RESPONDANT NUMBER (715)

Matter 3A: Economic Development

CUMBRIA COUNTY COUNCIL (SDL/CUCC/10)


Questions:

(i) Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?

(ii) Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub-regional level?

(iii) On what basis have the broad locations for regionally significant economic development in Table 8.1 been selected and are the locations sustainable? Do they reflect the regional spatial framework and the sub-regional policy framework in the draft RSS. How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities, and the broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications? (Note – for the avoidance of doubt the Parkside Collery proposal falls within this policy).

(iv) Are the land designations in W2 focused enough in terms of use, or will they allow for significant B1 office development, which could undermine more sustainable town/city centre locations?

Answers:

(i) The adopted Cumbria and Lake District JSP 2001-2016 contains employment land availability data as at March 2004. This data is extracted from the Employment Land Availability Schedule 2004 (ELA). (Statement Document Ref: SDL/CUCC/34). 

The JSP indicates that the total amount of development land completed in Cumbria between 1999-2004 was 86.94ha, which equates to 17 hectares per year. There was 33.76ha of development land under construction.  There was 150.82ha of land with planning permission, and 452.29ha of land allocated in Local Plans. The total amount of land available for employment development, which includes sites for own use and land within the LDNP, therefore amounted to 603.11ha, which includes the Strategic Investment Sites. If land for own use is stripped out, then the net available developable land would amount to 589ha. Based on the previous 5-year trend rate of 17 ha/pa, this would give a total of 35 years of supply. These figures differ from those contained in the NWRA Employment Land Study April 2005 prepared by Ove Arup, which showed 633.40ha of current committed employment in Cumbria. Whilst the above may seem to indicate a healthy supply of employment land, it does not give an accurate picture of the varied economic circumstances within Cumbria. 

In the case of South Lakeland District, there was only 4.51ha of employment land available in Kendal in 2004. When this is examined further, there was only 2.37ha available for Business Park use, of which 2.20ha remains allocated (Shenstone House, Kendal) in the Local Plan and 0.17ha (former Schweppes building, Mintsfleet Road, Kendal) has planning permission.

In terms of strategic employment use in South Lakeland, there was 9.75ha of land available of which 8.03ha was allocated, and 1.72ha had planning permission. However, this was all available outside Kendal in Milnthorpe and Ulverston. 

An Employment Land and Premises Study (December 2005) (Statement Document Ref: SDL/CUCC/49) carried out by Arup for South Lakeland District Council considered there to be considerable latent demand for B1, B2 and B8 premises and sites within the study area, to accommodate both expanding or inappropriately accommodated existing businesses within South Lakeland and those companies looking to secure representation within the area. The Study suggests that SLDC should seek to ensure that around 4 hectares of employment land is provided per annum, equivalent to 60 hectares over the 15 year plan period. This is above the JSP figure of 3.8ha. The Study recommends that SLDC should seek to ensure that there is always a rolling five year supply of high quality, unconstrained, available sites at any one time, which would equate to around 20 hectares of land. The Study findings revealed that the majority of requirements were from companies already located in the District. Most therefore had a preference for expanding or relocating their premises to as close to their existing ones as possible. The majority of requirements were for the larger centres, with Kendal being predominant. The Study noted that the recent losses to the economy of significant employers in the office sector in particular have suppressed NWDA demand scenarios for the District. Consequently the Study allowed for proactive economic responses. 

The Study recommends that the majority of future allocations should be for General B employment use (42%), but there should still be a particular allocation relating to high quality office/light industrial floorspace, for B1 use only (32% of overall allocation). Currently the SLDC Local Plan allocates 14.25ha as Strategic Employment site, 11.4ha of Local Employment Site, and 2.37ha of Business Park/Science Park, giving a total of only 27.97ha. There is a significant shortfall in land available within each market sector, with a marked shortfall in the Business Park sector.

