation of an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the area of land to the south of Gatwick Airport 
that has historically been safeguarded to accommodate the possible construction of an additional runway and associated facilities. 
Mid Sussex welcomes the approach to review the opportunities for development within this location, alongside the future growth 
needs of the airport through an AAP.  
The Council welcomes the clear commitment to commence work on the AAP within three months of the adoption of the Local Plan 
as this will provide certainty over its development. 
However, the Crawley Plan should recognise the significant opportunities presented by this land to take a strategic approach 
towards consolidating employment land in this location thereby facilitating release of underused employment land elsewhere in the 
Borough which could be used for much needed housing. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL4 Strategic Policy CL4: Effective Use of Land: Sustainability, Movement and layout  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective.  
The NPPF is clear that where there is a shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs policies should ensure the use of 
land is optimised. Whilst this policy seeks the effective use of land it needs to be clear about how this will be achieved.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: Policy needs clarity over how policy objectives will be achieved. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL5 Strategic Policy CL5: Form of New Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council consider that 
the Policy could be more effective.  
The Council supports the concept of ‘compact development’ and the inclusion of density standards on some locations within the 
Town. However, the Council consider that the Policy could be more effective by being clearer.  
Whilst the Policy sets out minimum density standards across the Borough it states that residential density standards will be 
informed by Area Character Assessment. It is unclear from the supporting evidence if these Assessments have already been 
undertaken, and if not who will be responsible for preparing these.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: Make the application of the policy clearer. 



108 
 

Ref. 
No. 

Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL8 Strategic Policy CL8: Development Outside the Built–up Area  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective.  
Mid Sussex made comments on the previous draft in relation to policy CL8: Development Outside the Built-up Area. Whilst we 
welcome the changes which have been made to the policy, the objective of the policy remains the same. Therefore, we wish to 
reiterate that opportunities for development within these areas should be positively assessed, particularly as Crawley has an unmet 
housing need. 
There can be opportunities for development within designated areas, including the AONB. As a rural district, the majority of Mid 
Sussex housing supply is within the countryside (i.e. outside built-up areas) and Mid Sussex District Council’s spatial strategy 
allocates land for development in the AONB to meet its adopted housing requirement, which includes some of Crawley’s unmet 
need.  
Suggested Modifications:  
Change required: This policy needs to be amended to be a positively framed policy which promotes and supports some 
development outside of the Built-Up Area. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

OS1 Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle but considers that it could be more effective.  
Policy OS1 protects against development which would affect the use of open spaces, sport and recreational spaces unless it meets 
certain criteria. Given the limited supply of suitable housing land in Crawley, this policy should recognise the significant 
opportunities presented by the Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding to rationalise open space in order to release land for much needed 
housing.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: The Policy needs to be amended to cross reference to Policy SD3 as the opportunities presented by the 
Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding land 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

EC1 Suggested Modifications: 
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle however considers that it could be more effective in achieving the area’s needs. 
Policy EC1 (iii) currently encourages the redevelopment and intensification of under-utilised sites in Main Employment areas. 
However, the opportunities presented by the Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding for rationalising Main Employment areas, have not 
been taken. This is missing an opportunity to release land for much needed housing.  
Change required: The Policy needs to be amended to make a cross reference to Policy SD3 as the opportunities presented by the 
Gatwick Expansion Safeguarding land should form part of a comprehensive spatial strategy for meeting development needs. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

H3d Mid Sussex supports this policy which supports upwards extensions in line with the NPPF and provides clear guidelines on 
assessment of proposals. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

H3g 
paragraph 
12.76 

Mid Sussex objects to this policy. It is neither justified nor effective 
The submission version of the Plan continues to include a policy that seeks to provide policy criteria for the assessment of Urban 
Extensions outside of the Crawley administrative boundary, in policy H3g: Urban Extensions. Policy H3g provides the framework by 
which Crawley would assess applications outside the borough boundaries but are adjacent to Crawley. Whilst some amendments 
have been made to the policy Mid Sussex continues to have concerns and therefore comments on this policy are set out below:  
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The Sustainability Appraisal of the MSDC District Plan (August 2016) sets out the conclusions of the ‘Sustainability Assessment of 
Cross-Boundary Options’, which assessed the unmet need of all neighbouring authorities. The evidence shows that there are 
strong migration and commuting links between the two authorities. These links are not constrained to the areas immediately 
adjacent to the administrative boundaries of the authorities. Broad locations for growth were assessed based on distance and 
linkages between areas based on historic commuting patterns. These broad locations cover most of Mid Sussex, which indicate 
any unmet need from Crawley could be located anywhere in this District. Locations ‘At Crawley’ has identified locations which may 
not be the most sustainable location for growth in Mid Sussex, but until work on the District Plan Review is undertaken and all broad 
locations and sites are assessed, this is not known.  
It is unclear how this policy can be effective as it relates to land outside the Crawley boundary. An application within Mid Sussex, for 
example, would not be assessed against the policies within the Crawley Local Plan. As such the criteria within the policy can only 
be considered to inform Crawley’s response during the consultation process on an application within an adjoining authority; and this 
should be made clear.  
It is not sufficiently clear what is meant by the term ‘Urban Extension’, both in terms of scale and location. This is important because 
some criteria would not apply to all developments. For example, smaller scale sites would not support a neighbourhood centre, or 
require a masterplan. The preparation of a Joint Area Action Plan may not be necessary in all circumstances. This is acknowledged 
in the supporting text but not within the policy. Through Duty to Co-Operate discussions, Mid Sussex will continue to liaise with 
Crawley on any sites within Mid Sussex that would have cross-boundary impacts particularly any that are promoted to the Council 
as part of the District Plan Review.  
Part ix of the policy includes a reference to the delivery of affordable housing at 40% and agreements in relation to the nomination 
rights for those on the Crawley housing register. There are no mechanisms in place to seek a different affordable housing 
requirement on sites within Mid Sussex as intended by the policy. The adopted Mid Sussex District Plan requires 30% affordable 
housing and existing evidence does not demonstrate that the provision of 40% affordable housing is viable in Mid Sussex. Mid 
Sussex’s immediate priority is to meet the affordable housing needs of those who live in Mid Sussex.  
In this context, this Council objects to the wording of paragraph H3g: Urban Extensions and paragraph 12.76 where it refers to any 
urban extension on the edge of Crawley and within MSDC should be meeting the unmet needs arising from Crawley.  
Change required: The policy needs significantly redrafting. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Habitat 
Regulation 
Assessment 
Screening 
Report 

Mid Sussex is concerned about the conclusions reached in the HRA Screening Report and considers that further work is required to 
ensure that the Plan is sound.  
• Paragraph 4.8-4.9 (air pollution) –New homes and employment are being planned by Crawley Borough Council. The distance of 
10km from the borough’s boundaries is not a relevant consideration. Mid Sussex Council have undertaken transport modelling, air 
quality modelling and then ecological interpretation to assess the potential air quality impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC to 
support the preparation of the District Plan and Site Allocations DPD.  
• The 1000 AADT is not the only factor that needs to be taken into account and in any case this needs to be an in-combination 
assessment (taking account of recent case law as acknowledged).  
• At paragraphs 5.7 to 5.10 reference is made to the transport modelling undertaken for the Mid Sussex District Plan. This 
information has been superseded by the Mid Sussex Transport Model (2019) which is a new transport model that has been 
prepared to support the preparation of the Site Allocations DPD. This new evidence should be taken into account.  
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Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: In order to ensure the Plan is sound the Council should prepare the necessary evidence to conclude no adverse 
impact on the Ashdown Forest SAC habitat. It would be helpful to see some more recent and relevant correspondence from Natural 
England setting out their view on the likely significant effect on the Ashdown Forest SAC.  

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Duty to 
Cooperate 

Conclusion  
Mid Sussex is committed to continuous and close co-operation and joint working and welcomes the opportunities to work on an 
ongoing basis to address unmet development needs and we will use the well-established joint working arrangements in place, to 
address these outstanding issues. 

Mole Valley District Council 
REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council  

Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Housing 
H1 
SD3 

Thank you for your ‘Duty to Cooperate’ letter dated 21 January 2020 setting out Crawley Borough Council’s position in relation to 
meeting the borough’s objectively assessed development needs. 
Housing 
CBC calculates their local housing need to be 752 dwellings per annum using the ‘Standard Method’ set out in planning practice 
guidance. This equates to a total housing need of 11,280 dwellings over the lifetime of the 15-year plan (2020-2035). Crawley’s 
Local Plan Review identifies the borough’s housing land supply to be 5,355 dwellings over the plan period. This leaves a total 
unmet need figure of 5,925 net dwellings. 
MVDC recognise the difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and the challenge of effectively balancing competing 
environmental, social and economic pressures. Nonetheless MVDC are concerned that CBC will have an unmet need of 
approximately 5,925 net dwellings over the plan period (2020-2035). Based on the reasoning set out below, it is considered MVDC 
is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet housing need. 
Housing Market Area 
CBC say there is already a long-established, effective joint working within the Northern West Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area 
(HMA). The NWS HMA comprises Crawley, Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small part of Reigate & Banstead local planning 
authorities and does not include Mole Valley District. 
Crawley’s unmet housing need established from CBC’s adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local 
Plans within the NWS HMA. Currently the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to provide an 
additional 3,150 dwellings above their objectively assessed housing needs, mostly to meet the unmet housing need arising from 
Crawley. CBC says that local plan reviews have acknowledged the 3,150 dwellings figure is likely to change in particular because 
the ‘standard method’ for calculating local housing need increases the housing needs in Horsham and Mid Sussex above those 
established in their respective adopted Plans.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS HMA, the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet housing 
needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local planning authorities within NWS HMA. 
Constraints, Green Belt and demonstrating Exceptional Circumstances  
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within Crawley for accommodating further 
development because of the boroughs tight administrative boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential 
southern runway; physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, and; few infill 
opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town.  
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Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and this includes land adjacent to 
Crawley’s administrative boundaries. The district is also constrained by landscape and environmental designations, including the 
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation 
(SAC). As with Crawley, Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise contours associated with 
Gatwick. In addition, transport links and public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak.  
Mole Valley has published its Draft Local Plan (Future Mole Valley) for consultation between 3 February and 23 March 2020. It is 
clear from this draft plan MVDC cannot meet its own housing need on brownfield land and/or within the district’s existing built-up 
areas. At this stage, MVDC has not identified any opportunities for part of Mole Valley’s housing need to be met by neighbouring 
local planning authorities. Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable options for meeting the district’s housing need, 
exceptional circumstances may exist for MVDC to consider some degree of change to Green Belt boundaries. This is one of the 
principles which is being considered through MVDC’s current Regulation 18 consultation.  
Paragraph 137c of the NPPF 2019 says that before concluding exceptional circumstances exist to just changes to Green Belt 
boundaries, MVDC has to demonstrate it has examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for 
development. This will include whether the strategy has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about whether 
they could accommodate some of Mole Valley’s identified need for development. Therefore where neighbouring local planning 
authorities, particularly those in the NWS HMA as they are not constrained by Green Belt boundaries, are capable of meeting their 
own housing needs then further discussions may be required about whether they could accommodate some of Mole Valley’s 
housing need, to avoid changes to Green Belt boundaries, which both MVDC and the Government attach great importance to13. 
One of the tests for soundness set out in Paragraph 35 of the NPPF 2019 is that plans should be ‘positively prepared’ in so that the 
plan provides a strategy which as a minimum seeks to meet the area’s objectively assessed needs and is informed by agreements 
with other authorities so that unmet need from neighbouring areas is accommodated where it is practical to do so and is consistent 
with achieving sustainable development.  
The Crawley submission Local Plan does not plan to meet Crawley’s local development needs with a total unmet housing need of 
5,925 dwellings and unmet employment need of at least 21ha of employment land. At present there is a lack of clarity as to how 
these unmet needs will be accommodated. 
Suggested Modifications: 
As indicated in MVDC’s responses to the Crawley Local Plan consultation and ‘duty to cooperate’ letter dated 2 March, CBC should 
consider bringing forward preparation of the AAP for Land North of Crawley to understand the level of development needs that can 
be accommodated within the AAP boundary. 
MVDC would consider the Crawley submission Local Plan to be sound subject to agreeing a Statement of Common Ground that 
addressed the issues set out in the MVDC’s responses to the Crawley submission Local Plan consultation and ‘duty to cooperate’ 
letter. 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley  
CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport and preparing 
an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the future development of this land. The AAP will assess needs for future growth and operational 

 
13 As indicated in Paragraph 133 of the NPPF 2019.   
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needs of airport alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for housing, though CBC state housing 
development would be limited due to aircraft noise contours. CBC would commence work on the AAP after the adoption of the 
Submission Draft Crawley Local Plan 2035 which is expected in December 202014 (notwithstanding the Planning Inspector’s 
recommendations following independent examination of the Local Plan).  
MVDC supports CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. CBC should consider bringing forward preparation of this AAP 
to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order to determine the amount of housing which can be developed on land within 
the AAP boundary. It appears that the AAP could potentially contribute towards Crawley’s unmet housing need. Without further 
assessment of land availability in the AAP, it is possible the level of unmet housing need arising from Crawley maybe overstated or 
non-existent. 

REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council  

Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Gatwick 
Airport 
SD3 
GAT1 

Gatwick Airport  
MVDC notes that Policy SD3 signals intent for Crawley Borough Council to produce an Area Action Plan for the land currently 
safeguarded for a potential second runway at Gatwick Airport. MVDC supports this approach, and will comment on such proposals 
at the appropriate time. We also note that Policy SD3 safeguards land that corresponds with the Gatwick Airport Masterplan. MVDC 
has recently published a draft Local Plan for consultation that uses the same updated boundary to safeguard two small parcels of 
land that fall within Mole Valley District.  
MVDC welcomes the addition to Policy GAT1 of a reference to Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects at Gatwick Airport. We 
agree that point’s i-iv must apply to any development proposals at the airport that fall within the scope of the Planning Act 2008. 

REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Duty to 
Cooperate: 
Economic 
Growth 
EC1 

Economic growth  
The constrained land supply position in Crawley means there is also an unmet need for employment land of a minimum of 21 
hectares over the Plan period according to Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory. The unmet need for employment land has 
previously been significantly affected by the uncertainty of a possible additional runway at Gatwick Airport and the need to 
safeguard land for this reason.  
However, it is now understood that CBC proposes through Policy SD3 to explore the possibility of removing the ‘safeguarding’ of 
613 hectares of land to the north of Crawley, which has been designated for an Area Action Plan (AAP) to meet the future growth 
and operational needs of the airport alongside other development needs within Crawley, including housing.  
Although MVDC would support CBC in utilising the land for non-airport uses, the following points should also be taken into 
consideration:  
- The NWS EGA update 2020 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad 
functional economic market area (FEMA). Given that Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS FEMA, MVDC is of the view that 
the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet employment needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local authorities within 
the NWS FEMA and then subsequently, if necessary, those areas with which influential economic linkages exist, which doesn’t 
include Mole Valley.  
- The EGA update 2020 also stated that there is potential for a greater level of business growth based on the ‘unconstrained’ 
uncapped local housing need figure of 752 dwellings per annum. This can only be planned for if current constraints on land supply 

 
14 CBC’s Local Development Scheme 2019 to 2022.   
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are lifted. Using this approach, the EGA identifies an ‘unconstrained’ employment land requirement of 113ha for Crawley. CBC 
consider this amount of employment land is likely to be needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward.  
- Regarding the AAP proposed for the land north of Crawley, it is noted that work on it would commence within three months of the 
adoption of the Local Plan. CBC should consider bringing its preparation forward to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in 
order to determine the amount of housing which can be developed on land within the AAP boundary. It appears that the AAP may 
be able to contribute towards meeting Crawley’s housing need. Therefore, without further assessment of land availability in the 
AAP, it is possible that the level of unmet housing need arising from Crawley maybe overstated or non-existent.  
Furthermore, as has been previously stated within MVDC’S Regulation 18 consultation response, there are significant physical and 
policy constraints on development in the south eastern part of Mole Valley, adjacent to Crawley, which limit the potential for growth 
in this area. Transport links between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak, mainly comprising rural lanes with limited capacity. The 
only A-road connections are the A217 and A264/A24. The A217 reduces to a single carriageway north of the CBC boundary and 
serves only one small settlement (Hookwood) in Mole Valley before continuing north to Reigate. The A264/24 is far from a direct 
route; the A264 lying to the south of Crawley and connecting to the A24 some 5km south of Mole Valley’s boundary. Public 
transport connections are also weak, with only limited bus services in the rural parts of southern Mole Valley.  
Gatwick Airport is a major constraint, both in physical terms and in terms of the consequences of air traffic on the southern part of 
Mole Valley. The south eastern part of Mole Valley is also significantly impacted by flooding (Flood Zones 2 and 3).  
For the reasons outlined above, we consider that Mole Valley would be unable to accommodate CBC’s unmet employment land 
needs owing to the identified physical and policy constraints, in conjunction with the limited available employment land within the 
south eastern part of the District. 

REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

H1 Thank you for consulting Mole Valley District Council (MVDC) on Crawley Borough Council’s (CBC) Submission draft Local Plan.  
The strategic issues we wish to comment on are:  
• Meeting housing needs  
• Economic growth  
• Gatwick Airport  
Meeting housing needs  
As set out in our earlier response to CBC (dated 30.08.2019) as part of the Regulation 18 consultation, MVDC does recognise the 
difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and the challenge of balancing competing environmental, social and economic 
pressures. We also recognise the physically constrained nature of Crawley. Nonetheless, MVDC are concerned that CBC will have 
an updated unmet need of approximately 5,925 dwellings over the Plan Period (2020-2035), which has reduced from an unmet 
need of approximately 6, 475 dwellings at the Regulation 18 stage.  
Three quarters of Mole Valley is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and is therefore heavily constrained. That includes all of the 
land adjacent to Crawley. In addition, further constraints include the Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, a Special Area of 
Conservation, areas prone to flooding and other environmental constraints. MVDC recently commenced a 7 week public 
consultation on the draft version of the Future Mole Valley Local Plan (Regulation 18) and based on current assessments it is clear 
that MVDC cannot meet its own housing need on brownfield land and/or within the districts existing built-up areas. At this stage, 
MVDC has not identified any opportunities for part of Mole Valley’s housing need to be met by neighbouring local planning 
authorities. 
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Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable options for meeting the district’s housing need, exceptional circumstances may 
exist for MVDC to consider some degree of change to Green Belt boundaries. This is one of the principles which is being 
considered through MVDC’s current Regulation 18 consultation.  
On a further point, Crawley is a functional component of the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area (NWS HMA), which 
includes Horsham, Mid Sussex and a small part of the Reigate and Banstead Council areas. Mole Valley does not form part of the 
same housing market area.  
On this basis, we do not consider that MVDC should be expected to meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need. A separate letter 
setting out MVDC’s position under the Duty to Cooperate (also dated 2 March 2020) reiterates this position. 

REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

SD3 
EC1 

Employment  
Joint working across Northern West Sussex (NWS) also resulted in a joint assessment of economic growth. The NWS Economic 
Growth Assessment (EGA) 2020 update recommends an identified need for a total of 33ha of employment land in Crawley based 
on the continuation of past development trends which in turn is based on a constrained land supply. However, Crawley’s 
Employment Land Trajectory only identifies a supply of circa 12Ha, resulting in an unmet need of at least 21ha of employment land 
over the plan period. Furthermore, the EGA update 2020 also said there is potential for a greater level of business growth based on 
the ‘unconstrained’ local housing need figure of 752 dwellings per annum. Using this approach, the EGA identifies an 
‘unconstrained’ employment land requirement of 113ha for Crawley. CBC consider this amount of employment land is likely to be 
needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward.  
It is considered, for the reasons set out below, MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting its unmet employment 
needs.  
Functional Economic Market Area  
The NWS EGA update 2020 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) continue to operate as a broad 
functional economic market area (FEMA). The assessment also identifies that influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal 
West Sussex, Reigate & Banstead (e.g. Horley) and East Sussex. Mole Valley is not included within the NWS FEMA nor is the 
district identified as having influential economic influences with NWS authorities.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS FEMA, the responsibility for meeting Crawley’s unmet 
employment needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local planning authorities within NWS FEMA and then subsequently, if 
necessary, those areas with which influential economic linkages exist, which doesn’t include Mole Valley.  
Constraints  
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within Crawley for accommodating further 
development because of the boroughs tight administrative boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential 
southern runway; physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, and; few infill 
opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town.  
As stated previously, Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the Metropolitan Green Belt and this 
includes land adjacent to Crawley’s administrative boundaries. The district is also constrained by the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (SAC). As with Crawley, 
Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise contours associated with Gatwick. In addition, 
transport links and public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak. 
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Suggested Modifications: 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley  
As mentioned previously, CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for a potential southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport and preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the future development of this land. The AAP will assess needs for 
future growth and operational needs of airport alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for economic 
growth. CBC would commence work on the AAP after the adoption of their new Local Plan and CBC say this work may conclude 
sites for Strategic Employment Locations can be identified within Crawley should some or all of the land encompassed by the AAP 
not be required for airport expansion.  
Given the AAP covers approximately 613ha and the unconstrained employment land need is 113ha, it appears that all of Crawley’s 
employment needs can be met within the Borough with surplus land available within the AAP which can be used to meet other 
development needs, including housing. MVDC therefore supports CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. CBC should 
also consider bringing forward preparation of this AAP to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order to determine the 
amount of employment land that can be developed within the AAP boundary.  

REP/
065 

Mole Valley 
District 
Council 

Duty to 
Cooperate 

Summary  
In summary:  
• MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet housing needs.  
• MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet employment needs.  
• MVDC supports the removal of safeguarding land for a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport and supports the 

preparation of an AAP setting out the future development of this land to meet development needs arising in Crawley.  
• CBC should consider bringing forward preparation of the AAP to understand the level of developments needs that can be 

accommodated within the AAP boundary. 

Natural England 
REP/
069 

Natural 
England 

GI1 
GI2 
GI3 
SDC3 

Dear Sir/Madam, 
Planning consultation: Submission draft Crawley Local Plan (Regulation 19) 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 20 January 2020 which was received by Natural England on 20 January 2020 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Natural England has reviewed the Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 and accompanying appendices together with the Habitats 
Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Sustainability Appraisal (SA). Please note that we have not provided comments on all policies 
but those that are within our remit. Natural England has no comment to make on the policies not covered in this response. 
We are pleased to see the inclusion of many of our previous comments included within the draft submission. In particular comments 
relating to Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Net Gain. We support the inclusion of the inclusion of a “Proposals involving the 
creation of dwellings will be required to at least meet the Building Regulations optional requirement for tighter water efficiency, and 
should, where feasible, achieve a more advanced target of 100 litres/person/day. A tighter target of 80 litres/person/day should be 
met for significant, strategic scale developments. ” within Policy SDC3 Tackling Water Stress. 
We agree with the findings in the Sustainability Appraisal and Habitats Regulation Assessment. 
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We have no further comments in relation to this submission. 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Vision 
para. 2.26 

Crawley 2035 – Local Plan Review – Regulation 19 Publication, draft Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental 
Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-35 (January 2020), draft 
Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report. We have 
the following comments.  
Housing Needs  
As part of this Regulation 19 Publication RBBC have been asked to formally confirm whether we can meet any of CBC’s unmet 
housing need.  
Whilst we appreciate the challenges and constraints faced by CBC, we note that the scale of potential unmet housing need in the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Local Plan is significant. RBBC also faces considerable constraints, including significant extent of Green 
Belt, AGLV and flooding, which limits our own ability to accommodate growth. The constrained nature of our borough was 
acknowledged and accepted through Examination of our adopted Core Strategy (2014, reviewed 2019) which recognised that we 
were unable to fully meet our objectively assessed housing needs in a sustainable manner, giving rise to a shortfall of our own of 
2,100-2,700 over our plan period. As such, whilst we are committed to maximising housing supply (as demonstrated through our 
recent delivery record and housing delivery test score), and to working together to understand how housing needs can be met as 
fully as possible, we are not in a position to accommodate any of Crawley’s identified unmet housing needs.  
Whilst we appreciate that our Core Strategy recognises that migration between our respective boroughs (and beyond) would continue 
and be facilitated within the Core Strategy housing requirement of at least 460 dwellings per annum, we would reiterate that there is 
no specific quantified allowance for Crawley’s unmet needs within our adopted housing requirement. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Although there is an allowance within our housing requirement for between 90-130 dwellings to cater for net in-migration into the 
borough, there is no specific quantified allowance for in-migration from individual boroughs. Notably, the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) used to inform our Core Strategy showed that the greatest numbers moving into RBBC were from Greater 
London and Tandridge, not Crawley. Given this position, to ensure that it is clear for readers that the strategy for meeting Crawley’s 
unmet needs does not include allowances within RBBC’s housing requirement, we request that Paragraph 2.27 of CBS’s 
Regulation 19 Local Plan is amended to reflect the fact that there is no specific requirement within our adopted housing 
requirement to specifically cater for unmet needs within the Crawley / the North West Sussex Housing Market Area.  
Similarly, in order to be explicit with regards to the strategy to meet Crawley / North West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet 
housing needs, we also request that Paragraph 2.30 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is amended to make it clear 
that the new neighbourhood level extensions to Horley (the adopted Sustainable Urban Extensions within RBBC’s DMP) are to 
meet RBBC’s housing needs and not Crawley / North West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet needs. We also note that Figure 2 
below this Paragraph which refers to “Planned Development Adjacent to Crawley” depicts the Horley Strategic Business Park and 
not the adopted Sustainable Urban Extensions in / around Horley.  
For reasons of soundness, we request that with regards to housing market areas, that Paragraph 2.26 of the Regulation 19 Crawley 
Local Plan is amended to accurately reflect only localised links between Horley and the North West Sussex Housing Market Area 
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(and not our borough as a whole). Whilst we accept that there are some very localised linkages between Horley and the North West 
Sussex authorities, as defined in the 2008 East Surrey SHMA, RBBC forms part of an East Surrey HMA with Elmbridge, Epsom & 
Ewell, Tandridge and Mole Valley. As drafted, Paragraph 2.26 could be interpreted as suggesting a much greater degree of 
interaction between our housing market areas than the evidence supports.  
Notwithstanding our position, more generally we support the strategy of neighbouring authorities accommodating Crawley’s unmet 
need where they can deliver this near to the administrative boundary of Crawley (subject to sites being identified as suitable, 
sustainability appraisal etc.). We also support the strategy of affordable housing provision in these areas being delivered to meet 
Crawley’s affordable housing needs as otherwise Crawley’s unmet affordable housing need (which the SHMA identifies as a 
substantial 739 dwellings per annum) may remain unmet as Crawley residents may be unable to qualify for affordable housing in 
adjoining boroughs. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

SD3 Safeguarded Land  
We note that the draft submission Local Plan no longer proposes safeguarding land to the north of Crawley and south and east of 
Gatwick Airport for a potential future second runway. We note that instead Strategic Policy SD3 “North Crawley Area Action Plan” 
proposes designating this area for the preparation of an Area Action Plan which will commence within three months of the adoption 
of the Plan. The AAP will assess the needs for future growth and operational needs of the airport alongside other development 
needs arising in Crawley including economic growth, housing, infrastructure, community/ recreational facilities and any other uses 
identified through the evidence gathering and consultation on the Area Action Plan.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Whilst we understand that this is being proposed as CBC does not consider that there is, at this time, robust evidence within the 
draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 2050, to continue the safeguarding of the land and that continual safeguarding is restricting the 
provision of land to meet economic, housing, infrastructure, community/ recreation and other needs, we have historically tentatively 
supported maintaining the safeguarded land in order to provide future flexibility for airport expansion (please note however that this 
should not be interpreted as Council support for a new southern runway). 

Rep/0
58 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

EC2 Economic Needs  
We welcome the amendment requested at Regulation 18 stage to proposed Policy EC1 “Sustainable Economic Growth” which 
removes the hierarchy for delivering new strategic employment land. We remain committed to joint working on strategic 
employment needs, but this amendment removes potential uncertainty for residents living within RBBC.  
We support in broad terms of the commitment in proposed Policies EC1 “Sustainable Economic Growth” and EC2 “Economic 
Growth in Main Employment Areas” to make best use of and intensify existing employment areas. We note that the intention of 
these policies is in line with our DMP Policies EMP1 “Principal Employment Areas”, EMP2 “Local Employment Areas” and EMP4 
“Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises”.  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment earlier on a previous draft version of the Northern West Sussex Economic Growth 
Assessment Update as part of duty to co-operate discussions. We note that the study has identified a need for -1.1ha employment 
needs (baseline job growth scenario), 33.0ha past development rates scenario) and 113.0ha (baseline labour supply scenario) and 
that Lichfields (Paragraph 8.74 North West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Update) considers that for Crawley “the baseline 
job growth scenario does not appear to provide a robust scenario for positively planning for future employment space” and “that the 
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Council [should] consider planning to accommodate the past take-up based requirement as a minimum, to enable historically strong 
levels of employment development to continue in the Borough over the new plan period”. 
The Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan therefore seeks as a minimum to provide employment needs in line with the past 
development rates scenario. When subtracting the available land supply pipeline, it is stated that this gives an outstanding business 
land need of 21ha. This outstanding business land need however does not take into account any employment needs that are 
proposed to be met on the Horley Strategic Employment Site, Policy HOR9 of RBBC’s Development Management Plan. In addition 
to helping to meet RBBC’s strategic office needs, the Horley Strategic Business Park was also allocated to help meet CBC’s unmet 
strategic office needs. Taking into consideration the 45,513sqm of CBC’s unmet strategic office needs proposed to be 
accommodated on the Horley Strategic Employment Site, we consider that there is no unmet need for office accommodation 
(surplus of 62,524sqm baseline job growth scenario; surplus of 69,884sqm past development rates scenario; and surplus of 
40,279sqm labour supply scenario). 
In relation to potential unmet need for industrial, manufacturing and distribution accommodation, given our policy position (i.e. an 
up-to-date Local Plan) we can confirm that we are not able to assist in meeting this unmet need. We note that one option proposed 
to meet the identified unmet manufacturing and distribution needs arising in the Crawley is to assess the future growth needs of the 
airport for the safeguarded land to the north of Crawley and to the south and east of Gatwick Airport, and to determine whether the 
future growth needs of the airport require any, or all of the land. If not, it is proposed that a sustainable site/s within the area will be 
designated to accommodate strategic employment needs based on Crawley’s unconstrained business land requirements. Should 
this land be designated for employment needs, to ensure the approach is justified / effective, we consider that this provision should 
be focussed to meeting Crawley’s unmet strategic manufacturing, industrial and distribution uses. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

GAT1 GAT1 “Development of the Airport with a Single Runway”  
We consider that the overarching strategy proposed in Policy GAT1 is sound. It is in line with the strategy in our Core Strategy 
(Policy CS9 “Gatwick Airport”) which the Core Strategy Inspector considered sound.  
Suggested Modifications:  
We agree that, as set out in proposed Policy GAT1 and Paragraphs 10.12 and 10.13, it is important that any future growth 
minimises the impacts of operation of the airport on the local environment and surrounding residents and that any future growth is 
supported by appropriate infrastructure and maximum benefits across surrounding authorities. In line with our own Core Strategy 
policy, we would therefore welcome reference in Policy GAT1 to the importance of joint working with neighbouring authorities and 
partners across the Gatwick Diamond through existing mechanisms such as Gatwick Officers Group to ensure that these shared 
strategic objectives are achieved for all. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

GAT2 GAT2 “Gatwick Airport Related Parking”  
We strongly support the approach set out in this policy and consider that the proposed approach is sound. The proposed policy is 
aligned with our adopted DMP Policy TAP2 “Airport Car Parking” which our DMP Inspector considered sound, and reflects the long-
standing, cross-boundary approach to the management of parking associated with the airport. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

GAT3 GAT3 “Employment Uses at Gatwick”  
We strongly support the approach outlined in proposed Policy GAT3 and welcome the recognition within this policy and the 
supporting text of the importance of demonstration that new non-airport related commercial floorspace within the airport boundary 
will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it will not have an unacceptable impact on the role and function of town 
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centres and employment areas beyond Crawley’s boundaries. We consider that this approach is sound and in accordance with the 
sequential test for main town centre uses, seeking to ensure that the role of town centres and employment areas is not impacted by 
non-essential airport related office provision at Gatwick Airport. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

TC5 Retail and Town Centres  
We support and consider that the town centre first approach proposed in Policy TC5 “Town Centre First” is sound. We note that it is 
consistent with national policy and the approach set out in our DMP (Policy RET5 “Development of Town Centre Uses Outside 
Town and Local Centres”).  
We note that for retail and town centre policies to be found sound, Paragraph 85 of the revised NPPF requires planning policies to 
define a network and hierarchy of town centres. This is defined in Paragraph 11.28 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local 
Plan15. We would welcome / question whether there is a need for greater clarity with regards to the policy position of neighbourhood 
centres. Paragraph 11.28 appears to suggest that neighbourhood centres will be treated as out-of-centre sites, however, criterion 
(b) of Strategic Policy TC5 “Town Centre First” appears to suggest that neighbourhood parades will be given the same policy 
weight as town centres. We note that the revised NPPF excludes neighbourhood parades from the town centre definition, but 
question whether in a Crawley context neighbourhood centres are considered as town centres and that the use of the word reflects 
the historic new town designation. 
If neighbourhood centres within Crawley are not given the same policy position as town centres, to be in accordance with the 
revised NPPF “town centre first” approach, we consider that there is a need to amend Strategic Policy TC5 to ensure that centres 
within other authorities in the retail catchment of proposals (for example town centres in RBBC) are given the same policy position 
as town centres in CBC. 
Suggested Modifications: 
We also question whether Strategic Policy TC5 criterion (b) should be amended – in accordance with Paragraph 89 of the revised 
NPPF – to take into consideration the impact on local consumer choice and trade as part of the impact on town centre vitality and 
viability. Whilst we note that Paragraph 11.35 advises that the retail impact assessment should take into consideration forecast 
trade draw, given the decision in Cherkley Campaign Ltd, R (on the application of) v Mole Valley District Council and Anor [2014] 
confirmed that the supporting text to a policy does not have the same weight as policy, we suggest that this requirement would be 
better included within the policy.  
Similarly, we note that a retail impact threshold of 500sqm is proposed in Paragraph 11.34. We welcome and support the 
introduction of a lower retail impact threshold than the national standard to support / protect town centres and note that our adopted 
DMP includes a retail impact assessment threshold of 150sqm for comparison retail and 250sqm for convenience retail. Given the 
above appeal decision we suggest that this requirement would be better included in a policy rather than the supporting text. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 

H8 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople  
RBBC note that CBC is currently in the process of updating its 2014 Gypsy & Traveller Needs Assessment. We note that the 
current, 2014, Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Assessment identifies a potential need for up to 10 pitches and that this 

 
15 “For the purposes of policy interpretation, for retail uses Town Centre sites are defined as those locations falling within the Primary Shopping Area as identified on the Local Plan Map. Sites falling 
outside of the Primary Shopping Area, though within the Town Centre Boundary, are defined as edge-of-centre sites and these are the next most sequentially preferable sites. All locations beyond 
the Town Centre Boundary, in retail terms, represent out-of-centre locations”.   
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Borough 
Council 

is the need that is currently being planned for in the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan. We suggest that you may wish to 
consider the soundness of a proposed submission Local Plan policy “reserve” allocation, based on outdated evidence.  
We note that the 2014 study sought to meet the needs of the Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople as defined in the 
National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. The current National policy is from August 2015, postdating CBC’s current evidence on 
G&T housing needs. Our DMP makes provision to meet the needs of households who meet the National Planning Policy definition 
of “Traveller”, and also those who meet the wider equalities definition, and those for whom it was unclear. We would therefore urge 
CBC to also seek to meet the needs of both definitions in order to ensure that the needs of this wider group are properly planned 
for in accordance with the public sector equalities responsibility.  
Should the updated G&T needs assessment study identify a greater need for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople than that 
currently being planned for, in order for the plan to be “justified” based on an appropriate strategy, and therefore sound, further sites 
may need to be identified to meet this updated need, a process which would require Main Modifications to be made to the proposed 
submission plan.  
Whilst we note that proposed Policy H8 “Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites” allows windfall sites to come forward, 
subject to a criteria based approach, opportunities in the borough may be few given the land constraints and high land values.  
We appreciate the land constraints within CBC, however, we would like to reiterate that whilst our DMP has sought to meet our 
pitch and plot needs through site-specific allocations and as part of wider housing/ employment/ community development on our 
Sustainable Urban Extensions, there is no surplus available to accommodate any potential unmet needs from CBC. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Housing 
Trajectory 

Housing Trajectory  
We note that the Housing Trajectory includes a windfall allowance of 55 dwellings per annum for each year of the plan period. 
Whilst we recognise that this is the same provision as that currently included within Crawley’s Local Plan (2015-2030), taking into 
consideration the tests of soundness, we question whether this windfall allowance is justified. Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF 
states that “where an allowance is to be made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be compelling evidence 
that they will provide a reliable source of supply” and that “any allowance should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing 
land availability assessment, historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends”. We note that no evidence has been 
provided as to whether the current windfall allowance continues to be an appropriate level going forward (no evidence for example 
has been provided on previous levels of windfall delivery).  
Suggested Modifications: 
In relation to windfalls we also note that the January 2020 Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) identifies three 
potential sites as coming forward as windfalls: 46-48 Goffs Park Road; 102-112 London Road and 2-4 Tushmore Lane; and 116-
136 London Road. We consider that these sites should all be excluded from any windfall allowance: the latter two are identified as 
not currently available due to multiple landownership and the former is already included within the trajectory as an identified site to 
come forward within the plan period (we also question whether it should be included in the trajectory as it has uncertain 
landownership).  
We also note that the Housing Trajectory includes a number of deliverable and developable “suitable SHLAA sites”. We note that a 
number of the developable sites (such as Rear Gardens Dingle Close/ Ifield Road and Rear Gardens Snell Hatch/ Ifield Road) are 
included in the trajectory despite not being promoted for housing development. We question therefore, whether in line with the 
NPPF glossary, there is a reasonable prospect that these sites will become available for development at the point envisaged. Whilst 
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we appreciate the importance of identifying suitable sites as part of the SHLAA, we question whether they should be included in the 
trajectory as deliverable / developable sites and whether instead they should be treated as windfall sites. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Evidence Outstanding Evidence  
We appreciate the need for swift adoption of the Local Plan Review to ensure that Crawley Borough Council (CBC) retains an up-
to-date Local Plan in accordance with Paragraph 33 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However, we think 
that it may be prudent to consider completion of further evidence before finalising and submitting the draft Local Plan for 
examination.  
The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (“the Regulations”), require at Regulation 19 
Publication a copy of each of the “proposed submission documents” (and a statement of the representations procedure) to be made 
available in accordance with Regulation 35 of the Regulations.  
As part of this publication, we have been invited to consider whether the Local Plan complies with legal requirements, the duty to 
co-operate and is sound. For reasons of legal compliance, we are concerned that there are a number of key pieces of evidence that 
are key to assessing needs within the borough and identifying an appropriate strategy to meet the identified needs, that we would 
expect to be included as “proposed submission documents” to inform the Plan review which have not been made available. These 
include Plan viability; transport modelling; open space, sport and recreation; heritage; Gatwick sub-region Water Cycle Study and 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment; and Gypsy and Traveller Needs Assessment. Given that these studies have not been made 
available, we and other specific and general consultees will not have had an opportunity to consider these evidence documents 
(save the Gatwick Water Cycle Study which we are jointly commissioning), nor how their findings may justify the strategy in the 
Plan to be submitted. Part of the test of soundness (NPPF Paragraph 35) is for the Plan’s strategy to be based on proportionate 
evidence. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Duty to Co-
operate 

Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-Operate  
Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 places a duty upon local authorities and other prescribed bodies 
to co-operate on strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries. In order to demonstrate compliance with duty to co-operate, 
Paragraph 27 of the revised NPPF states that “strategic policy-making authorities should prepare and maintain one or more 
statements of common ground, documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and progress in cooperating to address 
these”. It advises that “these should be produced using the approach set out in national planning practice guidance, and be made 
publicly available throughout the plan-making process to provide transparency”. Compliance with national policy, which includes the 
NPPF, is part of the test of soundness of a Local Plan.  
As part of the Regulation 19 publication we note that no statements of common ground have been produced, and this Council has 
not been approached yet by CBC to produce one. This is contrary to Paragraph 020 Reference ID: 61-020-20190315 of the 
national planning practice guidance (PPG) which specifically advises that “authorities should have made a statement of common 
ground available on their website by the time they publish their draft plan, in order to provide communities and other stakeholders 
with a transparent picture of how they have collaborated”. 
It also leads to questions regarding the soundness of the plan proposed. Paragraph 35 of the revised NPPF which outlines the tests 
of soundness states that for plans to be “positively prepared”, plans should provide a strategy which is informed by agreements with 
other authorities and that in order for plans to be “effective” they should be based on effective joint working on cross-boundary 
strategic matters that have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common ground.  
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Without statement of common ground(s) it is difficult to understand what the strategy will be to meet unmet needs in the borough, 
which again raises questions of soundness. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Plan Period Strategic Policies  
We note that from the table on page 10 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan that adoption is anticipated for December 
2020. Paragraph 22 of the revised NPPF advises that “strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year period from 
adoption (except in relation to town centre development), to anticipate and respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, 
such as those arising from major improvements in infrastructure”. Should the anticipated adoption slightly slip, the strategic policies 
in the plan will not look ahead over the minimum 15-year period.  

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
borough 
Council 

SA/SEA 
 

Draft Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment  
We note that given that the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is largely a review of the current Crawley Local Plan, CBC 
have sought largely to only review the previous SA / SEA conclusions, update where changes are proposed, and where new 
options are proposed consider these. We recognise that the only policy that identified a potential negative impact is GAT2 “Gatwick 
Airport Related Parking”. As stated previously in this response, this policy is in line with Policy TAP2 “Airport Car Parking” in our 
adopted DMP and we support this approach and consider that it is sound as it reflects the historic and cross-boundary policy 
position to meet airport car parking needs.  
More generally we have the following comments:  
Measurability of criteria/ objectives: Whilst we appreciate that this is only a review of the current SA/ SEA, from reading the 
document there appears to be limited specificity with regards to the criteria and objectives used to assess the options.  
Evidence: It is recognised that a number of evidence studies are still being finalised, the findings of these studies will need to be 
taken into consideration in an update to the SA/ SEA.  
Paragraph 3.7: Incorrectly states that CBC has a 9.59 year land supply position, the Housing Trajectory produced to accompany 
the consultation identifies a land supply position of 5.80 years.  
Paragraph A32: We question whether this paragraph should be amended to reflect the fact that as local authorities we work 
together to measure/ monitor/ mitigate air quality issues. 
Paragraph C11: We note that the mix identified for affordable housing is different to that identified in Paragraph 13.14 of the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan.  
Paragraph C11: We note that only 0.5% of 4-bedroom properties have been delivered despite a need for 5%/5-10%. We are 
currently in the process of preparing a Affordable Housing SPD, as part of this our Housing Services Team suggested that we 
should require 3-bedroom accommodation to be provided as 3b6p accommodation not 3b5p as some of the need for 4-bedroom 
properties is due to families with three children not being able to be housed in 3b5p houses. 
Paragraph D5: Recognises that “the allocated Horley Business Park in RBBC will help to meet some of Crawley’s unmet business 
land needs”, this however isn’t reflected in the economic growth options.  
Policy H5: Affordable Housing: We note that Option 4 “40% affordable housing with no threshold” has been identified as the 
“chosen option”. Whilst we recognise the need for affordable housing, we note that this is contrary to national policy which states 
that “the provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments that are not major developments” 
(Paragraph 63 revised NPPF). Major developments are defined in the revised NPPF as sites “where 10 or more homes will be 
provided, or the site has an area of 0.5hectares or more”.  
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We note that the options include only the provision of either 30% or 40% affordable housing with/out a threshold. No rationale for 
these options is provided. The 40% threshold is a continuation of the current Local Plan policy. No testing of a higher percentage 
requirement/ rationale for not including a higher percentage threshold.  
Policy H1: Housing Provision: It is noted that five options were tested:  
• Option 1: Housing requirement of 1,848dpa based on identified affordable housing need of 739dpa (i.e. total housing required to 
meet need on basis of 40% affordable housing provision)  
• Option 2: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for calculating housing need, excluding the cap 
(752dpa)  
• Option 3: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for calculating housing need, including the cap (476dpa)  
• Option 4: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement 
years 1-5; 450dpa years 6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15)  
• Option 5: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement 
years 1-5; 450dpa years 6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15) with ‘unmet need’ expressed.  and that Option 4 was identified as the 
“chosen option”. 
Following our comments on the affordable housing appraisal, we note that no options were considered to deliver the full amount of 
affordable housing with a different percentage requirement.  
More generally we note that some of the commentary is quite general/ includes untested statements such as for Option 1 “housing 
delivery at this level would be well beyond what has been achieved in recent years, suggesting that market factors and the capacity 
of the construction industry are likely to prevent delivery at this level, which would involve excess provision of market housing … kit 
is also a level unlikely to be met or sustained by the housing industry (with annual delivery levels traditionally averaging around a 
quarter to a third of this)”. 

