8Hi /South London Partnership (7043)

8Hi   London Fringe Role and Economy

8Hi.1  Bearing in mind its geography and complex relationships with other sub-regions and with 

           London, what is the rationale for and role of this sub-region?

The South London Partnership (SLP), representing the six London Boroughs together with business and community partners in the South London sub-region adjoining the London Fringe, supports the definition of the London Fringe as a necessary sub-region in the South East Plan. We believe it meets the Government’s PPS 11 test of a deficit in region-wide policies which needs making good. This arises particularly from its proximity to South London. The Greater London/South East boundary here is largely artificial: from Croydon westwards, outer London suburbs continue into Surrey, particularly in areas north of the M25. These areas are functionally an extension of outer south London.  Inspection of maps B1 and E5 indicate this, and it gives the sub-region an essential rationale.

SLP welcomes the acknowledgement of London relationships in paragraph 1.3 of Section E5. These are of two main types: firstly with central London – the global core of the metropolitan region – with which the London Fringe has clear labour market linkages; these appear relatively stable (cf. SEERA’s report by CEBR ‘Symbiosis or Sibling Rivalry...’); secondly with outer south London which are dynamic across a range of spatial flows: commuting in and out; population migration especially to suburban lifestyles; town centre retail; and leisure functions. These need careful assessment.

The London Fringe sub-region has coherence in embracing a continuum of towns, suburbs and smaller settlements separated by the Green Belt and flanking south London, with the M25 and its nine distributor road junctions here providing a coordinating spine. However, important transport corridors cut across the sub-region and provide for the main functional relationships with London. SLP has referred to the key corridor from Crawley/Gatwick via the Redhill hub to Croydon and central London in its Statement (jointly with London Councils 7709) for Matter 8G Gatwick Area. In addition, the A3 road and rail routes from Guildford and Woking through south-west London and the M3 are significant, and other rail routes link London Fringe towns and suburbs with Bromley, Wimbledon, Sutton and Kingston/Surbiton.
SLP therefore sees the role of the sub-region and its need for a clear strategy as deriving from the above. This justifies an explicit set of policies which address the issues arising. To reflect interactions with South London comprehensively, we seek the incorporation of the Gatwick-Crawley area into the London Fringe, as argued in the SLP Statement (jointly with London Councils) for Matter 8G.

SLP is broadly content with the London Fringe policies in the draft Plan, although there are specific matters where we seek amplification or clarification as indicated below. Our relative support derives from the welcome participation which Surrey County Council, which advised SEERA on strategy for this sub-region, accorded to SLP including in its Steering Group. This has borne fruit regarding a good appreciation of cross-border issues. It contrasts with the lack of such dialogue between London sub-regions and adjoining South East ones elsewhere.
8Hi.2   Is the sub-regional strategy an appropriate response to the area’s importance to London 

            and the South East more generally (Policy LF1)? Does it take proper account of the

            environmental attributes and constraints affecting the sub-region?

On the first question, SLP sees the following issues as particularly critical in terms of London Fringe/South London connectivity:-

· Comparative labour demand and supply situations between the two sub-regions;

· Comparative catchments of town centres including planned growth intentions;

· Shared environmental issues including roles of the Green Belt and protecting important countryside assets;

· Capacity on both rail and road routes into London, including from the M25;

· The transport and development impacts of growth at both Gatwick and Heathrow Airports.

These issues are largely reflected in the Core strategy and Policy LF1. SLP welcomes the reference in paragraph 1.3 that linkages across the regional boundary need to be enhanced, with particular reference to commuting flows; this is picked up in LF1.i with its reference to ‘comprehensive monitoring of the local economy, labour supply and demand and movement patterns across the sub-region and in adjoining areas including London’.

Mechanisms for such monitoring are not indicated, however. SLP contends that for the major commuting flows, i.e. those into London and particularly in and out of South London (with flows out being critical, see under 8Hi.4 below), the way this vital monitoring is to be established and proceeds, including the participants involved, needs to be made explicit.

SLP notes paragraph 2.5’s reference to the lack of peak hours transport capacity being a significant restraint on economic growth, requiring substantial investment in public transport. This situation is shared by South London. Policy LF1 does not address this adequately, and implies acceptance of restraint. The issue is acknowledged in the Infrastructure Policy LF5, but again without providing a clear way forward. A joint approach to this key concern between the London Fringe and South London sub-regions is called for and should be stated in policy.

As regards the environment, SLP welcomes positive protection and enhancement policies, but notes the tension in the Core Strategy with the sub-region’s economic strength and housing demand (see below under 8Gi.4).

8Hi.3   Do Policies LF1 i-iii and LF6 provide appropriate and clear guidance on the steps

            that should b taken by LPAs and other stakeholders to secure the future development

            of the sub-regional economy?

SLP notes the reference in paragraph 1.8 to supporting sustainable economic growth in terms of labour supply, infrastructure constraints and (1.9) meeting development requirements within urban areas, and this is reflected in Policy LF1.i-ii. We also note the reference in paragraph 2.3 to ‘high value, low impact’ sectors, recycling existing employment land and (LF1.iii) to workforce skills – adding up to ‘smart growth’.
This is taken forward in Policy LF6. SLP, while welcoming that ‘proposals will be considered in the context of the vitality of the local economy and that in adjacent areas as evidenced by the regular monitoring...’ contends again that if the close linkages with adjacent areas of south and west London referred to in paragraph 2.16 are to be fully understood, and managed to mutual advantage, the way such monitoring is to be operationalised requires clarification. In this regard it should be noted that SLP is working to stimulate the development of high-value, knowledge-based enterprises alongside consumer service growth at key accessible locations in South London. There are future scenarios which joint monitoring should explore, including the impact of restraints on London Fringe growth and a revival in the competitiveness of the outer London economy.

