Sub Matter 5A/ Kent County Council (7296) 


SUB MATTER 5A EMPLOYMENT LAND POLICIES 

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

1. The Assembly decided that employment land or floorspace targets should not be included in the Plan and instructed the preparation of sub region strategies accordingly.  Their reasons include the difficulty of accurately estimating land requirements, and that much employment change will not result from land allocation.  However, four sub region strategies include employment land quantities in some form (see Annex).

2. The Assembly also decided that the Plan should not include employment growth targets in policy, but that sub region strategies should provide “monitoring targets”.  The Assembly has inserted trend job forecasts into five strategies for which no target was provided by the principal authorities (four of these are “economically successful” sub regions).  The status of the “monitoring targets” is unclear but they will have policy significance if corrective measures are taken to meet them through “plan, monitor, manage”. 

3. Targets defined as job numbers give some guidance for the preparation of LDD’s, but may be exceeded or fall short subject to the economic cycle.  Trend employment forecasts are unsuitable as targets where the policy is to stimulate growth and change, as in much of Kent, or where restraint policies apply.  

4. The draft Plan does not provide strategic direction for the provision of new employment that takes into account the pattern and distribution of housing, and the underlying strength of local economies.   In order to guide LDF’s KCC believes that employment land and total job targets should be provided by the Plan to identity where strategic change is planned, and to co-ordinate employment, housing, transport and other infrastructure.   

5. The policies and targets for employment land and jobs in the South East Plan should therefore:
· compensate for disparities between the “successful west” and the “under-performing east”

· set high quantities for the Growth Areas and stimulate the areas most in need of regeneration

· be broadly proportionate to housing quantities

· encompass the growth of clusters and other key sectors 

· enable the growth of local business, including services not within Business Use Classes.

· be complemented by clear objectives and development locations

· allow  flexibility

6. To be effective, targets must be accompanied by a programme of Employment Land Reviews and by consistent monitoring of land supply and take-up, including the progress of strategic sites. 

5A.2
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance on the scale and location of employment land needed (Policy RE2 and sub-regional strategies)? 
7. Policy RE2 sets criteria for the provision of sites in LDD’s throughout the region - such as access to labour supply and public transport, a focus on urban areas, and efficient use of existing and under-used sites.  However, RE2 does not provide strategic direction for the scale and location of employment land with regard to the Growth Areas, the distribution of housing, and the strength of local economies.   

8. The policies do not develop the objectives contained in the text (page 65 paras. 3.2-3.4):  

·  “…ensure there is an adequate quantity of high quality employment land” 

· “…make provision …suitable to the area, including warehousing, offices, and light and general industry.” 

·  “…support economic diversity through small and medium firms” 

· “…a range of types of employment space in terms of size, location and cost.” 

9. RE2 does say that assessments of employment need “will take account of sub-regional strategies for the location, quantity and nature of employment land and premises” which adopt significantly different approaches to employment land and targets (see Annex): 

· the emphasis is on “smart growth” in the successful sub regions of Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley, Central Oxfordshire, London Fringe and the Gatwick Area.

· in sharp contrast, the Growth Areas (Kent Thames Gateway, Ashford and Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale) have large scale and varied development opportunities and will need major inward investment.

· of these only Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale is a “successful” sub region with natural potential to achieve employment targets.  In Kent Thames Gateway and Ashford measures are needed to boost the economy. 

· similarly, in South Hampshire, with two Strategic Development Areas, major growth and land release is planned. 

· within the remainder of the Coastal Belt, employment land supply is on a smaller scale in the Sussex Coast and Isle of Wight than in East Kent, and is constrained.  The emphasis is on regeneration. .  

The policies and targets for employment land and jobs in the South East Plan should reflect sub region strategies as above, providing more spatial discrimination than the “economically successful” and “underperforming” zones. 
5A.2 
Should strategic employment sites be identified (section D2, para 3.1)?

10. The provision of large employment sites enables inward investment and the development of local economies.  The Plan should provide guidance to LDD’s by identifying the strategic locations for major employment land release, particularly where there is an integrated approach to employment, housing and infrastructure.   For example, locations are identified in the Kent sub region strategies where transport investment will enable development, including Thameside, Sittingbourne, Ashford, and Dover.  More precise locations might be indicated in the light of the LDF progress and the Panel’s report.  

