





8Hi/Reigate & Banstead Borough Council (7257)

SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
LONDON FRINGE AREA – ROLE AND ECONOMY
STATEMENT BY REIGATE & BANSTEAD BOROUGH COUNCIL

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 rationale for the London Fringe sub-region is based on a combination of factors, viz:

· A polycentric settlement pattern entirely within the Metropolitan Green Belt
· Busy and congested transport networks radially focused on London, but overlain by the M25 orbital route 
· Proximity to London, resulting in strong development pressures for both housing and commercial development.
· Valued attractive countryside, heritage and cultural resources. 
Together these factors demonstrate that the London Fringe has a sufficiently different character to justify being considered as a separate sub-region.

1.2
The strategy for this sub-region set out in para 4.6.4 of Section C is that it should support sustainable economic growth and meet as far as possible the pressing housing needs of the sub-region, whilst retaining the extent and integrity of the Metropolitan Green Belt. The scale of development recognises the opportunity to increase the densities of new development in appropriate locations, whilst respecting and developing the character of settlements. In common with all the sub-regions, the draft Plan (para 4.5.3 of Section C) requires that the development of the sub-region can only take place if there is timely provision of appropriate infrastructure to support growth and address past shortfalls.

1.3
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council supports the rationale and role of the sub-region set out in the sub-regional strategy.

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
Existing regional policy guidance set out in RPG9 for the Western Policy Area (which embraces this sub-region) recognises that despite the market pressures in the area, a degree of restraint on the scale of development is appropriate given the overheating that has occurred in the past. This theme is maintained in the draft SE Plan which highlights the importance of “smart growth” and which, at para 4.6.4 of Section C and para 1.32 of Section D1, recognises the importance of retaining the Green Belt.

2.2
The area has long had a complex socio-economic relationship with London. Net outward commuting to London in recent decades has concealed a growth in both outward and inward flows of workers. The sub-region has experienced significant growth in its economy without actively promoting this in land use terms. The growing economies of adjoining sub-regions, notably the Gatwick Area and Western Corridor/Blackwater Valley, have added further complexity to journey to work movements. This has been facilitated by the completion of the M25 in the mid 1980s linking with the M20, M23, M3, M4 and a number of Trunk Roads in the sub-region. The concept of ‘balance’ between jobs and labour supply within the sub-region is therefore of limited applicability. However, the sub-regional strategy recognises the need for monitoring of the economy and related indicators such as labour force, activity rates, and unemployment over a broad area that cuts across regional and sub-regional boundaries. There have been concerns in Outer London that the local economy has suffered from pressures from Central London on the one side and from the M25 corridor on the other. The buoyant economy of the London Fringe could provide job opportunities for residents of outer London. This might also apply to residents in the Gatwick Area where there are concerns about the performance of the local economy. Growth is being actively promoted as part of the Sustainable Communities Plan in areas like Ashford and Thames Gateway but this could be frustrated if more growth than planned was proposed in areas such as the London Fringe. Similarly, areas of the region that are seeking to pursue a strategy of economic regeneration could potentially suffer if more development were promoted in the London Fringe. 

2.3
One way of taking account of the environmental attributes and constraints affecting the sub-region is to promote smart growth, a concept that has been discussed in detail during earlier sessions of the EIP. The Council supports the aims of sustaining growth in the local economy to a level that can be supported by labour markets and infrastructure and generally focusing employment-related development on land already in employment use or available for such use. 

2.4
Policy LF1 is a sensible approach, addressing the core aim of meeting development requirements within urban areas whilst protecting the Green Belt, important areas of countryside and biodiversity.  The nature of land supply and the limited potential for housing provision require strong mechanisms to ensure that a high proportion of the housing built is affordable. We agree that it is vital to aim to seek to meet locally defined housing needs, albeit that low levels of funding prevent these being met in full. We also support the other aspirations set out in Policy LF1.

2.5
Transport networks are at, or beyond, capacity in the peak hours and as well as adversely affecting the quality of life of the area’s population, they are seen by the economic sector as a significant restraint to the maintenance of growth. The sub-regional strategy notes that the urban focus of new development will make these issues more acute and directly challenge the objective of improving quality of life. It proposes substantial investment in public transport and changes in travel behaviour through adoption of more sustainable modes of transport and of innovative working practices. Policy LF1 (vii) could usefully be expanded to cover these points in more detail. 

