WHITEHILL BORDON ECO TOWN
Responses to EHDC Draft Economic Development and Employment Strategy

March 2011
KEY.

Text in bold font is a quote from the council’s document.

Text in normal font is my consultation response.

WB is Whitehill Bordon, though there is of course no such town.
General Issues
· The reader needs to understand the council’s experience and achievements in Economic Development, and the track record for delivering 5,000 to 7,000 jobs at one location.
· The scale of job loss should the MOD leave the town is not clear. Paragraph 1.17 says 1,500. Para. 5.14 says 2500 reliant on the MOD, 5.17 says 130 civilians and 350 training related jobs, SQW say 1,200 trainees at a time whilst the ONS 2001 states 17% or 1342 jobs, section 11 says more than 1000 jobs will be lost and “around 2500 jobs are reliant on the MOD”. 
· That alone is not sufficient. How many of these jobs are currently taken up by residents local to Bordon who would not relocate if the MOD moves?

· These statistics are crucial to the case for major investment. 

· This document is repetitive and difficult to absorb.  I suspect a response in tens, not hundreds.  It is therefore unlikely to be statistically robust.

Strategy  
· A strategy is a plan of action. This document is not a plan of action, it does not define the financial outcomes of the proposals, the viabilities and programme for investment decisions.  It doesn’t give an investor any understanding of whether he/she should be considering an investment of not. 
· It is a list of “vision” statements and “blue sky” thinking. It doesn’t demonstrate the outcome of 4 or 5 years research.
· It doesn’t provide information about costs of accommodation, it doesn’t advise what the offer is as compared to competing locations, the restrictions which need to be imposed on energy use, parking and transport to contribute to the eco-town requirement to slash carbon dioxide emissions?  Is it not clear whether the benefits would outweigh the disbenefits such that there is a realistic prospect of attracting 5,500 jobs to be taken up largely by local residents and externally based one who are willing to cycle or use public transport to get to WB?
· Are you genuinely representing the case, or mis-selling it?
· The document misleads the case.
Whitehill Bordon Eco-town Strategic Location Map.
· It’s a location map, nothing strategic about it. 
· The location has no special advantages over any of the locations in the area, indeed it is severely disadvantaged, no rail, major road and accessed via a maze of minor roads.
· The map does not show the other Eco-Town to the north of Fareham. That is a location which is better located to areas of economic well being relative to WB, so are they both “once in a lifetime opportunities for thriving prosperous vibrant dynamic communities” or will one defeat the other?  EHDC doesn’t even acknowledge the Fareham site, or to consider the impact of 2 competing eco towns in the same catchment area. 
· In ignoring strategic change in the catchment area of WB, this is a wholly deficient Strategy document.
· The map reasonably illustrates the current catchment area of the town.  However rather than describe the difficulties and weaknesses that the location presents in transport terms the foreward represents the location as a golden opportunity to make this “a pioneering low carbon community”.  A misrepresentation of the case for an eco town as it has none of the requirements set for all eco towns, remote from an established urban area, no rail link, poor public transport, huge travel distances and an existing population which already demonstrates high commuting characteristics.  This is an unsustainable location already.  
· Strategic locations are those with clear advantages over non strategic locations.  This is not a strategic location.
· The document is highly misleading.
Feedback from all those interested in securing the best future for the town.
· The residents and businesses of adjoining towns should also be encouraged to provide feedback on determining the best futures for their towns. 
· It is their shops which are faced with closure by the overprovision being proposed at WB and by the MOD’s requirement to “freeze all other retail consents in surrounding towns for their benefit.” (Reps made to Core Strategy)  

· It is the residents of Liphook with far better transport facilities but where the Council has failed to attract employment investment over many years, who would be disadvantaged by the complete provision of the eco town, though perhaps less so by employment provision alone at WB.  
· But it is the residents of Liphook who the Council have so far refused to confirm that they will have voice in any future referendum. 
· I note that you are proposing a future workshop where a wide cross-section of the local and business communities will be encouraged to consider the proposals.  Just WB then, none of the adjoining communities which your strategy may damage by withholding investment fro them and in setting up competing and oversized retail spaces.
· Not so much an economic strategy to benefit WB, more a strategy to disadvantage surrounding communities? 
1.2  It is expected that there will be around £1.5billion invested in the town by 2036. This Strategy seeks to ensure that the community will get maximum benefit from this investment.
· This statement is highly influential to the reader’s understanding of the future options for the town. I had not appreciated that this scale of investment is already confirmed. 

