12
EMPLOYMENT 

12.0 Chapter Overview

12.0.1 Some objectors have questioned the need for making additional employment land allocations in the Plan.  However, in the light of information supplied, I accept that there are insufficient sites available to provide for the anticipated requirement for new and expanded businesses and to address the Council’s desire to reduce unemployment and the level of out commuting.  Hence, I agree that further allocations of employment land are thus required.  However, with regard to the quantum provided in the Plan, the Council commissioned an Industrial Property Market Review (July 2000) which states that there was 7.93 years supply in the planning pipeline, including current vacant stock.  However it continues by stating this would be increased to 20.4 years supply if the potential floorspace from the Waterlooville MDA and Dunsbury Hill were to be added.  

12.0.2 I am aware that the Council also identify a lack of good quality premises and a paucity of large sites suitable for major employers.  Nevertheless, I consider the Council’s aspirations need to recognise that the Borough represents a relatively constrained area in a wider job market and that the allocation of competing major employment sites in close proximity to each other would be likely to dilute their potential effectiveness.  I have had regard to this, together with the vagaries that can arise from assumptions made regarding the ratio of jobs per hectare, the fall in unemployment levels and the freedom of choice individuals have in deciding where to live and work.  I do not therefore accept that the Council’s approach of providing the large amount of land they propose for employment use is either necessary or likely to be the panacea they anticipate in reducing unemployment and outward commuting to the levels found in some neighbouring Districts.  Moreover, I do not consider the desire to achieve those goals should override other material planning considerations in the selection of sites.  

12.0.3 Accordingly, I have assessed the sites on their individual merits and made recommendations accordingly.  My recommendations have implications upon the total allocations and the figures currently used in the Plan will therefore require revision in this regard.  As with the Housing Chapter, I do not consider the large amount of background information contained in this Chapter needs to go forward to the published modified Plan as it has informed the Inquiry and been taken into account in my considerations and recommendations.

12.1

Employment General

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

184/5914 – 5919


Smith

189/5876 – 5881


Leighton

190/5885 – 5890


Kerley

340/6763 – 6765 & 6742 – 6743

Newell

518/7469

-

King

558/8760 - 65


-
Vickers (Aeroquip) Ltd

563/8106 - 10


-
McDonalds Restaurants Ltd

571/8132 - 33, 10756 - 58
-
ASDA Stores Ltd

726/9813 - 15

-

Pile

779/9998 - 99

-

Jones

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

183/13183

-

Marshall

788/13602

-

Sutton

840/14637 - 39

-

Xyratex (Havant Int. Ltd.)

934/13181

-

Fulcher

OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

None

ISSUES:

ISSUE 1 – Whether the Council Council’s assumptions and figures are soundly based. (518/7469, 726/9813 - 15, 779/9998 - 99)

ISSUE 2 - Should the text include all of the B Use Class as employment.

(840/14637 - 39)
ISSUE 3 – Whether sites in Table 1 are appropriately addressed in the Plan.  

(184/5914 - 5919, 189/5876 - 5881, 190/5885 - 5890, 340/6763 - 6765 & 6742 - 6743, 558/8760 - 8765, 563/8106 - 8110, 571/8132 & 8133, 10756 - 10758)

ISSUE 4 – Whether the wording of paragraph 310 should be amended to be more positive.  (183/13183, 788/13602, 934/13181)

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.1.1 In the first issue, objectors highlight the reason for Havant’s relatively high unemployment as being due to the decline of its traditional manufacturing industries with particular emphasis on the mechanical and electro-mechanical sector dependent on supporting the wider Portsmouth industrial base with its heavy reliance on defence.  Hence, it is considered that a precursor to reducing unemployment and out-commuting is improving the skills of the resident workforce.  Whilst the Council recognise this important prerequisite and are working on schemes to develop employee’s skills, they are seeking to address the problem by ensuring there will be a good supply of employment land. The Council cite the example of Policy EMP 1.7, which recognises that Wecock is an area of high unemployment and low skills base leading to it being identified as suitable for small scale light industrial units.

12.1.2 Whilst I accept that allocating land is an appropriate response in land use terms for inclusion in the Local Plan, I consider such an approach must also have regard to other planning issues and be tempered by reality.  I deal with other planning matters that need to be taken into account, later in this chapter, when considering specific proposals. Moreover, I do not consider the identified problems of out-commuting and high unemployment levels are capable of being addressed simply by the allocation of land for employment use and I am not convinced the total allocations promoted by the Council in the Plan are warranted.

12.1.3 Emsworth Residents Association consider the numbers of jobs proposed to be created exceeds the actual demand, particularly as the main requirement for additional dwellings is attributable to the decline in household size rather than population growth.  Furthermore, the additional factor of seeking to reduce levels of unemployment has been overtaken to some extent by the decline in numbers of unemployed since the Plan was produced.  In addition, whilst the unemployment levels are higher than the County average, they remain lower than the national average.  I am also conscious of the increasing popularity of home working.  Nevertheless, the Council maintain that their Topic Proof on Employment clearly justifies the levels of employment land allocations that have been made in the Plan.  

12.1.4 I have reservations regarding some of the allocations, which I address in the site-specific policies later in this Chapter.  I am also aware that some of the employment commitments from the adopted Local Plan have yet to be implemented and that vacant sites and premises within existing industrial estates have not been included as allocations to avoid double counting.  In practice, such sites could be redeveloped or re-utilised to provide significant numbers of jobs.  Given the historic attraction of the Portsmouth area, the constrained size of the Borough and the fact that the A3 Transport corridor is being made more attractive to commuters who do or could use public transport, I am sceptical whether the out-commuting can be realistically reduced to the levels anticipated by the Council.  Nevertheless, I agree that further employment land allocations are required to provide additional jobs and workplace environments suitable for the 21st Century.

12.1.5 In response to the objection in issue 2 that the text should widen the categories of employment covered in paragraph 257, the Council introduced a pre-Inquiry Change clarifying the employment categories referred to in this chapter and deleting the mention of the Use Classes Order (1987).  I consider the Change suitably clarifies and updates the text.

12.1.6 In the third issue, objectors made detailed comments about Table 1.  In particular to EC4 Land adjacent to Larchwood Avenue and EC8 Land at Interbridges site, Emsworth.  Both these sites benefit from extant approvals for employment use.  In the Revised Deposit Plan, the Council have deleted the reference to the EC4 site being suitable for unneighbourly uses, which meets the objections and reflects the fact that the approval is for B1 Use.  In the latter objectors are concerned about highways/ access matters.  However the site now has approval for 7 industrial units falling in B1(b) & (c) and B2 Use class and the provision of a commuter car park with a signalised junction on New Brighton Road.  It is apparent that the Council had regard to access matters when making their decision.  Both these sites are therefore subject to extant approvals and they are included in the Table for information only.  As they thus fall outside the remit of the Local plan Inquiry, which is primarily assessing new land use proposals, having regard to commitments, no further action is necessary or appropriate.  

12.1.7 In the fourth issue, objectors seek more positive wording in relation to paragraph 310 relating to access to the Havant North Industrial Area (New Lane).  However, this paragraph appears anomolous to me, not only in view of the extensive deletion of the text that formerly preceded it, but also because it specifically states: “these types of measures are implemented mainly through procedures outside the land use planning process”.  In these circumstances, I do not see any useful purpose being served by retaining the paragraph in the Local Plan and consider it should be deleted.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.1.8
That the Plan be modified by:

a) amending the text of para 257 in line with the pre-Inquiry Change; 

b) deleting Paragraph 310.

12.2

Policy EMP 1.1 – Farlington Redoubt, Portsdown Hill Road, Purbrook

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

543/11329-11331


Linden Homes

672/10828-10830


Hollins

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

None

ISSUES:

Whether the site is suitable for employment development due to its location within an environmentally sensitive area.
INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.2.1
The allocation of this site for unneighbourly employment uses was deleted in the Revised Deposit Plan and it now falls within Policy EMP6, which seeks to protect existing employment uses.  Hence the objection has been addressed and no further action is necessary.

RECOMMENDATION

12.2.2
That no modification be made to the Plan.

12.3

Policy EMP 1.2 - Former Incinerator Site & HBC Depot, Harts Farm Way, Havant
OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

543/11332-11334

Linden Developments


OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

515/14362-14363

Hampshire County Council

OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

515/14687


Hampshire County Council

982/14686


Estates Practice, Hampshire CC

ISSUE:

Should the site be deleted as an employment allocation.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.3.1 The site was deleted from the Revised Deposit Plan in response to an objection to it on the basis of remoteness and potentially harmful effect on a Site of Importance for Nature Conservation.  However, the site is brownfield land that is adjacent to Harts Farm Way and lies within the Broadmarsh Industrial Area, which is one of the largest employment areas in the Borough.  Its environmental sensitivity is also limited in view of its current use rights.  Moreover, the County Council indicated that as both Authorities have agreed that this Depot/ Incinerator site is likely to come forward for alternative uses, its formal designation would avoid it being regarded as a departure and being “called in” for determination by the Secretary of State.  The Council consequently advanced a pre-Inquiry Change reinstating the policy and its associated text.

12.3.2 Nevertheless, the site is identified in the Hampshire, Portsmouth and Southampton Minerals and Waste Local Plan 1998 as a preferred site for an integrated waste processing plant.  Furthermore, the former incinerator site and adjacent household recycling centre are safeguarded for waste recycling, storage, transfer or processing uses in that Plan.  The objection from the County Council could be met by a requirement that the waste recycling centre be re-located.  The Council’s pre-Inquiry Change reinstating the policy and accompanying text therefore adds a caveat referring to the protection of the recycling facility afforded by the Minerals and Waste Local Plan.  Whilst this goes most of the way towards meeting the objection, the wording of the text states “is likely to require the relocation of the existing waste recycling facility”, whereas the County seek the more positive wording; “is dependent upon …”.  

12.3.3 I am aware that Havant consider there is no need to for the wording to be dogmatic, but In view of the importance of waste recycling facilities and the protection afforded by the adopted Minerals and Waste Local Plan, I regard its safeguarding as paramount.  I have not been provided with any information to assess whether the facility is able to remain in situ on a reduced site, and I detect that continued operation of waste handling would be incompatible with the high tech employment uses envisaged here.  Hence, I can only conclude that extinguishment of the use by its relocation is a necessary prerequisite to redevelopment for high tech employment use.  Accordingly, I favour the clarity of the wording advanced by the County Council and I have recommended accordingly.

