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1. What evidence is there that the SA has influenced the Plan and/or undertaken a full 
assessment of realistic alternatives? 

 

1.1 The purpose of the submitted plan is to address the Council’s failure to make adequate 
provision for housing in its Local Plan; which was found sound only on the basis that a further 
DPD, in the form of the submitted plan, would allocate and enable an appropriate quantum of 
new homes to come forwards to meet Crawley’s housing shortfall. 

1.2 The Council’s 2018 and 2020 SHELAA both record Crabbet Park, near Crawley as a deliverable 
site with a potential yield of 2,300 homes and relatively unconstrained, available and with a 
reasonable prospect of coming forward within the Plan Period (see Appendix A). 

1.3 The Council’s starting point for site selection was the delivery of the Local Plan strategy. While 
not considered to be an unsound approach in itself, this strategy was aimed at delivering the 
district’s own housing need and was not tested against the requirement to accommodate 
housing from another authority area. 

1.4 The nature of the Council’s adherence to DP4 and DP6 in the first stage of the site selection 
process constrains the flexibility to sustainably meet Crawley’s housing shortfall. The NPPF 
requires  planning policies to be flexible enough to accommodate needs not anticipated in the 
plan [paragraph 81]. 

1.5 The Council outwardly dismissed the site at Crabbet Park on the basis that approval would 
conflict with its spatial strategy. Potential sites were deemed to be in conflict with the Local 
Plan strategy on the basis either that they may yield levels of housing disproportionately with 
the settlement hierarchy, or that they were considered to be remote from an existing 
settlement, as to give rise to objectionable accessibility or wider sustainability issues. The latter 
approach ruled out sites that were circa 150m or more from an existing built-up settlement. 

1.6 Having rejected Crabbet Park, the Council appears not to have evaluated this site against any 
or all of the 17 sustainability criteria used to assess other sites considered in the selection 
process. No reasons have been given for this disparity of approach between sites, and no 
specific exception from the application of the sustainability criteria has been claimed in respect 
of Crabbet Park. There are no site-specific factors or circumstances which would enable the 
Council to rule out this site and without appraising the site against the fullness of the 
sustainability criteria. 

1.7 A cross-comparison of these sites on the basis of these chosen sustainability criteria is therefore 
not open to the Council, at any practical level. It follows that the Council has no evidence base, 
or evidence base that has yet been published or consulted upon, from which it has been able 
to compare (or may proceed to compare) the sustainability of Crabbet Park against other ‘so 
called’ high performing sites. 
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1.8 Crabbet Park has demonstrable sustainability benefits, including being close to Crawley’s 
extensive services and infrastructure while avoiding the existing traffic problems in East 
Grinstead and lying beyond the Ashdown Forest 7km zone of influence. It is not clear, and has 
not been explained why, these benefits have not been (appropriately) scored against the 
chosen sustainability criteria used in respect of other potential sites. 

1.9 When asked why Crabbet Park was rejected, the Council initially held back from providing a 
specific explanation, eventually confirming that it was due to the site being more than 150m 
from the built-up area boundary (see Appendix B).  

1.10 On this basis – being outwardly, the Council’s position – it is unclear whether the Council has 
tested the remoteness of Crabbet Park from a built-up boundary within Mid Sussex or whether 
it has applied the test to the nearest built-up boundary to Crabbet Park, even if that settlement 
was situated in a neighbouring district.  

1.11 Constraining the remoteness test to its own settlements would have no obvious justification 
and would risk eliminating otherwise highly sustainable sites on the district boundary. If the 
remoteness test was intended to encompass all settlements, then the test has been mis-
applied. Crabbet Park is less than 100m from the extensive built-up area boundary of Crawley. 

1.12 The 2018 Local Plan allocated a strategic site at Pease Pottage. This site is a considerable 
distance from any settlement boundary in Mid Sussex; but like Crabbet Park, it is located on the 
district boundary with Crawley. The Council do not present any evidence to support this 
inconsistency within its site selection criteria.  

1.13 It is clear therefore – and no adequate or coherent planning rationale has been explained 
anywhere, to the contrary – that Crabbet Park would classify as a realistic, reasonable 
alternative to the sites allocated in the submitted plan and there is no evidence that the Council 
have undertaken an adequate assessment on the merits, of this reasonable alternative. The 
consideration or assessment of reasonable alternatives, at the appropriate stage of the plan-
making process, is therefore highly questionable.  

1.14 Instead, the clear and evidenced position is that the Council’s initial – and unreasonably early - 
rejection of the site has been wholly inadequate, unreasoned and is separately internally 
inconsistent with the approach to sites assessment advocated by the Council. 

1.15 This separately supports the view that the wider sustainability appraisal and/or environmental 
assessment of reasonable alternatives, which overlays with the sustainability criteria used, 
including in respect of Crabbet Park, has been inadequate. 
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APPENDICES 

 
Appendix A  - SHELAA entry for Crabbet Park 

 
Appendix B  - Email correspondence with the Council re: Rejection of the 

site at Crabbet Park  
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APPENDIX A  
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