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Introductory comments

1. The Panel has chosen to focus on three main aspects of employment land: the case for quantified targets; whether further guidance is needed on the scale and location of employment land, including strategic sites; and whether the draft Plan provides appropriate guidance on regeneration and the reduction of intra-regional disparities in economic performance. SEEDA has concerns in relation to all three issues. 

2. The approach of the draft RSS to employment land provision is completely different to that for housing. Details of the scale and distribution of additional housing development are given for counties and sub-regions in Section C4 of the RSS (pages 34 to 36) and for districts in Section D3 (Pages 80 to 83). However, no comparable employment figures are given; Para 3.1 of the RSS (page 64) explicitly rules this out, stating that the “inclusion of land and floorspace figures and identification of strategic employment sites is not felt to be helpful for the South East.”  Instead draft RSS provides guidance on the criteria to be applied in allocating employment land, which are to be developed further by LDFs at the sub-regional and local levels. 

3. SEEDA is very concerned about the implications of this decision. The draft RSS makes no attempt to reconcile the GVA per capita growth target of at least 3% per annum (2006-26) (included in the RES and accepted by the Regional Assembly), and the provision for employment land and for housing. Indeed, the RSS states that the policies for housing provision are likely to increase the regional imbalance between jobs and resident workers, and this imbalance is likely to be exacerbated in some sub-regions. 

4. The absence of any guidance to LDFs about the scale of employment land to be provided, or the requirement for strategic sites, is likely to increase the potential for inadequate provision and mis-alignment. It could lead to a situation in which LDFs ignore the regional GVA target and strategic requirements, and focus instead purely on meeting local employment needs in the context of inadequate housing supply targets. The sum total of local needs will not deliver per capita GVA growth of 3% per annum, or enable the economic potential of the South East region – and its crucial contribution to the UK economy – to be realised. 

5. The regeneration policies in the draft RSS seek to reduce intra-regional disparities. The new RES identifies different economic development and regeneration priorities for three broad areas: the Inner South East, the Rural South East and the Coastal South East.  The different mix of policies for each area is intended to achieve the overall GVA per capita target for the region, whilst supporting improved performance of those areas in need of regeneration. SEEDA would like to see an appropriate range of policy responses reflected in the draft RSS.   

Employment Land Policies

6. Para 3.1 of the draft RSS (page 64) states that “Inclusion of land and floorspace figures and identification of strategic employment sites is not felt to be helpful for the South East.  There is only a limited relationship between employment change and land use and currently a poor understanding of land supply at the local level.  Only broad locations for new employment generating development have therefore been identified in the sub-regional strategies (which identify employment figures for monitoring purposes).” 

7. This statement needs analysis. The assertion that “there is only a limited relationship between employment change and land use” is misleading. The relationship is very complex, but it is nevertheless very significant for spatial planning. It is true that numerous factors need to be taken into account in translating employment growth into land and floor space requirements, including changing requirements due to economic restructuring, intensification of use, and changing working practices. But this does not mean it cannot, or should not, be done at a strategic scale.

8. Similarly, the statement that there is “currently a poor understanding of land supply at the local level” may be factually correct, but it is an excuse rather than a justification for not quantifying employment land requirements.

9. At a sub-regional scale, the draft RSS does include employment demand (job) figures, but these are provided on an inconsistent basis, for different time periods, and described variously as targets, forecasts and just ‘figures’. Employment land or floor space requirements are only specified in three sub-regions – see Table 1.

Table 1: Sub-regional figures for jobs or employment land included in the Draft RSS
	Sub-region
	Policy or paragraph reference
	Jobs growth and period
	Employment floorspace provision and period

	South Hampshire
	E1, Para 2.19, Policy SH6
	59,000 (2006-26)
	2,000,000 sq m (2006-26)

	Sussex Coast
	E2, Para 3.4
	42,700 (2001-16 – workforce figure)
	Not specified

	East Kent and Ashford
	E3, Para 2.15, Para 2.22
	50,000 (2006-26)
	1,848,000 sq m (minimum, period  unspecified)

	Kent Thames Gateway
	E4, Para 2.13
	58,000 (2006-26)
	3,211,000 sq m (minimum, period unspecified)

	London Fringe
	E5, Para 2.16
	73,200 (2006-16)
	Not specified

	Western Corridor & Blackwater Valley
	E6, Para 2.12
	111,500 (2006-16)
	Not specified

	Central Oxfordshire
	E7, Para 2.13
	18,300 (2006-16)
	Not specified

	Milton Keynes & Aylesbury Vale
	E8, Policy MKAV1
	48,850 in MK, plus 21,200 in AV (2006-26)
	Not specified

	Gatwick Area
	E9, Para 2.16
	22,600 (2006-16)
	Not specified

	Isle of Wight SPA
	E10, Para 2.7
	3,400 (2006-16)
	Not specified


10. SEEDA is very concerned about the absence of any quantitative guidance on employment land provision, and about the inconsistent treatment of job and employment land requirements in each sub-region. Unless the RSS provides indicative employment growth or employment land / floor space targets which can be compared directly with housing targets, there is no way of telling whether the Plan is likely to reduce or exacerbate the imbalance between labour supply and demand at sub-regional scale. Without this information, it is impossible to tell whether the Plan has any chance of delivering, in a sustainable manner, the GVA growth it assumes, or of enabling the economic potential of the South East region – and its crucial contribution to the UK economy – to be realised.  

