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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. As we outlined in our statements on Matters 1B and 1G, the South East is critically important for the national economy and the region’s relationship with London is an integral part of this.  The role of the sub-region, as explained at paragraph 4.6.4 in Section C of draft RSS, does acknowledge this critical relationship and has identified supporting sustainable economic growth as the key role for the sub region.  We welcome and support this recognition.  However, we are concerned about the London Fringe core strategy and related policies that have stepped away from this recognition and appear to aim to constrain rather than support long-term growth in this nationally important sub-region.
2. The sub-region is linked with the Gatwick area but, is equally, if not more connected to the highly competitive Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region that also shares strong connections with London.  The characteristics of the London Fringe (proximity to London, need to protect the Metropolitan Green Belt, high economic growth and high pressures for new development) are also common to the Berkshire districts, parts of Buckinghamshire and the Blackwater Valley authorities.  The draft RSS’s treatment of the London Fringe sub-region becomes more unclear due to the inadequate sub-regional specificity as we have indicated under Matter 8Hi.2 below.  We also note that Godalming in Waverley lies just outside the defined sub-region yet exhibits similar characteristics to other towns within it and has significant functional links with them.  We would appreciate advice from the Panel on the coherence, functionality and distinctiveness of the 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?
1. We note the intention of draft RSS to support sustainable economic growth and meet as far as possible the pressing housing needs of the sub-region, taking into account the Metropolitan Green Belt and the area’s relationship to London (paragraph 4.6.4. of Section C).  
2. However, in terms of the spatial strategy, we are concerned that Policy LF1 has failed to capture the above recognition and much of the wording of Policy LF1 is lacking in local specificity and merely repeats national guidance.  For example, criteria (v – viii) could, be applied almost universally throughout England and add nothing at this regional policy level.  We question whether it would have been preferable if the sub-regional strategy had focused attention on spatial decisions to support the local, sub-regional and regional economy in line with the role of the sub-region as identified in Section C.  In our view, SEERA’s own economic evidence (a comparison between Experian scenario 3 and scenario 7 economic forecasts) appear to indicate that the proposed strategy may undermine rather than support long-term economic growth.  In this context, we also wish to draw attention to the points we outlined in our statements on Matters 1B and 1G that emphasise the critical importance of the South East to London and to the national economy and seek the Panel’s advice on the role economically buoyant areas such as the London Fringe may need to play in supporting the region.
3. We would welcome the Panel’s advice on whether the sub-regional strategy provides the right set of policies for 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)?
1. It is unclear from draft RSS how local authorities will be able to sustain growth to a level that can be supported by labour markets and infrastructure (Policy LF1, criterion i) or indeed what that level might be.  On this, we wish to draw the attention of the Panel to our statement on Matter 5A and the case for clearer guidance including indicative job numbers.  For the reasons outlined in that statement, we would also expect the RSS to translate these into indicative land/floorspace requirements.  This might have been helpful to LPAs in preparing local development documents and in monitoring the effective implementation of development plans.

2. Linking growth to infrastructure in the manner of Policy LF1 constrains growth rather than encourages smarter growth associated with behaviour change that places less stress on existing infrastructure.  In considering infrastructure deliverability and affordability, the Panel may wish to consider whether the need for continued growth in this sub-region is sufficient to require firmer policies on both making better use of existing infrastructure and reducing demand.
3. We would also ask the panel to consider the concerns we have outlined in our statement on Matter 1G about the draft RSS’s interpretation and application of ‘smart growth’.

8Hi.4 
What are the implications of the apparent serious misalignment of houses and jobs?
1. Whilst acknowledging the influence of complex commuting patterns, there appears to be a potential mismatch between the demand for labour in the sub-region between 2006 and 2016 and the supply of labour supported by the proposed level of housing provision (37,360 homes between 2006 and 2026 under Policy LF2).  The economic evidence submitted by SEERA in October 2006 indicates that the proposed level of housing provision may only be able to support a growth of 60,000 jobs during this period (Experian scenario 3) as opposed to 139,000 jobs implied by the trend-based economic forecasts (scenario 7). 
2. We note the draft RSS assertion that a combination of ‘smart growth’, increased economic activity and commuter claw back (from London) will secure an appropriate alignment.  We have already outlined our concerns on the robustness of this assertion in our statement on Matter 1G.  Whilst recognising the importance of not been too formulaic or being over precise on the alignment between jobs and homes, we question the merits of current proposals that may undermine long-term economic growth and/or risk increased medium and long-distance commuting.  The latter would have consequences for transport infrastructure and associated significant adverse sub-regional economic consequences along the lines set out in the Eddington Report, and wider economic impacts linked to additional congestion on already congested internationally important facilities such as the M4 motorway and Great Western rail route.
8Hi.5
Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Guildford, Woking and Redhill (Policies LF4 and LF7)?
1. GOSE indicated in its response at 8Hi.1 that draft RSS could usefully more clearly set out the overall vision for the sub-region and its constituent parts.  As currently drafted, with Policy LF4 as an example, it is not clear how the various strands of policy are to combine to identify and deliver the sustainable development needed by communities within the sub-region.

