
CALL IN – EMPLOYMENT LAND

I start this Call In by referring to the Minority Report produced by us last year
in which we pointed out that the Employment Land Review was flawed, this
Report has been maligned by the Portfolio Holder on several occasions. I hope
to show tonight why we stand by our assertion that there are several errors
within the Review and also that you will agree that an urgent review of the
Review is needed.

In 2006 an Employment Land Review Study was undertaken by Grimley which
identified land for future employment use and prospects for growth, they used
Cambridge Econometrics, and looked specifically at Fylde’s expected growth
between 2005-15.

The Study anticipated substantial growth for Fylde, which was completely at
odds with the facts as there had been a downturn in aggregate employment
across Fylde since 1998. This Borough lost jobs in a period which saw
employment growth in the North West and across the country, despite this
Grimley forecast growth of nearly 11% above the average, twice the average
national rate of growth and three times the Regional rate. The study assumed an
additional 4,652 jobs in Fylde to 2015.

The Study then estimated how much extra employment space would be needed
to accommodate additional employees in various industries, using a high level
and inefficient land use assumption based on Historical Land Take Up, this
simple calculation should have given a total number of 17.3ha but, because of an
error in their original calculation they concluded that an additional 27.7ha
would be needed.

They then looked at all Employment sites in the system for future development,
but discounted some available sites, they showed a supply of 27.3ha which was
expected to be available in the study period from planned development, and
concluded that employment land was tight.

This is a great area of concern and a considerable error.

Grimley predicted an additional 946 jobs at BAe Warton but incorrectly
assumed that this would generate a requirement for 9.19ha in addition to the
existing site. This was a substantial error which should have been picked up.
BAe has plenty of capacity at Warton and Salmesbury. A correction to this
error would result in reducing demand from 27.7ha to 18.5ha.

Additionally, at the same time, BAe declared the Marconi site of 8ha surplus to
requirement, which did not appear in the Grimley Review of Employment Land
Supply. This would have increased supply from 27.3ha to 35.3ha.

Just correcting those two errors (without questioning Grimley’s other assertions)
would have shown that there was twice as much land available than was needed
(35.3 ha available and 18.5ha required).



Incidentally, Grimley also did a low land use assumption which showed the
requirement down to 11.5ha (which would give three times more land available
than is needed).

So even if Grimley’s optimistic study is accepted, critical reading shows that
more employment land is already available than necessary, by a factor of more
than three) but FBC mistakenly concluded that employment land was tight and
as a result the SHLAA exercise did not include employment land in its
assessment, this has resulted in almost all land brought forward in the SHLAA
being Greenfield, despite substantial areas of brownfield land becoming
available.

FBC took the incorrect figure of 27.7ha, up to 2015, and extrapolated it to 60ha
for the period to 2027, so the original error was compounded. Why, during a
Recession, did FBC think it was acceptable not only to use, but also to
extrapolate, pre-Recessionary assumptions which were clearly wrong? This is
especially surprising as Grimley foresaw existing employment land increasingly
being released.

Now we get to the ACOM/BE Employment Land and Premises Study. This
Report commissioned by FBC is dated August, 2012, the economic predictions
here were by Oxford Economics. The basic task of this Study was to identify
need for employment land up to 2030, the Study recognised that 22.32ha had
already been identified as coming available. This study specifically excluded
BAe and the Enterprise Zone from consideration as they saw it as a separate
exercise to draw in business from outside the Region to replace BAe work.

The Study developed 7 models to assess need. The first model was based on
Historic Land Take Up Trends, the other 6 were more scientific attempts, to
predict future trends about number of workers commuting, type of space
required, particularly in the industrial sector, and the range of differences in the
employee density assumption.

2 techniques used. The first technique used shows a decline in manufacturing
and public sector and a growth in private sector services

The second was based on population and calculates how much extra employment
land is needed.

Two of the 6 models, based on employment change, predict a reduction in the
amount of land needed by 2030. Four models based, on population change,
predict a slight increase in the amount of land required, in each case less than
the 22.3ha already identified as available.

The one model, which was based on Historic Land Take Up records, shows a
requirement for more than twice as much as the 22.32ha already available.
So, in 6 of the models, the presently planned 22.32ha substantially exceeds the
forecast demand, indeed in 2 of the models no land is required at all and some



could be re-assigned. The results show that the industrial sectors in decline use
more land than those industries which are expected to grow.