REP/
058 

Reigate & 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

Habitats 
Regulations 
Assessment 
Screening 
Report 

Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report  
RBBC recognises that for the 2015 Local Plan, evidence was gathered to demonstrate that the possible effects of the local plan 
would not have a significant impact either on their own or “in-combination” with other plans on the three European Sites within 15km 
of CBC. We understand that due to the findings of the Lewes and South Downs Joint Core Strategy 2017 Legal Challenge in 
relation to how “in-combination” effects are considered that CBC will do further work to understand the possible impacts on the 
European sites arising from the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan and “in-combination” with other plans.  
We hope that you find these comments helpful. Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us. We are very 
happy to discuss any of the points raised above in more detail. 
Suggested Modifications: 
We suggest that when considering the findings of the 2015 Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report, consideration is 
given to the ‘People over Wind’ judgement16 which clarified that when making screening decisions for the purposes of deciding 
whether an Appropriate Assessment is required, competent authorities cannot take into account any mitigation measures.  
We note that Paragraph 5.6 states that “the following authorities have considered/ are considering the Habitat Regulation 
Assessment requirements as part of their plan-making processes in light of the legal judgement in relation to the “in-combination” 

 
16 Case C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (‘People Over Wind’)   
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effects …” As part of the preparation/ examination of our DMP, we also took into consideration “in-combination” effects. We then 
undertook an Appropriate Assessment which included consideration of the potential changes in air quality from the “in-combination” 
effects on predicted traffic. It then assessed mitigation measures to protect the foraging habitat referred to as a ‘functional linkage’ 
of Bechstein’s bats surrounding the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. The Appropriate Assessment concluded that the DMP 
would not result in any adverse effect on the integrity of any European designated site within 15km of the borough boundary either 
alone or “in-combination” with other local authorities.  

Sport England 
REP/
029 

Sport 
England 

SD2 Sport England supports this policy and references to Active Design and the Essex Design Guide in respect of major development 
being required to consider the 10 principles of Active Design. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Sport England suggests that the checklist contained at Appendix A of the Active Design Guidance is referred to in the text at para 
3.16 as a means of applicants being able to demonstrate that they have met this requirement. 

REP/
029 

Sport 
England 

SD3 There is an Artificial Grass Pitch in the north east corner of the large car park area to the east of the runway. The retention of this 
and any other land or building in sport or recreation use should be assessed against para 97 of the NPPF and not ' balanced' 
against other uses. 
Suggested Modifications:  
The policy should say that assessment of land and buildings in sport and recreation use will be against para 97 of the NPPF. 

REP/
029 

Sport 
England 

Planning 
Obligations 
Annex OS2 

Should be made clearer that the third paragraph (financial contributions towards enhancement of existing facilities for increased 
demand) is not appropriate where paragraph 2 applies in respect of playing fields as it is not in accord with para 97 of the NPPF or 
Sport England's playing field policy 
Suggested Modifications: 
Clarification of this is required. Existing playing fields and pitches unless demonstrated to be surplus to requirements through the 
evidence base (PPS) are to be replaced with equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality and in a suitable 
location. 

Southern Water 
REP/
037 

Southern 
Water 

SDC3 As the statutory water undertaker for a large proportion of Crawley Borough, Southern Water supports the Council's higher water 
efficiency target of 100 litres/person/day and 80 litres/person/day for significant strategic development.  Southern Water also 
supports the requirement for non-residential buildings to meet the minimum standards for BREEAM 'Excellent' within the Water 
category, since a comprehensive approach to water efficiency standards in all new development should be adopted in order to 
achieve meaningful savings. 
Whilst knowledge and research around climate change and its predicted impacts is constantly evolving, in tandem with this is an 
ongoing requirement to increase water supplies to meet the needs of a growing population. Higher standards of water efficiency in 
new development can support greater long term sustainability – with the potential to delay or reduce the need to increase 
abstraction or find new sources of water supply, which in turn will help to minimise impacts on the environment. This approach is 
endorsed through Southern Water's Water Resource Management Plan 2020-2070. 
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Suggested Modifications: 
This policy is sound as it meets the requirement of the NPPF paragraph 149 for local plans to seek to mitigate and adapt to climate 
change and its long term implications for water supply, therefore no modifications are sought. 

Surrey County Council 
REP/
059 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

DD1 
H3d 
H3e 

Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035 January 2020 Submission Publication Consultation: January – March 2020  
Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council (SCC) on the Crawley Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 Submission Consultation. 
We previously responded, by letter, dated 11 September, to the consultation on the Regulation 18 Local Plan Review. Our earlier 
comments related to highways, heritage and early years. We have no further issues to raise on these matters. Our officer response 
to the current consultation relates to our role as the Mineral and Waste Authority for Surrey and our comments are set out below.  
We consider that the Crawley Local Plan is legally compliant, sound and compliant with the duty to co-operate, but wish to 
emphasise the importance of maintaining the policy wording set out below. 
Suggested Modifications: 
As Surrey’s landfill capacity is limited, we support the requirement, included within policies DD1, H3d and H3e, for waste and 
recycling storage to be designed into new housing development schemes. These measures will minimise waste by ensuring that it 
is managed at the highest practical point on the waste hierarchy. For this reason, we suggest minor modifications to policies DD1, 
H3d and H3e, to include a requirement for the sustainable management of construction, demolition, and excavation waste. These 
modifications would be in accordance with West Sussex Waste Local Plan Policy W23: ‘Waste Management within New 
Development’. 

REP/
059 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

H2 We welcome the requirement, in Policy HS2: Key Housing Sites, for development on the Tinsley Lane site to be designed to 
minimise potential future conflicts with the function of the adjacent Crawley Goods Yard safeguarded minerals site. The continued 
operation of this facility will help to ensure that Surrey is supplied with necessary construction aggregates. 
Suggested Modifications: 
We support the requirement, in Policy HS2: Key Housing Sites, for development on the Tinsley Lane site to be designed to 
minimise potential future conflicts with the function of the adjacent Crawley Goods Yard safeguarded minerals site. The continued 
operation of this facility will help to ensure that London and the South East is supplied with necessary construction aggregates. 

Tandridge District Council 
REP/
052 

Tandridge 
District 
Council 

SD3 Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on your Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035. We have the following 
comments to make. 
It is noted that against the Standard Methodology you have a housing need of 11, 280 (752 dpa) but that the draft Local Plan is 
proposing provision of 5,355 dwellings, with the majority provided in the first 5 years of the Local Plan through Forge Wood and the 
Town Centre. However, it is noted that there remains an unmet need of 5,925 over the plan period and that Crawley will be looking 
to the adjoining authorities to help meet this need, albeit primarily those within the same HMA, which Tandridge does not fall within.  
Similar to Crawley, Tandridge is also a heavily constrained district and given those constraints it is unable to meet its identified 
need. Our Spatial Strategy proposes 6,056 dwellings to 2033, leaving us with an unmet need of 3, 344. Our Local Plan 2013-2033, 
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which is being assessed against the NPPF 2012, is currently going through the examination process and we are waiting on the 
Inspector’s response following the hearings last year.  
Tandridge notes that the draft Local Plan proposes a North Crawley Area Action Plan, which will assess the land between Gatwick 
Airport and the town to determine the most appropriate use of the land. This will include consideration of the future growth and 
operational needs of the airport and the development needs of Crawley, including economic and housing development needs. It is 
understood that this work could conclude that this land still needs to be safeguarded but also that it may conclude that some land is 
available to meet housing and/or employment need. However, it is understood that the first step will be to understand the expansion 
needs of the airport, followed by an understanding of noise contours to be applied in the future, and the need to create an access.  
Some of this land abuts our administrative area and as such there could be implications for our residents and our infrastructure. We 
already have concerns about the significant growth in the use of Gatwick Airport and its associated surface access arrangements 
and the consequential impact on our highway infrastructure. We also have concerns that the development of the North Crawley 
Area Action Plan area could have significant implications for the highway network within our district. In terms of transport modelling 
we would expect that regard is had to the cumulative impact of proposed development within nearby authority areas, including our 
proposed Garden Community at South Godstone and our proposed site allocations, particularly around Smallfield. We would also 
recommend that your Highway Authority works together with Surrey County Council, as our County Highway Authority, in order to 
ensure the impact is adequately assessed.  
We therefore have concerns about the impact upon infrastructure, primarily around transport, but including such things as the 
treatment of waste water. As such Tandridge would like to be involved in any future consultations in relation to the Local Plan and 
the proposed AAP. 

Thames Water Utilities Limited 
REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

DD4   
DD5 

We support the reference to taking account of existing sewerage and water infrastructure when planting trees. Thames Water 
recognises the environmental benefits of trees and encourages the planting of them. However, the indiscriminate planting of trees 
and shrubs can cause serious damage to the public sewerage system and water supply infrastructure. In order for the public 
sewers and water supply network to operate satisfactorily, trees, and shrubs should not be planted over the route of the sewers or 
water pipes.   

REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

IN1 As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for the Borough. 
We support Policy IN1 and paragraph 8.10 in principle, but consider that there should be specific mention in the Policy to 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure, similar to the separate policy IN3 on telecommunications. 
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to 
provide the support they need with regards to the provision of water supply and sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.  
Water and wastewater infrastructure is essential to any development. Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the 
infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could result in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external 
sewer flooding and pollution of land and water courses and/or low water pressure. 
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be co-
ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of the 
revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), February 2019, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy 
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for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste management, water 
supply, wastewater…” 
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used by local planning authorities and 
communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include 
allocating sites, the provision of infrastructure…” 
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making 
authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working 
should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary….”    
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water quality’ 
and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater companies 
align with development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate water and wastewater infrastructure is 
needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-20140306). 
Suggested Modifications: 
Addition to Policy IN1: “The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and wastewater/sewerage 
infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste water company as early as 
possible to discuss their development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with identifying any potential water and 
wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where 
appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of 
the occupation of the relevant phase of development.”  
It would also be helpful to amend the supporting paragraph 8.10 to refer to the Thames Water free Pre-Planning service which 
confirms if capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface water 
requirements.  Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:   
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning 

REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

IN2 Local Plans should consider the requirements of the water companies for land to enable them to meet the demands that will be 
placed upon them as recognised in paragraph 8.10 This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water and 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year 
periods (AMPs). Thames Water are currently in the AMP6 period which runs from 1st April 2015 to 31st March 2020 and does not 
therefore cover the whole Local Plan period. AMP7 will cover the period from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025.   
Suggested Modifications:  
Addition to Policy IN2: “The development or expansion of waste water facilities will normally be permitted, either where needed to 
serve existing or proposed development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long term 
waste water management, provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or environmental impact that 
any such adverse impact is minimised.” 

REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

GAT1 We support the deletion the Gatwick Airport Safeguarded Land policy. The previous safeguarded area includes Thames Water’s 
Crawley Sewage Works and therefore provided uncertainty in relation to future upgrades at the sewage works.  
There are currently no approved plans for an additional runway at Gatwick Airport and this does not form part of the Government’s 
Aviation Strategy and therefore we agree the safeguarding should be removed. 
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Where any proposed development is within 800m of Crawley Sewage Works, the developer or local authority should liaise with 
Thames Water to consider whether an odour impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and potential 
planning application submission. The odour impact assessment would determine whether the proposed development would result 
in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers would be located in closer proximity to a sewage treatment 
works. 
Paragraph 170 of the NPPF, February 2019, sets out that: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance the 
natural and local environment by: ….e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable 
risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land instability. Development 
should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water quality, taking into account 
relevant information such as river basin management plans…” 
Paragraph 180 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its 
location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the development….” 
The odour impact study would establish whether new resident’s amenity will be adversely affected by the sewage works and it 
would set the evidence to establish an appropriate amenity buffer. On this basis, text similar to the following should be incorporated 
into the Neighbourhood Plan:  “When considering sensitive development, such as residential uses, close to the Sewage Treatment 
Works, a technical assessment should be undertaken by the developer or by the Council. The technical assessment should be 
undertaken in consultation with Thames Water.  The technical assessment should confirm that either: (a) there is no adverse 
amenity impact on future occupiers of the proposed development or;  (b) the development can be conditioned and mitigated to 
ensure that any potential for adverse amenity impact  is avoided.” 
Suggested Modifications: 
Need to take account of potential odour from Crawley Sewage Works in relation to any odour sensitive development proposals 
within 800m. 

REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

H2 The information contained within the new Local Plan will be of significant value to Thames Water as we prepare for the provision of 
future infrastructure.  
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments from desktop assessments on sewerage/waste water network 
and waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites. We are also engaged in the Gatwick water cycle study.  
More detailed comments will follow / supersede these in the Gatwick water cycle study.  
Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would be beneficial to understand: 
•What drainage requirements are required on and off site  
•Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated 
As recognised at Paragraph 8.10 of the draft Local Plan, it should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage network 
assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. As a developer 
has the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act we may also request a drainage planning 
condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the development. This will 
avoid adverse environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution. Waste-water/Sewage Treatment Works 
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upgrades take longer to design and build. Implementing new technologies and the construction of a major treatment works 
extension or new treatment works could take up to ten years to plan, design, obtain approvals and build. 
(See attached excel spreadsheet). 
Suggested Modifications:  
Need to make reference to any site specific sewerage/wastewater infrastructure concerns. 

REP/
005 

Thames 
Water 
Utilities 
Limited 

EP1 We support Policy EP1 part iv) in particular as this is in line with our previous representations. 
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, 
watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in order 
to maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. 
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water. 
Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water 
enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the sewerage 
network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate change. SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, 
they can also help to: improve water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; provide enhanced landscape and visual 
features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits. We therefore also support Policy EP1 part iii) in particular. 
In relation to flood risk, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be used by local 
planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from 
Sewers".  
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required 
to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers 
(to abstract water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to be 
upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new development. Flood risk sustainability 
objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development may be necessary in flood risk areas. 
Flood risk policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the flood 
plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of development. 

Waverley Borough Council 
REP/
038 

Waverley 
Borough 
Council 

H1 Waverley acknowledges the draft Crawley plan seeks to deliver 5,355 homes from 2020 to 2035. This is 5,925 homes short of the 
housing need assessed under the government’s standard method. Waverley recognises the inclusion in Policy H1 states that this 
shortfall will be met by working closely with its neighbouring authorities, particularly those in the Northern West Sussex Housing 
Market Area, primarily Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & Banstead.  
Waverley welcomes the policy making an explicit reference to meeting their housing shortfall within the Housing Market Area that it 
lies within. Waverley is unlikely to be able to take any further housing to meet unmet need when we review our Local Plan. Our 
adopted Local Plan housing requirement already includes unmet need from Woking. Therefore, Waverley considers that Crawley’s 
unmet need must be met within the Housing Market Area that Crawley lies within. 
This is an officer response prepared in liaison with the Council’s Head of Planning Policy and Services. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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None 

West Sussex County Council 
REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

SD2 West Sussex County Council have worked with Crawley Council to develop their “Enabling Healthy Lifestyles and Wellbeing” Policy 
SD2.  WSCC’s Public Health Team formally support Policy SD2 and any other policies supporting and looking to increase health 
and wellbeing in the area.  
In addition, we formally support the requirement from developers to complete Health Impact Assessments (HIA) as a ‘must’ have 
requirement to mitigate negative impacts and unintended consequences as a result of development that may have an impact on 
increasing health inequalities especially in regards to our most vulnerable population groups. This offer of support is in line with the 
West Sussex County Council’s Public Health’s position which is to: 
• Recommend that a health impact assessment (HIA) is undertaken for all major plans, policies and development proposals 

across West Sussex. 
REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN2 Policy IN2 The Location and Provision of New Infrastructure: It should be noted, demand for education provision in Crawley has 
increased in recent years. A free school (under Wave12) for secondary education has been authorised. Sites are being investigated, 
however, there is difficulty in finding a site. The new school is necessary to fulfil current demand and it is expected to provide further 
capacity in the area. 
Suggested Modifications: 
If, for whatever reason, the Free School is not delivered, there will be an impact on education provision to serve any additional housing 
development within the Borough within the plan period and an alternative secondary school site(s) will need to be found to serve both 
current and future secondary demand. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN3 West Sussex County Council have worked with Crawley Borough Council to develop their Policy INF3. WSCC encourage Crawley 
Borough Council’s ambition ensure coverage of gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure, which is in line with the government’s target 
for all premises to be able to access gigabit speeds by 2025. 
WSCC strongly supports that planning authorities hold policies that prioritise how, in making planning deliberations, they ensure 
developers make provision for gigabit-capable full fibre network and welcomes Policy IN3 in ensuring all development - residential, 
employment and commercial - is future ready.  
We appreciate that reference is particularly made to ‘gigabit-capable full fibre infrastructure’ in order to provide future-proofed 
broadband services and to support the delivery of future technologies. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

ST1 This note sets out officer comments upon the proposed submission documents, highlighting key issues and suggesting changes 
which the County Council is requesting be made to the Local Plan prior to adoption by Crawley Borough Council.  
Transport objection to the Submission Draft Local Plan on the grounds that is has not been ‘Positively Prepared’ and 
‘Consistent with national policy’. WSCC would wish to participate in the examination hearings.   
In the County Council’s response to the consultation on the draft Crawley Local Plan Review (Reg. 18) the Borough Council was 
advised to develop a transport evidence base to assess the impacts of development on the transport network and identify mitigation 
measures.  
Significant new development is planned through the employment and housing policies:  

• EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth;  
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• EC3: Office Provision;  
• H1 Housing Provision; and  
• H2: Key Housing Sites  

At present, there is no transport evidence base to support these proposals. Transport study work is about to be commissioned 
(February 2020) with technical support from the County Council. This work is required to demonstrate the impact of the proposed 
development on the transport network and the transport measures required to demonstrate compliance with paragraphs 102 to 111 
of the National Planning Policy Framework, with particular reference to paragraphs 108 and 109 shown below:  

“Considering development proposals  
108. In assessing sites that may be allocated for development in plans, or specific applications for development, it should be 
ensured that:  
a) appropriate opportunities to promote sustainable transport modes can be – or have been – taken up, given the type of 
development and its location;  
b) safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users; and  
c) any significant impacts from the development on the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway 
safety, can be cost effectively mitigated to an acceptable degree.  
109. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.”  

As such the completion of the transport study work and agreement of a viable and deliverable strategy for mitigation is fundamental 
to successfully demonstrating the soundness of the Plan.  
As this piece of work has not yet started it is not yet known what the total trip generation of the proposed site allocation will be, or 
how the resulting travel demand will be distributed across the highway and public transport networks. It is common practice for this 
evidence to have been completed prior to the Regulation 19 Consultation. As it has not been completed it is important to stress that 
it is crucial that the study is completed prior to Plan Submission, as the County Council cannot consider the plan to be sound until:  

• the impact of the housing and employment allocations is identified in scale and location; and  
• a transport strategy for sustainable transport (led) and highway solutions to mitigate impacts to capacity, safety and 

environment has been designed and is demonstrated to be:  
o effective;  
o fully and reliably costed;  
o affordable; and  
o  Without barriers to delivery which may not be overcome.  

The brief for the Transport Study, which has been agreed between the Borough Council, County Council and Highways England is 
considered to be a sound basis to allow the study to achieve this position. The County Council will continue to provide technical 
advice to support this work and offer assistance as necessary to address the soundness of the Plan. However, given that this work 
is expected to take several months during which outcomes will remain uncertain, the County Council objects to the housing and 
employment allocations in the Plan until such time as the transport evidence base and resulting transport strategy is completed and 
agreed to the Council’s satisfaction. 
These comments relate to the Infrastructure Plan – for information  
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REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Infrastructure 
Plan 

Page 14 ‘Current Findings’ seventh bullet: should be amended to reflect the expansion of Ifield Community by 1FE from 2020 and 
so lowering the overall demand 
• A site for a 8-10 6-8 FE secondary is therefore required going forward. Due to the lack of an identified site in Crawley …. 
Transport – Road (page 32) Evidence base: reference to the signalisation of Bewbush Manor Roundabout is not mentioned in 
this section 
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iii. Additional Publication Consultation (20 January – 2 March 2020) 
Ref. 
No. 

Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 

Comments 

Highways England 
REP/
011 

Highways 
England 

ST1 Thank you for your consultation on the Draft Crawley Local Plan Regulation 19 Consultation seeking Highways England’s 
comments by 30th June. 
Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary of State for Transport as strategic highway company under the 
provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and is the highway authority, traffic authority and street authority for the strategic 
road network (SRN). The SRN is a critical national asset and as such Highways England works to ensure that it operates 
and is managed in the public interest, both in respect of current activities and needs as well as in providing effective 
stewardship of its long-term operation and integrity. Highways England will be concerned with plans and/or proposals that 
have the potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation of the SRN. In the case of the Crawley Local Plan our 
focus will be on any potential impact to the M23 and A23 Trunk Roads.  
Highways England is continuing to work with officers from Crawley Borough Council, their consultants Stantec and West 
Sussex County Council to agree the Transport Study supporting the Local Plan. Whilst good progress has been made 
there is still further work to be undertake before Highways England can agree that the plan is sound in relation to its 
potential impacts on the safe and efficient operation of the M23 and A23 Trunk Roads. This was set out in our attached 
email of 17th June 2021. 
We will also continue to work with Crawley Borough Council to develop a Statement of Common Ground on highways 
matters between ourselves, the council and West Sussex County Council prior to submission of the Local Plan 
Examination. The Statement can be amended as more matters are agreed between us. 
I trust that the above comments are of assistance.  
Suggested Modifications: 

Horley Town Council 
Rep/
101 

Horley Town 
Council 

EC4 
4.58 

Horley Town Council response to the changes which have been made to the Crawley Borough Council Local 
Plan 
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the changes which have been made to the Crawley Borough 
Council Local Plan. Horley Town Council notes that in order to meet Crawley’s employment land needs for the Plan 
period, the Local Plan proposes that land in the north east of Crawley, at Gatwick Green, will be allocated for delivery of a 
strategic employment location that will provide as a minimum 24.1 hectares of new industrial land, predominantly for B8 
storage and distribution uses. 
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At the meeting of the Town Council’s Planning & Development Committee meeting held on Tuesday 16th February, 
Members discussed this proposal. 
It was noted that this area will be directly opposite the proposed Horley Business Park and separated by the Gatwick M23 
spur road. 
Where the Horley Park is planned to have direct access to the M23 spur it is understood that the transport access for 
Crawley’s Gatwick Green proposal would be via the Balcombe Road. We further understand that the site will comprise 
mainly warehousing which tends to produce more vehicle movements than offices or industrial use for example. 
It is for these reasons that Horley Town Council wishes to put on record its very real concerns on the potential impacts to 
the road network in Horley. 
Traffic from Gatwick Green could use the Balcombe Road which joins the A23 at the Chequers roundabout before 
heading north towards Redhill. This section of the A23 is already under great pressure with the increase in traffic from two 
major residential developments and the new North Gatwick Gateway warehouse site. In addition, there is the possibility 
that some site traffic will be allowed access to/from the Horley Business Park via the Balcombe Road. 
Of equal concern is the route that vehicles travelling to/from Gatwick Green will use to access the motorway network. 
One option could be via Horley Town Centre, the A23 and M23 at Gatwick or the reverse. We do not welcome the 
thought of a stream of commercial vehicles using Gatwick Green mixing with the regular town centre traffic of cars, 
buses, and delivery vehicles where queuing at peak times has been a feature for some while on current levels of traffic. 
We trust our concerns will be taken into consideration. 
Suggested Modifications: 
N/A 

Horsham District Council 
REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

CL5 Re: Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021-2037 (January 2021) – Submission Publication Consultation 
Thank you for consulting Horsham District Council on the Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021-2037. We are grateful 
for the opportunity to be able to further comment on your emerging plan, having made a number of comments at the 
previous Regulation 19 stage in early 2020. Overall, we consider that the plan has positively sought to balance the 
provision of those future needs with other wider objectives in a manner that contributes to achieving sustainable 
development. 
I would also take the opportunity to reaffirm Horsham District Council’s commitment to continued close co-operation and 
joint working between our councils, reflecting our joint housing market area and common functional economic market 
area. 
We have a number of further comments on the draft Crawley Borough Local Plan, which follow and build on comments 
made in our letter dated 02 March 2020 responding to the earlier Regulation 19 consultation. 
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Strategic Policy CL5: Form of New Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance 
We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands. 
We welcome that the policy sets out minimum densities that are higher than previously used. This is an important means 
of ensuring no stone is unturned in seeking to maximise meeting identified housing needs in Crawley. We note that a 
Densification Study is being prepared, to explain why particular densities will be appropriate and where, albeit the work is 
incomplete. The availability of a complete Densification Study is likely to be critical in addressing the concerns of HDC as 
set out in our further responses below. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study to justify the policy. This should includes 
spatial illustrations analysis of what is appropriate for, or transparently present the evidence already gathered to evidence 
this. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

DD1 We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land as part of good design. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

EC1 We support this policy and note that the focus of new land allocations is to provide industrial units at Gatwick Green, 
whereas mixed business growth will be supported at Manor Royal and at existing employment sites. This is likely to 
complement Horsham’s employment strategy which supports smaller business spaces and start-ups. We envisage that 
the two authorities will continue to work closely to ensure appropriate economic growth strategies in our respective areas. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
council 

TC3 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be improved. It 
is considered that there may be further opportunities for mixed-use proposals which enhance the town centre to include a 
greater element of residential development, which can contribute to reducing the unmet need. This should be reflected in 
the policy. 
This view has been formed on the premise that there has not been evidence presented alongside the draft Local Plan to 
quantify opportunities to provide further residential units, of a higher-density nature, to complement and support the 
vitality of the town centre. 
 
 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study to justify the policy. This should include 
detailed analysis of redevelopment and regeneration opportunities in the town centre area, in a way that maximises 
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opportunities to address the unmet housing need, and make a clear link between the evidence set out in the study and 
the assessed site capacities. This may lead to an increase to the 1,500 net dwellings increase set out in Policy TC3(iv). 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 
 
 
 
 

12.17 
– 
12.23 

Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’  
Paragraphs 12.17 to 12.23 set out a very detailed narrative on landscape character within the setting of Crawley, and a 
‘shadow’ policy framework for development, for areas outside its administrative area. This would seem to replace former 
Policy H3g that was included in the previous Regulation 19 Plan (and is now deleted). We consider that this whole suite 
of paragraphs is not effective. 
The new paragraphs go a great deal further than text and policy wording included in the previous version of the Plan. 
Whilst we appreciate the intention is to set a framework for shaping any ‘At Crawley’ developments and deliver on the 
aspirations of CBC, we consider it is inappropriate for inclusion in the Crawley Local Plan. This is because it seeks 
heavily to shape development outside Crawley’s administrative area, and is therefore ineffective. It is for other Local 
Plans that have legal remit as the adopted development plan to set these parameters in the areas concerned. Otherwise, 
there may be conflicting policy statements in respective local plans, causing confusion. 
HDC notes the strong history of successful joint working arrangements between CBC and HDC on cross-boundary 
matters. Most recently HDC and CBC have been in regular discussions on our respective plans to help ensure that the 
needs arising from Horsham and Crawley District can be met. CBC has also been part of ongoing discussions as part of 
the Planning Performance Agreement with Homes England in relation to the proposals for development to the West of 
Ifield, which is primarily located in Horsham District’s administrative area. The authorities are in the process of agreeing a 
Statement of Common Ground that it is envisaged will address the potential for allocations that will extend the built form 
of Crawley but are located in Horsham District. We consider a continuation of this collaborative approach is the most 
effective place-shaping mechanism. 
We have a particular concern regarding reference in paragraph 12.20 which asserts that any urban extension on the 
edge of Crawley should be meeting the unmet housing needs arising from Crawley, and should therefore meet Crawley’s 
specific needs for affordable housing, housing mix, type and tenure. Whilst HDC supports working towards a joint 
approach on such matters, this principle has not been agreed with HDC and, insofar as it relates to development in 
Horsham District, is ineffective. It must be borne in mind that Horsham District itself has a very high assessed need for 
housing, including an affordable housing need of 503 homes per year, meaning that there may be limited opportunity to 
meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s affordable housing need in addition to our own requirements. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H1 We support aspects of this policy, in particular that all reasonable opportunities will be considered to develop on 
brownfield sites and surplus green space; capitalise on town centre living, and seek out further opportunities on the edge 
of Crawley. 
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However, we consider that the policy is not completely justified as stands. 
We acknowledge that land supply in Crawley is highly constrained, and accept that Crawley Borough Council will be 
unable to meet their full housing requirement within its administrative boundary during the plan period. It is however 
considered that clearer evidence is required to fully determine the precise level of unmet need, which will assist Horsham 
District in considering the extent to which any need could be met as part of the review of the Horsham District Local Plan. 
For example, Policy CL5 sets minimum densities for development, and Policy TC3 identifies a number of Key Opportunity 
Sites in the Town Centre. Paragraph 11.22 states that at least 1,500 dwellings are anticipated across all of these sites 
(consistent with Policy H1). Whilst this is welcome it is considered that the clearer evidence is required to fully 
demonstrate how this number has been arrived at, including a comprehensive study of opportunity sites within the town 
centre, and appropriate densities within these. 
Secondly, it is also not clear how opportunities for estate regeneration (and associated densification) have been looked 
at. The draft Local Plan in paragraph 12.68 states that there are no estate regeneration projects planned in Crawley. We 
would welcome discussion as to why this has not been taken forward as an option for increasing housing delivery within 
Crawley Borough whilst also delivering significant community benefits 
We do however welcome that the windfall assumption has been increased significantly from 55 dpa to 90 dpa which we 
agree is a more realistic figure. We note that Topic Paper 4: Housing Supply helpfully sets out the reasons for this 
increase (including permitted development rights allowing conversion of offices in recent years), and detailed analysis 
included in the Windfall Statement 2021. 
To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that the Densification Study is completed, 
including to consider further, or robustly evidence, that appropriate capacities have been assumed for sites in the SHLAA. 
This is essential to ensure a full understanding of how much of the Crawley housing needs will remain unmet, and ensure 
that HDC can also robustly demonstrate it is planning appropriately for cross-boundary needs. An increase in small site 
delivery in the earlier years of the Plan period would be particularly helpful for meeting the needs of the wider HMA, given 
that HDC, as part of the preparation of its own local plan is considering the potential to deliver new homes on large 
strategic sites which have longer lead-in times in delivering new homes. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: To ensure that a robust unmet need figure can be agreed, it is requested that the Densification Study is 
completed, to consider the points above, and others as appropriate. This is essential to ensure a robust understanding of 
how much of the Crawley housing need should in principle be accommodated by neighbouring authorities including 
Horsham District. Continued discussions on these matters would be welcome as part of our ongoing Duty to Co-operate 
discussions. 
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REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H2 We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not completely justified as stands. As set out in our comments to 
earlier policies (and in particular Policy H1), further evidence is required to support the overall number of dwellings 
suggested, given that there may be some further capacity identified through a completed Densification Study. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: The Densification Study should be completed and any necessary changes to housing site capacities 
and allocations made accordingly 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3a We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands and that its effectiveness could be 
improved. Given the pressing need for housing in the area and unmet housing need, it is considered imperative that 
estate regeneration opportunities are explored as this is a potential source of additional housing supply that is, to a great 
extent, within the control of CBC. This could form part of the Densification Study. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered necessary to complete the Densification Study. This should include analysis of whether 
estate regeneration could play a part in providing additional housing within Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3b We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land in a number of ways. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3c We support this policy. It is considered that there may be further opportunities for the town centre area and mixed use 
developments to provide more housing to help meet the unmet need in Crawley, as set out in our comments to Policies 
H1 and H2. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3d  We support this policy which encourages efficient use of land through building upwards. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3f We support this policy which strikes an appropriate balance between protecting and enhancing valued open spaced whist 
taking a pragmatic approach to allowing some housing development in certain circumstances. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
033 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

ST4 We support this policy subject to the following comment: 
Suggested Modifications: 
The corridor for any future relief road will need to be agreed jointly with HDC as most of the route would be within the 
administrative area of Horsham. Any area of safeguarding should not prejudice this. It is noted that this is recognised in 
the supporting text. We are also pleased to be given opportunity to work collaboratively with CBC on further consultancy-
led work to better understand options for a safeguarded corridor in light of constraints and potential impacts.  
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I do hope these comments are helpful. I would like to emphasise that they are made in anticipation of further constructive 
dialogue between our authorities, and with an expectation that areas of disagreement can be readily addressed, and 
quite possibly eliminated. 

Mid Sussex District Council 
REP 
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

SD3 
[no 
longer 
in 
plan] 

Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan (now deleted)  
Mid Sussex notes that this policy has been deleted from the Plan and acknowledges the reasons given behind this 
change. However, it is disappointing that an opportunity to review the future growth and operational needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs of Crawley, including economic growth and housing, to enable efficient use of land 
within Crawley is no longer included. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL3 This policy was part of CL4 in the 2020 version, previous comments are still relevant. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL4 This policy was part of CL5 in the 2020 version and further comments are provided to reflect changes made to the 
original policy. 
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land. However, the Council 
consider that the policy could be more effective. 
Mid Sussex welcomes the changes made to the policy and it is noted that density will no longer be informed by Area 
Character Assessments. The requirement of a least 45 dwellings per hectare for all residential developments is 
supported. However, the policy should be strengthened to ensure that development below 45 dph would only be 
supported in exceptional circumstances, where justified by appropriate evidence. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: Additional wording to the policy to make it explicit that residential development below 45 dph will only 
be permitted in exceptional circumstances and where justified by appropriate evidence. 
 
 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL8 Response from January 2020 continues to apply. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

EC4 Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to allocate additional land for employment uses for which there 
is an unmet need in the Local Plan area. However, the Council consider that the Policy requires further justification and 
could be more effective. 
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Mid Sussex notes the allocation of an additional site identified for employment uses (Gatwick Green). In the 2020 version 
of the Plan the site formed part of the larger North Crawley Area Action Plan Area (now removed policy EC1). 
The Gatwick Airport Masterplan (published by Gatwick Airport Limited in 2019) shows the site as being with the 
safeguarded land area, for use as surface car parking. Mid Sussex supports the view that there are other opportunities to 
provide on-airport car parking in a more efficient manner than currently proposed and that the allocation of this site will 
contribute to meeting the employment land requirements of the Borough. 
However, as noted in the supporting text of the Plan (paragraph 9.59) there is no immediate access to the strategic road 
network from this site and that the development will impact on the existing highways network. More specifically there is no 
direct access to the M23, with the nearest junction being Junction 10 (Crawley) or Junction 9 (Gatwick). It is clear that 
one of the most direct routes from the site to the M23 will be via the local road network in Mid Sussex District via 
Balcombe Road B2036/Antlands Road/ Shipley Bridge Lane/ Copthorne Bank, or via Antlands Lane (B0237) and B2038 
to join onto the A264 and M23 at Junction 10. 
The Transport Study paragraph 7.7.1 states “It is assumed that a proportion of employees working at the site would use 
the sustainable mitigation measure”, however this isn’t quantified or explained further in the report. The Transport Study 
goes on to state at paragraph 7.7.1 that “…a significant proportion of … trips will be freight/ HGV traffic and therefore 
cannot be shifted to active modes or public transport”. 
Whilst at paragraph 7.7.2 there is mention of impact on the B2036 Balcombe Road and on the road network in Surrey 
there is no mention of impacts on the West Sussex/ Mid Sussex road network. The Transport Study looks at the number 
of trips north and south of the Balcombe Road, there is no information on potential routing beyond the Balcombe Road. 
Therefore, Mid Sussex is not satisfied that cross boundary impacts have been fully reviewed or mitigated. It appears 
mitigation is in place to prevent traffic travelling through the built up areas of Horley, with a right turn ban proposed but 
there is no mention of any mitigation of the adverse impact from HGV traffic such as, noise and air pollution, on 
Copthorne Village which could be used to access the M23 as a short route via the A264. It is already known that 
Copthorne village is used as a ‘rat run’ to reach the M23 from the north. 
It is well documented that M23 Junction 10 and the A264 corridor which links this junction to East Grinstead, suffers from 
congestion at key junctions (as identified in section 8.7 of the Crawley Transport Study and Mid Sussex Transport Study). 
The Mid Sussex Site Allocation DPD (currently at Examination) includes a policy SA35: Safeguarding land for and 
Delivery of Strategic Highway Improvements. This policy safeguards land at a number of junctions along the A264 
corridor between M23 and East Grinstead including the junction at the Copthorne Hotel. These upgrades are necessary 
to increase capacity, improve highway safety within Mid Sussex and support planed growth in Tandridge. They are being 
developed in partnership with West Sussex and Surrey County Councils. Mid Sussex would want to ensure that the 
highway impact of this allocation on the road network, including at junctions that are already operating overcapacity are 
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properly mitigated. The policy should be more explicit in relation to the need to work with adjacent local authorities to 
ensure the impacts of the development are fully understood and mitigated. 
As Mid Sussex is therefore concerned about the traffic impact that this site may have on the strategic and local road 
network in Mid Sussex, we would welcome further discussions with Crawley Borough Council and West Sussex County 
Council as the highway authority to better understand the implications of this proposed allocation on Mid Sussex. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: Further evidence is required to demonstrate that the policy is justified by highways evidence. The 
Council is not satisfied that the cross-boundary impacts of the policy within Mid Sussex have been fully justified by the 
transport evidence. Following an assessment of the impact of this proposed allocation the policy may need to be 
amended to make explicit any mitigation measures required to alleviate highways impacts in Mid Sussex District. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

2.17 -
12.22 

Mid Sussex objects to this section of the Plan. It is neither justified nor effective. 
Mid Sussex notes the removal of Strategic Policy H3g from the January 2021 Submission version. The context of the 
policy can now be found at paragraphs 12.17 to 12.22, along with ‘At Crawley’ Urban Extensions Key Considerations at 
paragraph 12.23, which will be used to inform discussions with neighbouring local authorities. 
However, the concerns set out in the response of January 2020 are still applicable to this supporting text. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change required: This section of the Plan needs significantly redrafting to address Mid Sussex District Council’s 
concerns set out in our previous response. 

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

H3d Response from January 2020 continues to apply. 
Suggested Modifications:  

REP/
066 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

HRA In response to the 2020 Plan the Council advised that for the Plan to be found sound, Crawley Borough Council should 
prepare the necessary evidence to conclude there are no adverse impacts on the Ashdown Forest SAC Habitat. We also 
indicated that it would be helpful to see more recent and relevant correspondence from Natural England setting out their 
view on the likely significant effect on the Ashdown Forest SAC. 
Mid Sussex District Council remains concerned about the HRA work undertaken to support the Crawley Local Plan as it 
appears that no detailed transport modelling, air quality modelling and ecological interpretation to assess any impact on 
the Ashdown Forest SAC has been undertaken. This additional work is referenced in the HRA (January 2021) in Chapter 
7 and Chapter 9. Mid Sussex District Council considers that this modelling work and the next version of the HRA will need 
to be undertaken prior to submission of the Local Plan for examination. 
Conclusion  
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Mid Sussex is committed to continuous close co-operation and joint working with Crawley Borough Council. As part of the 
well-established join working arrangements, it is anticipated that there will be ongoing dialogue between the Councils, to 
address the outstanding issues identified in this letter, ahead of the submission of the Plan. 
Suggested Modification: 
Change required: Completion of the additional work referenced in the HRA (January 2021) and the opportunity for 
interested parties to respond. Without the completion of this evidence it is not possible to conclude the Plan is justified 
or effective. 

Natural England 
REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

SD1 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Overarching comments  
Plan- Making for Biodiversity in the Climate Emergency  
Given the severity of the decline in biodiversity and the Climate Change emergency, Local Plans have a key role to play 
in planning for resilience, forecasting, and making space for nature to adapt to a changing climate. Plans should seize the 
opportunity to help to reverse this decline through ambitious and integrated Plan-making which demonstrably avoids and 
minimises impacts and seeks all opportunities to help reverse the biodiversity decline. Plans must adopt a strategic 
approach through multifunctional Green Infrastructure provision and Nature Recovery Networks.  
Opportunities for securing strategic resilient and multi-functional solutions to climate change must be secured through the 
Local Plan. We therefore advise that this section should reflect these requirements which will be essential for resilient 
Plan making. In this regard, we welcome the aims of your environmental objective, as set out in 3.1 of the above 
submission draft Local Plan document. However, this objective detail is not fully represented in the strategic objectives 
set out in the related Strategic Policy SD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development. Although SD1 
objectives 1 and 4 address the aims of carbon neutrality, climate change adaption and green infrastructure (GI) 
protection, enhancement and expansion; other elements of your sustainable development objective are missing. We 
therefore recommend that Strategic Policy SD1 be strengthened, so as to comply with the NPPF requirements. Of 
particular concern is the inclusion of objectives relating to natural resource use and the minimising of pollution; in view of 
the borough’s water resource and air pollution constraints.  
Suggested Modifications: 
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(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  
REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

CL9 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Policy CL9: High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)  
We welcome the inclusion of this policy but again, are disappointed that this constraint has not been recognised as such 
in relation to some to the site allocations (see specific site comments below). In addition, we advise that in order to fully 
comply with the provisions of the NPPF (para 172) and to demonstrably protect the statutory purpose of the AONB, your 
Local Plan Landscape Policy needs to be strengthened. A robust policy needs to not only protect and enhance the AONB 
and its setting but also its statutory purpose and Special Qualities.  
We further note that your policy refers to potential development within the AONB. To be robust, the policy should include 
a requirement for alternative options for development to be included before proposing development which deleteriously 
affects nationally significant landscapes, for example by providing higher densities and/or different locations within your 
plan area.  
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

DD1 We welcome the inclusion of this policy and note that our previous comments have been addressed.  
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

OS3 Natural England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is 
conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable 
development.  
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021 – 2037 January 2021 - For Submission Publication Consultation: January 
– February 2021  
We welcome the further opportunity for involvement in your Local Plan process and our comments are given below.  
Please note that we have only provided comments on policies that are within our remit. However, please don’t hesitate to 
contact us again, if you would like our comments on matters not covered in this response.  
Policy OS3: Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside  
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We welcome the inclusion of this policy but are disappointed that this constraint has not been recognised as such in 
relation to some to the site allocations (see specific site comments below).  
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

GAT1 GAT1: ii. We advise strengthening this environmental impact section, to include avoidance of impacts. We suggest 
wording along the lines of; ‘…climate change, are avoided where possible, minimised…’. Without such amendment, for 
example, the areas of priority habitat (deciduous woodland, some of which is ancient woodland) which are located within 
the Airport site (as shown on the Crawley Local Plan Map), would not be sufficiently protected, as required by the NPPF 
(para 174).  
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

H2 Development Sites  
We note that an updated SHELAA will be published as part of the Local Plan submission and will be happy to comment 
regarding environmental constraints in relation to new allocations within it.  
The following comments relate to the areas identified as development sites (identified as deliverable and without existing 
planning permission) on the ‘Crawley Local Plan Map’ and within ‘Policy H2: Key Housing Sites’, where relevant 
environmental constraints have not been addressed within the constraints outlined in the current SHELAA.  
Forge Wood – Proposed Housing  
It is noted that the majority of the overall neighbourhood of Forge Wood site is already subject to outline planning 
permission. Constraints in relation to this area as shown on the above map, include a number of public rights of way and 
areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, some of which is also ancient woodland.  
Heathy Farm – from the map shown in the latest available SHELAA document, this entire site consists of deciduous 
woodland priority habitat, about which the National Planning Policy Framework states:  

“Habitats and biodiversity  
174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:…. b) promote the conservation, 
restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the protection and recovery of 
priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.”  

