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5A.1 Should the draft RSS include indicative employment growth targets or employment land/floorspace targets?

1. The principal matter to consider is the extent to which providing employment growth targets would add value to the draft RSS and the extent to which employment land / floorspace targets set at the regional level are likely to be useful and reliable. The suggestion is that there should be an indicative spatial distribution of economic growth across the Region.  However, there is considerable uncertainty around setting targets because of the difficulties in identifying long term trends in the national, regional and local economy up to 2026. Wider forces are at work such as the Region’s changing economic relationship with London; the impact of economic globalization and its effect on businesses, labour markets, financial and property markets; growth in the e-business economy; changes in commuting patterns and changes in working practices.

2. Indicative targets will only have utility for policy if they are based on realistic assumptions about the extent, type and location of future economic growth.  Projections of economic growth produced by SEERA, SEEDA and other forecasting organizations are reasonably accurate over the short term (although even these can be rendered inaccurate by far reaching global geo political events such as war, earthquakes, climate change.)  However, over the longer term such projections and any targets based on them become increasingly inaccurate as change and the wide range of factors that influence them become less predictable and certain.

3. A common criticism of these projections is that they assume that both the extent and type of change that will take place in the future will tend to mirror the past.  However, we know that the pace of change is constantly accelerating and we cannot tell what technological changes will occur in the future or what the economic and social response to them will be. Indicative targets, are likely to be most appropriate only over the short term, in spatially discrete locations and where there will be significant planned intervention and influence over the amount and direction of change that needs to take place. e.g. in relation to the Olympics 2012 project.

4. The extent to which indicative targets would add value to the draft RSS is therefore questionable and it is likely that indicative targets would in any event be unreliable. GDP growth may not have a direct causal effect of leading to increases in employment or demand for more employment land / floorspace. Economic growth need not necessarily be fuelled by increased labour demand. Future growth in the economy is more likely to be achieved through smart growth including: higher productivity, higher economic activity rates, e-commerce, flexible working practices, working from home, the 24/7 economy.

5. It is noteworthy that the draft Regional Economic Strategy (RES) in setting targets for the growth of the economy, considers that targets for enterprise, productivity and employment activity  (amongst others) are appropriate. The RES envisages drawing 110,000 net additional South East residents of working age into the labour market by 2016 rising to 250,000 residents into the labour market by 2026. There is no discussion of the number of jobs that will be created during the life of the RES nor is there any spatial, indication of where in the Region growth will take place.  It is unclear how such an approach could add value to the draft RSS, although there is an intention that SEEDA will provide local planning authorities with guidance on planning for employment land at the local level in Local Development Documents. 

6. Sub regional employment growth forecasts have been prepared for SEERA. The provision of indicative employment land / floorspace targets for sub regions could provide a framework for LDF policies by identifying how much floorspace /land is needed in the broad planning use classes. However, it will be difficult to identify how much and what kind of floorspace should be provided at Borough/Unitary Authority level. This is because there are considerable variations in economic structure at the local level; and the shift share economic forecasting method tends to replicate and exaggerate past economic change.  Critically, past sectoral employment changes in a local economy are not a good guide to future economic and land use change.  Converting employment change into floorspace is also fraught with difficulties – not least converting employment growth in economic sectors into planning land use class categories and using assumptions about future worker floorspace ratios. Providing floorspace targets would be particularly problematic for those Local Authorities that cover two sub regions and ‘rest of county’ areas.

7. It would be inappropriate to set indicative targets for employment land / floorspace from a practical standpoint. Many local authorities have already embarked on employment land reviews and have set their housing targets in their LDFs.  They may find that the introduction of an employment land requirement at the regional level would conflict with their LDF work in progress. 

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)?

1. SEEDA in producing the draft RES saw no need to identify strategic employment sites beyond the cities and major towns described as potential ‘diamonds for growth’, major centres of economic activity, other major urban areas and a ‘string of pearls of coastal towns’. 