2. The supporting text in draft RSS at paragraph 2.12 gives some lead as to how those local authorities concerned are expected to plan for the regional hubs of Guildford, Redhill and Woking.  The final paragraph of Policy LF4, however, is very generalised and could be applied almost anywhere.  Furthermore, by seeking to restrict the possibility of growth beyond the boundary of the urban areas, draft RSS might in fact fetter the prospect of these towns fulfilling their role as regional hubs.  
3. New communities in north-east Guildford and south Woking have been mooted in the past and the former is a requirement in the Surrey Structure Plan if sufficient housing capacity cannot be identified on previously developed land.  
4. In relation to paragraph 1.5 of Section E5 of draft RSS, we would ask the Panel to question whether there is any evidence to support the assertion that Guildford, Reigate/Redhill and Woking have no capacity for major growth.  The principal of increased housing numbers above those in RPG9 has been accepted in principle in Redhill in connection with Reigate & Banstead Borough Council’s successful bid for New Growth Point funding.
8 Hii 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)?
1. Our views on the proposed overall housing provision and distribution are set out in our responses under Matters 1H and 2A and are relevant to the examination of the sub-regional housing provision. 

2. At the county level, the proposed provision of housing is a mere continuation of the extant RSS provision despite the fact that market pressures have continued to ensure a level of housing delivery significantly (nearly one-third) higher than the planned provision.
3. As we have emphasised in our comments under Matter 8Hi, the contribution of the sub-region to the regional and the national economy is highly significant.  SEERA’s own economic evidence (a comparison between Experian scenario 3 and scenario 7 economic forecasts) appears to indicate that the proposed level of housing provision may under-provide in terms of labour supply and may thereby undermine long-term economic growth.
4. We recognise the significant environmental constraints that need to be fully taken into account in deciding on the appropriate level of housing for the sub-region.  However, we are not clear whether consideration of the need for review of Green Belt land and/or the capacity that may arise from provisional allocations recognised by the recently adopted Surrey Structure Plan have been considered at all in assessing the capacity of the sub-region to accommodate future housing growth. 
5. We wish to be reassured that the level of housing provision as currently proposed meets the housing needs of the area, supports rather than undermines economic growth and has been informed by a robust understanding of the capacity of the area to accommodate growth. 
8Hii.2 
Is the target that 40% of new housing should be affordable justified and appropriate (Policy LF3)?  Is it capable of being achieved?
1. We would expect this target to have been a reflection of an assessment of the likely economic viability of land for housing within the sub-region, taking account of risks to delivery and drawing on informed assessments of the likely levels of finance available for affordable housing, including public subsidy and the level of developer contribution that can reasonably be secured.  As we understand it, research commissioned by Surrey County Council to inform the 2004 Surrey Structure Plan indicated that a figure of 40% was viable.  Given our concern to ensure a step change in housing delivery and long-term housing affordability, we would comment that it is important that this target should not hamper the deliverability of market housing and/or the future supply overall.  We would wish to be reassured that Policy LF3 recognises the need for viability and allows flexibility to reflect local circumstances.
2. It would also be helpful if RSS could ensure that, in principle, no distinction is made in the application of affordable housing policy between general open market housing and the more specialist sheltered housing and retirement accommodation in the market sector.
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)?
1. GOSE is not in a position to comment on the specifics of the proposed district-level distribution of housing in Policy LF2.  We wish to make the Panel aware, however, that certain districts would appear to have the possibility of drawing on reserve sites for housing (for example, Runnymede and Woking), whilst a new settlement in north-east Guildford has been provided for in the Surrey Structure Plan should insufficient housing come forward on previously developed sites in the urban areas of the Borough.  This provisional allocation has not been included in draft RSS.
8Hii.4 
Is the proposed link between development and infrastructure provision reasonable and capable of being implemented (Policy LF5)?
1. We welcome the commitment to the early identification of infrastructure needs.  As we indicated in our statement on matter 1D, the Government is committed to the timely delivery of the infrastructure and services required to support growth within South East England
2. Whilst we would not disagree with the importance of the timely securing of infrastructure, we are concerned about the conflict between the wording of Policy LF5 that ties the delivery of housing to the delivery of infrastructure and Government planning policy (paragraph 4.9 of PPS12) that advises that local planning authorities should ensure that the delivery of housing and other strategic and regional requirements is not compromised by unrealistic expectations about the future availability of infrastructure, transportation and resources.
3. We would also like to be reassured that the policy is supported by a robust understanding of the capacity of the existing infrastructure and the need to maximise current capacity through provisions to secure demand management where possible.

4. We wish to point out the fact that the ‘critical infrastructure’ set out in the Sub-Regional Investment Framework is not consistent with the RFA regional advice to Government on the programme of major transport schemes.  For example, the Kiln Lane Link (Epsom) features as an RFA funded scheme in the Implementation Plan yet is not recommended for delivery by 2017 in the RFA advice.  This indicates that the programme within the Implementation Plan may well not be achievable if a reasonable view of public funding availability is taken. The Panel may wish to consider whether the proposed fixed link between infrastructure provision and development is likely to result in failure to deliver necessary development rather than encouraging approaches which would deliver low water, waste and transport impact development or promote demand management interventions in the area.