Priority habitat, is that identified on a list, (required by section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
2006) of habitat type (and living organisms) that are in the Secretary of State’s opinion, of principal importance for the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity. In addition, these habitat types are identified as being the most threatened and 
requiring conservation action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. We are, therefore, disappointed to see this site being 
allocated for development.  
Town Centre Housing Sites  
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• Crawley Station and Car Parks (deliverable) – Public right of way through site.  
• Cross Keys (developable) – Public right of way along southern boundary.  
Housing and Open Space Sites  
• Henty Close, Bewbush 24 dwellings – This site lies outside of the existing built up area and is in close proximity to the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use of the site for the development of 24 
dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and would need to be in accordance with the 
requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. In addition, there is a public right of way along the site’s 
western boundary.  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  
• Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill (deliverable) 15 dwellings - This site also lies outside of the existing 
built up area and is in close proximity to the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use 
of the site for the development of 15 dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and 
would need to be in accordance with the requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. The site also 
contains several areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, for which as outlined above, the NPPF requires that plans 
provide their conservation, restoration and enhancement. The constraints section in the SHELAA refers to the site also 
forming part of a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI). Although Natural England does not hold records of 
such sites, we advise that the NPPA requires that such sites should be safeguarded:  
“171. Plans should: … allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value,…” and “174. To protect and enhance 
biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should: a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and 
wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for 
biodiversity;…” 
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice). 

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

GI1 We welcome the inclusion of this policy.  
Suggested Modifications: 
N/A 

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

GI2 We welcome the inclusion of this policy. However, although it is acknowledged that the plan area does not include any 
internationally designated sites, there are some in its vicinity. Therefore, potential detrimental impact on these sites needs 
to be considered in relation to potential development and should, therefore, be referred to in this policy, to comply with the 
NPPF:  
“174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:  



146 
 

Ref. 
No. 

Respondent Policy
/ 
Para 

Comments 

a) …safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the hierarchy of 
international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity:…”  
This is of particular relevance as the Plan will need to demonstrate that impacts to Arun Valley Special Protection Area 
(SPA) Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and Ramsar Site will be avoided/mitigated as explained below.   
*See representations on Habitat Regulations Assessment* 
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

GI3 We welcome the inclusion of this policy and in particular, the requirement for development proposals to demonstrate the 
securing of a net gain in biodiversity. However, we recommend the addition of ‘measurable’ to this wording to strengthen 
the policy; as per the NPPF:  
“174…plans should...b)… identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains for biodiversity.”  
We advise that the following should be included in the policy:  
• We advise that this policy should include reference to the production of an SPD to provide details of how net gain will be 
effectively delivered and measured in practice with links to GI and Nature Recovery Strategies.  
• We advise that Net gain should be incentivised for on-site delivery first demonstrating that the design and location of 
development has followed the mitigation hierarchy (as referred to in GI3:i) & ii)) but also demonstrating the securing of 
management for net gain in perpetuity for the lifetime of the development. Any residual impacts should be locally offsite, 
in line with Local Plan priorities/ Nature Recovery Strategy GI strategy. Funding for offsite delivery must demonstrating 
net gain with and be secured for at least 30 years via condition/agreement.  
Strategic delivery of Net Gain  
Key opportunities exit where net gain cannot be delivered on site to contribute towards strategic networks. This should be 
identified and cemented in Local Plans through GI Strategies. We advise partnership working for example with 
neighbouring LPA, wildlife trusts and Local Nature Partnerships will be key to establish strategic schemes.  
Nature Recovery Networks  
We note and welcome, the recognition of the value of green infrastructure as part of a Nature Recovery Network (section 
14.9). Biodiversity net gain can also be a key contributor to Nature Recovery Networks. Nature Recovery Networks 
(NRNs) are about delivering the Lawton principles of – bigger, better, more joined up network. They are local spatial 
frameworks to recover nature; aiming for a natural environment where the biodiversity, functioning and resilience of 
ecosystems are re-established in an expanding network of both urban and rural spaces for nature that are sustainable 
into the future. NRNs are spatial planning frameworks with the principal focus on biodiversity and nature aiming to deliver 
nature recovery and restoration outcomes. We encourage your authority to realise the potential of the Crawley Local Plan 
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to contribute to NRN through partnership working. Local Plans provide the tools and framework to establish strategic, 
landscape scale networks.  
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

SDC3 We note that we have previously provided your authority with advice regarding this policy and subsequently, as part of 
advice in relation to the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) in relation to your Local Plan, including detailed 
hydrological impacts advice. We are disappointed to see that your previous policy has been weakened by the removal of 
the following wording: “…A tighter target of 80 litres/person/day should be met for significant, strategic scale 
developments. ”  
Development Sites  
We note that an updated SHELAA will be published as part of the Local Plan submission and will be happy to comment 
regarding environmental constraints in relation to new allocations within it.  
The following comments relate to the areas identified as development sites (identified as deliverable and without existing 
planning permission) on the ‘Crawley Local Plan Map’ and within ‘Policy H2: Key Housing Sites’, where relevant 
environmental constraints have not been addressed within the constraints outlined in the current SHELAA.  
Forge Wood – Proposed Housing  
It is noted that the majority of the overall neighbourhood of Forge Wood site is already subject to outline planning 
permission. Constraints in relation to this area as shown on the above map, include a number of public rights of way and 
areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, some of which is also ancient woodland.  
Heathy Farm – from the map shown in the latest available SHELAA document, this entire site consists of deciduous 
woodland priority habitat, about which the National Planning Policy Framework states:  
“Habitats and biodiversity  

174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:….  
b) promote the conservation, restoration and enhancement of priority habitats, ecological networks and the 
protection and recovery of priority species; and identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net 
gains for biodiversity.”  

Priority habitat, is that identified on a list, (required by section 41 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
2006) of habitat type (and living organisms) that are in the Secretary of State’s opinion, of principal importance for the 
purpose of conserving biodiversity. In addition, these habitat types are identified as being the most threatened and 
requiring conservation action under the UK Biodiversity Action Plan. We are, therefore, disappointed to see this site being 
allocated for development.  
Town Centre Housing Sites  
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• Crawley Station and Car Parks (deliverable) – Public right of way through site.  
• Cross Keys (developable) – Public right of way along southern boundary.  
Housing and Open Space Sites  
• Henty Close, Bewbush 24 dwellings – This site lies outside of the existing built up area and is in close proximity to the 
High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use of the site for the development of 24 
dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and would need to be in accordance with the 
requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. In addition, there is a public right of way along the site’s 
western boundary.  
Housing, Biodiversity and Heritage Site  
• Land east of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, Pound Hill (deliverable) 15 dwellings - This site also lies outside of the existing 
built up area and is in close proximity to the High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). The proposed use 
of the site for the development of 15 dwellings would need to address any potential impact on the nearby AONB and 
would need to be in accordance with the requirements of the High Weald AONB’s Management Plan. The site also 
contains several areas of deciduous woodland priority habitat, for which as outlined above, the NPPF requires that plans 
provide their conservation, restoration and enhancement. The constraints section in the SHELAA refers to the site also 
forming part of a Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI). Although Natural England does not hold records of 
such sites, we advise that the NPPA requires that such sites should be safeguarded:  
“171. Plans should: … allocate land with the least environmental or amenity value,…” and  
“174. To protect and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans should:  
a) Identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider ecological networks, including the 
hierarchy of international, national and locally designated sites of importance for biodiversity;…”  
Suggested Modifications: 
(Our suggested modifications are incorporated in the above advice).  

REP/
113 

Natural 
England 

HRA Water Resources-Arun Valley SPA, Ramsar Site and SAC.  
As stated above, we have previously provided advice regarding hydrological impacts, in relation to your ‘Report to Inform 
the HRA’. We also have the following related advice to offer, in relation to this current Local Plan consultation:  
We welcome the ongoing engagement with your Authority regarding the requirement for all development served by 
Southern Water’s Sussex North Water Supply Area to demonstrate water neutrality.  
As you are aware Natural England has reviewed data regarding the abstraction license at Hardham with the EA and the 
Water Company. Our role is to provide advice on potential impacts of abstraction operations on statutory wildlife sites.  
In December 2019 Natural England wrote to Southern Water services to state that based on a recent evidence review of 
the Hardham groundwater abstraction, an adverse effect on the integrity of the Arun Valley SAC, SPA and Ramsar 
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features could not be excluded with certainty. This abstraction is a significant contributor during certain supply conditions 
to Southern Water’s Sussex North supply area. This area supplies Crawley and has clear implications for Plans and 
Projects in this area. Furthermore, the Gatwick Sub-Regional Water Cycle Study has concluded that water use within the 
district will need to demonstrate neutrality for enough water to be available to the district.  
The Environment Agency and Natural England are working with Southern Water to try to identify a long term more 
sustainable water supply. In the meantime, whilst the adverse effect remains or is uncertain, development in Crawley 
must be certain not to add to this adverse effect.  
This will need to be tested through Crawley Local Plan’s HRA, and again we welcome ongoing involvement in this 
process and the work that Crawley has undertaken thus far to assess this impact through the HRA. Once this has been 
completed it will support the test of soundness for the Local Plan. Therefore, in the absence of the completed HRA we 
cannot comment on soundness for this aspect of the Plan. As afore mentioned, we welcome the work you have 
commissioned thus far regarding water resources and look forward to continuing to work with you on this matter.  
We advise that this requirement should be an essential target in the Sustainability Appraisal. With clear links to the 
quantum of housing numbers coming forward. 
Suggested Modification: 

Reigate and Banstead Council 
REP/
058 

Reigate and 
Banstead 
Council 

Policy 
EC4 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021- 2037 (January 2021), 
draft Sustainability Appraisal (January 2021), Local Plan Map (May 2021), Viability Study (March 2021), Transport Study 
(December 2020), and draft Habit Regulation Assessment (January 2021). We previously submitted our response to the 
Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020-2035 (January 2020) and associated key documents on the 2nd March 
2020. We will therefore focus this response on the new changes since then, on the understanding that our response to 
the previous Regulation 19 consultation will be submitted in full, to the Secretary of State for the Local Plan’s 
examination, along with responses received in this consultation. 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (“RBBC”) note that the new Strategic Employment Location known as ‘Gatwick 
Green’ (Policy EC4) is proposed for the first time in this Publication Local Plan and was not included in the 2020 
publication plan. It is included to aim to address Crawley’s identified need for industrial business floorspace as the land is 
no longer proposed to be safeguarded to Gatwick airport expansion. We would like to share some of the following 
comments/concerns. 
Under the proposed allocation Policy EC4, no detail of vehicle access is provided. Rather we have been recommended 
by Crawley Borough Council (“CBC”) to view the 1st Regulation 19 comments made by Savills obo the site promoter, 
Wilky Group (with site layout drawings by Lyons + Sleeman and Hoare Architect). The “preliminary” site layout plan 
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11/091/SK-62 shows two points of “Primary Site Access”, both off Balcombe Road (B2036), with secondary site access 
from Peeks Brook Lane. 
The drawing also shows existing public rights of way improvements in the site to be investigated. We object to the 
inclusion of the word “minimum” in front of the site area 24.1ha that is allocated for B8 (with some B2 if needed). This 
word allows for too much uncertainty within the site allocation, and should be removed, and potentially replace by “up to”. 
The Transport Study (May 2021) produced by Stantec highlights that the Gatwick Green employment site will be 70% B8 
and 30% B2, and would predominantly generate freight/HGV traffic, “with the greatest impacts on Balcombe Road”. The 
impact of the proposed site allocation on the road networks is modelled in Scenario 2. The Study notes (para 7.7.2) that 
cross-boundary impacts into Surrey have been reviewed. We therefore strongly support the proposed ban for HGV’s left 
turn in and right turn out at the access/egress junctions on Balcombe Road to mitigate the adverse impacts on Balcombe 
Road in Surrey County. For reasons of soundness, we recommend that the suggested requirement from the Transport 
Study: “left turn in and right turn out bans for HGV’s at Gatwick Green’s access/egress junctions” are reflected strongly as 
a policy requirement in Policy EC4. We note that the Transport Study has also tested the Gatwick Green site (zones 320 
and 321) for suburban offices, C1 use and hotel uses. 
Whilst we appreciate that CBC have considered the transport impact on RBBC’s site allocation at Horley Strategic 
Business Park (HOR9), we would recommend that the views of Surrey County Council, the Highway Authority, for the 
northern part of Balcombe Road are sought. 
We welcome the amendment to the proposed submission plan that It is also important now makes it clear that there is a 
distinction between the site allocation area and site uses that have been put forward for allocation at Gatwick Green by 
the site promoter, and the council’s specific requirements for the proposed allocation site set out in the council’s evidence 
and allocated through draft Policy EC4 of the draft Submission Local Plan. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
058 

Reigate and 
Banstead 

 Statement of Common Ground 
In our last response to the Regulation 19 Local Plan Review (2020) we noted our concern that we had not been 
approached to produce a Statement of Common Ground (“SoCG”) as advised by the National Planning Practice 
Guidance (“PPG”). However, both CBC and RBBC have since agreed to a SoCG, which was signed by both parties in 
February 2021. We fully appreciate CBC’s initiative in preparing a SoCG with us. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
058 

Reigate and 
Banstead 
Borough 
Council 

SA/ 
SEA 
p29 

The SA/SEA (page 29) the assessment of the sustainably of the proposed allocation site of Gatwick Green is less than 
neutral, with only one SA objectives being positive “green”. Whilst we accept the Council’s statement that this is the only 
“reasonable option” to accommodate the identified B8 logistics floorspace need identified, as all other sites promoted as 
currently in the airport safeguarding land for a second (southern) runway and A23 re-alignment (whereas this site is also 
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safeguarded land for the airport’s expansion, but for surface car parking), we do not see that the Council has assessed 
the sustainability of the option of not allocating a land to meet this identified B8 need. This is considered a failure of the 
SA/SEA to consider all reasonable options. This is an issue of legal compliance with regards to this proposed site 
allocation. 
Conclusion  
We hope that you find these comments helpful. Should you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact us. We 
note that there are still outstanding results from some of the assessments in the HRA, so we wish to be notified when 
such results are published. We will be happy to discuss this, and any other comments made in the representation above 
in more detail. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
058 

Reigate and 
Banstead 
Council 

HRA We note that the draft Habitat Regulation Assessment (“HRA”) has been prepared. We appreciate that the HRA takes 
into account our previous representation made in March 2020 to the Regulation 19 Local Plan and we look forward to 
seeing the results of the “in-combination” air quality effects assessment. The results of which will have an effect on the 
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (“SAC”). 
As the Plan area is at least 9.6km from the SAC, the draft HRA considers that the Bechstein’s bat habitat will not be 
affected by the Local Plan and habitat loss and fragmentation will not be considered further in the HRA process. The Bat 
Conservation Trust (“BCT”) guidance on thresholds for Core Sustenance Zones (“CSZ”) is in line with the HRA findings 
and RBBC therefore do not dispute the decision. 
We note that the draft HRA states that the site will not be considered further in the HRA process in terms of public access 
and disturbance. Again, RBBC do not dispute this decision in light of the draft HRA’s findings but would recommend that 
strong consideration is taken for any large development sites. 
RBBC would also like to stress the importance of the HRA’s commitment to assessing the SAC site in further details in 
relation to air quality impacts (particularly NOx) and hydrological impacts. The findings of such impacts will be of great 
interest to us. 
Draft HRA Table 6.1: presents a summary of “screened in” policies shows that Policy EC4 Strategic Employment 
Provision Screening category I and L was “screened in”. In Appendix E, the conclusion for the site is RED, i.e. Screened 
in. The recommendation is for “further work” – “Detailed air quality modelling is currently underway to further define 
impacts associated with increased traffic movements. This will inform the HRA and Local Plan." 
The draft HRA advises that “modal shift and behavioural changes could be encouraged – with consideration given to car 
free options, 20-minute neighbourhoods and developing strong links with LTP3. It is noted that the Local Plan contains 
good sustainable transport policies ST1, ST2 and ST3. Employment allocations to be selected to reduce reliance on the 
car.” 
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This raises significant concern for us with regards to potential impacts from site development as it does not include freight 
traffic to / from the planned logistics site, which will be a much more significant part of the site traffic than employees’ 
cars. This is planned to access the site from the local road network with all the implications for air quality adjacent to an 
AQMA close by to the north of the site on the opposite side of the M23. 
Suggested Modification: 

Rusper Parish Council 
REP/
134 

Rusper 
Parish 
Council 

2.17 -
12.22 

Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 
• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 
• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 
• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 
• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 

be retained. 
• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 

also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 
• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 
• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 
• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 

road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 

• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
134 

Rusper 
Parish 
Council 

GI4 Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 
• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 
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• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 
• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 
• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 

be retained. 
• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 

also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 
• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 
• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 
• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 

road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 

• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/
134 

Rusper 
Parish 
Council 

ST4 Rusper Parish Council would like to comment on your Local Plan Review. 
Councillors and many Rusper residents are concerned about the Land West of Ifield development site that has been 
proposed under a duty to cooperate with Horsham District Council.  They feel this would impact negatively on the 
proposed Crawley Local Plan as follows:- 
• The need for open space and access to local facilities which support healthy lifestyles would be reduced. 
• Landmarks, views, vistas and woodland would be destroyed. 
• The proposal does not take into account the existing character of the area. 
• Individual specimens or groups of trees that make a positive contribution to visual and biodiversity amenity wouldn't 

be retained. 
• There is a need to retain an area of special local character (Ifield golf club) which has social and communal value.  It 

also has heritage significance and is a local landmark. 
• The loss of farmland would adversely affect the rural economy; the NPPF supports rural businesses. 
• Valued landscapes and biodiversity would be destroyed. 
• There would be light pollution on intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation. 
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• Ifield Brook Meadows is included as an area of enjoyment, visual amenity, tranquillity and wild life. The western link 
road would have an adverse effect on this as the proposals seem to have cycle ways through parts of this 
conservation area. 

• Flash flooding would increase. 
The site would suffer from noise from Gatwick Airport. 
Suggested Modifications: 

Waverley Borough Council 
REP/
121 

Waverley 
Borough 
Council 

H1 Waverley acknowledges that Strategic Policy H1 of the draft Crawley plan seeks to deliver 5,320 homes from 2021 to 
2037.  This is 6,680 homes short of the housing need assessed under the government’s standard method.  Waverley 
recognises that Policy H1 states that this shortfall will be met by working closely with its neighbouring authorities, 
particularly those which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area and will include continued assessment of 
potential urban extensions to Crawley. 
Waverley Borough Council welcomes the policy making an explicit reference that Crawley Borough Council will continue 
to work closely with its neighbours in the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area to explore opportunities to meet 
this unmet need which will include the assessment of potential urban extension to Crawley.  It also welcomes paragraph 
12.39 that states that this will primarily involve working with Horsham and Mid Sussex along with a small part of Reigate 
and Banstead, particularly an overlap with Horley. This is because Waverley considers that Crawley’s unmet need must 
be met within the Housing Market Area that Crawley lies within. Waverley is unlikely to be able to take any further 
housing to meet unmet need from other local planning authorities when we review our Local Plan. Our adopted Local 
Plan already includes unmet need from Woking which is very challenging to meet given the significant planning 
constraints that cover our Borough. These constraints include the Green Belt, an AONB and the proximity of European 
sites in the form of Special Protection Areas.   
This is an officer response agreed with the Council’s Portfolio Holder for Planning Policy and Services. 
Suggested Modification: 

West Sussex County Council 
REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

 The current transport evidence base analysis has progressed considerably but is not yet fully complete. The County 
Council will continue to work with the Borough Council on further development of the evidence base towards resolution of 
the outstanding issues but considers that the Plan cannot yet be considered sound until this is achieved. The published 
report does not yet include costings for the highway mitigation on the County Council’s highway network, although the 
County Council is aware of ongoing work to develop this. In addition, safety audit is still required for this highway 
mitigation to confirm that the design presented can be delivered.  
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Further, several potential public transport schemes were presented as options in the transport study, but further evidence 
is required on costing, option selection for prioritisation, deliverability of prioritised schemes and delivery mechanisms to 
demonstrate that sufficient sustainable transport measures can be delivered during the Plan period to achieve the 
forecasted reductions in private car trips. This evidence is required to ensure compliance with paragraph 108 of the 
national Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). This certainty on the sustainable transport-based car trip reductions is 
needed to ensure that additional highway mitigation measures would not be required to prevent severe residual impacts 
on the highways network in compliance with paragraph 109 of NPPF. At present the extent of highway mitigation for the 
Strategic Road Network (SRN) has not yet been agreed with Highways England. The County Council will require 
assurance that the SRN mitigation package does not have any adverse effects with its interface with the local highway 
network but complements the rest of the mitigation package. The County Council will continue to work with the Borough 
Council and Highways England towards achieving this aim. We note that it is possible that the mitigation for the SRN may 
require some land adjacent to the SRN in third party ownership. 
Suggested Modifications: 
As outlined above, the Plan cannot be considered sound until the Transport evidence has been completed. We will 
continue to provide technical advice to support this work and offer assistance as necessary to address the soundness of 
the Plan. 

Rep/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

OS3 We are pleased to see the importance of Public Rights of Way recognised in the Crawley Local Plan and the contribution 
they make, as part of the Borough’s Green Infrastructure network, towards promoting active travel, reducing car journeys, 
improving residents’ mental and physical wellbeing, providing safe, alternative routes for non-motorised users, achieving 
carbon-neutral status, improving air quality and reducing pollution.  
We agree that providing and improving access to the countryside beyond Crawley’s urban borders is of particular 
importance to its residents (Reasoned Justifications 7.27and 7.28 within Policy OS3), especially to the south and east of 
the town. Crawley is also a major employment hub for the area. Any, and all opportunities to protect and enhance the 
network should be taken therefore (as stated in Crawley’s Infrastructure Plan January 2021, Green Infrastructure, Current 
Findings). Policy OS3: ‘Rights of Way and Access to the Countryside’ falls short of this however and is not in keeping with 
NPPF which requires LPAs to protect and enhance PRoW and seek opportunities to provide better facilities for users.  
As recognised in Strategic Policy SD1 (4), sustainable development offers opportunities for positive outcomes. Strategic 
Policy SD2 states that new development must prioritise the use of and provide greater levels of safe and attractive 
opportunities for active travel. Policy CL3 (2ii) outlines how new development should connect with areas of rural open 
space and goes on to justify this in 4.35 that new development should be seen as an opportunity to integrate 
improvements to active travel. Policy CL8 (xi) describes how development should ensure access to the countryside is 
maintained and enhanced from Crawley’s neighbourhoods. 17.1 within the Section on Sustainable Transport points out 
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that the provision of additional facilities and services to support new development is a key objective of the planning 
system and it is important to retain, and where possible enhance, opportunities in the Borough for increasing active travel 
as an alternative to the car.  
Sustainable development approved through these policies provides Crawley Borough Council with the chance to enhance 
existing and surrounding PRoW networks through surface improvements (to mitigate against the effects of increased 
usage), upgrading footpaths to bridleways and creating new paths, improving links and connectivity within the Borough 
and across its borders. Policy OS3 is negatively worded however to assume development will always adversely affect the 
network and only then should mitigation measures be sought. We would like to see more emphasis on the positive net 
gains that can be achieved. 
Suggested Modifications: 
It is suggested that the first sentence of Policy OS3 be amended to include the words ‘and enhanced’ (as set out below) 
to be consistent with para. 98 of NPPF with more emphasis on opportunities to provide better facilities for users of Public 
Rights of Way.  
“Public Rights of Way will be protected and enhanced by ensuring that development does not result in the loss of, or 
adversely affect, a Right of Way or other recreational route, unless a new route is provided of equal or better value”. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN1 West Sussex County Council are supportive of Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) as it is worded flexibly to secure CIL 
contributions or S106 for the funding of education infrastructure.  
The methodology used in the ‘Whole Plan Policies and Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment’ (March 
2021) excludes education contributions on the basis that it is assumed they would be sought through CIL (page 50). This 
does not reflect the approach taken in Policy IN1 which is worded flexibly to seek both in accordance with CIL regulations 
for a site as it comes forward. Therefore, the viability of the plan policies seeking education contributions through s106 
has not been tested through the evidence. However, it is noted that housing delivery in Crawley Borough is more likely to 
cumulatively generate the need for school places rather than seeking site specific contributions and this should be 
explained in the evidence base as suggested below. 
Suggested Modifications: 
It is therefore recommended that further text is added to the viability assessment to explain the specific circumstances in 
Crawley Borough, why education has been excluded in the evidence preparation and that Policy IN1 allows for s106 
contributions if an unallocated site came forward, subject to a separate site specific viability assessment.  
Further to this, West Sussex County Council would support the preparation of a Statement of Common Ground setting 
out the joint working that is ongoing between Crawley Borough Council, Horsham Borough Council and West Sussex 
County Council towards meeting the education requirements arising from new housing development in Crawley Borough. 
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REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN3 The gigabit ambitions have moved on and we should capture that correctly in the Local Plan. I’ve tried to make small 
amendments to keep the original spirit of our thinking, and to reflect that more broadly it is now more about gigabit-
capable technologies and attracting inward investment rather than solely about connectivity for individual premises. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Please consider a new paragraph 8.23: West Sussex Councils have invested in new duct and dark fibre infrastructure 
linking key urban centres from Crawley in the north of the county to Brighton on the South Coast which is available to the 
market to lease. The network has the potential to unlock further fibre deployments to premises but could also be a 
significant enabler for regional connectivity as the demand for scalable, cost-effective bandwidth with low latency 
increases.  The network links economic hubs and sites of strategic development and will enable businesses to access 
internet services and also form private networks that support innovation and collaboration.    
 
Please consider amending the following two paragraphs as below: 
 
8.23 As the demand for digital services increases from consumers alongside business demand for gigabit-capable 
infrastructure in order to innovate, differentiate and add value, it will be important to provide full fibre deployment to every 
premise. Consumers will demand more choice of suppliers. Increased speeds and data transmission and the demands of 
future technologies such as 5G will rely on accessible high quality fibre infrastructure. 
 
8.24 West Sussex Councils share an exciting ambition to increase coverage of digital infrastructure providing gigabit-
capable broadband speeds and connectivity. Working together the councils recognise that high quality digital 
infrastructure is a significant factor in attracting inward investment and enabling economic growth. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

EC3/ 
9.46 

Suggested modification to Para. 9.46 and Appendix B – reference to the ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018)’ 
should now read ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan July 2018 (Partial Review March 2021)’. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Suggested modification to Para. 9.46 and Appendix B – reference to the ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan (2018)’ 
should now read ‘West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan July 2018 (Partial Review March 2021)’. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

GAT2 Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land for the potential future additional wide spaced runway as per the Gatwick Airport Master 
Plan is in conflict with Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road as substantial 
sections of the ST4 area lies within the GAT2 safeguarded area. Failing to address this issue may compromise the ability 
for Gatwick Airport to expand in the future and/or delivery of a western link road to support future growth.  
The Draft Local Plan therefore does not fully comply with the following sections of The National Planning Policy 
Framework due to the conflict:  
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• 104 (c) – identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in developing 
infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale development;  

• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency • 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and 
their need to adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, 
training and emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy. 

West Sussex County Council is aware that further technical analysis is currently underway to resolve the conflict. The 
objective of the analysis is to refine the alignment of the Link Road so that it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary, or 
to come to an agreeable solution with all parties with regards to amended boundaries.  
Justification 17.25 – It should be noted that developments could be refused on highway grounds based on the potential 
severe cumulative impacts on the transport network, if the scheme is not implemented.  
Policy ST4 & Justification 17.28 - As indicated in paragraph 17.28, there is potential that land may need to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the Western Relief Road. 
However, Policy ST4 does not include reference to the potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased in its 
reference to its impact on residential and commercial properties. This is not sound because the scheme is likely to be 
dependent upon a successful future application for a Compulsory Purchase Order which may need to be considered at a 
Public Inquiry. Therefore, Policy ST4 should be amended to specifically state that there is a potential need for land to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the scheme. Failing to amend Policy ST4 to reflect the potential need for land 
to be compulsorily purchased may compromise the future delivery of this section of the Western Relief Road or mean that 
the scheme is unable to achieve its strategic objectives. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Refinement of the alignment of the Link Road so it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary or to come to an agreeable 
solution with all parties with regards to the amended boundaries. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

ST4 Policy GAT2: Safeguarded Land for the potential future additional wide spaced runway as per the Gatwick Airport Master 
Plan is in conflict with Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Link Road as substantial 
sections of the ST4 area lies within the GAT2 safeguarded area. Failing to address this issue may compromise the ability 
for Gatwick Airport to expand in the future and/or delivery of a western link road to support future growth.  
The Draft Local Plan therefore does not fully comply with the following sections of The National Planning Policy 
Framework due to the conflict:  
• 104 (c) – identify and protect, where there is robust evidence, sites and routes which could be critical in developing 

infrastructure to widen transport choice and realise opportunities for large scale development;  
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• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency  

• 104 (f) – recognise the importance of maintaining a national network of general aviation airfields, and their need to 
adapt and change over time – taking into account their economic value in serving business, leisure, training and 
emergency service needs, and the Government’s General Aviation Strategy. 

West Sussex County Council is aware that further technical analysis is currently underway to resolve the conflict. The 
objective of the analysis is to refine the alignment of the Link Road so that it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary, or 
to come to an agreeable solution with all parties with regards to amended boundaries.  
Justification 17.25 – It should be noted that developments could be refused on highway grounds based on the potential 
severe cumulative impacts on the transport network, if the scheme is not implemented.  
Policy ST4 & Justification 17.28 - As indicated in paragraph 17.28, there is potential that land may need to be 
compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the Western Relief Road. 
However, Policy ST4 does not include reference to the potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased in its 
reference to its impact on residential and commercial properties. This is not sound because the scheme is likely to be 
dependent upon a successful future application for a Compulsory Purchase Order which may need to be  
considered at a Public Inquiry. Therefore, Policy ST4 should be amended to specifically state that there is a potential 
need for land to be compulsorily purchased in order to deliver the scheme. Failing to amend Policy ST4 to reflect the 
potential need for land to be compulsorily purchased may compromise the future delivery of this section of the Western  
Relief Road or mean that the scheme is unable to achieve its strategic objectives. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Refinement of the alignment of the Link Road so it does not conflict with the GAT2 boundary or to come to an agreeable 
solution with all parties with regards to the amended boundaries. 

REP/
032 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

The 
Local 
Plan 
Map 

The Local Plan Map does not currently show the Minerals Safeguarding Area which is required by para. 005 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance. It is requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. 
Suggested Modifications: 
The Local Plan Map does not currently show the Minerals Safeguarding Area which is required by para. 005 of the 
Planning Practice Guidance. It is requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. 

WSCC Property and Assets 
REP/
006 

CL6 The land at Cheals Roundabout is held for strategic infrastructure purposes, and to ensure that the road remains safe 
and can be well maintained. This representation was raised in our earlier response of 22 August 2019 in response to the 
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WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

Local Plan Review, and we would request reassurance that our objection has been considered and is reflected in this 
latest version in order to demonstrate that the plan is Positively Prepared.   
A copy of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. 

 
As a consequence we would request: 
Removal of the designations of ‘Structural 
landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east 
of the roundabout shaded olive green. 
 
 
 
 
 

Suggested Modifications: 
In order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC we would request: 
Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded olive 
green. 
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REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 
 
 

CL6 The Oaks Primary School is proposed to be designated as a ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area 
of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green). An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. These 

designations may serve to compromise or constrain 
(see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the 
Council to meet any future need to create additional 
spaces at the school, particularly in view of the 
proposed new housing allocations in Tilgate.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed 
designations for the reasons set out above and in order 
to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and 
is informed by agreement with WSCC, namely that the 
areas are already protected due to their status, and 
that there may be a future requirement to increase the 
capacity of the schools to accommodate additional 
children. 

Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields and buildings at The Oaks Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green) within the proposed 
Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC. 
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REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

CL6 Our Lady Queen of Heaven School is proposed to be 
designated as an area of ‘Structural landscaping’.  An extract of 
the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. This 
designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) 
the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any 
future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan 
is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC 
namely that the areas are already protected due to their status, 
and that there may be a future requirement to increase the 
capacity of the schools to accommodate additional children. 

Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Our Lady Queen of Heaven School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
Structural landscaping within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is 
informed by agreement with WSCC. 

REP/
006 

CL6 Areas in Milton Mount Primary School are proposed to be designated as areas of ‘Structural landscaping’. An extract of 
the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.  This designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see 
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WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any 
future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is 
positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC namely 
that the areas are already protected due to their status, and that there 
may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to 
accommodate additional children.   

Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Milton Mount Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of Structural 
landscaping within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed 
by agreement with WSCC. 

REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

CL6 Areas within Oriel High School are proposed to be designated as areas 
of ‘Structural landscaping’. An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas 
affected is attached below.  This designation may serve to compromise or 
constrain (see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council 
to meet any future need to create additional spaces at the school.   
 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the reasons 
set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively 
prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC namely that the 
areas are already protected due to their status, and that there may be a 
future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to 
accommodate additional children.   
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Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Oriel High School from the list of proposed designated areas of Structural landscaping 
within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement 
with WSCC. 

REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Asset 
Management 

H2 Developable land adjacent to Desmond Anderson, Tilgate (150 dwellings) 
WSCC will actively support future proposals to put this land forward for residential development. 
Suggested Modifications: 
None 

REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 
Management 

GI3 The land at Cheals Roundabout is held for strategic infrastructure purposes, and to ensure that the road remains safe 
and can be well maintained.  This representation was raised in our earlier response of 22 August 2019 in response to the 
Local Plan Review, and we would request reassurance that our objection has been considered and is reflected in this 
latest version in order to demonstrate that the plan is Positively Prepared.   
A copy of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below. 

 
As a consequence we would request: 
• Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded 

olive green, and also  
Removal of the designation as ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Areas’ of the area to the south of the roundabout shaded bright 
green. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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In order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC we would request: 
• Removal of the designations of ‘Structural landscaping’ to the areas to the north and east of the roundabout shaded 

olive green, and also  
Removal of the designation as ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Areas’ of the area to the south of the roundabout shaded bright 
green.   

REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

GI3 The Oaks Primary School is proposed to be designated as a ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area 
of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green).  An extract of the Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.   These 
designations may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to 
meet any future need to create additional spaces at the school, particularly in view of the proposed new housing 
allocations in Tilgate.   

 
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the reasons set out above and in order to demonstrate that 
the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC, namely that the areas are already protected 
due to their status, and that there may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of the schools to accommodate 
additional children 
Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields and buildings at The Oaks Primary School from the list of proposed designated areas of 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green) and an area of ‘Structural landscaping’ (olive green) within the proposed 
Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC. 
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REP/
006 

WSCC 
Property and 
Assets 

GI3 Holy Trinity CE School is proposed to be designated as a 
‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ (bright green).  An extract of the 
Local Plan Map with areas affected is attached below.  This 
designation may serve to compromise or constrain (see para 3.4) 
the statutory obligation placed upon the Council to meet any future 
need to create additional spaces at the school.  
We therefore wish to object to the proposed designations for the 
reasons set out above, and in order to demonstrate that the Plan is 
positively prepared and is informed by agreement with WSCC 
namely that the areas are already protected due to their status, and 
that there may be a future requirement to increase the capacity of 
the schools to accommodate additional children. 

Suggested Modifications: 
To remove the school fields at Holy Trinity CE School from the list of proposed designated areas of Biodiversity 
Opportunity Areas within the proposed Local Plan in order to demonstrate that the Plan is positively prepared and is 
informed by agreement with WSCC. 
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 

Para 
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Chichester District Council 
REP/160 Chichester 

District 
Council 

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

REP/160 Chichester 
District 
Council 

H1 Crawley Local Plan Review - Regulation 19 and response to Duty to Cooperate request 
Thank you for consulting Chichester District Council (CDC) on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Submission draft Local 
Plan 2024 - 2040, published 9 May 2023.  This letter sets out our formal response to the consultation, and our formal 
response to your request (14 April 2023) that CDC consider assisting Crawley Borough Council (CBC) in addressing unmet 
development needs under the Duty to Cooperate provisions of 7,050 dwellings and particular housing types needed to meet 
the needs of specific communities.  
In our 7 March 2021 response to the January 2021 Regulation 19 consultation, we: 
• welcomed the continued recognition given to the ongoing work of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic 

Planning Board in addressing cross-boundary and sub-regional matters to ensure that the strategic development and 
infrastructure needs of the overall area are met as far as possible within the context of the provision of the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (as set out in Topic Paper 1: Unmet needs and Duty to Cooperate).  

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

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

• set out that we would encourage CBC to further investigate all potential opportunities to increase housing provision within 
its plan area to ensure that no stone is left unturned by the Council in maximising the potential of the existing urban areas 
to regenerate and be intensified, where appropriate to do so.  

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

In response to the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 - 2040, published 9 May 2023, CDC:  
• understands that the objectively assessed housing needs figure for CBC is 12,080 dwellings (755 dpa) and that the draft 

Local Plan provides for 5,030 dwellings (314dpa), which results in an unmet need of 7,050 dwellings (as set out in Table 
1 of Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs and Duty to Cooperate, May 2023).  This also results in an unmet affordable housing 
need of 9,812 dwellings (613 dpa) and an unquantified potential unmet need for self and custom build housing. 
recognises the additional work that has been carried out to seek additional sites and to reassess sites as well as density 
levels.  
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• supports the recognition in Policy H1 and paragraph 12.38 that the supply figure is a minimum. 
• supports paragraph 1.31 which recognises the ongoing role of the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning 

Board in discussing strategic issues (including the preparation of the Local Strategic Statement) and the partnership 
working to resolve the water supply constraint to development within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone.  

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

• supports the acknowledgement in paragraphs 12.17 – 12.23 of the draft Local Plan that, in the longer term, well planned 
urban extensions could form an important way to meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, through informing discussions with 
neighbouring authorities within the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area.  