11. Policy RE1 requires that where appropriate LDD’s will ensure that “land and premises are available to meet the specific requirements of regionally important sectors and clusters”.  However, it is appropriate for the RSS to identify the location of “regionally important” sectors and clusters, as in the strategies for Kent Thames Gateway and East Kent & Ashford.  

5A.3
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance to deliver regeneration in those areas that need it? 

12. Policies CC9 and RE5 both have the title “Addressing Intra-Regional Disparities” and are complementary:

· CC9 seeks to “reduce the overall extent…and…spatial disparities in… deprivation…” and to address the “extensive regeneration needs” of under-performing sub-regions.  

· RE5 seeks to “maintain and enhance the competitiveness of the most economically successful parts of the region and also address structural economic weakness…”  
13. The policies should be amended as follows to give clearer guidance:
The objective of both Policy RE5, as CC9, should be to reduce the disparity between the “successful west” and the “under-performing east”.  The Plan should be clear that this will involve some restraint on economic growth in the successful sub regions (other than at the Growth Area of MKVA), and define how the convergence will be monitored.

Crucial to this aim is to transform the economies of the Kent Thames Gateway and Ashford Growth Areas.  They are located in under-performing sub regions and are doubly challenged by the need for regeneration and high growth. They require priority measures. 

Policy RE5 should include the objective for the Coastal Belt at para. 1.26 of a “step change in socio-economic performance..”
The coastal belt is more widely defined than the “Priority Areas for Economic Regeneration” in RPG9 (2001).  Measures to address deprivation and stimulate regeneration in the Coastal Belt should target areas with problems of the greatest scale and intensity, such as Thanet.

Policy CC9 addresses pockets of deprivation outside the “coastal belt”.  This should be given greater precision by reference to the “intense deprivation” within urban Oxford, Reading, Slough and Milton Keynes (para. 1.27 page 50).   
5A.3
How successful are the tools set out in Policy CC9 and RE5 likely to be in reducing intra regional disparities?

14. Policy CC9 does not specify the tools to tackle deprivation, but relies on partners to align policies and programme and to focus funding and initiatives.  This is supported, but it does not address the need for new measures and funds to benefit the regeneration areas and reduce “spatial disparities”. 

15. The Plan should assist the eastern part of the region, particularly Kent and its two Growth Areas, to attract inward investment and employment growth, and to increase the proportion of higher income jobs. 

16. The following summarises the measures in Policy RE5: 

	Successful sub regions
	Under performing sub regions

	· maximise productive value of workforce, capital and land (smart growth)
	· protect employment sites

· upgrade existing employment sites

· develop training strategies

	
	· give priority to economic development in allocating land

· unlock sites with economic potential

· address transport constrain to economic performance 

	· promote the potential of Heathrow and Gatwick (within agreed levels)
	· promote the potential of ports and regional airports (guided by sustainable principles) 

	· promote take up of ICT
	· promote take up of ICT


17. The priority to be given to economic development in allocating land, unlocking sites with economic potential and addressing transport constraints, are significant measures to assist the under-performing sub regions, and are welcome.

18. However, other measures for under-performing sub regions in Policy RE5 apply throughout the region and confer no advantage to them. The protection and upgrading of employment sites are also part of “smart growth” in the successful sub regions.  The region-wide criteria of Policy RE2 include “…well-located industrial and commercial sites should be retained..” and “efficient use of existing and underused sites..”.  Similarly, RE3 rightly aims to address access to learning “throughout the region”, and RE4 requires all local authorities to ”support and promote advances in ICT and changing working practices…”. 

19. RE5 does not address variations in the character and strategic importance of sub regions.  Milton Keynes as a “successful” area has the same measures as the London Fringe, which is largely Green Belt.  The Growth Area of Kent Thames Gateway and the Isle of Wight are given the same treatment among “under-performing” sub regions.  

20. Policies CC9 and RE5 do not address the areas outside the sub regions.  They include the ‘Rest of Kent’ with two regional hubs that the Plan views as centres of economic activity (para 1.22), one of which is a New Growth Point. 