8Hi.4   What are the implications of the apparent serious misalignment of houses and jobs?
This is the matter of most serious interest and concern for SLP. Paragraph 2.17 indicates an employment growth forecast of 73,200 for the sub-region 2006-16 (7,320p.a). This contrasts with growth projected by the GLA for the adjoining South London sub-region, (with a population some 30% greater), of only 900 jobs p.a. 2006-16 (total jobs growth of 9,000 jobs to 2016 with a further 36,000 2016 – 2026).  Policy LF2 proposes housing provision for the London Fringe sub-region of 37,360 over the 20-year period to 2026; 1,870p.a. Housing growth for South London is set in the London Plan (early alterations) for the decade to 2016/17 at 2,955p.a.

 This indicates far faster employment growth than housing provision in the London Fringe sub-region, which would seriously exacerbate imbalance between labour supply and demand. In South London, workforce growth is projected to exceed employment growth; while the current draft London Plan Alterations expect South London to provide more labour supply for rapid projected job growth in central London, the question arises whether some of the London Fringe imbalance will be met by increased out-commuting from South London.
This matter has already been discussed in general terms at the EiP, in Matter 1B.3 Inter-regional Relationships, where the discrepancy between GLA employment projections for outer London and those for adjoining South East sub-regions was highlighted by London Councils (7709); and in Matter 1G Economy and Jobs-Housing Alignment. It transpires, firstly that the employment projections are subject to review (and extension beyond 2016) and, secondly, that the proposed policy emphasis is on ‘smart growth’ to reduce the scale of increase in labour demand. While these factors may mitigate the stark imbalance referred to above, it is clear it is a serious issue which, without adding to labour supply through further housing provision, appears likely to act as a brake on the pace of economic growth.

While SLP accepts that some further out-commuting from London into London Fringe employment centres can be expected in the forecast situation, it does not view the prospect with equanimity, for two reasons. Firstly, SLP is seeking to stimulate employment in South London to a significantly greater extent that that indicated in GLA’s 2006 projection, at its key town centres and strategic industrial locations including the Wandle Corridor. Secondly, out-commuting tends to be largely by car in view of the dispersed pattern of homes and workplaces, so an increase would work against sustainability. 

This adds to the emphasis to be put on establishing clear mechanisms and procedures for monitoring the situation year-by-year. As indicated above, SLP wishes to see stronger references made in policy, in LF6 as well as LF1, to this effect.
8Hi.5   Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Guildford, Woking and Redhill (Policies LF4 and LF7)?

SLP welcomes the regional hubs concept and supports the reference in Policy LF7 to the priority they should be given for investment in development, infrastructure and services. A specific focus should be to increase their accessibility by public transport. SLP also welcomes the reference to polycentricity and to the role of South London’s main centres contributing to providing services for London Fringe residents within that concept. The South London metropolitan centres of Croydon, Kingston, Bromley and Sutton should be regarded as regional hubs across the London boundary and their relation with London Fringe hubs should be taken continually into account. Particularly significant is future interaction between Croydon (the largest retail and office centre in South London) and Redhill, within the Wandle-Gatwick corridor context.

SLP notes the promotion of sub-regional hubs in Policy LF8.Of particular significance is the reference to Epsom and Staines. Their development and associated transport ‘spokes’ should be in the context of nearby outer London metropolitan centres: Sutton and Hounslow respectively. Policy LF8 should recognise the welcome acknowledgement of this at the end of paragraph 2.20.

SLP recognises that Policy LF4 seeks to contain the role and growth of the economically buoyant regional hubs within their urban areas, in order to avoid prejudicing the long- term future of the Green belt (paragraph 2.12). SLP supports this general principle, which accords with growth at South London centres taking the form of well-designed densification. However, the question arises of how the possible imposition of higher levels of housing provision should be dealt with at regional hubs in the Green belt. In such a case SLP suggests (as in its Statement with London Councils for Matter 8G Gatwick Area) that the Corridor to Gatwick-Crawley should receive attention, based on the Redhill and Crawley hubs. The Corridor could then become a DCLG Sustainable Communities Plan Growth Area, benefiting from that funding status for infrastructure etc.
Transport linkages could be highlighted further. These include service patterns to attract out-commuting into the London Fringe from car to rail allied with concentration of employment-generating development at the hubs, such as services out of South London to Redhill, Gatwick-Crawley, Guildford and Woking. Improvements to orbital public transport are vital. SLP is advocating this strongly in South London: as well as extensions to the successful Croydon Tramlink, rail orbital-type routes such as Croydon-Sutton-Epsom are significant, as is the ‘Airtrack’ project into Heathrow. The North Downs Rail Line, linking the Redhill hub with Dorking, Guildford, and Reading via the Blackwater Valley seems to have particular future significance.

Martin Simmons

Spatial Development Consultant to SLP
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