11. The absence of any guidance to LDFs about the scale of employment land to be provided, or the requirement for strategic sites, could lead to a situation in which some local authorities focus purely on meeting local employment needs in the context of inadequate housing supply targets. This would certainly not deliver the scale or quality of economic growth and regeneration that the region’s residents want, and the country needs. 

12. SEEDA recognises that setting detailed employment land targets is challenging.  However, to set targets in the growth areas and not in the Inner South East sends out an entirely inaccurate message that these areas do not need a planned approach to their continued sustainable economic growth.  This is an issue SEEDA will return to in the sub-regional sessions.

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 (Secn D2, para 3.1)?

13. The previous paragraphs have made the case for sub-regional employment land targets. As noted in paragraph 6, the draft RSS states that “Inclusion of land or floor space figures and identification of strategic sites is not felt to be helpful in the South East”. The reason given for this relates to the relationship between employment change and land use and a poor understanding of land supply at the local level. It does not address the strategic sites issue at all.  It is unclear, therefore, why the draft RSS does not include proposals for strategic sites.

14. Strategic sites are, by definition, those that are significant at a strategic rather than purely local scale. In the South East, strategic sites may be of national or regional significance. It is crucial for the regional and national economy that these strategic requirements are met, yet it is difficult to see how sub-regional strategies or LDFs can be expected to pay sufficient regard to national and regional requirements when allocating employment land unless there is clear guidance in the RSS. 

15. The new RES identifies different economic development and regeneration priorities for the Inner South East, the Rural South East and the Coastal South East. It also identifies eight “Diamonds for investment and growth”, along with the broader range of hubs set out in the South East Plan.  This provides a spatial framework for consideration of strategic site needs. For example, within the Inner South East, strategic sites provision should be considered in relation to the priorities relating to global competitiveness, making the most of the Heathrow effect, and investing in high growth, globally competitive, sectors. Within the Coastal South East, strategic sites would be expected to address regeneration priorities and opportunities – for example, to fully exploit the employment potential around CTRL stations at Ashford and Ebbsfleet. Strategic sites can also play an important role in realising the economic potential of some of the Diamonds – particularly those like Gatwick and Oxford which have nationally significant resources located within them.

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?

16. There are regeneration needs across the region, but there are particular concentrations in the coastal areas and in parts of the main urban areas. In addition, the region’s rural areas have distinctive regeneration issues. Policy CC9 recognises these differences, whereas Policy RE5 focuses on the extremes – interventions to enhance the competitiveness of the economically successful sub-regions and to address the regeneration needs of the coastal sub-regions. Neither policy provides any guidance on actions to be taken in pockets of deprivation and regeneration needs in otherwise relatively prosperous parts of the region.

17. Relative to the range of regeneration initiatives identified in the RES, the draft RSS sets out a predominantly land related agenda to address regeneration initiatives in the coastal sub-regions, and provides little detailed guidance in relation to local regeneration needs elsewhere in the region. Policy CC9 does not provide regeneration tools. Policy RE5 identifies seven main measures to address the regeneration needs of the coastal areas. These include three relating specifically to employment land, two to physical infrastructure (transport routes and gateways), and one each to ICT use and training strategies. 

18. This focus is understandable given the scope and purpose of RSS, but there are nevertheless some missing or under-played elements to the coverage of regeneration opportunities in draft RSS policies. For example, at a strategic level, the RSS does not identify the fact that two of the three main growth areas in the region are within the coastal sub-regions most in need of regeneration. In these areas there are opportunities arising from the scale of growth and the public and private sector funding associated with it to secure regeneration benefits (e.g. the new business centre around the Ebbsfleet CTRL station).

19. The RSS is inconsistent in the way it deals with key resources across the region to support regeneration, such as universities, research facilities, and major transport infrastructure. For example, Policy RE5 identifies the opportunities associated with the main international gateways around the coast, but does not mention CTRL or the region’s universities.

Summary of key points

20. SEEDA would like the RSS to provide employment land and premises targets which are consistent with per capita GVA growth of 3% per annum across the region, and which can be directly compared with housing provision at a sub-regional scale. The employment land and housing targets should  support increasing alignment between labour supply and demand, in order to promote a more sustainable pattern of development across the region. 

21. SEEDA would also like the RSS to include guidance on the scale and location of strategic employment sites needed to meet national or regional needs and opportunities. 

22. In relation to regeneration, the RSS provides guidance relating to major regeneration areas, but underplays the significance of pockets of deprivation and regeneration needs across the region. The RSS is inconsistent in the way it deals with key resources to support regeneration, such as universities, research facilities, and major transport infrastructure.
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