· What is the source of the £1.5 billion? 
· To open a consultation exercise with an unjustified premise would be wholly misleading.  Are you saying to consultees that we have £1.5 billion to invest, this consultation is just a matter of deciding how to spend it? 

· I don’t believe that is the case, it is surely that you have a plan to attract £1.5 billion to the community, and it is the purpose of this consultation to seek our views on that plan.
· But you’ve blown it in this document, you have misled the reader and invalidated the consultation exercise.

1.3 The overall requirement is to create a sustainable economy that thrives to meet the needs of the whole community – while respecting and protecting its superb natural environment.
· Strives, not thrives. 
· Add “whilst respecting, protecting and continuing to invest in the economies of adjoining communities”? 
1.4  This ambitious low-carbon strategy
What is this strategy, the document hasn’t set it out yet?  What is ambitious about it?
• Encouraging the development of a high quality, skilled local workforce with easy access to a range of good local employment opportunities
It appears to be accepted that the skills required need to be developed before “good” local employment opportunities can be secured.  How long must the development wait before the first house can be built?
• Promoting the Eco-town as an exemplar in integrating sustainable business growth with carbon reduction
The role of carbon reduction in attracting new employers has not been explained.  Neither have the constraints of transport restrictions, limited parking, relying on local residents for the majority of your workforce.  How will these attract employers to the town?  What are the operational implications for each company? Most employers want high levels of parking, WB will need to limit parking and probably charge for it.

• Developing the town as a vibrant place with a clear economic function that provides an exceptional quality of life
How does the quality of life influence employers’investment decisions?
1.5 Additionally the Strategy seeks to:
• Support the Eco-Town objectives to achieve carbon neutrality, increase biodiversity, improve transportation options and reduce water usage by 2036

• Establish targets and select indicators to monitor the effectiveness of the economic development activities

• Contribute to the finalisation of the draft Framework Masterplan (June 2010) and to the East Hampshire Core Strategy – Local Development Framework

• Encourage the supply and development of appropriate commercial land and an inspiring range of affordable, resource efficient commercial premises.

These are all desirable objectives but do not represent a plan or a strategy by which we can assess the appetite for the private sector to invest in the town.  “Encouragement, vibrancy and “exemplar” are not enough, the financial and operational implications for an investor are the bases of decision making. What makes the WB eco town a better investment location than other locations? No figures are provided on these matters. 
1.6  The Strategy will be regularly reviewed
· Why?  What you intend to do with the review?   
· The “sustainability” of the eco town is heavily reliant on several favourable outcomes in the employment field.
1 The early delivery of new jobs.
2 The take up of a proportion of the new jobs by existing residents.
3 The arrival of a new resident workforce with less well paid jobs elsewhere at times when better paid jobs are available in WB.
4 The proportionate take up of new jobs by new residents.
5 A tiny proportion of the new jobs being taken up by people who live remotely from the town.
6 A substantial proportion of the journeys to work being undertaken by means other than the car, whether they are local or long distance journeys.  
7 An insubstantial number of commercial vehicle movements being generated. 
· I would expect you to set out targets for all the above and to review and report variations from those targets. ( as para 1.7)
· The requirement would then be to intervene if necessary to remedy failure in any of above.  Failure of the Economic Development Strategy would represent failure of the eco-town achievements which are the foundation of this development strategy. 

· It is vital that the council’s requirements for the eco town and the promises made to residents are delivered.

· The purpose of the reviews needs to be stated.  We want to see an obligation to remedy failings, not just report it.
1.7  The numbers in this table are the numbers which need to be targeted in my commentary above.  Additionally;
· How many jobs will be lost if the MOD leaves Bordon?
· How many of these jobs are currently taken up by residents local to Bordon who would not relocate if the MOD moves?
· Those statistics are crucial to the case for major investment.  They need to be clearly stated in this Development Strategy, they are not.  Can I have the figures please?
1.8  Employment is not defined in this paper. There is a move to recognise retail activity as providing employment opportunities.  However these are invariably poorly paid and entirely incapable of funding a rent or mortgage. This paper needs to be very specific in ensuring that the bulk of jobs to be created must be substantial income providers if the spending power in WB is to be elevated to levels which support higher quality leisure (decent restaurant) and retail spending activities.  It would damage WB’s prospects if a significant number of jobs were low salaried, for example from the excessive retail floorspace currently envisaged which equates to 11 of Liphook’s Sainsbury foodstore.  The bulk of employees would be earning little more than the minimum wage, that wouldn’t fund a rent or a mortgage. It might fund the cost of running a car to drive from elsewhere however, an adverse move in carbon terms.
1.11 Implementing the Strategy is critically dependant upon both the endorsement and active support from key delivery partners who include:

This listing is heavily concentrated upon public sector bodies. The government will confirm that the public sector cannot “deliver” private sector employment, and never has, even in far better economic times.