8Hii.5
Has the sustainability of developing Green Belt land for a range of uses been properly considered?
1. The sub-regional strategy has been evolved under the presupposition that the Metropolitan Green Belt will be protected (paragraph 2.1 of Section E5) and no mention is made of any need to review Green Belt boundaries.  From our reading of draft RSS, it is unclear to what extent the sustainability of developing Green Belt land has been considered, if at all, in assessing the capacity of the sub-region to accommodate future growth and/or in developing distribution options.  Green Belt should be a long-standing designation for the life of the RSS.  Therefore, we would expect to see consideration given to the need for a review of Green Belt boundaries during preparation of the RSS that would then last the life of the RSS and provide greater certainty to the community and development industry.
2. As we have said in response to Matter 8Hi5, new communities in north-east Guildford and south Woking have been mooted in the past and the former is a requirement in the Surrey Structure Plan if sufficient housing capacity cannot be identified on previously developed land.  Proposals such as these, whilst controversial locally, could make an important contribution to meeting housing needs whilst also reducing development pressures on established residential areas within those towns. 
8 Hiii 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)?
3.  These aspects were considered in relation to the housing proposals (some of which fall within this sub-region whilst the remainder are in the Gatwick Area) contained within Reigate & Banstead’s successful bid for New Growth Point funding.
4. In our statement on Matter 1E we set out our position on water supply and wastewater treatment.  The Government advocates the twin track approach of demand management and development of resources to achieve sustainable management of water resources.  In looking at a range of housing growth scenarios, the Environment Agency concluded that the supply-demand balance for the South East region can be maintained by a number of alternative combinations of water efficiency, resource development and greater integration of supply infrastructure.  Deficits across the region are only expected where only baseline resources are included and there are not water efficiency savings.

5. Ongoing work by the Environment Agency on water quality has identified areas where, under current circumstances, a limit should be placed on additional housing, or additional work should be carried out.  Our understanding is that these studies are not intended to put an embargo on additional housing growth, but identify where there are existing capacity, investment, technological or other constraints which currently justify an embargo and where a focused approach by the water utility, the EA and the local authority and OFWAT is required to identify a way forward, should additional housing growth be proposed.  Hogsmill TW is one of these areas.
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?

1. The Implementation Plan provides a useful indication of a range of investment projects that would contribute to addressing particular problems and/or deliver the spatial strategy for the sub-region.  It does not, however appear to prioritise projects, provide specific justification for the inclusion of individual projects, or propose a shaped programme of interventions related to anticipated funding or deliverability.  
2. For transport major projects, the Government will look to the Regional Transport Board to provide advice on a prioritised programme of interventions for regional road and local transport schemes (which include rapid transit schemes).  As we stated in our response to Matter 8Hii.4, the ‘critical infrastructure’ set out in the Sub-Regional Investment Framework is not consistent with the RFA regional advice to Government on the programme of major transport schemes.  For example, the Kiln Lane Link (Epsom) features as an RFA funded scheme in the Implementation Plan yet is not recommended for delivery by 2017 in the RFA advice.  This indicates that the programme within the Implementation Plan may well not be achievable if a realistic view of public funding availability is taken.  The Panel may wish to consider whether the proposed fixed link between infrastructure provision and development (in Policy LF5) is likely to result in failure to deliver necessary development rather than encouraging approaches which would deliver low water, waste and transport impact development or promote demand management interventions in the area.
3. For the railways, DfT’s Regional Planning Assessments for the railway and Network Rail’s Route Utilisation Studies should provide the framework for assessing the deliverability of the schemes proposed in the Implementation Plan.  The key rail schemes/programmes for this sub-region are those relating to meeting growth in peak demand for travel to London, and these are identified in the regionally significant schemes section of the Implementation Plan.  An improved service on the North Downs Line, providing two trains per hour between Reading and Redhill all day was introduced in the December 2006 timetable, under the terms of the new Great Western franchise.  Currently, only one train per hour extends to Gatwick; the opportunity to extend the other is dependent on the implementation of the Brighton Main Line Route Utilisation Strategy and is being considered.  This improvement could be argued to deliver much of the desired output from the North Downs Line upgrade listed in the Implementation Plan.  
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)?
1. Circular 05/05: Planning Obligations supports the concept of pooled contributions (paragraphs B21-B24).  We welcome the commitment to the provision of infrastructure but the Panel may wish to consider the appropriateness of the tariff-based approach set out in the Policy LF5.

2. We are concerned about the conflict between the wording of the Policy LF5 that ties the delivery of housing to the delivery of infrastructure and Government planning policy (paragraph 4.9 of PPS12) that advises that local planning authorities should ensure that the delivery of housing and other strategic and regional requirements is not compromised by unrealistic expectations about the future availability of infrastructure, transportation and resources. 
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