8Hi/Barton Willmore (8015)


MATTER 8 – SUB-REGIONAL STRATEGY
SUB-MATTER 8H – 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?

1.
By virtue of the boundaries drawn by the Regional Assembly in identifying the Sub-Region (i.e. to reflect the boundaries of the Metropolitan Green Belt) it is obvious that this particular part of the Region has been singled out as an area where significant and sustainable development growth is not encouraged.
2.
An insistence by the Regional Assembly and Surrey County Council to maintain the current extent of the Green Belt, much of which has been left unchanged for 50 years, is largely based on the idea that the entire Green Belt as defined is required in order to hold back the tide of growth emanating from London.

3.
This ‘savioural’ role for the Sub-Region, to protect the rest of the Region from the perceived threat of sprawl from London, is not necessary and an outdated and over-sensitive response.

4.
The role for the Sub-Region should be more sophisticated and, whilst seeking to retain a reasonable and enduring check on growth from London, seek to grapple with the fact that its location is hugely buoyant and pivotal in maintaining and enhancing the economic prosperity of the Region as a whole.

5.
Rather than treating the growth pressures of London and the surrounding important economic drivers which influence the Sub-Region as a threat (e.g. Heathrow and Gatwick Airports, the M25, other arterial motorways and mainline railways), they should be embraced and opportunities identified to accommodate future growth in sustainable locations.

6.
Ignoring the growth potential of the Sub-Region in order to protect the entire Metropolitan Green Belt is a major failing of the South East Plan since every Sub-Region should be expected to contribute to the aim of achieving at least the minimum economic growth target set by the Regional Assembly.  The Regional Assembly and Surrey County Council should be charged with the responsibility of exploring all possible opportunities to maximise the long-term growth potential of the Sub-Region and not pass the buck to other Sub-Regions and other authorities to make up for this inward looking response.
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?

7.
The Sub-Regional Strategy is by no means adequate.  It is plain to see that Policy LF1 is entirely focussed on maintaining the status quo, local jobs for local people.  No reference is made to the positive economic influences of Heathrow and Gatwick Airports, the myriad transport connections which cross the Sub-Region connecting the rest of the Region with the capital or the economically successful centres of Guildford, Reigate/Redhill and Woking.

8.
Market forces seem to have been ignored even though it is an accepted fact that the Sub-Region is a location where businesses are interested in locating and where people wish to live.
9.
As regards environmental attributes, no one would question that the AONB and other statutorily designated areas should be protected.  The environmental quality of the Sub-Region is a major asset and should be preserved.  However, we are concerned that the Regional Assembly and Surrey County Council have not given serious consideration to a review of the Green Belt which, for the most part, has not been altered for over 50 years.  It would seem that the Regional Assembly and Surrey County Council have been content to rely on a low growth scenario being maintained for the Sub-Region (i.e. focussing development on urban capacity/previously-developed sites), rather than to consider the possibility that the Sub-Region should take its fair share of Regional growth identified by various population and employment projections (see below).

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)?

10.
The way this question should be answered depends on whether the respondent considers the development strategy to be correct or not.
11.
From our point of view, the suppressing of economic growth in policies LF1 (i-iii) and LF6 to respond solely to local needs and the monitoring of just the local economy will lead to the inevitable conclusion that development should be focussed on the existing urban areas and previously-developed land.

12.
In our opinion the Sub-Region should be seen in its wider context and allowed to respond to and accommodate the level of demand for business space expected by the market.  As a result we consider policies LF1 (i-iii) and LF6 to be unfit for purpose since they are insufficiently flexible to provide for the level of growth which could be expected if best use was made of the Sub-Region.
13.
In many respects the identification of this particular Sub-Region should be considered a hindrance in terms of the wider Regional aim of encouraging economic growth.  As stated in relation to Question 8Hi.1, it would appear that the main purpose in identifying this particular Sub-Region by the Regional Assembly, following the general extent of the Metropolitan Green Belt, has been to create a buffer against growth.

14.
These particular policies should carry references to the identification of strategic growth opportunities arising from the geographical location of the Sub-Region.  In addition, this policy guidance should make provision for mixed use development opportunities with employment, housing and other facilities combined to create sustainable patterns of development.

15.
A prime example of a mixed use development opportunity which could be realised in the Sub-Region is the redevelopment of land at the former Defence Evaluation Research Agency (DERA) site near Chertsey (Runnymede/Surrey Heath Boroughs).  The DERA site should be designated as a Strategic Development Area and provide up to 3,000 dwellings with around 65,000 square metres of Class B1 business space and other supporting uses.
16.
With this in mind, the Panel should also reflect upon our Statement produced in relation to Question 8Hii Housing and Green Belt in which we refer to the pressing requirement for the South East Plan to require LPAs, including Surrey County Council, to undertake a review of the Green Belts in the Region.
8Hi.4
What are the implications of the apparent serious misalignment of houses and jobs?