In response to your Duty to Cooperate request dated 14 April 2023:  
• CDC recently published our Proposed Submission Local Plan 2021 – 2039 for Regulation 19 consultation.  The position 

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

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

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

In relation to self and custom build, CDC is proposing to make provision for those on its register with a preference to live in the 
plan area via requirements to provide plots on the strategic housing allocations. However, these will be primarily around 
Chichester and hence unlikely to be suitable for self-builders on CBC register owing to the geographical separation. There is 
the possibility that some opportunities will become available via neighbourhood planning in the northern part of the CDC plan 
area, though it is presumed that this will be focused on local needs, and hence it is presumed that there will be no scope to 
formally meet the needs from elsewhere via this process. Nevertheless, there may be the potential for some plots to become 
available on an ad hoc basis, but it is unlikely that the CDC can commit to accommodating a specific level of self and custom 
build need from CBC.   
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/160 Chichester 
District 
Council 

H3 
H3a-H3f 

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

REP/160 Chichester 
District 
Council 

SDC4 supports the approach taken to water neutrality and Policy SDC4 Water Neutrality. This has resulted from joint working by 
Chichester District Council, Horsham District Council and Crawley Borough Council to produce technical evidence to support 
the approach. We will welcome continued joint working with CBC on the delivery of the implementation scheme to ensure 
proposed new development demonstrates water neutrality and meets the requirements of the Habitats Regulations. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Environment Agency 
REP/062 Environment 

Agency 
 Thank you for your consultation which we received on 10 May 2023. Having reviewed The Regulation 19 consultation, we find 

it “SOUND” subject to some minor changes for clarification purposes 
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

Water Quality 
1.31 

Water Quality  
The plan covers most aspects of surface water quality to some extent but could be improved. Climate change impacts have 
been included in the Local Plan, but the impacts of climate change on surface water quality were not adequately addressed. 
The local plan should give more detail on measures to protect and enhance the status water bodies under the Water 
Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations. This should be done in relation to the various 
elements making up the overall water body status.  
Specific comments  
Page 14, 1.31, on “Partnership working to resolve the water supply constraint to development affecting the local authority 
areas within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone. Joint commissioning of technical evidence to secure water neutrality 
and ensure new development does not add to the impacts of water abstraction on internationally protected habitats.” 
Comment: It is good to see the plan is setting partnerships to resolve water supply and water neutrality. However, water 
quality is essential in water supply towards current and future water needs. How will partnership working be used to address 
water quality impacts. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

IN1 8.11 Page 100, 8.11, on “The Water Cycle Study Crawley Addendum Report (January 2021) identifies that the flow permit for 
Crawley Wastewater Treatment Works is likely to be exceeded towards the end of the 2025-2030 period (near the end of the 
AMP8 period). Thames Water has confirmed that the works is close to its treatment capacity and will exceed its permit during 
the Local Plan period. A new permit from the Environment Agency is likely to require a tighter Ammonia, Biochemical Oxygen 
Demand (BOD) and suspended solids consent, likely requiring an upgrade to achieve. It should be noted that in the event of 
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an upgrade to sewerage network assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and 
delivery of the upgrade.”  
Comment: The local plan correctly states that there may be a long lead time for wastewater treatment upgrades. It is therefore 
imperative that Crawley Borough Council is proactive and initiates discussion with the water company, helping the company 
by providing relevant data and information they require.  
Page 100, 8.11, on “Wastewater/Sewage Treatment Works upgrades take longer to design and build. Implementing new 
technologies and the construction of a major treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up to ten years to 
plan, design, obtain approvals and build. In case of major development, it is strongly recommended that developers engage 
with Thames Water, as the wastewater infrastructure provider, at the earliest opportunity to establish: • the development’s 
demand for wastewater/sewage treatment and network infrastructure, both on and off site, and whether it can be met; and;• 
what loading/flow from the development is anticipated.”  
Comment: The Crawley Borough Council should be proactive by encouraging developers to engage with the water company 
early in the planning process. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

Infrastructure 
Plan 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP)  
We have reviewed the Flood Defence section of this Plan, and we are pleased to note the content has been updated in line 
with comments we made at a previous review. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

SHLAA 
H2 

Strategic Housing Assessment Land Availability Assessment  
Currently two sites identified for housing in Local Plan Policy H2 are partially at risk to flooding though it appears feasible that 
both these sites, Land Adjacent to Desmond Anderson and Land West of Balcombe Road/Street Hill, can be 
designed/developed in a sequential way to avoid built development in those areas at risk to flooding.  
Previous discussions have taken place on the flood risk at these sites.  
There are a few Larger Housing Sites with Planning Permission of September 2022, located in flood risk area. However, these 
sites have been reviewed and commented on at the planning stages by us, and we expect to see site specific Flood Risk 
Assessments from the site developer when these proposals moved ahead.  
Two sites with flood risk as a constraint, Furnace Green Community Centre (Site Reference 86) and Henty Close (Site 
Reference 14) are currently classified as Site that are suitable but currently undeliverable/undevelopable. It is commented that 
these be considered as windfall sites, though we would ask to be consulted on any development proposals should these sites 
come forward.  
Several sites, including Site References 65, 72, 73, 75, 76, 77, 78, 79 and 80 all have significant constraints on development 
posed by flooding. We welcome that all these sites are currently classified as being unsuitable for residential development and 
consider this an appropriate conclusion. Site References 94, 95 and 96 are partially constrained by flooding, and again 
welcome that these are not currently considered to be suitable for residential development. Should the stance on any of these 
sites change, we would wish to be consulted. 
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Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

SDC3 
15.34 

Page 219, 15.34, on “As well as applying to the demand for public water supplies, it is also an environmental issue that can 
cause deterioration of the water environment in both the quality and quantity of water, and consequently restricts the ability of 
a waterbody to achieve ‘good’ status under the Water Framework Directive.”  
Comment: More information needs to be provided on the direct and indirect relationship between ensuring water supply and 
impacts on water quality. The Local Plan should provide more information on how ‘good status’ will be ensured under the 
Water Environment (Water Framework Directive) (England and Wales) Regulations. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

EP1 
 
EP2 

Flood Risk  
The two Policies, EP1 and EP2, set out the Policy approach to managing flood risk in development planning for Crawley 
Borough. These Policies are essential, as flood risk is a key issue for Crawley, with parts of the Borough being at significant 
risk to fluvial flooding from the River Mole catchment, as well as other areas being at risk from surface water flooding.  
The content and reasoned justification of Policy EP1, Development and Flood Risk, appears sound. As commented above, 
the SFRA is an important document in setting out the flood risk in the Borough and in outlining recommendations that should 
be considered in the identification of site allocations and the determining of planning applications. The current SFRA is 
considered to be fit for purpose, though consideration should be given to updating the SFRA when new or revised information 
become available.  
The content of Policy EP1 does reflect the update to the Planning Policy Guidance from August 2022 related to the definition 
of the functional floodplain, or Flood Zone 3b. The content and reasoned justification for Policy EP2, Flood Risk Guidance for 
Householder Development and Small Non-Residential Extensions, appear sound. This type of development can have a 
cumulative impact on flood risk, though in these instances, should be considered through an appropriate assessment. The 
content of this Policy would allow for this proportionate assessment of flood risk for these types of development, the nature of 
which is clearly set out within Policy EP2. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/062 Environment 
Agency 

Sustainability 
Appraisal / 
SEA 

Draft Sustainability Appraisal/SEA  
The SA/SEA recognises that flood risk is one of the Sustainability issues facing Crawley. Section A11 highlights the nature of 
the flood risk within the Crawley Borough, and the importance of this constraints being recognised in the Local Plan is 
welcomed, as it the importance of flood risk continuing to remain so in planning for Crawley’s future.  
Section A13 refers to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). The SFRA is an important document in setting out the 
flood risk in the Borough and in outlining recommendations that should be considered in the identification of site allocations 
and the determining of planning applications. The current SFRA considers to be fit for purpose, though by its very nature does 
represent a point in time. You should consider updating the SFRA when new information is available.  
Policies EP1, Development and Flood Risk, and EP2, Flood Risk Guidance for Householder Development and Minor Non-
residential development, are related to how the flood risk in the Borough will be managed in terms of development planning.  
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• For Policy EP1, the choice of including a locally specific flood risk policy appears sound, as it better enables flood risk to be 
dealt with in a locally specific manner whilst strengthening the National Policy on development and flood risk.  
• For Policy EP2, the choice of including a specific policy detailing bespoke requirements for householder applications appears 
sound, as these types of application can result in a cumulative impact on flood risk though the nature and scale of supporting 
information should be proportionate to the development type. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Historic England 
REP/061 
(2023) 

Historic 
England 

Local Plan 
 
Heritage 
Chapter 
 

As the Government’s adviser on the historic environment Historic England is keen to ensure that the protection of the historic 
environment is fully taken into account at all stages of the planning process. This includes formulation of local development 
policy and plans, supplementary planning documents, area and site proposals, and the on-going review of policies and plans. 
Historic England commented on matters relating to the historic environment and heritage assets within the draft Local Plan in 
our letter of 27 February 2020, and we are content that the objective of the National Planning Policy Framework to set out a 
positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment (NPPF, Paragraphs 
185) has been achieved. We are also pleased to restate our view that, with the revisions included since our last letter, the 
draft Plan contains strategic policies to deliver the conservation and enhancement of the historic environment in accordance 
with NPPF Paragraph 20d. these points were confirmed in our letter of 29 April 2021 in relation to the Regulation 19 
consultation at the time. 
We previously requested assurance that an up-to-date evidence base existed for the historic environment elements of the 
Crawley Local Plan has been prepared. In this respect, we note the publication of the Crawley Heritage Assets Review 
Overarching Document (January 2021) which updates a number of earlier documents.  
These comments are based on the information provided by you at this time and for the avoidance of doubt does not reflect our 
obligation to advise you on, and potentially object to, any specific development proposal which may subsequently arise from 
this or later versions of the plan and which may, in our view, have adverse effects on the historic environment.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/061 
(2023) 

Historic 
England 

SA We commented separately on the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal by letter dated 27 February 2020 and reiterated our 
views in our letter 29 April 2021; we are content that the SA report for the Crawley Local Plan adequately covers the issues 
that may arise in respect of the potential effects of proposed development sites on heritage assets. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Horley Town Council 
REP/101 
(2023) 

Horley Town 
Council  

EC4 Horley Town Council response to Regulation 19 Consultation of the Crawley Borough Council Local Plan  
Horley Town Council (HTC) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Draft Local Plan and has considered the proposed 
plan at their planning meetings.  
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Our response focuses on Strategic Policy EC4: Strategic Employment Location which proposes land in the north east of 
Crawley, at Gatwick Green, to be allocated for delivery of a minimum of 13.73ha of new industrial land, predominantly for B8 
storage and distribution uses.  
It is noted that this area is located right on the Crawley Borough Boundary, directly opposite the proposed Horley Business 
Park (within Reigate and Banstead Borough Council), separated by the Gatwick M23 spur road.  
As advised previously, the Horley Business Park is planned to have direct access to the M23 spur, however, we note that the 
Gatwick Green proposals (despite sitting adjacent to the spur road) would be accessed directly off of the Balcombe Road. As 
the site allocation is to comprise mainly warehousing it can be expected that the vehicle movements in and out of the site will 
be substantial.  
Horley Town Council wishes to continue to put on record its very real concerns on the potential impacts to the road network in 
Horley.  
HTC notes that the draft Policy EC4 (C) requires a Transport Assessment to demonstrate appropriate access of both 
employee and operational vehicular movements such that the proposals will not create a “severe” residual impact on the 
local and strategic road network. HTC queries the low benchmark Crawley Borough Council is setting for a development to not 
have “severe” residual impacts given that even a “moderate” residual impact on the local road network would result in an 
unacceptable increase in traffic within Horley and the local environs. HTC consider that a stricter benchmark should be 
applied not only to alleviate the potential for increased traffic on an already overstretched road network but also to encourage 
more sustainable modes of transport to be used. 
As you may be aware the A23 is already under great pressure with increases in traffic from two major residential 
developments in Horley and HGV and operational vehicle movements associated with the North Gatwick Gateway warehouse 
site, as well as the consented warehouse development at the former Titan Travel site. In addition, there is the possibility that 
some site traffic will be allowed access to/from the Horley Business Park via the Balcombe Road and, most significantly the 
pressure on the local road network around Horley from both construction and operational vehicles associated with the 
proposed Gatwick Airport Northern Runway proposals.  
Local Road traffic flows is of such concern to us that Horley Town Council, and the neighbouring Salfords and Sidlow Parish 
Council, requested Surrey County Council to undertake highway surveys of the A23 from Three Arch Road to the Chequers 
Roundabout in 2022. The results from the survey work undertaken indicate that the A23 as it meets Horley has traffic flows 
that once they have built in the morning peak, remain busy throughout the day until they drop in volumes in the evening after 
the evening peak period. This is in contrast to many roads in Surrey which experience distinct peaks in the morning and 
evening, with lower flows during the interpeak period, signifying the importance of the A23 and the stretched capacity under 
which it is already operating.  
HTC note that Policy EC4 (D) seeks to prevent HGV traffic from accessing the Gatwick Green site from the north via the 
Balcombe Road and will not allow HGV movements to egress the site via a right-hand turn onto the Balcombe Road. This is 
considered positively by HTC, however, we remain unconvinced that HGV movements can be so strictly enforced to prevent 
vehicles alighting at, for example, M25 junction 8 and travelling through Reigate/ Redhill and Horley along the A23 and 
Balcombe Road to the Gatwick Green site.  
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Furthermore, the policy only seeks to cover HGV movements and not employee or smaller servicing/ operational vehicles 
accessing the site. HTC request that, in the least, the policy is amended to restrict all vehicles (with the exception of 
emergency vehicles) from accessing or egressing the site to or from Horley along the Balcombe Road.  
It is disappointing given the sites proximity to the adjacent M23 Spur road that further investigations to provide a direct access 
cannot be assessed and incorporated in to the policy requirements within the Local Plan.  
HTC would question the current demand for warehouse and distribution units given the number of empty distribution units 
within the Horley area at the Gatwick Gateway site and the yet to be delivered consented proposals at the former Titan Travel 
site, both of which offer new commercial floorspace to the market. Albeit we do acknowledge that the intention is that Gatwick 
Green site will meet economic need towards the end of the plan period.  
As an aside, HTC also note that the draft Policy EC4 requires an Agricultural Land Classification Statement to be provided. 
However, we would question why a site is being allocated for Strategic Employment use if the Council haven’t considered the 
agricultural land quality of the site. The NPPF requires at paragraph 174 that “Planning Policies and decisions should 
contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by:…..(b) recognising the intrinsic character and beauty of the 
countryside, and the wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the economic and other benefits 
of the best and most versatile agricultural land, and of trees and woodland”. Given the Government’s Food Security 
strategy HTC would expect that the quality of agricultural land be considered before it is allocated for alternative uses. 
To conclude, HTC strongly supports the draft policy requirement for an outline planning masterplan approach to the site which 
includes both phasing and the programming of infrastructure as part of an application. HTC consider this essential to the sites 
allocation to ensure that mitigation will be delivered in a timely and commensurate way.  
We trust our concerns will be taken into consideration. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Horsham District Council 
REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

CL4 Strategic Policy CL4: Compact Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance  
We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as stands.  
We welcome that the policy sets out minimum densities that are higher than previously used. This is an important step in 
ensuring no stone is unturned in seeking to maximise meeting identified housing needs in Crawley.  
We note that Reasoned Justification paragraph 4.43 states: “Policy CL4 establishes a minimum density expectation for the 
borough of at least 45 dwellings per hectare. This has been reached through an assessment of the town’s existing density 
levels, considering good practice within the borough and through seeking to achieve a challenging but generally appropriate 
minimum level in order to maximise effective use of land without creating significant harm to amenity and character.” 
In our comments submitted to the previous Regulation 19 Plan (Jun 2021), we noted that the forthcoming Densification Study 
would be likely critical in addressing our concerns with regards making optimal use of development land in Crawley and 
provide justification for the density ranges in Policy CL4. We are pleased to see that such a study has been completed and 
consider that the Compact Residential Development Study (May 2023) presents a very comprehensive theoretical analysis of 
good practice in higher density design, with particular focus on high accessibility corridors.  
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However, we have struggled to find explanation within the study for the density ranges in the policy (i.e. minimum 200dpa for 
high density, 60-200dpa for moderate density, and 45dpa elsewhere). We have also been unable to identify any methodology 
for determining appropriate density ranges for specific character areas (for example differentiating between town centre 
predominance of apartment blocks, Victorian terrace neighbourhoods, post-war municipal housing, etc). Such analysis should 
have provided benchmarks against which to assess individual sites (without a live planning permission) to feed into the 
SHLAA (which should seek the highest workable number of homes for the site), and in turn the calculation of overall urban 
capacity. In other words, the assessment of the town’s existing density levels should be transparently presented and related to 
the density thresholds in Policy CL4. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: Further update to the evidence base document is sought to provide a spatial analysis of what density ranges 
are appropriate in given contexts. This should transparently present the assessment of the town’s existing density levels and 
demonstrate the density ranges / minima to be sufficiently challenging by way of maximising use of development land. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

DD1 Strategic Policy DD1: Normal Requirements of All New Development  
We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land as part of good design. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

EC1 Strategic Policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth  
We support this policy in principle but believe that its effectiveness could be improved  
We note that the focus of new land allocations is to provide industrial units at Gatwick Green, whereas mixed business growth 
will be supported at Manor Royal and at existing employment sites. This is likely to complement Horsham’s employment 
strategy which supports smaller business spaces and start-ups. We envisage that the two authorities will continue to work 
closely to ensure appropriate economic growth strategies in our respective areas as HDC may have the ability to meet some 
of Crawley’s unmet needs as we have a surplus of economic land supply.  
Notwithstanding the above, we do have concerns with the final sentence of paragraph 9.22 that suggests that the 
development West of Ifield development will provide two hectares of employment land. As we express in response to other 
sections of the plan, no decision has been made to allocate this site in the Horsham District Local Plan. Therefore at this stage 
it is not possible for the Crawley Local Plan to set out how much employment land may be included within any potential 
allocation. We therefore request that in order for the plan to be effective, the following change is made: 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes sought: We seek the removal of wording that can be interpreted as suggesting that the West of Ifield site would be 
allocated and that the amount of employment land has been determined. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

GAT1 Policy GAT1: Development of the Airport with a Single Runway  
We support this policy in principle but believe that its effectiveness could be improved. Development at Gatwick Airport 
important will clearly have major impacts in Crawley but also across a wider region that includes Horsham District. As such we 
have been working alongside CBC and other authorities, as part of the DCO process, to ensure that the impacts of airport 
growth are properly understood and assessed.  
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We recognise and welcome wording in paragraphs 10.13 and 10.14 relating to considering the cumulative impact of numerous 
small developments and working with neighbouring authorities, but note that such references are not included within the policy 
wording. Accordingly, such wording carries less weight and therefore we suggest that similar wording be inserted in the 
wording of the policy itself.  
Further, there are references in paragraph 10.12 to passenger numbers, including that 53 million passengers are expected to 
use the airport in 2023. However, the most recent updated throughput provided to by Gatwick Airport themselves suggest that 
32.8 million passengers were using the airport. It may therefore be appropriate to reflect updated information in the 
introductory paragraph. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes sought: We seek the inclusion of references to cumulative impacts of development and to working with other 
authorities within the policy wording. We also advise that it may be useful to supporting text to reflect updated information on 
passenger numbers. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

GAT2 Policy GAT 2: Safeguarded Land  
We support this policy, which sets out a clear basis for determining applications within this area. This is consistent with the 
approach taken by HDC. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

GAT3 Policy GAT3: Gatwick Airport Related Parking  
We support this policy, which seeks to limit new or replacement airport parking to within the airport boundary. This is 
consistent with the approach taken jointly thus far by Horsham District and Crawley Borough Councils. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

TC3 Strategic Policy TC3: Development Sites within the Town Centre Boundary  
We support this policy in principle, and particularly welcome the increase in the target for residential net completions from 499 
to 1,500 on the Town Centre Opportunity Sites. However, we consider it is not justified as stands.  
Our reading of the SHLAA proformas suggests that assessments of net site capacities have in many cases been based on 
history of planning applications, pre-applications or masterplans. This is not unreasonable, particularly taking account of the 
need for a proportionate evidence base. However, given the context where the Local Plan is proposing to provide well below 
assessed housing needs, it is not clear from the assessments whether there are other opportunities to maximise site 
capacities and if so how they have been explored. This may be picked up in other evidence base documents –for example this 
may have been considered as part of the viability assessment work or as part of the assessment of alternatives as part of the 
SA/SEA process. 
We also note that the reasoned justification (paragraph 11.24) advises that the retail capacity figures are considered to 
provide a sufficiently precautionary forecast of retail capacity for the Local Plan period to 2040. This might suggest that a 
greater proportion of residential units is achievable in the town centre, albeit balanced with the need to keep the town centre 
‘alive’. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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Change sought: The SHLAA assessment documentation should provide further explanation regarding any assumptions or 
other evidence base documents used to ensure that the assessments are clear as to why the residential capacities are 
considered optimal and cannot be pushed up further, together with clarification on how alternative mixes of use and/or 
densities have been considered. It is considered this additional information would help ensure that the overall number of 
dwellings proposed is clearly justified and demonstrate there is a maximum contribution that has been made in reducing 
unmet housing need within the wider HMA. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

Urban 
Extensions “At 
Crawley” 
12.20-12.23 

Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’  
Whilst HDC is considering development to the west of Ifield through its Local Plan review, we wish to make clear that at this 
stage no formal decision has been made on the proposed allocation of the land in its Local Plan. Following the recent 
elections, HDC will be reviewing all development proposals which have been submitted to ensure that the local plan reflects 
the aspirations of the new administration.  
We recognise that CBC will take a strong interest in potential development on or near its boundary as development in such 
areas may have cross-boundary impacts. Because of this, and building upon our strong history of successful joint working, we 
have been in constant discussions on a range of matters to understand Crawley’s needs and viewpoints when considering 
these proposals to date, and very much welcome and support this process. This will be set out in updated statements of 
common ground which are in the process of being finalised. Further, CBC has also been part of ongoing discussions as part 
of the Planning Performance Agreement with Homes England in relation to development proposals to the west of Ifield that 
are being considered as part of the Horsham District Local Plan Review.  
We have commented on previous versions of this section of the plan and our position remains the same. Paragraphs 12.17 to 
12.23 collectively set out a very detailed narrative on landscape character within the setting of Crawley. This section replaces 
draft Policy H3g that was included in a previous Regulation 19 version of the Plan and includes a ‘shadow’ policy framework 
that seeks to influence land use on areas outside CBC’s administrative area. Given such land lies outside of the administrative 
area of CBC, the paragraphs and ‘shadow’ policy are ineffective. It is for the Horsham District Local Plan to set the policy 
parameters in such areas. We continue to consider that this whole suite of paragraphs is not effective and we firmly request 
that our previously made comments are fully taken into account and these references be removed. Furthermore, our view is 
that the retention of such wording would cause confusion should there be any conflict with any wording that is set out in the 
emerging Horsham District Local Plan in due course. We consider a continuation of this collaborative working is the most 
effective place-shaping mechanism.  
We are particularly concerned with regards to references in paragraph 12.20 and in sub-clause vii of the ‘shadow’ policy within 
12.23. This is as they collectively assert that development on land located near, but ultimately outside of Crawley’s 
administrative area, should help address Crawley’s unmet housing needs – including on matters relating to affordable 
housing, housing mix, type and tenure. As already outlined, whilst HDC supports working towards a joint approach on such 
matters, this principle of meeting CBCs unmet needs has not been agreed with HDC, and insofar as it relates to development 
within Horsham District, the proposed plan wording would be ineffective. As is expected to be set out in the Northern West 
Sussex Housing Market Area Statement of Common Ground, development identified in Local Plans will firstly meet needs in 
their respective administrative areas.  
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Further to the above, the paragraphs do not reflect the current context for plan-making within Horsham in light of the impact on 
future housing delivery of water neutrality. Though the housing requirement in the existing Horsham District Planning 
Framework (adopted 2015) was increased by 150 homes per year to help address unmet need in Crawley, CBC has been 
made aware that HDC is highly unlikely to be in a position to meet its own housing needs going forward, let alone meet the 
needs of other authorities. This is mainly due to issues relating to the ongoing need to ensure water neutrality in new 
development. Reference should be made in this respect to our recent letter to you dated 19 April 2023. Given this, CBC 
should not expect that HDC will be able to contribute to meeting unmet needs in the short to medium term. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H1 Strategic Policy H1: Housing Provision  
We support aspects of this policy, in particular references that all reasonable opportunities will be considered to develop on 
brownfield sites and surplus green space and to capitalise on town centre living.  
However, we consider that the policy is not completely justified as it stands.  
As we have expressed previously, we recognise that Crawley Borough is highly constrained for the reasons set out in the 
Local Plan, and accordingly that the Council will be unable to fully address housing needs within its administrative area.  
It was the expectation that density work was being undertaken with the view to optimising the amount of housing that could be 
delivered on proposed housing sites, potentially increasing the amount of housing that the Local Plan would identify as coming 
forward within the borough and thereby reducing the identified level of unmet needs. Whilst there have been some increases 
in homes proposed on some allocated sites, it is not clear how these increases directly relate to the Compact Residential 
Development Study. We have further identified issues with the effectiveness of this work in response to policies CL4 and H2.  
Similarly, as we also express in response to policy H3a, we are not clear as to why there appears to have been no work 
undertaken to examine the potential that estate regeneration projects could make to assist in meeting unmet needs within 
Crawley Borough.  
We are supportive of the further increase of the windfall allowance to 100 dwellings per annum, as expressed in paragraphs 
12.15 and 12.16 and agree that your evidence base shows that this is a realistic figure to include within your Local Plan.  
As we have set out in our comments above in relation to paragraph 12.17 to 12.23, HDC is unlikely to be able to assist in 
addressing Crawley’s unmet housing needs. In this context, we do not think the final paragraph of the policy wording is, in its 
current form, justified nor do we think that paragraph 12.39 recognises the position that HDC finds itself in. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes sought: Whilst we are committed to working in a collective and positive manner across the Northern West Sussex 
Housing Market Area (NWSHMA) as our Local Plans advance, HDC is unable to commit to apportioning any development that 
may take place within Horsham District to meet the needs of Crawley Borough. The final paragraph of the policy should 
therefore be altered to remove the suggestion that development at such locations would address unmet needs arising 
specifically in Crawley. It would however be acceptable to refer to ongoing joint work across the NWSHMA, and exploration of 
the potential to meet some of Crawley’s education and affordable housing needs.  
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Whilst we are pleased that recognition of the assistance provided to CBC in the existing Local Plan (Horsham District Planning 
Framework) is included within paragraph 12.39, we think the final sentence should be clear that it is unlikely that HDC will be 
able to assist in addressing unmet needs in this Local Plan cycle. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H2 Strategic Policy H2: Key Housing Sites  
We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not completely justified as stands. As set out in our comments to earlier 
policies (and in particular Policy H1), further evidence is required to transparently demonstrate that site capacities have been 
optimised, thereby justifying the overall number of dwellings proposed. The following paragraphs elaborate on why this view 
has been reached.  
It is unclear as stands as to why the Compact Residential Development Study (CRDS) only provides more detailed analysis of 
one sample site (site 16) by way of supporting the SHLAA assessments (the table following paragraph 6.12).  
Moreover, the method of analysis does clearly relate to the assessed ‘net dwellings total’ (or net site capacity) presented in 
the SHLAA. Our reading of the SHLAA proformas instead suggests that assessments of net site capacities have in many 
cases been based on history of planning applications, pre-applications or masterplans. This is not unreasonable, but in a 
context where the Local Plan is proposing to provide well below assessed need, it is not clear from the assessments whether 
there are other opportunities to maximise site capacities and if so how they have been explored. This is necessary to be clear 
why the assessed capacities are considered optimal and cannot be pushed up further.  
We acknowledge and support that some proposed allocations have been reassessed as having a higher site capacity than 
before and this is welcomed. Totals have generally been revised arithmetically to meet the bottom of the density range in 
Policy CL4. However, we would question why the bottom of the range appears to have been assumed, rather than the CRDS 
recommendation triggering a re-evaluation of opportunities to increase the number of homes above the Policy CL4 minimum 
requirement. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: Where net site capacities have been changed to meet the bottom end of the relevant density range, the 
SHLAA assessment proformas should explain how the site evaluation has arrived at the capacity estimate. This should 
consider whether a greater number than the minimum within the relevant density range may be achievable, and if not, explain 
why a higher number is not feasible. Such further work may increase some housing site capacities which may in turn reduce 
unmet housing need within the wider HMA. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3a Strategic Policy H3a: Estate Regeneration  
We support this policy in principle, but consider it is not justified as it stands and that its effectiveness could be improved.  
Given the pressing need for housing in the area and unmet housing need, it is considered imperative that estate regeneration 
opportunities are explored as this is a potential source of additional housing supply that is, to a great extent, within the control 
of CBC. We had previously commented on the policy in both 2020 and 2021 and suggested that this could be done as part of 
the density work that was being undertaken (and is now published). However, it does not appear that estate regeneration 
opportunities formed part of this work nor, given the wording of paragraph 12.67, that any such exploration has taken place or 
is currently planned. 
Suggested Modifications: 



180 
 

Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

Change sought: We request that paragraph 12.67 is more positive in its wording and sets out a commitment for CBC to 
explore estate regeneration opportunities. Given the high level of unmet needs identified we feel that ‘no stone should be left 
unturned’ in exploring what can be done to reduce this disparity, as such we would suggest that this work is undertaken as 
soon as is possible. 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3b Strategic Policy H3b: Densification, Infill Opportunities and Small Sites  
We support this policy which is clear in its encouragement of efficient use of land in a number of ways. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3c Strategic Policy H3c: Town Centre Sites  
We support this policy. It is considered that there may be further opportunities for the town centre area and mixed-use 
developments to provide more housing to help meet the unmet need in Crawley, as set out in our comments to other policies 
within the plan. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3d Strategic Policy H3d: Upward Extensions  
We support this policy which encourages efficient use of land through building upwards. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H3f Strategic Policy H3f: Open Spaces  
We support this policy which strikes an appropriate balance between protecting and enhancing valued open spaces whilst 
taking a pragmatic approach to allowing some housing development in certain circumstances. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

H8 Policy H8: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites  
We support this policy in principle but consider that its effectiveness could be improved to reflect that need may arise across 
the housing market area, rather than just within Crawley Borough, which would justify the release of the site. Though the 
Horsham Local Plan is still emerging and an updated assessment of the need for pitches and plots is yet to be finalised, our 
emerging evidence suggests that it is unlikely that HDC will be in a position where we can identify how all of our needs for 
gypsy and traveller provision could be met. If such a circumstance were to arise, we would seek assistance from yourselves 
as we share a common housing market area, to meet any unmet needs. We will endeavour to provide clarity on this point as 
soon as we are in a position to do so. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Change sought: It is considered that the words ‘in Crawley’ should be removed from the policy to reflect that need may arise 
elsewhere. Consequential changes to the reasoned justification should also be made for the same reason. 

REP/033 SDC4 Policy SDC4: Water Neutrality 
We strongly support this policy. 
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Horsham 
District 
Council 

The policy recognises the importance of water neutrality across the Sussex North Water Resource Zone (WRZ) and sets out a 
policy framework to ensure that new development will comply with water neutrality requirements. The policy is based on joint 
evidence base prepared with HDC, Chichester District Council and other partners. It has been endorsed by Natural England 
and refers to a joint local authority-led offsetting scheme which is being proactively progressed.  
It is intended that the same policy wording will be included in the HDC Local Plan and already features in the Chichester 
District Regulation 19 version of their Local Plan. It is considered imperative that a consistent policy approach across the WRZ 
be applied as it is the most effective way to deal with water neutrality in a way which can maximise growth and investment 
within the respective LPA’s and takes forward the recommendations of the joint evidence base.  
We do not seek wording changes to the policy but wish to be advised of any proposed changes to the policy wording that may 
emerge through the examination process to ensure that a consistent approach is maintained. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/033 
(2023) 

Horsham 
District 
Council 

ST4 Strategic Policy ST4: Safeguarding of a Search Corridor for a Crawley Western Multi-Modal Transport Link  
We support this policy subject to the following comment:  
The corridor for new multi-modal corridor will need to be agreed jointly with HDC as most of any route would be within the 
administrative area of Horsham. Any area of safeguarding should not prejudice this potential. It is noted that this is recognised 
in the supporting text. We are also pleased to have been given opportunity to work collaboratively with CBC on consultancy-
led work to better understand options for a safeguarded corridor in light of constraints and potential impacts. We confirm this 
work will inform our own consideration of safeguarding a corridor. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Mid Sussex District Council 
REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

SD3 Crawley Local Plan 2024 – 2040 – Submission version (June 2023)  
Mid Sussex welcomes the opportunity to comment on the submission Crawley Local Plan (the Plan) and our detailed 
comments build on our earlier response to the Regulation 18 draft of the Local Plan and those made in March 2020 in relation 
to the first regulation 19 consultation and the second in June 2021. It is noted that comments made to previous consultations 
do not need to be repeated and all Regulation 19 representations will be submitted in full to the Secretary of State for the 
Examination. For ease, a copy of our responses made in March 2020 and June 2021 is attached.  
In a letter dated 14 April 2023 to Mid Sussex DC, Crawley BC also sought confirmation of the role Mid Sussex can make in 
assisting Crawley to address unmet housing needs and specific communities housing needs. Mid Sussex District Council’s 
response to this request is also set out in this letter.  
Local Plan Comments  
Mid Sussex has reviewed Crawley’s Plan and accompanying evidence that has been prepared to support the Plan.  
Strategic Policy SD3: North Crawley Area Action Plan (now deleted)  
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Mid Sussex is disappointed that this policy has been deleted and therefore that an opportunity to review the future growth and 
operational needs of the airport alongside other development needs of Crawley, including economic growth and housing, to 
enable efficient use of land within Crawley is no longer included.  
Our previous comments made in March 2020 and June 2021 remain relevant. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL3 Policy CL3 – Movement Patterns, Layout and Sustainable Urban Design  
This policy was part of CL4 in the 2020 version, previous comments made in March 2020 and June 2021 remain relevant. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL4 Policy CL4 – Compact Development – Layout, Scale and Appearance  
This policy was part of CL5 in the 2020 version, previous comments made in March 2020 and June 2021 remain relevant.  
Mid Sussex supports this policy in principle as it seeks to make more efficient use of land.  
The Council notes that the policy has been amended to support the requirement for higher density outside locations identified 
in (i) and (ii), but considers that the Policy would be more effective if the ‘appropriate levels of accessibility to enhance public 
transport services’ are defined. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: An explanation of how ‘appropriate levels of accessibility to enhance public transport services’ will be 
defined is also required. 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

CL8 Policy CL8: Development Outside the Built–up Area  
Response from January 2020 continues to apply. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

EC4 Policy EC4: Strategic Employment Location  
In previous consultation responses, Mid Sussex raised concerns about the impact of this proposed allocation on the highway 
network. In June 2021, it was suggested that engagement with Mid Sussex would be helpful to enable a better understanding 
of the potential impacts however this has not been forthcoming.  
It is noted that there has been an amendment to the policy, with the addition of Criterion (d) which seeks to restrict movement 
of HGV from the north, which means that access will be from the south with the potential to further exacerbate issues on the 
local road network in Mid Sussex as set out above.  
Therefore, the Council considers that the Policy requires further justification. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Changes required: Further evidence is required to demonstrate that the policy is justified by highways evidence. The Council 
is not satisfied that the cross-boundary impacts of the policy in Mid Sussex are fully supported by the transport evidence. 
Following an assessment of the impact of this proposed allocation the policy should be amended to make explicit any 
mitigation measures required to alleviate highways impacts in Mid Sussex District. 
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REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Urban 
Extensions: 
“At Crawley) 
Para 12.17 – 
12.23 

Urban Extensions: ‘At Crawley’ (Paragraph 12.17 – 12.23)  
Response from June 2021 continues to apply. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Housing 
Supply and 
Unmet need 

Housing Supply and Unmet Need  
There has been a long-standing and ongoing engagement between the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area (NWS 
HMA) authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex), and therefore the position in relation to Crawley’s housing need and 
supply is understood.  
The three authorities have agreed that housing supply is a strategic cross-boundary issue and consequently have worked 
effectively to understand and assess options for maximising housing supply to meet local needs within the HMA.  
This approach is set out in the Housing Statement of Common Ground which is being finalised by the three authorities and 
which will capture the agreements between the NWS HMA authorities on principles such as the HMA boundary, housing 
need, site selection processes and considerations for housing supply.  
Mid Sussex District Council notes that the Crawley Submission Local Plan updates the unmet need position, such that the 
current calculation shows an unmet need of 7,050 dwellings over the plan period 2024 - 2040, and that Crawley Borough 
Council has formally requested assistance to meeting the unmet need.  
The adopted Mid Sussex District Plan (policy DP5: Planning to Meet Future Housing Need) demonstrates that MSDC is 
committed to working with neighbouring Councils on an ongoing basis to address housing needs across the HMA based on 
the evidence. The adopted District Plan includes a contribution of 1,500 dwellings to meet the unmet need arising in the HMA 
which, alongside the contribution made by Horsham District Council, ensured that the HMA housing need could be met in full. 
The Council remains committed to working jointly and proactively on this matter and the forthcoming Housing Statement of 
Common Ground will demonstrate this commitment across the HMA.  
As you are aware, Mid Sussex District Council published a draft District Plan (Regulation 18) for consultation in November 
2022.  
In respect to the ongoing engagement with Councils in the NWSHMA ahead of publishing its Regulation 18 draft, Mid Sussex 
District Council:  
• shared the draft Site Selection Methodology and invited comments before publication;  
• held briefings for NWSHMA Councils to share the initial outcomes of the Site Selection process, which included:  
o examples of sites that performed well against the Site Selection criteria and would therefore have potential allocation, and 
those that have been rejected due to constraints and deliverability issues  
o outcomes from the evidence base, particularly Transport and Air Quality modelling  
• commissioned an Urban Capacity Study, by external consultants, with an objective to maximise brownfield development in 
urban areas to seek to increase supply from this source.  
The Regulation 18 draft District Plan established a housing need of 20,142 for Mid Sussex. As a result of the evidenced 
outcomes from the Site Selection process and findings from the evidence base, the draft District Plan proposed a total supply 
of 20,444. Therefore, the draft District Plan demonstrated an over-supply of 302 dwellings.  
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The Council is reviewing the responses from all parties during Regulation 18 consultation. This includes assessment of 
comments received from those promoting sites omitted from the Regulation 18 plan, and new sites submitted during the 
consultation. This work is ongoing and the potential housing supply in the Regulation 19 Plan will be subject to completion of 
this work and detailed testing through the evidence base. As such, the Council is currently not in a position to confirm the total 
deliverable housing in the District and therefore the amount of housing it may be able to provide to meet unmet need.  
This Council will continue to positively engage with Crawley Borough Council as the review of the District Plan progresses, in 
line with the agreed principles and mechanisms outlined in the NWS Statement of Common Ground, forthcoming Housing 
Statement of Common Ground and other relevant cross-authority groupings. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

H3d Policy H3d: Upward Extensions  
Response from January 2020 continues to apply.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/066 
(2023) 

Mid Sussex 
District 
Council 

Habitats 
Regulation 
Assessment 

Habitat Regulation Assessment:  
It is noted that a Habitat Regulation Assessment has now been prepared to support the Regulation 19 Plan which addresses 
this Council’s concerns raised in June 2021. Mid Sussex has no further comments on the HRA. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

National Highways 
REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

Soundness Thank you for your formal notification email of 10 May 2023 inviting National Highways (NH) to comment on the Crawley 
Borough Local Plan 2024-2040: Regulation 19 Consultation, as part of the consultation process, seeking a response no later 
than 17.00 on 20th June 2023.  
We have read the Local Plan Representation Guidance. We understand that we do not need to repeat comments made on a 
previous Regulation 19 consultation.  
We appreciate that the focus of this consultation is on legal compliance and the soundness of the Local Plan as judged 
against the soundness tests in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (July 2021) para.35. We have structured our 
response accordingly.  
Policy Context  
NH is responsible for the Strategic Road Network (SRN), with our focus being on its safety, reliability and operational 
efficiency. Unacceptable impacts on the SRN must be avoided. Furthermore, in accordance with national policy, NH expects 
the plan-making process to explore all options to reduce a reliance on the SRN for local journeys including a reduction in the 
need to travel and integrating land use considerations with the need to maximise opportunities for walking, wheeling, cycling, 
public transport and shared travel.  
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The policy of the Secretary of State for Transport in relation to the SRN is Circular 1/2022: Strategic road network and the 
delivery of sustainable development. In responding to this consultation, NH has taken Circular 1/2022 (“1/22”) as relevant 
national policy alongside the NPPF.  
The remainder of this response is split into three tables:  
1. Table 1: Legal Compliance – This is focused on how Crawley Borough Council has engaged with NH during the plan-
making process on strategic transport matters relating to the SRN.  
2. Table 2: Soundness Tests – This is focused on the soundness tests and how plan-making has considered and responded 
to transport-related matters that are likely to impact on the SRN, as well as compliance with national policy on transport 
matters, in particular national policy on the SRN (Circular 1/2022).  
3. Table 3: Detailed Representations – These are focused on detailed comments on individual policies relating to strategic 
transport matters that are likely to impact on the SRN. In some cases, they highlight how the robustness of the policies could 
be improved through some minor modifications.  
We would like to thank Crawley Borough Council for their positive engagement with NH during the preparation of the Local 
Plan. We have valued the opportunities to review and comment on earlier stages and pieces of transport evidence.  
We recognise that Circular 1/2022 was published by the Department for Transport at a relatively late stage in the plan-making 
process (December 2022). However, it is important to appreciate that this does represent national policy in respect of the 
SRN. The Local Plan, in many respects, does address key principles of sustainable development in the Circular and we are 
happy to work with you to ensure the Plan positively responds to the government’s expectations.  
A summary of NH’s key points concludes the response. 
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Suggested Modifications: 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

SD1 

 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

SD2 This should promote visions for developments which set outcomes communities want to achieve. Underpinning these visions 
should be the need for developments to reduce the need to travel, especially by car, and to maximise opportunities for 
sustainable travel. This is needed to promote health and well-being, as well as reducing the reliance on the SRN for local 
journeys. This proposed change would help demonstrate compliance with the expectations of Circular 1/2022.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

IN2 This policy should stress the need for new infrastructure to be sited at locations which are highly accessible by sustainable 
transport. At present it only requires major facilities to be accessible ‘by a variety of means of transport’, which can include the 
car. There should be an emphasis on reducing the need to travel (overall) to comply with Circular 1/2022.  
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

Chapter 9: 
Economic 
Growth & 
Social Mobility 

NH understand that the development numbers for employment in the Transport Study Report (2022) were derived in 2020. 
The numbers in the submission version of the Plan appear similar in terms of additional employment floorspace. However, NH 
are unable to confirm that the allocations and windfalls are the same or similar between the current Local Plan and the 
Transport Study Report. It is unclear whether the amount of consented and non-consented allocations has changed as NH are 
primarily concerned with the non-consented element of the Plan (allocations and windfalls). Clarity is sought.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

EC4 The policy should include the need for a vision to be developed for the site, as a matter of priority, which sets an outcome 
communities want to achieve and provides the sustainable transport solutions to deliver this outcome (‘vision and validate’ – 
see Circular 1/2022, para.15). The focus should be on reducing the overall need to travel and maximising opportunities for 
walking, wheeling, cycling, public transport and shared travel. This would help reduce reliance on the SRN for local journeys.  
NH suggest that this vision and transport solutions should feature in a masterplan prepared for the site. The masterplan 
should also consider how design can minimise the exposure to strategic traffic, for example a landscape buffer or sensitive 
screening to shield the environment and development from M23 noise.  
The policy needs to address the construction phase and how impacts, especially on the SRN, can be effectively eliminated or 
acceptably reduced to the satisfaction of NH.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

GAT1 NH are currently working with Gatwick Airport Limited (GAL) on their proposals for the Gatwick Airport expansion. Due to the 
close proximity of Gatwick Airport to the borough and the progress towards its expansion, NH would like to understand how 
the assumptions on development have changed and whether this has any implications for the findings of the Transport Study 
report which was written in 2020. The traffic forecasts on Gatwick growth will require review to ensure consistency with current 
forecasts and assumptions relating to the Plan. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

GAT3 NH are concerned about the provision of additional or replacement airport-related parking. The provision of additional car 
parking will give rise to additional vehicle trips which, due to the close proximity and the nature of the airport development, 
could result in a significant increase in the number of vehicle trips on the SRN. This may impact on the safety, reliability and 
operational efficiency of the SRN. Development proposals outside of Gatwick Airport boundary for additional car parking 
should be accompanied by a detailed Transport Assessment setting out the impact on the M23 junctions 10, 10a and 11 and 
what mitigation is proposed. 
The passenger mode share targets set out in Policy GAT3 do not align with the latest passenger mode share targets in the 
Gatwick Airport Transport Assessment. The Policy should be updated to reflect these. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

Chapter 12: 
Housing 

NH understand that the development numbers for housing in the Transport Study Report (2022) were derived in 2020. The 
housing numbers in the submission version of the Plan appear similar. However, NH are unable to confirm that the allocations 
and windfalls are the same or similar between the current Local Plan and the Transport Study Report. It is unclear whether the 
amount of consented and non- consented allocations has changed as NH are primarily concerned with the non-consented 
element of the Plan (allocations and windfalls).  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

H2 The policy should require the preparation of a vision for each housing site which sets the outcome the communities want to 
achieve, supporting sustainable transport and reducing the need to travel, especially by car. The vision can fit within a 
masterplan, which sets out how these objectives can be achieved through layout and design. This is needed to comply with 
the requirements of Circular 1/2022 and to help reduce a reliance on the SRN for local journeys.  
Suggested Modifications: 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

EP4 NH expect development masterplans for allocations in proximity of the SRN to be designed to minimise the exposure to noise 
from traffic on the SRN, for example a landscape buffer or sensitive screening to shield the environment and dwellings from 
M23 noise. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

EP6 The policy should include a requirement for the assessment of the brightness and effect on public safety of drivers on the SRN 
in respect of visible external lighting arising from a development in close proximity to the SRN.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

ST1 The policy should require developments (certainly the key housing sites) to include a vision setting out the outcome 
communities want to achieve and the sustainable transport solutions to deliver the outcome (‘vision and validate’). This is 
needed to comply with Circular 1/2022 (para.15).  
The policy needs to require masterplans for key housing sites to help deliver the vision through layout and design (eg 
walkable neighbourhoods) to demonstrate how the need to travel, especially by car, will be reduced. The masterplan work 
should ensure that developments optimise the potential of sites to support local facilities and sustainable transport networks, 
there by reducing the reliance on the SRN for local journeys.  
As well as highway safety, other considerations should include reliability and operational efficiency, especially of the SRN.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

