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8Hi Role and Economy

8Hi.1 
Bearing in mind its geography and complex interrelationships with other sub-regions and London, what is the rationale for and the role of this sub-region?

1.1 The rational and role for this area is poorly defined and is in effect best defined by its all encompassing green belt designation. This designation appears to override all other aspects of this complex sub region’s strategy. Furthermore as the green belt boundary has been taken as a starting point a number of sustainable options for the development of this region and this sub region have clearly not been considered in the drafting of the RSS. 

1.2 This approach means that the districts will not accommodate the notional “Zero Net Migration” projection by over 6,000 dwellings (as demonstrated in the table below) and that past rates of migration will be seriously curtailed by between 24,000 to 31,000 dwellings and as such the housing market in the area can be expected to experience much greater pressure than in the previous decade. This is especially the case as the reminder of the region is also planning to substantially under provide in terms of the required level of housing. 

Table: Comparison of forecast dwelling requirements for districts in the London Fringe compared to proposed RSS provision. 

	
	Draft RSS DWGS
	Short Term Migration Dwg 2006 to 2026
	Long Term Migration Dwg 2006 to 2026
	Zero Net Migration Dwg 2006 to 2026

	ELMBRIDGE 
	4,620 
	15,499 
	15,328 
	7,535 

	EPSOM     
	3,620 
	2,826 
	1,718 
	2,083 

	GUILDFORD 
	6,440 
	14,366 
	10,144 
	8,400 

	MOLE VALLY
	3,420 
	5,464 
	3,383 
	1,120 

	REIGATE   
	7,740 
	14,075 
	14,271 
	8,488 

	RUNNYMEDE 
	2,920 
	5,371 
	5,568 
	3,328 

	SPELTHRNE
	3,020 
	1,803 
	1,806 
	4,061 

	TANDRIDGE
	2,240 
	5,125 
	5,125 
	2,022 

	WOKING    
	4,840 
	6,826 
	6,833 
	8,025 

	SEVENOAKS 
	3,100 
	2,213 
	1,844 
	2,625 

	Totals
	41,960 
	73,568 
	66,020 
	47,687 


1.3 Against these projections and of course the ODPM 2003 projections DLP have promoted the following distribution for the districts that form either in part or total. This rate of increase is not as high as the most recent projections but certainly attempts to secure a improved balance of housing and employment within these importantly districts in the region and hence improve overall sustainability.

Table: Comparison of DLP proposed requirements for districts in the London Fringe compared to proposed RSS provision and ODPM projections. 

	Area  2006 to 2026
	DLP Proposed Dwg allocation 2006 to 2026
	DLP Proposed Annual Rate of dwelling Provision.
	RSS9
	ODPM

	SEVENOAKS  
	8000
	400
	3099
	6180

	ELMBRIDGE  
	16000
	800
	4618
	14420

	EPSOM & EWELL  
	4400
	220
	3619
	7210

	GUILDFORD  
	10000
	500
	6438
	10300

	MOLE VALLEY  
	3700
	185
	3420
	5150

	REIGATE & BANSTEAD  
	10000
	500
	7738
	10300

	RUNNYMEDE  
	3000
	150
	2920
	6180

	SPELTHORNE  
	4100
	205
	3019
	4120

	TANDRIDGE  
	4000
	200
	2237
	7210

	WOKING
	6000
	300
	4843
	7210

	London Fringe
	69200
	3460
	37108
	71070


1.4 The area has changed in terms of the level of net out commuting this having fallen 62,440 to 45,854. This reduction in overall levels of commuting fails to reveal the increase in the outflow commuting from 187,770 to 206,558 which is off set by an even larger increase in the 160,704 in commuters. This is partly due to the influence of London in offering accessible high income jobs with the relative ease of access to attractive residential living environments in the London fringe.  In this respect the area represents an important residential resource that supports London as an international location. 

1.5 A clear role for the area could be to deliver the residential environments to meet these aspirations, however this would not meet the wider issues of demand and affordability.  