17.
There is no doubt in our mind that there is a serious misalignment of houses and jobs in the London Fringe Sub-Region.  Our Statement relating to Matter 1G, in particular Question 1G.2 provides a detailed response to this particular subject.  To summarise:

(i)
There is an insufficient alignment between employment and housing growth.
(ii)
The Regional Assembly’s Technical Note 1 (Updated March 2004), recognises that for the range of employment projections (associated with different demographic and/or housing scenarios), forecast employment growth (in the range 601,000 to 805,000, 2001 – 2026) is likely to be associated with labour supply in the range 366,000 to 562,000 thereby heralding “greater labour shortage” (paragraph 3.3.1).


(iii)
Tym and Partners’ May 2006 report entitled “Augmenting the Evidence Base” concludes that if it is sought to maximise economic growth within the Region, without changing the net level of commuting, a building programme of 48,000 dwellings per annum (dpa) will be required.  This is some 17,000 dpa more than the Assembly are proposing.

(iv)
The IER employment projections and the Chelmer South East Plan “dwelling – led” forecasts of economically active participants indicates for the Region as a whole an increase in total employment 2006-2026 of 803,000 and in the resident workforce of 162,800.  A broad balance of total participants to employment in 2001 is likely to widen to produce employment potential running substantially ahead of growth in resident participants in the Region as a whole and the majority of Sub-Regions by 2026.


For the London Fringe Sub Region, in 2006 there will be a shortfall of 21,727 available workers but by 2026 the shortfall in available workers (i.e. the difference between participants and jobs) will increase to 133,738.  Compared with a change in participants 2006-2026 (-2,845) and a change in employment 2006-2026 (109,146) there will be 111,991 less workers residing in the Sub-Region than will be necessary to meet the job growth forecasted by IER.

The consequence will be that the actual level of employment growth in the Sub-Region is likely to be significantly scaled back due to the limited availability of additional labour.

(v)
The recent report by QESR and Cambridge Econometrics for the South East County Leaders (September 2006) concludes that slower growth in labour supply is likely to exert cost pressures on house prices and wages but, inter alia, asserts that this will lead organisations to respond by increasing productivity, e.g. through investment in capital.  However, recent experience suggests that employers will also substitute lower cost workers through in-migration, e.g. from EU countries (with associated pressure on housing supply including overcrowding) and/or that house price and wage inflation may lead to higher interest rates and increased costs of capital thereby limiting productivity gains.  These are undesirable consequences which could be eased by higher rates of housebuilding to alleviate labour shortage and also help to take some of the heat out of an already over-heated economy.

(vi)
The overall picture is of significant employment pressures out-running anticipated growth in labour supply.

(vii)
The London Fringe can expect significant labour supply constraints to their economic growth potential.  The Sub-Region is characterised by a significant number of “fast growing” districts as identified in IER Report Table 6, including Runnymede, Woking, Tandridge, Epsom and Ewell, Elmbridge and Mole Valley.
18.
A cynical response to these points could be to point to other Sub-Regions which could make up the shortfall in housing provision and to consider other Sub-Regions less constrained in terms of Green Belt restrictions.  Such a response would, however, have to ignore the fact that other Sub-Regions are likely to experience significant employment pressures out-running anticipated growth in labour supply which will have to be addressed.  Such a response would also side-step the obvious need to review the Metropolitan Green Belt and the identification of sustainable growth locations.
8Hi.5
Does the proposed strategy adequately reflect the role and potential of Guildford, Woking and Redhill (Policies LF4 and LF7)?

19.
We maintain our objections to the Submission Draft of the South East Plan when we noted that policies LF4 and LF7 focus solely on the ‘existing’ urban areas and the town centres as locations for future development.
20.
Neither policy provides any scope to enable LPAs to consider or plan for sustainable urban extensions.  Unlike other Regional Hubs (e.g. Maidstone and Tonbridge-Tunbridge Wells – Policy CC8c) no reference is made in policies LF4 and LF7 to Guildford, Woking and Redhill/Reigate having the potential to accommodate housing and employment of sub regional significance.  All three locations benefit from excellent transport linkages and close proximity to the UK’s two main airports.
21.
As long as the Regional Assembly and Surrey County Council maintain their over-sensitive protectionist policy of preserving the Metropolitan Green Belt, largely in the form it was drawn over 50 years ago, then the true potential of these three particular locations (not to mention other strategic and sustainable locations in the Sub-Region) will fail to be realised during the life of this Regional Spatial Strategy.
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