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8H / Highways Agency (7081)

SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY
LONDON FRINGE

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?

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?

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)?

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

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

The Agency would suggest that the dominant feature of this sub-region in planning terms is the Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB). As a result the sub-region comprises two distinct classes of urban development, those areas that lie inside the MGB which in many ways act as outer London suburbs and enjoy some of the benefits of London’s transport networks and those outside the MGB which generally act as free standing communities. In this context, the Agency would draw the Panels attention to the Surrey Structure Plan 2004. 
The Agency would suggest that as a result, it will be difficult for the sub region to develop a coherent identity beyond that of primarily a dormitory area for London with radial connections across the sub-region.  Provisions for orbital movements through the sub-region are poor except for the M25 which performs other regional and national functions.
8Hii Housing and Green Belt 

8Hii.1
 Is the proposed housing provision for the sub-region at the most appropriate level, having regard to social, environmental and economic considerations (Policy LF2)?

8Hii.2
 Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy LF3)?  Is it capable of being achieved?  

8Hii.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 (Policy LF2)?

8Hii.4
 Is the proposed link between development and infrastructure provision reasonable and capable of being implemented (Policy LF5)?  

8Hii.5
 Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for a range of uses been properly considered?  

The Agency does not wish to make a formal written response to this question.

8Hiii Infrastructure and Implementation
8Hiii.1
Have the water supply and waste water treatment, flood risk, and transport  implications of the growth proposals been adequately considered (Policy LF5)? 

The SE Plan is proposing to concentrate development in the districts of Woking, Guildford and Reigate and Banstead, each of which contains a regional hub.  Assuming that the focus for new development will be centred in locations where opportunities for non car-based travel are greatest, this approach is in line with the stated core strategy of the South East Plan, which places development in urban areas of the region in order to minimise distances travelled as well as resource requirements.  These towns have very significant constraints in terms of surrounding environment and access as do other towns within the London Fringe.
Workplace statistics (2001) indicate that there is a relatively large number of car movements between the districts within the London Fringe sub-region, which all demonstrate a low level of trip ‘containment’, meaning that there is a high percentage of car-based out-of-district commuting occurring at present.  In general terms, this is probably due to the proximity of established towns within the sub-region, coupled with relatively high rates of car ownership.  The poor level and connectivity of alternative public transport services is also a contributing factor. Even where significant rail ‘park and ride’ occurs the access to the stations causes very significant congestion within the towns. 

For instance, the most frequent out-of-district car commuting movement within the sub-region is between Waverley and Guildford, of which a high percentage of commuters use the A3 for at least part of the trip.  This therefore contributes to congestion on the link which would be expected to worsen in future.  There is also a high number of car commuters travelling between the neighbouring districts of Mole Valley and Reigate and Banstead which contribute directly to congestion on the M25.  

The HA would therefore prefer a strategy that has a greater emphasis upon the reduction of car dependence in this sub-region, particularly for short distance trips within the sub-region.  This is probably best achieved by locating development in regional hubs where opportunities for non-car based travel are the greatest.  We would also recommend that careful consideration is given to the type and location of employment sites in relation to housing development (both existing and proposed), in order to strike a suitable balance between the two.  It is clear from the Stress Maps that even with substantial demand management, the sub-region will be heavily congested and the effect on the economy and future growth is unpredictable.
Every effort should also be made to manage demand through measures to influence travel behaviour (ITB) (please see HA Library Paper 2).  This would relieve pressure on the overloaded transport networks and, if implemented effectively, could be expected to reduce car-based demand by around 15% in locations where alternative travel choices are made available.  The London Fringe sub-region would seem to have good opportunities to achieve significant levels of reduction through ITB measures, given that existing development is already fairly dense and opportunities to travel by non-car modes are often already well established within the urban areas.   It is likely, however, that ITB measures will require both incentives and enforcement (i.e. ‘carrot’ and ‘stick’) in order to maximise their effectiveness, given that car use is firmly established as the dominant transport mode in the sub-region.
Should current travel patterns continue, it is expected that most of the trunk road network within the sub-region will experience very severe levels of network stress and will be unable to cope with the resulting demand by 2026 (please see HA Library Paper 3).  However, unlike most sub-regions within the South East, the specific impact of the SE Plan housing allocation as a component of the overall forecast growth is relatively low.  While this does not diminish the importance of adopting the ITB strategy set out above, it does mean that other factors (for example, the sub-region’s proximity to London and growth at key airports) are likely to have a considerable impact on the current and future stress levels on the transport networks. 

It is also recommended that traffic management measures utilising Intelligent Transport Systems (ITS) technology (or similar) should be considered in order to manage trunk road network stress and ensure that it continues to function in a safe and efficient manner in the short to medium term. 
A great majority of the schemes in the Implementation Plan currently have no funding commitment.  However, it is encouraging that it does include schemes which support ITB measures, such as improvement of public transport in the regional hubs.  It has also identified the need for a number of junction improvements, particularly on the A3 to release congestion around Guildford.   
It is the HA’s view that it is important for the IP to focus on both ITB and ITS measures as this would agree with the SE Plan’s ‘twin-track’ approach which aims to manage transport system by making the most of the existing capacity alongside increased investment in public transport. However, this does not resolve the longer term issues of insufficient capacity on the transport networks for the future.
8Hiii.2
Are the proposals in the Implementation Plan
 (including for social and green infrastructure) clear, justified and well related to the spatial strategy?  What are the priorities? 

8Hiii.3
Would it be appropriate to include a requirement for a tariff-based approach to be applied to all new development in the sub-region (Policy LF5)?
The Agency does not wish to make a formal written response to this question.