21. Fundamentally more incisive measures are needed in Policies CC9 and RE5 to overcome the shortage of investment in underperforming sub regions and the low level of business relocation.  More radical interventions are needed to stimulate the weaker areas, and improve the quality as well as the number of jobs. In combination, polices and measures must alter market perception in favour of investment in Growth Areas and regeneration locations:
· Suggestions are made in para. 9 for a stronger spatial approach to the provision of employment land.  This approach should be evident across other policies to create a cumulative impact (e.g. ports, airports, sport, culture, energy).

· In Kent major land release has increased local employment, and direct public involvement can be critical to success where infrastructure and planning are complex, or market demand is weak.  Intervention may be needed in weaker market areas to increase capacity in utilities or to provide premises ready to occupy.

· The scale and priorities for transport investment must enable planned development to proceed. 

· Expansion of Further and Higher Education is a catalyst to growth, and investment decisions should support underperforming sub regions, for example through opportunities in Medway, Canterbury and Ashford. Much greater investment in training is needed in regeneration areas to redress skills shortages and support growth. Greater spatial discrimination is therefore needed in Policies RE3 for human resources and in RE4 for ICT. 

· Clear alignment of spatial strategy between the RES and RSS is necessary and this dealt with in Matters 1G and 2A.3.  An integrated Implementation Plan is supported provided it is sufficiently resourced. Sub region Investment Frameworks should be taken forward as “Investment Delivery Plans” to give clear guidance to LDFs and to ensure progress. 

22. Finally, The sequence of polices in the Plan should be re-ordered so that RE5 concerned with the broad spatial strategy is first, followed by RE2 providing guidance on the spatial approach to the provision of employment land.  RE1 should follow providing guidance specifically for clusters.  RE3 and RE4 are policies for human resources, ICT and work practices that apply throughout the region but with an emphasis established largely by RE5.  They should conclude the set. 

ANNEX 1: SUMMARY OF SUB REGION EMPLOYMENT MONITORING TARGETS AND APPROACH TO EMPLOYMENT LAND 
	Coastal Belt
	Dwellings 
	Monitor Targets
	Land Targets
	New locations
	Criteria 

	South Hampshire
	80,000
	3.5% GVA pa gives 59,000 jobs 2006-26
	1,965,000 sq. m (not clear if includes existing allocations.  Includes 808,000 sq. m green field)
	Concentrate on existing allocations to 2016 then 2 urban sites and 2 SDA’s


	· review all land supply.  

· provide for business.

· safeguard existing sites

	Isle of Wight 
	10,400
	Slow to 2.8% GVA pa 

3,400 jobs Assembly interim forecast 2006-16
	
	
	· provide for regeneration

	Sussex Coast
	54,000
	 42,700 workforce 2001-2016

40,412

Assembly interim
	290 ha but only 50 readily available.  Introduce mixed use.  Limited opportunity to replace land supply. 
	
	· provide sufficient sites to regenerate economy. 

· adopt RE2 criteria 

	East Kent & Ashford 
	48,000
	50,000 jobs 

2006-26
	1,848,000 existing allocations 

Plus new location not quantified 
	· new land at Ashford, Dover if needed to match housing 

· Hi Tech clusters at Canterbury, Pfizer, and Ashford (ICL at Wye)
	· existing + new roles

· provide sufficient land to balance workforce 

· reduce commuting, 

· provide new sectors 

· a range of sites. 

· support economic assets 

· exploit CTRL locations

	Kent Thames Gateway 
	48,000
	58,000 jobs 

2006-26
	3,211,00 existing allocations 

Plus new location not quantified
	· new land at Medway, Sittingbourne/ Sheppey

· Hi Tech clusters at Chatham, Rochester,  and Sittingbourne (KSP)
	· existing + new roles

· provide sufficient land to balance workforce 

· reduce commuting,

· a range of sites.

· exploit CTRL locations

· review supply in Medway & Swale 


	Successful Sub Regions
	Dwellings 
	Monitor Targets
	Land Targets
	New locations
	Criteria 

	London Fringe 
	37,360
	73,200 jobs Assembly interim forecast 2006-16
	
	· Focus on existing and available land

· town centre emphasis
	· provide at a level sustained by labour market etc.

