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DRAFT SOUTH OF ENGLAND PLAN

EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC

SMART FUTURES SUBMISSION

MATTER 8H LONDON FRINGE

8Hi Role and Economy
1. 
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
Smart Futures' submissions have highlighted the need to address intra regional disparities, recognising the different needs and potentials which occur across the region. We propose interventions to build on economic strengths, and believe our amendment (see 8149/CC9) better reflects the Regional Economic Strategy (RES). We are concerned the policy framework proposed for the London Fringe will hinder the delivery of appropriate local solutions. 

1.2
By definition, in a region seeking to promote growth throughout the Plan period, the nine RSS sub-regions should be taking a leading role. In our view, the sub-regional strategy (Part C, 4.6.4) appears to take a more qualified approach to meeting the challenge than the other sub-regions, for example the adjoining  Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley (WC&BV) (4.6.2). Differences between the strategies for the adjoining sub-regions could be dismissed as differences in emphasis, but detailed analysis of the respective policy approaches reveals that the differences in outcome for their respective sub-regions could be more significant.

1.3
Both the London Fringe and WC&BV share historic development pressures, a dynamic economy and common proximity to Heathrow and London. They also share common constraints such as the Green Belt and Thames Basin Heaths SPA. However, the response of the two sub-regions is different. In the London Fringe the key driver is maintaining the regional role of the Metropolitan Green Belt (E5, 1.8), whereas in WC&BV "minimising the take-up of greenfield land is not a consideration which overrides all others...." (E6, 2.4.6). As a consequence, sustainable greenfield allocations for development have been identified on the periphery of hubs such as Basingstoke, Reading, Bracknell and Newbury (E6, 2.5). In contrast, the London Fringe policies reflect an approach that is too constrained (because the three regional hubs of Guildford, Reigate/ Redhill, and Woking do not have the capacity for major growth (E5, paragraph 1.5) and it will be necessary to look elsewhere (see paragraphs 5.1-5.3, below)).

1.4
We believe that the greater proportion of land in the London Fringe subject to Green Belt designation should reinforce the need for a more enlightened approach, but unfortunately this approach is not reflected in the draft RSS. We consider that the Panel must address the inconsistencies between the sub-regional approaches taken within the Plan. The undue emphasis on restraint within the strategy for the London Fringe threatens the Plan's overall ability to deliver its growth targets. This argument will be expanded below.
2. 
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 our submission that the RSS is properly founded on principles which are sustainable, but is undermined by a failure to address the forecast imbalance of jobs by building enough homes to house an economically active workforce locally. In the London Fringe, the Plan seems driven by a desire to suppress house building and an unwillingness to reconsider long standing planning constraints such as the Green Belt. It also fails to address transportation needs and economic growth demands in a sustainable manner. 

2.2
Policy LF1 is not a strategy for growth, it is a strategy for restraint. It seeks to contain pressures within urban areas, to dampen employment growth to that which can be sustained through Smart Growth, and to address only local sub-regional needs. The strategy is largely informed by the experience of historic development pressures and the over-riding primacy of the Green Belt, overlaid by emerging constraints such as the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. The strategy's ability to deliver levels of growth commensurate with identified needs is undermined by the decision to make the maintenance of the Metropolitan Green Belt its key driver. As a consequence it is doubtful whether the London Fringe deserves sub-regional status, since its restraint policies would be just as well served through the general protective policy framework for the residual region.

2.2
In our view the decision not to entertain Green Belt review is wrong, and we have expanded on this point in our submission to 8Hii (see 8Hii/ 8149). It forces the sub-region to take a qualified approach to the challenge of meeting growth targets. Contrast this with the approach taken by the East of England Plan Panel (Document Centre/RSS/Other Regions/EE PR/paragraph 2.15). It follows that in the London Fringe the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for a range of uses has not been properly considered. The sub-regional strategy must therefore be adjudged an inadequate response to the area's importance to London and the South East more generally.

2.3
We do not propose to undermine the overall purposes and integrity of the Green Belt. A review of the Green Belt is wholly consistent with PPG2, and the RSS is the appropriate vehicle to set the parameters for such a review. Up to date boundaries that are robust enough to last through the Plan period are essential. Of course boundaries should only be altered in ways that do not fundamentally undermine the underlying objectives behind their designation, but it is submitted that PPG2 provides appropriate references for review, and the RSS is faced with challenging growth issues which demand a rigorous reappraisal of patterns of sustainable development.

