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The following submission concerns Sub-matter 2A ‘Spatial Distribution’, specifically 2A.5 & 2A.6 of the Final List of Matters and Participants, dated 2 February 2007.  The following comments are submitted by Guildford Borough Council as a non-participant written statement for the Panel’s consideration for the further session on 29 March 2007.

Revised 2A.5

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

         (a) the draft plan's vision and public opinion;

         (b) demographic, housing need and backlog, and affordability;

         (c) economic potential and regeneration;

         (d) local capacity for growth, including infrastructure and government policy  

        initiatives;

         (e) environment?

1.1 Guildford Borough Council (GBC) supports the regional housing figure in the submitted draft South East Plan (March 2006).  The Council is firmly of the view that no part of the evidence submitted to the Examination has, in the Borough Council’s opinion, demonstrated convincingly that the figure is inappropriate.  

1.2 The Plan’s apportionment of the regional figure into the sub-regional and ‘rest of county’ allocations accords with the overarching approach of placing greater emphasis upon development opportunities in those areas best able to support growth. The Panel’s attention is drawn to the GBC’s earlier submissions concerning the expectations of future developing in regional hubs, as set out in its original Session 2A statement (refer in particular to 2A.3) - and to the caveats referred to therein (and in subsequent sub-regional submissions) concerning the critical importance of timely investment in necessary infrastructure, Special Protection Areas and Special Areas of Conservation.
1.3 The South East England Regional Assembly’s (SEERA) proposed housing figure is considered to appropriately balance the needs of the region and the protection and enhancement of both quality of life and valuable environmental resources.  Whilst seeking to avoid repetition of the Councils earlier submissions, following the Panel’s request
, GBC wishes to make the following points regarding the revised 2A.5 and 2A.6 questions, in relation to the appropriateness of levels of growth in the context of the five factors identified:
(a) Vision and Public Opinion 

1.4
Considerable public support exists for the overall vision of the South East Plan (SEP) and the strategic urban emphasis. A significant majority of respondents sought growth at levels of 28,000 or below. 

1.5
The consultations carried out by the principal authorities at sub-regional/county level asked the public to comment on the distribution of housing to districts and parts of districts within the sub-region. It did not seek comment on the amount of housing growth assigned by SEERA to the sub-regions and rest of county areas. However, public responses to this consultation process, and to the equivalent at key stages in the preparation of Guildford Borough Council’s Core Strategy and other GDF documents, highlight as key issues the importance of safeguarding landscapes of visual and biodiversity sensitivity (SSSI, SPA, SAC and Green Belt) and that development must not be allowed without the required infrastructure. This is particularly the case in relation to the London Fringe sub-region, within which Guildford (regional hub) falls. 

(b) Demographic, Housing Need and Backlog, and Affordability

1.6 GBC considers that the evidence presented by SEERA demonstrates that the draft SEP satisfactorily takes into account the housing need generated by demographic factors.

1.7
The supply of affordable housing cannot be resolved by building greater numbers of dwelling units alone; it is strongly linked to funding issues, rather than simply operation of the planning system.  Affordability is not in itself an issue, which would justify an increase in housing development levels in the region, or any sub-region, over and above those levels already proposed. 

(c) Economic Potential and Regeneration 

1.8 Some EIP participants argue that the South East region will suffer economically if a far higher growth level is not pursued, on the grounds of a mismatch between labour supply and employment opportunities.  However, a majority (including the business sector) have expressed support for the concept of Smart Growth.  This is also a key principle of the Regional Economic Strategy (Core Document references Er2-Er2E). Smart Growth will allow productivity to increase without the need for significant additional labour. Re-skilling, potentially reduced pensions and increased emphases on the avoidance of age discrimination will all assist in increasing labour supply. In its submission to the forthcoming London Fringe sub-regional session on sub-matter 8Hi Role and Economy (se in particular 8Hi.4), GBC noted earlier evidence of the strong prospect of greater out-commuting from London in the future. 

