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5A.1
Should the draft RSS include indicative employment growth targets or employment land/floor space targets?
1.1
Setting growth targets for employment is necessary, because it is a fact of economic life that if you don’t keep growing you go backwards and decline. In practice the outcomes may be for much of that growth to come by increasing productivity expressed as GVA per head.  
1.2
Employment growth targets are a clear ‘welcome’ indicator to new businesses considering whether to locate in the South East of England, and to existing businesses considering whether to expand or relocate.  The SE is not sheltered from the gusts of the global competition that reduce jobs in some sectors at the same time as they expand others. If the employment conditions are right – including quality of life, environment, mobility, schools etc the net effect of this employment churn will be for employment to keep on growing. 
1.3
It will be an additional success if employment levels and GVA per head also rise among the low wage and unemployed who are often living in the areas of deprivation in the region. It may be appropriate to set specific targets to focus on this.
1.4
A factor that is also important is the polarisation of types of employment  between highly paid technical, professional and entrepreneur employment and low paid service employment for example in retailing and food service. In a buoyant economy closely linked to that of London  both types of employment are likely to increase, but there may at the same time be more unemployment and need for retaining among people unwilling to work at low wages , or whose skills no longer fit the job market.
1.4
Understanding the dynamics of employment in the region and the implications of this for employment land is a core activity for any globally successful region and needs to be done at both regional and local level to ensure environment and quality of life is managed in parallel.
1.5
Land or floor space targets are probably less important than the location, access, specification, and marketing context for that employment land.  Most businesses prefer to be near other businesses, enabling them to potentially share services, or access to suitable hotels and conference centres. The issue is less one of setting land / floor space targets as identifying the need for growth or regeneration of existing employment sites. However it is often difficult culturally and physically to transform for example a traditional manufacturing employment site into an up to date business services site. There is an obvious interest today in office sites close to railway stations for time efficiency and more sustainable mobility.
1.6
Of special interest to CPRE is the growth of employment in rural locations.  On the one hand there is professional and country skills work associated with land management, such as woodland and agricultural stewardship, as well as traditional but now highly mechanised farming. On the other hand, there is other employment that is now enabled to locate in villages and outlying farms as a result of the re-use of buildings no longer required for farming.  Broadband access everywhere makes it possible for these businesses to be effective and combine this with a rural quality of life.  CPRE supports this new type of employment as one of the many ways to keep the countryside vibrant and well looked after, but it is important everywhere (not just in AONBs) that the impact of this employment growth is ‘managed’ through planning.  This should avoid over-intensification and urbanisation of these often more isolated rural sites, and in all cases look to enhance the landscape.
5A.2
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance on the scale and location of employment land needed (Policy RE2 and Sub-regional strategies? Should strategic employment sites be identified?  (Section D2, para 3.1)?

2.1
The draft RSS does include the intention to redress the east - west balance of employment in the region.  It is therefore logical to identify where such redress should be focussed.  The approach adopted is to identify hubs, which are also normally transport hubs, to enable at least some of that employment growth to be achieved without car commuting.  The principle of focussing resources to create favourable conditions for employment is supported.  However it is well accepted that the planning system cannot deliver jobs, and the east-west divide is likely to continue unless it also accompanied by some much more active marketing to land ‘big fish’ employers or sector clusters.  It is notable that it took a very long time and huge financial risk takers to achieve the turnaround of London’s Docklands.

2.2
The Plan is more likely to achieve an even spread of employment if it focuses resources and policy development on a portfolio of a few most likely to succeed areas.  It could also identify strategic employment sites in these areas, where there will also be full attention to these employment locations applying best available resource consumption practices and enabling SMART working for employees.
2.3
Providing employment growth and regeneration with a lower environmental footprint would be helpful. This combined with ‘world class’ practices would be a welcome signal to potential businesses, and would set future growth on a more secure footing.  There is great deal of expertise in the region’s universities and businesses to make this possible.  If employment sites are of regional significance, then perhaps they should be identified.  This may be the best way to provide greater certainty, and meet a range of environmental objectives.  The RPB will have a continuing role in commenting on such proposals, and the scope of such sites needs to be better known.  
5A.3
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance to deliver regeneration in those areas that need it?  How successful are the tools set out in Policy CC9 and RE5 likely to be in reducing intra-regional disparities?
3.1
The key issue for the region is whether employment growth will continue to be concentrated in the Western Corridor/Oxford/M40/Milton Keynes area, or whether conditions exist to achieve growth in the Cinderella eastern and south coast part of the region.  There is no magic wand to be waved, and it is not clear that “obvious advantages” work in the way they might.  For example it has long been thought that Ashford in Kent with such good communications by rail and road should be an obvious employment growth point, but the reality is that good transport links may be necessary but they are not sufficient for the kind of local employment growth expected. Many conditions need to be right.  Even if  the  institutional conditions are right and the local authority and town ‘want it to happen’ and are ready to service the regeneration, a lot of help and encouragement is needed to get ‘early movers’ to start the existing pool of employment growing at the start of regeneration.
3.2
Policy CC9 as it stands is largely aspirational, since it fails to acknowledge the need to focus and be very resource intensive to achieve the turnarounds required. This is about winning hearts and minds, and leading and nurturing a difficult process.  Also the established role SEEDA has in this process is central, and should be more explicit.

3.3
Some sub regions are clearly ready to tackle the task and continue the turnarounds already underway. Some, such as South Hampshire, are now highly ambitious and care needs to be taken to ensure that the economic regeneration takes place in parallel with respect for the environment, surrounding countryside and communities.  However the sub-regional strategy does demonstrate the level of institutional enthusiasm there needs to be to achieve successful regeneration momentum.

3.4
The contrast of the Sussex Coast approach is clear evidence that regeneration cannot be imposed on an area and solutions need to developed which tackle the problems of deprivation while also respecting the character, natural constraints and assets of an area.  Policies SCT2 and SCT3 are more at the stage of enabling actions, than driving forward an area that is ‘regenerating’.  The strength of the sub regional strategy is in the commitment to address the problems, and find the right solutions for the area.  The RSS should in CC9 acknowledge these complexities and differences, and encourage sub regions and LAs to seek solutions that will work, not just assume it will happen.
3.5
Reducing intraregional disparities is in no way a quick fix, and people and financial resources are very difficult to estimate.  The RSS is right to put this on the agenda, but needs to allow the process to evolve and focus as solutions emerge from sub-regional and LA work.  The Assembly and Government Office should be willing to give this subject further policy reinforcement through RSS review processes as needed. 
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