Public sector finance is fragile at present and likely to remain so for many years. The creation of the huge number of new jobs in WB needs to be designed to meet the financial and operational requirements of the private sector.  They do not appear to be involved in the paragraph 1.11 listing. 

These are not “delivery partners”, the Economic and Employment Strategy is not “sound”.  That unsoundness also renders the eco town initiative unsound. 
2.1 Whitehill Bordon is currently the second largest town in East

Hampshire. The town effectively grew up to service the needs of the military bases. With the intended withdrawal of all garrison activities over the next few years, the town urgently needs to find a new rationale and source of wealth creation.
WB is actually the 4th largest Parish population in East Hampshire, not the 2nd largest town. (2001 Parish Census data)

Entirely agree that there is a pressing need to see regeneration of the MOD land to see the creation of replacement jobs.  However in such a poorly connected area adjacent to areas of ecologically sensitive land, that regeneration should involve only those parts of the MOD’s PDL which would not offend sound planning principles or the wider environmental considerations at this location.  PPS guidance does not suggest a presumption in favour of even the PDL in these circumstances, it certainly does not do so for the greater areas of “green field” land promoted by the council within the Master Plan. I note your repeated confirmation that this economic development strategy is designed around the reuse of PDL only, which I would fully support.
2.3 …..additionally the main London to Portsmouth A3 trunk road passes

nearby and the completion of the £370m Hindhead Tunnel during 2011 will further improve road access to London and beyond.
The strategic location of the town places around 2.7 million people living within a one hour journey time. 
This is an eco town.  The aim is to reduce reliance on road based movement to around 25% of the “norm”.  Further those movements must be constrained in length, to constrain carbon dioxide emissions, to assist in reducing the UK’s emissions by 80% by 2050. (Government policy, reconfirmed post budget 2011 and Lord Turner’s report to Parliament) 

I accept that any eco town cannot achieve 100% containment and that that was never a target set by the Labour government when the initiative was launched.  However reference to the Hindhead tunnel threatens a strong association with longer distance car based movements, quite the reverse of the ambitions for an eco town.

The primary driver of eco towns was to provide housing in close proximity to established successful urban centres. At these locations there would be education, retail and employment opportunities, heritage and cultural uses, leisure and entertainment facilities and access to rail and effective bus services.  The aspiration was to enable new residents to access those facilities from a short distance away.  That proximity raised the potential for using bus and cycle based travel modes, it was the basis for targeting a 25% reliance on car use. 

WB has none of those characteristics.  It was therefore simply expedient for the council and the MOD, working together, to use the eco name as an attempt to secure government funding.  Its chances of becoming “eco” or zero carbon are truly zero.

None the less some jobs, not yet quantified (after 4 years study) would be lost if the MOD leaves the town.  The PDL is worthy of consideration as employment land therefore. It is my view however that the eco town brand will hinder the creation of new jobs, because they will be burdened by the need to conform to eco town principles.  Thus car use will need to be subdued, an impossible task in a free country where residents can and already do, live in the lowest cost house they can buy and travel by car to the best paid jobs they can find.
Further the employment “offer” at WB needs to be better than elsewhere.  Since access is inferior, something needs to rebalance the attraction.  That is in my view the scale and setting of the employment facilities. Thus, rather than squeezing employers onto small disparate sites as the Master Plan proposes, larger better related sites need to be considered. It would be acceptable to “reposition” the PDL to more central locations in order to improve integration with the town. That would make best use of the MOD’s PDL and favourably realign the balance between economically active residents and employment opportunities in the town.  In the longer term that would produce a far more sustainable town, with substantially reduced levels of out commuting.

