5.  Economy and employment

5.1 PARAGRAPH 4.5

Objection

002/0006 

Issue

5.1.1 This is whether a policy to encourage home working and tele-working should be added, in support of the sustainable development strategy.

Conclusions

5.1.2 It is difficult to predict the extent to which changes in telecommunications and information technology will affect people’s lifestyles and the physical environment. The plan acknowledges the significance of such change in para 1.17.  High levels of home working and tele-working could have the beneficial effect of reducing the demand for travel in the future.  Para 4.5 of the CDP indicates that opportunities created by technological change will be embraced.  This is as far as the plan can go at this time.

Recommendation

5.1.3 That no modification be made.

5.2 POLICY E1 – OVERALL ECONOMY AND EMPLOYMENT STRATEGY

Objection

063/0329

Issue

5.2.1 This is whether the definitions of employment land, employment uses and employment sites in para 4.11 should be qualified to acknowledge the importance of retail, leisure and tourism to existing and future job prospects in the City.

Conclusions

5.2.2 The main purpose of para 4.11 is to describe precisely the industrial and business uses, which are the principal subject matter of this chapter and are covered by Classes B1, B2 and B8 of the Use Classes Order 1987.  Para 4.11 does this clearly and concisely.  Other economic sectors, which contribute to wealth and job creation, are covered elsewhere in the CDP.  In particular, Chapter 5 deals with shopping and Policy E3 concerns leisure and tourism.  Nevertheless, for the benefit of the lay reader, it would be helpful if the contribution of other economic sectors, which fall outside the planners’ definition of employment land and employment uses, was acknowledged at this introductory stage of the chapter. 

Recommendations

5.2.3 That no modification be made to Policy E1.

5.2.4 That para 4.11 be modified by the proposed change and to explain that many economic activities and jobs are located on land not identified in planning terms as employment land (use classes B1-B8), and that these activities, such as retailing, leisure and tourism, health, education and public administration, are covered by other chapters of the plan.

5.3 POLICY E2 – CONSOLIDATING AND STRENGTHENING THE CITY’S EXISTING ECONOMIC BASE

Objections

063/0330

140/0840

Issues

5.3.1 These are:

(i) Whether the policy and proposals go far enough to assist existing employers to modernise, expand and relocate, especially those in manufacturing and in small and medium sized businesses;

(ii) Whether the policy gives sufficient consideration for the needs of disabled people to establish small businesses and find employment, and to gain access to employment land and buildings;

(iii) Whether it is justifiable for para 4.14 to say that the fall in the percentage of people employed in manufacturing has stabilised.

Conclusions

5.3.2 On the first issue, the policies and proposals for local businesses were addressed at the Employment Land RTS.  Conclusions on these discussions are included in Chapter 2.  In summary, the plan identifies a sufficient number of principal employment sites suitable for regional and local sector enterprises, bearing in mind the potential for additional land from recycling existing employment land and the likely availability of small sites of less than 1ha.

5.3.3 On the second issue, it is important that disabled people should be able to establish businesses and find and undertake suitable employment, as well as gain access to workplaces in a physical sense.  The second of the plan’s three strategic objectives, as described in para 2.2, indicates that the objectors’ general concern is shared by the Council.   The proposed changes to the CDP add a specific reference to the employment needs of disabled persons in para 4.47, and no further mention is necessary.

5.3.4 On the third issue, para 4.14 qualifies the remarks on stabilisation of employment in manufacturing by reference to “current indications”.  The CDP refers to the Annual Employment Survey 1995.  More recent data from the Office of National Statistics made available to the Employment Land RTS suggests that employment in manufacturing in Coventry was 29,800 in 1993, 31,600 in 1996 and 32,100 in 1997.  These later data support the notion of stabilisation and the text in para 4.14.

Recommendation

5.3.5 That no modification be made.

5.4 POLICY E3 – DIVERSIFICATION OF THE LOCAL ECONOMY

Objections

063/0331, 2050, 2051 

140/0841 

151/1093 

165/2395 

FPC16 proposes a minor change to Policy E3.