RECOMMENDATION

12.3.4 That the Plan be modified broadly in accordance with the pre-Inquiry Change, but with the final sentence of para 261 replaced with the following;  “The former incinerator site and adjacent household waste recycling centre are safeguarded for waste recycling, storage, transfer or processing uses by the Hampshire, Portsmouth and Southampton Minerals and Waste Local Plan 1998.  Redevelopment of this area is therefore dependent upon the relocation of the existing waste handling facility and the use rights being extinguished.”

12.4

Policy EMP 1.3 – Wessex Construction & Plant Hire Site, New Lane, Havant
OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

87/5286-5292



-
Wessex Construction

358/12155-1259


-
Knight

359/12160-12164


-
Cole

360/12165-12169,12175-12179

-
Newman

458/9237-9241

-
Trodd


NHRA

459/9217-9221

-
Pinker


NHRA

460/9232-9236

-
Read


NHRA

461/9222-9226

-
Read


NHRA

462/9252-9256

-
Durley


NHRA

463/9352, 9354-9357

-
Durley


NHRA

464/9247-9251

-
Westlake

NHRA

465/9242-9246

-
Morgan


NHRA

466/9257-9261

-
Westlake

NHRA

467/9262-9266

-
Henderson

NHRA

482/10705

-
Duffin


NHRA

483/10633-10635

-
Self


NHRA

484/10657-10659

-
Brooker


NHRA

485/10662-10663

-
Little


NHRA

486/10672

-
Churcher

NHRA

487/10677-10678

-
Comlay


NHRA

488/10682-10683

-
Wilson


NHRA

493/11203


Comlay


NHRA

494/11198-11199

-
Lear


NHRA

495/11193

-
Snocken

NHRA

496/11191-11192

-
Whitt


NHRA

498/11181-11183

-
Appleby

NHRA

500/11170-11172

-
Noble


NHRA

501/11161-11164

-
Noble

519/12115-12119

-
Mitchell





626/9227-9231

-
Rowden




629/92041-92046

-
Meiklereid

665/12210-12214

-
Callacher

788/11966-11970

-
Sutton


NHRA 

789/12170-12174

-
Allan


NHRA

790/12185-12189

-
Hunt


NHRA

795/12195-12199

-
Rayner


NHRA

796/12200-12204

-
Rayner


NHRA

797/12205-12209

-
Payne


NHRA

798/12230-12234

-
Bagley


NHRA

799/12235-12239

-
Bagley


NHRA

800/12215-12219
-
Blake


NHRA

801/12220-12224, 12058-12060
-
Mullins


NHRA

801/12057-12061
-
Mullins


NHRA

802/12225-12229
-
Davis


NHRA

803/12062-12066
-
Payne


NHRA

804/12120-12124
-
Hudson


NHRA

805/12125-12129
-
Hudson


NHRA

806/12130-12134
-
Wylie


NHRA

807/12136-12139
-
Austin


NHRA

808/12140-12144
-
Austin


NHRA

809/12145-12149
-
Kobiernich

NHRA

810/12150-12154
-
Crees


NHRA

812/12047-12051
-
Varilly
NHRA

813/12036-12040
-
Skiffins
NHRA

814/12031-12035
-
Jones
NHRA

815/12026-12030
-
Underhay
NHRA

816/12067-12071
-
Potter
NHRA

817/12021-12025
-
Schofield
NHRA

818/12016-12020
-
Moseley
NHRA

819/12006-12010
-
Hewett
NHRA

820/12001-12005
-
Beel
NHRA

821/11996-12000
-
Jones

822/11991-11995
-
Christmas
NHRA

823/11981-11985
-
Whittenstall
NHRA

824/11986-11990
-
Acton
NHRA

825/12011-12015
-
Tee
NHRA

826/11976-11980
-
Simmons
NHRA

827/11971-11975
-
Laming
NHRA

828/11961-11965
-
Mellor
NHRA

844/12677
-
East Hants District Council

848/11890-11892, 12978; 12180
-
Sutton

868/12608-12612
-
Udy

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

788/13447-13448,13662-13664, 14594 
-
Sutton


NHRA
OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

87/14684



-
Wessex Construction

487/14688,14689


-
Comlay


NHRA

788/14690-14694


-
Sutton


NHRA

934/13693




Fulcher

ISSUE:

Should the site be deleted as an employment allocation.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.4.1 The current business activities at this site comprise: waste transfer and recycling, builders merchants, plant hire, civil engineering contracting, haulage and transport services and fleet maintenance.  The business has operated from the premises for over 40 years seemingly without significant local concern until about 1999 when a questionnaire from the Residents Association to local residents identified adverse effects of activities being conducted from the site.  During the intervening period, the owner has been looking for an alternative site in conjunction with the Council, but to date without success, despite several having been investigated.  They have also sought to mitigate the effects of the operation at the New Lane site, by submitting an application for a large building that would have enabled much of the operation to be conducted under cover, but planning permission was refused.  

12.4.2 The site was allocated for employment development use in the First Deposit Plan in the knowledge that relocation was being considered.  In response to objections from the owner and many local residents to the site’s allocation for employment use, the Council deleted the allocation from the Revised Deposit.  They also changed the site’s notation on the Proposals Map to indicate that it would be covered by Policy EMP6, which seeks to prevent the loss of existing land and premises in employment use to alternative uses.  

12.4.3 It is apparent that the owner’s concern relates to the potential prejudice and conflict which such an allocation would have with the Minerals and Waste Local Plan which requires the safeguarding of the existing waste transfer and recycling facility.  Residents were concerned though that employment use would perpetuate heavy vehicle generation in close proximity to housing, schools and the level crossing and they consider a residential allocation would be more appropriate.  They are also discontent that the existing use should remain due to perceived problems of noise, dust and potential pollutants, in addition to the traffic hazards associated with lorry movements.

12.4.4 The site owner indicated that complaints are regarded seriously and that they have always been investigated and resolved.  The only formal complaint from the Council was in the form of a Dust Abatement Notice, with which the company complied by installing a water spray dust suppression system and allocating a road sweeper to the depot.  The Council has powers under Environmental Health legislation to control activities at the site and also has powers under the Highways Acts to deal with the deposit of materials from vehicles on the highway.  The police can prosecute where a vehicle is found to have an insecure load, or emits excessive noise or exhaust.  A study of highways and access issues to the Havant North Industrial Area was undertaken for the Council by highway consultants in 2000.  It included an assessment of the environmental impact on residential properties in Elmleigh Road and Eastern Road of HGVs travelling to New Lane.  It found that despite its good safety record the Elmleigh Road / Eastern Road route is not appropriate for goods vehicles due to its restrictive geometry, staggered cross-roads, lack of footway and narrow carriageway.  

12.4.5 The consultants recommended that it be remedied by closing its junction with New Lane or imposing a weight restriction to preclude use by goods vehicles.  These are not land use matters and are therefore not actions appropriate to be recommended for inclusion in the Local Plan.  Indeed, I have found the inclusion of reference thereto in paragraph 310 inappropriate (see 12.1.7 above) and recommended its deletion.  However, a B1 Use would be likely to considerably reduce the numbers of HGV movements and the Council indicate that any proposals for redevelopment of this site would need to be accompanied by a transport assessment.  

12.4.6 In summary therefore, there is an eagerness by local residents to secure the removal of the existing enterprise, a desire by the owner to expand/ relocate and a recognition by the Council that redevelopment for B1 Use could achieve a Planning Gain.  Having viewed the site in operation and observed the high level of lorry movements and the unneighbourly nature of the activities carried out, I agree that there is merit in seeking its relocation.  In the light of considerable public pressure, the Council advanced a pre-Inquiry Change that would reinstate the policy and amend the text to provide some residential in addition to employment use.  

12.4.7 Whilst the mention of possible residential use has been introduced in the pre-Inquiry Change in response to local opinion, as sufficient sites have been allocated for housing elsewhere and there is an acknowledged shortage of employment land, I am not persuaded that residential use is either necessary or appropriate here.  My conclusion is reinforced by the principle espoused in Policy EMP6 of retaining employment land and premises in use for that purpose.  Also, I note there is a likelihood of ground contamination arising from a former use, which could restrict the potential for “soft” surfacing in the form of gardens.  Moreover, the site is well related to other employment sites and Havant town centre and is highly accessible to sustainable transport modes.  I therefore regard it as a prime site for maximising employment use in accordance with Policy EMP5. 

12.4.8 Although the text refers to redevelopment being dependent upon the relocation of the existing use as in the preceding policy, there is no mention of that need emanating from the requirement to safeguard extant waste handling facilities specified by the Minerals and Waste Local Plan.  I consider it should be stated, as it is the lawful use of the site and will remain so until alternative land or premises are found.  Given that this site is already in employment use and that hence, the prime motive for allocating it for redevelopment is to secure a planning gain by removing the existing use, I consider it imperative that it is set out in such terms to avoid any ambiguity.  It is also very important to highlight that upon relocation, the existing use rights are to be extinguished to ensure subsequent reutilization of the site for employment purposes is confined to B1 Use, which, I agree with the Council, would be more compatible with the locality.  

RECOMMENDATION

12.4.9 That the Plan be modified by:

a) by reinstating the site as an employment allocation for B1 Use 

b) indicating in the accompanying text that the prime motive for allocating it for redevelopment for B1 Use is to secure a planning gain, stating that in view of the requirement to safeguard extant waste handling facilities specified by the Minerals and Waste Local Plan, redevelopment is dependent upon the relocation of the existing use and extinguishment of the existing use rights, (as in the preceding policy).  In addition, it should state that any proposals for redevelopment of this site would need to be accompanied by a transport assessment.  

