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8Gii Housing and Environment  

8Gii.1 Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, economic and environmental considerations?
1
The overall level of housing to be provided within the sub-region was determined by the Regional Planning Committee on 13 June 2005. The Plan requires the provision of 1,650 dwellings per year in the sub-region. Within Surrey, parts of Mole Valley, Reigate & Banstead and Tandridge districts lie within the sub-region. The overall Surrey requirement is 150 dwellings per year, entirely located within Reigate & Banstead (largely at Horley).

2
The overall level of provision in the Surrey part of the sub-region, when combined with figures for London Fringe, Western Corridor Blackwater Valley and Rest of Surrey areas, equates to an overall county level of 2,360 dwellings per annum. This represents a continuation of existing RPG9 rates of development and is consistent with the level of provision to 2016 in the 2004 Surrey Structure Plan.

3
The County Council has tested the overall county requirement and the specific Gatwick requirement through an update of the Surrey Housing Potential Study
. The Study assessed the housing potential on previously developed land in the county, concluding that there was sufficient potential to deliver 46,550 dwellings across the county, including 3,100 dwellings within the Gatwick sub-region. 


Table 1: Surrey Housing Potential 2006-2026

	
	2006-2016
	2016-2026
	2006-2026

	London Fringe
	21,640
	12,330
	33,970

	Gatwick
	2,790
	310
	3,100

	WCBV
	2,540
	1,610
	4,150

	Rest of Surrey
	3,180
	2,150
	5,330

	Surrey Total
	30,150
	16,400
	46,550


4
The assessed potential for the sub-region is marginally greater than the housing requirement set in the South East Plan (155 dwellings per annum, against a requirement for 150). The requirement addresses only the housing potential within Reigate & Banstead and no contribution is identified for the rural parts of Mole Valley and Tandridge. The Housing Potential Study suggested that the potential from these areas is likely to be minimal and derive from small scale development in rural settlements. The local authorities are therefore content that the scale of development proposed for Surrey as a whole, and the Gatwick area within this total, represents a realistic view of housing potential.

5
The majority of the potential lies within Horley and will be provided through the delivery of existing planned urban extensions. The Surrey Structure Plan 2004 and the Reigate & Banstead Borough Local Plan 2005, require the provision of 2,600 dwellings in and around Horley in the period 2006-2016. Beyond 2016, and within the Mole Valley and Tandridge parts of the sub-region, the bulk of any new housing development is likely to emerge as windfall development on currently unidentified land. In this context, the County Council has concerns at the potential implications of the treatment of windfalls in paragraph 59 of PPS3. The environmental and policy constraints and the nature of land supply in Surrey, make it difficult to identify sufficient sites in advance. If a substantial allowance is not made for windfalls, this will have significant implications for either the release of greenfield land (primarily Green Belt), or the ability of this part of Surrey to continue to meet future development requirements.

6
The Surrey local authorities believe that the overall housing potential is consistent with the scale of housing need, economic needs and the environmental constraints. In the design of the Housing Potential Study, particular account has been taken of:

· The extent of the Metropolitan Green Belt, particularly its narrowness in this part of the region and the impact development could have on the objectives of Green Belt designation.  

· The infrastructure deficit. The County Council’s submission on Matter 1D addressed concerns about pressures on the existing physical infrastructure and the way these have emerged out of the existing dense pattern of settlement.

· Household projections. The role of household projections in determining future levels of housebuilding was discussed at length under Matter 1H. The County Council would re-iterate the advice in PPS3 (paragraph 33) that projections are just one of a number of factors that should be taken into account in determining housing allocations. The County Council would also draw attention to the technical difficulties of disaggregating sub-regional household projections to the district level or below and the implications that this may have on the robustness of any projections in determining future housing allocations.

· Economic growth. The County Council has commented in its response to Matter 1G on the robustness of economic projections as a means of determining future housing allocations. The County Council believes that the scale of housing is entirely compatible with the needs of the economy, particularly when account is taken of the potential for SMART Growth within this sub-region.

7
The County Council’s views are supported by the conclusions of the Roger Tym & Partners report to GOSE/ODPM (EiP Document Sr3):

“There appears to be the least potential to accommodate additional growth in Gatwick, the London Fringe and the Sussex coast sub regions, due to a range of environmental and planning constraints.”

8Gii.2
Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy GAT3)?  Is it capable of being achieved?  
1
In common with the rest of Surrey, affordability remains a key concern in this part of the county. Land Registry information suggests that house prices in Reigate & Banstead are 25% above the regional average. It is likely that prices in the rural parts of Mole Valley and Tandridge are even higher. To address this issue, there is a priority need for additional public sector investment to enable an increase in supply.

