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1. In t rodu ct ion  

1.1 This Matte r Sta tem ent has been  join tly p repared  by Avison  Young (AY) and  Genesis Town Plann ing Ltd  
(GTP) on  beha lf of Wa te s Deve lopm ents Lim ited  (Wates) in  re sponse  to  Matte r 7: Econom ic 
Deve lopm ent.  

1.2 Avison  Young com m ents on  Matte r 7, Issue  1 Q1 an d  Q2, and  GTP com m en ts on  Matte r 7, Issue  2, Q2. 

1.3 Wates has in te re sts  in  the  District across 5 no. site s as se t ou t be low, and  has subm itted  
repre sen ta tions a t e arlie r stages of Plan  p repara tion  a t the  Regula tion  18 and  19 consu lta tions: 

– Land  west of Worth ing Road , Tower Hill, Horsham  (Southwa te r Parish) 

– Land  west of Cen tenary Road , Sou thwate r (Sh ip ley Parish) 

– Land  east of Marringdean  Road , Billingshurst 

– Land  west of Shoreham  Road , Sm a ll Dole  (Henfie ld  Parish) 

– Land  north  of Me lton  Drive , Storrington   

1.4 Two of the  above  site s a re  a lloca ted  for re siden tia l d eve lopm ent in  the  Subm ission  Plan  these  a re : 

– Land  west of Shoreham  Road , Sm a ll Dole  (Stra tegic Policy: HA16 (SMD1))  

– Land  north  of Me lton  Drive , Storrington  (Stra tegic Policy: HA18 (STO1)) 
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2. Issu e  1:  Wh e th e r th e  a pp roa ch  to  e m p loym e n t  la n d  a n d  
su pp ly is  ju st ifie d , e ffe ct ive , con sis te n t  with  n a t ion a l policy 
a n d  posit ive ly p re pa re d ? 

 
Q1 Is  St ra t e gic Po licy 29: Ne w  Em p loym e n t  sou n d ?  

a ) Wh a t  is  t h e  ove ra ll e m p loym e n t  la n d  r e q u ir e m e n t  (h e ct a r e s  a n d  floor sp a ce ) o ve r  t h e  p la n  
p e r iod , is  t h is  ju s t ifie d  a n d  e ffe ct ive , a n d  sh ou ld  t h is  b e  m ore  cle a r ly sp e cifie d  in  t h e  Pla n ?  

b ) Wh a t  is  t h e  t o t a l e m p lo ym e n t  la n d  su p p ly (h e ct a r e s  a n d  floor sp a ce ) o ve r  t h e  p la n  p e r iod  
in clu d in g s it e s  a lloca t e d  in  t h e  Pla n , is  t h is  ju s t ifie d  a n d  e ffe ct ive  a n d  sh ou ld  t h is  b e  m ore  
cle a r ly sp e cifie d  in  t h e  Pla n ?  

c) Are  t h e  o ve ra ll e m p loym e n t  la n d  r e q u ir e m e n t s  a n d  su p p ly p rovid e d  b y t h e  Pla n  ju s t ifie d  a n d  
e ffe ct ive ? Wh a t  is  t h e  e vid e n ce  t h a t  t h e  e m p loym e n t  su p p ly w ill b e  d e live r e d  w it h in  t h e  p la n  
p e r iod  a n d  t h a t  t h e  e m p loym e n t  r e q u ir e m e n t  w ill b e  m e t ?  

d ) Is  it  cle a r  w h e t h e r  p rop o sa ls  m u st  m e e t  a ll cr it e r ion  1-10? Is  t h e  d e t a ile d  w ord in g o f e a ch  o f 
t h e se  cr it e r ia  e ffe ct ive ?  

e ) Are  a lloca t ion s  EM1-EM4 sou n d ly b a se d , w it h  p a r t icu la r  r e ga rd  t o  t h e  m ix o f u se s  a n d  
con st r a in t s  id e n t ifie d ?  

f) Is  t h e  ge ogra p h ica l a p p lica t ion  o f t h is  p o licy cle a r ?  
 