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
LF1 seeks sustainable growth in the local economy to a level that can be supported by labour markets and infrastructure. The concept of “smart growth” is central to the strategy for the economic well-being of the sub-region. The aim is to encourage a broad base of economic activity which utilises existing skills in the workforce and supports retraining and re-skilling. Economic growth should be directed at high value, low impact sectors with an emphasis on knowledge based enterprises. There would be an emphasis on the recycling of existing employment land for continuing employment use, as has been the pattern in the past, rather than the allocation of additional land for this purpose. The employment land situation will be informed by careful monitoring of both the local economy and housing requirements related to this and the situation in the adjacent areas, to ensure that the overall strategy of sustainable growth is achieved. The forecast for the London Fringe sub-region is for an increase of 73,200 jobs 2006-2016. Improved productivity whether by technology, skills enhancement, training and re-training or other initiatives is considered the best way in which the area can contribute to the wider regional economy. These themes are also picked up in the Regional Economic Strategy.

3.2
LF6 reinforces the point that employment-related development will take place primarily on land already in employment use or available for such use. Local Development Documents will identify strategic employment land that will be safeguarded for employment purposes. Mixed-use development will be encouraged in, and around, town centres and other areas of good public transport accessibility. It is very important for Reigate & Banstead BC, from a sustainability viewpoint, to retain a local employment base and we would wish to protect well located employment land, including substantial areas on purpose-built industrial estates.  Residential or mixed use development may be allowed on employment land that is not identified as being strategically important, particularly if amenity and environmental gains are achieved and more sustainable forms of development result.

3.3
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council considers that policies LF1 and LF6 are both appropriate and clear.
4 
What are the implications of the apparent serious misalignment of houses and jobs?

4.1
We question the extent to which housing levels and distributions within the sub-region should be reliant upon economic forecasts. PPS3 is clear (at paragraph 33) that the use of employment growth forecasts is just one of a series of matters that should be considered in determining appropriate levels of housing. This has been recognised by GOSE in responding to the discussion on Matter 1G.2, indicating that the alignment between employment and housing should not be the overriding factor in determining the scale of housing development at the sub-regional level. It should be a guiding factor and starting point for assessment, but not the determining factor.

4.2
In discussion on Matter 1G, Surrey County Council highlighted concerns about the use of economic projections over the medium to longer term. It maintained that it is inappropriate to base projections for a 20 year period on the assumption that past growth will be replicated into the future. In a situation of rapid technological, social and economic change, it is impossible to predict future economic growth with any degree of certainty. We accept that current forecasts of growth for the London Fringe suggest a shortfall in the resident labour force in the sub-region, but we consider that achievement of the target 3% growth in GVA is more likely to depend upon qualitative improvements in the skills, productivity and innovation of the labour force than housing growth. 

4.3
The projections indicating the gap between the number of jobs and employees vary considerably and, for the reasons already set out on our behalf by District Councils in the South East, we do not accept the proposition that there will be a serious misalignment between houses and jobs. We further question whether it is appropriate to plan for a number of houses to meet economic forecasts without consideration of other factors. EIP Panel Note 3 sets out a range of possibilities for the difference between new jobs and labour supply for the London Fringe, 2006-2006 viz:

SEERA Experian Scenario  -50,900

Barton Willmore Warwick Jobs) -112,000

DLP Tempo (Surrey County) – 125,500

Even if there is potentially a misalignment of jobs and people, previous sessions of the EIP have considered a number of factors that will act to balance this. These include smart growth, increased activity rates, e.g. by people returning to work beyond the age of 50, and out-commuting from adjacent parts of outer London (described in earlier sessions as a “trough” where there are projected to be few new jobs.) The Cambridge Econometrics work for South East County Leaders concludes:

“London Fringe - A shortfall of 35,000 in the resident labour force is projected in this sub-region over 2006-26. However, the proximity of this sub-region to London, and the expectation that net-out commuting to London will be reduced, could help to mitigate much of this shortfall.”