Issues

5.4.1 These are whether the policy:

(i) Should be included in the explanatory text, or re-worded to aid clarity and give better guidance to prospective applicants for planning permission;

(ii) Might lead to the diversification of the local economy at the expense of manufacturing industry;

(iii) Would give sufficient consideration for the needs of disabled people to establish small businesses and find employment, and to gain access to employment land and buildings;

(iv) Should address the question of non-employment uses on sites identified for or last used for employment 

Conclusions

5.4.2 On the first issue, Policy E3 is a statement of intent, which provides the rationale for the permissive policies E4, E5, SCL2 and SCL3, to which it cross-refers.  Planning Policy Guidance highlights the need to broaden local economies and pay attention to continued economic development, but these considerations do not provide legitimacy for the policy as specified.  The importance and role of diversification to the economic strategy for the City has already been stated in Policy E1.  Policy E3 adds little or nothing to the strategic statement, and repeats elements of policies which arise later in the plan.  The difficulties associated with the precise wording of the first sentence in Policy E3, which have led the Council to propose changes and further changes, have arisen because the policy does not give clear guidance on land use matters. 

5.4.3 On the second issue, Policy E3 and para 4.17 mention new technology industries, and these are likely to include new manufacturing.  The thrust of the policies on employment and the economy favours strengthening and consolidation as well as diversification.  However, the policy could imply that newer are preferred to traditional industries.  The possibility of such a misunderstanding adds support to the argument in favour of making this policy part of the text.

5.4.4 On the third issue, this is similar to an objection made to Policy E2.  Para 2.2 and the proposed change to para 4.47 of the CDP deal satisfactorily with this matter.  On the fourth issue, para 4.19a in the proposed changes summarises the essential content of Policies E7 to E9, and should not be expected to give the full details of the policies.  Policies E7, E8 and E9 rather than Policy E3 should deal with the circumstances in which land allocated or previously used for employment purposes might be used for other purposes.

Recommendations

5.4.5 That Policy E3 be deleted.  

5.4.6 That the text in para 4.16 should be extended to incorporate the essence of the material in Policy E3.

5.4.7 That FPC 16 should not be made.

5.4.8 That the proposed change be made, to add para 4.19a.

5.5 POLICY E4 – HOTELS, CONFERENCE AND TRAINING ACCOMMODATION

Objections

140/0843

165/1134

FPC8 proposes a minor change to para 4.21.

Issues

5.5.1 These are:

(i) Whether the policy gives sufficient consideration to the needs of disabled people for safe and convenient access to hotels, conference and training accommodation;

(ii) Whether the wording in Policy E4 and para 4.21 should be altered in the interests of greater clarity.

Conclusions

5.5.2 The Council is sympathetic to the accessibility needs of disabled people, including the needs of blind and partially sighted people to travel independently and in safety, without always relying on special transport.  The Council’s proposed changes to the plan include a Policy OS11, which is designed to ensure that new buildings and the spaces about them provide for access through and use by disabled people.  Detailed guidance is to be given on this matter by way of supplementary planning guidance.  Policy OS11, as proposed to be modified, would address the objection satisfactorily.

5.5.3 On the second issue, I agree with the criticism of the expression “Proposals will be encouraged…” in the last sentence of Policy E4.  It is not clear how land use policies will encourage hotels, conference and training accommodation in the specified locations.  However, proposals for developments in or adjacent to the City Centre and major district centres are most likely to fulfil the second criterion, being accessible by a choice of means of transport.  It would be clearer if the policy made that point and omitted the reference to encouragement.

5.5.4 The proposed change to para 4.21 is ambiguous as to whether the “substantial indoor leisure facilities” refer to hotel developments or the city and major district centres.  The Council has proposed a further change which makes clear that the leisure facilities should relate to hotel developments. 

Recommendations

5.5.5 Modify Policy E4 so that the last sentence reads:

Locations within or immediately adjacent to the City Centre and the major district centres are most likely to fulfil the criterion for good accessibility by a choice of means of transport.

5.5.6 Modify para 4.21 in accordance with the proposed changes and FPC8.

5.6 POLICY E5 – OFFICE DEVELOPMENT

Objection

140/0844

Issue

5.6.1 This is whether the policy gives sufficient consideration to the needs of disabled people for safe and convenient access to offices.