Q2 Is  St ra t e gic Po licy 30: En h a n cin g Exis t in g Em p loym e n t  sou n d ?  

a ) Th e  Po licie s  Ma p  id e n t ifie s  “Ke y Em p lo ym e n t  Are a s” a n d  “Sit e s  fo r  Em p loym e n t ” a n d  t h e  
p o licy a lso  r e fe r s  t o  “Ot h e r  Exis t in g Em p loym e n t  Sit e s” Is  it  cle a r  w h ich  t yp e  o f s it e s  e a ch  
cr it e r ion  is  a p p lica b le  t o ? 

b ) Sh ou ld  cr it e r ia  1 a lso  r e fe r  t o  in t e n s ifica t ion ?  

c) Do e s cr it e r ion  1 b ) r e q u ir e  e ffe ct s  n o t  ca u se d  b y a  d e ve lop m e n t  p rop osa l t o  b e  m it iga t e d , if 
so , is  t h is  con s is t e n t  w it h  n a t ion a l p o licy?  

d ) Are  t h e r e  p o t e n t ia lly o t h e r  im p a ct s  w h ich  sh ou ld  b e  con sid e r e d  w h ich  a r e  n o t  cove re d  b y 
cr it e r ion  1 c) a n d  is  t h e  p o licy e ffe ct ive  in  t h is  r e ga rd ?  

e ) Is  t h e  ge ogra p h ica l a p p lica t ion  o f t h is  p o licy on  t h e  su b m iss ion  Po licie s  Ma p  a ccu ra t e ?  

f) Are  t h e  r e q u ir e m e n t s  se t  ou t  in  cr it e r ion  7 ju s t ifie d  a n d  e ffe ct ive ? 
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2.1 Wates Deve lopm ents Ltd  (“Wates”) does not be lieve  tha t, in  its  curren t form , the  subm ission  d raft 

Loca l Plan  can  be  conside red  sound .  In  line  with  the  NPPF to  be  conside red sound  the  Loca l Plan  
shou ld  se t ou t a  clear stra tegy for both  what the  fu tu re  quan tita tive  and  qua lita tive  em ploym ent land  
needs of the  District a re  and  what the  spa tia l s tra te gy is  to  m ee t the se  needs.  Furthe r the  Loca l Plan  
shou ld  iden tify and  a lloca te  su fficien t land  tha t is  viab le  and  ach ievab le  with in  the  Plan  Pe riod .  Based  
on  d raft Policy 29 and  its  supporting evidence  base  we  do not be lieve  these  policy requ irem ents a re  
m e t and  the re fore  the  Plan  cannot be  conside red  sound . 

EMPLOYMENT LAND NEEDS 

2.2 The  Local Plan  does not clearly se t ou t a  quan tu m  of add ition a l em ploym ent land  requ ired  in  the  
borough  to  m ee t the  ob je ctive ly asse ssed  needs of the  econom y.  Policy 29 conside rs land  supp ly bu t 
ne ithe r with in  it or the  supporting text does the  Policy e stab lish  the  leve l and  na tu re  of need  to  which  
th is  land  supp ly position  is  a  re sponse .  As such  it is not clear what the  Plan  Pe riod  requ irem ent for 
space  is  and  how th is re late s to  specific needs for office , R+D, industria l and  d istribu tion  space  

2.3 This p re sen ts two key cha llenges in  te rm s of the  soundness of the  Plan .  Firstly, from  a  p lan  m aking 
pe rspective , it p rovides no basis  on  which  to  unde rstand  whe the r the  iden tifie d  land  supp ly offe rs 
su fficien t capacity to  accom m od ate  needs and , equa lly im portan tly, whe the r it is  the  righ t ‘type ’ of 
land  to  m ee t the  qua lita tive  requ irem ents of businesse s.    

