5A/Medway Council (7278)


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

· Prescribed employment land and floorspace targets tend to be of limited value in themselves but, as it stands, the Plan fails to differentiate between the different parts of the region or to provide specific support to those areas in need of economic regeneration

· In this context one of the most important functions of the plan is to give signals to the market in terms of locations being afforded priority, what sectors or initiatives are intended to underpin growth and what relative scale of development is being implied

· The Council fully appreciates the need to sustain performance in the economically successful sub regions but the Plan also needs to be clear as to the basis for employment matching housing in the national growth areas in particular and how deprivation is to be addressed in the under-performing sub regions

· Accordingly it is considered that growth targets should be incorporated but not tied to artificially prescriptive land and floorspace quantities.  Where appropriate these should be drawn from the sub-regional strategies and supported by SEEDA and other relevant agencies

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)?

· As indicated above, other than in a very general sense, it is not considered necessary for the Plan to indicate the precise scale of economic development anticipated but it must identify locations where such development is expected to be of regional significance and give an indication as to the form that development is likely to take.  Without this level of guidance the plan has no practical value and it will fail in its stated objective to reduce intra-regional disparities

· It is considered that these locations (as opposed to sites) should be identified in section D2, paragraph 3.1 and consideration given to re-casting policies RE1 and RE5 accordingly

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?

· The draft RSS is considered to fall well short of what is required to deliver regeneration to the Kent Thames Gateway and the coastal towns

· Medway Council cannot comment in detail in relation to the coastal towns but the Plan can and should reflect the huge amount of work carried out to develop the Thames Gateway strategy and make reference to this in Policy CC9.  This is as much about place-making and changing image as about economic development per se

· In relation to RE5 the Council has already made the point that the thrust of the policy should be reversed.  As it stands it in fact gives priority to the most economically successful parts of the region by referring to joint working between “national, regional and local partners.”  Conversely it gives the impression that action is the sole responsibility of local authorities and local partners in the coastal belt.  The implication is therefore that national and regional support will be confined to the already successful areas.  No doubt this is not the intention but that is the way it is likely to be interpreted by the market. 
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