Finally on this topic, I find it remarkable that this document highlights the attraction of the A3 corridor and of the Hindhead tunnel, and elsewhere shows that the preponderance of movement from WB is to the NE towards Guildford.  Yet the transport analyses have concentrated on the north south A325 corridor with only 1 junction assessed for its operational capacity to the east of WB.  The signing at the Liphook turn of the A3 indicates that this is the route to Bordon.  Why is HCC in their transport work ignoring reality?  Liphook. Grayshott, Headley, Lindford, Standford, Passfield, Whitehill, Headley Down and Bramshott would be the key recipients of heavy traffic flows. 
HCC is suggesting amelioration by “gates” on the road verges.  That is unacceptable, the studies are flawed, the scale of the eco town is the primary cause of concern.  
My suggested regeneration strategy would improve the sustainability of the town, create new employment opportunities and reduce traffic impact below the levels which the eco town would impose.  That is good planning, the eco town is bad planning motivated by political and financial targets, though the latter is illusionary because the eco town would produce negative land values, unless you ignore the infrastructure investment and produce a commuter generating dormitory town. 

 Section 4. Previous studies

Hampshire Economic Assessment
4.5 Although Whitehill Bordon was not specifically recognised within the assessment, the growth of the Eco-town could be a major part of the solution in addressing Hampshire’s need for new economic growth and in vastly improving the environmental performance of the central Hampshire sub area.
I wholly disagree, you have not shown that the eco town would not serve as anything but a disincentive to economic growth.  Nor is there any evidence that it would do anything but vastly increase the carbon footprint of the town, indeed the guidance from central government advises that it would increase the carbon output.
GVA Grimley Revised Baseline Report
For an area undefined in the Draft Economic and Employment Development Strategy document (not helpful to the reader but probably for WB), GVA Grimley reported.

· Car ownership levels are high as reflected in the travel to work patterns

· Levels of public transport use are low

· Poor public transport provision within the area and high out-commuter rates of resident employees

· Unusually high proportion of residents walk to their workplace. (In part attributed to military personnel movements between service families accommodation and the Garrison)
· High rate of economic activity but this is counteracted by high levels of resident workers commuting out of Whitehill Bordon to find suitable work.
· Many of the employed workers in Whitehill Bordon commute in from other locations. 
· The lack of employment opportunities within the area is a weakness of the local economy
· There is also a lack of diversity with regard to employment opportunities

· A number of local businesses do not employ local people

· Complex commuting patterns exist for the resident and employed workforce    within the town

· The town is a net exporter of labour with high levels of out commuting by resident employees

· The town has a healthy industrial sector but suffers from a shortage of high quality office and industrial premises, which prevents new and existing businesses from developing and limits employment opportunities
· The potential closure of the Bordon Garrison would have a negative effect on the local economy

· The impact of the potential closure of the Garrison on the local economy would be likely to occur over a relatively short period of time when it relocates

· Major redevelopment will take place over the longer term, taking time to replace the level of current activity in the economy

· Careful programming and the phasing of the release of land will be necessary to mitigate impacts on the economy and local population.
This confirms that WB is a highly unsustainable location in transport terms and which accordingly must generate high levels of carbon dioxide. It also confirms that it will take a long time to simply recover the existing level of employment activity, not to mention to provide for the needs of any new population.  

It doesn’t advise on the measures which need to be adopted to “mitigate” the impacts on the local population however. I suggest that to address these issues and to conform with the principles and objectives of an eco town, 3 policies need to be put in place.

1. No additional housing should be permitted until perhaps 75% of the jobs lost with the MOD’s departure have been substituted within the town.

2. Housing development needs to be geared to job creation, as in paragraph 1.7.  So the occupations of housing in each of the first tranches of say 50 dwellings each, should be conditioned upon the creation and occupation of 95 new job opportunities on the MOD land, at salaries capable of funding a mortgage or rent within the town.  Beyond 1,700 dwellings each 50 dwelling consent needs to create and occupy a further 50 jobs. 

3. Of the jobs created, say 75% should be occupied by local residents within the area of the eco town.
Paragraph 4.6 advises that there is “limited take-up of the commercial and leisure land at Viking Park.”  The Draft WHITEHILL BORDON FRAMEWORK MASTERPLAN : AECOM June 2010 relies upon that site for a significant element of the required employment creation.  At the same time EHDC has initiated a report on alternative uses for the Viking Park land.  