2.4 Secondly, from  a  de live ry pe rspective , the  Policy as d rafted  doesn’t p rovide  cla rity for e ithe r land  
owners or the  LPA decision  m ake r in  any fu tu re  p lann ing app lica tion  p rocess about how site s will be  
conside red  tha t do not form  part of the  iden tified  portfolio  se t ou t in  the  Policy.  Ne ithe r the  LPA nor 
landowners have  a  clear basis  to  unde rstand  whe th e r ‘enough’ land  has been  b rought forward  in  the  
District to  m ee t specific needs and  how any em ploym ent deve lopm ent p rop osa l will be  conside red by 
the  LPA.  

2.5 On both  accounts it is  the re fore  cha llenging to  see  how the  policy can  be  conside red  clear and  
e ffective  in  de live ring fu tu re  econom ic growth  or a  positive  tool in  stee ring the  de live ry of the  
appropria te  m ix of office , industria l and  d istribu tion  space . 

2.6 With  no cla rity with in  the  Policy on  the  sca le  and  na tu re  of fu tu re  land  needs it is  le ft to  the  pub lished  
evidence  base  to  p rovide  gu idance  on  the  quan tita tive  and  qua lita tive  requ irem ents of the  District in  
the  fu tu re .  Howeve r, th is  itse lf is  cha llenging given  the  na tu re  and  age  of the  evidence  base . 

2.7 As se t ou t with in  Paragrap h  9.10 (Pg. 106) the  Econom ic Growth  Assessm ent for West Sussex (EC02, 
Jan  2020) and  a  subsequen t Focused  Update  for Horsham  (EC01, Nov 2020) p rovide  the  eviden tia l 
base  for the  Loca l Plan’s em ploym ent land  position .  Whilst, in  p rincip le , the se  docum ents p rovide  a  
robust and  p roportion a te  basis  for policy deve lopm ent the re  a re  lim ita tions and  issues with  them  
tha t a re  no t ove rcom e  by Policy 29 itse lf. 

2.8 Fundam en ta lly, as would  be  expected  in  such  docum ents, the  evidence  base  does not se t ou t a  
singu lar position  on  em ploym ent land  needs instead , as noted  in  Paragraph  9.12 o f the  Loca l Plan , it 
conside rs a  range  of scenarios tha t re su lt in  conside rab ly d iffe ren t am ounts of fu tu re  land  need  – 
be tween  0ha  and  45ha .  The  scenarios a lso  e stab lish  som e  d iffe ren t ‘m ixes’ of fu tu re  need  be tween  
office , industria l and  warehouse  space  and  the re fore  whe re  quan tum  m ay be  sim ila r qua lita tive  
needs will be  d iffe ren t. 

2.9 Given  the  above  the  evidence  base  does not ‘fix’ the  shortcom ings of Policy 29 in  te rm s of se tting a  
clear requ irem ent for em ploym ent land  ove r the  p lan  pe riod . 
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2.10 More  broad ly, the re  is  a lso  a  conce rn  tha t the  evidence  base , and  the re fore  the  Loca l Plan , do no t 
fu lly p rovide  an  up  to  da te  unde rstand ing of curren t and  fu tu re  econom ic need  in  the  District.  
Sign ifican t tim e  has passed  since  the  pub lica tion  of the se  docum ents.  In  th is  pe riod  the  UK econom y 
has faced  m ajor cha llenges tha t have  p recip ita ted  conside rab le  changes to  the  na tu re  of growth , 
sectora l m ix and  investm ent landscape  of the  busin ess base .  As such  it is un like ly the  Loca l Plan  fu lly 
re flects  econom ic and  m arke t cond itions as they a re  today, or how they im p act the  fu tu re  na tu re  of 
the  loca l econom y.   

2.11 The  lim ita tions of needs forecast was noted  with in  the  EGA Horsham  Upda te  itse lf.  It obse rves tha t 
the  Q3 2020 forecasts  a re  like ly to  unde rp lay fu tu re  em ploym en t land  requ irem ents, and  a re  an  
‘ou tlie r’ to  the  a ll the  othe r forecasts  in  te rm s of the  sca le  of need  iden tified .  The  recom m endation  
the re fore  is  to  d ism iss the  forecasts  and  instead  re ly on  the  p revious base  labour growth  m ode l as 
the  basis  for fu tu re  p lann ing.   

