HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL LDF – CORE STRATEGY
PUBLIC EXAMINATION
Matter 4 – West of Crawley (CP6)
Hearing Session Agenda
Committee Rooms 1 & 2, Park North, North Street, Horsham
at 10.00 hours on Wednesday 6 September 2006
1. Introduction.

Test of Soundness 7

2. What is the evidence base that indicates either that 2500 dwellings are not deliverable or, alternatively, that more than this amount could be delivered?  In particular, what is the evidence underpinning the 750 dwelling shortfall set out in Bellway’s reps (1071)?
3. Is there anything in the studies undertaken by the Council (& others) mentioned in its Position Statement at ¶s 3.4, 3.6, 3.9, 3.11 and 3.12 that supports or alters the extent of the Study Area, or the principle of its development or deliverability?  If so, should I be provided with relevant extracts or copies e.g. Urban Fringe Study, Broad Transport Assessment, drainage, flooding, ecology etc.?
4. Have the boundaries of the Area of Study been correctly drawn?  In particular, should the land south of the railway line be excluded; or, alternatively, should the golf course land be excluded?

5. Will the need for a replacement golf course delay delivery?

6. What is the Council’s concern mentioned at the end of Position Statement ¶3.7 concerning the second Gatwick runway safeguarding?  Will this safeguarding affect the proposed housing numbers and/or deliverability, especially in terms of aircraft noise contours (57dBa v. 60dBA)?  If so, how?
Test of Soundness 4
7. Should the policy make reference to the growth of the Crawley and Gatwick area as per the Structure Plan [LOC1(b)(2)]?  If so, how should it do this?

8. Should there be mention of a strategic location for (high quality?) employment for the Crawley/Gatwick area as per the Structure Plan (NE7 & ¶176) and in RDSx4 (¶s 10.43 10.75)?
9. Should the policy require the provision of a Western Relief Road as per the Structure Plan (NE17)?  Is there a proven need?  Is it economically viable?
10. Should the policy refer to a possible interchange station as per the Structure Plan (NE21)?

11. Should there be a defensible western boundary to a Strategic Gap?  If so, would this restrict future flexibility if additional dwellings were to be required?
Test of Soundness 6
12. If there is no difference in affordable housing requirements between this policy and policy CP12, is there any need to retain the relevant bullet point?
Acceptability of Suggested Changes

13. Change 3rd bullet to “new development should be located and designed in such a way that the sense of separation between Horsham and Crawley in maintained and that the impact of development on this separation is minimised.”

Any other points
David Vickery
29/8/06