· safeguard strategic land 

	W. Corridor &  Blackwater Valley 
	89,520
	111,500 jobs Assembly interim forecast 2006-16
	
	· Focus on more efficient use of existing land

· 40-60 ha new land at Basingstoke
	· safeguard existing land

· allocate new land subject to demand, labour balance, suitability of existing land, the need to release it for housing

· smart growth – minimise demand for labour & land  

	Central Oxfordshire 
	34,000
	18,300 jobs Assembly interim forecast 2006-16 
	
	Housing & employment :

· 3  towns to south 

· Bicester Ox/Cam arc

· within Oxford on pdl

Employment mainly at Bicester ad Didcot
	Provide land for :

· research  & science / knowledge economy /clusters

· small business 

	Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale
	48,650MK

21,200AV

69,850
	48,650 jobs MK

21,200 jobs AV

69,850 2006-2026

jobs total
	MK has sufficient land to 2016
	· within Milton Keynes

· sustainable extensions

· at smaller towns 

· within and at Aylesbury 
	· MK - range of land types 

· Aylesbury - quality land

· monitor housing against jobs at 1 dwelling per job

	Gatwick 
	33,000
	Max. value added - maintain strong economic growth

22,600 jobs Assembly interim forecast 2006-16
	
	· concentrate within urban areas 

· plus new strategic allocations – at Crawley and main towns
	· retain existing firms – enable higher productivity 

· focus on high value

· provide a full range and mix of sites


(ANNEX CONTINUED)
The Sub Region Strategies Approach to Employment Land  

(i) 
The sub regions are very different in their use of quantities, the policy towards provision of new employment land and the priority given to economic growth.  In part this is the result of different briefs from the Assembly and their wish that sub region strategies and the Plan should not include employment land quantities or targets.  

(ii)
The Assembly has used the trend forecasts to 2016 commissioned in 2004 as interim monitoring targets for five of the ten sub-regions.  These forecasts have now been revised.   Sussex Coast refers to a commissioned labour supply forecast from 2001-16.  The remaining four sub regions (MKVA, South Hampshire and the Kent sub regions) use different approaches of their own which reflect policy aspirations to 2026.  The relationship between new dwellings and jobs growth in these four sub regions is at or near one to one. 

(iii) 
Very limited guidance is given in the sub region strategies on the scale of new employment land, but the locations favoured and the criteria to be followed are generally given.  

(iv)
The Plan contrasts the employment performance of sub regions. In the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley there is net in-commuting but in Kent Thames Gateway and East Kent & Ashford the workforce outnumber jobs.  The economy of the west of the region is growing rapidly, outpacing the supply of labour and local housing supply, while it remains difficult to attract investment and jobs to the Kent sub regions and Sussex Coast

(v)
Policy RE5 seeks to maintain and enhance the competitiveness of the most economically successful sub regions, and defines these as Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale, the Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley, Central Oxfordshire, London Fringe and the Gatwick Area.  The emphasis of employment land policy in most of these sub regional strategies is on:

· more efficient use of existing land

· a focus on high value employment uses and higher productivity 

· limited new employment land, to a level sustained by labour markets and other factors 

(vi)
The exception among the “successful” sub regions is the new town and Growth Area of Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale, where new employment land and urban extensions are proposed. 

(vii)
Policy RE5 also addresses the structural economic weakness of areas felt to be under-performing and to release their potential.  It defines a “coastal belt” of Kent Thames Gateway, East Kent & Ashford, Sussex Coast, South Hampshire and the Isle of Wight.  Policy CC9 refers to the “extensive regeneration needs” of these sub regions. The emphasis of employment land policy in South Hampshire and the Kent sub regions is similar to Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale and is on:

· more efficient use of existing land

· review and implementation of major land commitments  

· provision of new land for business 

· investment by new economic sectors

· growth to meet employment needs and reduce out commuting

(viii)
Among the underperforming sub regions, the Sussex Coast has limited space for new employment sites.  It has significant existing land supply but much is constrained, and the emphasis is on providing sufficient opportunity to regenerate the economy.  Similarly, the emphasis is on regeneration on the Isle of Wight. 
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