ST4 Based on the high-level details provided for the Crawley Western Multi-Modal Transport Link, NH are satisfied that there will 
not be an unacceptable impact on the SRN. However, as further details of the alignment are available NH will need to review 
the impacts. 
Summary  
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Thank you for engaging with NH on the Regulation 19 Local Plan. We recognise that Crawley Borough Council has engaged 
with NH constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis on strategic transport matters relating to the SRN during the 
preparation of the Local Plan.  
There are a few significant soundness issues relating to the Local Plan and potential impacts on the safety, reliability and 
operational efficiency of the SRN that need addressing. In particular, the misalignment between the forecast year in the CTS 
(2035) and the time horizon of the Plan (2040). This misalignment means it is not possible to make a reasonable judgement 
on whether the safety, reliability and operational efficiency of the SRN would be unacceptably impacted by the spatial strategy 
at the end of the plan period. NH believe this can be resolved, ideally prior to submission, through an Addendum to the CTS 
so that the forecast year aligns with the time horizon of the Local Plan.  
Consistency with national policy must also include consistency with Circular 1/2022, which is the national policy for the SRN. 
The Plan needs to emphasise the importance of visions for key housing sites setting outcomes communities want to achieve 
and sustainable transport solutions to deliver those outcomes (‘vision and validate’). Masterplans can play an effective role in 
achieving this through layout and design of development sites which can help reduce the need to travel and, as a 
consequence, reduce the reliance on the SRN for local journeys. NH is willing to assist in this process, including the drafting of 
a checklist to demonstrate where and how the Local Plan responds positively to the expectations of Circular 1/2022.  
NH is happy to meet up with officers at Crawley Borough Council to discuss these matters and find a way forward to address 
the concerns raised that relate to the SRN and the delivery of the requirements of Circular 1/2022.  
If you have any questions with regards to the comments made in this response, please do not hesitate to contact me via 
PlanningSE@nationalhighways.co.uk. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/011 
(2023) 

National 
Highways 

Duty to 
Cooperate 

 
Suggested Modifications: 
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Natural England 
REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

 Thank you for your consultation with Natural England early for our views on the Pre-submission local plan ahead of its 
publishing after the Pre-election Period shared with Natural England on 09 May 2023 and received on the same date. Natural 
England is a non-departmental public body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural environment is conserved, 
enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. 
Natural England has reviewed:  
• Submission Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024-2040 (PDF, 10.73 MB) (Submission Publication Consultation: May – June 
2023)  
• Sustainability Appraisal - Strategic Environmental Assessment report May 2023 (PDF, 6.23 MB)  
• Habitats Regulations Assessment report January 2023 (PDF, 5.56 MB)  
• Local Plan map (low res) (PDF, 5.79 MB)  
What follows are Natural England’s comments on: the draft plan as a whole, the plan’s Sustainability Appraisal (SA), the 
plan’s Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) and the specific policies and allocations of the plan.  
Please note that Natural England has not provided advice on all aspects of the plan, instead focusing on aspects within 
Natural England’s remit; the absence of comments on a policy should not be taken as Natural England giving support.  
Additionally, Natural England were consulted on the previous iteration of the above documents. Our previously issues advice 
is still relevant unless specifically stated otherwise. Our comments and views within this letter are relevant to the current 
submitted draft plan. 
Summary of our advice on the plan as a whole  
While we have raised some queries and recommended some further modifications to certain policies, we do not find the 
current plan unsound on any grounds relating to our remit. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

 Comments on specific plan policies  
Our detailed comments on the policies and site allocations of the local plan are provided in the Annex 1. Please note that we 
have not provided comments on all policies but those which have most influence on environmental issues. Natural England 
has no comment to make on the policies not covered in this response. Other than confirming that we have referred to it when 
considering our advice on specific policies and site allocations.  
We have suggested some amendments and additions to both policies and supporting text throughout the Plan, notably on 
Green Infrastructure, Biodiversity net gain and Water Neutrality. In our view these could all be taken forward as minor 
modifications but if they were all acted upon they would leave the Plan stronger and more coherent in delivering for the natural 
environment, which is one of the three central tenets of genuinely sustainable development as set out in the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF 2021, paragraph 8c). Our advice is explained in annex 1. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

Vision Comments on local plan’s Vision  
We support your vision’s focus on protecting the environment and sustainability. We specifically support the strong focus on: 
CO2 emission reduction, water efficiency, green growth, conservation of natural resources, reduction of pollution, biodiversity 
net gain, protection of priority species/habitats and the delivery of ecosystem services. Which are in line with the aims of 
section 15. of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the overarching goals and actions of the government’s 
Environmental Improvement Plan (EIP). 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

CL9 Policy CL9: High Weald Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty  
We are generally supporting of this policy’s requirements for relevant proposals to consider impacts on the High Weald Area 
of Outstanding National Beauty (AONB) in line with the aims of the national planning policy framework (NPPF) (paragraphs 
20. 130. 174. 176. 177.) as well as the actions of Goal 10 of the Environmental Improvement Plan 2023 (EIP). Beyond this we 
would encourage your authority to engage closely with the High Weald AONB unit. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

DD1 Strategic Policy DD1: Normal Requirements of All New Development  
We support requirement G of this proposal.  
Specifically we strongly support the requirement to retain trees and other GI or biodiversity assets, in line with the aims of the 
NPPF (paragraphs 20. 131. 174.) and Goal 1 of the EIP.  
We also support this policy’s references to policies DD4 and GI3 (to which our specific comments are provided below) which 
should ensure that these requirements are clear. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

DD4 Strategic Policy DD4: Tree Replacement Standards  
We support this policy’s requirements for tree retention and replacement in line with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 131. 
174.) and various commitments and actions of the EIP relating to Urban tree provision, specifically point 3 of goal 1. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

OS2 Policy OS2: Provision of Open Space and Recreational Facilities  
We support this policy’s requirements regarding contributions towards natural greenspaces and green infrastructure, in line 
with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 20. 131. 174.) and Goal 10 of the EIP, specifically the commitments and actions 
relating to improving access to nature.  
Additionally we support the requirements relating to biodiversity net gain and green infrastructure obligations, in line with the 
aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 20. 91. 150. 171. & 181) and various goals and actions of the EIP relating to green 
infrastructure provision. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

EC4 Strategic Policy EC4: Strategic Employment Location  
We support this policy’s requirement j. regarding net zero emissions and carbon neutrality, in line with the aims of the NPPF 
(paragraphs 118. 148.) and goal 7 of the EIP.  
We also strongly support this policy’s requirements. regarding the protection and enhancement of ancient woodland, trees and 
hedgerows in line with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 131. 174. 180.) and the goals and actions of the EIP, specifically 
point 3 of the delivery plan for goal 1. We would however suggest strengthening the wording of this requirement by removing 
the “where possible” clause. Additionally we also strongly support this policy’s requirement s. with regards to the enhancement 
of green/blue infrastructure on the site, in line with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 20. 91. 150. 171. 181.) as well as the 
various goals and actions of the EIP relating to green infrastructure provision. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

GAT1 Strategic Policy GAT1: Development of the Airport with a Single Runway  
We encourage this policy’s requirement ii, regarding the need to ensure that adverse impacts of operation on the environment 
are appropriately mitigated and compensated, as a last resort. We would however also recommend that wording is altered 
akin to requirement iii to ensure the mitigation hierarchy is taken into account, as explained within the NPPF and National 
Planning Policy Guidance.  
We also encourage this policy’s requirement iii, regarding the need for Biodiversity net gain to be provided and to ensure harm 
to biodiversity is avoided; in line with the overarching aims of section 15. of the NPPF and Goal 1 of the EIP. In addition to 
this, we apologise for overlooking a detail in our non-statutory advice provided on 28 April 2023. After review we believe that 
the targets established in requirement iii, to meet like for like compensation as a last resort, should be changed to be more 
consistent with part ii, which establishes fair compensation. As a general rule compensation goes beyond like for like in 
recognition of the seriousness of this stage in the mitigation hierarchy and the potential difficulties with compensatory habitat 
creation 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

H2 Policy H2: Key Housing Sites  
Our full comments regarding water neutrality are set out for policy SDC4 regarding Water Neutrality, however we do note that 
the following allocations fall within the Sussex North WRZ and as such should demonstrate water neutrality as appropriate:  
• Zurich House (53 dwellings)  
• Former TSB site (59 dwellings)  
• Upper Floors, 7 – 13 The Broadway & 1 - 3 Queens Square, (25 dwellings)  
• Shaw House, Pegler Way, West Green (33 dwellings)  
• Longley House (121 dwellings)  
• Land Adjacent to Sutherland House (30 dwellings)  
• Land adjacent to Desmond Anderson (205 dwellings)  
• The Imperial (19 dwellings including a drinking establishment (A4 use) and two retail (A1 use) units).  
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• Town Centre Key Opportunity Sites (1,500 net dwellings); comprising: Telford Place, Crawley Station and Car Parks, County 
Buildings, Land North of the Boulevard, Crawley College, Cross Keys and MOKA  
• Tinsley Lane (120 dwellings, mixed use recreation/residential).  
• Breezehurst Drive Playing Fields, (85 dwellings, mixed use recreation/residential)  
• Oakhurst Grange, Southgate (55 dwellings as residential Class C3 use for older people or up to 120 residential rooms as 
Class C2 (Residential Home) use).  
• St. Catherine’s Hospice (residential Class C3 use for older people (60 dwellings) and/or residential rooms as Class C2 
(Residential Home) use).  
While policy GI2 includes various provisions on ancient woodland we still note that various allocations are adjacent to or in 
close proximity with ancient woodlands and/or veteran trees. As such in line with the NPPF (paragraph 180), the goals and 
actions of the EIP and Natural England’s standing advice (available here) the following allocations will need to ensure that 
impacts to these irreplaceable habitats are avoided and that enhancements to these habitats are supported:  
• Forge Wood Phase 4B (434 dwellings)  
• Land at Steers Lane (185 dwellings)  
• Land adjacent to Desmond Anderson (205 dwellings)  
• Land to the southeast of Heathy Farm (188 dwellings)  
• Tinsley Lane (120 dwellings, mixed use recreation/residential) 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

H3f Policy H3f: Open Spaces  
We support this policy’s requirement iv., regarding the need to maintain and improve links to the wider GI network, resulting in 
Net Gain for biodiversity. This is in line with the NNPF’s aims (paragraphs 20. 91. 150. 171. 181.) and the various goals and 
actions of the EIP relating to green infrastructure provision.  
Additionally we support policy requirement vii., regarding the protection of ancient woodland, aged trees and TPO protected 
trees; in line with the NPPF (paragraph 180) and the goals and actions of the EIP. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

H8 Policy H8: Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Sites  
We support this policy’s requirement for the site provision at Broadfield Kennels to ensure the requirements of the AONB 
Management Plan are satisfied.  
We also note that the site falls within the Sussex North WRZ, and as such should demonstrate water neutrality as appropriate. 
Our detailed comments with regard to water neutrality are set out within our comments for policy SDC4. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

 Environmental sustainability statement  
We would note that The Environment Act became law in 2021, and that the 25-year Environment Plan was published and 
updated last month through the Environmental Improvement Plan (EIP). This legislation and the updated plans place great 
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weight on biodiversity and nature recovery, with the apex goal of the EIP being “Improving Nature”. We would therefore 
suggest that the statement could be developed to give greater prominence to biodiversity, net gain and nature recovery. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

GI1 Strategic Policy GI1: Green Infrastructure We welcome and support this policy with its reference to blue/green infrastructure 
protection, enhancement aims and the holistic projects approach adopted to provide improvements to the natural 
environment, increasing public enjoyment, promoting climate resilience and providing health benefits.  
We do note that reference could be made to Natural England’s Green Infrastructure (GI) Framework and in particular, the 
updating of ‘Accessible Natural Green Space Standards’ (ANGSt) to Accessible Greenspace Standards (for further 
information please see below).  
Additionally, this policy could be further strengthened by expanding your list of blue/GI network to include other recognised 
elements (see the glossary in Natural England’s GI Framework, by following the link provided below). As your policy simply 
refers to the blue green infrastructure network, it may be useful to ensure that the supporting text includes as definitive a list of 
these elements as possible.  
We note that the following are also recognised as blue/GI network elements: Vegetated sustainable drainage systems, SuDS, 
green roofs, blue roofs, rainwater harvesting and smart controls, downpipe disconnection planters, rain gardens and 
biofiltration strips, swales, ponds, detention basins, features for species (such as: bird and bat boxes, swift bricks and 
hedgehog holes) and other miscellaneous featuring including: street trees, allotments, community gardens and orchards, 
private gardens, city farms, green walls, cemeteries and churchyards. 
Natural England’s GI Framework Natural England’s Green Infrastructure Framework can be used to develop GI policy and we 
recommend that plans refer to the 15 GI principles which set out the why, what and how to do good GI. The principles in 
conjunction with the Green Infrastructure Mapping Database - Beta Version 1.1 can be used to assist in planning GI 
strategically and inform policy  
Development should be based on the Green Infrastructure Principle What 4 - GI should create and maintain green liveable 
places that enable people to experience and connect with nature, and that offer everyone, wherever they live, access to good 
quality parks, greenspaces, recreational, walking and cycling routes that are inclusive, safe, welcoming, well-managed and 
accessible for all.  
The plan should reflect the Green Infrastructure Principle Why 2 Active and healthy places to achieve - green 
neighbourhoods, green / blue spaces and green routes that support active lifestyles, community cohesion and nature 
connections that benefit physical and mental health and wellbeing, and quality of life. GI also helps to mitigate health risks 
such as urban heat stress, noise pollution, flooding, and poor air quality.  
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) should reflect Green Infrastructure Principle Why 4 - GI reduces flood risk, improves 
water quality and natural filtration, helps maintain the natural water cycle and sustainable drainage at local and catchment 
scales, reducing pressures on the water environment and infrastructure, bringing amenity, biodiversity, economic and other 
benefits. SuDs should be integrated and linked to green infrastructure beyond the site boundaries. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

GI2 Strategic Policy GI2: Biodiversity Sites  
We support this policy’s strong requirements regarding the protection of international/national designated sites and 
irreplaceable habitats in line with the requirements of the NPPF (paragraphs 174. 175. 179. 180.) and various goals and 
actions of the EIP. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

GI3 Policy GI3: Biodiversity and Net Gain  
We welcome this policy and the aim of achieving a minimum percentage of biodiversity net gain of 10%. We welcome the 
inclusion of wording in the supporting text that relates to the objectives and priorities of the Nature Recovery Network and 
Local Nature Recovery Strategy. We would however recommend the following:  
• The policy or its supporting text should make clear that BNG is required over and above meeting wider biodiversity good 

practice for planning and development. Development should continue to follow the mitigation hierarchy and achieve net 
gain in addition to this.  

• The policy or its supporting text should ensure that appropriate management and maintenance measures are in place 
throughout and after development.  

• In developing this policy for the Regulation 19 stage, we suggest that you may also want to think about the following and 
we would be happy to discuss further:  

• Have you outlined what biodiversity is at risk locally? Are you starting to think about how you wish to target your approach 
(e.g. onsite v offsite) and make it work in practice (rather than just making general statements)?  

• Have you considered your most important assets and their connectivity? Providing a map outlining these assets and 
opportunities is good practice.  

• Have you identified other relevant plans and strategies and cross referenced these?  
• Have you established the best and least favourable areas for BNG? Do you have evidence to underpin this? 
• Have you committed to further evidence gathering where gaps occur or to provide further detail to inform your options?  
Have you considered the impact of your BNG approach on viability and the deliverability of emerging policies and allocations? 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

GI4 Strategic Policy GI4: Local Green Space  
We support the increased designation of Local Green Space in line with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 101.102.103.) and 
the aims of the EIP focused on creating and improving access to green spaces. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC1 Strategic Policy SDC1: Sustainable Design and Construction  
We support this policy’s requirements concerning climate change mitigation and adaption in line with the aims of the NPPF 
(section 14) and goal 7 of the EIP. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC3 Policy SDC3: Tackling Water Stress  
Natural England supports this policy’s clear delineation between standard development and development coming forward 
within the Sussex North Water Resource Zone (WRZ) and the inclusion of a separate policy NE17 to cover this. We support 
this policy’s water efficiency requirements regarding both residential and non-domestic development outside of the WRZ. 
However we would also strongly support encouragement of lower water efficiency rates for new development and advise that 
the policy wording could be made stronger, to emphasise that 110 litres per person per day is the maximum rate. Additionally 
greater encouragement should be given for new developments to achieve lower water efficiency ratings.  
Suggested Modifications: 
We therefore advise that additional signposting of the Waterwise UK Water Efficiency Strategy to 2030, should be included 
either within the policy wording supporting text; the Waterwise UK Water Efficiency Strategy to 2030 can provide additional 
guidance on delivering greater water efficiency in the UK by 2030. 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC4 
15.42 

Sets out that development in the WRZ is supplied from the Pulborough abstraction. 
Could improve clarity by stating which aquifer is specifically being impacted by the Pulborough abstractions. 
Suggested Modifications: 
“Sussex North WRZ is supplied from ground water abstraction, from the Folkestone beds of the Lower Greensand/Wealden 
Greensand semi-confined aquifer,…” 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC4 
15.43 

Sets out requirement to achieve WN for developments coming forward. 
Could add wording to clarify that achieving WN is one of the most readily available methods to rule out AEOI, but not the only 
method. 
Suggested Modifications: 
“To provide the necessary certainty, the most feasible approach is for development must to demonstrate that it is water 
neutral.” 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC4 
15.45 

As the final strategy is not out yet, we advise that either this, or another appropriate, paragraph should also include some 
discussion as to why achieving 85lppd is critical for the offsetting scheme’s viability. 
Should add wording to make apparent within this local plan why these tighter measures are required before offsetting should 
be considered, given that the final plan is not yet published. 
Suggested Modifications: 
“…(OIS) being prepared; Note that achieving the aforementioned higher levels of efficiency will enable the OIS to provide 
necessary offsetting more effectively, thereby reducing offsetting costs and ensuring viability for all development within the 
WRZ. Development may choose… 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SDC4 
 

Overall we are satisfied that the policy requirements are sufficient to rule out an adverse effect on integrity (AEOI) from this 
plan on the Arun Valley designated sites resultant from increased abstraction at Pulborough, from the Folkestone beds of the 
Lower Greensand/Wealden Greensand semi-confined aquifer. Policy requirement 1 is robust and clearly defines general 
requirements to rule out an AEOI. Policy requirements 2 and 3 are robust and suitably set out that a strategic offsetting 
strategy is being developed which should make achieving requirement 1 significantly easier for the allocations of this plan. 
Policy requirement 4, while useful to include, should include wording to make clear that where alternative water supply is 
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being proposed as a method to avoid AEOI the statement will also need to demonstrate that deliverability of this water supply 
is certain for the lifetime of the development. As such we would suggest the following example wording:  
“4. Where an alternative water supply is to be provided, the statement will need to demonstrate that no water is utilised from 
sources that supply the Sussex North WRZ. The wider acceptability of and certainty of delivery for alternative water supplies 
will be considered on a case-by-case basis.”  
Adding this wording will make apparent to developers seeking alternative supply as an AEOI avoidance measure, what will be 
required of them by the Habitats Regulations in line with the People Over Wind ruling.  
This will have the benefit of ensuring this policy requirement does not unintentionally encourage a proliferation of developers 
seeking inappropriate water supply solutions while also giving your authority more confidence to reject such inappropriate 
proposals at an early stage, which should save your authority and developers time and resources.  
Policy requirement 5 is also robust and clearly defines the 3 key aspects of a WN statement which are required as a minimum 
to demonstrate that AEOI on the Arun Valley sites resulting from additional abstraction can be ruled out. 
Suggested Modifications: 
We would suggest the following example wording:  
“4. Where an alternative water supply is to be provided, the statement will need to demonstrate that no water is utilised from 
sources that supply the Sussex North WRZ. The wider acceptability of and certainty of delivery for alternative water supplies 
will be considered on a case-by-case basis.”  

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

EP5 Policy EP5: Air Quality  
We support this policy’s requirements to protect the wider environment from significant adverse effects of atmospheric 
pollution as well as the specific requirements for developments to help improve air quality and enhance the environment. We 
also support requirements focused on reducing overall background pollution levels. We note that these requirements are in 
line with the aims of the NPPF (paragraphs 174. 186.) and goal 2 of the EIP. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

SA/SEA Comments on local plan’s Sustainability Appraisal (SA)  
We have no significant comments to make concerning your plan’s SA. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/113 
(2023) 

Natural 
England 

HRA Comments on local plan’s Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)  
We concur with the conclusions of your local plan’s HRA and appropriate assessment insofar that the proposed local plan will 
have no adverse effects on the integrity of any internationally designated sites, either alone or in-combination. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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Network Rail 
REP/168 Network Rail Local Plan 

Housing – 
Unmet Needs 
 
Infrastructure 
Requirements 
 
Planning 
Obligations 

NETWORK RAIL RESPONSE TO CRAWLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN (REGULATION 19) CONSULTATION  
Thank you for providing Network Rail the opportunity to make comment on the Regulation 19 version of the Local Plan. 
Network Rail have previously submitted comments around Gatwick Airport and the work that has been undertaken, the below 
are additional covering other issues and the latest evidence base documents.  
Network Rail is the statutory undertaker for maintaining and operating railway infrastructure of England, Scotland, and Wales. 
As statutory undertaker, Network Rail is under license from the Department for Transport (DfT) and Transport Scotland (TS) 
and regulated by the Office of Rail and Road (ORR) to maintain and enhance the operational railway and its assets, ensuring 
the provision of a safe operational railway. As a matter of course, proponents of sites which are close to the railway boundary 
or sites which could affect the railway asset directly are required to engage with our Asset Protection and Optimisation team 
(ASPRO). Similarly, there are a range of level crossings (both vehicle and pedestrian) that will experience increased usage 
from the proposed developments proposed within the draft Local Plan. As part of Network Rail’s license to operate and 
manage Britain’s railway infrastructure, Network Rail have the legal duty to protect rail passengers, the public, the railway 
workforce, and to reduce risk at our level crossings so far as is reasonably practicable. A case-by-case risk assessment is 
required for the affected level crossings as and when planning applications are made and full details of the development has 
been provided. The assessments may identify that improvements / closure of level crossing is required to mitigate the 
imported risk. As a public funded company, Network Rail has responsibilities to spend public funds efficiently which 
consequently means we do not have the funds available to mitigate the impact of third party development on level crossings. 
Consequently, Network Rail expect any mitigation required to be funded at no expense to Network Rail. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/168 Network Rail Infrastructure 
Plan  

Infrastructure Plan  
It should be noted that the Croydon Area Remodelling Scheme (CARS) has been delayed and there is no updated timetable 
for completion at this stage. Reference to this within the rail section can be retained however it may be necessary to provide 
an update to this in the near future.  
Consideration should be given to the impacts of the amount of development proposed within Crawley Town Centre on the 
level crossing located on Brighton Road. Due to the location and proximity of this crossing, it is anticipated that this will be 
subject to increased use by cars, pedestrians and cyclists. Due to this, alternative mitigations may need to be considered to 
reduce the risk at this crossing and reference to this should be included within the Infrastructure Plan. It would be expected 
that any such mitigations would be funded by developer contributions due to the impacts of growth. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/168 Network Rail H2 – Crawley 
Station Car 
Park 

There are continued concerns over the inclusion of the car park at Crawley Station as part of the Town Centre Key 
Opportunity Sites. There appears to be no proposals for the reprovision of the car park serving the rail station should the 
existing be lost. Whilst Network Rail encourages active and sustainable modes of transport to access the station, there 
remains a need for those who are unable to access other modes to be able to drive and park close to the station. The removal 
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of this modal choice impacts negatively on the diversity of offer for those accessing the station and we would encourage the 
Council to address this issue. Any loss of the car park would conflict with draft policy IN1 which sets out that ‘existing 
infrastructure services and facilities will be protected….unless there is sufficient alternative provision of the same type in the 
area, or an equivalent replacement’. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/168 Network Rail TC3  
H2 – Town 
Centre Key 
Opportunity 
Site 

Further, Network Rail suggest that where development occurs close to Crawley station, within the identified Opportunity site, 
that consideration is made to securing improvements to the station to support the anticipated increased use of this as a result 
of potential development that would come forward. Reference to securing developer contributions to support these 
improvements, both at Crawley station and others in the Borough should be included in the Infrastructure Plan. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/168 Network Rail Local Plan 
Housing – 
Unmet Needs 
 
 

Network Rail have concerns over Crawley seeking to meet 42% of its total housing need and the potential impact of unmet 
need on neighbouring authorities. Crawley’s location within the Gatwick Diamond and the improvements to Gatwick Airport 
Station, and possible further extensions to Gatwick Airport, places the Borough as a central tenement of both the local and 
national economy. The location of Crawley means that it should be contributing significantly to meeting housing need with the 
Diamond. The impacts of unmet need on neighbouring authorities places huge stresses on infrastructure provision and could 
make the deliverability of housing need (plus unmet need) especially challenging. These impacts on infrastructure, especially 
the rail network, requires the identification of funding opportunities from developer contributions. In undertaking the Local Plan 
Review, Network Rail does not believe that these impacts have been fully assessed or that a suitable spatial strategy, that 
doesn’t rely on neighbouring authorities meeting unmet needs, has not been fully considered. Without meeting need, and 
capturing developer contributions from this to improve the infrastructure, Crawley places itself in a position whereby the spatial 
strategy is not sound and failing to fully secure improvements for the Borough. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

NHS Sussex ICB 
REP/148 NHS Sussex 

ICB 
IN1 
Local Plan 
 
Planning 
Obligation 
Annex 
 
Infrastructure 
Plan 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Crawley Local Plan.  
The potential developments and increase in population has a significant impact on NHS services, in particular, primary care 
(general practice, dental, pharmacy and optometry) but also acute (hospital), community and mental health services.  
The NHS led Crawley Programme is ensuring we tailor our health services to meet the needs of our population. Part of this 
work is ensuring we use our health and local assets more effectively and to ensure we co-locate health and case services 
where necessary, and ensure services are closer to our communities. We have been working with the Council and are grateful 
for Clem Smith’s (Head of Economy & Planning at Crawley Borough council) involvement.  
We expect to understand the service estate need by March 2024 at the latest. Our response therefore is provided recognising 
that over the coming year we will have a more rounded view of our estate need. However, we are able to set out the need 
based on the implications of the Crawley Local Plan and the direct impact for general practice only at this time.  
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Our findings are that circa 20,000 new residents are planned over the period of the Crawley Local Plan. This is taken from the 
housing trajectory of at least 5,000 homes in the next 10 years and further growth beyond that. Using building sector indices, 
premises required to deliver care just for these new homes growth is 1,350m. This equated to circa £7.8m.  
As infrastructure suitable for NHS service delivery is not readily available, the solution to the needs is in work up progress. 
The barrier to that development is the source of funding from local council plans and/or local Infrastructure Delivery (IDP) 
plans.  
In other council areas in West Sussex, this has been solved by the work on local plans and IDPs, through either s106 specific 
housing solutions or through an allocation of the infrastructure levy from CIL. Thus, the council needs, residents and NHS are 
aligned.  
We see this as a likely outcome from the Crawley Local Plan work, as the housing growth has been identified. 
Suggested Modifications: 
The NHS supports the local plan, on the assumption that the local population growth from housing and infrastructure levy on 
housing, is identified to support the NHS plan for General Practice. The fiscal value of the infrastructure is £7.8m for general 
practice. 

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
REP/058 Reigate & 

Banstead 
Council 

EC4 CBC’s Local Plan for sustainable economic growth is based on the 2022 Experian Baseline Growth forecast of a minimum 
113,390sqm (26.2ha) business land over the period to 2040. It is understood that this is reflected in the updated scenarios 
highlighted in the Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Supplementary Update for Crawley (January 2023). 
Using the Experian analysis and the updated scenarios, there is set to be sufficient land for office uses, but a shortfall for 
industrial. In addition to new office land coming forward in Crawley, the Horley Strategic Business Park site allocation (RBBC 
Development Management Plan Policy HOR9) will add to the sub-regional office offer. Therefore, it is known that Crawley’s 
employment land requirements are mostly for industrial and in relation to B8 storage & distribution use. 
The constraints for employment land availability are understood to be heavily impacted by Gatwick Airport safeguarded land 
for a potential future southern runway. The land referred to as ‘Gatwick Green’ is promoted for employment use, located east 
of Gatwick Airport and the safeguarding of such land is not deemed to be appropriate for Gatwick’s plans of surface car 
parking. CBC’s Local Plan retains safeguarding but amends its boundary to exclude land to the east of Balcombe Road and 
south of the M23 spur for the Gatwick Green allocation, predominantly for B8 use class. The employment use is thought to 
address the industrial sector shortage which is not comprehensively catered for in the Manor Royal allocation (Policy EC3). It 
is also understood to complement the office-led provision provided by RBBC’s Horley Business Park. Reigate and Banstead 
Borough Council support the reasons for the allocation in this regard. 
Strategic Policy EC4: Strategic Employment Location refers to the Gatwick Green scheme promoted to CBC by Savills on 
behalf of Wilky Group. The scheme shows two points of primary vehicular site access off Balcombe Road. As mentioned in 
our previous response, we strongly support the proposed restrictions on HGV’s access/egress junctions at Gatwick Green. 
We very much welcome the additional wording in Policy EC4 criterion d. that states: 
“HGV traffic will not be allowed to enter Gatwick Green from the north on Balcombe Road, and will not be allowed to egress 
the site via a right turn onto Balcombe Road.” 
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This additional requirement will mitigate the adverse impacts on Balcombe Road, and therefore we feel it is found to be sound. 
We also welcome the new requirements set out in criterions e. and m., which further strengthen the policy. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/058 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Council 

Unmet 
housing need 

Thank you for providing Reigate and Banstead Borough Council the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley 
Submission Version Local Plan 2024 – 2040 (February 2023). We previously submitted our response to the Regulation 19 
Crawley Borough Local Plan 2021-2037 (January 2021), and associated key documents on the 30th June 2021. We will 
therefore focus this response on the new changes since then, on the understanding that our response to the previous 
Regulation 19 consultation will be submitted in full, to the Secretary of State for the Local Plan’s examination, along with 
responses received in this consultation. We would also like to note that we submitted our Duty to Cooperate (“DtC”) response 
to the Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement on 28th April 2023. 
Unmet Housing Need 
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (“RBBC”) note that Crawley Borough Council (“CBC”) will have an unmet housing 
need of approximately 7,050 dwellings over the Plan period. As mentioned in our recent Draft Duty to Cooperate Statement 
response, our borough operates in a different housing market to CBC. RBBC operate wholly in the East Surrey housing 
market and as per our agreement in our most recent Statement of Common Ground (2021), we are not in a position to meet 
any of CBC’s unmet housing need. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/058 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Council 

SA Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic Environmental Assessment 
In our previous response (dated 30th June 2021) we expressed concern that the CBC draft Sustainability Appraisal (“SA”) fails 
on the grounds of legal compliance. The Council determined that for the proposed allocation Gatwick Green, an option for not 
allocating land to meet the identified B8 need was not addressed. Having further assessed the most recent draft SA (May 
2023), Appendix F: Submission Local Plan Spatial Strategy Options and Appraisal, we note that this has been addressed 
under the overarching spatial policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth. Option 1 is for the reliance on the NPPF to ensure 
that identified economic growth is directed to the most appropriate and sustainable locations. This is deemed as not directly 
allocating land and therefore we view this as addressing the option of not allocating land to meet B8 usage need. As a result, 
we would like to withdraw our previously written statement on the SA in our previous response and we no longer find any 
issues on legal compliance in this case. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/058 Reigate & 
Banstead 
Council 

HRA Habitat Regulation Assessment 
We welcome the updated Habitat Regulation Assessment Report (January 2023) which builds upon the draft 2021 Report. We 
note that the Appropriate Assessment (“AA”) for the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment, Special Area of Conservation (“SAC”) 
for Air Quality and Water is complete. We previously raised concerns about the Nitrogen levels, and we note that the new AA 
explores the impacts to the SAC. Table 9.2 shows that: “The nitrogen deposition levels associated with emissions from traffic 
on the A217 from the Local Plan alone at roadside are between 0.44kg /N/ha/yr and 0.69kg /N/ha/yr at the closest point to the 
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SAC”. This is said to be a slight increase in nitrogen deposition on the A217 (between 0.14 and 3kg N/ha/yr), whilst overall 
there is a reduction in the total level of nitrogen in the future scenarios. All the future scenarios modelled show an 
improvement in nitrogen deposition concentrations and the conclusion is that there is no Adverse Impact on Site Integrity 
(AIOSI). When considering water impacts too, it is stated that the Local Plan will have no AIOSI either alone or in combination 
at the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Slaugham Parish Council 
REP/170 Slaugham 

Parish 
Council 

Unmet 
Housing 
Needs 

Please find below Slaugham Parish Council’s response to the Crawley Borough Local Plan Consultation.  
Slaugham Parish Council (SPC) are situated in the District of Mid Sussex in an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. 
The Slaugham Neighbourhood Plan was made in 2019 and is up to date. 
https://www.midsussex.gov.uk/media/4465/slaugham-neighbourhood-plan.pdf 
The District Council advised SPC that the required minimum provision at Pease Pottage (Slaugham Parish) is significantly 
greater than other settlements within Category 3 due to the strategic allocation for 600 homes, in addition to the housing 
already taken within the Parish during the plan period. This meant that the other settlements within the Parish (Handcross, 
Slaugham and Warninglid) will not be required to identify further growth. This site is meeting unmet need of Crawley Borough 
along with developer infrastructure monies allocated to assets such as K2, so outside of the District/Parish that took the 
development.  
As part of the preparation of the SNP, and prior to the adoption of the MSDP, SPC undertook a Housing Needs Consideration 
Assessment. This applied different methodologies to calculate housing need, reliant upon data from a variety of sources. The 
Assessment provided a range of housing figures for growth of the Parish over the Plan period. Noting the results of the 
Assessment, and the position of the District housing need, which at the time was following an upward trajectory, SPC resolved 
to consider whether further, modest growth should be facilitated in the SNP.  
Having regard to the areas already mentioned, the relative scale and sustainability of the Parish’s four settlements, the then 
emerging district plan and housing requirement pressure from central government, alongside the aspirations set out in the 
SNP the Parish Council resolved to positively make housing provision for further growth and that this is facilitated in the SNP 
to a small scale site in Handcross.   
With this evidence the additional measures taken by SPC to prevent unwanted spatial development they have gone beyond 
what was required to safeguard the Parish.   
We there cannot take any further housing requests for any future unmet need.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Sport England 
REP/029 
(2023) 

Sport 
England 

SD2  
 
3.19 

Paragraph 3.19 is supported for the reasons set out in Sport England's representations on policy SD2 of the 2020 submission 
consultation. However, minor updates are requested to paragraph 3.19 to reflect that Sport England's Active Design guidance 
has been reviewed in 2023. While the 10 Active Design principles referenced in the paragraph have been maintained some 

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/_5w3C7XNgSvQnVH8aRYM?domain=midsussex.gov.uk
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minor amendments have been made to the wording of some of the principles, notably principles 3, 4, 7, 8, 9 and 10. The 
reviewed guidance is now supported by Active Travel England and the Office for Health Improvement and Disparities (OHID) 
rather than Public Health England that has now been replaced by OHID. 
Suggested Modifications: 
Minor amendments are requested to paragraph 3.19 ensure that the references to Active Design are up-to-date and accurate. 
The wording of the applicable Active Design principles should be amended to reflect the wording of the principles in the latest 
guidance - see the Active Design guidance document on Sport England's website for details 
https://www.sportengland.org/guidance-and-support/facilities-andplanning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design. Reference 
to "Sport England and Public Health England" should be replaced by "Sport England supported by Active Travel England and 
the Office for Health Improvement and Disparities". 

Surrey County Council 
REP/166 
(check 
2020 – 
REP/059 
and 2021 
reps) 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

DD1 
 
H3c 
 
H3e 

SCC also welcome the requirement, as set out in policies DD1, H3c and H3e, for waste and recycling storage to be designed 
into new housing development schemes from the start. However, we note that a requirement for the sustainable management 
of construction, demolition, and excavation waste is not included within these policies, as suggested in our previous 
comments dated 2 March 2020, and in accordance with West Sussex Waste Local Plan 2014, Policy W23: 'Waste 
Management within Development' 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/166 
(check 
2020 – 
REP/059 
and 2021 
reps) 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

 Consultation on the draft Submission Crawley Borough Local Plan Thank you for consulting Surrey County Council (SCC) on 
the draft Submission Crawley Borough Local Plan. We previously responded by letter, dated 2 March 2020, to the consultation 
on the initial Regulation 19 Local Plan Review and by letter dated, 30 June 2021, to the second stage of Regulation 19 
Consultation. Our earlier comments related to minerals and waste, education, and highways. This is an officer response, and 
our comments are set out below in relation to the council’s role as the Education Authority, the Highways Authority and the 
Minerals and Waste Planning Authority for Surrey. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/166 
(check 
2020 – 
REP/059 
and 2021 
reps) 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

IN1 
 
IN2 
 
Infrastructure 
Plan 

Education  
As we said in our June 2021 comments secondary school provision is constrained within the areas of Surrey closest to the 
border with Crawley and one of the closest Surrey Secondary Schools, Oakwood School in Horley, does not have the capacity 
to take additional pupils from Crawley. Oakwood School has been expanded to 11 forms of entry - 330 places (since 2021) 
and it is very unlikely to be able to expand further. We are in discussion with colleagues in West Sussex Education place 
planning about the problem of lack of secondary places in the wider area.  
In addition, we are expecting demand for primary places in Horley to exceed supply and will mitigate this by adding a bulge 
class to at least one primary school as well as allocating children to travel to schools north of the Horley area. 
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/166 
(check 
2020 – 
REP/059 
and 2021 
reps) 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

H2 (Tinsley 
Lane) 
 
Local Plan 
Map 

Minerals and Waste  
SCC previously provided comments regarding the consultation on the initial Regulation 19 Local Plan Review in March 2020. 
SCC reiterate our support for Policy H2: Key Housing Sites, which relates to development at Tinsley Lane, Three Bridges, 
adjacent to the Crawley Goods Yard safeguarded minerals site. This policy states that development on the proposed housing 
site must be designed to minimise potential future conflicts and constraints on the function of the adjacent safeguarded 
minerals site. This is supported, as the continued operation of this facility will help to ensure that Surrey and the wider South 
East is supplied with necessary construction aggregates. We note that the Crawley Goods Yard is also included within the 
Local Plan map. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/166 
(check 
2020 – 
REP/059 
and 2021 
reps) 

Surrey 
County 
Council 

17.2 
 
17.4 
 
17.5 
 
ST1 

Highways  
SCC welcomes the assertion that existing transport infrastructure should be enhanced with active travel and public transport 
facilities to encourage use of non car modes of transport. It is mentioned in paragraph 17.2 that the Borough of Crawley would 
work closely with West Sussex County Council and National Highways. Where there are impacts across the county boundary 
this could include a commitment to work with Surrey Highways.  
It is noted in the key issues in paragraph 17.4 that Crawley’s population is still growing, two new neighbourhoods are being 
added to the town and additional housing sites are proposed along with growth in employment and anticipated growth at 
Gatwick Airport. This growth should be supported with active travel and public transport modes with no direct access from the 
developments to the A23 and A217 heading north to Surrey.  
It is acknowledged in paragraph 17.5 that the location of development is crucial and that developments in sustainable 
locations would be able to meet travelling needs by active and travel modes suggesting that such development would be 
preferable. This is welcome as this would reduce reliance on motorised forms of transport and therefore traffic heading north 
into Surrey.  
It is welcome that Policy ST1 would prioritise active and public transport modes of travel in new development and that walking 
and cycling infrastructure forming part of the development is in place and usable at the point of first occupation. This would 
encourage the use of non car modes of transport which could mitigate the impact of increased motor traffic heading north in 
Surrey. In developments that generate significant amounts of travel it would be necessary for developers to contribute to 
active and public transport infrastructure. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Thames Water Utilities Limited 
REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

DD1 Where any proposed development is within 800m of Crawley Sewage Works, the developer or local authority should liaise 
with Thames Water to consider whether an odour impact assessment is required as part of the promotion of the site and 
potential planning application submission. The odour impact assessment would determine whether the proposed development 
would result in adverse amenity impact for new occupiers, as those new occupiers would be located in closer proximity to a 
sewage treatment works. 
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Paragraph 174 of the NPPF, February 2021, sets out that: “Planning policies and decisions should contribute to and enhance 
the natural and local environment by: ….e) preventing new and existing development from contributing to, being put at 
unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution or land 
instability. Development should, wherever possible, help to improve local environmental conditions such as air and water 
quality, taking into account relevant information such as river basin management plans…” 
Paragraph 185 goes on to state: “Planning policies and decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for 
its location taking into account the likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the 
natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could arise from the 
development….” 
The online PPG states at Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 34-005-20140306 that: “Plan-making may need to consider: 
….whether new development is appropriate near to sites used (or proposed) for water and wastewater infrastructure (for 
example, odour may be a concern)..” 
The odour impact study would establish whether new resident’s amenity will be adversely affected by the sewage works and it 
would set the evidence to establish an appropriate amenity buffer. 
Suggested Modifications: 
On this basis, text similar to the following should be incorporated into the Local Plan: “When considering sensitive 
development, such as residential uses, close to the Sewage Treatment Works, a technical assessment should be undertaken 
by the developer or by the Council. The technical assessment should be undertaken in consultation with Thames Water. The 
technical assessment should confirm that either: (a) there is no adverse amenity impact on future occupiers of the proposed 
development or; (b) the development can be conditioned and mitigated to ensure that any potential for adverse amenity 
impact is avoided.”  

REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

DD4  
Para 5.37 & 
5.44  

We support the reference to taking account of existing sewerage and water infrastructure when planting trees. Thames Water 
recognises the environmental benefits of trees and encourages the planting of them. However, the indiscriminate planting of 
trees and shrubs can cause serious damage to the public sewerage system and water supply infrastructure. In order for the 
public sewers and water supply network to operate satisfactorily, trees, and shrubs should not be planted over the route of the 
sewers or water pipes.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

IN1  
 
8.10 

As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory sewerage undertaker for the Borough.  
We support Policy IN1 and paragraph 8.10 in principle, but consider that there should be specific mention in the Policy to 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure, similar to the separate policy IN3 on telecommunications.  
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to 
provide the support they need with regards to the provision of water supply and sewerage/wastewater treatment infrastructure.  
A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans and Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to 
be co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 
20 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), 2021, states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall 
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strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient provision for… infrastructure for waste 
management, water supply, wastewater…”  
Paragraph 11 states: “Plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development. For plan-making 
this means that:  
a) all plans should promote a sustainable pattern of development that seeks to: meet the development needs of their area; 
align growth and infrastructure; improve the environment; mitigate climate change (including by making effective use of land in 
urban areas) and adapt to its effects”  
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Non-strategic policies should be used by local planning authorities 
and communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas, neighbourhoods or types of development. This can 
include allocating sites, the provision of infrastructure…”  
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making 
authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint 
working should help to determine where additional infrastructure is necessary….”  
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) includes a section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water 
quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that investment plans of water and 
sewerage/wastewater companies align with development needs. The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate 
water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-001-
20140306).  
It is important to consider the net increase in wastewater and water supply demand to serve the development and also any 
impact that developments may have off site, further down the network. The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore seek to 
ensure that there is adequate wastewater and water supply infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will 
work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the 
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure constraints, it is important not to under estimate the time required 
to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local network upgrades take around 18 months and Sewage Treatment & 
Water Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5 years.  
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment and water supply) is met by Thames Water’s asset plans and 
from the 1st April 2018 network improvements will be from infrastructure charges per new dwelling.  
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water and wastewater companies charge for new connections has 
changed. The economic regulator Ofwat has published new rules, which set out that charges should reflect: fairness and 
affordability; environmental protection; stability and predictability; and transparency and customer-focused service.  
The changes mean that more of Thames Water’s charges will be fixed and published, rather than provided on application, 
enabling you to estimate your costs without needing to contact us. The services affected include new water connections, 
lateral drain connections, water mains and sewers (requisitions), traffic management costs, income offsetting and 
infrastructure charges.  
Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage with them at the earliest opportunity (in line with paragraph 26 
of the revised NPPF) to establish the following:   
- The developments demand for water supply infrastructure; 
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- The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment and network infrastructure both on and off site and can it 
be met; and  

- The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the development both on and off site and can it be met. 
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades 
are required for potable water, waste water and surface water requirements: 

Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are 
required for potable water, waste water and surface water requirements:  
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-development/water-and-wastewater-
capacity  
Suggested Modifications: 
Addition to Policy IN1: “The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and 
wastewater/sewerage infrastructure to serve all new developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste 
water company as early as possible to discuss their development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with 
identifying any potential water and wastewater network reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint the 
Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary 
infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of the relevant phase of development.”  
It would also be helpful to amend the supporting paragraph 8.10 to refer to the Thames Water free Pre-Planning service which 
confirms if capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are required for potable water, waste water and surface 
water requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning service are available at:  
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-development/water-and-wastewater-
capacity  

REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

IN2 Local Plans should consider the requirements of the water companies for land to enable them to meet the demands that will 
be placed upon them as recognised in paragraph 8.10 This is necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water 
and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan 
in 5 year periods (AMPs). Thames Water are currently in the AMP7 period which runs from 1st April 2020 to 31st March 2025 
and does not therefore cover the whole Local Plan period. AMP8 will cover the period from 1st April 2025 to 31st March 2030.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Addition to Policy IN2: “The development or expansion of waste water facilities will normally be permitted, either where 
needed to serve existing or proposed development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the 
interests of long term waste water management, provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or 
environmental impact that any such adverse impact is minimised.”  

REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

GAT2 
 

We support the deletion the Gatwick Airport Safeguarded Land policy. 
The previous safeguarded area includes Thames Water’s Crawley Sewage Works and therefore provided uncertainty in 
relation to future upgrades at the sewage works. 
There are currently no approved plans for an additional runway at Gatwick Airport and this does not form part of the 
Government’s Aviation Strategy and therefore we agree the safeguarding should be removed. 
Suggested Modifications: 

https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-development/water-and-wastewater-capacity
https://www.thameswater.co.uk/developers/larger-scale-developments/planning-your-development/water-and-wastewater-capacity


214 
 

Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

 
REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

H2 The information contained within the new Local Plan will be of significant value to Thames Water as we prepare for the 
provision of future infrastructure.  
The attached table provides Thames Water’s site specific comments from desktop assessments on sewerage/waste water 
network and waste water treatment infrastructure in relation to the proposed sites. We are also engaged in the Gatwick water 
cycle study. More detailed comments will follow / supersede these in the Gatwick water cycle study.  
Early engagement between the developers and Thames Water would be beneficial to understand:  
• What drainage requirements are required on and off site  
• Clarity on what loading/flow from the development is anticipated  
As recognised at Paragraph 8.10 of the draft Local Plan, it should be noted that in the event of an upgrade to our sewerage 
network assets being required, up to three years lead in time is usual to enable for the planning and delivery of the upgrade. 
As a developer has the automatic right to connect to our sewer network under the Water Industry Act we may also request a 
drainage planning condition if a network upgrade is required to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of the 
development. This will avoid adverse environmental impacts such as sewer flooding and / or water pollution. Waste-
water/Sewage Treatment Works upgrades take longer to design and build. Implementing new technologies and the 
construction of a major treatment works extension or new treatment works could take up to ten years to plan, design, obtain 
approvals and build.  
In relation to Gatwick Airport, Thames Water have had a number of constructive meetings with Gatwick Airport Company. 
Work to understand what network and process upgrades will be required to continue to serve the single runway operation 
have been included in our assumption to serve Crawley’s local plan along with housing and other employment proposals. We 
have however not considered the impact of a second runway at Gatwick and discussion continue with the owners of the 
airport on this matter.  
Suggested Modifications:. 
Need to make reference to any site specific sewerage/wastewater infrastructure concerns  

REP/005 
(2023) 

Thames 
Water 

EP1 We support Policy EP1 part iv) in particular as this is in line with our previous representations.  
With regard to surface water drainage it is the responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for drainage to ground, 
watercourses or surface water sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the sewerage system in 
order to maximise the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.  
Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames 
Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which 
surface water enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the potential to play an important role in helping to 
ensure the sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population growth and the effects of climate change. 
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to: improve water quality; provide opportunities for water efficiency; 
provide enhanced landscape and visual features; support wildlife; and provide amenity and recreational benefits. We therefore 
also support Policy EP1 part iii) in particular. 
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In relation to flood risk, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential approach should be used by 
local planning authorities in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than from river and sea, which includes 
"Flooding from Sewers". 
When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be 
required to be developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage treatment works are located close or 
adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment and supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing 
works will need to be upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment capacity required to service new 
development. Flood risk sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure development 
may be necessary in flood risk areas. 
Flood risk policies should also make reference to ‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away from the 
flood plain as a result of development where off site sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of 
development. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

Wealden District Council 
REP/159 Wealden 

District 
Council 

EC1 Strategic Employment Matters  
It is noted that Strategic Policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth of the draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan confirms 
that there is need for a minimum of 26.2 hectares of new business land in the borough over the Plan period, which will be 
partly be met by opportunities identified in the Council’s Employment Land Trajectory and a new allocation under Strategic 
Policy EC4: Strategic Employment Location, referred to as Gatwick Green, that will provide a minimum of 13.73 hectares of 
new industrial land (predominantly Use Class B8). If the new allocation proceeds, CBC will be able meet its identified 
employment floorspace needs in full. This is fully supported by WDC and will make the best use of existing brownfield sites 
(with the exception of ‘Gatwick Green’) within a sustainable town and will ensure that residents within the town have further 
opportunities to work in close proximity to where they live, reducing the need to travel. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/159 Wealden 
District 
Council 

H1 Wealden District Council Response to Crawley Borough Submission draft Local Plan 2024 – 2040 (Regulation 19)  
Thank you for your invitation to make a representation on the Crawley Borough Council Local Plan Consultation Draft (Spring 
2023) under regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 as amended that 
has been published for a six-week period between Tuesday 9 May until Tuesday 20 June 2023.  
The officer comments below have been endorsed by the Cabinet Member for Planning and Development. 
Strategic Housing Matters  
We note that the draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan sets out a local housing need figure calculated via the ‘standard 
method’ under the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) of 755 dwellings per annum (dpa) equating to 12,080 homes 
over the Local Plan period (2024-2040). The draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan at Strategic Policy H1: Housing 
Provision, identifies housing sites to deliver a minimum of 5,030 (net) dwellings in the administrative boundary of the borough 
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(this equates to 42% of its housing need), meaning there will be an unmet housing need of approximately 7,050 dwellings, 
arising from Crawley over the Plan period. The policy goes on to state that: ‘the council will continue to work closely with its 
neighbouring authorities, particularly those which form the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area, in exploring 
opportunities and resolving infrastructure and environmental constraints in order to meet this need in sustainable locations. 
This will include continued assessment of potential urban extensions to Crawley’. 
At this stage, it is not clear from the draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan as to how it may address this issue of unmet 
housing need and how any identified unmet housing needs might be met across the wider sub-region. This issue is defined 
clearly within paragraph 26 of the NPPF and states that joint working should help determine whether development needs that 
cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area could be met elsewhere.  
Paragraphs 12.17 to 12.23 of the draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan does outline potential key considerations for 
urban extensions at Crawley and the criteria for when such extensions would be supported. It is noted that such extensions 
will likely be outside of Crawley Borough Council (CBC) administrative area and will therefore be subject to further discussion 
with neighbouring local planning authorities, particularly Horsham District Council and Mid Sussex District Council who also 
form part of the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area (HMA).  
WDC supports Strategic Policy H1: Housing Provision in that it confirms that the Council will continue to work closely with its 
‘neighbouring authorities’, particularly those that form the Northern West Sussex HMA, in exploring opportunities and resolving 
infrastructure and environmental constraints in order to meet this need in sustainable locations, including urban extensions to 
Crawley. WDC agrees that this is likely to be the most sustainable and appropriate option to meet this unmet housing need, 
given the services and facilities in the town, as well as sustainable modes of transport (including rail) that exist within the 
urban area.  
However, on the 14 April 2023, CBC did send a letter to WDC that set out a formal request as to whether WDC could 
accommodate some, or all of CBCs unmet housing needs, which amounts to 7,050 dwellings over the proposed Plan period 
(2024 – 2040) as outlined within draft Crawley Borough Council Local Plan under Strategic Policy H1: Housing Provision. 
WDC has responded to this letter in full, which is submitted alongside this formal response to the Regulation 19 consultation, 
but the following issues have been identified by WDC as factors as to why the local planning authority cannot meet the unmet 
housing needs of CBC at this stage. 
Housing Market Area (HMA)  
The latest Local Housing Needs Assessment (LHNA)1 for Wealden concludes that Wealden District is overlapped by a 
number of different HMAs, which cross and fall within the district boundary in several locations. In terms of the LHNA 
conclusions, it is only suggested that a small, predominantly rural part of Wealden (incorporating Forest Row) to the northwest 
of the district overlaps with the Northern West Sussex HMA and this HMA only incorporates 6% of Wealden’s own population 
or around 2% of the overall HMA population.  
The latest information on the HMA for Crawley Borough Council was identified in the Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing 
Market Assessment (November, 2019)2 document and confirms that evidence continues to support the definition of a 
Northern West Sussex HMA which is comprised, as a best fit to local authority boundaries, of Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex. It is recognised however that there is some evidence of an overlap with other local authorities, albeit Wealden is not 
specifically defined in this study, and this more relates to Surrey authorities to the north and the Coastal West Sussex HMA 
(that incorporates parts of Lewes District and Mid Sussex District) to the south.  
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Given the above, the evidence shows a limited interaction between Wealden District and Crawley Borough in terms of those 
linkages. In addition, the administrative boundary of CBC is not shared with that of WDC and it is considered that the linkages 
shown in Wealden’s LHNA with the Northern West Sussex HMA are likely to stem from Mid Sussex District (particularly, East 
Grinstead) rather than Crawley.  
As noted above, the overlap with Northern West Sussex HMA in Wealden is limited to a rural area that incorporates Forest 
Row, and whilst not wishing to pre-empt the Local Plan process, it is considered that there will likely be only very limited 
opportunities for further growth, given the constraints in that location that includes the High Weald AONB, flood risk and the 
Ashdown Forest SPA. The growth of other sustainable settlements within the south of Wealden District, such as Uckfield, 
Hailsham or other settlements on the outskirts of Eastbourne all fall outside of the Northern West Sussex HMA. Given this, 
any growth in these locations are unlikely to fulfil the housing needs of CBC specifically. 
Sustainability of New Development  
Paragraph 73 of the NPPF (July, 2021) states that ‘the supply of large numbers of new homes can often be best achieved 
through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or significant extensions to existing villages and 
towns, provided they are well located and designed, and supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a 
genuine choice of transport modes)’. Paragraph 105 of the NPPF (July, 2021) states that ‘significant development should be 
focused on locations which are or can be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice 
of transport modes’. Given our comments earlier regarding the constraints of Forest Row (which is located within the Northern 
West Sussex HMA), it is considered, on sustainability grounds alone, it would be better to address unmet development needs 
of CBC within and/or adjacent to large regional centres such as Crawley, where jobs, sustainable transport links and retail are 
largely located. This would be in line with national planning policy on this matter. Substantial development away from these 
areas, particularly within the High Weald AONB designation, in a rural area, would be considerably less sustainable and may 
exacerbate existing outcommuting patterns from Wealden District. 
Infrastructure  
WDC, as part of its local plan process will also need to consider its existing infrastructure constraints and to test how and 
where we can accommodate growth, including the strategic road network. It is not yet known whether WDCs own 
development needs can be met through its existing infrastructure and/or what new infrastructure is required to deliver growth 
in the longer term.  
As part of our local plan production, we are working with East Sussex County Council and other local authority partners 
(Eastbourne, Rother, the South Downs National Park Authority, Lewes and Hastings) to test growth options, specifically in 
relation to existing road networks. A countywide transport model is currently being devised for this purpose. We will also need 
to consider as part of our growth strategy whether an offline A27 is required to support growth. RIS2 was published in March 
2020 and identifies further work that will be undertaken in order to progress developing proposals for the A27 between Lewes 
and Polegate as a potential pipeline scheme for construction between 2025 and 2030. We will need further clarification as to 
the potential of this scheme in order to inform housing delivery and options for delivery. In the meantime, we are waiting to 
hear the outcome of a Major Road Network (MRN) bid to support the delivery of a number of junction improvements for the 
A22/A27 to facilitate growth. We hope to know more on this shortly. 
Conclusion  
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

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

West Sussex County Council 
REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN1 (Viability 
Assessment) 

Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) is worded flexibly to secure CIL contributions or S106 for the funding of education 
infrastructure.  
WSCC would like to withdraw its previous comment (from 2021) in relation to the ‘Whole Plan Policies and Community 
Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment’ (March 2021). The Viability Assessment update (December 2022) clarifies that, there 
is the possibility of s106 monies for education and other infrastructure being appropriate outside of the scope of CIL but no such 
strategic scale/neighbourhood-level development is currently proposed in the local plan and therefore this scenario is unlikely 
and unforeseeable.    
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

OS3 WSCC wish to withdraw their previous comments in relation to Policy OS3 as the policy is now more positively worded, referring 
to ‘enhancing’ Public Rights of Way in accordance with the NPPF.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN1 
(Infrastructure 
Plan) 

The County Council considers the level of information currently available on the arrangements for delivery of the transport 
mitigation to be insufficient to demonstrate deliverability. Therefore, the Local Plan, as a whole, is not yet considered to be 
effective or compliant with Paragraphs 11, 16 and 106 of the NPPF. WSCC therefore maintains a holding objection to the 
Local Plan and will continue to work with Crawley Borough Council to consider if this objection can be withdrawn. 
The transport study identifies a package of highways mitigation and sustainable transport schemes in the Borough to mitigate 
planned development. The County Council’s experience is that it is unlikely that schemes will be fully funded using developer 
contributions (because doing so would not be compliant with the CIL regulations), so delivery of these schemes will be 
partially dependent on securing funding from central Government or other sources that is not guaranteed. The Infrastructure 
Plan currently fails to identify the scheme-specific requirements for additional funding and the overall scale of additional 
funding required. 
For this reason, it is unclear how the transport mitigation measures, identified through the transport study, will be funded and 
the extent to which they will rely on non-development related sources. It is considered that the Infrastructure Plan should 
explain how sustainable transport infrastructure schemes and measures can potentially be funded as well as information on 
the rationale, phasing, cost and delivery arrangements. However, it is recognised that there will be some gaps in the 
information, due to schemes being at an early stage particularly those that are needed towards the end of the plan period. 
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

Therefore, we request further information/wording is provided in the Infrastructure Plan and Policy IN1 (Infrastructure 
Provision) to identify how the Council will work with key delivery partners to prioritise schemes and secure additional funding 
and delivery of the transport mitigation required over the plan period to ensure the plan is effective. 
In order to address this issue, the above should be reflected in policy. Additional wording could be included in Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision) to explain that CIL will be used to contribute towards the cost of improvements to mitigation 
measures in the Infrastructure Plan and that new development may also be required to deliver or contribute towards specific 
improvements directly related to the development. The Policy could explain that in order to deliver the transport mitigation 
requirements the Council will work proactively with National Highways, West Sussex County Council, other transport and 
service providers and developers to provide a better integrated transport network and to improve accessibility to key services 
and facilities. Also, that opportunities to secure funding to implement the package of improvements (set out in the 
Infrastructure Plan) will be maximised by working proactively with government agencies including National Highways, other 
public sector organisations and private investors.  
Suggested Modifications: 
It is considered that the Infrastructure Plan should explain how sustainable transport infrastructure schemes and measures 
can potentially be funded as well as information on the rationale, phasing, cost and delivery arrangements. However, it is 
recognised that there will be some gaps in the information, due to schemes being at an early stage particularly those that are 
needed towards the end of the plan period. Therefore, we request further information/wording is provided in the Infrastructure 
Plan and Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) to identify how the Council will work with key delivery partners to prioritise 
schemes and secure additional funding and delivery of the transport mitigation required over the plan period to ensure the 
plan is effective. 
In order to address this issue, the above should be reflected in policy. Additional wording could be included in Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision) to explain that CIL will be used to contribute towards the cost of improvements to mitigation 
measures in the Infrastructure Plan and that new development may also be required to deliver or contribute towards specific 
improvements directly related to the development. The Policy could explain that in order to deliver the transport mitigation 
requirements the Council will work proactively with National Highways, West Sussex County Council, other transport and 
service providers and developers to provide a better integrated transport network and to improve accessibility to key services 
and facilities. Also, that opportunities to secure funding to implement the package of improvements (set out in the 
Infrastructure Plan) will be maximised by working proactively with government agencies including National Highways, other 
public sector organisations and private investors. 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN1 (Viability 
Assessment) 

Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) is worded flexibly to secure CIL contributions or S106 for the funding of education 
infrastructure.  
WSCC would like to withdraw its previous comment (from 2021) in relation to the ‘Whole Plan Policies and Community 
Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment’ (March 2021). The Viability Assessment update (December 2022) clarifies that, there 
is the possibility of s106 monies for education and other infrastructure being appropriate outside of the scope of CIL but no 
such strategic scale/neighbourhood-level development is currently proposed in the local plan and therefore this scenario is 
unlikely and unforeseeable.    
Suggested Modifications: 
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

 
REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

IN2 
 
8.14 

 
Suggested Modifications: Supporting Text   
It is recommended that paragraph 8.14 is amended from 6-8FE to 4-6FE to reflect the latest wording in the Infrastructure Plan 
in relation to the need for additional forms of entry at secondary school level during the course of the Local Plan.  

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Infrastructure 
Plan 

Suggested Changes to Infrastructure Plan  
Cycling and Walking strategy   
The Crawley LCWIP sets out the ambition to develop a network of active travel routes across the Borough, which provides a 
strong basis on which to identify priorities to support planned development. However, the LCWIP does not currently include a 
clear set of priorities linked to planned development or specific proposals to connect the network to development sites 
identified in the LP. Policy ST1 in the local plan highlights the necessity of cycling and walking to major developments without 
clearly specifying the priorities i.e. the routes/schemes that are needed to help mitigate planned development. An assessment 
of Crawley Housing Trajectory suggests that in the first five years of the Plan Period, the Forge Wood Development and 
routes that would connect it to key destinations are likely to be important.  
Suggested Modifications: 
To address these points, it is recommended that CBC identify short term (i.e. to be progressed in the first five years) active 
travel priorities and phasing (where possible) linked to delivery of development sites in the Infrastructure Plan. This would help 
to deliver the 9% reduction in car mode share that has been assumed in the Crawley Transport Study draft 2022.  
Just as recommended above for the cycling and walking schemes, it is recommended that the CBC Infrastructure Plan 
classifies the schemes listed in its current findings section page 45 according to short terms, mid-terms, and long terms 
throughout the designated Infrastructure plan period i.e. 2024- 2040. It is also recommended to provide greater certainty for 
schemes to be delivered in the short term as the plan will be reviewed every 5 years in accordance with the CBC housing 
development trajectory.  
The Kilnwood Vale development is not dependent on provision of a new railway station on the Arun Valley Line and in effect 
such a station would only be 1km away from the Faygate station. Furthermore, the station which is described in the 
Infrastructure Plan does not feature within the WSTP; As it has proved difficult to demonstrate that there is a business case for 
such a scheme, CBC should consider removing this scheme from the Infrastructure Plan to manage stakeholder expectations. 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Infrastructure 
Plan  

Education (Early Years) 
It is recommended that the Infrastructure Plan makes reference to the need to be flexible and updated as a result of changes 
to the local authority statutory duties around Early Years and Childcare which were announced in the spring budget (Early 
education entitlements and funding update: March 2023 - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)). These changes will considerably increase 
the demand for funded places, starting from April 2024 and may increase the requirement for provision of places for Early 
Years 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/032 
(2023) 

IN1  The County Council considers the level of information currently available on the arrangements for delivery of the transport 
mitigation to be insufficient to demonstrate deliverability. Therefore, the Local Plan, as a whole, is not yet considered to be 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-education-entitlements-and-funding/early-education-entitlements-and-funding-update-march-2023
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-education-entitlements-and-funding/early-education-entitlements-and-funding-update-march-2023
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Infrastructure 
Plan 

effective or compliant with Paragraphs 11, 16 and 106 of the NPPF. WSCC therefore maintains a holding objection to the 
Local Plan and will continue to work with Crawley Borough Council to consider if this objection can be withdrawn. 
The transport study identifies a package of highways mitigation and sustainable transport schemes in the Borough to mitigate 
planned development. The County Council’s experience is that it is unlikely that schemes will be fully funded using developer 
contributions (because doing so would not be compliant with the CIL regulations), so delivery of these schemes will be 
partially dependent on securing funding from central Government or other sources that is not guaranteed. The Infrastructure 
Plan currently fails to identify the scheme-specific requirements for additional funding and the overall scale of additional 
funding required. 
For this reason, it is unclear how the transport mitigation measures, identified through the transport study, will be funded and 
the extent to which they will rely on non-development related sources. It is considered that the Infrastructure Plan should 
explain how sustainable transport infrastructure schemes and measures can potentially be funded as well as information on 
the rationale, phasing, cost and delivery arrangements. However, it is recognised that there will be some gaps in the 
information, due to schemes being at an early stage particularly those that are needed towards the end of the plan period. 
Therefore, we request further information/wording is provided in the Infrastructure Plan and Policy IN1 (Infrastructure 
Provision) to identify how the Council will work with key delivery partners to prioritise schemes and secure additional funding 
and delivery of the transport mitigation required over the plan period to ensure the plan is effective. 
In order to address this issue, the above should be reflected in policy. Additional wording could be included in Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision) to explain that CIL will be used to contribute towards the cost of improvements to mitigation 
measures in the Infrastructure Plan and that new development may also be required to deliver or contribute towards specific 
improvements directly related to the development. The Policy could explain that in order to deliver the transport mitigation 
requirements the Council will work proactively with National Highways, West Sussex County Council, other transport and 
service providers and developers to provide a better integrated transport network and to improve accessibility to key services 
and facilities. Also, that opportunities to secure funding to implement the package of improvements (set out in the 
Infrastructure Plan) will be maximised by working proactively with government agencies including National Highways, other 
public sector organisations and private investors.  
Suggested Modifications: 
It is considered that the Infrastructure Plan should explain how sustainable transport infrastructure schemes and measures 
can potentially be funded as well as information on the rationale, phasing, cost and delivery arrangements. However, it is 
recognised that there will be some gaps in the information, due to schemes being at an early stage particularly those that are 
needed towards the end of the plan period. Therefore, we request further information/wording is provided in the Infrastructure 
Plan and Policy IN1 (Infrastructure Provision) to identify how the Council will work with key delivery partners to prioritise 
schemes and secure additional funding and delivery of the transport mitigation required over the plan period to ensure the 
plan is effective. 
In order to address this issue, the above should be reflected in policy. Additional wording could be included in Policy IN1 
(Infrastructure Provision) to explain that CIL will be used to contribute towards the cost of improvements to mitigation 
measures in the Infrastructure Plan and that new development may also be required to deliver or contribute towards specific 
improvements directly related to the development. The Policy could explain that in order to deliver the transport mitigation 
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Ref. No. Respondent Policy/ 
Para 

Comments 

requirements the Council will work proactively with National Highways, West Sussex County Council, other transport and 
service providers and developers to provide a better integrated transport network and to improve accessibility to key services 
and facilities. Also, that opportunities to secure funding to implement the package of improvements (set out in the 
Infrastructure Plan) will be maximised by working proactively with government agencies including National Highways, other 
public sector organisations and private investors. 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Minerals and 
Waste 
 
9.51 
 
EC3 

Minerals and Waste  
Reference to the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan, 2018 (Partial Review 2021) and the West Sussex Waste Local Plan 
(2014) as forming part of the development plan for Crawley Borough should be included in the Planning Policy Context. It is 
noted that reference to the West Sussex Joint Minerals Local Plan in (new para. 9.51) has been amended to since our 
previous comments but this has not been amended in Appendix B.  para. 9.46 (new para. 9.51) and Appendix.  
Suggested Modifications: 
Paragraph 005 of the Planning Practice Guidance states that; “District Councils show Mineral Safeguarding Areas on their 
policy maps”.  The Local Plan map currently does not show the brick clay safeguarding area (including buffer zone) and it is 
requested that this is included as a modification to the Plan. The safeguarded railhead also includes a buffer zone which does 
not need to be shown on the Local Plan map.  The buffer zone is included in the Mineral Consultation Area (MCA) for 
consultation purposes only.    

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Gatwick 
Airport 
Runway 
Project 
 
Transport 
Modelling 
 
ST4 

Gatwick Northern Runway Project 
Gatwick Airport Ltd are developing plans to expand the airport by bringing the northern runway into regular use as part of their 
Northern Runway Project. There is potential for impacts of the project and the Crawley Local Plan to be cumulative and an 
application for a Development Consent Order for the scheme is imminent, so this could be a topic of discussion at a future 
examination in public. In order to provide evidence to inform future discussions on cumulative impacts of these schemes on 
the transport network, the County Council recommends that a sensitivity test is undertaken and included in the evidence base. 
This would also help to identify projects that could help to mitigate these cumulative impacts such as the Crawley Western 
Link Road / Multi-modal Transport Link between the A264 and A23. 
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

GAT2 
 
ST4 

WSCC objected to the previous Regulation 19 consultation (in 2021) due to a conflict between safeguarded land for the 
potential future additional wide space runway at Gatwick airport and the safeguarded search corridor for a Crawley Western 
Link Road.  Further technical work has now taken place and a solution has been found, WSCC would like to withdraw this 
objection.  
Suggested Modifications: 
 

REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

GAT2 
 
ST4 

WSCC objected to the previous Regulation 19 consultation (in 2021) due to a conflict between safeguarded land for the 
potential future additional wide space runway at Gatwick airport and the safeguarded search corridor for a Crawley Western 
Link Road.  Further technical work has now taken place and a solution has been found, WSCC would like to withdraw this 
objection.  
Suggested Modifications: 
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REP/032 
(2023) 

West Sussex 
County 
Council 

Page 298 – 
Electric 
Vehicle 
Charging 
Infrastructure 

WSCC Officer response to the Draft Crawley Local Plan 2024-2040 Submission Consultation (June 2023)  
This note sets out changes that Crawley Borough Council may wish to take into consideration but do not affect the soundness 
of the Local Plan.  
Suggested Changes to Local Plan  
Transport Planning and Policy: Policy on Electric Vehicles  
The Local Plan refers to the “Building Regulations Approved Document S: Infrastructure for electric charging vehicles, 
DLUHC, 2022” as a professional guidance document. It continues on page 298 to negate the existence of the latter by stating 
“Until the introduction of national requirements for EV charging infrastructure in new developments, through Building 
Regulations or otherwise, provision should be made as follows: 
Suggested Modifications: 
It is recommended to rephrase the statement as there is an existing national guidance for EV charging infrastructure in new 
developments since 2022. 

 

 



 

Appendix H: Formal Letter to All Neighbouring Authorities to Clarify Crawley Borough 
Level of Unmet Needs (January 2020) 
 
Sent to: 

 Adur and Worthing Councils 
 Arun District Council 
 Brighton and Hove City Council 
 Chichester City Council 
 London Borough of Croydon Council 
 Horsham District Council 
 Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 
 Mid Sussex District Council 
 Mole Valley District Council 
 Reigate and Banstead Borough Council 
 Tandridge District Council 

  



 

 Economy & Planning Services 
 
Contact: 
 

Direct Line: 
 

Elizabeth Brigden 
01293 438624 

Date: 
 
Email: 

21 January 2020 
elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk  
 

 
 
 
By Email Only 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Dear Councillor, 

Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035: Duty to Cooperate  

As you may be aware, the Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 was approved 
for publication and submission at the Full Council meeting held on 16 December 2019. The 
publication consultation will take place for a 6-week period commencing Monday 20 January 
until Monday 2 March 2020.  
The Local Plan has been prepared in the context of substantial, positive, ongoing cross-
boundary working carried out over the various functional strategic areas in which Crawley 
forms part and I acknowledge and thank you for this.  
The purpose of this letter is to draw your attention to the critical outcomes of the Crawley 
Local Plan in relation to meeting Crawley borough’s objectively assessed development needs. 
I invite your comments on the information provided and formally request confirmation of the 
role your authority is able to play in assisting my council in addressing identified unmet 
development needs under the Duty to Cooperate provisions. 
I have extended the range of this letter to those authorities considered to have some degree of 
strategic planning relationship with Crawley even where administrative boundaries are not 
shared. 
As has been acknowledged in the currently adopted Local Plan (Crawley 2030), in light of 
Crawley’s tight administrative boundaries, the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a 
potential southern runway and physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, 
nature conservation constraints and few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature 
of the New Town, there is very limited land within the borough for accommodating further 
development. 
There is already long-established, effective joint working within the Northern West Sussex 
(NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA). Crawley’s unmet housing need established from the 
adopted Local Plan is being addressed by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS 
HMA. Currently, the adopted Local Plans for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to 
provide an additional 3,150 dwellings, predominantly to meet Crawley’s unmet needs, above 
their objectively assessed housing needs, over the period from 2020. However, it is 
acknowledged that through Local Plan Reviews this is likely to change, particularly as the 
Standard Method increases the housing needs within these districts above those established 
in the adopted Plans.  
The updated total unmet need, calculated for the Local Plan Review, against the assessed 
needs for both housing and employment, arising from within Crawley over the Plan period 
(2020 – 2035) is: 
 Housing: 5,925 dwellings; 
 Employment: a minimum 21ha of land for B Use Classes, based on a continuation of past 

development levels with a constrained employment land supply. 

mailto:elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk


 

The following sections of this letter set out a summary of Crawley’s position in relation to its 
housing and employment needs. Comments would be welcomed in relation to whether your 
authority is in agreement with the conclusions reached. 
Housing 
Crawley’s submission Local Plan confirms that the government’s Standard Methodology for 
calculating housing need results in a total housing need for the 15 year plan period (2020-
2035) of 11,280 dwellings (based on 752 dwellings per annum).  
The draft Local Plan identifies the borough’s land supply allows for almost half of this to be 
met on sites within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,355 
dwellings (an increase of 549 dwellings since the Regulation 18 Local Plan (July 2019) due to 
additional sites and increased densities of existing sites following their reassessments). This 
equates to an annualised average of 357dpa.  
However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher delivery in the 
early Plan period and the lower anticipated levels towards the end (due to the build out of the 
last remaining large sites available within the borough): 

 Years 1-5 (2020-25): 500dpa 
 Years 6-10 (2025-30): 450dpa 
 Years 11-15 (2030-35): 121dpa 

The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries, including 
by introducing extremely high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible locations 
(Policy CL5) and a series of housing typology policies to positively influence development 
opportunities within, and immediately beyond, the borough (Policies H3, and H3a-H3g). 
This leaves a total unmet need figure of 5,925 dwellings to be accommodated within the wider 
housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 
and delivery of sustainable development. 
In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) has considered the needs of specific communities within the borough. 
This has included: 

 Those who require affordable housing  
 Families with children 
 Older people 
 Students 
 People with disabilities 
 People who rent their homes and 
 People wishing to commission or build their own homes. 

 
Affordable Housing: 
With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need for 739 
affordable homes per year in Crawley (of which 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented 
affordable housing). As Crawley is only able to meet approximately 50% of its overall housing 
needs within the borough, even with the 40% affordable housing requirement established by 
the Local Plan policy (Policy H5) there will be a significant shortfall of affordable housing.  
Therefore, where Crawley’s unmet housing needs are being met outside the borough 
boundary, it is requested discussions can take place to explore and agree mechanisms for 
opportunities for Crawley’s affordable housing needs to similarly be met, including through 
nomination rights being extended to residents on Crawley’s housing register. This is 
particularly, but not restricted to, where housing needs are being met by developments on 
Crawley’s boundaries.  



 

Self and Custom Build Homes: 
The SHMA has also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to 
explore opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their 
own home. As a planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of 
development needed is limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature 
of the majority of Crawley’s anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is 
not often appropriate for Self- or Custom-Builders.  
The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach. 
However, discussions would be welcomed to consider whether there are 
opportunities for this to be considered over a wider area (particularly if there are 
duplicate entries across districts and boroughs). 
Employment 
In addition to the unmet housing needs, joint working undertaken across Northern 
West Sussex through the joint commissioning of the recent Economic Growth 
Assessment (EGA), 2020, has highlighted continued significant anticipated levels of 
economic growth in the Functional Economic Market Area. Much of the identified 
growth is associated with the economic strength of Crawley and Gatwick. 
The EGA identifies a need for a total of 33 hectares of business land in Crawley over 
the Plan period, based on a continuation of past development levels which are based 
on a constrained land supply. As identified by the Employment Land Trajectory, the 
available business land supply pipeline within Crawley is approximately 12ha, 
resulting in an outstanding current requirement for 21ha business land.  
However, there is potential for a greater level of business growth in Crawley, which 
uses the ‘unconstrained’ housing need figure of 752dpa, which identifies a projected 
B-class business land requirement of 113ha. This level of growth is considered likely 
to be needed should further major urban extensions to Crawley come forward. 
In order to take a proactive approach to addressing economic growth needs in the 
area, the draft Crawley Local Plan proposes the removal of “safeguarding” of land for 
a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport. This land, covering 613ha to the 
north of Crawley, between the town and the Airport, has instead been designated for 
an Area Action Plan (AAP).  
The AAP will assess the needs for future growth and operational needs of the airport 
alongside other development needs arising in Crawley, including: 

i. Economic growth; 
ii. Housing (although this will be very limited due to noise constraints from the 

existing runway); 
iii. Infrastructure; 
iv. Community/recreation facilities; and 
v. Other uses identified through the evidence gathering and consultation on the 

AAP. 
The council is committed to commencing work on the AAP within three months of the 
adoption of the Local Plan and it may conclude that sites for Strategic Employment 
Location(s) can be identified within Crawley, should some or all of the AAP land not 
be required for airport expansion. The AAP will be a future Development Plan 
Document.   

I would welcome a written response from your local authority by Monday 2 March 
2020, to help formalise the understanding between us with regard to whether your 
authority is able to assist Crawley in meeting its unmet needs. 



 

Similarly, please let me know if your authority considers there are any other strategic 
issues not sufficiently covered or ways in which you believe Crawley may be able to 
assist you in your strategic planning needs. 
Please contact me or my officer, Elizabeth Brigden, should you have any questions 
or require further clarification with any of the content included above. 
I look forward to continuing to work with you in the future to seek positive solutions to 
these challenging strategic issues. 
Yours Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Cllr. Peter Smith 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 



Appendix I: Responses from Neighbouring Authorities to Crawley Unmet 
Needs Letter 2020 
 
 
• Adur and Worthing Councils (12 February 2020) 
• Brighton and Hove City Council (13 February 2020) 
• Chichester District Council (24 February 2020) 
• Horsham District Council (2 March 2020) 
• Mid Sussex District Council (2 March 2020) 
• Mole Valley District Council (2 March 2020) 
• Reigate and Banstead District Council (2 March 2020) 
• Tandridge District Council (3 February 2020) 

 



 

 

Adur & Worthing Councils, Portland House, 44 Richmond Road,  
Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1HS 
web: www.adur-worthing.gov.uk 

Planning and Development  
 
 
Councillor Peter Smith 
Crawley Borough Council 
 
By Email to Elizabeth Brigden 
 
 
 
Our Ref: JA/MH/lja 
Your Ref:  12th February 2020 
 
 
Dear Councillor Smith, 
 
Crawley Borough Local Plan Review – Duty to Co-operate. 
 
Many thanks for your letter dated 21st January 2020. 
 
Thank you for consulting Adur District Council and Worthing Borough Council (Adur and 
Worthing Councils - AWC).   We welcome the progress made on the Crawley Local Plan 
and acknowledge the considerable efforts made to maximise opportunities to meet 
development needs in the Borough, as well as the joint working arrangements already in 
place within the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area. We note that the Plan seeks 
to provide a minimum of 5,355 dwellings up to 2035, and that this results in an unmet need 
of approximately  5,900 dwellings and over 21ha of B class employment land. 
 
As you are probably aware, development opportunities in both Adur and Worthing are 
highly constrained due to their location between the South Downs National Park and 
English Channel, and it has previously been accepted that neither authority would be able 
to meet their own needs. 
 
Although the Adur Local Plan was adopted in December 2017, the adopted target delivers 
just 54% of the Objectively Assessed Need identified through the Local Plan review 
(resulting in a shortfall of 3,107 dwellings).  As such, Adur district is unable to 
accommodate unmet need from other authorities.  Furthermore, the future review of the 
Adur Local Plan will, of course, be based on the Standard Methodology, and is likely to 
result in a further, significant shortfall. 
 
The Draft Worthing Local Plan (Reg 18) published at the end of 2018 reported that the 
identified need for Worthing over the plan period equated to over 750 dwellings a year.  
More recent calculations made to inform the Submission Draft version of the Plan 
(expected in the autumn) now indicates a total housing need over the Plan period of over 
15,000 dwellings per annum (approximately 900 dwellings / year). 
 



To meet as much of this need as is sustainable the Council has taken a proactive 
approach towards maximising opportunities to deliver as much housing as possible - 
leaving 'no stone unturned’.  This has included a positive and robust assessment of all 
greenfield sites around the borough and a review of intensification opportunities to ensure 
that development opportunities are maximised whilst taking account of environmental 
constraints and the lack of available land.  Despite this, the Draft Local Plan indicated that 
only 39% of the identified need would be met over the Plan period.  Whilst the precise 
level of supply (and shortfall against need) within the Submission version of the Plan is still 
being calculated it is clear that given the constraints that the Borough is subject to, 
Worthing will never be in a position to meet its own need (as currently calculated).  The 
lack of land available for Worthing to meet its need was previously accepted in the South 
East Plan. 
 
Given the above, unfortunately neither Adur District or Worthing Borough is able to assist 
with delivering Crawley’s unmet needs (both for housing and employment land). 
 
Adur and Worthing Councils have been engaging with Crawley Borough and other local 
authorities via the West Sussex and Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board. We look 
forward to working together to explore how the sub-region’s development needs can be 
met in the longer term. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Councillor Kevin Jenkins 
Worthing Executive Member for Regeneration 

 
Councillor Brian Boggis 
Adur Executive Member for Regeneration 
 



 
 
 
       City Planning 
       Brighton & Hove City Council  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Councillor Peter Smith 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Economic Development 
Crawley Borough Council 
 
 
        13 February 2020 
 
 
Dear Councillor,  
 
Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035: Duty to Cooperate 
 
Thank you for your letter of 21 January 2020 regarding the Crawley Borough 
Local Plan Review and the Duty to Cooperate. I note in particular the Borough 
Council’s formal request for assistance in meeting Crawley’s unmet needs 
with respect to housing (including affordable housing) and employment. 
 
Brighton & Hove shares similarities with Crawley Borough in being subject to 
severe physical and environmental constraints with the sea to the south and 
the South Downs National Park to the north, east and west of the built-up 
area. This has led to a shortage of potential development sites and a 
substantial unmet housing need. It should also be noted that Brighton & Hove 
is a considerable distance from Crawley (over 20 miles) and falls within a 
different housing and functional economic market area, although there is 
some overlap between the Greater Brighton and northern West Sussex 
market areas.  
 
Draft Crawley Borough Local Plan 2020 – 2035: Submission Consultation 
 
Brighton and Hove City Council (BHCC) does not wish to make any detailed 
comments on the draft Crawley Borough Plan. However, we support the 
commitment to maximise capacity within the Borough’s boundaries and the 
intention to prepare an Area Action Plan for land between the town and 
Gatwick Airport, which may offer opportunities for Strategic Employment 
Location(s). 
 
Duty to Cooperate 
 



Brighton and Hove City Council (BHCC) is committed to engaging positively 
with its neighbours to address strategic planning matters through the Duty to 
Cooperate and to ensure that any ‘larger than local’ issues are highlighted 
and addressed. The City Council is a member of the West Sussex and 
Greater Brighton Strategic Planning Board (established in 2013) which also 
includes Crawley BC. The purpose of the Board is to identify and manage the 
spatial planning issues that impact on more than one local planning authority 
area and support better integration and alignment of strategic spatial and 
investment priorities.  
 
The Board is currently working towards preparing a third revision of the Local 
Strategic Statement (LSS3), which will explore options for meeting the area’s 
unmet needs for housing and employment, and identify the strategic 
infrastructure required to support the planned growth. It is intended that LSS3 
will provide a longer term strategy for the sub-region over the period 2030-
2050 which will help guide the future location and delivery of development to 
be identified and allocated within the constituent Local Plans. This joint work 
demonstrates the level of commitment on behalf of the constituent local 
planning authorities to working collaboratively in line with the requirements of 
the NPPF. However, the work to prepare LSS3 is still at an early stage with 
limited progress so far. 
 
BHCC adopted the Brighton & Hove City Plan Part One (CPP1) in March 
2016. CPP1 sets the strategic planning framework for the city to 2030 and 
sets minimum levels of housing and employment floorspace to be delivered 
over that period. The Council is currently progressing work on the preparation 
of City Plan Part Two (CPP2) which includes site allocations and detailed 
development management policies. It is intended to publish the CPP2 
Proposed Submission draft for Regulation 19 consultation in May/June 2020 
and then to submit CPP2 for examination in Autumn 2020. 
 
Housing 
 
CPP1 sets a housing provision target to deliver a minimum of 13,200 new 
dwellings over the period 2010- 2030 (660 net dwellings per annum). This 
figure falls well short of the city’s objectively assessed housing needs (OAN) 
which were assessed in 2015 as 30,120 net dwellings (1,506 net dwellings 
per annum), which reflects the constraints affecting the city. It should be noted 
that, following submission of the draft CPP1 in 2013, the examination 
inspector required the Council to undertake further detailed work to assess 
more rigorously all opportunities to meet the city’s housing need, including 
detailed studies to assess the potential for housing development on the urban 
fringe. As a result of this work, the CPP1 housing provision was increased 
from 11,300 to 13,200 homes in the current adopted Plan. However, there 
remains a significant unmet housing need with the City Plan providing for only 
44% of the estimated OAN.  
 
The 2015 housing assessment also identified a net need across the city for 
810 affordable homes per year (representing 61% of the total OAN). Taking 
account of land availability and viability considerations, the affordable housing 



policy in CPP1 seeks 40% affordable housing on sites of 15 or more 
dwellings, with lower percentages sought for smaller housing developments. 
Reflecting this, the CPP1 Implementation and Monitoring Plan sets a target to 
achieve approximately 30% of all housing delivery as affordable housing. 
Again this falls well short of the city’s assessed requirement. 
 
The City Council has also fallen well short of meeting the demand for self- or 
custom-build homes identified on the council’s housebuilding register. As in 
Crawley Borough, there is limited scope for meeting the demand within the 
city, as there are very few greenfield housing opportunities with the vast 
majority of housing development comprising high density development on 
brownfield urban sites. 
 
Employment 
 
The evidence supporting CPP1 identified growth requirements within Brighton 
& Hove for an additional 112,240 sq.m of office floorspace (B1a, B1b) and 
43,430 sq.m of industrial floorspace (B1c, B2 and B8). As with housing, 
opportunities to meet the city’s employment space requirements are 
extremely constrained due to the limited supply of suitable sites. In addition, 
there is strong market demand to redevelop existing employment sites for 
housing and other higher value uses and there has been substantial loss of 
office space to housing through permitted development rights since their 
introduction in 2013.  
 
CPP1 sets out a framework to safeguard and upgrade current employment 
sites in the city and to create new employment floorspace through the 
regeneration of key sites. Overall the Plan includes provision for up to 96,000 
sq.m office floorspace and 9,000 sq.m industrial floorspace. However, despite 
this, there has been an overall net loss within all categories of employment 
floorspace (B1-B8) in the city over the period since 2010. Given the difficulties 
in meeting the city’s own employment needs, there is currently no scope to 
meet the unmet employment needs of neighbouring areas. 
 