12.5

Policy EMP 1.6 – Allotments Site, New Lane, Havant

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

358/12434-12439

-
Knight

360/12446-12451

-
Newman

361/12452-12457

-
Newman

458/9285-9291


-
Trodd (NHRA)

460/9279-9284


-
Read (NHRA)

461/9273-9278


-
Read (NHRA)

462/9293-9297


-
Durley (NHRA)

463/9310-9315


-
Durley (NHRA)

464/9298-9302


-
Westlake (NHRA)

465/9316-9321


-
Morgan (NHRA)

466/9304-9309


-
Westlake (NHRA)

467/9267-9272


-
Henderson (NHRA)

482/10693-10696

-
Duffin (NHRA)

483/10636-10638

-
Self (NHRA)

484/10661


-
Brooker (NHRA)

486/10671


-
Churcher (NHRA)

488/10684-10686

-
Wilson (NHRA)

490/11151-11152,11715
-
Andrews (NHRA)

491/11208-11209

-
Mengham (NHRA)

495/11195-11197

-
Snocken (NHRA)

499/11173011180

-
Noble   (NHRA)

500/11165-11168

-
Noble (NHRA)

501/11157-11160

-
Noble 

511/7354-7356


-
Swain

512/7350-7351


-
Swain

519/12458-12463

-
Mitchell

672/10824-10827

-
Hollins

701/10983-10986

-
Bullen

788/12392-12397

-
Sutton (NHRA)

794/12472-12477

-
Freeman

795/12478-12483, 12551-12554
-  
Rayner (NHRA)

79612484-12489

-
Rayner (NHRA)

797/12490-12495

-
Payne (NHRA)

798/12521-12526

-
Bagley (NHRA)

800/12497-12501

-
Blake (NHRA)

801/12502-12507

-
Mullins (NHRA)

802/12508-12513

-
Davis (NHRA)

803/12515-12520

-
Payne (NHRA)

804/12398-12403

-
Hudson (NHRA)

805/12404-12409

-
Hudson (NHRA)

806/12410-12415

-
Wylie (NHRA)

807/12416-12421

-
Austin (NHRA)

808/12422-12427

-
Austin (NHRA)

809/12428-12433

-
Austin (NHRA)

848/12466-12471

-
Sutton (NHRA)

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

None

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.5.1 The land is currently in use as allotments but adjoins the existing industrial estate that occupies a significant part of the area lying east of New Lane and west of the railway to the north of Havant town centre.  Whilst there is no shortage of allotments in the Borough, there is a generally acknowledged need for more employment land.  More than a third of the allotments in the Borough are currently vacant and thus the Council maintain that any allotment holder displaced from this site would be capable of securing an alternative elsewhere, especially as some are from outside Havant.  

12.5.2 Some objectors maintain that the land is incapable of being sold for development as it is owned by the charitable Stones Allotment Trust.  However, the Charity Commission indicate that settlement of the Trust’s obligations can be made by acquiring other property by way of replacement from the sale proceeds.  Alternatively, they would be prepared to offer a scheme to allow disposal of the land if it can be clearly shown that the original trusts on which the land was settled have failed, whereby the Trustees can apply for a power of sale and a change of trusts.  The proceeds could be invested and applied to the widened objects of the charity.  I am satisfied therefore that there is not an embargo on the disposal of this land for development.  Nonetheless, in the light of the sentiments espoused in Policy R23 – Allotments, I consider it is imperative that adequate alternative provision of allotments elsewhere is made a prerequisite to the implementation of any employment development on the land.

12.5.3 Some objectors argued that there is no need for further employment allocations in the Borough in view of existing available sites and premises particularly following the recent notable company closures of De La Rue, Kenwood and Procter and Gamble.  Nevertheless, whilst I have not accepted the need to allocate as much land as the Council have included in the Plan, I do recognise that additional employment land allocations are necessary and desirable for the local economy.  

12.5.4 Some objectors consider the site is more suited to residential use if the land is to be developed, while others refer to the potential harm that employment use could cause to occupiers of the existing residential development nearby.  However, housing mainly lies on the western side of New Lane.  Conversely, there is already a sizeable employment area in the vicinity of this site, such that the character of the area east of New Lane is predominantly commercial.  Indeed, this site has the visually prominent Kenwood factory to its rear, which, to my mind, reinforces the Council’s case for preferring employment use here.  

12.5.5 Furthermore it is in a highly sustainable location affording accessibility by means other than the private car.  Concerns about the potential increase in traffic are countered by the Council indicating that New Lane is a wide thoroughfare, which already carries the traffic of the Havant North Industrial Estate and that it is capable of taking the increased traffic from this proposal in terms of capacity and safety.  Furthermore, the concerns of objectors in this regard can be assuaged, as the Council will require any proposal to be supported by a transport assessment.

12.5.6 Despite the criticism that it would result in the loss of an existing open area, I agree with the Council that the land is of limited visual amenity.  Although they correctly state it is unavailable to the general public for recreational purposes, I consider gardening can be viewed as a recreational pursuit.  I also recognise that it has the benefits outlined by some objectors, not only derived from the wholesome produce and physical exercise, but also the community building aspects connected with fetes and horticultural shows.  Nevertheless, I consider these attributes can be safeguarded by ensuring that adequate alternative provision of allotments elsewhere is made a prerequisite to the implementation of employment development is on the land.

12.5.7 Finally, there is concern that development of this land would result in the extinction of the “weasel’s snout” (misopates orontium).  However, despite its decline due to crop spraying, it is a locally frequent plant on the Wealden Sands of East Hampshire and it does not meet the criteria for a notable plant species.  Hence, I do not regard this or any of the other matters raised by objectors as warranting the deletion of the employment allocation.

RECOMMENDATION
12.5.8 That no modification be made to the Plan save for adding the qualifications that adequate alternative provision of allotments is to be made elsewhere before any development is implemented on the land and that any proposal is to be supported by a transport assessment.  

12.6

Policy EMP1.7 – Woodcroft Farm, Wecock

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT
144/5514, 5516-5520

-
Delany

219/5980-5981


-
Pound

221/6791-6795


-
Stewart

296/5816-5821


-
Tradewell

297/5781-5783


-
Avis

332/10500-10505

-
Boyland

333/6576-6582


-
Boyland

338/6785


-
Scott

344/7161-7162


-
Jones

345/7163-7165


-
Morgan

346/7166-7169


-
Morgan

347/6899


-
Stowers

348/6900-6901


-
Chamberlain

373/6447-6451


-
Anderson

374/6456-6458


-
Anderson

377/6462-6463


-
Chamberlain

385/11260


-
Siggery

388/11231-11232

-
Fowler

394/11229-11230

-
Boniface

395/11262-11263

-
Platt

398/10423, 11149

-
Croft

399/10421-10422

-
Smith


400/7306


-
Jewer


401/7307


-
Walker

402/7309


-
Boyland

403/7310


-
Bailey

404/7312-7313


-
Ramsey

405/7308


-
Haines

406/7300


-
Crossin

407/7301


-
Inman

408/7302, 9126


-
Littlejohn

409/9124-9125


-
Littlejohn

410/9110, 9121


-
Cooper

411/9085-9086


-
Edwards

412/9087, 9153


-
Forbes

413/9083-9084


-
Parkes

414/9130-9131


-
White

415/10284-10285

-
White

418/9089


-
Guest

419/9091


-
Guest

420/7296-7297


-
Marsh

421/9132-9133


-
Guy

423/9150-9151


-
Elsom


425/9127-9128


-
Thomson

427/9077-9078


-
Wells

428/9079-9080


-
Wells

429/9081-9082


-
Jones

430/9112-9113, 9116, 9118
-
Evans

431/9061-9062


-
Richards

432/9136-9137


-
Orrell

433/9063-9066


-
Ingall

434/9099


-
Miller

435/9097


-
Hoare

436/9101


-
Miller

437/9093-9094


-
Humphries


438/9095-9096


-
Clark

439/9134-9135


-
Littlejohn

440/9104-9015, 9138

-
Smith

441/7475


-
Williams

443/9108-9109


-
Burnett

444/9102-9103


-
Nevard

469/7484-7485


-
Scott

471/7900-7901


-
Carruthers

472/7895-7897


-
Carruthers

480/7321-7328


-
Gamble

481/7314-7320


-
Nichols

503/7500-7504


-
Vickers

529/7705-7707


-
Hopgood  
Horndean Parish Council

531/8457-8459


-
Bellway Estates

601/8161-8164


-
Robson

602/8171-8173


-
Robson

637/9894


-
Bennett Curtis

648/10520-10522

-
Burge

655/10944-10946

-
Stacey

668/9454-9460


-
Kay

732/10483-10486

-
Jones

741/10299-10300

-
Simmons

782/10202-10204

-
Beard  

Waterlooville & District Res Assoc

783/10392-10393

-
Beard

844/12675


-
East Hants District Council

860/12695,12699-12702
-
Humphrey

861/12696-12698,12703-12704
-
Humphrey

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

None

ISSUE:  

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.6.1 The allocation of this 2.2ha site for employment use is as an adjunct to the major housing allocation, which I have addressed elsewhere in my Report (see 11.12).  Many of the issues raised in connection with the housing objections are common to the employment element also.  It is evident that the access proposals would conform to national design standards.  Nevertheless, it attracted considerable opposition, as it would involve cutting a new road through a group of mature trees alongside the Meadowlands School and open space/leisure facilities and crossing a well-used, tree lined bridleway.  Also, development would involve making a significant urban inroad into an attractive rural area.  I therefore agree that the combination of the tree loss and the injurious impact of introducing commercial traffic in relatively close proximity to a school, recreation ground and housing would result in a development that would have a disproportionately harmful impact on the local landscape and amenities.

12.6.2 Although the Council claimed the employment allocation would serve to address unemployment levels in the Wecock area, there was no suggestion that the employment should proceed as a stand alone proposal if the housing allocation was not recommended for inclusion in the Plan.  Indeed several objectors provided evidence to indicate the locality would be unlikely to be attractive to employers due to its remoteness from good transport links, impermeability to vehicles, lack of associated infrastructure and to the availability of alternative nearby locations for employment uses that are not so disadvantaged.  In particular, this Wecock site is relatively close to the Waterlooville MDA, which is considered to be more attractive both to employers and employees due to the infrastructural advantages it enjoys.  In light of that competition, my fear is that even without the inherent amenity objections, implementation of this site would be difficult if not unlikely.  

12.6.3 I am not persuaded by the evidence submitted that this site would be a satisfactory or desirable location for a significant employment allocation as mooted by the Council and the site’s promoters.  Furthermore, given my recommendation to delete the associated major housing allocation that was proposed in this locality, I consider the employment proposal on its own would be of questionable desirability or viability.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.6.4
That the Plan be modified by the deletion of this policy and its associated text.