2. In the RES, development is to be focused in the urban areas, which is where most development has taken place in the past and where most people live. Non urban locations will generally be less sustainable in commuting, infrastructure and labour market terms. Town centres will continue to be the main focus (policy TC1) for employment development, in particular the primary and secondary regional centres identified in policy TC2.These are the important transport interchanges, hubs and employment areas. 

3. The draft RSS is strategic in nature and it is inappropriate to identify all the major employment sites in the region. Local Development Frameworks comprise the appropriate level to identify the employment sites that borough and district councils consider should be retained or developed. 

4. There has been and continues to be an apparent adequacy of employment land in Surrey.  Since the early 1990s, the approach in Surrey has been one of reusing and making best use of existing employment land. That strategy saw a period of growth and success for the Surrey economy where businesses successfully recycled employment land and increased the amount of floor space. Businesses have been successfully recycling employment land within or between different use classes. There is still scope for this trend to continue as businesses continue to adapt their use of land and labour resources to meet modern, global business needs. 

5. Whilst some employment land has come from other uses including green belt during this period of strong economic and employment growth in Surrey, there has been no need to identify additional employment land.  Indeed, there is currently an ‘overhang’ of vacant and under used office space in Surrey; and a significant number of former employment sites have been lost to housing.  The more important issue in Surrey and much of the South East is one of providing sufficient housing land so that there is sufficient labour to support continued economic growth in the Region. If additional land were provided for employment development there would be a risk that this would add to labour demand placing further pressure on housing markets, transport, infrastructure and the green belt.

6. Parts of the South East economy are overheating as shown for example by low unemployment levels and high economic participation rates. Making further employment land available in these parts of the Region would be inappropriate as that would place additional pressures on the existing situation and encourage further in-commuting and unsustainable long distance commuting. Work undertaken for the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub region reinforces the point that additional employment land, in general, need not be identified (see Table 18 The Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley, A Sub-Regional Study. The Economy. The Implications of Growth. SEP 19.).
7. There has and continues to be an adequate supply of employment land in most of the South East. There is no intention in the draft RSS that there should be any major release of greenfield land for employment development. The draft RSS supports the redevelopment and better use of existing employment land for more intensive and higher value employment uses. This continues the existing successful approach of supporting the economy, adding to the amount of floorspace and jobs and providing new high value floorspace that will meet the future needs of the Regional economy.

8. Surrey considers that the RSS should set out general policy criteria for the location of regionally or sub-regionally significant development.  Locally based LDDs should have the primary role of identifying the major employment locations and their future use and development within the strategic policy framework of the RSS.  This is because sustainability appraisal and public consultation can be carried out more rigorously and robustly at the LDD level.  In democratic terms, such decisions should also be devolved to the local level thereby fully involving the local communities that are directly affected.  It is important that local communities have an effective say in the future spatial development of their areas.

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?

1. Addressing intra-regional disparities is an essential area of attention if the vision for the draft RSS is to become a reality. It may be appropriate in those sub regions that have preformed less well economically to set employment growth and floorspace targets.  However, in most of the Region including the London Fringe and Western Corridor there are only small areas of relative deprivation and weak economic performance. Interventions to address these areas are best dealt with on a local basis and the level of intervention set out in the draft RSS is appropriate. 

2. In terms of the wider picture, deprivation can be measured in a number of ways. The indices of deprivation are divided into many domains. Intra regional economic disparities are caused by a range of social, economic locational and infrastructure factors. Intra-regional disparities are multi dimensional and will have to be addressed by an array of organisations and agencies acting in an integrated way. The main causes of intra-regional disparity result from areas having a low skills base, poor accessibility to transport and communication, and lack of economic enterprise. A combination of efforts will be needed to resolve these underlying difficulties. The approach of the draft RSS recognises the complexity of the issues involved and sets out an appropriate response in policies CC9 and RE5.
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