Conclusions

5.6.2 The objection is similar in principle to an objection made to Policy E4.  The Council is sympathetic to the accessibility needs of disabled people, including the needs of blind and partially sighted people to travel independently and in safety, without always relying on special transport.  The Council’s proposed changes to the plan include Policy OS11, which is designed to ensure that new buildings and the spaces about them provide for access through and use by disabled people.  Detailed guidance is to be given on this matter by way of supplementary planning guidance.  These changes would address the issue in dispute more successfully than alterations to Policy E5.

Recommendation

5.6.3 That no modification be made.

5.7 POLICY E6 – SMALL AND MEDIUM SIZED ENTERPRISES

Objections

063/0332, 2052

127/0734

140/0842

151/1094

158/1029

Issues

5.7.1 These are whether the policy:

(i) Should be omitted as it represents a statement of intent or is not a land use policy.

(ii) Should refer specifically to Area Co-ordination Areas in the text of para 4.24

(iii) should recognise the growth in activity and the contribution to the future economy from people operating hobbies, micro-businesses, voluntary and community businesses, and afford them greater freedom from development control;

(iv) Gives sufficient consideration for the needs of disabled people to establish small businesses and find employment, and to gain access to employment land and buildings;

(v) Should refer to the Council’s role as landowner and its ability to ensure, in disposing of its land assets that a range of affordable sites and premises are available for the relocation and expansion of small and medium sized businesses.

Conclusions

5.7.2 On the first issue, PPG12 Annex A explains that development plans should set out policies for the development and use of land, and for development control.  Para 1.6 of PPG12 advises that planning decisions to build or change a use must be considered against clearly set out criteria.  However, it is not clear in this policy what criteria would be applied in the case of an application for development to provide a small or medium sized enterprise, which might not be applied to other industrial/commercial applications.  I conclude that, though the policy expresses a very good intention, and describes management arrangements for the formation of partnerships to promote these types of enterprise, nevertheless it is not a clear land use policy.

5.7.3 On the second issue, the point is adequately covered by the reference to disadvantaged groups in para 4.24, and to employment and training initiatives to assist the priority neighbourhoods in Policy E12.  Turning to the third issue, the Use Classes Order 1987 permits a certain amount of business use in residential areas, so long as there is no detriment to the amenity of those areas.  Hobbies, micro-businesses, voluntary and community activities, which were not harmful to the living conditions of neighbours, would be permitted to flourish under this regime.  Policy E6 would not be unduly restrictive to the activities which have been highlighted.  On the needs of disabled people, the proposed new Policy OS11 and forthcoming supplementary planning guidance would deal more prominently and effectively with this objection.

5.7.4 On the fifth issue, the Council proposed a change to the wording of para 4.25 to convey the message that it was a landowner and would work with other landowners and developers to identify suitable sites.  However, as reported in Chapter 2 of this report, the CDP identifies a sufficient quantity of land for future employment purposes, including land suitable for the local sector.  There is no need for the Council to make a general commitment to identify sites in its ownership for small and medium enterprises. 

Recommendations

5.7.5 That Policy E6 be deleted and the contents added to para 4.24.

5.7.6 That the proposed change to para 4.25 be made.

5.8 policy e7 – principal employment sites

Objections

Policy E7 objections concerned with the range and quantity of employment land have been reported in Chapter 2.  Those referring to other matters dealt with here are:

068/0365

121/2241

132/0767[CW]

FPC35 applies.

Issues

5.8.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy should indicate that A3 uses are appropriate on land identified for industrial and business purposes;

(ii) The highway implications of developing principal employment sites should be referred to in the policy or supporting text;

(iii) The figure for employment land supply and land required over the plan period are recorded correctly.

Conclusions

5.8.2 On the first issue, Policy S11 of the CDP, Catering Outlets, advises that A3 uses should be located within defined centres and employment areas.  Policy E7 is concerned with substantial and available sites for B1, B2 and B8 uses.  It would be inappropriate to make specific reference to the possible role of A3 uses on employment sites in this context.

5.8.3 On the second issue, the Highways Agency is concerned about the possible effect of major development on trunk roads and motorways.  Proposed changes to the plan include a new para 6.7(a), which advises that the Council will co-operate with the objector to ensure that safety and efficiency on these road networks is not compromised.  I have recommended that the proposed modification to add this paragraph be made.