2.12 These  factors p re sen t a  cha llenge  to  the  soundness of the  Loca l Plan  as it is  not clear tha t it is  
p lann ing for the  approp ria te  sca le  and  m ix of fu tu re  em ploym ent land  in  te rm s of sectors and  re la ted  
p rope rty typologie s.  For exam ple , the  logistics sector has been  th rough  sign ifican t growth  in  the  
pe riod  since  the  EGA was pub lished , and  con tinues to  grow a lbe it a t a  slower ra te , ye t it is  not clear 
how Policy 29 and  the  iden tified  land  supp ly re spon ds to  th is  dynam ic.  Indeed  it is  like ly it doesn’t 
re spond  given  those  trends would  not have  been  cap tured  in  the  supporting evidence . 

2.13 Failu re  to  recognise  and  addre ss th is  con text with in  the  Loca l Plan  p re sen ts unnecessary risks to  the  
d istrict’s  econom ic p rospects as it cou ld  re su lt in  an  unde r p rovision  of site s to  m ee t needs, m ost 
notab ly with in  the  industria l and  d istribu tion  sectors which  the  evidence  base  itse lf note  were  a lready 
unde rse rved  based  on  needs in  2020 and  are  like ly to  have  been  increased  now as a  re su lt of m acro 
sh ifts  in  the  UK econom y. 

2.14 It is  apprecia ted  tha t n o Loca l Plan  can , in  de ta il, fu lly re flect changes in  the  econom y howeve r they 
can  p rovide  sufficien t cla rity and  flexib ility to  enab le  a  d istrict to  re spond  to  ch anges positive ly.  In  
Horsham  changes to  the  Loca l Plan  cou ld  be  m ade  tha t assist in  m ore  clearly d irecting the  
em ploym en t land  supp ly in  the  fu tu re . 

EMPLOYMENT LAND SUPPLY 

2.15 Irre spective  of the  issues d iscussed  above  a round  the  cla rity and  appropria te ness of the  need  figures 
the  approach  to  em ploym ent land  supp ly se t ou t in  Policy 29 is  both  unclear and  p re sen ts a  h igh  risk 
of non-de live ry, unde rm in ing its  e ffectiveness in  m ee ting the  iden tified  needs of District. 

2.16 The  fundam enta l issue  with  the  way Policy 29 is  d rafted  is  tha t it is  not clear what the  Policy is  seeking 
to  ach ieve  and  the  role  the  site s and  the  crite ria  p lay in  tha t con text.  It is  a lso  unclear from  the  Policy 
how the  (unspecified) leve l of need  will be  accom m odated  and  whe the r: 

– Crite ria  1-10 offe r the  policy ‘te sts’ aga inst which  any site  can  be  conside red  (i.e . the  stra tegy is  to  
encourage  m arke t led  p roposa ls) or  

– The  list of p roposed  a lloca tion  site s is  conside red  to  p rovide  the  fu ll capacity to  m ee t fu tu re  needs 
(i.e . the  Council is  d irecting the  en tire ty of fu tu re  needs to  those  site s). 

2.17 Based  on  the  Loca l Plan  and  its  evidence  base , whicheve r approach  the  Coun cil is  seeking to  take  
p laces cha llenges to  the  soundness of the  p lan . 
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Com m itted  and  Allocated  Sites 

2.18 Starting with  the  Com m itm ents and  Alloca tions ap proach  the re  a re  a  num ber of issues re la ting to  
the ir su itab ility and  ach ievab ility th a t unde rm ine  the  confidence  tha t can  be  app lied  in  te rm s of the ir 
de live ry.  A num ber of the se  issues were  iden tified  with in  the  Loca l Plan  evid ence  base  (includ ing the  
EGA and  the  Site  Assessm ent Report, H11), which  a rticu la te s the  poten tia l risks and  qua lita tive  
shortcom ings in  the  land  portfo lio  tha t m ean  the re  is  a  h igh  risk tha t site s won’t de live r as p lanned  
with in  the  p lan  pe riod  an d  iden tified  needs m ay go unm e t. The re  is  no evidence  p re sen ted  to  suggest 
the se  issues have  been ove rcom e .  

