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Important Notes:

e Participants should only respond to the guestions which directly
relate to their previously submitted written representations on the
plan. Please clearly indicate in your statement(s) the question(s) you are
answering.

e Statements should not exceed 3,000 words per Matter.

e Statements for Matters 1, 2, 3 (Issue 1), Matters 4, 5 and Matter 8 (Issue
2)
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Matter 1: Legal Compliance and General Plan-making

Issue 1: Plan-making

1.1 Has preparation of the plan complied with the Local Development Scheme,
Statement of Community Involvement and the requirements of the 2012
Local Planning Regulations?

1.2 Is it clear which development plan policies (2015 Crawley Lo12



1.8

1.9

Should the Statement of Common Ground with Northern West Sussex
Housing Market Area authorities be interpreted as a strategy for
addressing the unmet need? Can that only go as far as anticipating
(hoping) that neighbouring authority plan reviews can accommodate as
much of Crawley’s unmet housing need as possible? Is that compatible
with PPG paragraph 61-022-20190315 which in the context of unmet
needs refers to making “every effort to secure necessary cooperation”?












Matter 3 — Housing Needs

Issue 1: Whether the Local Plan has been positively prepared and whether it is




Issue 2: Whether the assessment of housing and accommodation needs of
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpersons is sound.

[Please Note: An update to the Gypsy Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Needs Assessment Submisson Draft July 2023 (H/HN/02)
is due to be submitted in November 2023. If require



Matter 4: Economic Growth

Issue 1: Whether the employment land requirement (Policy EC1) will support

sustainable economic growth.

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

Is the employment land requirement identified in the Plan soundly based?
Is it consistent with national policy at NPPF paragraphs 81-83 in terms of
positively and proactively encouraging sustainable economic growth in the
Borough? Does the proposed approach to employment land in the Plan
provide the appropriate conditions for businesses to invest, expand and
adapt?

Including by reference to PPG paragraphs 2a-026-20190220 and 2a-027-
20190220 does the analysis and assessment of employment land required
over the plan period take sufficient account of local economic strategies,
market demand, the current condition and employment land stock
(including losses of employment space to other uses) and local market
signals?

Is the submitted Plan consistent with the economic priorities for the Local
Enterprise Partnership(s) and Gatwick Diamond and will it appropriately
support Crawley as the prime industrial location in Northern West Sussex?

Does the plan provide sufficient flexibility to accommodate needs not
anticipated in the Plan and to enable a rapid response to changes in
economic circumstances in accordance with NPPF paragraph 82(d)?

Does the Economic Growth Assessment (EGA) evidence inform an
appropriate strategy for the Local Plan in terms of looking at both baseline
jobs growth and past development rates in terms of the figure of 26.2ha
representing a positively prepared approach in planning for sustainable
economic growth? The 26.2ha is expressed as a minimum requirement
yet the submitted plan does not appear to allocate more than the net
13.73ha needed to achieve 26.2ha over the plan period. Is that correct or
does the 44ha Gatwick Green site provide a buffer?

Does the latest Economic Growth Assessment (EGA) Supplementary
Update for Crawley 2023 potentially underplay the likely demand for
additional employment land over the plan period by: (i) extrapolating
growth from 2011-21 which would include an element of suppression
during the Covid-19 pandemic; and (ii) factoring-in past constraints in
land supply in the Borough?

Is the interpretation of the economic land forecasts in the EGA, and as
explained in Topic Paper No.5, reasonable and reliable?

Is the employment land provision in the plan aiming to provide Plan soundly based?



4.9

4.10

4.11

The local housing need is forecast to be significantly higher (755dpa),
which historically has been met by adjoining authorities. Is there an
additional requirement for employment land to support labour demands
from the projected increase in local housing need and how would this be
met?

The NPPF refers to flexibility and often an element of ‘buffer’ is built into
employment land requirements. Is the proposed 10% buffer in the EGA
justified in light of the circumstances in Crawley including potentially past
constraints in supply and any trends in replacement / loss of existing
stock?

What reasonable alternative employment land scenarios have been
considered through the Sustainability Appraisal process?

Is it necessary for soundness to increase the employment land
requirement in Crawley to ensure there is a strong, competitive economy
over the plan period? If so, what would be a reasonable, alternative
figure and could that be accommodated within the Borough under the
current safeguarding regime for Gatwick?

Issue 2: Whether the approach to the Main Employment Areas, including Manor

Roval,

is sound.

4.12

4.13

4.14

4.15

4.16

Are the main employment areas identified under Policy EC2 soundly
based?

Having regard to NPPF paragraphs 82 and 122, does Policy EC2 provide
sufficient flexibility to respond to changes in economic circumstances?

Is the identification of Lowfield Heath in Policy EC2 justified, including,
amongst other things by reference to its location within safeguarded land
for Gatwick Airport? Would it be necessary for soundness to clarify the
type of development that may be compatible with Lowfield Heath’s
location in a safeguarded area?

As part of the assessment of the capacity within the Borough for new
homes, has appropriate consideration been given to potential
intensification of employment areas for mixed use or alternative forms of
employment provision which could create some capacity for additional
housing? Does the plan-wide viability evidence indicate whether such an
approach would be effective?