It is apparent that the reliance which can be placed on the successful creation of jobs in WB is limited to say the least.  Even where consented land is already available, EHDC is keen to pursue other uses. Yet early jobs are vital to the success of the eco town. (para 1.7)  Further the introduction of additional housing makes the task of creating even more jobs that much harder. 

It is very clear that the task is too great.  The options which would result in the most sustainable future for WB and which would realise greatest value for the MOD and the Treasury, are the extraction of the mineral reserve and the re-use of an equivalent area of PDL for employment purposes.  The eco town cannot succeed in employment terms and in any event would result in negative land values and a high carbon footprint.
Whitehill Bordon Economic Potentials Study : SQW July 2009
· Three likely development scenarios. 
• Scenario 1: The development of the Eco-town is substantively and sustainably resourced by the public sector over the medium term, and the Garrison closes in the middle part of the next decade…
• Scenario 2: The development of the Eco-town proceeds with heavily constrained public sector investment, and the Garrison closes in the middle part of the next decade…
• Scenario 3: Whitehill Bordon Ecotown retains a strong military presence over the next decade…
Conclusions.

· Why did this study consider anything other than a self financing development?  That was the Labour government’s requirement of eco towns, more necessary than ever in today’s economic environment. Scenario 2 is the most appropriate future basis of any growth at WB as agreed at your paragraph 4.7.    

· The authors of the SQW report have not read the Town and Parish Surveys which advised that the facilities “absent” from WB were a Mobile Library and a Sports and Leisure Centre. In Bramshott and Liphook however in addition to these “missing” facilities, Liphook needed a Leisure Centre, Youth Centre, Health Centre, Swimming Pool, Public Conveniences and an NHS Dentist. 
The SQW report is clearly wrong to conclude that “the retail and recreational offer in WB is limited, hence people living in the hinterland of WB travel to Liphook, Alton, Farnham and Guildford.”

Neither have they read the Nathaniel Litchfield and Partners report which comments on the limitations of an improved retail offer for the eco town proposal as follows; “a high proportion of residents regularly shop in Guildford, Chichester, Portsmouth, Basingstoke and Waterlooville. These shopping patterns are likely to continue in the future.”  

It is not the limited nature of the retail offer at WB which limits spending, it is the infinite superiority of the offer elsewhere, in centres rich in heritage and a huge range of other attractions, which results in residents shopping elsewhere.  You cannot build heritage, a large car park doesn’t substitute for a wide choice of goods and services.  The SQW report is oversimplified in its approach, the Nat Lichfield report should be respected.  

SQW identified four potential future roles to effect externally sourced economic growth:-

1. Linking Whitehill Bordon into the aerospace/high value engineering cluster within the Blackwater Valley. …..the creative re-use of the garrison site could result in:
• affordable, managed office space for start-up and newly formed Blackwater Valley enterprises
• small workshop units for Blackwater Valley enterprises,

• larger premises for light industrial activity,

• technical training facilities
2. Exemplar for sustainable development
• play a role in retrofitting the existing housing stock

• contribute to the development of the new homes specified for the Eco-town, as well as the sustainable energy, sustainable urban drainage and green transport infrastructure…..
3. Whitehill Bordon as a tourism hub
Whitehill Bordon will be in close proximity to both of the National Park. This presents an opportunity for the town to define a role as a ‘northern gateway’ to the National Park

A further potential opportunity for Whitehill Bordon could involve the development of a sizeable leisure/tourism facility with on-site accommodation, etc. Given Whitehill Bordon’s mature woodland setting, this would offer one option for ensuring that the town uses this natural asset. Such a facility could provide a substantial number of jobs.
4. Skills Centre and Community College. Also EAST HAMPSHIRE EMPLOYMENT AND SKILLS AUDIT AND ACTION PLAN : Kingshurst Consulting June 2010
Conclusions.

· 1.0 may well attract low cost users willing to use the existing buildings.  However many of those existing buildings are shown in the master plan to be replaced by housing.  Accordingly the job potential in the buildings to remain must be limited. What is the appropriate figure which would result, 500?

· 2.0 are temporary jobs, many of which would be provided from external sources by development companies erecting Code Level 4 and 6 houses.  This will be specialist labour using factory made components, not likely to be heavily sourced from the locality.  The town’s future depends upon a sustainable employment initiative, not a temporary one.

· 3.0 WB is but one of many “gateways” to the National Park, and not the most attractive one. There are more viable locations. The job numbers will be small, the salaries limited. Can we have statistics please?

