Matter 5A/Friends of the Earth South East (7132)


Sub-matter 5A
EMPLOYMENT LAND POLICIES

5A.1
Should the draft RSS include indicative employment growth targets or employment land/floorspace targets?  
A criteria based approach is essential whether or not targets are set.  We do have some reservations with the list in draft policy RE 2 as outlined in our previous submission.  A critical issue is the region’s ecological footprint and in particular rising carbon dioxide emissions.  Any policy on employment land allocations must take this into account as far as possible. When thinking about allocations, the total land requirements need to be taken into consideration, including additional health, social, and environmental infrastructure etc. 

Securing the Future and PPS1 point out the need for integration of policies to ensure we address the issue of our ecological footprint.  We would like to see clear                                                                                                                                                                             recognition of sustainable development in this policy.

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)?
Location of employment land is a key issue in terms of avoiding unnecessary travel to work.  There is a need to promote mixed use developments wherever possible.  There should be integration between employment land and housing potential surveys.  The issue of density of employment must be considered – both on existing sites and new ones.  (Only the former seems to be covered by the policy). The Assembly has pointed out that evidence shows that there is “ a clear correlation between the density of employment and length of journey. As density increases, so journey length decreases.”

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?

Policy CC9 is clear as a statement of intent – but there are no tools in the policy itself.  We are concerned that policy RE5 does not fully reflect cross cutting policies CC1, CC2 and CC12 nor the Regional Transport Strategy.  We have previously pointed out the economic costs of climate change and the need for integration of policies on landscape, countryside, transport and health.
RE5 lists different approaches to development in the economically successful parts of the region compared with the “coastal belt”.  There appears to be an implicit assumption that smart growth does not apply to areas in need of regeneration.  Yet many of these areas cannot follow traditional paths of regeneration, partly due to limited environmental capacity.  This must be recognised and such areas should also be seeking development based on sustainable principles which minimises resources and land take. Growth in these areas should equally be maximising productivity and making the most efficient use of land and resources in order to avoid the problems faced in the more thriving areas - such as traffic congestion, increasing waste and lack of affordable housing.  Indeed the “coastal belt” is already facing these very same issues, so care must be taken to ensure regeneration takes place without regrets.
In particular the last bullet point of RE5 should be rewritten.  As currently drafted it can be used to justify unsustainable road schemes which would increase traffic and congestion -exacerbating problems in and around the main urban conurbations and causing significant impacts on designated sites. This would not lead to sustainable communities.  It is likely to encourage further commuting and potentially undermine funding for good public transport links.  
Many of the transport problems arise because of a lack of choice of the more sustainable modes of travel (with some exceptions). As we have previously pointed out, the link between economic performance and transport is complex with evidence showing that roads can act as “two way streets” taking economic benefits away from local areas – particularly if they are already weak economically.
We suggest amending this bullet point to read:

Local and regional partners will address transport problems in these areas through an integrated approach emphasising sustainable transport solutions which help to de-couple economic growth from traffic growth.  

The difference in approach amongst the various sub regional strategies indicates that there is a problem with the guidance in these core policies.  For example, if an authority’s solution to lack of employment land is to waive policies which are meant to protect and enhance the environment, this cannot be in line with sustainable development. (Policy SCT4ii)
� Transport Trends, Report of the Head of Regional Transport Planning to the SE Regional Planning Committee, 13 June 2005 (Agenda item 6b)   http://www.southeast-ra.gov.uk/meetings/planning/2005.html
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