12.7

Policy EMP1.8 - Simond’s Hill/ Neville’s Park, West of Hulbert Road, Havant/ Waterlooville

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

242/5963-5964

-
Gowen

357/6470

-
Johnson, HWT

543/11339-11340
-
Linden Developments

552/13060

-
Hampshire & IoW Wildlife Trust

561/8854-8857

-
Jupp

726/9839-9843

-
Pile

786/11141

-
Council for Protection of Rural England

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

786/13770, 14646
-
Council for Protection of Rural England

OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

None

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.7.1
This policy allocates 3.32ha of land within the Havant Strategic Gap for industrial purposes, with part of the site to be used for unneighbourly uses.  As Policy EMP3 lists the proposed allocations for unneighbourly uses, with Policy EMP3.3 specifically referring to this site, I consider the two policies together here as they relate to the same site and cover similar issues. 
12.7.2 Most of the objections centre on the impact that this proposal would have on the function of the Strategic Gap and its effect on the adjacent SINC to the south and the woodland to the north.  Concerns are also expressed regarding the change to the character of Hulbert Road which is identified as a Road with Special Character.  
,
12.7.3 The Council accept that this is one of three employment sites that have been allocated in the Havant Gap, but they maintain that each is justified as an exception to the normal constraint on development in these areas due to the overriding need for employment sites in the Borough.  Moreover they maintain that development here could be implemented “without significant detriment to the Gap”, particularly as a 10m planting strip is proposed along its eastern and western boundaries to screen it from Hulbert Road and the A3(M) respectively.  
12.7.4 I have carefully considered the Design Concept Statement for the site noting that alternative access provision has been assessed and that due to the alignment of the road, a direct access to Hulbert Road along the eastern boundary of the site is not recommended.  Alternatives of constructing a road into the site from the north or south have been appraised.  The former would need a new road from Hulbert Road, that would traverse about 100m of woodland and cross a stream.  The latter could emanate from the B & Q site, but would also have to cross a stream and an area that is designated as a SINC for its unimproved and waterlogged conditions.  As neither appears to be satisfactory it is suggested that the site could be served by constructing a roundabout in the south east corner.  However, whilst that would minimise the disturbance to the woodland to the north and the SINC to the south, it would necessitate the removal of the existing tree screen along the eastern boundary and require the planting of a new landscape barrier, which would take many years to become effective.  
12.7.5 Furthermore, such a configuration would open up the land to view from Hulbert Road and the suggested design solution is to site a feature building to the north of the proposed roundabout to close the vista into the site.  The consequent high visibility and close proximity of buildings to the road would clearly impact upon the present rural ambience of Hulbert Road.  To my mind, this would also erode the openness of this part of the Gap, diminishing its role in physically and visually separating the urban area of Havant from the built-up areas to its west.  I regard these consequences as unacceptable and consider they would have an adverse impact on both the function and appearance of this area. 
12.7.6 Although there is a pre-Inquiry Change to the accompanying text inserting a cross-reference to Policy ENG1, I have recommended the deletion of reference to this site therein.
RECOMMENDATIONS
12.7.7 That the Plan be modified by the deletion of the policy and its associated text, together with Policy EMP3.3.

12.8

Policy EMP 1.10 - Dunsbury Hill Farm

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

37/5016 - 5020

-

Moon

Hampshire Greenfield Alliance

145/5444-5447

-

Marshall

232/6713-6715



Wood

242/5956-5960


-
Gowen

329/6856-6858


-
Cave

357/6471


-
Johnson
HWT

514/8926-8927


-
Portsmouth City Council

543/11335-11336

-
Linden Developments

552/10109 - 10112

-
Hampshire & IoW Wildlife Trust

561/8558 - 8561


Stephen Jupp

672/10820-10823


Hollins

726/9851-9853, 9855

-
Pile

786/11140 / 14647

-
Council for Protection of Rural Eng (Hampshire)

786/14646, 11141, 13770 
-
Council for Protection of Rural England.  

831/11676 -11679


Davies

English Nature

844/12676


-
East Hants District Council

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

329/14186 - 14188

-
Cave

786/14647


- 
Council for Protection of Rural Eng (Hampshire)
929/13502


-
Moore
Highways Agency (Network Strategy SE)
OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

None

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.8.1 This policy allocates 22ha of land within the Havant Strategic Gap for industrial purposes.  The accompanying text refers to the rationale for identifying this site as being to enable the Borough to compete more effectively for inward investment and to provide opportunities for local existing businesses to relocate or expand thereby freeing older poor quality stock for redevelopment and renewal.  The text refers to the reservation of 5ha for the latter purpose.  In addition, following the deletion of the EMP1.9 allocation at Woolston Road “due to questionable availability of the land” it is suggested that at least a further 1ha of the site should be used for an enterprise centre.

12.8.2 This proposal has attracted relatively little opposition, despite its scale and it is evident that, as with the previous site, most of the objections centre on the impact that this proposal would have on the function of the Strategic Gap.  The Council acknowledge (in para 90 of the Plan) that the Havant Gap is narrow and must be defended and strengthened if it is to continue to fulfil its role as an important break between the built-up areas of Havant and Leigh Park to the east and Cowplain, Waterlooville, Purbrook and Portsmouth to the west.  There is no evidence of any comprehensive appraisal of the Gap having been made by the Council.  However, they added further text in the Revised Deposit stating that this and other allocations made in the Gap have been defined so as not to prejudice its role of retaining the separate physical and visual identities of the main settlements to the east and west.  I am advised that the County Council originally objected to this allocation in the first Deposit, but they did not object to it in the Revised Deposit Plan, in light of this qualification.  

12.8.3 I recognise that the Strategic Gap designations are for land use planning purposes rather than a reflection of landscape quality.  Hence, it is necessary to distinguish between visual effects and landscape effects.  A site specific assessment of the landscape impacts and the effects that this proposal would have on the Gap was undertaken by consultants on behalf of the owners of the allocated land (Portsmouth City Council) and joint promoters the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA).  The Environmental Impact Assessment was made of Portsmouth’s land holding (66.6ha) and some areas beyond.  Findings were published as the Dunsbury Hill Farm Environmental Statement (ES) in February 2003.  The area studied for the ES occupies the major part of the open area between the Leigh Park Estate and the A3(M).  

12.8.4 The land mainly comprises arable fields (of Grade 3b or 4 agricultural quality) with some areas of woodland.  It is regarded as having a landscape of no more than medium quality, which is degraded due to fly-tipping, fires, the dumping and burning of cars, and trespass by individuals and groups of travellers.  It is also traversed by high voltage overhead electricity lines carried on prominent pylons, alongside which, runs an underground gas pipeline.  Nevertheless, the ES accepts that the utilisation of part of this open area for development would result in a moderately adverse impact on the landscape in the short term due to the intrusion of commercial buildings in an area where there are now fields.  It states this would decline over time to a slight adverse effect as the new landscaping matures.  The Masterplan envisages that around 22ha of the area could be developed to provide a hotel of about 7,000sq m with approximately 60,000sq m of commercial floorspace, whilst the remainder would be retained, enhanced and used as a country park and/or managed as woodland, grassland and wetland habitats.  

12.8.5 There is no question that the proposal would lead to a material change to the appearance of the area and it cannot be disputed that the construction of buildings would have an urbanising impact on this presently open area.  The area depicted for employment on the Proposals Map extends northwards to encompass the site of the former farmstead buildings and lies entirely to the west of the overhead high voltage line and parallel high pressure gas pipeline.  However, the suggested Masterplan layout extends east of the power line, but not so far northwards.  Nevertheless, the Council did not seek to alter the extent of the allocated area on the Proposals Map.  

12.8.6 The underlying principles in the Masterplan are to avoid areas of nature conservation interest and important wildlife corridors, confining buildings to the arable fields or areas of low ecological importance.  They would be set in a woodland framework based on the existing treed areas with further planting providing connection between them.  Water features are also envisaged based on existing watercourses, using the topography to form lakes.  Such measures would have the potential to form new habitats and enhance nature conservation interest of the locality.  Strategic Gap impact has been assessed from various viewpoints including from existing housing, public rights of way and roads.  Few residential properties would be affected, but users of public rights of way would be more very aware of changed appearance of the area, particularly where the main bridlepath (Park Lane) would pass through and close to new development.  Balanced against this would be enhancement of planting and surfacing, improved management and widened accessibility.  

12.8.7 The Gap is most widely seen from the highways in the vicinity of the site, albeit that the viewers appreciation of it is more abbreviated.  As the A3(M) passes the site in cutting the land is mainly unseen from the motorway.  However, development would have the most notable impact upon views from the southbound slip road and the elevated roundabout and eastern approach thereto at junction 3 from where the land at first falls away to the Hermitage Stream, then rises generally northwards.  The topography is such that it presents one of the most difficult scenarios to mitigate visually, as development would be arrayed before the observer, rising up the slope.  

12.8.8 The Council indicate that the local businesses they seek to attract to the site not only include those within the Borough, but also businesses in the wider Portsmouth Travel to Work Area.  It also became evident that they are aiming to attract footloose employers seeking a site in the A3(M)/M27 Corridor.  Whilst these are all laudable goals, my attention has been drawn to examples of significant sites and premises in the Borough having remained undeveloped and/or vacant for protracted periods.  I therefore remain unconvinced that the cause of Havant’s identified employment problems is due solely to supply rather than demand.  

12.8.9 Furthermore, I am not persuaded by the Council’s assertion that employment uses can be more readily assimilated in the countryside than housing, particularly in view of the much greater bulk and mass of the buildings that are generally used for the former.  Indeed, the Masterplan proposes a 7 storey hotel on the land.  At the Inquiry, the Council accepted that many workers here would find it convenient to use the car, due to the site’s location close to a motorway junction.  Nevertheless, the text refers to providing sustainable transport links with residential areas to the east and west, which I consider to be essential.  Requirement for a Green Travel Plan is also mentioned.

12.8.10 The Industrial Property Market Review July 2000, undertaken on behalf of the Council states that the Dunsbury Hill site is regarded as being a better site than the employment provision in the Waterlooville MDA.  However, that is based on the assumption it would include provision for public transport and amenities to complement the employment use.  Furthermore, it states that whilst the market could support both sites in terms of overall quantum, there could be a risk of flooding the market if both sites are released simultaneously.  In view of this finding and the generally accepted importance of the entire MDA proposals both locally and regionally, I do not consider the allocation of a major employment site just 3km away, that would be competing for the same employers, is either sensible or desirable. 

