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POLICIES DC 23 – EMPLOYMENT SITE / LAND PROTECTION AND DC 24 –  
NEW EMPLOYMENT DEVELOPMENT
1. 
Introduction
1.1 
This Response Statement relates to Policies 23 and 24 and the justification for the Council’s decision to include these policies, both in terms of their objectives and the specific wording, within the General Development Control Policies DPD.
1.2 
The overall spatial strategy for Horsham District is set out in The Core Strategy (2007), adopted by the Council on 2 February 2007 (CDHor2). The General Development Control Policies DPD is derived from the visions, objectives and strategic policies of the Submission Core Strategy.  Each policy is intended to expand, where necessary, the policies of the Core Strategy, going beyond the strategic level and assisting in the more detailed site specific consideration of proposals at the planning application stage. 
1.3
A number of issues relating to these policies were raised in the original representations on the Submission General Development Control Policies document (CDHor1). Subsequently, the Inspector has identified the following key issues and questions for examination:



DC 23 – Employment Site / Land Protection
· What is the evidence base for the marketing time limits?
· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?
· Should the policy be split in two distinct policies – EPZs and sites outside EPZs?
· What is the evidence base for the employment protection zones (see CP 11)?
· Where alternative boundaries have been suggested, are they supported by robust evidence, based on clear and credible analysis of the situation, and have been subject to sustainability appraisal?
DC 24 – New Employment Development
· Is the design section a duplication of other DC policies on the subject?
· What is the purpose of the site expansion criteria?
· What is the evidence base for the need and size limits in the small units criteria?
· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?
2. 
Basis for policies approach and wording
2.1
The Council believes that these policies address key issues of importance in this District by creating a vibrant and diverse economy through developing, where appropriate, and maintaining the appropriate supply of employment premises.
2.2 The wording of the policies is intended to strike the right balance in terms of

the guidance given and the level of detail involved. It is important to protect wherever possible the existing employment land in the District, and the Council considers that Policy DC 23 does this with timescales that are both realistic and reflective of market conditions; hence the difference in the marketing timescales between sites within the Employment Protection Zone (EPZ) and outside the EPZ. In the case of DC 24, the policy criteria direct new employment development to sustainable locations within the built-up area boundary. 
3. 
Principal Issues
3.1 The principal issues raised by the Inspector are:



DC 23 – Employment Site / Land Protection

· What is the evidence base for the marketing time limits?
· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?
· Should the policy be split in two distinct policies – EPZs and sites outside EPZs?
· What is the evidence base for the employment protection zones (see CP 11)?
· Where alternative boundaries have been suggested, are they supported by robust evidence, based on clear and credible analysis of the situation, and have been subject to sustainability appraisal?
DC 24 – New Employment Development

· Is the design section a duplication of other DC policies on the subject?
· What is the purpose of the site expansion criteria?
· What is the evidence base for the need and size limits in the small units criteria?
· Are the criteria reasonable, appropriate and flexible?
3.2
To address the questions the Inspector has raised in order, it is important to understand that the evidence base for the marketing time limits was informed by discussions held with Development Control colleagues and commercial agents. The principle of a property being marketed over a set period of time before a change of use is a well used policy tool. The discussions identified that the timescales involved in the marketing and then selling or leasing of employment premises takes longer than the residential dwellings process normally would. This, coupled with the need for the Council to be convinced that the employment use of the building is no longer truly required, creates a suitable timeframe from which the application can be assessed. Following the discussions mentioned above, the figures arrived at (18 months inside an Employment Protection Zone (EPZ) and 12 months for outside) were deemed fair and reasonable and consistent with the ethos of the Core Strategy. The Council considers that these time scales appropriately reflect the changing needs of the employment and employment property market over a reasonable period of time.
3.3
The Council believes that the criteria listed in Policy DC 23 are indeed reasonable, appropriate and flexible for the reasons given above. The criteria reflect Spatial Objective 5 of the Core Strategy and give a clearer picture of how the spatial Policy CP 10 will be implemented. Through drawing a distinction between inside and outside the EPZ, the policy is truly flexible in protecting identified employment sites and being more receptive to the needs of the market outside of the EPZs. The Council considers that it is appropriate for the policy to be one policy, rather than split to cover inside and outside of EPZs, as there is the intention (as set out in PPS 12) of keeping the number of policies to as few as is necessary. 
3.4
The evidence base for the identification of EPZs has been undertaken from studies carried out and continued from an early stage in the LDF process. An assessment of the existing 41 ‘industrial estates’ within the District was undertaken, with several criteria being examined and used to establish those estates whose contribution to the District’s economy required protecting. Establishing the District’s most valued urban industrial estates was achieved through quantitative and qualitative analysis of each estate’s employment value, vacancy rates, estate composition, company numbers and planning based site assessments, which included:

· Planning Constraints

· Planning History

· Character of Industrial Estate

· Sustainability, location access to public transport, proximity to urban areas

· Empty space present on the estate, development / redevelopment potential

· Surroundings, potential for expansion

· Un-neighbourly uses 

· Previous loss of employment land in the EPZ area
3.5
From the quantitative analysis an assessment was made of the relative merits of each ‘industrial estate’. This, coupled with the qualitative and planning-based assessments, enabled the Council to identify a hierarchy of the District’s most valuable industrial estates within the urban areas as EPZs. The EPZ policy approach balanced the need to ensure the protection of valued employment sites against inappropriately protecting sites which are no longer economically viable, or are considered appropriate for potential redevelopment. This work was further augmented and supported by the findings of the Employment Land Review (ELR) (CDReg4) undertaken jointly with Crawley Borough Council and Mid-Sussex District Council in 2005. 
3.6
Two alternative boundaries were suggested during consultation; one to include Parsonage Farm as an EPZ and one to remove EPZ designations at Huffwood Trading, Gillmans Industrial and Daux Road Industrial Estates in Billingshurst. As far as the Council is concerned, these proposals have not been supported by robust evidence, based on clear or credible evidence or have been subject to a sustainability appraisal.
3.7 With regard to Policy DC 24, the Council disagrees with the Inspector’s interpretation of the New Build and Extensions to Existing Units as ‘the design section’. The purpose of the criterion reference to design in Policy DC 24 is to ensure that any new or extended employment sites are of the highest quality whilst protecting the interests of those living nearby, which is appropriate in this context. The policy then ‘signposts’ where further relevant information and criteria, including design, amongst others, can be found. 
3.8
The site expansion criteria are contained within the policy to ensure that there is planning policy support for local businesses wishing to expand, when and where necessary, when a range of sites and possibilities have been considered and not found suitable. This section of the policy brings to the fore the Council’s commitment, as set out in Spatial Objective 5, to ‘provide for business and employment development needs, particularly for existing local businesses’.
3.9
The ELR (CDReg4) found that the Horsham economy is weighted toward smaller occupiers with a large number of firms employing between only one and ten people. Growth in this sector has been particularly strong over the last decade and is likely to continue to be a key source of growth in the future.  The West Sussex Economic Partnership Commercial Property/Inward Investment Statistics Report (CDReg6) shows that Horsham is the most requested location for retention/start-up units. This evidence base shows that the greatest demand for employment floorspace in Horsham District is for small units up to around 460 square metres. This broader trend is also borne out in the West Sussex Economic Partnership Commercial Property/Inward Investment Statistics Report, which shows the number of Inward Investment and relocation enquiries that the Partnership has handled from April 2003. Of the 263 inquiries received across the County 136 have been for Inward Investment and 126 have been for Retention/ Start-up, with Horsham District being the most requested location. 

3.10
This is of significance when considered alongside Horsham District Council’s MicroBiz Survey, which has been running since 2003, highlights the fact that within the District there are approximately 6,000 small privately-owned businesses. The Survey questioned a sample of these businesses and found that over a quarter of these believed that they would be looking for commercial properties within the next three years.
3.11
As part of the ELR a survey of over 600 existing businesses located within the study area was carried out. A total of 200 businesses contacted were located within the Horsham District.  The ELR suggests that small businesses are most likely to think that their premises are not suitable for their ongoing operations. This is somewhat expected, the study concludes, given the expansive nature of small firm, particularly small start-ups.  Of these respondents who considered their current premises unsuitable, the most common reason for this was that their current site/premises is too small. Over a third of respondents are planning to expand in the next ten years, and nearly two-thirds think that their expansion plans will require additional floorspace with an average expectation of an additional 390sq m (4196.4 s ft) of floorspace. 

3.12
This floorspace requirement for small firms in the District is consistent with the enquiries to the West Sussex Economic Partnership’s website which also identified floorspace requirements. For Horsham District the most consistently requested floorspace was 0-5000sq ft (0-464.5 sq m), with 5000-10,000sq ft (464.5-929sq m) being the second most requested. As set out in the previous paragraphs the Council is committed to providing for business and employment development needs, and in particular (and hence the Small Units section of the policy) for existing local businesses. 
3.13
The Council considers that the policy criteria are reasonable, appropriate and flexible for the reasons outlined above. They provide a planning policy-based framework to allow businesses to develop and grow, whilst respecting and protecting the needs and rights of those who live near to existing employment locations. 
4.0
Response to Submitted Statements
4.1
No further Statements were submitted in relation to DC Policies 23 and 24. 
5.0 Conclusion

5.1
The policies develop Spatial Objective 5 and Polices CP10 and CP11 of the Core Strategy; as set out in paragraph 3.8, this provides a planning policy-based framework to allow businesses to develop and grow, whilst respecting and protecting the needs and rights of those who live near to existing employment locations. 
5.2
The policies meet the relevant Tests of Soundness, particularly Test 4 (it complies with national policies, including PPG4); Test 6 (the policy complies with the Core Strategy, particularly Policies CP10 and CP11); Test 7 (it is considered the most reasonable in all the circumstances and is founded on a robust and credible evidence base); and Test 9 (it is reasonably flexible to enable it to respond to changing circumstances).
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