2A/Crawley Borough Council (7314) and

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council (7257)

SOUTH EAST PLAN EXAMINATION IN PUBLIC
SPATIAL STRATEGY (REVISITED)
STATEMENT BY CRAWLEY BOROUGH COUNCIL AND REIGATE & BANSTEAD BOROUGH COUNCIL

Question 5 (Revised) Does Policy H1 plan for an appropriate and deliverable level of housing growth for each sub-region and 'Rest of County' area, taking account of best available information and all relevant factors, including

· the draft plan's vision and public opinion;

· demographic, housing need and backlog, and affordability;

· economic potential and regeneration;

· local capacity for growth, including infrastructure and government policy initiatives;

· environment?

5.1
Crawley Borough Council (CBC) and Reigate & Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) support the regional housing figure in the draft South East Plan. In our view, there has been nothing in the evidence presented to the Examination that suggests that the figure proposed is flawed. The split of the regional figure into sub-regional and “rest of county” apportionments reflects the overall strategy, giving greater emphasis to the development opportunities that the regional hubs and large urban areas provide, subject to timely investment in the required infrastructure. 

5.2
The two Councils have participated in the debates relating to the appropriate levels of housing growth for the Gatwick Area Sub Region (CBC and RBBC) and the London Fringe sub-region (RBBC). Both Councils have argued that the amount of development proposed in the SE Plan for their respective sub-regions strikes the right balance between meeting the needs of the areas and ensuring that quality of life and valuable environmental resources are maintained and enhanced. Since the Panel has asked that Councils should not repeat previous evidence, we would simply draw attention to our previous submissions on those issues. We would however like to set out some comments on the general questions now raised by the Panel and the appropriateness of levels of growth in the context of the five factors identified.

5.3
Vision and Public Opinion

There is a high level public support for the overall vision of the SE Plan and the urban emphasis that underlies the distribution. Whilst public consultation revealed no clear consensus on the number of additional homes, a significant majority of respondents want to see growth at levels of 28,000 or below. The consultations carried out by the principal authorities at sub-regional/county level essentially asked the public to comment on the distribution of housing to districts and parts of districts within the sub-region. It did not invite them to comment on the amount of housing growth assigned by SEERA to the sub-regions and rest of county areas. However, it is clear from this, and from consultation on the Crawley and Reigate & Banstead core strategies, that a key issue for the public in the Gatwick and London Fringe sub-regions is that development must not be allowed without the required infrastructure. 
5.4
Demographic, Housing Need and Backlog, and Affordability

We consider that the evidence given by Mr Edwards on behalf of the Regional Assembly demonstrated that the draft SE Plan takes account of the housing need generated by demographic factors. As the number of houses distributed to the sub-regions and rest-of-county areas is proportionate to the number of hubs and urban centres they contain, we are satisfied that demographic growth is catered for across the region; also in-migrants and immigrants will have a choice of destinations. The Examination has already heard evidence that the affordable housing issue cannot be resolved by simply building large amounts of housing overall and that the extent to which affordable housing is built is more dependent upon funding issues rather than the planning system alone. Accordingly, we submit that affordability is not an issue that, in itself, should lead to an increase in housing levels in the region or any sub-region over and above the levels already proposed.
5.5
Economic Potential and Regeneration

Some have argued that the economy of the south east will suffer unless housing is set at a substantially higher level, claiming that otherwise there will be a mismatch between jobs and the labour force. However, most EIP participants, including the business sector, have supported the concept of smart growth and this is they key principle of the Regional Economic Strategy. This will increase productivity without requiring significant additions to the labour force. Re-skilling and factors like the reducing levels of pensions will also tend to increase labour supply. We have also heard evidence that there is likely to be more out-commuting from London. Accordingly, we do not consider that sub-regional housing figures require adjustment upwards for economic reasons, though we accept that this should be kept under review.

