5A/The Consortium (The Crown Estate, Prudential Assurance Society Ltd and Wilky Property Holdings plc) (8174)

Further Submission

Matter 5A – Employment Land Policies

1.
We have made detailed submissions on this matter in representations on Policies RE 2 and RE5.  These submissions remain relevant to the debate on this matter.  This Further Submission sets out our representations on behalf of the Consortium (The Crown Estate, Prudential Assurance Society Ltd and Wilky Property Holdings plc) on the specific questions raised in the list of matters.

5A.1  Should the draft RSS include indicative employment growth targets or employment land/floorspace targets
2.
In our representations on the economy, jobs – housing alignment, we made out a case for reassessing the forecasting base of the RSS to reflect a trend-based approach to future household growth, dwelling requirements and employment projections.  Whilst employment growth is notoriously difficult to forecast, under the Plan, Monitor and Manage approach, this should not be a reason to avoid such guidance given the ability to review these matters on a regular basis and amend, as necessary.  The downsides of not including employment and employment land targets are worse by creating a policy vacuum and an inadequate strategic policy steer on implementing the locational / land use aspects of the RES.
3.
Government guidance contained in the ODPM note on employment land reviews (2004) states at page 17 that Regional Planning Bodies should prepare regional economic forecasts, employment land forecasts, demographic and labour supply forecasts, property market studies and strategic sites / clusters studies, all to be monitored.  Regional level forecasts should also be disaggregated to the sub-regional level, where appropriate.  It follows that the RSS should provide for employment projections as targets at the regional and sub-regional level as a guide for the preparation of LDFs.  Such an approach is entirely consistent with the purpose of RSS set out at paragraph 1.7 of PPS11.  The South East RSS contains no such guidance and as such fails to provide a robust economic policy framework to underpin the wider spatial and economic elements of the RSS and RES.  
4.
The employment projections prepared by the Institute for Employment Research (IER, March 2005) represent a robust approach to assessing the future employment levels within the region – not a supply-constrained approach, but one that allows supply to respond by increased participation rates or in-migration.  These are based on the 2003-based sub-national population projections and take account of a range of economic variables – world, European and UK.  The projections suggest a substantial increase in total employment of 1.024 million, equivalent to an average percentage growth per annum of 0.9%.   It is not possible to relate this projection to the dwelling projections prepared by Roger Tym & Partners (RTP) and commissioned by the ODPM and GOSE.  However, it is certain that the RSS projected increase in employment of 694,000 (derived from Figure RE2) is woefully below what should be planned for.  A higher employment projection should therefore be built into the RSS to reflect the conclusions of the IER work, the precise level to be determined following scrutiny of the various projections by the Panel.  Such sub-regional targets could be provided in a Box and reinforced by a cross reference in Policy RE2 such that LDDs should seek to develop an employment / economic strategy to secure at least the employment targets in the RSS.
5.
The RSS currently identifies an employment target for the Gatwick Area of 22,600 additional jobs 2006 – 2026.  Because this projection assumes housing supply-constraints in line with the RSS dwelling requirements, it is not surprising that the overall labour supply / demand is broadly in balance (e.g. 16,000 dwellings equates to about 19,200 workers at a notional 1.2 workers per dwelling).  The Cambridge Econometrics work for the SE County Leaders (September 2006) – which is also supply-constrained – suggest that the Gatwick Area will see a significant excess of about 18,600 workers over the same period, i.e. a greater increase in labour supply compared with labour demand, assuming a more conservative outlook for the economy, leading to more out-commuting. This cannot be a sustainable strategy as it implies a severe labour supply / demand imbalance, economic growth out of line with the RES (i.e. 2.8% GVA pa) and insufficient housing provision.
6.
The IER work suggests that for the Crawley area alone, the increase in employment (jobs) is forecasts to be around 17,208 over the RSS period: if Horsham, Mid Sussex and Reigate & Banstead are added (approximation to the Gatwick Area Sub-region), the employment increase over the shorter period 2006 – 2016 is in the order of 23,179, 12.5% higher than in the RSS.  This in turn suggest the need for an increase in the housing provision in order to maintain a worker / jobs balance in the sub-region and support economic growth.  The consultation draft RES (November 2005) suggested a substantial increase in the regional housing provision to support the likely growth in employment – an increase in the Gatwick Area requirement would result.  In terms of the employment targets, these need to be revised upwards to reflect the evidence noted above and expressed more clearly in the sub-regional policy frameworks over the RSS period to 2026.  The target should also form the basis of clear employment land targets, to be monitored over time.  The current approach of an interim forecast up to 2016 and no employment land requirement is not sufficiently realistic or robust to allow effective long term economic planning.
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)?
7.
Policy RE2 is opposed in so far as it does not provide sufficient guidance on the location of strategic employment sites at the sub-regional / district level.  Other policies of the RSS provide a basis for such guidance, principally the identification of Regional Hubs in Policy CC8b of the RSS – settlements where transport services support a concentration of land uses and economic activity in a sustainable manner, such as Crawley / Gatwick.  The omission of this important spatial element of the overall strategy from the key policy on employment and land provision weakens the policy and will result in uncertainty as to the most sustainable location and scale of such development.  This applies particularly to the Gatwick Area Sub-region, where in separate representations, we have raised serious concerns about the weakness and lack of direction of the sub-regional spatial strategy and related policies (GAT1 – GAT5).  The inclusion of a reference to Regional Hubs in Policy RE2 would provide the appropriate region-wide guidance to be combined with sub-regional guidance to give effect to a sustainable policy framework for strategic scale economic growth.
8.
With Policy RE2 setting the broad region-wide framework for the provision and location of employment land, sub-regional policy frameworks should provide the guidance on the locational criteria for strategic employment sites and identify any specific sites where necessary.  The identification of strategic employment sites is clearly a function of sub-regional policy.  This would be consistent with the advice contained in the ODPM guidance note on employment land reviews (2004) noted above that RPBs should assess the need for strategic sites / clusters through studies.  It therefore follows that RSS should indicate the broad location of regionally significant strategic employment sites where these are identified as necessary to deliver the overall spatial strategy of the RSS and economic priorities of the RES.  