2.4
The London Fringe can and must perform a key role in meeting the overall need for growth within the region, as befits its status as one of the most densely settled parts of the region, with a strong economy, high participation rates, good growth sectors figuring strongly and a skilled workforce (E5, 1.2). We believe the Plan must provide a context for local choice being used to address the above issues through the LDF process, without ruling out viable and sustainable solutions on grounds expressed as principles, but rooted in prejudice rather than reality.
3. 
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 sub-regional strategy is inconsistent and flawed. Policy LF1 proposes to meet development needs of the sub-region within urban areas. The three regional hubs are relied upon as a key driver for the strategy (E5, 1.8, v, and LF4), but do not have the capacity for major growth (E5, 1.5). Employment growth will be provided within local urban areas through LF1 (i-iii), and there will be monitoring to sustain this, yet LF6 envisages releasing employment land for residential and mixed-use development to address housing need. We have opposed LF6 to highlight this inconsistency of approach (8149/LF6).

3.2
There is no justification for LF6 proposing the release of any employment land for residential or mixed use development unless the Plan can provide certainty that there is a sufficient supply of suitable employment land elsewhere. The Plan does not do this. Neither should it be assumed that there is a readily available supply of sites in outer London Boroughs adjoining the London Fringe. Many of the sites that do exist in these boroughs are constrained in various ways and likely to be under pressure for residential and mixed use development. The proposed use of London Fringe employment land for housing reflects the inadequacy of the overall provision for housing. Locating new employment "primarily" on land already in employment use is confirmation that some land not in employment use will also be required. LF6 proposes no criteria for finding further employment land. We submit that relevant criteria would reflect other policies in the Plan and be focused on sustainability. Some green field land will fit the criteria.
3.3
Over many years the London Fringe has been subject to pressure for development, with a local economy expanding at a faster rate than the regional average throughout the 1990s. This pressure might reasonably be expected to continue due to a location close to London's airports, and the sub-region's inherent economic strength ( E5, paragraph 1.4). It will no doubt be argued that the sub-region has coped well, and that all development pressure to date has been contained within the existing planning framework of constraints. However, we believe that the policy framework as proposed is inadequate and unlikely to meet the challenge. This concern would be reinforced if the overall housing distribution is increased. We do not therefore agree with the Plan's assumption that urban capacity is adequate, without the need to use Green Belt land (E5, paragraph 1.9). 

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

4.1
Smart Futures believes that the Plan creates an uncertain planning context for the preparation of Local Development Documents (LDDs) through the inadequacies of its economic forecasting beyond 2016, an uncertainty underlined in the London Fringe area by a promise to review its forecasts again before the EiP (Section E5, paragraph 2.17).

4.2
The RSS forecasts that demand for labour will outstrip the resident supply of economically active population across the region by around 240,000 in 2026. (see Document Centre/ SEP1/ Section B/ 7.2.3(iii) and 7.3.2). The region's ability to deliver economic growth will be constrained by labour shortages, unless there are significant flows of in-commuting or more houses are built. There is no sound evidential base for the draft Plan's proposal at H1 to build at a level of 28,900 houses per annum, and it is likely that not enough houses will be built over the Plan period. The outcome will be unsustainable, with either a failure to hit the economic growth rate or very significant increases in in-commuting. 

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

5.1
The sub-regional strategy's dichotomy is that the three regional hubs are relied upon as a key driver for the strategy (E5, 1.8, v, and LF4), delivering 42% of the housing under LF2, but do not have the capacity for major growth (E5, 1.5). The Government's allocation of an initial funding of £1.987m to Reigate and Banstead under its "Growth Points" initiative acknowledges this, and by targeting infrastructure investment may help to deliver 13% of the housing (LF2), but will not help to identify new sites. At best, the additional funding may partly address the need for growth, but it also underlines the continuing difficulties facing Guildford and Woking, and general pressure for new homes in the sub-region.

5.2
Concentrating new development in regional hubs creates difficulties for the many urban areas that are located close to, or within the Green Belt. It is axiomatic that the most sustainable solutions will necessitate the development of land closest to existing settlement patterns and transportation spokes. Some of this land will be in the Green Belt, and ruling out its potential use runs counter to the underlining sustainability principle of the Plan. In the East of England Plan the Secretary of State proposes modifications to the Green Belt to meet the need for growth at Stevenage, Harlow, Hemel Hempstead, Welwyn-Hatfield and the Thames Gateway area (see Document Centre/ Regional Planning Guidance/ RSS/ Other Regions/ EEP PR/ Policy SS7 (SoS changes at www.go-east)).

5.3
The strategy must enable Guildford, Woking and Reigate/Redhill to deliver their potential contribution to the overall health of the sub-region alongside other urban areas. We have made the case in our answer to 2B.2 (see 2B/ 8149) that the need for growth is an exceptional circumstance justifying a review of the Green Belt. Therefore, development sites nearby the hubs in sustainable locations should not be ruled out, and we have argued in our answer to Matter 3 (see 3/ 8149), that transport spokes are corridors of opportunity along which sustainable clusters of new development should be established. 
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