 
For the reasons set out above, regrettably, the City Council is not in a position 
to help meet any of Crawley’s unmet housing or employment development 
needs. The Council does not consider that there are any other strategic 
issues involving Crawley that would need to be addressed through the Duty to 
Cooperate. 
 
Yours sincerely,  
 

 
 
 
Councillor Nick Childs 
Lead Member for Planning Policy 
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Cllr Peter Smith 
Cabinet Member for Planning 
and Economic Development 
Crawley Borough Council, Town Hall 
The Boulevard 
Crawley 
RH10 1UZ 

Our ref: Crawley DtC 
Your ref:  
 
Date: 02 March 2020 

Sent by email to Elizabeth Brigden, Planning Policy Manager 
 
 
Dear Cllr Smith 
 
Re: Crawley Borough Local Plan Review 2020-2035: Duty to Cooperate 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 21 January 2020. Horsham District Council is committed to 
continued close cooperation and joint working between our councils, reflecting our joint housing 
market area and common functional economic market area. I am pleased that we are building 
on our existing Northern West Sussex Authorities joint Position Statement and working towards 
an updated Statement of Common Ground between Crawley Borough Council and Mid Sussex 
and Horsham District Council. 
 
You have rightly identified a number of key Duty to Cooperate issues on which I have provided 
my initial response below. We recognise that you are still preparing a number of key pieces of 
evidence to support the draft Crawley Plan, and by corollary the proposed unmet need figure. 
Our comments are therefore not able to reflect the outcome of these studies and we would 
welcome the opportunity to review and comment as they become available. These studies 
include the Transport Study, the Viability Study, and a Windfall Allowance Review. A further key 
piece of work which is in our view needed to provide a solid basis for further discussion is a 
study which examines appropriate densities and potential infill and regeneration opportunities 
in Crawley (a ‘densification study’), the potential scope of which is discussed in further detail 
below. 
 
Clearly such matters will be a basis of ongoing discussion between our authorities and I am 
confident that we can reach positive outcomes on these matters. 
 
 
Housing 
 
You have formally asked what role HDC is able to play in assisting CBC in addressing unmet 
housing needs. You have stated that the total unmet need for housing arising from Crawley for 
the period 2020-2035 is 5,925 dwellings. 
 
Capacity in Horsham District 
 
Horsham District currently has a housing target of 800 dwellings per year which includes an 
annual contribution towards the current Crawley unmet need of 150 dwellings per year. This 
provides a significant amount of housing which, together with sites in Mid Sussex District, has 
ensured that the previously assessed housing need for the North West Sussex area has largely 
been met. As you will know the need is being met through strategic sites including the West of 
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Bewbush strategic allocation as set out in the Joint Area Action Plan that was adopted by both 
councils in 2009 and Land to the North of Horsham. 
 
The Horsham District Local Plan review has reached Regulation 18 stage and has been 
published for a period of consultation between 17 February and 30 March 2020. The 
consultation document reaffirms that the main housing market area for the District continues to 
be North-West Sussex, but that the south east of the district also falls within the Coastal Sussex 
housing area.  As reported in the jointly prepared North West Sussex HMA SHMA, the assessed 
Local Housing Need for Horsham is 965 homes per annum, compared with the 650 per annum 
need established in the Horsham District Planning Framework before the 150 homes to meet 
Crawley’s unmet need is added. We are currently testing options for the overall level of growth, 
as follows: 
 

1000 
homes 
per year 

This would meet the minimum local housing need as determined using the 
Government’s standard formula. This would fully address the housing need 
in Horsham District, together with the 5% buffer that is required to provide 
flexibility, but would not provide any additional housing towards the unmet 
housing needs of Crawley and the Coastal Sussex area. 

1,200 
homes 
per year 

This would meet the local housing need and 5% buffer.  It would also 
provide around 200 homes each year to help meet the unmet housing 
needs of Crawley in particular, and a small element in the Coastal Sussex 
area. 

1,400 
homes 
per year 

This would meet the local housing need and 5% buffer and provide around 
400 homes each year to help meet the unmet housing needs of Crawley 
and the Coastal Sussex area. 

 
This demonstrates that the Council accepts the principle that there is an unmet housing need 
in Crawley and that this has to be taken into account as we take forward our own local plan. 
Notwithstanding this, there are known to be significant challenges in meeting even the lower 
level of growth highlighted above, and we will not know what capacity (if any) there will be to 
meet additional growth requirements relating to Crawley, over and above the local housing need 
for Horsham district (965 dpa, compared with the 800 dpa target in the adopted Horsham District 
Planning Framework). There is significant work being done to support the emerging Horsham 
District Local Plan Review in this respect, the outcome of which will not be known for some 
months. 
 
To assist you I have highlighted below the known significant constraints to achieving the very 
high levels of growth that would be needed in Horsham District to make a substantive 
contribution to the Crawley unmet need, and the work currently being undertaken to find out the 
extent to which these limit capacity to meet this. 
 

Constraint Details Action / evidence 

Landscape 
capacity 

Horsham district has two areas of 
nationally designated landscape 
protection: the South Downs National 
Park to the south (14.3% of the District – 
HDC is not the planning authority), and 
the High Weald AONB to the north-east 
(7% of the District). Much of the rest of 
the district enjoys very good quality 
landscape, which is highly valued by 
local communities, and provides many 

HDC is currently reviewing its 
Landscape Capacity Study. 
Final site assessments 
relating to prospective new 
site allocations will take 
account of this evidence, and 
seek to avoid areas of low/no 
capacity for development. 
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opportunities for informal recreation for 
surrounding areas, including Crawley. 

Environmental 
constraints 

Much of the landscape of the District is 
still heavily wooded of which over 6% is 
classified as ancient woodland. 
Approximately 8% of the land is 
designated for its importance in nature 
conservation terms, including the Arun 
Valley Special Protection Area and the 
Mens Woodland SAC, which are of 
international importance. The Mens 
Woodland SAC has a secondary area of 
constraint relating to the protection of 
bats which forage beyond the 
Internationally-designated site. 6% of 
the district is located within functional 
floodplain, however, the majority of the 
district is very rural in character with its 
natural fluvial and surface water 
management role. 

These environmental 
constraints are inherent 
constraints. Opportunities for 
mitigation will be tested 
through the Local Plan 
review, by way of the Habitats 
Regulation Assessment 
process and the Sustainability 
Appraisal. 

Pressure on 
infrastructure 

There is justifiable concern within HDC 
and across communities that the scale 
and pace of development in Horsham 
district will lead to failure of 
infrastructure to cope. There are 
particular concerns for the combined 
impact that large scale new 
development will have on the transport 
networks. Education provision is also at 
capacity in some areas of the district. 
Significant new development will require 
new infrastructure to be provided 
potentially including new sewage works.  
Larger pieces of infrastructure provision 
may delay the level of development that 
can be supported until they are in place.  

HDC is preparing a new 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP) to identify where the 
significant gaps are likely to 
occur, and how these might 
be addressed. 

HDC is also preparing a 
comprehensive Horsham 
District Transport Study, 
focusing on the road network, 
which includes a strategic 
model to assess likely 
impacts of growth scenarios 
and identify appropriate 
mitigation. 

A Water Cycle Study is also 
being prepared jointly with 
Crawley BC and Mid Sussex 
DC. 

Market 
absorption of 
scale of growth 

The level of growth necessary to go 
above and beyond the minimum Local 
Housing Need is unprecedented. We 
are aware that delivery rates are an 
area of scrutiny at Local Plan 
Examinations and have to be clearly 
demonstrable. The ability of the market 
to deliver enough homes annually may 
stymie the growth levels required for 
meeting additional need from 
neighbouring areas.  

HDC has commissioned Iceni 
Projects Ltd to undertake a 
Housing Delivery Study. This 
will provide a steer on the 
limits housing market 
geographies and developer 
practices will have on overall 
levels of development in the 
district. 
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There are of course a number of further constraints that HDC has or will provide evidence on, 
which will have a further bearing on realistic levels of development. These include viability and 
flood risk.  
 
Capacity in Crawley District 
 
In your letter you state that CBC is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s 
boundaries. I am pleased to see that the draft plan has sought to identify a number of different 
mechanisms by which the standard housing methodology figures as calculated for Crawley 
Borough could be achieved. I note that this covers a range of approaches, including through 
increased densities, estate regeneration, the development of any surplus open spaces, town 
centre development and upward extensions, increased building heights and garden sites. 
 
However we remain unclear at this stage as to the extent to which the potential yield that such 
approaches could generate over the plan period has been considered, and whether there is 
potential for this to assist housing delivery, particularly in the latter part of the plan period. For 
example Policy CL5 sets minimum densities for development, and Policy TC3 identifies a 
number of Key Opportunity Sites in the Town Centre. Paragraph 11.19 states that at least 1,500 
dwellings are anticipated across all of these sites (consistent with Policy H1), however there is 
no clear evidence of how this number has been arrived at, or whether a comprehensive study 
of opportunity sites within the town centre, and appropriate densities within these, has been 
undertaken. 
 
It is not clear to me how opportunities for estate regeneration (and associated densification) 
have been looked at. The draft Local Plan in paragraph 12.55 states that there are no estate 
regeneration projects planned in Crawley. We would welcome discussion as to why this has not 
been taken forward as an option for increasing housing delivery within Crawley Borough whilst 
also delivering significant community benefits. 
 
I note that the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) supporting the 
emerging Local Plan makes an assumption that the Gatwick southern runway may still come 
forward, and incorporates an assumption that maximum permissible noise levels may therefore 
be exceeded. This change appears to have had the effect of ruling out large sites of several 
hectares which had previously been included in the housing trajectory for the 2015 Local Plan. 
The SHLAA recognises that such sites may be reconsidered as part of the North Crawley Area 
Action Plan. Although we appreciate there are considerable uncertainties in relation to this 
mater, it could be argued that such sites should not have been ruled out at this stage, given the 
increase in housing need for Crawley and for the housing market area. Again, we would 
welcome further discussion around these points. 
 
Further areas of investigation regarding land use efficiency and maximising delivery within 
Crawley Borough could reasonably include: 

i. A more generous assumption relating to windfall development (currently assumed at 55 
dwellings per hectare). It is noted that the draft Local Plan refers on page 223 to a 
background document ‘Windfall Allowance Review 2020-2035’ however this does not 
appear to have been published on your website. 

ii. Positive identification at the plan-making stage of any further surplus or under-used 
green space or industrial land in Crawley Borough (albeit it is recognised that fit-for-
purpose green infrastructure should be protected and enhanced). It is noted that 
currently published open space studies are some 6 years old and may now be in need 
of update; 

iii. Reassess whether sites in the SHLAA should have been found to be unsuitable for 
development. The airport noise contour issue has already been mentioned above, and 
there are further justifications given for rejecting sites that could be better evidenced, 
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e.g. site adjacent (but not within) a flood risk area, or the higher infrastructure costs 
associated with redeveloping industrial sites. 

 
In summary, Horsham District Council recognises that some steps are being taken to increase 
housing delivery within Crawley Borough, but we would question whether sufficient evidence 
exists to show that there has been no stone unturned. We therefore request that a more 
comprehensive study which examines appropriate densities and potential infill and regeneration 
opportunities in Crawley is undertaken (i.e. a ‘densification study’). This should consider the 
above questions and others as appropriate, to provide a robust understanding of how much of 
the Crawley housing need should in principle be accommodated by neighbouring authorities 
including Horsham district. 
 
Affordable housing 
 
I note your request to discuss the issue of nominations rights for affordable housing being 
delivered outside Crawley Borough to meet Crawley’s unmet needs. For HDC’s part, we are 
obliged first and foremost to prioritise meeting our own very significant housing needs, which 
includes an assessed need for 503 affordable homes per year. It will be very difficult to meet 
this in full, even with a high policy requirement, and it is therefore anticipated that there may be 
limited opportunity to meet a significant proportion of Crawley’s affordable housing need on top.  
 
 
 
Employment 
 
I note your comments on an unmet need for employment land supply. It is encouraging to note 
that there may be opportunity to meet this through the North Crawley AAP. I also understand 
that Crawley has further opportunity to work with Reigate and Banstead Borough Council to 
further address the need through allocation of employment land in that district. 
 
For Horsham’s part, our emerging Local Plan has the key aim of maximising the self-
containment of the district, and to this end we are working to the principle of providing one job 
per new home. Clearly if there is land allocated in Horsham District to help meet Crawley’s 
unmet housing needs, we would expect employment to come forward to meet the employment 
needs of those communities, thereby helping to address the ‘unconstrained’ growth scenario 
you outline in your letter. 
 
 
Next steps 
 
I would welcome further discussions on the full range of issues covered by the Duty to 
Cooperate. We will of course continue to look for opportunities to meet the wider unmet 
development needs of the area, but this has to be in the context of prioritising the needs of our 
own District, and dependent on an appropriate level of evidence being made available to 
support the unmet needs ‘ask’ from Crawley. I believe both authorities recognise the scale of 
the challenges we jointly and respectively face, and look forward to positive and meaningful 
discussions to support our respective local plans. My officers will continue to engage and be 
available for such discussions in the first instance. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Councillor Claire Vickers 
Cabinet Member for Planning and Development 
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Working together for a better Mid Sussex 
 
 

Councillor Andrew MacNaughton 
Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 
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Dear Councillor Smith, 
 
Crawley Local Plan Review 2020 – 2035 –Duty to Cooperate  
 
Thank you for your letter of 21st January 2020, in which Crawley Borough Council has asked for 
this Council’s view on several matters, including the role Mid Sussex may have in assisting 
Crawley Borough Council in addressing identified unmet development needs under the Duty to 
Cooperate provisions. Please note that I will be responding to your Local Plan Regulation 19 
Consultation (which started on 20 January) in a separate letter. 
 
Mid Sussex District Council is committed to working jointly and proactively with neighbouring 
authorities to address identified development needs. This commitment is set out in Policy DP5: 
Planning to Meet Future Housing Need of the Mid Sussex District Plan and is reflected in the 
ongoing cross council working between Horsham, Crawley and Mid Sussex. As part of this there is 
ongoing work over the preparation of an updated Statement of Common Ground between 
Horsham and Crawley Councils given our joint housing market area (HMA) and functional 
economic market area (FEMA).  
 
In your letter you asked for confirmation of the role Mid Sussex can play in meeting unmet housing 
needs; if Mid Sussex could help meet the needs of specific communities including affordable 
housing, and self-build/custom build housing; comments on the evidence base regarding quantum 
of unmet needs; and Mid Sussex’s views on the proposed approach to delivery of a significant 
level of employment development on the land previously safeguarded for a southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport. 
 
I have addressed each of these matters in turn below. 
 
The Role of Mid Sussex in Meeting Unmet Housing Needs 
 
The Mid Sussex District Plan (2014 - 2031) was adopted in 2018. The District Plan has a housing 
requirement of 16,390. This is made up of the Mid Sussex Objectively Assessed Housing Need of 
14,892 dwellings and 1,498 dwellings primarily to address Crawley’s unmet need. Horsham District 
Council also commits in its adopted Local Plan to make an annual contribution towards the current 
unmet need for Crawley. Therefore, in the current adopted plans there is a commitment to 
assisting with the delivery of the previously assessed unmet need for the North West Sussex area. 
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Notwithstanding this principle, there are a number of significant constraints to development in Mid 
Sussex. In particular, Mid Sussex needs to ensure that there is no harm from development on the 
integrity of the European Habitat sites in the Ashdown Forest. The Inspector into the Mid  
Sussex District Plan agreed to an average requirement of 876 dwellings per annum (dpa) up to 
2023/24 with a step to 1,090 dpa in the latter part of the Plan period, subject to there being no 
harm to the integrity of the Ashdown Forest. Indeed the Inspector made clear that the delivery of 
the amount of housing above 876 dpa must be subject to further Habitats Regulations Assessment 
(HRA). In order to ensure delivery of the housing requirement, Mid Sussex is preparing a Site 
Allocations Development Plan Document (the Sites DPD) to identify additional housing and 
employment sites to ensure the need established in the adopted District Plan is met in full over the 
Plan period. Work on the Site DPD is progressing, and it is anticipated that the document will be 
submitted for Examination in Summer 2020. This work must be completed to provide certainty over 
the allocation of sufficient deliverable sites to meet both this Council’s need and help meet 
Crawley’s unmet need to 2031.  
 
Going forward, District Plan Policy DP5: Planning to Meet Future Housing Need, acknowledges 
that the three adopted Local Plans within the HMA (Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex) follow 
different time periods. Crawley’s Local Plan expires a year before Mid Sussex’s Plan and its review 
is taking place ahead of work by Mid Sussex to review its District Plan. As such, the adopted Mid 
Sussex District Plan only addresses unmet need up to 2031 and any future unmet need at Crawley 
has yet to be established or tested.   
 
Whilst the review of the Mid Sussex District Plan will seek to address any further unmet 
development needs arising within the Housing Market Area this must be secured through the 
proper plan making process i.e. through the review of the District Plan. Such a process will 
establish the revised local housing needs and the preparation of a robust evidence base to 
ascertain if and how these needs can be met, including an HRA to test the impact on the Ashdown 
Forest. At this stage options and capacity for development beyond 2031 in Mid Sussex have not 
been tested and therefore it is not possible to confirm the role which Mid Sussex could play in 
assisting Crawley.  
 
Mid Sussex confirmed through its examination that the District Plan Review would start in 2021, 
with submission to the Secretary of State by 2023. However, it is the Council’s intention that the 
review should start in 2020/21 – bringing the review period forward by a year.  
 
Crawley’s Conclusions Regarding Unmet Housing Need 
 
In your letter you also invite comments on the information provided to support the Crawley Local 
Plan’s position regarding the level of unmet housing need and, on the conclusions reached.  
 
I am aware that Crawley Borough is still preparing additional evidence to support its Plan (including 
the Transport Study and the Viability Study) which may have implications for the level of unmet 
needs identified and therefore comments below are made based on the current evidence base.  
 
Mid Sussex has been kept informed of the updates to the Crawley and Horsham commissioned 
‘Strategic Housing Market Assessment’, as part of the Council’s continued joint working on housing 
matters.  As a result, it is accepted that the total housing need in Crawley is 11,281 dwellings to 
2035.  
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Mid Sussex notes and welcomes the additional work Crawley has undertaken since the publication 
of its draft Local Plan and welcomes the additional sources of housing supply (through increasing 
densities on sites and the identification of other sites) which has resulted in identification of a 
supply of a further 550 additional units.   
 
Mid Sussex supports policies CL4 and CL5 which relate to making effective use of land. The 
Council welcomes the fact that Crawley is exploring mechanisms to increase housing supply. 
However, Mid Sussex considers that Crawley needs to provide additional evidence to demonstrate 
fully that all opportunities to increase capacity in Crawley have been taken. In particular it would be 
helpful if Crawley could set out the assumptions behind the capacity of Opportunity Sites (Policy 
TC3); assumptions behind the density policy (Policy CL5); that all opportunities for estate 
regeneration have been explored; and assumptions around the use of existing employment land 
and other uses which could be relocated onto the formally safeguarded land at Gatwick Airport 
(which I turn to in more detail below).    
 
Affordable Housing 
 
I note your request to explore and agree mechanisms for opportunities for Crawley’s affordable 
housing needs to be met outside of the Borough, including for nomination rights to be extended to 
residents on Crawley’s housing register. 
 
You will appreciate that Mid Sussex’s immediate priority is to meet the significant affordable 
housing needs of those who live in Mid Sussex. The assessed need for affordable homes each 
year in this district is 258 dpa. Therefore it is very difficult for the Council to meet this need and as 
a result the Council has a record number of families in temporary accommodation. 
 
Self and Custom Build Housing 
 
I note the concerns which you have set out regarding the opportunities in Crawley to deliver self 
and custom build homes.  
 
This Council cannot commit to meeting any of Crawley’s unmet need regarding this specific aspect 
of specialist housing provision until its own District Plan review is completed.  However, I agree 
that discussions over processes regarding self-build registers would be helpful, particularly so that 
we can understand the actual level of demand given the likelihood of duplicate entries across 
districts and boroughs.  
 
Crawley’s Conclusions on Employment Need 
 
Crawley, Horsham and Mid Sussex have worked collaboratively to understand employment needs 
in the FEMA through the joint commissioning of the Economic Growth Assessment (EGA). The 
methodology and outcomes were jointly agreed and therefore I can confirm Mid Sussex’s support 
for the evidence base material. Given the anticipated level of housing delivery in Crawley it is also 
accepted that there is an outstanding requirement for 21 ha of business land. 
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Mid Sussex notes that the level of employment land required would increase if Crawley delivered 
more housing although it is recognised that this is unlikely to be in the region of the 113ha of 
employment need cited in your letter. In addition to meeting Mid Sussex’s employment needs, we 
are actively pursuing the development and delivery of a sub-regional Science and Technology Park 
which could contribute towards meeting unmet needs within the FEMA and could help to meet 
additional need should Crawley deliver further housing. 
 
Mid Sussex supports the intention of the new Policy SD3 which makes provision for the 
preparation of an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the area of land to the south of Gatwick Airport that 
has historically been safeguarded to accommodate the possible construction of an additional 
runway and associated facilities. At 613ha the area of land is significant and would be able to 
accommodate the 21ha of unmet need for employment in Crawley whilst also accommodating 
other uses.  For example, opportunities should be explored for the relocation of existing pockets of 
employment elsewhere in Crawley to this area to create an enhanced employment offer, thereby 
releasing additional sites for housing. In view of the new opportunities which Policy SD3 provide 
Mid Sussex would therefore suggest Policy EC1: Sustainable Economic Growth is revisited to 
allow for a more flexible approach towards the relocation of employment areas to the safeguarded 
land. 
 
Next Steps 
 
Mid Sussex welcomes the opportunity for further discussion with Crawley on these matters. My 
officers will continue to work with you in a positive manner. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Councillor Andrew MacNaughton 
Cabinet Member for Housing and Planning 
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2 March 2020 

By email only 
 
Crawley Borough Council Local Plan Review (2020-2035): Duty to Cooperate 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
Thank you for your ‘Duty to Cooperate’ letter dated 21 January 2020 setting out Crawley 
Borough Council’s position in relation to meeting the boroughs objectively assessed 
development needs. 
Housing 
CBC calculates their local housing need to be 752 dwellings per annum using the ‘Standard 
Method’ set out in planning practice guidance. This equates to a total housing need of 11,280 
dwellings over the lifetime of the 15-year plan (2020-2035). Crawley’s Local Plan Review 
identifies the borough’s housing land supply to be 5,355 dwellings over the plan period. This 
leaves a total unmet need figure of 5,925 net dwellings.  
MVDC recognise the difficulties in delivering sustainable growth and the challenge of effectively 
balancing competing environmental, social and economic pressures. Nonetheless MVDC are 
concerned that CBC will have an unmet need of approximately 5,925 net dwellings over the plan 
period (2020-2035). Based on the reasoning set out below, it is considered MVDC is not in a 
position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet housing need.  
Housing Market Area 
CBC say there is already a long-established, effective joint working within the Northern West 
Sussex (NWS) Housing Market Area (HMA). The NWS HMA comprises Crawley, Horsham, Mid 
Sussex and a small part of Reigate & Banstead local planning authorities and does not include 
Mole Valley District.  
Crawley’s unmet housing need established from CBC’s adopted Local Plan is being addressed 
by the combined adopted Local Plans within the NWS HMA. Currently the adopted Local Plans 
for Horsham and Mid Sussex are anticipated to provide an additional 3,150 dwellings above 
their objectively assessed housing needs, mostly to meet the unmet housing need arising from 
Crawley. CBC says that local plan reviews have acknowledged the 3,150 dwellings figure is 
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likely to change in particular because the ‘standard method’ for calculating local housing need 
increases the housing needs in Horsham and Mid Sussex above those established in their 
respective adopted Plans.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS HMA, the responsibility for 
meeting Crawley’s unmet housing needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local planning 
authorities within NWS HMA. 
Constraints, Green Belt and demonstrating Exceptional Circumstances 
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within 
Crawley for accommodating further development because of the boroughs tight administrative 
boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential southern runway; 
physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, 
and; few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town. 
Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the Metropolitan Green Belt 
and this includes land adjacent to Crawley’s administrative boundaries. The district is also 
constrained by landscape and environmental designations, including the Surrey Hills Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) and the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of 
Conservation (SAC). As with Crawley, Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to 
flooding and aircraft noise contours associated with Gatwick. In addition, transport links and 
public transport connections between Mole Valley and Crawley are weak. 
Mole Valley has published its Draft Local Plan (Future Mole Valley) for consultation between 3 
February and 23 March 2020. It is clear from this draft plan MVDC cannot meet its own housing 
need on brownfield land and/or within the district’s existing built-up areas.  At this stage, MVDC 
has not identified any opportunities for part of Mole Valley’s housing need to be met by 
neighbouring local planning authorities.  Therefore, having fully explored all other reasonable 
options for meeting the district’s housing need, exceptional circumstances may exist for MVDC 
to consider some degree of change to Green Belt boundaries. This is one of the principles which 
is being considered through MVDC’s current Regulation 18 consultation. 
Paragraph 137c of the NPPF 2019 says that before concluding exceptional circumstances exist 
to just changes to Green Belt boundaries, MVDC has to demonstrate it has examined fully all 
other reasonable options for meeting its identified need for development. This will include 
whether the strategy has been informed by discussions with neighbouring authorities about 
whether they could accommodate some of Mole Valley’s identified need for development. 
Therefore where neighbouring local planning authorities, particularly those in the NWS HMA as 
they are not constrained by Green Belt boundaries, are capable of meeting their own housing 
needs then further discussions may be required about whether they could accommodate some 
of Mole Valley’s housing need, to avoid changes to Green Belt boundaries, which both MVDC 
and the Government attach great importance to1. 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley 
CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for a potential southern 
runway at Gatwick Airport and preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the future development 
of this land. The AAP will assess needs for future growth and operational needs of airport 
alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for housing, though CBC state 
housing development would be limited due to aircraft noise contours. CBC would commence 
work on the AAP after the adoption of the Submission Draft Crawley Local Plan 2035 which is 

                                                
1 As indicated in Paragraph 133 of the NPPF 2019. 



 

 

expected in December 20202 (notwithstanding the Planning Inspector’s recommendations 
following independent examination of the Local Plan).  
MVDC supports CBC in seeking to remove the current safeguarding. CBC should consider 
bringing forward preparation of this AAP to align with the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order 
to determine the amount of housing which can be developed on land within the AAP boundary. It 
appears that the AAP could potentially contribute towards Crawley’s unmet housing need. 
Without further assessment of land availability in the AAP, it is possible the level of unmet 
housing need arising from Crawley maybe overstated or non-existent. 
Employment 
Joint working across Northern West Sussex (NWS) also resulted in a joint assessment of 
economic growth. The NWS Economic Growth Assessment (EGA) 2020 update recommends 
an identified need for a total of 33ha of employment land in Crawley based on the continuation 
of past development trends which in turn is based on a constrained land supply. However, 
Crawley’s Employment Land Trajectory only identifies a supply of circa 12Ha, resulting in an 
unmet need of at least 21ha of employment land over the plan period. Furthermore, the EGA 
update 2020 also said there is potential for a greater level of business growth based on the 
‘unconstrained’ local housing need figure of 752 dwellings per annum. Using this approach, the 
EGA identifies an ‘unconstrained’ employment land requirement of 113ha for Crawley. CBC 
consider this amount of employment land is likely to be needed should further major urban 
extensions to Crawley come forward.  
It is considered, for the reasons set out below, MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist 
CBC in meeting its unmet employment needs. 
Functional Economic Market Area 
The NWS EGA update 2020 concluded that NWS authorities (Crawley, Horsham and Mid 
Sussex) continue to operate as a broad functional economic market area (FEMA). The 
assessment also identifies that influential economic linkages also exist with Coastal West 
Sussex, Reigate & Banstead (e.g. Horley) and East Sussex. Mole Valley is not included within 
the NWS FEMA nor is the district identified as having influential economic influences with NWS 
authorities.  
MVDC considers that as Mole Valley does not form part of the NWS FEMA, the responsibility for 
meeting Crawley’s unmet employment needs, in the first instance, would fall to those local 
planning authorities within NWS FEMA and then subsequently, if necessary, those areas with 
which influential economic linkages exist, which doesn’t include Mole Valley. 
Constraints 
CBC say its adopted Local Plan is acknowledgement that there is very limited land within 
Crawley for accommodating further development because of the boroughs tight administrative 
boundaries; the historic Gatwick Airport ‘safeguarded’ land for a potential southern runway; 
physical constraints such as aircraft noise contours, flooding, nature conservation constraints, 
and; few infill opportunities due to the age and planned nature of Crawley New Town. 
As stated previously, Mole Valley is also heavily constrained. 75% of the district is within the 
Metropolitan Green Belt and this includes land adjacent to Crawley’s administrative boundaries. 
The district is also constrained by the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), 
the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation (SAC). As with Crawley, 
Mole Valley is also constrained by areas prone to flooding and aircraft noise contours 

                                                
2 CBC’s Local Development Scheme 2019 to 2022. 



 

 

associated with Gatwick. In addition, transport links and public transport connections between 
Mole Valley and Crawley are weak. 
Area Action Plan for Land North of Crawley 
As mentioned previously, CBC proposes removing the ‘safeguarding’ of some 613ha of land for 
a potential southern runway at Gatwick Airport and preparing an Area Action Plan (AAP) for the 
future development of this land. The AAP will assess needs for future growth and operational 
needs of airport alongside other development needs arising in Crawley including for economic 
growth. CBC would commence work on the AAP after the adoption of their new Local Plan and 
CBC say this work may conclude sites for Strategic Employment Locations can be identified 
within Crawley should some or all of the land encompassed by the AAP not be required for 
airport expansion. 
Given the AAP covers approximately 613ha and the unconstrained employment land need is 
113ha, it appears that all of Crawley’s employment needs can be met within the Borough with 
surplus land available within the AAP which can be used to meet other development needs, 
including housing. MVDC therefore supports CBC in seeking to remove the current 
safeguarding. CBC should also consider bringing forward preparation of this AAP to align with 
the Local Plan Review 2020-2035 in order to determine the amount of employment land that can 
be developed within the AAP boundary. 
Summary 
In summary: 

 MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet 
housing needs. 

 MVDC is not in a position to be able to assist CBC in meeting the boroughs unmet 
employment needs. 

 MVDC supports the removal of safeguarding land for a potential southern runway at 
Gatwick Airport and supports the preparation of an AAP setting out the future 
development of this land to meet development needs arising in Crawley.  

 CBC should consider bringing forward preparation of the AAP to understand the level of 
developments needs that can be accommodated within the AAP boundary. 

 
Yours faithfully 
 

Jane Smith 

Jane Smith 
Interim Planning Policy Manager 
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By email 

 

Our Ref: CLP/19/0320 

Date: 2 March 2020 

 

Dear Strategic Planning, 

Crawley 2035 – Local Plan Review – Regulation 19 Publication, draft 
Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment and Habitats 
Regulations Assessment Screening Report  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough 

Local Plan 2020-35 (January 2020), draft Sustainability Appraisal / Strategic 

Environmental Assessment and Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report. 

We have the following comments.   

Outstanding Evidence 

We appreciate the need for swift adoption of the Local Plan Review to ensure that 

Crawley Borough Council (CBC) retains an up-to-date Local Plan in accordance with 

Paragraph 33 of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). However, 

we think that it may be prudent to consider completion of further evidence before 

finalising and submitting the draft Local Plan for examination.  

The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 (“the 

Regulations”), require at Regulation 19 Publication a copy of each of the “proposed 

submission documents” (and a statement of the representations procedure) to be 

made available in accordance with Regulation 35 of the Regulations.  

As part of this publication, we have been invited to consider whether the Local Plan 

complies with legal requirements, the duty to co-operate and is sound. For reasons of 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/
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legal compliance, we are concerned that there are a number of key pieces of evidence 

that are key to assessing needs within the borough and identifying an appropriate 

strategy to meet the identified needs, that we would expect to be included as 

“proposed submission documents” to inform the Plan review which have not been 

made available. These include Plan viability; transport modelling; open space, sport 

and recreation; heritage; Gatwick sub-region Water Cycle Study and Strategic Flood 

Risk Assessment; and Gypsy and Traveller Needs Assessment. Given that these 

studies have not been made available, we and other specific and general consultees 

will not have had an opportunity to consider these evidence documents (save the 

Gatwick Water Cycle Study which we are jointly commissioning), nor how their findings 

may justify the strategy in the Plan to be submitted. Part of the test of soundness 

(NPPF Paragraph 35) is for the Plan’s strategy to be based on proportionate evidence. 

Legal Compliance and Duty to Co-Operate 

Section 33A of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 places a duty upon 

local authorities and other prescribed bodies to co-operate on strategic matters that 

cross administrative boundaries. In order to demonstrate compliance with duty to co-

operate, Paragraph 27 of the revised NPPF states that “strategic policy-making 

authorities should prepare and maintain one or more statements of common ground, 

documenting the cross-boundary matters being addressed and progress in 

cooperating to address these”. It advises that “these should be produced using the 

approach set out in national planning practice guidance, and be made publicly 

available throughout the plan-making process to provide transparency”. Compliance 

with national policy, which includes the NPPF, is part of the test of soundness of a 

Local Plan.  

As part of the Regulation 19 publication we note that no statements of common ground 

have been produced, and this Council has not been approached yet by CBC to 

produce one.  This is contrary to Paragraph 020 Reference ID: 61-020-20190315 of 

the national planning practice guidance (PPG) which specifically advises that 

“authorities should have made a statement of common ground available on their 

website by the time they publish their draft plan, in order to provide communities and 

other stakeholders with a transparent picture of how they have collaborated”.  
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It also leads to questions regarding the soundness of the plan proposed. Paragraph 

35 of the revised NPPF which outlines the tests of soundness states that for plans to 

be “positively prepared”, plans should provide a strategy which is informed by 

agreements with other authorities and that in order for plans to be “effective” they 

should be based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic matters that 

have been dealt with rather than deferred, as evidenced by the statement of common 

ground.  

Without statement of common ground(s) it is difficult to understand what the strategy 

will be to meet unmet needs in the borough, which again raises questions of 

soundness.  

Housing Needs 

As part of this Regulation 19 Publication RBBC have been asked to formally confirm 

whether we can meet any of CBC’s unmet housing need.  

Whilst we appreciate the challenges and constraints faced by CBC, we note that the 

scale of potential unmet housing need in the Regulation 19 Crawley Local Plan is 

significant. RBBC also faces considerable constraints, including significant extent of 

Green Belt, AGLV and flooding, which limits our own ability to accommodate growth. 

The constrained nature of our borough was acknowledged and accepted through 

Examination of our adopted Core Strategy (2014, reviewed 2019) which recognised 

that we were unable to fully meet our objectively assessed housing needs in a 

sustainable manner, giving rise to a shortfall of our own of 2,100-2,700 over our plan 

period. As such, whilst we are committed to maximising housing supply (as 

demonstrated through our recent delivery record and housing delivery test score), and 

to working together to understand how housing needs can be met as fully as possible, 

we are not in a position to accommodate any of Crawley’s identified unmet housing 

needs.  

Whilst we  appreciate that our Core Strategy recognises that migration between our 

respective boroughs (and beyond) would continue and be facilitated within the Core 

Strategy housing requirement of at least 460 dwellings per annum, we would reiterate 

that there is no specific quantified allowance for Crawley’s unmet needs within our 

adopted housing requirement.  
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Although there is an allowance within our housing requirement for between 90-130 

dwellings to cater for net in-migration into the borough, there is no specific quantified 

allowance for in-migration from individual boroughs. Notably, the Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment (SHMA) used to inform our Core Strategy showed that the 

greatest numbers moving into RBBC were from Greater London and Tandridge, not 

Crawley. Given this position, to ensure that it is clear for readers that the strategy for 

meeting Crawley’s unmet needs does not include allowances within RBBC’s housing 

requirement, we request that Paragraph 2.27 of CBS’s Regulation 19 Local Plan is 

amended to reflect the fact that there is no specific requirement within our adopted 

housing requirement to specifically cater for unmet needs within the Crawley / the 

North West Sussex Housing Market Area.  

Similarly, in order to be explicit with regards to the strategy to meet Crawley / North 

West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet housing needs, we also request that 

Paragraph 2.30 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is amended to make 

it clear that the new neighbourhood level extensions to Horley (the adopted 

Sustainable Urban Extensions within RBBC’s DMP) are to meet RBBC’s housing 

needs and not Crawley / North West Sussex Housing Market Area unmet needs. We 

also note that Figure 2 below this Paragraph which refers to “Planned Development 

Adjacent to Crawley” depicts the Horley Strategic Business Park and not the adopted 

Sustainable Urban Extensions in / around Horley.  

For reasons of soundness, we request that with regards to housing market areas, that 

Paragraph 2.26 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Local Plan is amended to accurately 

reflect only localised links between Horley and the North West Sussex Housing Market 

Area (and not our borough as a whole). Whilst we accept that there are some very 

localised linkages between Horley and the North West Sussex authorities, as defined 

in the 2008 East Surrey SHMA, RBBC forms part of an East Surrey HMA with 

Elmbridge, Epsom & Ewell, Tandridge and Mole Valley. As drafted, Paragraph 2.26 

could be interpreted as suggesting a much greater degree of interaction between our 

housing market areas than the evidence supports.  

Notwithstanding our position, more generally we support the strategy of neighbouring 

authorities accommodating Crawley’s unmet need where they can deliver this near to 

the administrative boundary of Crawley (subject to sites being identified as suitable, 
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sustainability appraisal etc.). We also support the strategy of affordable housing 

provision in these areas being delivered to meet Crawley’s affordable housing needs 

as otherwise Crawley’s unmet affordable housing need (which the SHMA identifies as 

a substantial 739 dwellings per annum) may remain unmet as Crawley residents may 

be unable to qualify for affordable housing in adjoining boroughs.  

Housing Trajectory 

We note that the Housing Trajectory includes a windfall allowance of 55 dwellings per 

annum for each year of the plan period. Whilst we recognise that this is the same 

provision as that currently included within Crawley’s Local Plan (2015-2030), taking 

into consideration the tests of soundness, we question whether this windfall allowance 

is justified. Paragraph 70 of the revised NPPF states that “where an allowance is to be 

made for windfall sites as part of anticipated supply, there should be compelling 

evidence that they will provide a reliable source of supply” and that “any allowance 

should be realistic having regard to the strategic housing land availability assessment, 

historic windfall delivery rates and expected future trends”. We note that no evidence 

has been provided as to whether the current windfall allowance continues to be an 

appropriate level going forward (no evidence for example has been provided on 

previous levels of windfall delivery).  

In relation to windfalls we also note that the January 2020 Strategic Housing Land 

Availability Assessment (SHLAA) identifies three potential sites as coming forward as 

windfalls: 46-48 Goffs Park Road; 102-112 London Road and 2-4 Tushmore Lane; 

and 116-136 London Road. We consider that these sites should all be excluded from 

any windfall allowance: the later two are identified as not currently available due to 

multiple landownership and the former is already included within the trajectory as an 

identified site to come forward within the plan period (we also question whether it 

should be included in the trajectory as it has uncertain landownership).  

We also note that the Housing Trajectory includes a number of deliverable and 

developable “suitable SHLAA sites”. We note that a number of the developable sites 

(such as Rear Gardens Dingle Close/ Ifield Road and Rear Gardens Snell Hatch/ Ifield 

Road) are included in the trajectory despite not being promoted for housing 

development. We question therefore, whether in line with the NPPF glossary, there is 

a reasonable prospect that these sites will become available for development at the 
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point envisaged. Whilst we appreciate the importance of identifying suitable sites as 

part of the SHLAA, we question whether they should be included in the trajectory as 

deliverable / developable sites and whether instead they should be treated as windfall 

sites.  

Gatwick Airport 

GAT1 “Development of the Airport with a Single Runway” 

We consider that the overarching strategy proposed in Policy GAT1 is sound. It is in 

line with the strategy in our Core Strategy (Policy CS9 “Gatwick Airport”) which the 

Core Strategy Inspector considered sound.  

We agree that, as set out in proposed Policy GAT1 and Paragraphs 10.12 and 10.13, 

it is important that any future growth minimises the impacts of operation of the airport 

on the local environment and surrounding residents and that any future growth is 

supported by appropriate infrastructure and maximum benefits across surrounding 

authorities. In line with our own Core Strategy policy, we would therefore welcome 

reference in Policy GAT1 to the importance of joint working with neighbouring 

authorities and partners across the Gatwick Diamond through existing mechanisms 

such as Gatwick Officers Group to ensure that these shared strategic objectives are 

achieved for all.  

GAT2 “Gatwick Airport Related Parking” 

We strongly support the approach set out in this policy and consider that the proposed 

approach is sound. The proposed policy is aligned with our adopted DMP Policy TAP2 

“Airport Car Parking” which our DMP Inspector considered sound, and reflects the 

long-standing, cross-boundary approach to the management of parking associated 

with the airport.  

GAT3 “Employment Uses at Gatwick” 

We strongly support the approach outlined in proposed Policy GAT3 and welcome the 

recognition within this policy and the supporting text of the importance of 

demonstration that new non-airport related commercial floorspace within the airport 

boundary will only be permitted where it can be demonstrated that it will not have an 

unacceptable impact on the role and function of town centres and employment areas 

beyond Crawley’s boundaries.  
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We consider that this approach is sound and in accordance with the sequential test 

for main town centre uses, seeking to ensure that the role of town centres and 

employment areas is not impacted by non-essential airport related office provision at 

Gatwick Airport.  

Safeguarded Land 

We note that the draft submission Local Plan no longer proposes safeguarding land 

to the north of Crawley and south and east of Gatwick Airport for a potential future 

second runway. We note that instead Strategic Policy SD3 “North Crawley Area Action 

Plan” proposes designating this area for the preparation of an Area Action Plan which 

will commence   within three months of the adoption of the Plan. The AAP will assess 

the needs for future growth and operational needs of the airport alongside other 

development needs arising in Crawley including economic growth, housing, 

infrastructure, community/ recreational facilities and any other uses identified through 

the evidence gathering and consultation on the Area Action Plan.  

Whilst we understand that this is being proposed as CBC does not consider that there 

is, at this time, robust evidence within the draft Aviation Strategy, Aviation 2050, to 

continue the safeguarding of the land and that continual safeguarding is restricting the 

provision of land to meet economic, housing, infrastructure, community/ recreation and 

other needs, we have historically tentatively supported maintaining the safeguarded 

land in order to provide future flexibility for airport expansion (please note however 

that this should not be interpreted as Council support for a new southern runway).  

Economic Needs 

We welcome the amendment requested at Regulation 18 stage to proposed Policy 

EC1 “Sustainable Economic Growth” which removes the hierarchy for delivering new 

strategic employment land. We remain committed to joint working on strategic 

employment needs, but this amendment removes potential uncertainty for residents 

living within RBBC.   

We support in broad terms of the commitment in proposed Policies EC1 “Sustainable 

Economic Growth” and EC2 “Economic Growth in Main Employment Areas” to make 

best use of and intensify existing employment areas. We note that the intention of 

these policies is in line with our DMP Policies EMP1 “Principal Employment Areas”, 
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EMP2 “Local Employment Areas” and EMP4 “Safeguarding Employment Land and 

Premises”.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment earlier on a previous draft version of the 

Northern West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Update as part of duty to co-

operate discussions. We note that the study has identified a need for -1.1ha 

employment needs (baseline job growth scenario), 33.0ha past development rates 

scenario) and 113.0ha (baseline labour supply scenario) and that Lichfields 

(Paragraph 8.74 North West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment Update) 

considers that for Crawley “the baseline job growth scenario does not appear to 

provide a robust scenario for positively planning for future employment space” and 

“that the Council [should] consider planning to accommodate the past take-up based 

requirement as a minimum, to enable historically strong levels of employment 

development to continue in the Borough over the new plan period”.  