1.9
For these reasons, GBC does not consider economic justification exists for adjustment of the sub-regional housing apportionments figures. 

(d) Local Capacity for Growth, including Infrastructure and Government Policy 

     Initiatives 

1.10 The latest evidence of the Highways Agency (HA) on Matter 2A (revisited) is noted; that the SEP as proposed is likely to result in very significant transport problems and that the required highway improvements are in the HA’s view ‘undeliverable’.  At present it is not clear that the infrastructure funding (highway and other requirements) required to underpin the Policy H1 housing level will be available to support that rate of growth. Therefore, this level must be considered a maximum.  Local capacity for additional development in Guildford Borough will be tested through the examination of the Guildford (Local) Development Framework (GDF), which it is anticipated will take place next year. GBC recognises that the GDF Inspector will wish to consider whether higher housing levels can be delivered and the Borough Council has explained, and will restate at that time, why these would be inappropriate. 

(e) Environment

1.11 GBC broadly supports the SEP’s spatial strategy, in particular the protection it offers to designated Green Belt (a key tool for controlling urban sprawl), the strong focus on sustainability, protection and enhancement of the key environmental, cultural and heritage assets, through focusing development in urban areas. However, if the Government were to impose higher levels of housing growth, Guildford Borough Council would not be able to accommodate this growth on previously developed land (PDL) without harm to the quality of life, character of the urban areas and consequent adverse effects upon local services. Whilst recognising Guildford’s strategic importance, the town is a historic market town with a high quality of environment.  No capacity exists for development of greenfield sites without encroachment onto areas of open countryside valued for their aesthetic, biodiversity, and open qualities of strategic importance (e.g. Green Belt and Thames Basin Heaths SPA sites) and without placing additional pressure upon local infrastructure and services. The technical work of the Surrey Housing Potential Study supports this statement.

1.12 Some participants propose urban extensions to accommodate the hypothetical higher rate of housing provision.  The sustainability of urban extensions will be dependent upon local circumstances, including geography, the scale and sophistication of public transport and other necessary infrastructure, and landscape and biodiversity assets. For example any proposal for development at north east Guildford, suggested in view of its regional hub status, would need to recognise the physical separation between the extension and transport interchange facilities and the considerable additional vehicle trips which this would generate within the context of existing road congestion and geography of employment growth opportunities in the town
. Equal consideration should be given to new settlements, which offer a further opportunity to provide well-balanced new communities, accompanying infrastructure and sustainable development. 
1.13 Sellwood Planning (8166) referred in their original 2A submission (p8), to North East Guildford as one of two reserve site examples.  The citation comes from, not the Guildford Borough Local Plan (2003), but the 2004 Surrey Structure Plan). The SSP emphasises that new housing should be delivered primarily on previously developed land (PDL) within the urban area of Guildford town centre. Only if detailed local capacity analysis fails to identify sufficient PDL will the need for this mixed-use community arise and need to be considered through the site allocation process of the Guildford Local Development Framework (LDF).  The Guildford Housing Potential Study
 and Housing Trajectory
 show sufficient opportunity to meet the SEP housing level without recourse to green fields.  Through the AMR, the Council will monitor to ensure it continues to meet its overall housing supply responsibility.  Should further land be required, the Council’s draft submission Core Strategy explains that its existing PDL such as land at Slyfield would be considered before green-field, Green Belt release at NE Guildford.  This accords with the Governments recent restated commitment to Green Belt principles and local authorities continuing duty to contain urban sprawl, assist urban regeneration and protect important green space
. 

1.14 Having regard to LDF responsibility to ensure delivery of an adequate supply of housing to meet future needs, that the need for and timing of identification of an urban extension at NE Guildford is a matter dependent upon local capacity evidence, and that the decision to review Green Belt boundaries to release land for development must ultimately rest with the Borough Council through the LDF, this particular example is a detailed matter most appropriately considered at local rather than regional level, through preparation of Guildford’s LDF
.
1.15 Guildford Borough Council may wish to raise points relevant to the spatial distribution theme, as far as these are relevant, during the sub-regional sessions to which it has been invited (which have yet to take place at the time of writing).  

