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assessment’s analysis that proposed mitigation would be effective?  Can a 

positive conclusion under the Habitats Regulations be arrived at when the 

details of implementing an offsetting scheme are presently being worked 

on?    

 



Matter 2: Spatial Strategy 

 



caveats the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats with “unless 

there are wholly exceptional reasons, and a suitable compensation 

strategy exists”?  

 

Issue 3: Whether Policies SD1 and SD2 in terms of over-arching policies for 

sustainable development are sound. 

 

2.9 Are the strategic objectives in Strategic Policy SD1 reflective of the spatial 

issues and priorities identified during the preparation of the plan including 

the sustainability appraisal baseline and the sustainability objectives set 

out at Appendix A of the Plan?   

 

2.10 Is Strategic Policy SD2 justified by evidence that health and wellbeing is a 

particular issue for the Borough?  How is the effectiveness of the policy 

intended to be measured and what is Policy SD2 expected to achieve / 

contribute towards over the plan period?   

 

  



Matter 3 – Housing Needs 

 

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

justified, effective and consistent with national policy in relation to housing need 

and the housing requirement. 

 

3.1 Has the calculation of Local Housing Need (755 homes per annum) been 

undertaken appropriately using the standard method and correct inputs? 

Does it reflect up-to-date workplace-



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 required, the Inspectors 

may issue supplementary questions to those set out below and enable 

interested persons to respond in statements due on 15 December.] 

   

3.8 Is the plan supported by an up-to-date assessment of the needs of 

Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpersons that is consistent with 

national policy?  

 

3.9 Does the assessment of need take account of those who may have ceased 

travelling but seek culturally appropriate accommodation, having regard 

to equalities issues raised in the recent Lisa Smith judgment2?    

 

3.10 Is there a risk that need is being under-recorded because of historically 

constrained supply / lack of sites in the Borough?  

 

3.11 Have reasonable efforts been made to engage with gypsy and traveller 

households in Crawley, including those who may be residing in ‘bricks and 

mortar’?   Are the sample sizes of households interviewed robust and is 

the GTAA informed by regular, reliable caravan counts, including any 

unauthorised encampments?    

 

3.12 Is the conclusion of no immediate need, in years 1-5, justified?  Is there 

evidence of immediate need, including from temporary consents in the 

Borough and potentially any wider unmet need in West Sussex?   

  

 
2  Lisa Smith v SSLUHC, North West Leicestershire DC et al [2022] EWCA Civ 1391  



Matter 4: Economic Growth  

 

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

sustainable economic growth. 

 

4.1 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?  

 

4.2 



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?   

 

4.9 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?  

 

4.10 What reasonable alternative employment land scenarios have been 

considered through the Sustainability Appraisal process?   

 

4.11 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 

Royal, is sound



4.17 Does Policy EC3 provide an appropriate policy framework to support and 

enhance the strategic role and function of Manor Royal within the Gatwick 

Diamond area?  Would it be necessary for soundness to modify the plan to 

further restrict or manage non-employment uses including from the 

effects of Class E?   

 

Issue 3: Whether the approach to the Strategic Employment Location at 

Gatwick Green (Policy EC4) is sound. 

 

4.18 Having regard to safeguarded land for Gatwick Airport, master-planning 

for Gatwick Airport, land ownerships and the need to achieve safe and 

suitable access to the highway network, is the proposed Gatwick Green 

allocation deliverable and capable of meeting employment needs in the 

Borough during the plan period?   

 

4.19 Does the evidence, including any local market intelligence, demonstrate 

that Gatwick Green would be an attractive location for both small-scale 

industrial stock and larger footplates for storage and distribution uses?   

 

4.20 Would Gatwick Green hinder sustainable aviation growth as envisaged in 

the Government’s Draft Aviation Strategy to 2050 (2018)? 

 

4.21 What engagement has there been during the preparation of the Plan with 

Gatwick Airport on the implications of Gatwick Green and the assessment 

that long-stay surface parking would not be an efficient use of the land?   

 

4.22 Is the extent / shape of the allocation justified and would it result in a 

coherent development site in terms of securing high quality design, 

strategic landscaping and integrated connectivity within the wider site but 

to adjoining land uses?  