5.8.4 On the third issue, the Council acknowledges that there is a typographical error in the last sentence of para 4.28 of the CDP.  FPC35 confirms that the employment land figure is 208ha.  In Chapter 11, I recommend changes to Policy CC32 and to the Proposals Map in respect of the Parkside 3 site.  For the sake of consistency, Policy E7 should be changed to omit Site 6 (2ha), and the land supply figures in paras 4.29 and 4.31 should be amended accordingly. 

Recommendations 

5.8.5 That Policy E7 be modified in accordance with FPC35 and FPC51 and to omit Site 6, Parkside 3 – 2.0ha.

5.8.6 That the Proposals Map be modified in accordance with FPC2 and FPC51. 

5.8.7 That paragraphs 4.28-4.32, 4.36 and 4.37 be modified as in the proposed changes and as further revised in FPC35 and also to reflect the omission of Parkside 3.

5.9 POLICY E8 – SITE RESERVED FOR THE EXPANSION OF JAGUAR/FORD CARS

Objection

148/0925

Issues

5.9.1 These are:

(i) Whether there are exceptional circumstances which would justify a change to the Green Belt boundary, to include the land at Browns Lane reserved for the expansion of Jaguar/Ford cars;

(ii) Whether the land reserved for expansion should be identified as such on the CDP Proposals Map.

Conclusions

5.9.2 The land at Browns Lane adjacent to the existing Jaguar/Ford site has been reserved for expansion since 1975.  Though the company has not needed to expand at this location for some 25 years, I accept that Jaguar/Ford is a very important business, which plays a key role in the economy of the City.  Successful industry is commonly characterised by continuous change and an ability to respond rapidly to external factors.  The Council does not wish to risk losing the company from this site because it would be constrained from growing on to adjoining land.  In 1992, the Government Office for the West Midlands advised the Council that, if the development needs of Jaguar were to be recognised, the site should be kept out of the Green Belt and protected by strong development control policies.  There have been no changes to Green Belt policy guidance in the last few years to alter that approach.   

5.9.3 PPG2 para 2.6 advises that once the general extent of a Green Belt has been approved, it should be altered only in exceptional circumstances.  This guidance covers this situation where the Green Belt might be widened as well as situations where it would be reduced in extent.  If the site at Browns Lane were included in the Green Belt, any future use for industrial purposes would be inappropriate and the flexibility for the company to expand quickly could be impaired.  There are no exceptional circumstances, which would justify a change in Green Belt boundaries in this locality at this time.

5.9.4 The site has been adequately protected from development by Green Space policies of the UDP in the past, and the CDP Policy GE9 should continue to provide the necessary protection, until the site might be required by Jaguar/Ford.  The site is an attractive and open area of countryside which adjoins Green Belt land.  PPG7, para 2.14 advises that the countryside should be safeguarded for its own sake and the quality of the whole countryside enriched.  Para 2.3 describes the guiding principle in the countryside that development should both benefit economic activity and maintain or enhance the environment.  Bearing in mind these factors, the site at Browns Lane should not be available for development, other than for the very specific purposes described in Policy E8.

5.9.5 Turning to the second issue, the policy and Proposals Map is clear that the land is reserved for development related to the long term operation of Jaguar/Ford cars.  Protection of the land in the meantime because of its amenity value is confirmed in the text.

Recommendation

5.9.6 That no modification be made.

5.10 POLICY E9 – REDEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING EMPLOYMENT SITES

Objections

015/0043

032/0205, 2061

038/0242

055/0295

062/0322, 0324 

063/0334

068/0366

071/0405

094/0569

095/0587

104/0628 

134/0783, 0784, 2447

137/0826 

148/0926 

177/1188

Issues

5.10.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is too restrictive and should be more flexible in dealing with proposals for change of use on former employment sites;

(ii) The proposed changes to para 4.43 make the policy too restrictive by overlooking the fact that some sites may become obsolescent;

(iii) The policy should be re-drafted in a positive form, and/or as a criteria based policy for the assessment of proposals on land previously used for employment purposes;

(iv) The policy is sufficiently supportive of Coventry’s manufacturing industries and the needs of small and medium enterprises;

(v) The phrase “quasi-employment uses” should be changed or redefined;

(vi) The policy would be made clearer and more precise if the word “normally” were omitted;

(vii) Sites of less than 1ha should be excluded from the policy;

(viii) Specific sites should be excluded from Policy E9 and, in the event of them being vacant, should be allocated for other development purposes.