1.6 The approach does not take into account that there are locations which are not covered by the green belt that fall within this area in particular there are locations outside of the Green Belt that are available to provide additional land to assist towards addressing this imbalance, such sites include land outside of the Green Belt at Chertsey (currently identified as a reserve site) which have the potential to be released for additional development to assist in meeting more of the likely need and demand in this area. 

8Hi.2 
Is the sub-regional strategy an adequate response to the area’s importance to London and to the South East more generally (Policy LF1)?  Does it take proper account of the environmental attributes and constraints affecting the sub-region?

2.1 It is suggested that Policy LF1 is contrary to the aspirations of the region in that it starts from the position that the Green Belt should remain unaltered and while there should be a thorough examination of development opportunities outside of the Green Belt in this area, there nevertheless should not be an automatic presumption to safeguard the detailed Green Belt boundary at this time. The first part of this strategy should be revised to sate as follows:

· “The strategy is based upon meeting development requirements in sustainable locations within or adjacent to urban areas and this is likely to  require the release of a limited level of undeveloped land and a review of the Green Belt boundary. This is considered to be justified due to the level of housing need and demand as well as the growing economic pressures of the Sub Region and it is not considered that this important area should be so constricted so as to impede sustainable economic growth and its associated development”.

8Hi.3
Do Policies LF1 (i-iii) and LF6 provide appropriate and clear guidance on the steps that should be taken by LPAs and other stakeholders to secure the future development of the sub-regional economy (Policies LF1 and LF6)?

3.1 The plan suggests that the overall rate of employment growth might be in the region of 73,200 jobs. This compares with the new forecast that the area might only produce some 36,700 increase in jobs in the sub region that will result from the forecasts in “Maintaining Economic Growth in a Pressured Region” (table 4.2) as a result of the regions approach to constraining housing supply. Perhaps unsurprisingly given the source of these forecasts the Warwick and TEMPRO 5 projections are both much higher suggesting the potential of around 130,000 jobs that might be generated in this sub region.

3.2 In reality given the approach as it is now understood Policy LF1 part i) must be interpreted not as “sustaining growth in the local economy” but to “restraining growth in the local economy” if it is to be a realistic representation of the drafting authorities actual intentions as set out in “Maintaining Economic Growth in a Pressured Region”.

3.3 Part iii) of Policy LF1 is contrary to the approach now understood in “Maintaining Economic Growth in a Pressured Region” in that there is a clear need in this area not to support all aspects of the economy but to actually attempt to out source or dissuade some activities from taking place if the objectives of increased GVA are to be achieved without the traditional employment growth. 

3.4 Similarly meeting demand and need especially in terms of housing and affordable housing (Policy LF1 iii) would be in direct conflict with the increased pressure that the drafting authorities are relying upon to bring about “smart growth”. It has already been submitted by the drafting authorities that in order to achieve the increase in productivity it will be necessary to increase the restraint on Labour Supply, as such the constrained approach to development in this sub region can be considered to be in line with such a strategy.

3.5 In terms of the effects from this approach to a large extent they are set out in “Managing Economic Growth in a Pressured Region” and include increased social exclusion as those who are unable to attain the higher levels of skills and qualifications are increasingly excluded from the job market as their jobs are off shored and those which are not are filled by workers who are able to competing the market place by displacing high costs of living in this area by long distance commuting from outside of the area. Increasing cost of labour will also continue to narrow the economy of the area as SME’s relocate out of the area due to high premises and labour costs. This will of course have an impact on the level of entrepreneurialship in the area as it will become an increasingly difficult area to take risks and start new business in this location. 

8Hi.4 What are the implications of the apparent serious misalignment of houses and jobs?

4.1 The overall level of housing demand and need that would result from the continuation of the economic and demographic pressures as they have emerged over the past five and ten years for the districts in this region are set out in the table above. This shows that the current proposed level of dwelling provision is substantially short of what would be required to meet either long or short term growth as forecast in the ARU model. 