In Eden District, the Cumbria CC ELA 2004 shows there was a total of 17.82ha of employment land available in Penrith. When this is examined further, there is currently only 0.87ha available for Business Park use at Skirsgill, Penrith, although there is 14.73ha available for strategic employment use at the Gilwilly Industrial Estate extension, of which 5.64ha is allocated in the Local Plan and 9.09ha with planning permission. 

Given the lack of available office space, there would seem to be a need to provide for additional Business Park land in Penrith to attract the necessary inward investment sought by the LPA to increase GVA, and to diversify the economy away from the County’s traditional declining manufacturing base. The circumstances affecting both Penrith and Kendal are therefore similar.

In Carlisle District, there had been 33.4ha of employment land completed between 1999 and 2004, and there was 9.03ha under construction in 2004. There was 68.24ha of employment land with planning permission, 99.14ha allocated in the Local Plan, giving a total of 164.38ha available at the time. Looking at this in more detail in each market sector, there was 71.55ha allocated in the Local Plan for Strategic Employment use mostly at Kingmoor Marshalling Yard (53.2ha) [note: this is to be revised down to 33ha in the Carlisle Local Plan], with some at Carlisle Airport (18.35ha). The Regional Investment Site at Kingmoor (former RAF14MU) amounts to some 46.62ha with planning permission. Some 16.57ha had already been completed during the period 1999-2004, and 1.73ha was under construction. There was a total of 28.95ha available for Local Employment use, and during 1999-2004, there had been 7.76ha completed and 3.96ha under construction. In terms of Business Park use, there was 12.65ha available (0.65ha with planning permission). Most of this was allocated on a greenfield site to the south-west of the City at Morton (12ha). It can be seen that the bulk of the available employment land in Carlisle District is tied up in either the Regional Investment Site at Kingmoor, or the Strategic Employment Site at Kingmoor Marshalling Yard. Only a relatively small amount is available as Business Park use.       

In Barrow-in-Furness, there was a total of 102.4ha of employment land available, with 99.64ha allocated in the Local Plan. Only 2.76ha had planning permission. During the period 1999-2004, some 7.4ha had been completed, and 4.5ha was under construction. The bulk of the land available was identified for Port Related use at the Ramsden Dock (57.42ha) and Cavendish Dock Road (13.70ha). Only 10.4ha was identified for Strategic Employment use. There was no land identified for Business Park use, despite 3.29ha having been completed during 1999-2004, and 4.5ha was under construction. 

For Allerdale District, there was 134.37ha of employment land available, of which 108.44ha was allocated in the Local Plan, and 25.93ha with planning permission. Some 20.98ha of employment land had been completed during the period 1999-2004, and 0.93ha was under construction. The bulk of the land available was for Strategic Employment use (61.1ha), with a sizeable amount also available as Local Employment use (62.23ha). Only 2.70ha was available for Business Park use (1.7ha allocated, and 1ha with planning permission).

Finally, for Copeland District, there was a total of 127.41ha of employment land available in 2004. Some 100.55ha was allocated in the Local Plan, and 26.86ha had planning permission. During the period 1999-2004, some 5.02ha had been completed, and 10ha was under construction. The bulk (57.15ha) of the land available was for Local Employment use, of which 52.55ha was allocated and only 4.60ha had planning permission. Almost an equivalent amount was available for Business Park use (56.10ha), all at the West Lakes Regional Knowledge and Nuclei Site (which is a Regionally Significant Economic Development Site and identified in the draft RSS for this purpose), and of this 34ha was allocated, and 22.10ha had planning permission. The amount available as Strategic Employment use was 12.70ha, which was all allocated in the Local Plan.    

The headline figures outlined in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 do not therefore give a sufficiently detailed breakdown of the levels of employment land available in each market sector in each District in Cumbria. Policy W3 gives no policy steer as to the appropriate level of employment land provision necessary in the County over the 15-year plan period, which the Districts can then implement within their LDFs.    