Conclusions

First issue

5.10.2 I agree with the Council that there has to be a sustained supply of employment sites in Coventry to consolidate, strengthen and diversify the economic base of the City.  Chapter 2 of this report confirms that a sufficient land supply will depend upon a combination of: (i) securing a range of new sites, (ii) retaining existing employment land and (iii) recycling the majority of land currently in employment use when it becomes available for redevelopment.  When sites previously in employment use in Coventry become available for redevelopment, the evidence is that there is often pressure for a change of use.  The UDP’s Policy E14: Retention of Employment Land aimed to resist those changes and was similar in purpose to the policy now under consideration.  

5.10.3 The CDP seeks to provide some 45ha of employment land from recycling currently unallocated sites in the plan period, 1998-2011.  Failure to promote this level of recycling could result in more greenfield sites being used for employment land, possibly in less accessible locations for the prospective workforce than current sites.  A firm policy is justified to resist the loss to other uses of former employment land, if the land recycling target is to be achieved.  

5.10.4 Arguments against the policy are that it:

(a) fails to recognise the employment generating benefits of other uses, notably retailing;

(b) could prevent appropriate and beneficial alternative reuses;

(c) would not accord with Government policy and Policy OS4, in respect of making the most efficient use and reuse of  land and buildings;

(d) could hinder the achievement of windfall housing targets.

5.10.5 It is alleged that some retail uses may have higher employment levels than industrial or business uses, and should be permitted.  Retail development does have value, and additional retail floorspace will be required in Coventry within the plan period.   However, the RTP Report (CD096) explains that new retail outlets do not usually generate net additions to GNP or alter total employment.  Retail development often simply redistributes demand away from more expensive, less accessible or attractive outlets, and displaces existing employment elsewhere in the City or sub-region.  Increases in gross expenditure over time will generate some additional jobs but development for industrial or business purposes is more likely to increase levels of employment.  The achievement of economic prosperity depends upon maximising employment and ensuring that sufficient employment land is available.  Bearing these factors in mind, it is reasonable to limit the reuse of employment land for retailing.  

5.10.6 A number of objectors argue that specific former employment sites could beneficially be developed for a range of alternative uses including retail, mixed uses and housing.  It is perhaps not surprising that sites within the built up area of a compact city like Coventry might be appropriate for a number of alternative purposes.  However, because of the overall scarcity of available land in the City, some protection of sites already proved to be suitable for employment purposes is justified.  The policy recognises that, in some circumstances, redevelopment for employment purposes may be impractical or undesirable.  The correct approach is to consider specific sites against the provisions of the policy.

5.10.7 There is evidence in Coventry that former employment land can be reused to provide effectively and efficiently for modern business purposes.  The former Rover site at Canley exemplifies this point.  However, the Wickman’s site, west of Banner Lane, remained vacant and unused for more than six years, before planning permission was granted on appeal for mixed uses including residential and industrial.  The Inspector at the appeal found nothing to indicate an unwillingness to dispose of the site on reasonable terms.  The details of the site were available through the City Council’s database, as well as through national and local agents.  However, no prospective developer came forward with proposals for employment development of the whole site.  

5.10.8 This recent appeal decision indicates to me that not all employment land which becomes vacant will necessarily be attractive to modern industry seeking to relocate or expand in the Coventry area.  At the Employment Land RTS, it was agreed that predicting the requirement for employment land over the plan period is a very difficult matter.  The requirements of industry and commerce are continuously changing, and the fortunes of individual enterprises and sub-sectors of the economy will rise and fall over time.  In these circumstances, the attractiveness of particular sites to employment users is also likely to change.  I would expect the number of sites which are genuinely unsuitable for reuse for employment purposes by virtue of the absence of demand to be very small.  Evidence brought to the Employment Land RTS was that there are currently no significant tracts of vacant employment land in the City.  Nevertheless, in my opinion, the policy should be sufficiently flexible to permit some redevelopment for other purposes, where there is substantial evidence that there is no demand from industry or commerce.  This would be in the interests of making the best use of urban land and complying with Policy OS4.

