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(1)
Is there a sound evidence base for the employment land provisions set out in Tables 8.2 and 8.3?

The adopted Cumbria and Lake District Joint Structure Plan 2001-2016 contains employment land availability data as at March 2004. This data is extracted from the Employment Land Availability Schedule 2004 shows that the available employment land by district in Cumbria as at 31 March 2004 was as follows:

Allerdale

135 ha

(including Lillyhall Industrial Estate 
84 ha)

Barrow


102 ha

(including Ramsden Dock Estate    
57 ha)

Carlisle

164 ha

(including Kingmoor Park               
99 ha)

Copeland

127 ha

(including Westlakes Science Park 
56 ha)

Eden


  40 ha

South Lakeland
  34 ha

Total


603 ha

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. In terms of strategic employment use in South Lakeland, there was 9.75ha of land available none of which was in Kendal. An Employment Land and Premises Study (December 2005) 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. The Study findings revealed that the majority of requirements were from companies already located in the South Lakeland area. 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. 

In the case of Eden District, there was a total of 17.82ha of employment land available in Penrith. Given the lack of available space, there would seem to be a need to provide for additional Business Park land in order to attract the necessary inward investment sought by the Local Planning Authority. 

In the case of 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. 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 the case of Barrow-in-Furness, there was a total of 102.4ha of employment land available, with 99.64ha allocated in the Local Plan. The bulk of the land available was allocated for Port Related use at the Ramsden Dock (57.42ha) and Cavendish Dock Road (13.70ha). Only 10.4ha was allocated for Strategic Employment use. There was no land allocated for Business Park use. 

In Allerdale 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). 

Finally in Copeland District, there was a total of 127.41ha of employment land available in 2004. 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), 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.    

It is considered therefore that the headline figures outlined in Tables 8.2 and 8.3 do not 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 Local Development  Framework’s.   

(2)
Should the draft RSS set out employment land provision at a district level as well as the sub regional level?

As with housing land allocations, employment land provision should be at a district level as well as the sub regional level. In Cumbria for example Table 8.2 indicates a current supply of 586 ha of employment land against a projected requirement of 376 ha. As a result paragraph 8.14 states that “there is currently an oversupply of land in ….. Cumbria, which results in the requirement to de-allocate land over the plan period, (although) this does not mean that new sites cannot and should not be brought forward, where they are of better quality and more suited to the demands of the economy”. The Strategy also recognises the unique needs of Cumbria in that it “has dispersed settlement patterns, which coupled with the county’s geographical isolation from regional, national and international markets, creating discrete labour market areas” and therefore “it is necessary to offer a greater degree of choice and flexibility to prevent businesses locating outside Cumbria, which is reflected in table 8.2”.  However as acknowledged, because of its geography Cumbria has discrete labour market areas and as a consequence has a greater requirement for district (or individual labour market areas) rather than sub regional allocations. Some districts have an oversupply of employment land, much of which is not suitable for modern business requirements, while other districts have a chronic undersupply (this is especially true in South East Cumbria as show in point 1 above). 

3)
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 sub regional policy framework in the draft RSS. How do they reflect and reinforce the spatial distribution of economic growth, regeneration priorities, and broad housing locations, and what are the transport implications?

There is a question as to whether the broad locations for regionally significant economic development have been selected as a result of a fully worked through strategy or whether they have been selected through a more expedient approach – that is they have been allocated in previous Structure Plan documents, that they have been granted planning permission or that they are currently being developed. Certainly in Cumbria, Policy W2 doesn’t take into account the sub regional policy framework. As the Cumbria Strategic Partnership stated in its response to the Draft Regional Spatial  “ Table 8.1 whilst it identifies Carlisle and West Cumbria, it fails to identify Barrow as a major investment/redevelopment location, and it fails to identify Penrith and Kendal (and their economically linked surrounding communities) as locations suitable for the development of business park space and inward investment linked to existing educational establishments and the attraction of inward investment to rebuild their economic vibrancy and GVA figures”

(4)
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?

In terms of the Regional Investment Sites then it is likely that many of these will allow significant B1 office developments. However if you discount the reserve sites, there are only 9 sites listed five of which are in the Manchester and Liverpool City Regions, whose city centres are economically strong enough to compete with these Regional Investment Sites. Both the Knowledge Nuclei Sites and the Inter-modal freight terminal sites will need to have very specific planning conditions attached to them to ensure that only specific development activities as specified in Policy W2 occur.

(5)
Is there sufficient clarity regarding the types and scale of development, which will be permitted on reserve sites? Do current trends in inward investment support the retention of reserve sites for “large scale manufacturing”?

We would agree that the text in Policy W2 defining reserve sites is somewhat 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” as with 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.
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