Only one model, which is based on historic take up trends, shows that a
significant area of additional land, over and above the 22.32ha already identified,
will be required and up to 48.6ha must be designated.

Strangely the Study’s authors reject the six evidence based models, in favour of
one based on a simple extrapolation of historic land take up! We assume that the
6 models in the Study used respectable methodologies, otherwise why use them,
so why have they all been discounted in favour of Historic Land Take Up trends,
why pay for all that work just to ignore them?

The evolution of the BAe site, which comprises nearly half the Borough’s current
employment land, was not probed and there was also data inconsistency in
relation to land take up trends in the Fylde Sub-Regional Employment Land
Review. This is because ACOM/BE included car retail land take up, that was
specifically excluded in Fylde’s Sub Regional Review.

It appears that the question asked in relation to the 6 models was “how much or
less land will we need to support employment in 2030”. In relation to the one
model selected the question appears to have been “how much new employment
land will we need to bring into use by 2030 based on past experience”.

The BE group appear to think that both questions are the same and therefore
the answers should be the same, this appears to have led them to misunderstand
the evidence and draw wrong conclusions.

The Historic Land Take Up was used by Grimley and also the BE Group as a
reason to reject any calculated predictions of lower need.

Historic Land Take Up is recorded by FBC and has been since 1989, it is a very
simple equation which tells us the annual take up average, we don’t need to pay
consultants for this information. It is purely based on new employment land
take up, it does not take account of land taken out of employment use or of
emerging redundant land, it does not measure changes in the amount of land in
use, it therefore fails to take account of change in business and migration of
employment land from one part of the Borough to another. It recognises new
businesses like Whitehills but does not recognise land taken out like Marconi,
Sadlers, Cooksons and many others, hence the difference between the models
that do account for these factors. The Historic Take Up is not wrong on its own
terms, it is just answering different questions but it is possible to amend the
Historic Take Up model to answer the same question as the other 6 models by
including Employment Land Take Out of Employment Use using FBC figures
from 2001-13.

If amended in line with FBC’s summary tables and using up to date figures, it
can be shown that not only will we not need to use any of the 22.32ha already
assigned but that by 2030 we will actually need less employment land than is



currently in use. This would be the strongest evidential base (all FBC figures)
and it’s also closely aligned with the 6 models used in the Study.

So, if you ask the same question of all 7 models they all fall within the same
range, there will be less need in 2030 than is currently needed.

The Study also suggests that there is a potential shortage of large office sites and
medium sized units, there is no account taken of movement between units, when
a business moves into a new unit it leaves behind an empty unit for a new firm to
move into so the supply is not reduced. Empty units provide for flexibility in the
market so the data show more than adequate flexibility and the Study reflects
this.

The idea that there is a shortage of large office capacity is also difficult to square
with fact when we consider how many large office buildings have been lost in
recent years. If there was a great demand it could easily have been met.

The Study suggests that of the additional 26.2ha needed there is no inclusion to
meet Blackpool’s need, this is not so. The Historic Land Take Up data clearly
include Fylde’s ongoing contribution to meet Blackpool’s need, since there is no
way of preventing Blackpool businesses from moving over the boundary, where
over 60% of the Borough’s new employment land has been created over the last
20 years, so Blackpool’s need is included in any predictions that derive from
Historic Take Up data.

The Grimley and ACOM/BE Studies appear to have misinterpreted
Employment Land need which has led to mistaken policies and misleading
contributions to Sub-Regional Studies.

 Despite a growth in employment less employment land will be needed.
 Migration from traditional sites to new sites with means release of

employment land to other uses.
 Blackpool’s needs have been addressed and are already fully reflected in

Fylde’s take up figures.
 A substantial amount of land, presently tied up in manufacturing

industries which are expected to decline will result in the release of
additional employment land. BAe and Westinghouse.

 Fylde has decided to just use the Historic Land Take Up so they have
discounted evidence based information and used aspiration. It appears
that Vision is driving this; more houses mean more New Homes Bonus,
Vision driven by developers and land owners.

I ask you to support this Call In today because I believe that the errors which
have been made need to be corrected urgently. To correct them now will mean
that the Local Plan can continue to be on track, if they are not corrected I think
that the errors recognised by us, and several other groups, will most definitely be
put before the Inspector at the Inquiry stage, and I expect him, or her, to
understand the points made, this will most definitely hold the Plan up.