4.2 The implication of this large scale under provision is an increase in the pressures in the housing market for this area and the resulting impacts on labour supply. As a result of the very low level of dwelling provision in these districts there will actually be a reduction in the over level of participants in this area. This is because of the implecations of the aging population and the impact of the inertia in households moving as explained in earlier submissions on household formation made by DLP.

4.3 By the end of the plan period there is the possibility that there will be some 2,000 fewer participants in this sub area than there is at present.

4.4 In terms of the balance between participants and jobs the Warwick and TEMPRO 5 forecasts are again very similar suggesting job growth to be in the region of 125,000 to 128,500 jobs this of course compares to the much lower 36,700 increase in jobs in the sub region that will result from the forecasts in “Maintaining Economic Growth in a Pressured Region” as a result of the region’s approach to constraining housing supply. 

4.5 This forecast of 36,700 new jobs is just over 50% of the 73,200 jobs suggested in paragraph 2.17 of the draft plan that might be expected in this area. 

4.6 Comparison of participants from ARU dwelling led projections to the Warwick and TEMPRO projections of job growth suggests that the mismatch of new jobs to participants is likely to be in the region of 127,000 to 130,700 jobs.  

Table: Comparison of participants from ARU dwelling led projections to the Warwick and TEMPRO projections of job growth

	
	Draft RSS DWGS
	Participant Change 2006 to 2026
	Warwick change 2006 to 2026
	Tempro 5 Jobs
	Balance between Jobs (Warwick) and Participants 
	Balance between Jobs (TEMPRO) and Participants 

	ELMBRIDGE 
	4,620 
	-1,376 
	14,453 
	15,261 
	-15,829 
	-16,637 

	EPSOM     
	3,620 
	2,003 
	8,967 
	7,956 
	-6,964 
	-5,953 

	GUILDFORD 
	6,440 
	262 
	14,199 
	20,582 
	-13,937 
	-20,320 

	MOLE VALLY
	3,420 
	-18 
	15,279 
	12,394 
	-15,297 
	-12,412 

	REIGATE   
	7,740 
	1,145 
	12,155 
	17,359 
	-11,010 
	-16,214 

	RUNNYMEDE 
	2,920 
	983 
	19,526 
	13,127 
	-18,543 
	-12,144 

	SPELTHRN98
	3,020 
	-649 
	10,891 
	12,072 
	-11,540 
	-12,721 

	TANDRIDG98
	2,240 
	-1,989 
	7,739 
	8,567 
	-9,728 
	-10,556 

	WOKING    
	4,840 
	237 
	16,953 
	12,568 
	-16,716 
	-12,331 

	SEVENOAKS 
	3,100 
	-2,738 
	8,413 
	5,062 
	-11,151 
	-7,800 

	Totals
	41,960 
	-2,140 
	128,575 
	124,948 
	-130,715 
	-127,088 


4.7 Normally such a large mismatch in a region or sub region would at least require both recognition and clearly stated policies as to how this mismatch might be addressed. In the case of this regional strategy such clarity is lacking. The key land use and policy tools to secure the authorities untested concept of “Smart Growth” actually relies very extensively on previous policy tools notably the restriction of development land and  the under provision of housing to meet either demand or need.

4.8 As there are no distinctive policies that are set to produce a step change towards “Smart Growth” in this sub region where the pressures of traditional growth are clearly one of the greatest.  Policy LF6 can not be described as ground breaking in its approach to economic development in this respect. 

4.9 It is in this sub region were the paucity of the draft plans policies in their ability to address the important issues facing the region are revealed. In reality rather than “Smart Growth” the policy is really one of continued restraint in the hope that either changes to the national or international environments will decrease pressure in the region.  Certainly there are no positive policies in the draft plan to suggest how demand for housing is to be met in other regions but still access the jobs created in this sub region. 