12.8.11 To my mind the site is less sustainable than the MDA site, as it more obviously reliies on accessibility by car and lacks infrastructure.  It is thus proposed to provide a bus route through the site and encourage cycling and walking by using the existing bridleway traversing the site, together with supporting infrastructure in terms of hotel, shops, leisure uses and nursery due to its relative remoteness.  In contrast, proposed employment at the MDA is well located as it would be served by existing infrastructure, is accessible by sustainable transport modes, including the A3 transport corridor, and would be close to housing and the town centre.  Whilst the MDA predominantly lies outside the Borough boundary, it will undoubtedly have material ramifications for the resident population.  Given the acceptance of MDA proposals in principle and its greater sustainability, I consider it is undesirable to pursue this general employment allocation at Dunsbury Hill, recognising that it would be likely to compete with the proposed employment in the MDA and threaten its potential success. 

12.8.12 The Council argued that given the close proximity of this site to Leigh Park, it could assist in addressing unemployment problems in that community. I have no doubt that it could provide local employment prospects, but I am conscious that the parallel LPEIP exercise will be able to assess the opportunities that exist within Leigh Park to tackle this issue.  Also employment allocations have been made to the east of Leigh Park in Havant North Industrial Estate area and elsewhere in the Borough.  

12.8.13 SEEDA supports the Council’s regeneration plans and seeks to promote new business development at Dunsbury Hill Farm in recognition that Havant is identified in RPG9 as a Priority Area for Regeneration.  Indeed, the site has 4 of the 119 most deprived wards in South East England on its doorstep.  I have had regard to the Government’s purpose for designating Priority Area for Regeneration and to the acknowledged shortage locally, of large sites in the M27/A3(M) corridor.  I conclude that there is a need to provide more employment land to generate jobs locally, but I consider the acquiescence to permitting such a large and prominent site in a designated Strategic Gap could only be justified as an exceptional case.  In this instance, I regard that sacrifice as too great merely for a speculative general industrial estate for small and medium enterprises (SMEs).  However, I consider an exception would be warranted to enable Havant to provide a site specifically for a major employer(s) seeking a prestigious campus setting that is easily accessible from the motorway.  My conclusion is reinforced by the fact that a large company would avoid the need for a proliferation of ancillary uses, as facilities such as restaurant, sports facilities and creche could be provided by the employer.  The Council submitted evidence of at least one significant local employer seeking to expand to a single large site and vacate the 3 existing premises they occupy.

12.8.14 However, in my view, the extent of the development as currently envisaged, whether in the Masterplan or on the Proposals Map would unacceptably diminish the Strategic Gap both physically and visually.  I consider that buildings sited in the northern part of the allocated site, in the vicinity of the former farm buildings would be prominent on the skyline.  However, I am aware that the Strategic Gap successfully accommodates some existing development, due to the combination of the size and siting of buildings and landscape planting and screening.  The Council are reassured by the fact that there is relatively little public opposition to the proposal.  Also the CPRE acknowledged there is a need for more employment land and accepted that there is insufficient brown land and no other more suitable greenfield locality available with good access that could accommodate a large site.  Despite the grounds for considering an exceptional justification to meet the employment need, I share objectors’ concerns that siting development in the Strategic Gap would only be acceptable if its Gap function is preserved.

12.8.15 Hence, I have sympathy with the objectors who suggested allocation of a smaller area than currently proposed for development as I consider a reduction in size would be likely to result in it being less intrusive and more readily capable of being absorbed without harming the function of the Gap.  Furthermore, I do not regard the Strategic Gap as being an area where priority should be given to optimising the use of the land for development and I thus consider the amount of floorspace envisaged should be considerably reduced.  

12.8.16 My findings regarding the nature and scale of development appropriate here would lead to a reduced volume and spread of buildings within the site, thereby assisting to reduce the visual impact of the structures themselves and the potential light pollution in this open area.  I am satisfied by the findings of the ES that some development could be accommodated here whilst ensuring the retention of the Strategic Gap function, through the careful attention to detailed design and siting, combined with mitigation by perimeter and internal woodland belts.  However, whilst the Council have referred to the need for a “certain critical mass” to generate the necessary funds to implement the proposal, they do not define precisely what that is.  I am therefore unable to recommend the level of reduction in area or floorspace that would be appropriate and acceptable.

12.8.17 In the absence of certainty that a reduced scheme would be viable, I therefore conclude the policy should be deleted and that the locality should revert to the Strategic Gap designation.  

RECOMMENDATIONS
12.8.18 That the Plan be modified by: 

a) deleting the policy and its accompanying text; and

b) removing the employment designation from the Proposals Map and reinstating the Strategic Gap designation.

12.9

Policy EMP– 1.11 - Land at Palk Road, Havant

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

240/6438 - 39


-
Environment Agency

325/5833 - 40


-
Harris

505/7758, 7771 - 73

-
Martyr

658/10341 - 43


-
Clark

659/10344


-
McGregor
OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

None

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.9.1
Objectors expressed concerns about potential effects of employment use in this locality on grounds of the Bedhampton Local Gap, flooding, residential amenity and traffic issues.  However, the Council deleted the Local Gap designation from the Plan as they accept there is not a clearly identifiable break between Havant and Bedhampton.  Moreover, whilst the Environment Agency identifies part of the site as being within the tidal floodplain, the Council indicate that the EA would be consulted on any application and would thus be able to appraise whether the proposal would avoid or mitigate any flood risk.  I note that the EA accept that the presence of the Indicative Flood Plain does not prevent the area at risk from being used for parking or open space providing any infrastructure is designed to ensure there would be no loss of flood storage or impedance of flow.  I consider this aspect of the site could be highlighted in the accompanying text with other potential constraints.

12.9.2 With regard to residential amenity, the Council indicate that the area is presently used for open storage by the Portsmouth Water Co. and has a railway to its north, the waterworks to the west and the Hermitage stream and open land to its south.  The eastern boundary has a job centre and two dwellings.  Although the job centre is to be used for housing, I consider the area cannot be regarded as being primarily residential and in any event access is proposed from Marples Way to avoid passing housing on Palk Road.  Moreover, the layout will need to demonstrate it would be compatible with any existing nearby uses including housing, and the design concept statement suggests it should be for B1 employment use, which is appropriate near housing.  The crossing over the Hermitage Stream and Solent Way pedestrian route would also require sensitive treatment.

12.9.3 On the matter of access, it is stated that the access is to be from Marples Way rather than Palk Road, with the latter being used for pedestrian/cycle traffic and as an emergency access.  Highways consultants for the Council conclude that the roads in the locality can accommodate the additional traffic in a safe manner and that the expenditure required would not preclude the development proceeding.  It is apparent that this road would also serve the EMP1.12 site and the landowner accepts that the developer would bear the full cost of its provision with no funding being provided from the public purse.  The site is effectively within the built-up area and adjacent to Bedhampton railway station and it is therefore regarded as being highly sustainable site for employment purposes and has my support.

RECOMMENDATION

12.9.4
That the Plan be modified by adding a reference in the text to the need for consultation with the Environment Agency in connection with potential flood risk and that the proposed access crossing over the Hermitage Stream and Solent Way pedestrian route would also require sensitive treatment.  
12.10
Policy EMP 1.14 –Land at Broadmarsh

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

37/7090-7094


-
Moon

Hampshire Greenfield Alliance

78/5266-5268


-
Webb

W Bedhampton Res Assoc

183/5774-5776


-
Marshall
Bosmere Hundred

232/6721-6722


-
Wood

240/6434-6436


-
Environment Agency

242/5953-5955


-
Gowen

357/6472



-
Johnson
HWT

505/7492-7495


-
Martyr

536/10133-10136

-
Langstone Harbour Board

538/8473-8478


-
RSPB

543/11341-11342

-
Linden Developments

550/10727-10730

-
R L Stubbs & Clients

552/10102-10103

-
Hampshire & IoW Wildlife Trust

672/10815-10819

-
Hollins

831/11680-11681

-
Davies

English Nature
OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

538/13498-13499

-
RSPB

552/14466


-
Hampshire & IoW Wildlife Trust

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.10.1
It is apparent that this site comprises reclaimed land that was filled with refuse.  It was used for a football pitch for at least a decade until 1998 when the Council resolved to cease its use due to the substandard surface affecting their ability to honour the lettings of the pitch.  I understand the fill material included glass which can rise to the surface, also settlement affects the drainage, causing puddling and the area suffers from dog fouling and unauthorised use by motorcyclists and travellers.  I thus accept that the nature of the land results in it being unsuitable for use as a football pitch.

12.10.2 Several objectors considered it should remain available for informal recreational purposes as part of the Broadmarsh Coastal Park.  The Council consider the site is remote and would not therefore be used, stating “its relative isolation means that its loss for informal recreation would not be an issue”.  However, it occurs to me that the site’s location is equally relevant to the proposed employment use.  Whilst I have accepted there is a need to allocate more land for employment use, there is also an acknowledged shortfall of Open Space in the Borough and competing needs have to be balanced against each other.

12.10.3
The site adjoins the southern side of the A27(T), and has access from Harts Farm Way, which links into the Trunk road.  This road itself suffers from localised subsidence and the wider road network has some inadequacies.  The Council have commissioned a study to identify the extent of highway works required to accommodate the additional traffic that would be generated by employment development in the Broadmarsh area, but the results were not available to the Inquiry.  Whilst there is an intention to create cycle routes to link the site with residential areas to the north of the A27(T), the locality is more remote from residential areas than other employment allocations.  Furthermore, despite the exceptional case that is argued for allocating development in the Strategic Gap, and its position in the A27(T)/A3(M) corridor, I do not consider it to be either so well located to areas of recognised need or as potentially capable of being assimilated as Dunsbury Hill Farm.

12.10.4 The site lies west of the Hermitage Stream, which separates it from the main Broadmarsh Industrial Area where other sizeable employment allocations are made.  I note that the mound at the eastern part of the site is proposed for retention as open space with a public vantage point, served by the existing car park.  Development would thus be confined to the lower western part of the site and the Council suggest the Plan could depict this.  However. that would further remove the employment use from the main body of the Broadmarsh Industrial Estate and represent a physical intrusion into the Havant Strategic Gap, which at this point is already much eroded by a major road intersection.  

