HORSHAM DISTRICT COUNCIL LDF – CORE STRATEGY
PUBLIC EXAMINATION
Matter 7 – Employment Provision (CP10 & 11)
Hearing Session Agenda
Committee Rooms 1 & 2, Park North, North Street, Horsham
at 10.00 hours on Friday 8 September 2006
1. Introduction.

Test of Soundness 4
2. Are CP10 iv., v., and vi. “strategic employment locations” (see RDSx4 ¶10.75 & Table 10.12) or are they “employment allocations”?  If they are the former, where are the figures showing the strategic split (proportion) of employment land between the locations?  If they are the latter, where are the defined land allocations in the CS?  If these are changes that are required to the CS, can they be recommended in a binding report without necessitating the republication of the Core Strategy – Preferred Options?
3. Should CP10 iii. West of Crawley make it clear that the (high quality?) employment allocation will be for the Crawley/Gatwick area as per the Structure Plan (NE7 & ¶176) and in RDSx4 (¶s 10.43 10.75)?  Should the amount be defined?

4. Is there a need to have a significant and/or defined amount of employment allocation for Horsham on the West of Horsham site?
5. In the light of the answers to the above three points, should the distribution of employment land allocations be set out in a further DPD?

6. What is a Centre of Rural Excellence in the CS as at CP10 iv.?  Should it be defined?  If so, how?
7. If there is a substantial element of leisure use at the Shoreham Cement Works, should this particular strategic element also be indicated in either CP19 or CP14?

Test of Soundness 7
8. What is the economic evidence base for deciding to allocate the sites in CP10 iv., v., and vi. given their poor assessment in RDHor17?  What estimates have been made of car borne commuter traffic and other traffic likely to result from each of the allocations?  Are these sustainable sites which accord with Spatial Objective 9) on page 28 of the CS?
9. What is the evidence base for using the Shoreham Cement Works as a “regeneration” package (CP10 v.) or initiative for the Sussex Coast Sub-region (¶3.13, and Structure Plan NE6 (d) and ¶s 169 to 173)?  What will it contribute?  What effect (measurable outcome) would it have?  How much development is needed to create that effect?

10. Would the Council please update Table 4.1 in RDSx4 and RDSx5 to show separately the total and individual contributions of the three strategic employment locations in CP10 iv., v., and vi.  How does this alter the Sub Area Analysis?  Does this reveal a high area percentage of vacant and opportunity employment sites in rural areas?

11. Is it correct that Brinsbury is not mentioned in the Preferred Options (RDHor7) or the Employment Land Review?  If so, what has persuaded the Council to insert it now?  Why is it needed in the light of the positive supply conclusion?

12. Should CP11 indicate that employment premises and sites should primarily be found in sustainable locations?  If so, how could this be worded?

Test of Soundness 9
13. Should the selection criteria for EPZs be more explicitly stated?  If so, how?  Could the last sentence of ¶1.23 in Appendix 1 of the Council’s Response Statement form the basis?
Acceptability of Suggested Changes

14. In the first sentence of CP10 change “215,000 square metres” to “210,000 square metres”.
Any other points
David Vickery
29/8/06