WB’s woodland is threatened with removal for housing development. The wooded areas beyond are ecologically sensitive, with SPA, SSSI and SINC protections. The strategy for these areas is to seek to persuade walkers and dogs to keep away, not exploit them. The leisure proposal is therefore extremely limited, not a source of a significant number of jobs. 

· 4.0 is a matter for the Education Authority, Hampshire County Council. I note their objections submitted to the master plan consultation regarding education strategy.  
Draft WHITEHILL BORDON FRAMEWORK MASTERPLAN : AECOM June 2010
Reuse of MoD buildings. Eco-business Parks.

Around 2480 jobs would be provided through the development of new eco-business parks and office accommodation totalling approximately 70,250 sq m of floorspace ……at four main locations dispersed around the town. 

Eastern part of Louisburg Barracks,

At Viking Park and wrapping around Woolmer Trading Estate,

EHDC is investigating the potential for other uses on this site, because the next round of government finance may be withheld if an eco home site is not made available “soon”.  I anticipate the employment opportunity will therefore be severely eroded, and this element of the AECOM employment provision lost. 

Paragraph 4.12.  The draft Framework Masterplan identifies that 5500 jobs would require the creation/allocation of a total of around 113,000 sq m of floorspace within the new town centre and the eco-business parks.

That density of job creation is appropriate for high quality B1 office space provision.  It is the highest density of employees per sq m of the entire range of job types.  Yet it is entirely absent from WB at present.  
The Roger Tym, Lambert Smith Hampton and Nat Lichfield reports advise what employment uses are in demand, there is a limited market for B1.  I set out elsewhere why WB needs to produce a better “offer” than competing communities to attract end users across a range of employment provision. Combining the Tym and Lichfield advice with my “better offer” approach will require a greater employment footprint, but is likely to be far more successful.  The approach by AECOM is unrealistic and not founded on sound evidence.
There are other studies which you have chosen to disregard. Generally written in 2007, they were produced in better economic times.
The Property Market Regional Perspective, Lambert Smith Hampton
4.8 The property market is perceived to be less dynamic than the adjoining sub regions such as the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley. The market is primarily based around Petersfield and Alton with other centres being Bordon, Horndean and Liphook and is mainly industrial in character. This clear preference for Alton and Petersfield as business locations is confirmed by the results of the business survey, which are discussed later.
Office Market

4.15 Demand is relatively poor and it is unlikely that major take-up will take place in the medium term. The area competes with the other major centres in the region, which are more likely to attract occupiers. These include Southampton, Basingstoke and Guildford.

Industrial Market

4.17 The industrial market in East Hampshire is focused principally on Alton and the Whitehill/Bordon area.

4.18 Alton is rural in many aspects and stranded between the M3 and the A3 Corridors, but the Whitehill/Bordon area is likely to become the major industrial focus in East Hampshire going forward. The latter is set for major redevelopment as a result of the opportunity created by the release of 200 acres of MoD land and the opening of the A3 Hindhead Tunnel, both expected in 2011

Future Employment and the Demand for Space.

􀂃 Scenario 1: Base line scenario based on Experian forecasts

􀂃 Scenario 2: High Scenario. It takes into account the schedule of activities in the Whitehill Bordon area. 

High Scenario

6.43 The market balance for the High Scenario shows an oversupply of

industrial/warehousing space of 26,000 sqm.
Offices

6.48 Overall office allocations show an oversupply of planned space to 2026, even in the High scenario. However if we look at the estimated likely viable supply , the position is markedly different, being broadly in balance in the Base Case and an undersupply of over 9,000 sq m in the High Scenario. We would therefore conclude that if East Hants is to meet the demand for space in the years to 2026, it can afford to release those sites that we consider unviable for other uses. However additional office employment sites will need to be identified to ensure that there is adequate office floorspace to meet demand in the Whitehill/Bordon area arising from the High Scenario.
Future Employment and Demand for Space

8.3 We recommend that the council designates a site/s for a high quality business park that can provide an additional 10,000 sq m of office floorspace. Ideally this should be located within the Whitehill-Bordon area so as to match the proposed population growth planned there but an option is that an alternative office location would be Petersfield.