12.10.5 Whilst development would thus avoid the most prominent part of the site, the value of the eastern part as a view point would be seriously diminished by erecting employment development alongside it, placing commercial structures in the immediate vista.  The proposed employment buildings would thus encroach unacceptably into the Strategic Gap, and appear as a prominent commercial enclave when viewed from the east.  Development would also interrupt the present open views towards Langstone Harbour from the extensively used intersection of the A3(M) with the A27(T) to the north and west.  It would also be visible from the Coastal Park to the south, from where it would appear as an isolated and intrusive development in an otherwise open area.  Indeed, despite its sensitive location, the Council’s Design Concept Statement suggests heightening its visibility by siting a focal point structure at the western end that would be prominent from the surrounding road network.  I conclude that the site’s proximity to and visibility from the public highway network, the Coastal Park and the adjacent open space would result in commercial buildings erected thereon being unduly visually prominent and intrusive features in the Strategic Gap.

12.10.6 In addition, the western part of the site is recognised as a Brent Goose grazing area close to Langstone Harbour, which, together with Chichester Harbour is of international importance as an overwintering/ feeding area for the species.  European statutes safeguard the integrity of such areas and prescribe that development should not be permitted to destroy these internationally important areas unless its effects can be mitigated.  The Council indicate that the part of the site proposed for development measures about 4ha.  Whilst they agree it is identified as of “high importance”, they maintain that compensatory measures could be provided on parts of the Coastal Park between Harts Farm Way and the harbour edge that are of “low to moderate importance”.  It is evident that those areas of land are themselves already used by Brent Geese and the general public.  However, the Council argue that changed management could improve the habitat they currently provide.  This would entail a different grass-mowing regime, erection of fencing and restriction of the public use, particularly by dog walkers, during the winter months.  Alternatively they suggest other (unidentified) land exists on which to replace this habitat.

12.10.7 Hampshire County Council recommended the western part of the site for SINC status, but the Council omitted this as they excluded sites that do not have a permanent intrinsic nature conservation value.  I accept that decision was made as the habitat (ie grass) is not rare or irreplaceable.  Moreover, they considered that by extending SINC designations to all such areas it would dilute the SINC status and place unnecessary constraints on wide areas of land.  Nevertheless, Havant are party to the Brent Goose Strategy which recognises the important feeding sites outside the inter-tidal habitats of the harbours of South East Hampshire.  It acknowledges that any proposals for development need to have regard to the effect on Brent Geese habitats, in consultation with English Nature.  The Inquiry has afforded the opportunity for consultation with relevant bodies and has provided a forum to assess the data available.

12.10.8 Objectors indicate the site forms an important adjunct to the Langstone/ Chichester Harbour Special Protection Area (SPA).  Although an Environmental Assessment is required under EU Habitat Regulations, none has been done.  The Council advanced some additional wording for the accompanying text to the policy, recognising this requirement, but I consider the onus falls on the Council to take a precautionary approach and demonstrate there would be no adverse effect.  However, the habitat would not be maintained as employment use would result in the permanent loss of an important feeding area for Brent Geese and I remain unconvinced that the Council’s suggested mitigation measures are either satisfactory or practical, as they would necessarily curtail public use of the Coastal Park.  I therefore conclude the development would result in an unacceptable loss of important habitat close to the Langstone Harbour SPA.  I find this, together with the intrusion of development into the Strategic Gap, the loss of open space in an area of acknowledged shortage, and the availability of other employment land nearby, combine to override any justified need to allocate this site for commercial use.

12.10.9 Although concern was expressed about the possibility of tidal flooding, I consider that this is based on outdated contour maps and fails to take account of changes to the ground levels that have taken place due to filling.  I have had regard to all the other matters raised by objectors but conclude there are none that outweigh those upon which my recommendation is based.

RECOMMENDATION
12.10.10
That the Plan be modified by the deletion of the policy and its associated text.


12.11
Policy EMP1.15 - Land between A27(T) and Railway, Emsworth

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

 47/5261-5264

-
Habershon

 66/5528-5532

-
Tuppen

105/5482

-
King

184/5920-5925

-
Smith

189/5859-5964

-
Leighton

190/5891-5896

-
Kerley

307/7144-7150

-
Taylor

322/5851-5853

-
Skeens

339/6773-6778

-
Corrigan

340/6757-6762

-
Newell

341/6737-6741

-
Newell

354/7274-7277

-
Hayes

476/7827-7829

-
Oakley

479/7329-7331

-
Sweeney

600/8152

-

Patten

616/8918-8925, 10281
-
Hill

638/9911-9914

-
Hayes

639/8851-8859

-
Hill

640/8860-8868

-
Hill

642/8895-8902, 8904
-
Curry

671/10807-10810
-
Coote

690/10180

-
Courtney

705.10847-10849
-
Lewis

779/9980-9992, 9997
-
Jones, Emsworth Residents Association

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

561/14262-14264
-
Jupp

569/13490

-
Gammans & Harrison

ISSUE

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use. 

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.11.1
The site was included in the First Deposit of the Plan for an employment site of 5.8 hectares.  The Authority commissioned Mott MacDonald consultants to evaluate the transport issues relating to the new employment areas identified within the First Deposit of the Plan.  The consultant’s report considered three options for accessing the site.  Option 1 was a new link from Horndean Road, passing to the north of the housing on Cold Harbour Farm Road and then crossing under the A27 Trunk Road. Option 2 proposed a new interchange providing direct access from the A27.  The option would have required the closure of the access and egress to the existing service area and the construction of a new link road to the service area.  Option 3 was a new link road created into the site from the south west, from the A259 near its junction with the A27 Trunk Road.  The scheme required the provision of a new bridge over the railway line with extensive approach earthworks. The consultant’s conclusion was that all three options would render the site unviable because of their cost implications.  Consequently, the site was removed from the Revised Deposit of the Plan. 

12.11.2
The consultants did look at the possibility of using the existing New Brighton Road access but concluded that such a junction, between the railway and A27 Trunk Road height restricted bridges, would render access by larger vehicles impossible.  The landowner objected to the site’s removal and commissioned planning and highway consultants to promote the site’s inclusion for employment and/or housing use.  Although some objectors also supported residential use, I have considered and rejected the housing use of the land.  

12.11.3
During the Inquiry, it was agreed between the Council and objector that an access to the land for employment use, can be achieved by modifying the approved traffic signalised junction off New Brighton Road serving the Interbridges site (proposed in planning application 02/54901/003).  As there are height restrictions on Horndean Road due to the low bridges carrying the railway and A27(T) over the carriageway, the employment area could only be serviced by “smaller” heavy commercial vehicles.  It was also agreed that both the proposed access and the local highway network could satisfactorily cater for the traffic likely to be generated from the potential employment use in terms of capacity, operation and safety. 

12.11.4
The Council accept that the potential employment use development is well located and has good accessibility to housing, shops and services by modes other than the car as it adjoins the station and has a footpath traversing it.  The Master Plan submitted by the objector indicates that the site would be developed as “an overlong cul-de-sac” (over 200m in length).  This reduces its permeability and creates a requirement to provide an emergency vehicle access which could only realistically be to the westbound carriageway of the A27(T) via the approved service area also proposed on this land.  The Highways Agency, (authority for the trunk road) have given their approval in principle to the provision of such an emergency vehicle access and it has also been agreed with the emergency services.  Accordingly, the Council have indicated their acceptance to the re-allocation of the land for employment use.

12.11.5 The Residents Association indicated that Emsworth is an area of low unemployment and that hence further employment allocations are not required here.  However, I subscribe to the Council’s assertion that it is desirable to provide a spread of locations for new employment opportunities across the Borough.  Moreover, the allocations are not only required to assist in reducing unemployment levels, but also to reduce out-commuting and to provide opportunities to increase the supply of modern industries and workplaces.  I consider that as Emsworth has no significant employment area, the re-allocation of this site for employment use would address both the latter intentions.  

12.11.6 Some objectors expressed concerns about the impact on the flora and fauna and potential implications for flooding.  The Council advise me that investigations have found nothing of any significance on the land.  My own visit does not lead me to question that finding as the majority is devoted to rough pony pasture and perimeter hedgerows can be retained and reinforced to replace any internal planting that may need to be removed.  With regard to flood risk, I am satisfied that a Flood Risk Assessment would be required and conditions and legal agreements can be imposed to avoid worsening any flooding below or above the site, or to attenuate any risk of flooding on the land itself. 

12.11.7 Although the land lies within the defined Strategic Gap in the adopted Local Plan, it was accepted by the Council as being a “rounding-off” of development up to the A27(T), whilst still retaining an adequate separation between Emsworth and Havant.  I generally agree with that finding particularly as the dual carriageway traversing the Gap is a more prominent feature than the railway.  However, rather than defining the edge of the Gap along the northern side of the road, I consider the southern boundary would be better, whereby it could incorporate the highway margin, which is quite broad in places.  I also consider a planting screen along the site’s northern boundary would help reinforce the edge of the Gap and screen any proposed buildings.  It also occurs to me that the approved service station within the site could usefully be resited towards the western end to enable the access road to the employment uses to be foreshortened.  However, I merely make the comment as an observation in view of the planning commitment. 

12.11.8
Finally, whilst some objectors suggested the land could be used for allotments, I am aware that whilst there is a surfeit of allotments in the Borough there is a strong demand for employment land.  Thus, whilst allotment use would be satisfactory in principle, its utilisation for employment use would be more clearly beneficial.  Although the area is subject to road traffic noise, I do not regard employment uses to be so sensitive to its harmful effects as housing particularly in relation to sleep disturbance and the use of outside spaces.  Hence, I am satisfied that satisfactory attenuation can be incorporated into the building designs.  On the matter of potential harm to amenities of the housing and educational uses to the south of the site, I am satisfied that they are already separated from the site by the railway.  Moreover, the site access would be constructed parallel to that and thus the proposed employment buildings would be set some distance from them.  In any event, the Council have powers at their disposal to ensure that any future occupiers do not emit sounds or smells that would be injurious to amenities.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.11.9
That the Plan be modified by:

a) reinstating Policy EMP1.15, with appropriate accompanying text;

b) redefining the Strategic Gap boundary along the southern side of the A27(T), incorporating the highway margin together with sufficient area for a landscape buffer.