2.19 Critica lly the  evidence  base  iden tifie s, th rough  its  an a lysis  of m arke t da ta  and  engagem ent with  loca lly 
active  p rope rty agen ts, a  strong dem and  for ind ustria l and  d istribu tion  p rem ises.  It a lso  note s tha t 
the re  a re  clear spa tia l p re fe rences from  those  use s with in  the  District, which  p rim arily re la te  to  the  
p roxim ity to  key m arke ts and  the  im proved  accessib ility the  m ajor trunk road  ne twork p rovides.  Th is 
has d riven  a  sign ifican t focus of activity to  be  in  the  north  of the  District close  to  the  A23 and  Horsham  
town.  These  spa tia l p re fe rences have  been  re flected  in  our own ana lysis  of th e  m arke t, unde rtaken  
by Avison  Young in  early 2024. Th is report form ed  Appendix 3 of the  Boye r Regula tion  19  
repre sen ta tions re la ting to  the  Land  west of Worth ing Road , Tower Hill. 

2.20 Howeve r, as obse rved  by Avison  Young the  d raft Loca l Plan  p rovides no add itiona l capacity to  the  
north  of the  borough  for industria l and  d istrib u tion  businesse s, with  the  existing Com m itm en ts and  
a lloca tions for industria l space  p redom inan tly loca ted  to  the  sou th  of the  borough  in  b road ly ru ra l 
loca tions.   

2.21 This crea te s poten tia l issues for the  District in  e ffective ly m ee ting fu tu re  needs from  a  qua lita tive  
pe rspective .  The  a rea  a round  the  Horsham  urban  a rea  offe rs sign ifican t loca tiona l advan tages to  
businesse s in  te rm s of its  accessib ility to  the  trunk road  ne twork and  A24/A23/M23 which  a llow 
se rvicing of regiona l/na tiona l m arke ts.  The  loca tion  is  a lso  a ttractive  as it p rovides access to  Gatwick 
Airport and  the  businesse s tha t cluste r close  to  it, m ean ing specific sectors and  activitie s can  be  m ore  
e fficien tly se rviced . 

2.22 Converse ly accessib ility to /from  the  sou th  of the  District is  m ore  cha llenging given  the  changing 
characte r of the  A roads, which  becom e  single  lane  and  m ore  ‘ru ra l’ in  characte r.  For som e  site s th is  
accessib ility cha llenge  is fu rthe r he igh tened  by the ir loca tion  re la tive  to  the  m ain  roads, which  requ ire  
access via  sm alle r B roads and  lanes or th rough  villages.  For a  num ber of businesse s in  the  sector 
th is  is  a  critica l conside ra tion  given  re strictions a round  HGV drive r tim es and  the  need  for re liab le , 
consisten t and  e fficien t rou te s for se rvicing. 

2.23 The  existing Com m itm ents a lso  p re sen t othe r cha llenges for businesse s who often  have  ve ry clear 
space  and  ope ra tion  requ irem ents.  Many of the  p lann ing consen ts for deve lopm ent in  ru ra l a reas 
have  been  gran ted  with  a  se rie s of regu la tory conditions tha t re strict how ope ra tions can  be  
unde rtaken  and  the  form  of deve lopm ent. 

2.24 For exam ple  Nowhurst Business Park has restrictions in  p lace  tha t lim it the  hours of ope ra tion  in  
orde r to  reduce  im pacts on  the  site s ne ighbours and  a lso  re stricts  the  eaves he igh ts on  bu ild ings to  
reduce  visua l im pact in  the  ru ra l se tting.  Land  a t Brinsbury College  has sim ila r re strictions and  a lso  
includes a  re striction  in  te rm s of the  type  of use  pe rm itted , requ iring a  lim it on  ‘noise  gene ra ting use s 
(a lbe it the se  a re  not specified) which  m ost like ly m eans little  ‘exte rna l’ activity can  take  p lace , for 
exam ple  the  use  of yard  space . 