(ii) 
Cumbria County Council considers it is imperative that the RSS should set out a clear basis to determine employment land provision at a district level (including the LDNP) as well as the sub-regional level. Tables 8.2 and 8.3 give a misleading picture of the circumstances within each District in Cumbria. In order to ensure the transformational economic change necessary in Cumbria, it is recommended that a rolling five-year supply of high quality, unconstrained, available sites at any one time should be expressed as policy at District level within the RSS. The approach in adopted JSP Policy EM13, which identified different employment land sectors is recommended for the RSS. The advantage is that it ensures proposed new developments can be considered against a clear policy framework, measured against the current supply derived from the Employment Land Availability Study. This follows the Plan, Monitor and Manage approach.

(iii) 
Cumbria County Council supports the Regional Investment Sites in Table 8.1. However, there is no mention of the important regional role of Barrow, and the potential that exists for major investment/redevelopment. The adopted Joint Structure Plan identifies both Barrow and Carlisle as key towns of regional importance, where major new development is to be focused (see JSP Policy ST5).  It is considered important that the highest priority should be given to measures that secure regeneration, not only to West Cumbria but also Barrow too. Policy ST10 in the adopted JSP states that opportunities will be promoted to sustain and enhance employment, secure investment, develop social and community facilities support the role of town centres and enable refurbishment and environmental improvements to both Barrow and the West Cumbria. Policy ST10 then goes onto state that development will be concentrated in the regional town of Barrow. The explanatory text in paragraph 2.28 in the JSP identifies both Barrow and West Cumbria as facing long-term economic difficulties, brought about by the decline in traditional manufacturing base and its relative remoteness from regional and national markets. The JSP also recognizes the regional importance of Carlisle and the RIS at Kingmoor in Policy ST8.

Policy W2 and Table 8.1 of the RSS fails to identify Barrow, Penrith and Kendal as locations suitable for the development of business park space and inward investment (linked to educational establishments) and the attraction of inward investment to rebuild their economic vibrancy and to uplift GVA This contrasts with the position taken in the RSS Technical Appendix (see Paragraphs 3.124-3.127), which identifies Barrow and the West Coast, Carlisle and the Lake District and Kendal as a ‘priority geographical areas for action’. Furthermore, paragraph 3.126 then refers to securing inward investment within Kendal and Penrith, to ensure that the needs of local people are met. It is considered that to sustain development in Carlisle, Barrow, Workington, Whitehaven, Kendal; and Penrith provision should be made for inward investment on high quality employment sites as well as housing to meet local needs.

(iv)
The County Council would suggest that it would be helpful to specify additional employment market sectors to aid clarity in the sustainable location of new employment land allocations in District LDFs.  

The five Employment Land Market Sector definitions within the adopted JSP should therefore be used as a basis for additional definitions in Policy W2 in the RSS. 

These are: Regional Investment Site; Strategic Employment Sites; Business/Science Park; Local Employment Site; and Port Related Site (see JSP Figure 3). 

It is considered that when measuring the existing supply of employment land contained within the ELA 2004 against JSP Policy ST3 – Principles Applying to All Development and Policy EM13 – Employment Land Provision, the development in unsustainable locations and any potential for an over-provision in any one market sector should be avoided.

It is considered that the text in Policy W2 defining reserve sites is ambiguous. The phrase “for the purposes of accommodating investment which would otherwise be lost to the region” needs clarification. The likelihood of major inward investors requiring sites for “large scale manufacturing” such as Nissan and Toyota in the 1980’s and 1990’s is unlikely. Does this mean that reserve sites which according to the policy provide a readily available supply of land (fully serviced and actively marketed) cannot be developed unless it is “for the purposes of accommodating investment which would otherwise be lost to the region”. This seems contradictory given that some of the Regional Investment Sites are not currently fully serviced and actively marketed.

It is considered impractical to restrict B1 office development on allocated employment sites, given the mix of businesses required to sustain the viability of industrial estates. However, where significant B1 development is planned, RSS policy should indicate a need for good accessibility to urban centres and key service centres, and specific provision for public transport. 
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