12.12 
Policy EMP1.16 – Land to the north and east of the Hayling Billy Business Centre, Furniss Way, Hayling Island

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

114/5491-5495

-
Tott, Hayling Residents Association

240/6433

-
Environment Agency

871/12971-12973
-
Hayling Island Builders

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

None

ISSUE:

Whether the land is appropriate for employment use

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.12.1
The allocation provides for about 0.9ha of employment land by extending the existing industrial estate eastwards and northwards, thereby more than doubling its size.  The Residents Association questioned the need for an employment allocation here and pointed to sites that have been vacant for years and examples of commercial sites where housing has been permitted, despite the existence of a policy to resist such losses.  However, the Council referred to the Borough-wide requirement for further employment land that has been demonstrated by studies undertaken on their behalf.  In particular, the additional requirement is needed to address unemployment and out-commuting.  Also, they maintain the sites lost to housing were unsatisfactory locations due to poor accessibility and/or proximity to housing or they comprised poor buildings that were unsuitable or unviable for employment reuse.  The new allocation would afford the opportunity to provide modern structures that are attractive to employers and in short supply.

12.12.2
Nevertheless, the latest available unemployment figures (2002) indicate the Island is not the blackspot that the Revised Deposit Plan portrays, as levels have fallen to1.6% -1.7%, whereby it is now in fact below the Borough average, showing levels that compare favourably with the County and Regional averages.  It is also apparent though that whilst about 60% of the economically active residents travel off the Island to work, workers from the mainland occupy 70% of the Island’s jobs.  Although the Council maintain that the allocation would help redress this, by providing opportunities for more jobs on the Island, there is no reason to believe that the same commuting pattern would not be replicated.  I do not consider it would attract mainland firms to the Island because it does not perform so favourably with the mainland as a sustainable location for development.  Indeed Mill Rythe site has been available for a decade and yet it is still not fully developed.  The site does however benefit from its proximity to West Town centre and the Hayling Billy cycleway/bridleway.

12.12.3
Whilst the Residents’ Association therefore favour a reduced allocation, Hayling Island Builders Ltd consider it should be expanded to include land to the west of the former railway.  Although they maintain that it would provide the opportunity of creating another access to Station Road, it would need to traverse the Hayling Billy route and introduce an unnecessary safety hazard due to the resulting conflict between cyclists/walkers/ horse riders and motorised transport.  One of the main arguments raised by the objector is the Council’s identification of the greatest demand being for units of 280sq m to 930sq m.  The objector maintains the allocated area is inadequate in size to provide a sufficient mix of units incorporating those of the floorspace identified by the Council.  However, I note those findings also refer to a requirement for easy access to the motorway/ major road network.  

12.12.4
As the site is classified as being in a poor or disadvantaged location and as nine of the existing units are 120sq m with one that is 180sq m, I conclude those parameters do not appear to apply to it nor indeed to Hayling Island.  Nevertheless, I consider an allocation of this size could accommodate larger premises should there be a demand.   I thus consider there is no justification for making a significantly larger employment allocation in this locality, but I accept there is a need to provide for new premises to meet employment demand on the Island and to replace that which has been lost to housing.  

12.12.5 The Residents’ Association favour a reduced allocation avoiding the proposed northerly extension and using only the area to the east of the existing road, Furniss Way.  Whilst this would curtail the northward march of a finger of development into an otherwise open area, it would still represent a visually intrusive northerly extension into an agricultural field that would not be contained or screened by any existing boundary feature.  The area is also identified in the Brent Goose Strategy as part of an important feeding area.  However, sightings are rare and I am satisfied with the Council’s assertion that mitigation measures can be employed in the locality particularly as the area forms a relatively small part of the overall habitat in West Hayling.

12.12.6
Having carefully considered the Council’s proposal and the alternatives put forward by the Residents Association and Hayling Island Builders, I have sought to provide a solution that provides a balance to what each seeks.  I consider the allocated area would lead to an unsatisfactory northerly extension of development into an otherwise open area.  However, having recommended deletion of the Reserve Housing site H5.5, I consider that area falls to be considered for potential employment use.  It adjoins an existing builders yard and would thus be a compatible use and provide a similar extent of land.  Although that site’s northern boundary also follows no existing feature on the ground, I consider development upon it would be visually less intrusive than the allocated site.  It would also be more satisfactory in terms of urban form with the development serving to mask the existing unsightly builders’ yard.  A planted screen could be provided along the northern boundary to mitigate the impact of the new development.  The area has potential to be linked by road through to Furniss Way by incorporating the southern tip of the area allocated in the Plan, whereby an alternative means of access could thus be provided to Station Road.  


RECOMMENDATIONS

12.12.7 That the Plan be modified by:

a) the deletion of the EMP1.16 allocation as depicted on the Proposals Map and replacing it with the area formerly depicted as Reserve Housing site H5.5, extended westwards to Furniss Way by including the southern tip of the area formerly allocated for employment use;

b) deleting the accompanying text and replacing it as appropriate, including reference to requirements for screen landscaping along the northern boundary, mitigation measures for Brent Geese and provision of a road through the site linking Furniss Way to Station Road.

12.13
Policy EMP2 – Developer Contributions towards the Implementation of the Broadmarsh Transportation Strategy

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

840/11264 – 11266(CW)

Xyratex (Havant International Limited)

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

515/14367(CW)



County Surveyor (Hampshire County Council)

929/13504(CW)



Highways Agency

OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

None

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.13.1 The policy and its written justification has been amended at the various stages of the Plan process to meet objectors’ comments and to reflect changing circumstances. The final version advanced in the Pre-Inquiry Change appears to have met all the various concerns raised and all objections have now been conditionally withdrawn.  

12.13.2
I consider that in these circumstances the Plan should be modified in accordance with the Pre-Inquiry Change.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.13.3
That the Plan be modified in accordance with the Pre-Inquiry Change.

12.14
Policy EMP 3 – Unneighbourly Industrial Uses 

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

73/6405, 6331


-
Griffiths (EMP3.1)

240/6432,240/6334

-
Environment Agency (EMP3.1)

555/8095-8100


-
IBM (EMP3.1)

840/11267-11268

-
Xyratex (Havant Int. Ltd) (EMP3.1)

242/5965-5968


-
Gowen (EMP3.2)

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

555/14126-14129

-
IBM United Kingdom Ltd (EMP3.1)

OBJECTIONS TO PRE-INQUIRY CHANGES

None

ISSUES:

ISSUE 1 - Whether due regard has been paid to tidal flood plain, SSSI and Nature Reserve designations. (240/6432, 840/11268, 555/14126-14129, 555/8100,555/8097,840/11267)
ISSUE 2 - Whether development would be detrimental to a key employment site and adjacent residential area. (73/6331, 73/6405, 242/5965-5968, 555/ 8089-8099, 555/8095-8096,840/11267 & 11268; 834/7942)

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.14.1
Although the EMP3.1 site is within an area depicted as being within an area at risk of tidal flooding, this is taken from the Environment Agency’s Maps and represents the best information available and may not have regard to changes in levels arising from tipping in this locality.  In any event, any proposal would be required to be accompanied by a Flood Risk assessment and be referred to the Environment Agency to ensure they are consistent with the East Solent Shoreline Management Plan.  

12.14.2
I consider this would provide adequate opportunity to ensure development would not be subject to flooding or unacceptably exacerbate the flood risk in the locality.  With regard to the conflict with SSSI and Nature Reserve boundaries, the Council advanced a Pre-Inquiry Change to amend the boundary of EMP3.1 on the Proposals Map to avoid the NC4 designation.  I consider the Change would satisfactorily answer the objection, but it appears to me that the site area mentioned in the policy should be altered correspondingly.

12.14.3
In the second issue, the EMP3.1 and 3.2 sites are part of the wider Broadmarsh Industrial Estate, with the former intended to accommodate the Council’s new works depot and Hampshire Waste Recycling Centre, while the latter adjoins Budds Farm Waste Water Treatment site.  These allocations are towards the western side of the estate and some distance from residential properties to the east.  Planning permission has been granted for the depot use and involves siting the office building on Penner Road to complement industrial buildings to the north and to provide screening to the yard.  

12.14.4
With regard to the site adjoining the Waste Water plant, I consider it is unlikely to be attractive to the high tech employment uses that are being sought generally in this locality.  Thus, I agree with the Council that an unneighbourly employment use could be appropriate for the site.  Nevertheless, as many such uses are sui generis, I consider that any proposal should be initially vetted to consider whether it is appropriate for the locality.  Any subsequent permission for development can be controlled by conditions and agreements to ensure the use does not aggravate any existing perceived nuisances to occupiers of commercial or residential properties arising from the present use, which is intended to remain in any event.

12.14.5 In connection with this policy, it is also important to read my conclusions regarding Policy EMP1.8 (see 12.8 above) which lead me to recommend it should be deleted, together with Policy EMP3.3.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.14.6 That the Plan be modified: 

a) in accordance with the Pre-Inquiry Change to the Proposals Map in connection with EMP3.1; together with a corresponding alteration to the size of the site referred to in the policy; 

b) by deleting Policy EMP3.3. 

12.15
Policy EMP 4.3 – Brockhampton Lane/ Solent Road, Havant

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

240/ 8370

-
Environment Agency
ISSUE

Should mention be made of the site being at the edge of a floodplain.

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.15.1
The Environment Agency have indicated that the eastern strip of the site adjoins a watercourse that has a functional flood plain.  The fact is identified on the Proposals Map and the Council indicate that any proposals in respect of the site would be referred to the EA for their comments.  The Council also consider the Flooding section of the Plan adequately covers the matter.  The site already contains development, and the policy relates to regeneration, environmental improvement and property development.  The matter of flood risk is just one of several constraints applicable to the site and is covered generally elsewhere in the Plan.  In the absence of any mention of the site’s other limitations I find a specific reference to flooding would be inappropriate.  