2.25 Whilst in  and  of them se lves each  restriction  is  justified  by the  need  to  m anage  ne ighbourly re la tions 
and  protect the  peace /tranquillity of the  countrysid e , they a lso  se rve  to  dem onstra te  tha t a  la rge  
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portion  o f the  iden tified  land  supp ly is  not functiona lly su itab le  to  accom m oda te  the  iden tified  needs 
of the  District’s  econom y – unde rm in ing the  su itab ility of the  Loca l Plan ’s site  stra tegy. 

2.26 From  a  business pe rspective  the se  lim ita tions can  be  cha llenging and  p lace  a  barrie r to  them  loca ting 
with in  the  District.  Ultim a te ly they p lace  m ajor constra in ts  on  how a  business can  ope ra te  and  
increase  risk as not a ll ope ra tiona l issues a re  with in  the  businesse s con trol, aga in  th is  suggests 
qua lita tive  needs have  not been  conside red in  se tting the  Policy approach  and  site s a re  not 
appropria te  or su itab le  to  m ee t dem and . 

2.27 The  quan tita tive  con tribu tion  each  site  can  m ake  to  m ee ting fu tu re  needs is  a lso  unclear.  Many of 
the  Com m itted  and  Alloca ted  site s a re  p re sen ted  as ‘flexib le ’ across the  b road  industria l use  classe s, 
p redom inan tly consen ted  or a lloca ted  for B2/B8/E(g)(iii) use  withou t an  accom panying land  use  
budge t for each  classifica tion .  The re  a re  fu rthe r issues with  the  portfolio  in  te rm s of the  sca le  of site s 
and , the re fore , the  d ive rsity of un it s ize s the  District’s  land  can  offe r to  the  m arke t.  The  m ajority of 
a lloca tions a re  be low 4ha  in  sca le  which  the re fore  lim its  the ir capacity to  accom m od ate  la rge r un its .   
The  Com m itted  site s have  poten tia lly m ore  capacity, bu t a re  loca ted  in  loca tions whe re  bu ild ing sca le  
m ay be  lim ited  and , in  the  case  of Brinsbury College , is  de fined  in  the  p lann ing consen t.  Given  these  
issues the re  is  no clear dem onstra tion  tha t the  site s iden tified  p rovide  the  capacity needed  to  
accom m od ate  a ll fu tu re  needs across the  industria l and  d istribu tion  sectors. 

2.28 Delive rab ility of site s is  a lso  unconfirm ed .  The  Com m itted  site s bene fit from  consen ts howeve r they 
have  not a ll been  p rogre ssed  and , whe re  they have , the re  is  less focus on  m ee ting industria l land  
requ irem ents than  de live ring othe r use s.  For exam ple  a t Land  North  of Hillan d  Farm  Phase  1 has not 
de live red  any industria l space , focused  en tire ly on  trade  counte r and  foodstore  space , suggesting tha t 
the  capacity of the  site  is  ove rsta ted . 

2.29 Delive rab ility of the  Alloca tions is  a lso  le ss than  ce rta in .  All a lloca tions a re  no ted  to  have  sign ifican t 
in frastructu re  requ irem en ts in  orde r to  enab le  de live ry and  as ye t none  a re  consen ted , ind ica ting tha t 
any physica l de live ry of space  cou ld  on ly com e  forward  in  the  m edium  te rm .   

2.30 These  issues were  iden tified  with in  the  EGA Horsham  Upda te , which  noted  th e  com plexity of de live ry 
of site s tha t form ed  part o f la rge r, m ore  com plex deve lopm ent site s and  the re fore  le ss ce rta in ty 
a round  tim ing and  de live rab ility.  The  EGA Upd ate  conside red  these  to  carry a  reasonab le  risk of not 
de live ring as p lanned  with in  the  p lan  pe riod . 