2
PPS3 requires local authorities to have regard to the economics of affordable housing provision and the impact on overall scheme viability. A significant proportion of new affordable housing in the area will emerge through s106 agreements associated with the planned expansion of Horley. The Local Plan requires 25% of the new housing at Horley to be affordable. This level is a pragmatic response to the scale of additional infrastructure that needs to be provided to overcome highways and flooding constraints. In looking forward, and in the context of seeking to increase the supply of affordable housing relative to identified need, the County and Borough and District Councils in Surrey have undertaken a significant amount of work on the economics of housing development in the county. The Knight Frank Report (EiP Document SURCC1) demonstrates a level of 40% affordable housing is deliverable. This 40% figure is contained within the Surrey Structure Plan 2004, and has been endorsed by both the EiP Panel and GOSE.

3
The County Council believes that the current level of public funding available to deliver affordable housing is inadequate in the face of the scale of housing need, and that increased subsidy will be required. 

4
Despite the work undertaken within Surrey, there is clearly scope for the further development of new models of provision and new partnerships to enhance the delivery of affordable housing. Recent years have also seen a wide range of research documents into the scale of need and proposals for addressing need, particularly in rural areas. The County Council believes that the outcomes of this research should be utilised in a more systematic way through the collation and dissemination of best practice. This could play a part in enhancing delivery of affordable housing within the context of insufficient public subsidy.

8Gii.3
Is the proposed apportionment of the overall housing provision to the Districts at the most appropriate level, taking account of socio-economic and environmental factors?

1
The apportionment of housing between the boroughs and districts in the sub-region was undertaken in accordance with the methodology developed by DTZ Pieda for the Regional Assembly (EiP Document Hr3). The consultants’ audit indicates that each stage of the methodology was followed closely within the sub-region and that there are no methodological issues raised by the apportionment exercise.

2
Within Surrey, the apportionment has had regard to the findings of the Surrey Housing Potential Study and the outcomes of public consultation on the most appropriate distribution. The emphasis is on making best use of previously developed land (PDL) in urban areas, in line with the strategy in the South East Plan and the principles set out in PPS3.

3
The bulk of the housing requirement in this part of the sub-region will be delivered through the planned expansion of Horley. This planned provision has been incorporated into the Housing Potential Study and the eventual housing requirement in Policy GAT2. Beyond 2016, opportunities for further substantial housing development are limited, due to overriding flooding constraints and by the narrowness of the Green Belt to the north of Horley. Further encroachment into the countryside around Horley would compromise the objectives and purposes of Green Belt designation and could lead to coalescence of the town with Salfords and Redhill to the north. Infrastructure constraints, particularly the lack of rail capacity on the Brighton Mainline and at Redhill station also constrain the scale of future development. Post 2016, therefore, opportunities in Horley are likely to be limited to further redevelopment of PDL within the urban area.

4
Outside of Horley, there is limited scope for development in other urban areas. Within Reigate & Banstead, the potential for further development at Salfords is constrained by Green Belt and infrastructure considerations. Within Mole Valley and Tandridge, the rural nature of the land within the sub-region precludes significant additional housing development. The minimal potential in these districts has not been included within the sub-regional housing allocation, but subsumed within the figures for the London Fringe, reflecting the fact that there is greater scope to deliver housing in the urban areas of Mole Valley and Tandridge outside of the Gatwick sub-region.

5
The Growth Point proposal for Reigate and Banstead BC reflects the considerable increase in housing activity which is expected in the Borough over the first half of the plan period. The Borough lies partly in the Gatwick sub-region and significant housing development is allocated in this area as extensions to the town of Horley. The Growth Point proposal also encompasses regeneration of Redhill and estate regeneration projects in two sites in the London Fringe part of the Borough. It is not anticipated that high levels of housing would be sustained in the second part of the plan period when these opportunities are used up.

8Gii.4
 How should the potential of transport corridors, including their relationship with adjacent sub-regions and with London, be taken into account in the spatial strategy (Policies GAT1 and GAT2)?  

1
Surrey County Council believes that the overall strategy set out in GAT1 and GAT2 properly reflect the key infrastructure concerns within the main transport corridors and, importantly, the environmental and other policy constraints to development in Surrey.