RECOMMENDATION

12.15.2
That no modification be made to the Plan.

12.16
Policy EMP6 – Protection of Land and Premises in Employment Use

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

143/5522-5527



Skipper

530/11396-11398


McCarthy & Stone Ltd

551/11760-11762


Consortium of Registered Social Landlords

563/8111-8112



McDonalds Restaurants Ltd

564/8120-8121



Southern Co-operative Society

570/8130-8131



Portfield Estate Co Ltd

773/10425



British Telecommunications

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

513/14431



GOSE

530/14136



McCarthy &Stone Ltd

566/14279-14283


B&Q

773/14176-14182


British Telecommunications

788/13667



North Havant Residents Association

840/14641-14642


Xyratex (Havant International Ltd)

ISSUE:

Whether the policy is sufficiently clear and flexible.
INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.16.1
The policy is aimed at preventing the loss of employment land and premises to other uses, which I support.  It was significantly rewritten in response to First Deposit objections and as the Revised Deposit version attracted further objections, the Council advanced a further redrafting of the policy and text as a Pre-Inquiry Change.  In general, I find the Change addresses most objections and introduces more flexibility and improved clarity and I shall therefore address the matters that I regard as remaining unresolved.

12.16.2
With regard to the policy, the Council indicate that proposals involving the loss of employment will be required to meet all the criteria.  Although I consider the use of semi colons between them and having the word and prior to the final criterion is sufficient to indicate the Council’s intent, I am not persuaded that the criteria are mutually exclusive.  Indeed, I cannot see any purpose in requiring a lengthy marketing exercise of premises that are demonstrably unviable or which have site/ access problems.  In these circumstances, I consider that and/or should be added after each criterion (except the last).  

12.16.3
The first criterion has been amended by the Change to delete any reference to “reasonable offer” and to reduce the marketing period from 2 years to 1 year.  However, whilst I have seen no explanation for the precision and it could thus be considered arbitrary, I accept the reduced time covers all seasons and is a realistic period within which to effectively gauge its marketability.  Moreover, it provides a degree of certainty, which is of benefit for all Plan users.

,

12.16.4
While some sought to specify examples of alternative beneficial uses that might be acceptable, I consider any such attempt would almost certainly be unlikely to cover all potential options, and therefore it is better left unqualified.  Nevertheless, the Council suggested that a further sentence could usefully be added to para 318, to take account of the advice in PPG3, that such land might be better used for housing or mixed use schemes.  Whilst I accept that accords with Government Guidance to utilise previously developed land for housing, the question of reallocating employment land for housing is specifically targeted at authorities that have a surfeit of land designated for employment uses, which is clearly not the case in Havant.  In view of this and as sufficient housing allocations have been made in the Plan, I consider the Council could usefully prioritise alternative uses that provide jobs before considering housing.  I therefore propose an amendment to the wording advanced by the Council, introducing this. 

12.16.5
Finally, one objector correctly observed that the policy fails to take account of the situation where employment redevelopment is proposed that would involve the net loss of existing commercial floorspace where older style premises having high plot ratios and no parking spaces are involved.  The Council have advanced another sentence for inclusion in para 318, which, with minor amendments, I regard as providing the additional clarity sought regarding the application of the policy.

RECOMMENDATIONS

12.16.6
That the Plan be modified in accordance with the Pre-Inquiry Change, but also by:

a) adding and/or after each criterion (except the last).  

b)
adding the following sentence to para 318: When considering applications for the re-use of Class B industrial land and premises for other purposes, the Council will firstly have regard to the need to create further job opportunities and then to consider whether such sites might be better used for housing or mixed use developments.

c)
adding the following sentence to para 318: The provisions of this policy will not be applied to proposals for the redevelopment of existing premises to provide new Class B employment where this results in the net loss of existing floorspace arising from improved working/ amenity/ manoeuvring/ circulation/ parking space standards.

12.17
Policy EMP7 – Conversion and Change of Use

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

563/8113-8114

-
McDonalds Restaurants Ltd

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED DEPOSIT

None

ISSUE:

Should the policy be reworded to include land as well as premises 

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.17.1
The Council accept the objector’s point and concede that the policy would be improved by inclusion of a reference to land as well as premises.  I agree.

RECOMMENDATION

12.17.2
That the Plan be modified by inserting land or before premises in the policy and before buildings in the text.

12.18
Policy EMP8 – Problem Causing Employment Uses

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

328/7181-7185



-
Forster

358/12347-12348


-
Knight

359/12440-12445 & 12350-12352
-
Cole

360/12353-12355


-
Newman

361/12356-12358


-
Newman

458/9331-9333



-
Trodd

459/9340-9342



-
Pinker

460/9349-9351



-
Read

461/9322-9324



-
Read

462/9337-9339



-
Durley

463/9328-9330



-
Durley

464/9334-9336



-
Westlake

465/9325-9327



-
Morgan

466/9346-348



-
Westlake

467/9343-9345



-
Henderson

482/10698-10704


-
Duffin

483/10651-10654


-
Self

484/10660



-
Brooker

486/10667-10669


-
Churcher

487/10673



-
Comlay, North Havant Residents Assn.

488/10679-10681 & 11147

-
Wilson

489/13056



-
Townsend

491/11204



-
Mengham

519/12359-12361


-
Mitchell

788/12389-12391


-
Sutton, North Havant Residents Assn.

795/12369-12371


-
Rayner

796/12371-12373


-
Rayner

797/12374-12376


-
Payne

798/12377-12379


-
Bagley

799/12380-12382


-
Bagley

800/12383-12385


-
Blake

801/12386-12388


-
Mullins

803/12072-12074


-
Payne

806/12341-12343


-
Wylie

807/12344-12346


-
Austin

848/ 12363-12364


-
Sutton

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

848/13446
-



Sutton

ISSUE:

Should the policy make reference to the Wessex site, New Lane, Havant

INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.18.1
Although I note the vast majority of representations actually support the policy, the main tenet of those who record objections is to seek to have the Wessex site, New Lane, Havant cited as premises to which this policy applies.  However, as there is a specific policy (EMP1.3) concerning that site, the Council consider it is unnecessary to include a mention of it here.  I note also that another site which has a site specific policy (EMP1.2) has been deleted from the accompanying text, leaving mention only of Hambledon Road, Waterlooville.  Although there is a cross-reference linking that site to Policy WTC16, the policy has been deleted.  

12.18.2
In the absence of any further elaboration, it is unclear to me whether the policy is intended to be aimed at specific sites or the expression of a general objective.  If it is the former, site specific policies either already exist or could be reinstated.  If it is the latter, without any definite sites in mind, it becomes no more than a vague statement of intent that would be assessed by the Council when negotiating any development proposal involving planning gain.

12.18.3
In these circumstances, I consider it would duplicate existing policies or be so imprecise as to be of extremely limited utility.  In either case the policy appears unnecessary and I consider it should therefore be deleted.

RECOMMENDATION

12.18.4
That the Plan be modified by deleting the policy and accompanying text.

12.19
Policy EMP10 – Expansion of Existing Uses in the Countryside

OBJECTIONS TO FIRST DEPOSIT

357/6473

-

Johnson, HWT

552/10104-10105
-

Hampshire & IoW Wildlife Trust

554/8298-8300

-

Sparkes Boatyard

OBJECTIONS TO REVISED  DEPOSIT

None

ISSUES:

ISSUE 1 – Whether the policy conflicts with the Countryside Policy C1.
(357/6473, 552/10104-10105)

ISSUE 2 –Should there be specific provision for boatyards in the countryside.

(554/8298-8300)
INSPECTOR’S CONSIDERATION AND CONCLUSIONS

12.19.1
Objectors are concerned that, this policy directly conflicts with Policy C1, which seeks to protect the countryside and open coast from damaging development and ensuring that development in the countryside is appropriate and sensitive to its surroundings.  I note that the policy is aimed at permitting expansion or intensification of authorised employment uses in the countryside.  However, I agree with the objectors that this policy appears to fly in the face not only of the Council’s own countryside policies, but also national guidance, which aim to safeguard the countryside for its own sake.

12.19.2
I acknowledge that the policy sets out specific criteria to be met and that the justification in the accompanying text refers to the aim of avoiding the loss of existing businesses.  Nevertheless, I cannot countenance a general exceptions policy that carries a presumption in favour of employment development in the countryside.  

12.19.3
My conclusion is derived not only from advice in PPG1 and PPG7, but also due to the fact that there is relatively little countryside remaining in the District, which, to my mind, warrants a tightening of controls rather than a relaxation.  I understand the economic reasoning behind the policy, but I do not consider this should override the usually strict controls applicable to development in the countryside, that are universally accepted and understood.  That said, I consider there would be scope for the Council making exceptions to their countryside policy (C1) where there is strong justification for doing so and the character and appearance of the countryside would not be harmed.  I therefore consider Policy EMP10 should be deleted.

12.19.4
Turning to the second issue, the Council accepts that boatyards and yacht clubs located outside built-up areas represent a special case.  Accordingly, they have agreed with objectors who maintain that there should be a specific policy to cover such developments.  They have advanced an additional Employment policy in this regard, which I regard as satisfactorily meeting the objector’s concerns.  I regard the additional policy as an appropriate means of addressing employment at boatyards and marinas, recognising both their geographical restrictions and economic importance.  I have thus incorporated the new policy and text (with minor amendments) in my recommendation.

RECOMMENDATIONS
12.19.5 That the Plan be modified by

a) deleting policy EMP10;

b) inserting a new policy concerning marine related employment as follows:

Policy EMP ** - Marine Related Employment Uses

Planning permission will be granted for marine related development and redevelopment at the following locations on Hayling Island;


Sparks Marina


Northney Marina


Wilson’s Boatyard


Hayling Yacht Company

Provided that:

i. it relates to boat-building, repair, maintenance, fitting-out chandlery and other ancillary uses; and

ii. it is appropriate in scale, siting, design and layout to its surroundings; and

iii. it does not adversely affect the character of the area.

Text

Sailing is an important income and employment generating activity as Hayling Island contains internationally recognised boatyards and marinas.  Sailing regattas take place in and around the Island throughout the year and contribute to the waterfront character.  Expansion of the existing boatyards and marinas will be encouraged providing this can be achieved without causing harm to interests of acknowledged importance.  

Changes of use of boatyards and marinas to other uses not requiring access to the water will not be permitted except where this is necessary to support marine related uses.  

Permissions for new buildings and extensions will have conditions imposed to restrict their use to marine related purposes. 
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