2A.6

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

· (a) water supply and waste water treatment, and flood risk;

· (b) transport and other infrastructure;

· (c) affordable housing;

· (d) landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets;

And to what extent could these be addressed?

(a) Water supply and waste water treatment, and flood risk

1.16 GBC has expressed in its submissions to the sub-regional sessions (refer 8Hiii Infrastructure and Implementation, London Fringe) concerns regarding the robustness and deliverability of the proposed twin-track approach comprising demand management initiatives and development of new resources.  Whilst some water consumption savings may be made in new housing as a result of changes in building regulations and other Government measures
, the Borough Council considers it unlikely that this will be achieved in existing housing stock and the impact on overall demand will therefore be limited. Coupled with the long lead-in times implicit to the development of new water infrastructure, GBC is concerned that a significant body of uncertainty and risk remains in relation to the twin track approach to future water supply in the South East region in relation to the SEP’s present proposed housing figure, such that insufficient evidence of a robust, reliable supply exists to support higher growth levels still. It is crucial to ensure sufficient water supply, of an appropriate quality, to support planned rates of development.  

(b) Transport and other infrastructure

1.17 With regard to infrastructure provision in the round, GBC notes that the Sub-Regional Investment Frameworks set out in the revised Implementation Plan (October 2006, Core Document reference SEP1C) - identifying the infrastructure required, the mechanisms needed to implement the Plan’s objectives and the agencies that should deliver these – are all based on the levels of growth in the submitted draft SEP. Notwithstanding GBC’s broad support for the SEP, concerns exist regarding delivery of this infrastructure, which is dependent upon many organisations aligning their priorities with those of the SEP when developing their own programmes and policies. Delivery will therefore be outside of SEERA’s control. Should a higher growth be pursued, the SEP would further require additional investment, prompt and substantial behavioural change; more that can realistically be expected.  

1.18 Work undertaken by Roger Tym & Partners for the South East County Leaders (respondent no. 7128, Core Document reference Ir3) identified a notable shortfall in the funding required to deliver the infrastructure necessary to support planned growth. £36.7 billion is needed – the most significant elements being £12.5bn for transport and £18bn for affordable housing. A significant gap in funding for green infrastructure was also identified at the Biodiversity Session 6A on 16 January. The Borough Council is concerned that no certainty exists that the funding required to support the present SEP level will be forthcoming; hence it must express very real concern over the possibility of a higher growth level.

1.19 The Panel’s attention is also referred to the Borough Council’s submissions on infrastructure provided elsewhere to regional and sub-regional sessions.

(c) Affordable housing

1.20 Changes to the social housing grant have reduced the ability to fund affordable housing. As indicated in paragraph 1.7 above, in this context, the construction of more market housing overall will not singularly resolve regional affordable housing need. 

(d) Landscape, heritage and biodiversity assets

1.21 No specific comments beyond the Borough Council’s earlier submissions to regional and sub-regional sessions.

In conclusion, Guildford Borough Council is concerned that a higher regional housing level would serve to exacerbate already significant concerns over infrastructure and the future safeguarding of important environmental assets.  

�  EIP Panel Note 4, dated 21 December 2006.


� Growth in employment opportunities being particularly focused within the urban areas, which include Ash and Tongham to the west of Guildford Borough.  Public transport availability for east-west journeys across the town is limited.


� May 2006, currently being updated.


� Guildford Borough Annual Monitoring Report (AMR), 2005/2006.


� ‘Moving towards the Planning White Paper’, speech by Ruth Kelly MP at a stakeholder event on 29 January 2007.


� The Core Strategy, Slyfield and Town Centre Area Action Plans and Site Allocations DPDs. 





� The joint DCLG-DEFRA ‘Water Efficiency in New Buildings – a consultation document’ (December 2006) is acknowledged: Core Document reference EA24.
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