2
The County Council supports the approach of focusing most development at the Regional Hub at Crawley and within the main towns around the spokes. This has led to a concentration of development opportunities within Horley, in line with adopted Structure and Local Plan policy. The potential for further concentration of development along this transportation corridor to the north of Horley has been addressed in relation to Matter 8Gi.3. The County Council does not believe that there is potential for significant additional development along this corridor without prejudice to Green Belt objectives and because of critical infrastructure limitations.
3
Generally, the Gatwick area has a good transport network, with the airport and north-south road and rail links. However, the County Council would draw attention to existing capacity issues along the main north/south transportation networks. A particular concern is the capacity of the Brighton Mainline to accommodate additional traffic, and the limitations on the expansion of Redhill and Horley stations. The County Council believes that any significant expansion of development in this area should rely primarily upon public transport to ensure sustainability and that existing constraints militate against such sustainable development. The M23 is similarly constrained in capacity terms particularly as the only junction in the vicinity serves Gatwick Airport.

4
The transport corridor extends northwards to provide links with the London Fringe sub-region and, further north, to the Wandle Valley Opportunity Area within the London Plan. The County Council in its response to Matter 8H (London Fringe), and other statements to the EiP, has highlighted the close inter-relationships between Surrey and the south London area. These relationships are focussed on the London Fringe, but extend down into the Gatwick sub-region as a result of the north/south alignment of key transportation corridors. The nature of these linkages is such that commuting patterns in the Surrey section of the sub-region tend to look northwards to Redhill and further north to London, rather than south to Gatwick and Crawley.

5
The London Fringe and south London, in particular, would benefit from better access to the Gatwick Area. The Fastway bus scheme should be extended to Redhill as part of a transport package for the Hub. Additionally, an integrated fares scheme and better rail services both to centres in the London Fringe and Sussex Coast sub-regions would enhance connectivity in the South East as a whole.

6
The County Council has addressed the detailed relationships with adjoining sub-regions and the impact on the economy of the sub-region in Matter 8Gi. However, it is important to note that potential labour surpluses in the Gatwick and south London areas, together with suggested labour shortages in the London Fringe, could result in ever more complex pattern of movement across the wider region. Such movements are enhanced by the north/south transport corridor.
8Gii.5
How should the uncertainty regarding expansion of Gatwick be reflected in the housing distribution?

1
The County Council supports the view taken by West Sussex County Council and by the Regional Assembly, that the potential for further development beyond the existing agreed capacity of Gatwick airport should not be addressed as part of the South East Plan. If a need for further runway or terminal capacity emerges out of the implementation of the Government’s Air Transport White Paper, then the implications for the strategy and scale of development in the Gatwick sub-region should be addressed through a review of the South East Plan.

8Gii.6
Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for housing and mixed uses been properly considered?
1
The public consultation on housing options within Surrey addressed two potential housing distributions. Firstly an apportionment in line with projected capacity, emphasising the potential for the use of PDL in urban areas. Secondly, a distribution with a reduced level of urban development, and a consequent requirement for greenfield release around the main urban areas. The response to the consultation showed clear support for the first option and a reluctance to embrace even modest release of land from the Green Belt for housing purposes. 

2
This response echoes that received when the Structure Plan was reviewed in 2002/03. At that time the relative sustainability of a number of options was examined and it was concluded that small piecemeal releases of land around the existing urban areas was less sustainable than a more concentrated form of urban extension focused on the regional hubs. This reflects the fact that peripheral growth around many urban areas would prejudice key Green Belt objectives on coalescence and urban sprawl (a particular concern in the sub-region given the narrowness of the Green Belt to the north of Horley), would be likely to encourage further car-based movements and would be too small to fund significant infrastructure improvements. The County Council believes that Green Belt, whilst exercising a constraint on development, also lies at the heart of a sustainable approach to development. This approach prevents the unsustainable expansion of urban areas and acts to prevent the outward spread of London. The strategy finally adopted for the Structure Plan, therefore, was one based on making best use of urban potential.

3
The use of Green Belt land for development is unlikely to reduce the potential for the re-use of PDL within the urban areas in the longer term. The end result would be a significant increase in the scale of development per se with consequent diffuse pressure on infrastructure and services which is likely to be less sustainable than a more concentrated form of development. 

8Gii.7
Is the approach to Strategic Gaps properly justified (Policy GAT1)  
1
There is no strategic gap designation in the Surrey part of the sub-region. The County Council supports the approach set out in Policy GAT1 with respect to Green Belt and strategic gaps, but has no further comment on whether the approach to strategic gaps is properly justified. 
� Surrey Housing Potential Study, September 2005
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