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ISSUE 2: Alternative Development Options 
 
1.  Introduction 

 
1.1  This Statement relates to Issue 2 and the alternative development sites and 

boundary changes that were put forward to the Councils and subsequently 
consulted on in the Alternative Development Sites and Boundary Changes 
(ADS) document. 

 
1.2  A number of issues relating to the proposed alternative development sites and 

boundary changes and the ensuing consultation responses. Subsequently, 
the Inspector has identified main matters and questions for Examination. 

 
2.  Main Matters 

 
2.1  There are several main matters and questions raised in the Inspector’s Issues 

for Examination. Fundamentally, the Inspector asks ‘Whether the proposed 
alternatives would meet the principles and objectives set out in the Core 
Strategies better than the proposed site’. This section sets out the relevant 
questions and the Councils’ responses. 

 
 Questions for most Alternative Development Sites [ADS] 
 
How is the Sustainability Appraisal assessment incorrect for the ADS (where 
applicable)? 

  
2.2 During the preparation of the JAAP, a number of sites were submitted as 

possible alternatives to the West of Bewbush site proposed by the Councils.  
These sites have either been partially assessed or not subject to an SA/SEA. 
The reasons as to why the Councils have not assessed these sites, and do 
not consider that this has resulted in any shortcoming of the Sustainability 
Appraisal are set out in statement HDBC/Issue 8. For example the sites are 
not considered to be reasonable alternatives as they do not meet the 
requirements of the Councils Core Strategies or are limited by environmental 
or landscape constraints.  

 
For residential alternatives, how would the ADS better meet the principles and 
objectives set out in the Core Strategies? 

 
2.3 The Councils are firmly of the view that the ADS would not meet the principles 

and objectives set out in the Core Strategies in a better way than the West of 
Bewbush.  

 
  ADS 1 
 

The westernmost part lies outside the Area of Study in the Core Strategies (CP 6 & 
W1). Can this part therefore be considered? Would the remainder achieve the 
required housing numbers? 

 



2.4 The part that lies outside the Area of Study identified in the Core Strategies 
(CP6 and W1) cannot be considered as part of the JAAP process which has 
been prepared in compliance with the overarching Core Strategies. 

 
2.5 The Councils consider that the land that remains within the JAAP boundary 

and Area of Study, south of the railway line, would not have the capacity to 
accommodate a neighbourhood of 2,500 homes and other uses as required 
by the policies of the JAAP and illustrated on the Conceptual Masterplan. The 
JAAP has to be consistent with other DPD (in this case two adopted Core 
Strategies), as per test of soundness 6, and the JAAP would be unsound if 
the boundary were amended to that included in ADS 1.   

 
2.6 The Councils do not consider that there is an impediment to the crossing of 

the railway for the reasons discussed in statements HDBC/Issue 1 and 
HDBC/Issue 6 and there is therefore no justification in limiting development to 
the south of the railway line.  

 
  ADS 2 
 

Would the deletion of this part of the site prevent the housing numbers being 
achieved? 
 
2.7 This site has been withdrawn. Furthermore recent surveys by a landscape 

historian and archaeologist have confirmed to the satisfaction of the County 
Archaeologist that there is no evidence of a designed parkland landscape and 
that this entry on the HER does not present a constraint to development.  

 
2.8 The Councils consider that this site is needed to bring forward a 

neighbourhood of 2,500 homes and other uses as required by the policies of 
the JAAP and illustrated on the Conceptual Masterplan. It is anticipated that 
the deletion of this part of the site would prevent the housing numbers being 
achieved. 

 
  ADS 3  
 

A major acute hospital is not identified in the Core Strategies for the JAAP to 
allocate. Can this therefore be considered? 

 
2.9 It is the Councils firm view that ADS 3 can not be considered as part of the 

JAAP. The Councils’ adopted Core Strategies identified an area of study for 
accommodating the West of Crawley allocation, which is identified in the West 
Sussex Structure Plan Policy LOC1 (CDSx1).  Critically, the West Sussex 
Structure Plan paragraph 82 primarily tasks the Councils with accommodating 
2500 homes West of Crawley. No reference is made to the provision of a 
major acute hospital and accordingly the Councils’ adopted Core Strategies 
set the policy context for accommodating 2,500 homes and other uses 
through a JAAP, which would establish the most appropriate location for 
accommodating the development in the Area of Study, in accordance with the 
neighbourhood principle. Again, the adopted Core Strategies make no 
reference to the requirement to accommodate a major acute hospital in the 



Area of Study.  Therefore, with the JAAP having to be consistent with other 
DPD (in this case two adopted Core Strategies), as per test of soundness 6, it 
would have been unsound for the Councils to have pursued such a proposal.  
The Councils in setting the criteria and policy context to the JAAP in their 
Core Strategies is what was intended by PPS12 paragraph 2.18 (CDNat6a), 
which states a Core Strategy may set the criteria for identifying locations and 
priorities for the preparation of an area action plan.   