4.4
In summary, the Borough Council believes that the needs of the economy locally are more likely to be met though ‘smart growth’ than housing growth, by increased activity rates and skills training and by drawing in any additional labour needed from Outer London and possibly Gatwick. 

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

5.1
In this sub-region, development will be concentrated in existing urban areas in order to safeguard the integrity of the Metropolitan Green Belt and high quality countryside. Urban potential studies indicate that development on previously developed land will be the primary source and will exceed the 60% target identified in Policy CC8a by a substantial margin. 70% of the Borough of Reigate & Banstead is Green Belt and the continued protection of the Green Belt is in line with national, regional and local policies. 

5.2
Regional hubs have been defined at Guildford, Redhill/Reigate and Woking. The hub status reflects their greater connectivity in terms of the rail network in particular, both intra-and inter-regionally. The strategy recognises that these three towns, along with Epsom, Sevenoaks and Staines have the strongest central area functions in the sub-region, but looked at individually they are not major towns by comparison with some of the other regional hubs. The towns are also important commercial centres, offering services over wide hinterlands and having well-established local economies that need to be nurtured. 

5.3
The sub-regional strategy seeks to ensure that these towns retain their role in the spatial structure of the area, develop their role as transport hubs and support their economies by encouraging urban development and renewal that is sympathetic to their character. In the context of the strategy for the sub-region as a whole, the existing polycentric pattern of the settlement structure provides people with the benefit of greater opportunity to access services and facilities. This role should continue.  Each of the towns is surrounded by the Metropolitan Green Belt and this policy presents a significant policy constraint given that the RSS considers that there is no regional case for amending the Green Belt. The strategy maintains this, with town centres being a focus for mixed use development (retailing, employment, built leisure and community facilities and residential) which can further reduce the need for longer distance travel. Significant improvements to the arrangements for interchange between bus and rail, such as those planned for Redhill, and improved frequency of services should be linked to restraint-based town centre parking strategies. In all centres, design and form of development should improve the streetscape and produce high quality, accessible and coherent pedestrian environments. The thrust of the sub-regional strategy for the towns is therefore to promote opportunities for development within the present built-up areas that will enable them to continue to fulfil their hub role and to support further investment in public transport infrastructure that protects and enhances this function. The direction of investment in development, infrastructure and services to Redhill is in line with the Council’s own policies and aspirations, expressed in the LDF Core Strategy (Preferred Options) and the emerging Redhill Area Action Plan.
5.4
Redhill lies in the A23 corridor between London and Brighton and with its complementary historic centre of Reigate, provides central area functions and employment opportunities in the eastern side of the sub-region. Its location constrains opportunities for further significant growth. The Surrey Hills AONB abuts the northern side of the town and areas of high quality landscape extend southwards to the Greensand ridges on the eastern and western side of the town. The area to the south of the town represents a crucial part of the Green Belt gap separating Redhill from Horley, a gap which is already weakened by development along the A23 at Salfords. Although the Borough Council has been successful in its New Growth Point (NGP) Bid, the opportunity for continuing current levels of housing development post 2016 are limited by physical, planning policy and infrastructure constraints. The NGP Bid provides an opportunity to lever in some of the additional infrastructure funding that is required to ensure that current planned development can take place in a sustainable way. 
5.5
While the Council supports the concept of Redhill Town Centre as a regional hub, there needs to be greater certainty about the public investment to be committed to transport improvements (in particular improved access from the M23, extension to Fastway bus service, additional capacity and improved rail services at Redhill Station) to ensure that new development can be accessed adequately. Policy LF4 states that development at the London Fringe regional hubs, including Redhill/Reigate, should be accompanied by commensurate investment in infrastructure, especially transport.  However, as outlined in our representations on infrastructure, we have concerns about the lack of Government commitment to infrastructure delivery. The South East Plan should provide greater certainty that all these improvements will be delivered. Given that Reigate & Banstead has the highest housing allocation in Surrey and that the delivery of this allocation is predominantly before 2016, it is considered essential that the funding of transport infrastructure to support Redhill’s role as a Regional Transport Hub is given priority and is not reliant on “special” bidding processes such as the New Growth Points Initiative.
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