Is Policy EC3 on Manor Royal justified to require accordance with the 2013
Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) rather than state that
development proposals “should have regard to” the SPD? Is there any
intention to review and update the SPD?






4.27

4.28

network would not be severe? Does the transport modelling for the Plan
demonstrate that the allocation is deliverable?

How will the allocation be accessed and ultimately how will goods vehicles
connect to the strategic road network? Is the allocation dependent on any
significant highway works in order to ultimately connect to the strategic
road network? If so, is this viable? Will the proposed criteria on
movement and accessibility in Policy EC4 be effective in managing access
to the site and implications for the highway network?

If the allocation is found sound and the plan adopted in 2024, when would






5.9 Would it be necessary for plan soundness to amend part iii) of Policy GAT1
to replace ‘like for like’ compensation with ‘fair’ compensation in relation
to biodiversity?

5.10
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5.26

5.27

5.28

5.29

5.30

Is it justified that Gatwick Green is the only site® capable of meeting the
Borough’s employment land needs without prejudicing the future delivery
of a southern runway?

Is the Plan effective at paragraph 10.19 in what is meant by ‘small-scale’
development that could be permissible within the safeguarded area in
accordance with Policy GAT2? Should temporary uses/permissions be
included?

Is it justified and effective that the area shown for safeguarded land
overlaps with areas of land designated under Policy EC3 for Manor Royal
(for example land north of Fleming Way)? Have alternative options for
the boundaries of safeguarded land under Policy GAT2 been assessed?

The safeguarding area in the submitted plan extends further south into
Manor Royal compared to the 2015 Local Plan. Is this justified and would
it remove the flexibility at the fringes of Manor Royal intended in the 2015
Local Plan?

Is paragraph 10.18 of the Plan effective in specifying that it would be a
review of national aviation policy that would be the trigger for reas



Matter 6: Housing Delivery

Issue 1: Whether the policy approach to the proposed key housing sites is
soundly based

6.1 Is the content of Policy H2 factually correct in terms of latest permissions
and capacities as of 1 April 20237

6.2 Has the assessment of sites in Policy H2 through the SHLAA process,
appropriately optimised delivery from these sites? Are any amendments
needed to site capacities and their timeframe in the housing trajectories
for plan soundness?

6.3 Has appropriate regard been given to any ancient woodland or trees
within or in close proximity to these sites in terms allocating these sites
and assessing their capacity? Would sufficient protection be provided for
by Policy GI2? Would it be necessary for soundness to de-allocate or
amend the capacity of any H2 sites to account for ancient woodland so as
to comply with NPPF paragraph 180c?

6.4 Is the inclusion of Land East of Balcombe Road/Street Hill,Pound Hill
justified and consistent with national policy and PPG paragraph 013-
20190721 in allocating land which contains a Local Wildlife Site as part of
ecological networks? Does the policy provide sufficient protection and
scope for enhancement of the Local Wildlife Site, including connectivity to
wider ecological networks?

6.5 Is the proposed allocation of the Tinsley Lane site soundly based, having
regard, to amongst other things, the overall provision of sports facilities /
pitches to meet the needs of the Borough’s population; the vitality and
viability of existing sports clubs at the Tinsley Lane site; highway safety
and access to the site; amenities of nearby residential properties; and
local biodiversity?

6.6 What is the status of the Tinsley Lane Development Brief? What does it
set out / require that is not in Policy H2 or covered by other policies in the
Plan?

6.7 Is the policy for Tinsley Lane justified and deliverable in requiring the
provision of allotments?

6.8 Given the various requirements for the Tinsley Lane site in Policy H2 is
there reasonable assurance that residential development would be viable?



Issue 2: Whether the Plan would deliver an appropriate mix of house tenures
and types.

6.9 Given the significant need for, and importance to the local economy of,
affordable housing, does the plan optimise its delivery having appropriate
regard to plan-wide viability considerations? Is the approach to smaller
sites (less than 10 dwellings) justified and demonstrably viable given the
significance of such sites to housing delivery in the Borough?

6.10 Is the differentiation in affordable housing provision (proportion and mix)
between the town centre and areas outside of the town centre justified?

6.11 As part of the duty to cooperate or through other mechanisms (for
example the Planning Performance Agreement on West of Ifield) is there a



6.16

6.17

Will the Plan be effective in meeting the needs of older persons, consistent
with NPPF paragraph 62 and PPG paragraph 63-001-20190626? In
addition to the two sites allocated for older persons in Policy H2 is further
provision required to meet needs identified in the SHMA? Is older persons
housing a specific element of the unmet housing need raised under the
duty to cooperate?

Is the proposed approach in Policy H5 to ‘Affordable Care’ justified and
effective? Having regard to NPPF paragraph 58, is it viable and is it
capable of practicable implementation on-site? Do the proposed
exceptions in the policy provide sufficient flexibility?

Issue 3: Whether Policy H8 provides a sound approach to meeting the

accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople

6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

Is the proposed approach of identifying a reserve site for gypsy and
traveller provision in Policy H8 justified and consistent with National
Policy?