4.10 It is accepted that one of the implications of the “smart growth” approach is increased inter regional commuting and it is clear that if the policy of labour market restraint has a greater influence on commuting patterns than in increased participation or increased efficiency then the changes that have occurred in the pattern of commuting over the last decade are likely to be reinforced - notably increased out commuting to London and increased in commuting from other parts of the region and from other regions. Unfortunately this appears to be a more realistic outcome of these regional and sub regional policies than the outcome postulated in the “Managing Economic Growth in a Pressured Region”. This is not to suggest that some of the factors outlined in that report will not occur and the rising cost of employment is for example likely to make some businesses either cease trading or move out of the area - this however is regarded as a negative rather than a positive approach to achieving increases in GVA.

8Hi.5
 Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Guildford, Woking and Redhill (Policies LF4 and LF7)?

5.1 The implications of “smart growth” for this area is one of substantial restraint especially in terms of housing and labour force. It is expected that this will have an impact on the ability to deliver some services within this area and this is expected to increase the cost of delivering some retail and other services within the sub region. 

5.2 As such growth in retail and services in the centres of Guildford, Woking and Redhill are likely to be restricted and existing enterprises will have to adapt to accommodate that increasing cost and shortage of labour it must be expected under these circumstances that it will be centres outside of this sub region which are likely to experience higher rates of growth in these areas as such the policies regarding the urban areas and the town centres should be more focused upon how these changes will be accommodated and what the appropriate land use response should be. It is entirely possible that the effect will be a relative shift in the importance of these centres within the region with other centres gaining in importance encouraging movements out of the sub region to meet some of the population’s retail and service needs which will not be able to be supplied within the sub region. 

5.3 The alternative approach would require an appropriate level of development to be accommodated especially in relation to the main settlements or if appropriate on land ………??
5.4 It is accepted that even if provision was made for higher levels of housing provision there would still be a potential mismatch of employment and labour but this would be considerably lower as is suggested by the table below that models the participants from a Short Term Migration ARU forecast. 

Table: Comparison of participants from ARU Short Term Migration led projections to the Warwick and TEMPRO projections of job growth 

	
	Draft RSS DWGS
	Short Term Migration Dwg 2006 to 2026
	Participant Change 2006 to 2026
	Warwick change 2006 to 2026
	Tempro 5 Jobs
	Balance between Jobs (Warwick) and Participants 
	Balance between Jobs (TEMPRO) and Participants 

	ELMBRIDGE 
	4,620 
	15,499 
	13,274 
	14,453 
	15,261 
	-1,179 
	-1,987 

	EPSOM     
	3,620 
	2,826 
	823 
	8,967 
	7,956 
	-8,144 
	-7,133 

	GUILDFORD 
	6,440 
	14,366 
	11,902 
	14,199 
	20,582 
	-2,297 
	-8,680 

	MOLE VALLY
	3,420 
	5,464 
	2,785 
	15,279 
	12,394 
	-12,494 
	-9,609 

	REIGATE   
	7,740 
	14,075 
	10,062 
	12,155 
	17,359 
	-2,093 
	-7,297 

	RUNNYMEDE 
	2,920 
	5,371 
	4,744 
	19,526 
	13,127 
	-14,782 
	-8,383 

	SPELTHRNE
	3,020 
	1,803 
	-2,539 
	10,891 
	12,072 
	-13,430 
	-14,611 

	TANDRIDGE
	2,240 
	5,125 
	2,000 
	7,739 
	8,567 
	-5,739 
	-6,567 

	WOKING    
	4,840 
	6,826 
	2,939 
	16,953 
	12,568 
	-14,014 
	-9,629 

	SEVENOAKS 
	3,100 
	2,213 
	-4,138 
	8,413 
	5,062 
	-12,551 
	-9,200 

	Totals
	41,960 
	73,568 
	41,852 
	128,575 
	124,948 
	-86,723 
	-83,096 


8
Y:\RPG's\South East\RSS9_EipSubmissions\RSS9_EiP_8H final.doc

[image: image1.jpg][image: image2.jpg]