2.31 Given  a ll of the  supp ly issues it is  im possib le  to  conclude  tha t the  site s p rovide  the  requ isite  
qua lita tive  or quan tita tive  capacity to  m ee t a ll needs going forward  and  the re fore  the  approach  taken  
in  Policy 29 cannot be  conside red  a  sound  land  use  stra tegy for em ploym ent land  de live ry. 

Crite ria  Based  Approach  

2.32 Turn ing to  the  Crite ria  se t ou t in  Policy 29 the re  is  a  lack of cla rity of the ir purp ose  and  how they 
would  be  app lied  via  the  deve lopm ent m an agem ent p rocess.  In  particu la r, as written , they p re sen t 
the  following cha llenges: 

– The  Policy does not e stab lish  the  situa tions in  which  the  crite ria  app ly.  Given  wide r issues in  
te rm s of how the  Loca l Plan  a rticu la te s fu tu re  needs and  land  capacity the se  crite ria  cou ld  be  
used  as a  basis  for assessing the  appropria teness of una lloca ted /com m itted  site s – howeve r th is  
has not been  exp licitly sta ted  and  the re fore  the  policy p rovides no ce rta in ty for landowners. 

– There  is  no clear a lignm ent be tween  the  Crite ria  and  any pub lished  evidence  on  the  unm e t land  
needs or the  specific requirem ents of businesse s.  Whilst som e  loca tiona l ne eds/factors a re  
conside red  in  the  EGA these  do not d irectly a lign  with  Policy 29 and  the re fore  the  Crite ria  do no t 
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appear to  be  com prehensive  in  te rm s of how they un lock d iffe ren t opportu n itie s for businesses 
beyond  the  Com m itted /Alloca ted  site s. 

– The  spa tia l approach  with in  the  Crite ria  is  not an  ap propria te  re sponse  to  loca tion a l dynam ics of 
the  District’s  econom y an d  the  requ irem ents of key sectors.  The  re liance  on  the  se ttlem ent 
h ie rarchy as the  p rim ary drive r of loca tion  ‘appropria teness’ fa ils  to  unde rstan d /re flect the  
specific needs of the  industria l/d istribu tion  sector desp ite  th is  be ing se t ou t in  the  Plan’s evidence  
base . 

2.33 Given  the  lack of cla rity in  te rm s of the  Crite ria  and  the ir use  they offe r no confidence  or d irection  to  
the  sector in  b ringing em ploym ent site s forward  ou tside  of the  Com m itm en ts/  Alloca tions, po ten tia lly 
lim iting the  appe tite  of lan downers and  deve lope rs to  p rom ote  site s tha t cou ld  m ake  a  sign ifican t 
con tribu tion  to  District’s  fu tu re  econom ic success.  As such , the  Crite ria  cannot be  conside red  
e ffective  in  facilita ting fu tu re  de live ry. 

CONCLUSIONS  

2.34 Given  the  Loca l Plan  evidence  m akes it clear tha t m ore  industria l/d istribu tion  land  is  needed  to  m ee t 
fu tu re  needs, addre ss unde rsupply, rep lace  ou tm oded  stock and  provide  headroom  to  account for 
both  dem an d  and  supp ly side  risks the  curren t policy position  cannot be  conside red  sound  or 
e ffective  in  facilita ting the  de live ry of appropria te  em ploym ent land  and  floorspace  as it fa ils  to  
p rovide  e ithe r a  su itab le  and  de live rab le  portfolio  of site s or se t e ffective  and  clear crite ria  aga inst 
which  deve lopm ent p roposa ls can  be  conside red . 

 

2.35 To ove rcom e  these  issues the re  a re  a  num ber of m odifica tions th a t cou ld  be  m ade  to  the  Policy 29 
includ ing: 

– Iden tifying and  a lloca ting add itiona l industria l/ logistics site s which  can  b roaden  the  portfolio  and  
provide  a  d iffe ren t offe r to  the  sector in  te rm s of sca le , un it m ix, loca tion  and  de live rab ility. 

– Make  clear tha t the  iden tified  Com m itm ents/Alloca tions a re  not the  on ly site s tha t can  be  b rought 
forward  for deve lopm ent. 