 

4.23 Is the net developable area of 13.73ha 



network would not be severe?  Does the transport modelling for the Plan 

demonstrate that the allocation is deliverable?    

 

4.27 How will the allocation be accessed and ultimately 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?  

 

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

a first development likely be completed on the Gatwick Green site?  Is the 

Employment Land Trajectory within the Plan soundly based and reflective 

of the evidence for Policy EC4?  Could the allocation come forward within 

the early part of the plan period to promptly respond to demand for 

employment land?  If Gatwick Green fails to come forward in a timely 

manner what are the contingencies/buffers to ensure demand for new 

employment premises and land is met?  Would the fall back be a review of 

the Plan?  Would that be sound given the NPPF position on flexibility?    

 

4.29 Is the extent of safeguarded land around the Gatwick Green site justified 

having regard to the Airport Masterplan and the need to deliver access 

improvements to the Gatwick Green site?  

 

4.30 Part m of Policy EC4 requires an Agricultural Land Classification 

Statement.  Is this justified?  Has plan preparation, including SA, 

considered land quality in terms set out at NPPF paragraph 174(b) in 

recognising the benefits of best and most versatile agricultural land?  

 

4.31 Were any alternative reasonable options to Gatwick Green assessed as 

part of the SA?   

 

4.32 Has the duty to cooperate considered any alternative strategy to 

employment land provision were Gatwick Green not found sound?  Has 

the option of looking beyond the Borough’s boundaries for employment 

land been appropriately tested in SA as alternative option 2 for Policy 

EC1?   

 

Issue 4: Whether the plan would provide a sound basis for supporting a diverse 

economy in the borough. 

 

4.33 Is Policy EC5 on employment sand skills development justified and viable?  

Is there potential flexibility in how the objective of the policy could be 

secured, for example means other than a financial contribution as set out 

at part ii) of the policy?  Is it intended that major developments would 

have to comply with both criteria (i) and (ii)? 

 



4.34 Is Policy EC7 justified and consistent with national policy in identifying 

Gatwick Airport as a location for hotel and visitor accommodation such 

that proposals at this location would not be subject to a demonstration of 

need or a sequential approach?    

 

Matter 5: Gatwick Airport 

 

Issue 1: Whether the overall approach to Gatwick Airport is justified, effective 

and positively prepared. 

 

5.1 Is the airport boundary, as a planning policy designation for the purposes 

of implementing Policies EC1, EC2 and EC7 and Policies GAT1-4, soundly 

based?   

 

5.2 Is Policy GAT1 sound in terms of dealing with growth of the Airport in the 

context of a single runway and its approach to securing sustainable 

growth of aviation including avoiding / minimising adverse impacts and 

securing appropriate mitigation?   

 

5.3 Is the final paragraph of GAT1 a sound approach given the current 

situation of this plan examination occurring in parallel with a Development 

Consent Order (DCO) application for a major project envisaged in the 

2019 Gatwick Airport Master Plan?   

 

5.4 Can Policy GAT1 be found sound in advance of the outcome of the DCO 

process and the implications



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 How has the transport assessment work for the Local Plan, including the 

sensitivity testing (documents at ES/ST/01w) dealt with Gatwick Airport in 

the context of Policy GAT1, particularly in terms of potential cumulative 

impacts?  Has the additional sensitivity testing work involved the input of 

West Sussex County Council and National Highways?  Is there any 

consensus or common ground that the plan as submitted remains sound 



5.18 The Gatwick Airport Masterplan 2019 states that the airport is no longer 

actively pursuing a scenario for plans for an additional southern runway, 

but a future possibility remains to build and operate one.  Is a 

precautionary approach to safeguarding justified given the current lack of 

certainty on a potential future second wide-spaced runway?  

 

5.19 Is the 2019 Gatwick Airport Masterplan the core of the robust evidence 

that supports maintaining the safeguarded land designation, in the terms 

sought 



5.26 Is it justified that Gatwick Green is the only site3 



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 2023?   