9.
At the sub-regional level, the RSS does not provide a consistent approach on the strategic criteria to be adopted in assessing the location of strategic sites for employment or sub-regionally significant community uses.  In some cases, strategic sites for such development initiatives have not been identified or clearly articulated.  This partly reflects the way the sub-regional policies were developed through the joint sub-regional work, wide consultation on which did not occur, especially in relation to economic and employment issues.

10.
For example, the policies for the Gatwick Area Sub-region contain no clear guidance on the location of strategic employment sites – Policy GAT4 on economic development refers blandly to providing new employment floorspace in association with major (housing) developments and at the strategic locations identified in Policy GAT2.  But Policy GAT2 addresses housing and merely notes Crawley as the location for major developments, with other development to be located at the small towns on the north/south, east/west corridors.  Whilst Crawley is a key location, it is actually Crawley / Gatwick that is the Regional Hub, with Gatwick also acting as a regional Gateway.  Policy GAT2 focuses on housing and contains no clear criteria to guide the location of strategic employment development – it is suggested in other representations that such guidance should be embodied into Policy GAT4 and cross referred to a more robust spatial strategy at Policy GAT1.  These matters will be addressed at the Gatwick Area debate in March 2007.
11.
The current sub-regional policy framework for the Gatwick Diamond therefore falls short of providing advice on the location of regionally significant sites required by national planning policy and to reinforce the aims of the RES to focus economic growth on the ‘diamonds for growth’, one being the Gatwick Diamond centred on Crawley.  Similar concerns also relate to the other sub-regions, where there is a lack of locational-specific guidance, reflecting the lack of engagement with the development community over the formation of sub-regional policies.  The Consortium has engaged with a large number of regional and local stakeholders in relation to a strategic employment / community use initiative on land adjacent to Crawley and Gatwick – a policy framework to support such an initiative will need to be addressed at the sub-regional debate. 
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?
12.
Policy RE5 is supported in so far as it acknowledges the economic potential of the Gatwick area, centred around Crawley, and is consistent with the draft RES in terms of focusing major economic growth and development on this ‘diamond for growth’.  In so far as Gatwick / Crawley is a Regional Hub under Policy CC8b and an International Gateway under Policy T1 and the Key Diagram, the policy rightly seeks to promote the economic potential of international transport hubs at Heathrow and Gatwick (within the currently agreed level of airport growth).  The policy goes on to prioritise the need to address transport, skills and environmental constraints so as to maximise business development opportunities near these airports.  Such an approach will also benefit the underperforming Sussex Coast Sub-region through multiplier effects and providing access to a range of high value knowledge-based jobs accessible from the coastal regeneration area.
13.
The policy also emphasises the role of ‘smart growth’ in realising the economic potential of the economically most successful parts of the region, including the Gatwick Area.  In this context, it must be noted that ‘smart growth’ does not obviate the need to allocate land for economic development, as noted at RSS paragraphs 1.22 and 1.23(v).  This is reinforced in the SEEDA technical note on the economic forecasts (Technical Discussion Paper: Submission to EiP – Topic 3: Economic Forecasts, Deloitte, October 2006), which states in the Annex that ‘smart growth’ includes “the provision of required housing and employment floorspace” alongside initiatives to ensure that development is accommodated in way that substantially increases the wider socio-economic benefits and significantly reduces the environmental impacts. 
Summary

14.
For the reasons set out above, Policy RE2 of the RSS is considered to be unsound in terms of tests (i), (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (viii), (ix) and (xii).  To make it sound, it should contain a cross reference to higher regional / sub-regional employment targets, a reference to locating strategic employment sites in relation to Regional Hubs, and a cross reference in the text to sub-regional policies on the location of specific strategic employment sites.  The policies for the sub-regions will need to be examined further at the sub-regional debates in 2007; in relation to the Gatwick Area, a clear long term employment target is required as a basis for an employment land requirement, together with guidance on the location of strategic employment land, and any specific sites of regional significance.  Further submissions will be made by the Consortium in relation to the Gatwick Area sub-regional policy framework.
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