– Clarify the  purpose  of the  Crite ria  an d  p rovide  supporting text to  how these  will be  used  in  the  
deve lopm ent m an agem ent p rocess. 

– Include  clear requ irem ents for add ition a l land  ove r the  p lan  pe riod  for office , R+D, industria l and  
d istribu tion  use .  Th is shou ld  be  p re sen ted  as a  ‘gross’ figure  not ne t of a lloca ted  site s. 

– Include  word ing tha t m akes it clear tha t need  figures a re  conside red  ‘m in im um s’ and  tha t de live ry 
above  tha t leve l will be  conside red  /  based  on  clear dem onstra tion  o f need .  The  la tte r crite ria  in  
Policy 29 can  be  used  as a  basis  for dem onstra ting need .
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3. Issu e  2:  Wh e th e r th e  o th e r  e con om ic de ve lop m e n t  p olicie s  
a re  ju st ifie d , e ffe ct ive , con sis te n t  with  n a t ion a l policy a n d  
posit ive ly p re p a re d? 

 

Po licy 32:  Co n ve r s io n  o f Agr icu lt u r a l a n d  Ru r a l Bu ild in g t o  Co m m e r cia l, 
Co m m u n it y a n d  Re s id e n t ia l Us e s   

 

Q2 Is  Po licy 32: Con ve rsion  o f Agr icu lt u ra l a n d  Ru ra l Bu ild in g t o  Com m e rcia l,   
Com m u n it y a n d  Re s id e n t ia l Use s  sou n d?  

A)  IS THIS POLICY ONLY CONCERNED WITH CONVERSION TO RESIDENTIAL USE? 

3.1 In  m ost circum stances the  conve rsion  of agricu ltu ra l and  ru ra l bu ild ings  a re  e ithe r to  Class C3 
dwe llinghouses or to  Cla ss B2 (Gene ra l Industry), Class B8 (Storage  and  Distribu tion) or Class E 
(Com m ercia l, Business an d  Se rvices). As Policy 31: Rura l Econom ic Deve lopm ent p rovides  for the  use  
of/conve rsion  of ru ra l bu ild ings to  em ploym ent use s and  given  the  suggested  m odifica tion  to  the  title  
of Policy 32 which  de le te s the  words ‘Commercia l, Community’ it suggests tha t the  m odified  policy on ly 
re la te s re siden tia l use .  

B)  IS THE GEOGRAPHICAL APPLICATION OF THIS POLICY OR INDIVIDUAL CRITERION 
CLEAR AND HOW DOES THE POLICY RELATE TO SITES ALLOCATED IN THE PLAN? 

 

3.1 Accord ing to  crite rion  1, th is  policy on ly app lie s to  bu ild ings tha t a re  in  e stab lished  agricu ltu ra l or 
fore stry use . Th is word ing is  too p re scrip tive  as it would  exclude  bu ild ings tha t we re  p reviously in  
agricu ltu ra l or fore stry use  (p lus othe r ru ra l bu ild ings not re la ted  to  agricu ltu ra l or fore stry activitie s) 
bu t a re  now redundan t or vacan t. These  types of build ing a re  a  va luab le  re source  tha t can  m ake  a  
va luab le  con tribu tion  to  the  supp ly of new hom es and  in  som e  cases the ir conve rsion  has the  
poten tia l to  enhance  the  im m edia te  se tting.  

3.2 The  proposed  word ing of th is  policy is  too re strictive  in  on ly app lying to  bu ild ings in  agricu ltu ra l or 
fore stry use  and  is  not the re fore  consisten t with  na tiona l policy se t ou t in  paragraph  80c) of the  NPPF 
which  p rovides for new hom es in  the  countryside  whe re  the  deve lopm ent would  reuse  redundan t or 
d isused  bu ild ings and  where  th is  enhances the  im m edia te  se tting. Th is part of the  policy shou ld  be  
am ended  to  re flect na tion a l policy.



 

Avison  Yo u n g 
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