 

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 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 / 



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 

reasonable prospect that Crawley’s significant affordable housing need 

could be positively considered on housing development in adjoining 



6.16 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?   

 

6.17 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 Is the proposed approach of identifying a reserve site for gypsy and 

traveller provision in Policy H8 justified and consistent with National 

Policy? 

 

6.19 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? 

 

6.20 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?      

 

6.21 Have any alternative options to Broadfield Kennels sites been offered 

(through call for sites process) or assessed through sustainability 

appraisal?   

 

Issue 4: Whether there would be a deliverable supply on plan adoption and 

developable supply thereafter to meet the housing requirement. 

 

6.22 Recent housing delivery has exceeded the 2015 Local Plan requirement 

but conversely allocations in 2015 Plan have been slower to come forward 

than anticipated (para 2.4.2 – Topic Paper No.4). This appears to be a 

consequence of higher rates of windfall (e.g., former office premises).  

Going forward, is the housing trajectory robust (particularly on windfalls 

(having regard to the Windfall Statement)) or is there a risk of continuing 

over-delivery in the context of a significant unmet need which, under 

current legislation, is subject to the duty to cooperate?   

 

6.23 Does the SHLAA 2022 and other sources of evidence, including the 

Compact Residential Development Study (2023), demonstrate that “no 

stone has been left unturned”?   

 



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 2023?)?  Are any factual updates 

required to the trajectory?  

 

6.26 Is the profile of annual housing delivery justified and is it to be treated as 

a front-loaded stepped trajectory?   

 

6.27 Does the housing trajectory take account of Water Neutrality and any 

impact of implementing offsetting?   

 

6.28 Would at least 10% of the housing requirement be met on sites no larger 

than one hectare (NPPF paragraph 69)?  

 

6.29 Is there compelling evidence to make an allowance for windfall housing in 

the plan period as per NPPF paragraph 71?  Is the windfall figure of 100 

dwellings per annum from 2024/25 soundly based?  

 

6.30 The submitted Plan seeks to establish and confirm a 



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 opportunities for permitted development changes of use both 

within and outside the town centre? 

 

Issue 2: Individual town centre sites 

 

7.6 With regard to any potential development of Crawley Station and 

surrounding car parks, is the provision of alternative or replacement 

parking necessary? Should the Infrastructure Plan support any 

improvement of the station and Brighton Road level crossing that may be 

required as a result of an increase in usage deriving from town centre 

development? 

 

7.7 Is it necessary for the Crawley College site to be masterplanned as a 

whole? 

 

  



Matter 8: Character, design, and heritage    

 

Issue 1: Whether



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 l/p/d standard is a tighter efficiency standard than that 

contemplated in the optional technical standards in the PPG (para 56- 

013-20150327).  Is this standard the only realistic and reasonable 

solution to the water neutrality issue in the Sussex North Water Resource 

Zone



Issue 3: Whether 



Matter 10: Transport and Infrastructure  

 

Issue 1: Whether the approach to transport infrastructure to support the plan’s 

proposals is soundly based. 

 

10.1 Is it necessary for soundness that the submitted Plan content be amended 

to reflect the recent DfT Circular 01/22 in terms of ensuring transport 

demand on the strategic road network is minimised through positive 

visioning for development sites and interventions to support modal shift?  

Reference was made on submission to undertaking a checklist exercise in 

respect of Circular 01/22, is that likely to indicate any potential main 

modifications?     

 

10.2 Is the Infrastructure Plan sufficiently clear and effective on likely 

mitigation required to the strategic road network (M23 and A23) as a 

consequence of the proposals and policies in the Plan over the period to 

2040?   

 

10.3 Does the fact the Crawley Transport Modelling Study is to 2035, whereas 

the plan period is 2040



Issue 2: Whether the plan’s approach to the Crawley Western Multi-Modal 

Transport Link at Policy ST4 is sound?  

 

10.8 Is the principle of an area of search justified?  Is it necessary for plan 

soundness, having regard to the evidence base (documents at ES/ST/02 - 

the various SYSTRA reports), that a narrower area of search or preferred 

option for the route alignment is identified?   

 

10.9 Is the area of search justified having regard 







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?    


