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Statement on Sub-matter 5A Employment Land Policies by Hampshire County Council

In this statement Hampshire County Council supports the inclusion of indicative regional and sub-regional employment floorspace targets, developed jointly with the sub-regions; supports the identification of strategic employment sites for both planning and economic development purposes; and expresses some concern that in addressing intra-regional disparities policy RE5 could actually be counter-productive.
5A.1
Should the draft RSS include indicative employment growth targets or employment land/floorspace targets?

1.
PPS11 makes clear (para 1.5) that policies in the RSS will need to be sufficiently detailed to provide clear guidance for LDDs, striking the right balance between providing a clear strategic framework and avoiding unnecessary or inappropriate detail. The level of detail should depend on the particular topic concerned, the way in which the policy is to be implemented and regional circumstances. In light of the particular circumstances in the South East region, where the pressure for development is intense, where the pressure to meet housing development targets is equally intense and residential land values can exceed employment land values by a factor of 3 to 1, indicative sub-regional employment floorspace targets in the RSS are essential. 

2.
Without quantified employment floorspace policies the risk of employment land losses to alternative uses would be intensified and the sub-regional alignment of employment and housing provision would be difficult to judge. The loss of employment land to residential use remains a key issue that employment floorspace targets would help to address. In Hampshire, over the five year period to 2002, the employment land lost to residential use was equivalent to nearly a quarter of the total new industrial and office development over the same period - and in urban South Hampshire that proportion rises to over one third. Targets in the RSS would serve to: 
· shore up employment land allocations in LDDs; 
· protect existing sites in the face of competing higher value uses; 
· help avoid the continuing inappropriate losses of sites required to meet the needs of the region’s businesses and local economies going forward; and
· help ensure the sub-regional jobs - housing alignments and minimise the need for commuting.
3.
The three stage employment land review process - taking stock of the existing situation, creating a picture of future requirements, identifying a new portfolio of sites - should be just as much an integral part of the preparation of the RSS as of LDDs according to the Government Guidance Note
. As the RSS is not permitted to identify specific sites as suitable for development (PPS11, para 1.16), this is the role of the LDD, the outcome of the third stage of the employment land review process for the RSS might properly be regarded as sub-regional employment floorspace targets. There are a number of reasons why the RSS targets should be expressed in terms of employment floorspace, rather than either employment growth or employment land requirements. The reasons for producing the targets at the sub-regional level are outlined under the following question (5A.2).
4.
Employment growth targets would be inadequate because the demand for employment floorspace derives from a number of other factors beyond the growth of employment. In the manufacturing industry for example demand for floorspace has continued throughout an extended period of employment decline. In Hampshire we have found forecasts of GVA, as well as employment, in the employment land sectors to be helpful in providing an indication of the future demand for industrial floorspace in particular. Changing requirements for the type and quality of employment floorspace also drive demand independently of employment growth. A regular private sector assessment of the larger employment sites in Hampshire, delivered through the Hampshire Economic Partnership, helps to ensure that available sites meet the requirements of modern business, that sites falling significantly short can be considered for release to alternative uses, and that any shortfalls in any segment of the market can be identified.
5.
Employment land targets would be inappropriate for two related reasons. First the phrase “employment land” conjures up a picture of greenfield sites when additional employment floorspace can often be provided through the redevelopment and intensification of existing sites in brownfield locations. Indeed such redevelopment in or near the region’s town and city centres, at the hub of public transport networks, would normally form an important part of the employment site portfolio and be regarded as preferable to the allocation of greenfield sites following the sequential approach. The second related reason has to do with the development densities that can be achieved on redevelopment schemes as well as on greenfield sites. Development densities, or plot ratios, can vary widely between a town centre office development, a site for general industry, or a high specification business park say, and between a modern and a traditional development scheme. Any attempt by the RSS to produce employment land targets would necessarily involve estimating an average development density across the region or in the sub-regions that might not be appropriate for a particular LDD and might restrict innovative approaches to delivering additional employment floorspace by the private and public sector alike. 
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)?