A far cry from the proposals in the current Consultation document.  10,000 sq m equates to 476 jobs at the Roger Tym SERPLAN 15 space standards.  You are proposing 5,500 jobs, all at B1 densities, often reliant on 2 and 3 storeys. Lambert Smith Hampton is real, this consultation proposal is fiction.
Section 5. Principal Issues
5.19 Collectively this will result in a significant reduction in the availability of funding for intervention and growth measures. It will require all partners to work in the most imaginative manner to maximise the use of existing assets and secure investment from particularly new private sector investors in order to ensure that the new development opportunities can be progressed.
It is a government requirement of eco towns that they should be self financing, reliance on public funding suggests an unviable proposal.

Section 6. Strategic Opportunities
6.1 The issues that face Whitehill Bordon and the world, although challenging, provide the Eco-town with opportunities to build a local mixed and sustainable economy and also make the Eco-town an exceptional and well regarded location.

Everything is an opportunity, WB can succeed with poor highway access, a requirement for a £169m railway, 40 new buses where none operate viably, no water supply or adequate foul drainage system, a need to improve educational standards before employment can be attracted and little employment interest, the lowest house prices in Hampshire and the lowest salaries, a high car reliance and the need to constrain car use by existing and new residents to 25% the norm and only employees who are local residents can be employed. 
No challenge is too great for a consultant on an hourly rate or a planning authority funded by central government then!

6.19 …….Attracting new retailers will transform the shopping experience for the local community and will increase the prospect, particularly in the latter stages of the new town’s development, to attract specialist retailers who require access to the wider catchment of around 2.7 million people.

I strongly object to a clear strategy to undermine the viabilities of existing retail operations in adjoining communities, together with the inevitable increase in carbon output from the resultant car based movements.  

Responses to Questions.
Q1.1 No.
Q1.2. The purpose is to define how new jobs will be created, not to theorise about it. My text suggests financial outcomes and the advantages of WB over competing locations need to be made clear.
Q2.1 No.

Q2.2 See above, reality check needed.

Q3.1 See my text, Lambert Smith Hampton, Roger Tym, Nathanial Litchfield, and all the first phase of reports which you consulted on 3 or 4 years ago.  You ought to try to find successful initiatives in the north where presumably the task is equally challenging.  If you need 180 acres of consented employment land at a motorway junction, one has been available near Nottingham for 5 years.  In the real world the employment market is very selective and tough. 

Q4.1  No

Q4.2 See above.

Q4.3 See above.

Q5.1 No, the burden of the eco town label for employers has not been reflected at all.

Q5.2 No, it doesn’t reflect the outcome of serious research undertaken in better economic times, but still reporting less enthusiastically than the “visionaries” and “blue sky optimists” in this consultation document. 

Q6.1 In general yes, but not in the unreal manner described.

Q6.2 The task is enormous, it will require accepting every employment offer made, irrespective of whether they fit your 12 categories or not. Elements 4, 5, 11 and 12 are unrealistic in my view.  Others 2 and 6 are public sector initiatives for which finance will not be forthcoming. 

Q6.3 Mineral and waste, biomass from waste initiatives (MBT) and waste to energy operations.  Recycling and material recovery and re-use industries. Renewable energy industries and training, similar to the Genesis Centre at Taunton to train people to retrofit existing housing and employment buildings.  Care for the Elderly and Nursing Homes.

Q7.1  How can you have 10 pages of priority actions? The approach ought to be to draw up the sites which you are considering for employment provision, and illustrate what could be delivered.  Assess the investment needs and the timing of availability and go out to potential employers to understand whether they are interested. You are making it far too complex, simply get out there and meet people.

Q7.2 See above.

Q8.1 The list is good but the detail needs to be provided. In the case of energy generation, surely the private sector would provide its own funding, if the lease periods are long enough.

Q8.2 See above.  Can you consider making the town an Enterprise Zone?

Q9.1 No.  It is too long, not clear, repeats itself and is not based in the real world. 

Q9.2 Have you spoken with a Commercial agency to suggest a more productive approach?  Pay on achievement at 2%, not on hours spent. Use a local agent not a national one.

Q9.3 Yes but the key targets in employment creation terms for an eco town are;

· Numbers of jobs created. 

· Numbers of jobs paying salaries sufficient to fund housing costs.

· Numbers of jobs taken up by WB residents.

· Transport related carbon footprint. (tonnes CO2)

Q10.1 No. 

Q10.2 No

Q10.3 Yes.

Q10.4 I have lost the will to live.  For the exciting challenge that you tell me this represents, it’s been an unrewarding experience. 
J S Ilett  March 2011
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