Is the identified reserve site at Broadfield Kennels suitable and deliverable
having regard to highway safety from the A264, site gradients, ownership
and future management arrangements for a single, larger site?

Are the criteria for assessing ‘windfall’ proposals for gypsy and traveller
accommodation at a)-f) in Policy H8 justified, consistent with national

policy and positively prepared?

Have any alternative options to Broadfield Kennels sites been offered



6.24 Does the housing trajectory appropriately anticipate some optimisation
(maximising capacity) of 2015 Local Plan allocations?

6.25 Is the proposed housing trajectory soundly based and consistent with
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment evidence and latest annual
monitoring (base date 23 March 20237?)? Are any factual updates
required to the trajectory?

6.26



Matter 7: Crawley Town Centre

Issue 1: Whether the plan’s overall approach to town centre development is
sound.

7.1 Is the plan’s evidence for setting an impact threshold of 500 square
metres, departing from the NPPF’s (paragraph 90) default threshold of
2,500 square metres sufficiently robust?

7.2 Is the extent of the primary and secondary shopping frontages sufficiently
defined, with appropriate uses, as part of a positive strategy for the future
of the town centre in line with Framework Paragraph 86(b)?

7.3 In addition to the town centre key opportunity sites identified in TC3, what
provisions are made for any other sites that may come forward during the
plan period?

7.4  Have all opportunities been taken to ensure that the site capacity of the
town centre key opportunity sites (and any other town centre
redevelopment) will be maximised?

7.5 Does the plan sufficiently cater for a ‘town centre first’ approach, having
regard to



Matter 8: Character, design, and heritage

Issue 1: Whether the plan’s approach to character, landscape and form of
development is sound.

8.1 Are the proposed density ranges set out in Policy CL4 sound? Are they the
most appropriate method in achieving a balance between optimising site
capacity and respecting the character of surrounding areas? How will
considerations such as parking and open space provision be included
within density calculations?

8.2 Would the requirements of Policies CL2 and CL3 be onerous for smaller-
scale developments? To what degree do the Council’s 2009 Area
Character Assessments remain relevant?

8.3 Does Policy CL8 require specific provision for connectivity between new
and existing communities, including active travel links? Should there be a
presumption against development affecting identified sites of wildlife
importance, and the High Weald AONB, and is there sufficient protection
for such sites? Are there areas of the Upper Mole Farmlands Rural Fringe
(on the Manor Royal boundary) urbanised to such a degree that there
would be conflict with this policy? How does this policy take account of the
proposed Western Multi-Modal Transport link? Are criteria i and iv of this
policy in conflict?

8.4 What requirements are there of development within long distance views
(other than foreground development) to take account of their features or
importance?

8.5 Given the intended densities of redevelopment sites, is a specific tall
buildings policy required?

8.6 Is Policy CL5 required for soundness, or does this policy replicate others in
the plan?

8.7 Is there unnecessary replication between the Nationally Described Space
Standard and Policy DD3? Is the approach proposed consistent with PPG
paragraph 56



Issue 2: Whether the plan’s approach to water neutrality and water stress is
sound.

8.9 Is the proposed standard of water use in residential development of 85
litres/per person/per day justified and effective? Is the requirement
viable in combination with the other policy requirements of the plan?

8.10 The 85 I/p/d standard is a






Matter 10: Transport and Infrastructure

Issue 1:






10.17 In particular, does the housing trajectory take account of the impact of
water neutrality in the short term prior to any updated Water Resources
Management Plan and water utilities business plan for the period beyond
2025 and at the other end of the spectrum the potential need for
upgrades to waste water treatment in the latter part of the plan period?

10.18 The evidence indicates that Crawley Waste Water Treatment Works
(WWTW) are likely to reach capacity during the middle of the plan period
and be subject to further permitting likely to require a tighter consent.
Does the Plan provide a positive policy framework to



10.24 Is there a programme of works, including schemes identified in the Local
Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) to secure early
progression of sustainable measures for modal shift which if implemented
would significantly reduce the need for physical changes to the highway
network?

10.25 In light of the statements of common ground with National Highways and
West Sussex County Council, will the Infrastructure Plan be updated
during the course of this examination?

10.26 Is Policy IN2 a sound approach to securing infrastructure delivery through
contributions from development where mitigation is required?

10.27 Is the Planning Obligations Annex a justified approach and consistent with
national policy, including by reference to PPG paragraph 23b-004-
201909017

10.28 PPG also states that developers may be asked to provide contributions for
infrastructure in several ways (Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 23b-003-
20190901), implying that there should be flexibility in how that is
achieved, such as through planning obligations or contributions under CIL.
Would it be necessary for plan soundness to add some flexibility in the
Annex?

Issue 4: Plan-wide Viability

10.29 Taking account of the evidence in the Plan Viability Assessment 2021



10.33 Does the viability assessment align with the evidence in the Water
Neutrality Study on the likely cost of mitigation including the details of the
required offsetting scheme?

Matter 11: Monitoring and Implementation

11.1 Does the Plan contain an adequate framework for monitoring the
implementation of its policies?