6.
The economic vision of the draft RSS, at section D2, para 1.24, is remarkably aspatial: “This plan’s aspiration for 2026 is for a buoyant economy with high and stable levels of economic growth and employment across the region. The assumptions are that the 2026 economy will be one which is highly productive with a high economic activity rate, and each individual adding value through high levels of skills and an overall emphasis on innovation and enterprise.” Indeed the draft RSS clearly states that “Inclusion of land or floorspace figures and identification of strategic employment sites is not felt to be helpful in the South East.” (Section D2, para 3.1). This lack of guidance on the scale and location of employment land needed at the regional level is largely reproduced at the sub-regional level, South Hampshire being the most notable exception. And yet Policy RE2 directs local authorities in assessing the employment needs of the local economy to “take account of sub-regional strategies for the location, quantity and nature of employment land and premises”. In the circumstances such an approach is disingenuous and wholly inadequate. 
7.
However, in principle, the sub-regional approach, within a regional vision, is preferred and can be shown to be effective. PPS11 allows and encourages the sub-regional approach with the RPB, the section 4(4) authorities and district councils all urged to work together on joint studies (paras 2.24 and 2.27). Such an approach is particularly appropriate for employment land policies where functional markets extend beyond the administrative boundaries of individual districts. As the Guidance Note
 makes clear: “In order to deliver employment land reviews it will be appropriate, in many cases, for local planning authorities to work together, in respect of identified property or labour markets”.
8.
The effectiveness of such an approach can be evidenced by reference to the employment land policies in the South Hampshire sub-regional strategy. The LDD authorities, along with the section 4(4) authorities played a full role in the development of Policy SH6, which deals with the scale, location and type of employment development for the sub-region, as with all the other polices. For the purposes of employment land policy the sub-region is divided into two functional market areas. An exercise is currently ongoing, within the employment land review framework and involving the section 4(4) authorities alongside the LDD authorities, to identify the appropriate methodology and protocols for further distributing the market area requirements amongst the individual districts. In the preliminary work for the now aborted Structure Plan roll-forward, Hampshire District Councils wanted to include quantified employment floorspace policies; the consensus view was that their omission from the existing Structure Plan was a major shortcoming.
9.
Identification of strategic employment sites is also considered to be helpful. Whilst any definition of “strategic” in this context would be difficult to determine, and may vary between one sub-region and the next and within sub-regions between town and city sites and motorway junction sites for example, such difficulties should not be insuperable (by working with the sub-regions and other agencies for example). The advantages of identifying strategic employment sites would be twofold. From a planning perspective, such a designation in the statutory plan would be of great assistance in safeguarding the site for employment use in the face of pressure for higher value uses such as housing. And from an economic development perspective, such a designation would be of great assistance in determining the allocation of SEEDA funding, say, or infrastructure development to minimise any risk of market failure and ensure that the site remained of strategic quality. However it should be made clear that any site not identified specifically in the RSS should not necessarily be excluded from planning protection or infrastructure investment.
5A.3
Does the draft RSS provide appropriate guidance to deliver regeneration in those area that need it? How successful are the tools set out in policy CC9 and RE5 likely to be in reducing intra regional disparities?
10. To the extent that successful regeneration depends on co-ordinated interventions from a number of different agencies, policies CC9 and RE5 are helpful in emphasising the importance of joint working and the alignment of policies and programmes between national, regional and local partners. Policy CC9 is also helpful in identifying those areas in greatest need of regeneration whilst not excluding from appropriate actions those pockets of deprivation in other parts of the region. However there is a concern that policy RE5, rather than reducing intra-regional disparities, could instead lock in the existing disparities by planning for reduced expectations in the less prosperous coastal belt sub-regions.
11. The draft RSS already notes with particular concern that the gap between the better and poorer performing parts of the region, measured in terms of GVA growth, has actually widened in recent years (section D2, para 6.7). The components of GVA growth are increases in jobs and in productivity with the emphasis over the longer term, particularly in a pressured region like the South East, on productivity driving GVA growth as the economy becomes more competitive by moving into higher value-added products and services. However the policy prescriptions promoting productivity and competitiveness and the development of a dynamic knowledge-based economy, within policy RE5, are reserved for those parts of the region where the economy is already strongest.
12. If intra regional disparities are to be reduced effectively then it is just those productivity based policy prescriptions that need to be promoted and implemented in the underperforming sub-regions. Employment growth, which the policy for the coastal belt sub-regions focuses on at present largely by developing, upgrading and marketing employment sites, will not be sufficient to address the disparity with the more successful sub-regions. Productivity growth, through the development of a dynamic knowledge-based economy moving into higher value-added products and services, will also be required. Achieving such a step-change in economic performance will not be easy, but the prospects for such improvement should not be undermined from the outset by inadequate policies reflecting reduced expectations.
13. The means of achieving such a step-change in the performance of the underperforming sub-regions relies not only on joint working and policy and programme alignment but also on a shared determination to achieve change amongst all the partners involved. The RSS has a key role to play in this process. It would therefore be helpful if policy RE5ii could be adjusted to promote the skills development policies and the enterprise and innovation support policies as well as the land, property and infrastructure policies that will all be needed if a high value-added economy is to be created and sustained and if parity with the RE5i sub-regions is to be achieved.
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