 

The Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan therefore seeks as a minimum to 

provide employment needs in line with the past development rates scenario. When 

subtracting the available land supply pipeline, it is stated that this gives an outstanding 

business land need of 21ha. This outstanding business land need however does not 

take into account any employment needs that are proposed to be met on the Horley 

Strategic Employment Site, Policy HOR9 of RBBC’s Development Management Plan. 

In addition to helping to meet RBBC’s strategic office needs, the Horley Strategic 

Business Park was also allocated to help meet CBC’s unmet strategic office needs. 

Taking into consideration the 45,513sqm of CBC’s unmet strategic office needs 

proposed to be accommodated on the Horley Strategic Employment Site, we consider 

that there is no unmet need for office accommodation (surplus of 62,524sqm baseline 

job growth scenario; surplus of 69,884sqm past development rates scenario; and 

surplus of 40,279sqm labour supply scenario).  

In relation to potential unmet need for industrial, manufacturing and distribution 

accommodation, given our policy position (i.e. an up-to-date Local Plan) we can 

confirm that we are not able to assist in meeting this unmet need. We note that one 

option proposed to meet the identified unmet manufacturing and distribution  needs 

arising in the Crawley is to assess the future growth needs of the airport for the 
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safeguarded land to the north of Crawley and to the south and east of Gatwick Airport, 

and to determine whether the future growth needs of the airport require any, or all of 

the land. If not, it is proposed that a sustainable site/s within the area will be designated 

to accommodate strategic employment needs based on Crawley’s unconstrained 

business land requirements. Should this land be designated for employment needs, 

to ensure the approach is justified / effective, we consider that this provision should be 

focussed to meeting Crawley’s unmet strategic manufacturing, industrial and 

distribution uses.  

Retail and Town Centres 

We support and consider that the town centre first approach proposed in Policy TC5 

“Town Centre First” is sound. We note that it is consistent with national policy and the 

approach set out in our DMP (Policy RET5 “Development of Town Centre Uses 

Outside Town and Local Centres”).  

We note that for retail and town centre policies to be found sound, Paragraph 85 of 

the revised NPPF requires planning policies to define a network and hierarchy of town 

centres. This is defined in Paragraph 11.28 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough 

Local Plan1. We would welcome / question whether there is a need for greater clarity 

with regards to the policy position of neighbourhood centres. Paragraph 11.28 appears 

to suggest that neighbourhood centres will be treated as out-of-centre sites, however, 

criterion (b) of Strategic Policy TC5 “Town Centre First” appears to suggest that 

neighbourhood parades will be given the same policy weight as town centres. We note 

that the revised NPPF excludes neighbourhood parades from the town centre 

definition, but question whether in a Crawley context neighbourhood centres are 

considered as town centres and that the use of the word reflects the historic new town 

designation.  

 
1 “For the purposes of policy interpretation, for retail uses Town Centre sites are defined as those 

locations falling within the Primary Shopping Area as identified on the Local Plan Map. Sites falling 

outside of the Primary Shopping Area, though within the Town Centre Boundary, are defined as edge-

of-centre sites and these are the next most sequentially preferable sites. All locations beyond the Town 

Centre Boundary, in retail terms, represent out-of-centre locations”.  
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If neighbourhood centres within Crawley are not given the same policy position as 

town centres, to be in accordance with the revised NPPF “town centre first” approach, 

we consider that there is a need to amend Strategic Policy TC5 to ensure that centres 

within other authorities in the retail catchment of proposals (for example town centres 

in RBBC) are given the same policy position as town centres in CBC.   

We also question whether Strategic Policy TC5 criterion (b) should be amended – in 

accordance with Paragraph 89 of the revised NPPF – to take into consideration the 

impact on local consumer choice and trade as part of the impact on town centre vitality 

and viability. Whilst we note that Paragraph 11.35 advises that the retail impact 

assessment should take into consideration forecast trade draw, given the decision in 

Cherkley Campaign Ltd, R (on the application of) v Mole Valley District Council and 

Anor [2014]  confirmed that the supporting text to a policy does not have the same 

weight  as policy, we suggest that this requirement  would be better included within 

the policy. 

Similarly, we note that a retail impact threshold of 500sqm is proposed in Paragraph 

11.34. We welcome and support the introduction of a lower retail impact threshold than 

the national standard to support / protect town centres and note that our adopted DMP 

includes a retail impact assessment threshold of 150sqm for comparison retail and 

250sqm for convenience retail. Given the above appeal decision we suggest that this 

requirement would be better included in a policy rather than the supporting text. 

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople 

RBBC note that CBC is currently in the process of updating its 2014 Gypsy & Traveller 

Needs Assessment. We note that the current, 2014, Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling 

Showpeople Assessment identifies a potential need for up to 10 pitches and that this 

is the need that is currently being planned for in the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough 

Local Plan. We suggest that you may wish to consider the soundness of a proposed 

submission Local Plan policy “reserve” allocation, based on outdated evidence.   

We note that the 2014 study sought to meet the needs of the Gypsies, Travellers and 

Travelling Showpeople as defined in the National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites. 

The current National policy is from August 2015, postdating CBC’s current evidence 

on G&T housing needs. Our DMP makes provision to meet the needs of households 
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who meet the National Planning Policy definition of “Traveller”, and also those who 

meet the wider equalities definition, and those for whom it was unclear. We would 

therefore urge CBC to also seek to meet the needs of both definitions in order to 

ensure that the needs of this wider group are properly planned for in accordance with 

the public sector equalities responsibility. 

Should the updated G&T needs assessment study identify a greater need for Gypsy, 

Traveller and Travelling Showpeople than that currently being planned for, in order for 

the plan to be “justified” based on an appropriate strategy, and therefore sound, further 

sites may need to be identified to meet this updated need, a process which would 

require Main Modifications to be made to the proposed submission plan.  

Whilst we note that proposed Policy H8 “Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople 

Sites” allows windfall sites to come forward, subject to a criteria based approach, 

opportunities in the borough may be few given the land constraints and high land 

values.  

We appreciate the land constraints within CBC, however, we would like to reiterate 

that whilst our DMP has sought to meet our pitch and plot needs through site-specific 

allocations and as part of wider housing/ employment/ community development on our 

Sustainable Urban Extensions, there is no surplus available to accommodate any 

potential unmet needs from CBC.  

Strategic Policies 

We note that from the table on page 10 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local 

Plan that adoption is anticipated for December 2020. Paragraph 22 of the revised 

NPPF advises that “strategic policies should look ahead over a minimum 15-year 

period from adoption (except in relation to town centre development), to anticipate and 

respond to long-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from major 

improvements in infrastructure”. Should the anticipated adoption slightly slip, the 

strategic policies in the plan will not look ahead over the minimum 15-year period. 

Draft Sustainability Appraisal/ Strategic Environmental Assessment  

We note that given that the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan is largely a 

review of the current Crawley Local Plan, CBC have sought largely to only review the 
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previous SA / SEA conclusions, update where changes are proposed, and where new 

options are proposed consider these. 

We recognise that the only policy that identified a potential negative impact is GAT2 

“Gatwick Airport Related Parking”. As stated previously in this response, this policy is 

in line with Policy TAP2 “Airport Car Parking” in our adopted DMP and we support this 

approach and consider that it is sound as it reflects the historic and cross-boundary 

policy position to meet airport car parking needs.  

More generally we have the following comments:  

Measurability of criteria/ objectives: Whilst we appreciate that this is only a review of 

the current SA/ SEA, from reading the document there appears to be limited specificity 

with regards to the criteria and objectives used to assess the options.  

Evidence: It is recognised that a number of evidence studies are still being finalised, 

the findings of these studies will need to be taken into consideration in an update to 

the SA/ SEA.  

Paragraph 3.7: Incorrectly states that CBC has a 9.59 year land supply position, the 

Housing Trajectory produced to accompany the consultation identifies a land supply 

position of 5.80 years.   

Paragraph A32: We question whether this paragraph should be amended to reflect the 

fact that as local authorities we work together to measure/ monitor/ mitigate air quality 

issues.  

Paragraph C11: We note that the mix identified for affordable housing is different to 

that identified in Paragraph 13.14 of the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan.   

Paragraph C11: We note that only 0.5% of 4-bedroom properties have been delivered 

despite a need for 5%/5-10%. We are currently in the process of preparing a Affordable 

Housing SPD, as part of this our Housing Services Team suggested that we should 

require 3-bedroom accommodation to be provided as 3b6p accommodation not 3b5p 

as some of the need for 4-bedroom properties is due to families with three children not 

being able to be housed in 3b5p houses.  
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Paragraph D5: Recognises that “the allocated Horley Business Park in RBBC will help 

to meet some of Crawley’s unmet business land needs”, this however isn’t reflected in 

the economic growth options.  

Policy H5: Affordable Housing: We note that Option 4 “40% affordable housing with 

no threshold” has been identified as the “chosen option”. Whilst we recognise the need 

for affordable housing, we note that this is contrary to national policy which states that 

“the provision of affordable housing should not be sought for residential developments 

that are not major developments” (Paragraph 63 revised NPPF). Major developments 

are defined in the revised NPPF as sites “where 10 or more homes will be provided, 

or the site has an area of 0.5hectares or more”.  

We note that the options include only the provision of either 30% or 40% affordable 

housing with/out a threshold. No rationale for these options is provided. The 40% 

threshold is a continuation of the current Local Plan policy. No testing of a higher 

percentage requirement/ rationale for not including a higher percentage threshold.  

Policy H1: Housing Provision: It is noted that five options were tested:  

• Option 1: Housing requirement of 1,848dpa based on identified affordable 

housing need of 739dpa (i.e. total housing required to meet need on basis of 

40% affordable housing provision) 

• Option 2: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for 

calculating housing need, excluding the cap (752dpa) 

• Option 3: Housing requirement based on Government’s standard method for 

calculating housing need, including the cap (476dpa) 

• Option 4: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 

357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement years 1-5; 450dpa years 

6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15) 

• Option 5: Supply-led locally determined housing requirement (minimum of 

357dpa 2020-2035 stepped as a 500dpa requirement years 1-5; 450dpa years 

6-10; and 121dpa years 11-15) with ‘unmet need’ expressed.  

and that Option 4 was identified as the “chosen option”.  
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Following our comments on the affordable housing appraisal, we note that no options 

were considered to deliver the full amount of affordable housing with a different 

percentage requirement.  

More generally we note that some of the commentary is quite general/ includes 

untested statements such as for Option 1 “housing delivery at this level would be well 

beyond what has been achieved in recent years, suggesting that market factors and 

the capacity of the construction industry are likely to prevent delivery at this level, 

which would involve excess provision of market housing … kit is also a level unlikely 

to be met or sustained by the housing industry (with annual delivery levels traditionally 

averaging around a quarter to a third of this)”. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report 

RBBC recognises that for the 2015 Local Plan, evidence was gathered to demonstrate 

that the possible effects of the local plan would not have a significant impact either on 

their own or “in-combination” with other plans on the three European Sites within 15km 

of CBC. We understand that due to the findings of the Lewes and South Downs Joint 

Core Strategy 2017 Legal Challenge in relation to how “in-combination” effects are 

considered that CBC will do further work to understand the possible impacts on the 

European sites arising from the Regulation 19 Crawley Borough Local Plan and “in-

combination” with other plans.  

We suggest that when considering the findings of the 2015 Habitats Regulations 

Assessment Screening Report, consideration is given to the ‘People over Wind’ 

judgement2 which clarified that when making screening decisions for the purposes of 

deciding whether an Appropriate Assessment is required, competent authorities 

cannot take into account any mitigation measures.  

We note that Paragraph 5.6 states that “the following authorities have considered/ are 

considering the Habitat Regulation Assessment requirements as part of their plan-

making processes in light of the legal judgement in relation to the “in-combination” 

effects …”. As part of the preparation/ examination of our DMP, we also took into 

consideration “in-combination” effects. We then undertook an Appropriate 

Assessment which included consideration of the potential changes in air quality from 

 
2 Case C-323/17 People Over Wind and Peter Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta (‘People Over Wind’)  
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the “in-combination” effects on predicted traffic. It then assessed mitigation measures 

to protect the foraging habitat referred to as a ‘functional linkage’ of Bechstein’s bats 

surrounding the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC. The Appropriate Assessment 

concluded that the DMP would not result in any adverse effect on the integrity of any 

European designated site within 15km of the borough boundary either alone or “in-

combination” with other local authorities.    

We hope that you find these comments helpful. Should you have any queries, please 

do not hesitate to contact us. We are very happy to discuss any of the points raised 

above in more detail.  

Yours faithfully, 

 

Andrew Benson 

Head of Planning 



Council Offices, 8 Station Road East,  
Oxted, Surrey RH8 0BT  
customerservices@tandridge.gov.uk 
Tel: 01883 722000, Dx: 39359 OXTED 

 

 
Acting Chief Executive – Elaine Jackson 

 

 
 
 
 

       
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Elizabeth, 
 
Many thanks for getting in touch. The Council (“Tandridge District Council”) continue to 
welcome the ongoing co-operation with Crawley Borough Council (CBC) and the Statement 
of Common Ground of December 2018 between our two authorities remains entirely 
relevant. We recognise that matters have progressed, particularly in plan-making terms, 
since then and we would be happy to see this updated to reflect the current position. That 
said, however, the Tandridge District Council (TDC) position in terms of our ability to assist 
you in meeting development needs has not altered from the point of signing.  
 
Housing Market Area (HMA) 
 
The Council continue to be of the view that Crawley forms part of the wider Northern West 
Sussex housing market area, which extends to include Horsham and Mid Sussex, and to a 
lesser extent Reigate and Banstead (particularly in relation to Horley).  Whilst the Housing 
Market Area element of the Council’s Strategic Housing Area Assessment (SHMA) has not 
been recently updated, we still believe that there is no fundamental links between Tandridge 
and Crawley in housing terms but continue to recognise Crawley as part of a much wider 
Housing Market Area which shares some functional components. This continues to be 
accurately reflected in the current Statement of Common Ground. 
 
Housing Need Calculations 
 
In terms of the detailed housing position and calculation for CBC set out in your letter of 21 
January 2020, we will not comment and trust that CBC will have extensively explored its 
housing need and have still arrived at a housing figure it is unable to meet due to the 
constraints of your borough. However, TDC is not able to assist in this and indeed at the 
time of writing, is at the post hearing stage of our own Local Plan which demonstrates that 
we are unable to meet our own housing needs, in full and is relying on ‘step-change’ spatial 
strategy in Tandridge which will see higher levels of development in the area than ever 
before.  
 
Due to significant green belt, landscape and infrastructure constraints TDC has a shortfall in 
the local housing need and in a similar situation to neighbouring districts and boroughs 
across the South East, we have been unable to find an alternative authority, including 
Crawley to assist us. In fact TDC has only been able to come close to meeting its own needs 
through the allocation of a Garden Community for 4,000 homes at South Godstone which is 
reliant on upgrades to its rail service as well as both junction 6 of the M25 and the Felbridge 
Junction on the A22. It is anticipated that the road junctions can be done with the assistance 
of a successful bid to the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF), without which our ability to 
come close to meeting our local needs for all development, will be difficult.   
 
 
 

Phone: Strategy Team on 01883 722000  
 
E-mail: localplan@tandridge.gov.uk 
 
03 February 2020 



 
 

Chief Executive – Louise Round 

Employment & Gatwick 
 
In terms of employment, the Council has, though its Local Plan, been able to secure 
sufficient B-Class employment by making the best use of existing sites. Whilst we have 
ensured there is some flexibility in the employment land supply by around 6ha all of our 
identified sites, barring the Strategic Employment Sites, are within the Green Belt and 
schemes may not be delivered. However, we are confident that our need of 15.4ha, can be 
achieved. It is recommended that this is kept under review as part of the ongoing ‘Duty’ 
discussions and recognises the CBC approach to an AAP.  Given the potential changes to 
operations and expansions at Gatwick we support all of these matters continuing to be 
considered as part of the ongoing joint working regarding Gatwick intended expansion which 
will inevitably have implications for economic development, housing and infrastructure for a 
number of authorities. 
 
I hope this is useful, but should you wish to discuss the matter further or look to revise and 
agree an updated Statement of Common Ground, please contact me. 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 

SLThompson 
 
 
Sarah Thompson 
Head of Strategy  
 



 

Appendix J: Formal Letter to All Neighbouring Authorities to Clarify Crawley Borough 
Level of Unmet Needs (April 2023) 
 
Letter, along with the draft Duty to Cooperate Statement and Unmet Needs Topic Paper Sent 
to: 

➢ Adur and Worthing Councils (and signed SoCG) 
➢ Arun District Council (and signed SoCG) 
➢ Brighton and Hove City Council 
➢ Chichester City Council 
➢ London Borough of Croydon Council 
➢ Epsom & Ewell Borough Council 
➢ Guildford Borough Council 
➢ Horsham District Council (and NWS signed SoCG) 
➢ Lewes and Eastbourne Councils 
➢ Mid Sussex District Council (and signed Bilateral and NWS SoCG) 
➢ Mole Valley District Council (and signed SoCG) 
➢ Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (and signed SoCG) 
➢ South Downs National Park Authority 
➢ Tandridge District Council (and signed SoCG) 
➢ Wealden District Council  

 

Duty to Cooperate Statement and Unmet Needs Topic Paper Sent to: 

➢ West Sussex County Council (and signed WSCC and NWS SoCG) 

 

Duty to Cooperate Statement alone Sent to: 

➢ Surrey County Council 
➢ Environment Agency 
➢ Historic England 
➢ National Highways 
➢ Natural England  



 

Economy and Planning  
Contact name: Elizabeth Brigden Date: 14 April 2023 
Email: elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk  Direct line: 01293 438624 
 
 
 
 
 
By Email Only 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Head of Planning, 
 

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

As you may be aware, the Crawley Borough Local Plan 2024 – 2040 was approved for 
publication and submission at the Full Council meeting held on 22 February 2023. The 
publication consultation will take place for a 6-week period commencing Tuesday 9 May until 
Tuesday 20 June 2023.  
The purpose of this letter is to draw your attention to the Crawley Local Plan in relation to 
meeting Crawley borough’s objectively assessed development needs. The Local Plan has 
been prepared in the context of substantial, positive, ongoing cross-boundary working carried 
out over the various functional strategic areas of which Crawley forms part and I acknowledge 
and thank you for this.  
As you are aware this will be the third time the draft Crawley Local Plan review has been 
subject to formal Publication (Regulation 19) consultation. Ahead of the initial Publication 
consultation held in January 2020, Crawley Borough Council sent a formal letter requesting 
assistance in addressing identified unmet development needs as part of the Local Plan 
Review. A number of Statements of Common Ground have since been agreed between 
authorities (attached where relevant) and our Duty to Cooperate Statement has been updated 
to document these and all the work which has been carried out to date in relation to cross-
boundary, strategic issues. 
I invite your comments on the information provided within the updated draft Duty to Cooperate 
Statement (enclosed).  
In particular, I formally request confirmation of the role your authority is able to play in 
assisting my council in addressing identified unmet development needs under the Duty to 
Cooperate provisions: 

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

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

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

mailto:elizabeth.brigden@crawley.gov.uk


 

The draft Local Plan identifies that the borough’s land supply allows 42% of this to be met on 
sites within the borough’s administrative boundaries: a minimum totalling 5,030 dwellings. This 
equates to an annualised average of 314dpa.  
However, a stepped trajectory is reflected in the Policy to account for the higher delivery in the 
early Plan period and the lower anticipated levels towards the end (due to the build out of the 
last remaining large sites available within the borough): 

• Years 1-5 (2024-29): 400 dwellings per annum (dpa)  
• Years 6-10 (2029-34): 360dpa 
• Years 11-16 (2034-40): 205dpa. 

The council is working hard to maximise capacity within the borough’s boundaries, including 
by introducing extremely high density targets for the Town Centre and accessible locations 
and a series of housing typology policies to positively influence development opportunities 
within the borough. 
This leaves a total unmet need figure of 7,050 dwellings to be accommodated within the wider 
housing market area, insofar as is consistent with the National Planning Policy Framework 
and delivery of sustainable development. 
In addition to the overall unmet housing needs amount, the 2019 Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment (SHMA) considered the needs of specific communities within the borough. More 
details are set out in our draft Unmet Needs Topic Paper, enclosed for information and any 
detailed factual comments. 
Affordable Housing: 
With particular reference to affordable housing, the SHMA has highlighted a net need for 739 
affordable homes per year in Crawley (of which 563 dwellings per year are needed as rented 
affordable housing). As Crawley is only able to meet approximately 42% of its overall housing 
needs within the borough, even with 40% affordable housing requirement proposed by the 
draft Local Plan policy, there will be a significant shortfall of affordable housing. In addition, 
viability evidence has confirmed it is not possible to require 40% affordable housing from town 
centre residential developments, in these cases the Policy establishes a 25% affordable 
housing requirement. On this basis, less than 15% of Crawley’s affordable housing needs can 
be met within the borough (108dpa). 
Therefore, where Crawley’s unmet housing needs are being met outside the borough 
boundary, it is requested discussions can take place to explore and agree mechanisms for 
opportunities for Crawley’s affordable housing needs to similarly be met, including through 
nomination rights being extended to residents on Crawley’s housing register. This is 
particularly, but not restricted to, where housing is coming forward in developments on 
Crawley’s boundaries.  
Self and Custom Build Homes: 
The SHMA has also highlighted the need for Duty to Cooperate discussions to explore 
opportunities to meet needs of those who wish to Self- or Custom-Build their own home. As a 
planned, urban New Town, the potential for meeting the level of development needed is 
limited within Crawley borough. Also, the high density nature of the majority of Crawley’s 
anticipated delivery, particularly in the Town Centre, is not often appropriate for Self- or 
Custom-Builders.  
The emerging Crawley Borough Local Plan proposes a draft policy approach. However, 
discussions would be welcomed to consider whether there are opportunities for this to be 
considered over a wider area (particularly if there are duplicate entries across districts and 
boroughs). 
 



 

I appreciate we are currently in the pre-Election period, but I would welcome an initial officer 
response from your local authority by Friday 28 April 2023, to help confirm the understanding 
between us with regard to whether your authority is able to assist Crawley in meeting its 
unmet needs. Further discussions can then take place between our authorities, as necessary, 
ahead of the submission of the Crawley Borough Local Plan for its Examination. 
Any concerns you may have with the updated DtC document, particularly where your authority 
is referred to, would also be welcomed by 28 April so that any issues can be addressed 
before we publish the document for consultation on 9 May. More general responses can 
obviously be made during our Publication consultation.  
It would also be helpful to understand, where we have an agreed Statement of Common 
Ground, if this needs to be updated; or, where we don’t have an existing agreed Statement of 
Common Ground, if this is something we should consider preparing in advance of the 
submission of the Crawley Borough Local Plan (anticipated to be during July 2023).  
 
Similarly, please let me know if your authority considers there are any other strategic issues 
not sufficiently covered or ways in which you believe Crawley may be able to assist you in 
your strategic planning needs. 
Please contact me or the Planning Policy Manager, Elizabeth Brigden, should you have any 
questions or require further clarification with any of the content included above. 
I look forward to continuing to work with you in the future to seek positive solutions to these 
challenging strategic issues. 
 
Yours Sincerely,  

 
 
Clem Smith 
Head of Economy and Planning 
 
 



Appendix K: Responses from Neighbouring Authorities to Crawley Unmet 
Needs Letter 2023 
 
 
• Adur and Worthing Councils (25 April 2023) 
• Arun District Council (15 June 2023) 
• Brighton and Hove City Council (4 May 2023) 
• Chichester District Council (19 June 2023) 
• Epsom and Ewell Borough Council (27 April 2023) 
• Guildford Borough Council (19 April 2023) 
• Horsham District Council (19 April 2023) 
• Mole Valley District Council (18 April 2023) 
• Reigate and Banstead Borough Council (28 April 2023) 
• South Downs National Park Authority (5 May 2023) 
• Wealden District Council (20 June 2023) 
 
Informal and technical/factual responses have also been received from: 
• Chichester District Council 
• Mid Sussex District Council 
• South Downs National Park Authority 
• Wealden District Council 

 
Responses received from the other Prescribed Bodies include: 
• Environment Agency 
• Historic England 
• National Highways 
• West Sussex County Council 

 

 



 

     

 
Adur & Worthing Councils 
Portland House 
44 Richmond Road 
Worthing 
West Sussex, BN11 1HS 
www.adur-worthing.gov.uk  

 

Adur & Worthing Councils, Portland House, 44 Richmond Road, Worthing, West Sussex, BN11 1HS 
www.adur-worthing.gov.uk  -  facebook.com/AdurWorthingCouncils  -  twitter.com/adurandworthing 

 

 
Elizabeth Brigden Date: 25th April 2023 
Crawley Borough Council Service: Planning Policy 
By email Tel: 01273-263247 
 Planning.policy @adur-

worthing.gov.uk 
   
   
Dear  Elizabeth, 
 

  

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



 
 
 

 
Adur and Worthing Councils, Town Hall, Worthing, West Sussex  BN11 1HA 

www.adur-worthing.gov.uk 

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

 
 
Moira Hayes 
Adur Planning Policy Manager 
moira.hayes@adur-worthing.gov.uk 
Tel:01273-263247 
 
  

mailto:moira.hayes@adur-worthing.gov.uk


 
 

 
Arun District Council 
Arun Civic Centre 
Maltravers Road 
Littlehampton 
West Sussex 
BN17 5LF 

 

Tel: 01903 737853 
 

Fax: 01903 730442 
DX: 37853 

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

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

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

 
Mr Clem Smith (Head of Economy and Planning) 
Crawly Borough Council 
Town Hall, 
The Boulevard 
Crawley 
West Sussex 
RH10 1UZ 

https://www.arun.gov.uk/download.cfm?doc=docm93jijm4n19744.docx&ver=24231


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

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

 Date: 
Ref: 
Phone: 
e-mail: 

4 May 2023 
BHCC/ 
 



assessment identifies substantial unmet needs with regard to affordable housing and self 
and custom build homes. 
 
As you may be aware, Brighton & Hove has a very substantial housing shortfall. The city is 
subject to major physical and environmental constraints which severely limit the potential 
to meet identified needs within our own boundaries. The City Plan Part One (CPP1) 
adopted in March 2016 set a housing provision target to deliver a minimum of 13,200 net 
dwellings over the period 2010- 2030 (660 net dwellings per year). However, this figure 
accounted for only 44% of the city’s objectively assessed housing needs (OAN) which 
were assessed in 2015 as 30,120 net dwellings (1,506 net dwellings per year).  
 
The current assessed housing need for Brighton & Hove based on the Government 
standard methodology is higher than the figure estimated in 2015. Applying the standard 
method now gives an initial assessed housing need of 1,728 homes per year for Brighton 
& Hove. Following amendment to national planning practice guidance in June 2021, it is 
now necessary to apply a further 35% uplift as one of the top 20 urban centres. This 
adjustment increases the city’s assessed housing need still further to 2,333 homes per 
year (2023 figures). As such, the city faces a continuing and very substantial shortfall in 
attempting to meet its own identified housing needs going forward. 
 
The city has similar large shortfalls with respect to affordable housing. The 2015 housing 
assessment also identified a net need across the city for 810 affordable homes per year 
(representing 61% of the total OAN). Taking account of land availability and viability 
considerations, the affordable housing policy in CPP1 seeks 40% affordable housing on 
sites of 15 or more dwellings, with lower percentages sought for smaller housing 
developments. Reflecting this, the CPP1 Implementation and Monitoring Plan sets a target 
to achieve approximately 30% of all housing delivery as affordable housing. Again this falls 
well short of the city’s assessed requirement. 
 
The City Council has also fallen short of meeting the demand for self- or custom-build 
homes identified on the council’s housebuilding register. This reflects the very limited 
scope for meeting this form of demand within the city, as there are very few greenfield 
housing opportunities with the vast majority of housing development comprising high 
density development on brownfield urban sites. 
 
BHCC Plan progress 
 
The current Brighton & Hove City Plan covers the period up to 2030. Following the 
adoption of CPP1 in March 2016, the City Council in October 2022 formally adopted City 
Plan Part Two (CPP2) which includes site allocations and detailed development 
management policies. The Council has now commenced work on a City Plan Review 
which will involve updating the overall development strategy and key strategic policies, 
including updating existing housing targets. However, due to the city’s constraints, 
addressing our own identified housing needs is likely to continue to be very challenging.  
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For the reasons set out above, the City Council is not able to help meet any of Crawley’s 
unmet housing needs.  
 
We do not consider it necessary to prepare a specific Statement of Common Ground, but 
will continue to work jointly with CBC through the Strategic Planning Board and other sub-
regional level groups,  
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Liz Hobden 
Head of Planning 
City Development and Regeneration  
Brighton & Hove City Council 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

East Pallant House, 1 East Pallant, Chichester, West Sussex PO19 1TY 
Telephone: (01243) 785166   Fax: (01243) 776766   www.chichester.gov.uk 

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

Tony Whitty 
 
 
 
 

Strategic Planning 
Crawley Borough Council 
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Crawley  
RH10 1UZ 
 

 
 
 

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

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

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

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

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

• set out that we would encourage CBC to further investigate all potential 
opportunities to increase housing provision within its plan area to ensure that no 
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stone is left unturned by the Council in maximising the potential of the existing 
urban areas to regenerate and be intensified, where appropriate to do so.  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

• supports the acknowledgement in paragraphs 12.17 – 12.23 of the draft Local Plan 
that, in the longer term, well planned urban extensions could form an important 
way to meet Crawley’s unmet housing needs, through informing discussions with 
neighbouring authorities within the Northern West Sussex Housing Market Area.  



• supports the approach taken to water neutrality and Policy SDC4 Water Neutrality. 
This has resulted from joint working by Chichester District Council, Horsham 
District Council and Crawley Borough Council to produce technical evidence to 
support the approach. We will welcome continued joint working with CBC on the 
delivery of the implementation scheme to ensure proposed new development 
demonstrates water neutrality and meets the requirements of the Habitats 
Regulations. 

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

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

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

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

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



for some plots to become available on an ad hoc basis, but it is unlikely that the 
CDC can commit to accommodating a specific level of self and custom build need 
from CBC.   
 

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

 
 
Tony Whitty 
Divisional Manager Planning Policy 
 
 

mailto:cpotts@chichester.gov.uk
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Date 27 April 2023 Contact Susie Legg 
  Direct line 01372 732393 

  Email localplan@epsom-ewell.gov.uk 
 

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



 

 

challenges in meeting their identified developments needs and we will continue to 
engage on this matter, where relevant, via the channels already in place (e.g. through 
the Gatwick Diamond meetings and/or direct engagement via the Duty to Cooperate).  
 
Should you have any questions in relation to the above, please do not hesitate to contact 
me and I wish you all the best with your forthcoming regulation 19 consultation.  
 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 

 
Justin Turvey 
 

 
 
 
 
 



From:

To:

Cc:

Subject:

Date:

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

Dear Elizabeth,

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

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

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

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

We wish you well with your upcoming consultation.

Kind regards,

Riaan van Eeden MRTPI
Principal Policy Officer
Planning Policy

Guildford Borough Council 

Twitter | Facebook | Instagram 

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

Work for us!
Find all of our jobs and volunteering roles on our website

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/9c7XCKQKJIm0jDiMxCw_?domain=guildford.gov.uk/
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/Td-ICLJMKf45JkcqWK0R?domain=twitter.com
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/9KSuCM1OLsWGQ2tJ7v2d?domain=facebook.com/
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/DB5tCN0QMSX12ZURFl64?domain=instagram.com/
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0tzWCO8VNS4o6NcPAHA9?domain=my.guildford.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/0tzWCO8VNS4o6NcPAHA9?domain=my.guildford.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/ORJECPQXOIMq70HreMB4?domain=guildford.gov.uk


What’s on in Guildford and list your event for FREE
Plan your visit to Guildford and list your events for free on the Visit Surrey website

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

Dear Sir/Madam,

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

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

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

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

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

Elizabeth Brigden
Planning Policy Manager
Crawley Borough Council

www.crawley.gov.uk/planning

**********************************************************************

https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/79SmCQ7ZPTrm5XI9tHoQ?domain=visitsurrey.com
mailto:PlanningPolicy@guildford.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/K155CR12QsB8AGF0rxQC?domain=crawley.gov.uk
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Elizabeth Brigden 
Planning Policy Manager, CBC 
Via email only 
 
 

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

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



 
Horsham District Council, Parkside, Chart Way, Horsham, West Sussex RH12 1RL 
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has meant that HDC has not been able to make available a Local Plan for a Regulation 19 
publication period.  
 
In relation to water neutrality, we have worked very effectively together and developed a joint 
evidence base with partner authorities, drafted a joint policy and are working closely to set up 
a water offsetting scheme which developers could access to demonstrate water neutrality in 
new development. All of this work, as well a shared commitment to future joint working, will be 
outlined in the Joint Water Neutrality Topic Paper and the Water Neutrality Statement of 
Common Ground that we both wish to see finalised and published in short order. 
 
As part of the joint water neutrality work, we have shared with you details of our emerging 
housing trajectory for our Local Plans, which reflects the impact of the water neutrality 
constraint and takes account of the reduction in permissions granted in the last 18 months.  
You therefore are aware that the current water neutrality evidence base indicates that we 
could deliver a Local Plan that averages 800 homes per year when accounting for 
development elsewhere in the Sussex North Water Resource Zone, including within Crawley 
Borough.  Given that the standard method indicates that the starting point for our Local Plan 
should be 911 homes per year, if we were to deliver a Local Plan on the basis of an average 
of 800 homes per year, we would be unable to meet our needs in full.  Accordingly, based on 
the circumstances that HDC find ourselves in, we can therefore not commit to meeting any 
part of the unmet overall housing needs of CBC at this time.  
 
Despite the above, we recognise that we share a common primary housing market and, 
alongside Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC), we will continue to explore meeting unmet 
needs across the NWSHMA, recognising that the situation in relation to water neutrality is 
expected to be resolved in the future.  In addition, a Statement of Common Ground is 
expected to be finalised soon between the NWSHMA authorities in relation to housing, which 
will make clear our collective desire to ensuring that needs in the NWSHMA are fully 
addressed. 
 
Edge of Crawley sites 
 
We note mention of sites on the edge of Crawley in your documentation and their potential 
ability to accommodate Crawley’s unmet needs in relation to overall unmet housing needs and 
affordable housing. 
 
To make clear, whilst HDC is considering a large site on the edge of Crawley (known either as 
West of Crawley or West of Ifield), no formal decision has been made as to whether propose 
this site as an allocation in our emerging Local Plan.  However, as the development of the site 
could have cross boundary impacts, we have worked with yourselves and shared information 
relating to the proposal. 
 
Should the proposal come forward as an allocation in our Local Plan, we will continue with this 
ongoing engagement to ensure that impacts of development and the needs of Crawley 
Borough (including consideration of affordable housing needs) can be considered.   However, 
as no decision has been made to allocate this site, we cannot comment more specifically on 
this issue at the current time. 
 
As stated earlier in this letter, HDC cannot demonstrate that it can meet its own overall 
housing needs in full.  At this stage therefore we would not expect to be able to apportion part 
or all of the amount of development that could potentially be delivered at West of Ifield (or 
indeed any other proposed allocation) to meeting Crawley’s unmet overall housing needs.  
This is in line with the prioritisation that will be set out in the NWSHMA Statement of Common 
Ground on housing.  We will however keep this matter under review taking account of the 
impacts and solutions to water neutrality.  
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Other Matters 
 
We are happy to discuss self and custom building housing as part of future duty to cooperate 
discussions.  As with other elements, we are not however in a position to commit to meeting 
needs of other authorities as we may not be in a position to meet our own unmet needs. 
 
The table relating to paragraph 3.1.7 of Topic Paper 1: Unmet Needs identifies that our new 
Local Plan period will be 2024-2040.  Given the recent delay to our Local Plan preparation, we 
do not currently have a specified plan period and thus, this should be recorded as unknown.  If 
there are other references to our plan period in the rest of the documentation, this should 
similarly be recorded as unknown. We will of course advise you of our plan dates once these 
are confirmed.  
 
As officers, we recognise that the close and constructive working between authorities have 
been beneficial and can confirm that we will seek to maintain this relationship as our Local 
Plans advance towards adoption.  It is unfortunate that we are not able to provide certainty in 
our response to the matters identified in your letter at this time.  We are hopeful that, following 
the upcoming elections and in response to your formal Regulation 19 publication period, the 
Council will be in a better position to provide a more detailed reply. 
 
I hope that the letter is clear.  If you require clarification, please contact Tal Kleiman, Senior 
Planning Policy Officer on 01403 215213 or tal.kleiman@horsham.gov.uk in the first instance.   
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Catherine Howe 
Head of Strategic Planning 
 



 
 
 

18 April 2023 
 

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

 

Dear Mr Smith, 
 

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

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

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

 

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

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

 
 
 

Mole Valley District Council Telephone Document Exchange 
Pippbrook 01306 885001 DX 57306 
Dorking Facsimile  
Surrey 01306 876821  
RH4 1SJ Website  

 www.molevalley.gov.uk  

http://www.molevalley.gov.uk/


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

D Clarke 

Duncan Clarke 
Planning Policy Manager 
Mole Valley District Council 



  

 

Planning Policy 
 

Date: 28/04/2023  

 

Dear Strategic Planning, 

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

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

Topic Paper (May 2023).  

 

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

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

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

Cooperate Topic Paper.  

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

to cooperate exists outside of these groups on a bespoke basis. RBBC’s Development Management 



      

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council 
28 April 2023  2 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

be the needs of the borough. 

 

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

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

referring to the HOR9 employment floor space. 

 

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

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

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

can successfully work together to assess the water impacts. 

 

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

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

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

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

working with CBC in a cooperative way. 

 

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

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

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

look forward to our continuing duty to cooperate. 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

 
Andrew Benson 

Head of Planning 



 
 

      
                                                       

 
05 May 2023 

 
Elizabeth Brigden 

Planning Policy 

Crawley Borough Council 

 

By email only 

 

Dear Elizabeth 

 

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

 

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

identified unmet needs for homes.   

 

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

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

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

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

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

these sites are underway.  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

National Park.   

 

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

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

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

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Claire Tester 

Planning Policy Manager 

Claire.Tester@southdowns.gov.uk  

https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Agenda-Item-12-LPR.pdf
https://www.southdowns.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/12/Agenda-Item-12-LPR.pdf
mailto:Claire.Tester@southdowns.gov.uk


1 WDC Local Development Scheme 2020-2023  
2 Wealden Local Plan – Direction of Travel Consultation  

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

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

 

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

Economy & Climate Change 

Dear Ms Brigden, 

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

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

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

Background 

Following a letter from the Planning Inspectorate relating to stage one of the 
Examination in Public (EiP) process in 2019, WDC withdrew the Draft Wealden Local 
Plan (January, 2019) following a Full Council meeting held on 19 February 2020. The 
Council has since adopted an updated Local Development Scheme (LDS)1 in July 
2020 and has commenced work on a new local plan, including undertaking an eight-
week early consultation2, which concluded on 18 January 2021. The next formal stage 
in the plan making process will be the Regulation 18 consultation on a 

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Final-LDS-1.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/wealden-local-plan-direction-of-travel-consultation/
mailto:planningpolicy@wealden.gov.uk
http://www.wealden.gov.uk/


Draft Local Plan. The Regulation 18 consultation has been delayed in part due to 
the confirmation that Government was to consult on the ‘Levelling-up and 
Regeneration Bill: reforms to national planning policy’, which it did in December 
2022. The Council responded to this3 and the Government has indicated that it 
would respond to this consultation feedback by spring 2023, publishing the NPPF 
revisions as part of this. WDC feels it is prudent to plan for the basis of an updated 
NPPF in later spring. Given the above, we are likely to publish our Regulation 18 
Local Plan for consultation in late summer/early autumn 2023, which will cover both 
proposed site allocations and development management policies. The Council has 
not formally updated its LDS as this is subject to the actual timing of the NPPF 
updates and extent of what may be proposed and so at this point the exact timing 
remains uncertain. 

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

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

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

3 Wealden District Council Response to the ‘Levelling-up and Regeneration Bill: reforms to national 
planning policy’, March 2023  
4 The High Weald AONB Management Plan 2019-2024  
5 WDC Core Strategy Local Plan. Adopted February 2013  
6 It is noted that the some of these SSSIs are located within the High Weald AONB also. 

https://maps.wealden.gov.uk/WebMap/
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/response-to-national-planning-changes/
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/planning-and-building-control/planning-policy/response-to-national-planning-changes/
https://www.highweald.org/downloads/publications/high-weald-aonb-management-plan-documents/2291-high-weald-managment-plan-4th-edition-2019-2024/file.html
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Adopted_Core_Strategy_2013_for_web.pdf


authorities. The Council will aim to meet its own housing needs through its new local 
plan, but given the constraints listed above, whether we can meet our own needs will 
need to be tested through the Council’s local plan process, including its evidence 
base that we are still progressing. We are part way through this process, and we are 
therefore unable to confirm at this time whether we can meet our own housing needs. 
A key element of our local plan evidence will be transport modelling and testing 
options to assess the capacity of different locations for growth, which we are 
undertaking in partnership with all East Sussex local authorities. 

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

Housing Market Area (HMA) 

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

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

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

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

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

7 Wealden Local Housing Needs Assessment. August 2021.  
8 WDC Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), August 2016  
9 Northern West Sussex Strategic Housing Market Assessment (November, 2019)  

https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/Final-Report-V4-Clean.pdf
https://www.wealden.gov.uk/UploadedFiles/SHMA_Final_Report_August_2016.pdf
https://crawley.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/PUB354604.pdf


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

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

Sustainability of New Development 

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

Infrastructure  

WDC, as part of its local plan process will also need to consider its existing 
infrastructure constraints and to test how and where we can accommodate growth, 
including the strategic road network. It is not yet known whether WDCs own 
development needs can be met through its existing infrastructure and/or what new 
infrastructure is required to deliver growth in the longer term. 



As part of our local plan production, we are working with East Sussex County Council 
and other local authority partners (Eastbourne, Rother, the South Downs National 
Park Authority, Lewes and Hastings) to test growth options, specifically in relation to 
existing road networks. A countywide transport model has been devised for this 
purpose. We will also need to consider as part of our growth strategy whether an 
offline A27 and indeed whether other mitigation at key junctions or roundabouts will 
be required to support growth. RIS2 was published in March 2020 and identifies 
further work that will be undertaken in order to progress developing proposals for the 
A27 between Lewes and Polegate as a potential pipeline scheme for construction 
between 2025 and 2030. We will need further clarification as to the potential of this 
scheme in order to inform housing delivery and options for delivery. In the meantime, 
we are waiting to hear the outcome of a Major Road Network (MRN) bid to support 
the delivery of a number of junction improvements for the A22/A27 to facilitate 
growth. We hope to know more on this shortly. 

Conclusions 

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

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

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

Given the above, WDC would not be able to commit at this stage of its plan-making 
process that it could deliver the suggested amount of unmet housing needs of CBC. 
However, the Council is developing its evidence base for its new Local Plan and will 
naturally consider any changes to its evidence base as it progresses through the 
relevant plan-making stages. 



I trust that the above comments are helpful and clear at this stage. If you have any 
further queries, then please do not hesitate to contact us. 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Nichola Watters 
Head of Planning Policy, Economy and Climate Change 
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