 
2.10 Furthermore, the Councils received a representation from the Surrey and 

Sussex Healthcare NHS Trust during the preparation of the Submission JAAP 
confirming the Trusts position that in it considers there to be “no case for 
additional acute hospital services in this area.” The Trusts letter of 
representation is appended to this statement for clarification. 

 
  ADS 4 
 

This site lies outside the Area of Study in the Core Strategies (CP 6 & W1), and a 
CHP scheme is not identified in the Core Strategies to allocate. Can this therefore be 
considered? 

 
2.11 It is the Councils firm view that ADS4 can not be considered as part of the 

JAAP Examination.  The Councils’ adopted Core Strategies identified an area 
of study for accommodating the West of Crawley allocation, which is identified 
in the West Sussex Structure Plan Policy LOC1 (CDSx1).  Critically, the West 
Sussex Structure Plan paragraph 82 (CDSx1) primarily tasks the Councils 
with accommodating 2500 homes West of Crawley.  It is important to note that 
no reference is made to CHP, or built waste management facilities, 
particularly of the scale proposed through ADS4.  Accordingly, the Councils’ 
adopted Core Strategies set the policy context for accommodating this scale 
and form of development through a JAAP, which would establish the most 
appropriate location for accommodating the development in the Area of Study, 
in accordance with the neighbourhood principle.  Again, the adopted Core 
Strategies make no reference to the requirement to accommodate CHP, or 
built waste management facilities in the Area of Study.  Therefore, with the 
JAAP having to be consistent with other DPD (in this case two adopted Core 
Strategies), as per test of soundness 6, it would have been unsound for the 
Councils to have pursued such a proposal.  The Councils setting the criteria 
and policy context to the JAAP in their Core Strategies is what was intended 
by PPS12 paragraph 2.18 (CDNat6a), which states a Core Strategy may set 
the criteria for identifying locations and priorities for the preparation of an area 
action plan.   

 
2.12 Furthermore, in terms of test of soundness 6, the Core Strategies defined the 

Area of Study for the JAAP.  Therefore, the JAAP through its formulation only 
considered the Area of Study.  Consequently, to have considered proposals 
outside of the JAAP allocation, or the Area of Study would not have been 
consistent with the adopted Core Strategies and be unsound.  On this basis 
alone, the Councils do not believe ADS4 can be considered as part of the 
JAAP Examination.            

 



2.13 Finally, the Councils are also firmly of the view (at the time of statement 
submission) that the SA/SEA material presented to support the consideration 
of ADS4 is inadequate and does not accord with the requirements and 
legislation set out in the Council’s statement 8 paragraph 2.2.  It is a clear 
requirement of PPS12 paragraph 4.17 (CDNat6a) that this SA/SEA process is 
adhered to.  Therefore, if it is considered that the SA/SEA requirements and 
process as not be met, once again, the ADS can not be considered as part of 
the JAAP Examination.   

 
  ADS 5, 6 & 8B 
 

Are these sites too small to achieve the required housing numbers? 
 

2.14 ADS 8B has been withdrawn. Nevertheless, this Alternative Development Site 
together with ADS 5 and 6 are not considered to be reasonable alternatives to 
the West of Bewbush as they are not large enough to deliver 2,500 homes 
and other uses on a neighbourhood principle as required by the Horsham 
District and Crawley Core Strategies. The Councils’ reasoning is set out 
further in statement HDBC/Issue 8.  

 
  ADS 6, 7 and 8A 
 

Do landscape, ecological, flood, noise and conservation constraints preclude these 
sites? An eastern part of ADS 8A lies outside the Area of Study in the Core 
Strategies (CP 6 & W1) – can this area therefore be considered? 

 
2.15 The SA/SEA excluded some of the land in ADS 7 and 8A because it was 

unsuitable for development in environmental and landscape terms. The areas 
that remain available for assessment are not considered to be reasonable 
alternatives to the West of Bewbush as they are not large enough to deliver 
2,500 homes and other uses on a neighbourhood principle as required by the 
Horsham District and Crawley Core Strategies. The Councils’ reasoning is set 
out further in statement HDBC/Issue 8.  

 
2.16 ADS 8A has been withdrawn. The part that lies outside the Area of Study 

identified in the Core Strategies (CP6 and W1) cannot be considered as part 
of the JAAP process which has been prepared in compliance with the 
overarching Core Strategies. 

 
3. Responses to the matters raised by original representations 

 
3.1 The Councils do not wish to respond to specific representations relating to 

Issue 2. 
 

 4 Proposed changes to the JAAP 
 

4.1 The Councils do not wish to propose wording changes to the JAAP for 
consideration by the Inspector. 

 
 5 Conclusion 



 
5.1 It is considered that the responses to the Inspector’s questions, demonstrate 

that the proposed alternatives would not meet the principles and objectives 
set out in the Core Strategies better than the proposed site and that the JAAP 
meets the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Tests 4,6,7 and 9. 

 
 
 