5.6
Local Capacity for Growth, including Infrastructure and Government Policy Initiatives 

We note the evidence of the Highways Agency on Matter 2A (revisited) which states unequivocally that “the RSS as proposed is likely to give rise to very significant transport problems” and that “substantial highway improvements across the region are unaffordable and probably undeliverable”. As well as highlighting the need to reduce travel, particularly by car, this points to the need for major improvements to public transport. As things stand, it is by no means clear that the funding is available to deliver these improvements, or indeed many other elements of the infrastructure needed to accommodate further growth. Accordingly the district housing figures in Policy H1 (which in effect provide the detail for the delivery of sub-regional / rest of county figures set out in Table C3) should be considered as maxima. Local capacity for growth is currently being tested via the Examination into the Crawley LDF Core Strategy that is contemporaneous with the SE Plan EIP. Local capacity in Reigate & Banstead will be tested next year when the LDF Core Strategy for that area, currently at preferred options stage, will be held. Both Councils appreciate that the LDF Inspectors will be testing whether higher levels can be delivered and we have stated, and will state, why these are inappropriate.

5.7 Environment

If the Government were to impose greater housing growth levels, the two Councils would not be able to accommodate such growth through ‘Previously Developed Land’ without giving rise to potential town cramming and adverse impact on services. There is also no capability to bring forward development on green fields based on the ‘urban focus’ approach without encroaching on highly valued sites, including scarce countryside, Green Belt or flood plain, and by adding to the undue strain on local infrastructure and services. 

Question 6

Hypothetically, what would be the implications of higher regional housing levels on:

· water supply and waste water treatment, and flood risk;

· transport and other infrastructure;

· affordable housing;

· landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets;

and to what extent could these be addressed?

6.1
 In relation to water issues, which have been quite critical in the Gatwick/London Fringe sub-regions, the Environment Agency and Water Companies have been bullish at the EIP about the prospect of supplying adequate water to meet the growing needs of the region at a time when climate change is reducing rainfall, but their evidence has not been compelling. Firstly, there are assumptions about the operation of the twin-track approach, involving demand management initiatives and development of new resources. Whilst is possible that 8% savings in water consumption might be made in new housing as a result of changes in building regulations and other Government measures, it is very unlikely that this can be achieved in existing housing stock and the impact on overall demand will be therefore fairly limited. Attempts to bring about behavioural change in the use of water in the UK lack vision, integration and are under-funded. Whilst some water companies have been able to report a good response from the public this summer due to the drought, there is little evidence to suggest that this will be sustained. The recent House of Lords report severely questioned Government assumptions about the additional water demand stemming from new housing demands.  There are also considerable uncertainties about water resource developments listed in the South East Plan. Public inquiry approval can never be guaranteed, and environmental impacts, future yields and costs need further investigation. They do not represent anything other than a long-term aspiration, owing to the significant lead-in and construction times they involve. In conclusion we are concerned by the considerable degree of risk and uncertainty associated with both elements of the twin-track approach to meet the water supply elements of the region even for the housing numbers proposed in the draft SE Plan, and we do not consider that there is evidence to show that water supply could meet the demands arising from higher housing figures.

6.2
Turning to infrastructure generally, the sub-regional investment frameworks in the revised Implementation Plan identify the infrastructure that is required, the mechanisms needed to implement the Plan’s objectives and the agencies that should deliver these. These are all based on the levels of growth set out in the draft SE Plan. Notwithstanding our support for what is in the plan, we have concerns about delivery of the infrastructure as this will be dependent upon many organisations taking account of the Plan’s policies and aligning their priorities when developing their own programmes and policies. Unfortunately SEERA and its partners cannot directly control the priorities of all these organisations. Higher levels of growth to that assumed within the draft Plan would require additional investment and swifter, and more extensive, behavioural change, beyond what can be expected. 
6.3
Work undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners for the South East County Leaders has identified a very significant shortfall in the funding required to deliver the necessary infrastructure to meet the needs of planned growth. £36.7 billion is needed – the most significant elements being £12.5bn for transport and £18bn for affordable housing. At the session on biodiversity, the significant gap in funding for green infrastructure was also identified. There is currently no certainty that the necessary funding will be provided for even the current level of growth, let alone for any more.

6.4
In relation to affordable housing, the changes made to social housing grant have meant that ability to fund social affordable housing has been curtailed. In this context, building more houses overall is not going to resolve the problem. 
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