5.10.9 Some objectors allege that there is insufficient linkage between this policy and the housing policies.  Land available for recycling in the City cannot be expected to meet every requirement, and objectors perceive a danger in aiming to “extract a quart from a pint pot”.  Both targets for windfall housing and for recycling employment land were fully discussed at the RTS sessions.  Policy E9 proposes a sequential approach intended to differentiate between former employment sites which might realistically be reused for employment purposes, and those which would be more suitable for mixed use or another use.  The policy does not rule out the possibility of residential development on some former employment sites.  Policy E14 of the UDP also sought to retain existing employment land for future employment use, and it did not prevent the emergence of windfall housing sites.

5.10.10 For mixed use developments on former employment sites, objectors argue that the approach to affordable housing and negotiations would need some thought.  In those rare cases where a change of use to residential would be permitted on former employment land, the principles of Policy H9 would be applied.

5.10.11 Overall, I conclude that a firm policy to resist the loss of land previously used for employment purposes is justified, with a sufficient level of flexibility to ensure that land on which there are constraints to redevelopment is not under-used.  Policy E9 is sufficiently firm and the sequential approach to the assessment of additional or alternative uses is consistent with safeguarding employment land and securing the best use of urban land.

Second issue

5.10.12 The proposed changes to para 4.43 would eliminate the test of obsolescence when an employment site becomes available for reuse.  This would make the policy more restrictive in that the only circumstances in which non-employment uses would be permitted would be where the costs of redevelopment were very high, or where environmental, amenity or highway problems could not be overcome.  The policy makes no allowance for sites which, for whatever reason, would not be attractive to new, relocating or expanding businesses.  This would deny the dynamic and sometimes fastidious character of modern industry.  If sites were marketed for lengthy periods (say in excess of 2 or 3 years), through reputable agents and by the City Council, and were not taken, there would be a good case for permitting a change of use.  I conclude that the policy should acknowledge the possibility of some obsolescence, especially in the light of the appeal decision on the Wickman’s site.

Third issue

5.10.13 Where there is a choice, policies should be phrased positively, to reflect the advice that planning permission should be granted unless there would be harm to interests of acknowledged importance.  However, the intention behind Policy E9 is to place restrictions on the reuse of employment land and, in this case, the negative form is appropriate.  This leads me to reject the particular criteria for site assessment which have been suggested by some objectors, since these would be more suitable for a positively worded policy.

5.10.14 The Council has indicated that Policy E9 is designed to distinguish existing employment sites which can realistically be redeveloped for employment purposes from those which cannot be.  It describes the policy as giving a sequential approach for sites where alternative uses may be necessary or appropriate.  This is a reasonable approach, which should be reinforced in any re-wording.  

5.10.15 The policy implies a test for differentiating between sites which (a) would, (b) could with “quasi employment” or some mixed use development, and (c) would not be regarded as suitable for redevelopment for employment purposes.  The economic assessment referred to in the final sentence would provide evidence of unsuitability on cost grounds, and environmental and traffic impact assessments would provide evidence of harm to the environment, amenity or highway safety and movement.  I have suggested that evidence of a prolonged period of vacancy could indicate the unsuitability of some sites for future employment use.  I conclude that the policy provides a reasonable and clear approach for the assessment of proposals on land previously used for employment purposes.

Fourth issue

5.10.16 The Chamber expresses concern that diversification of the economy should not be sought at the expense of existing manufacturing industry.  The greatest emphasis should therefore be placed on securing existing employment uses.  However, I have no evidence that Policy E9 would encourage the decline or relocation of manufacturing or other businesses.  It would merely provide a policy framework for the reuse of land when it is vacated.

5.10.17 Concern is also expressed that redeveloped sites tend to employ fewer people than the original users, though it was generally accepted at the Employment Land RTS that there is an insufficiency of reliable and up to date information on employment densities.  I am satisfied that the CDP recognises the important role of manufacturing in Coventry.  I conclude in Chapter 2 that there will be sufficient employment land for all economic sectors over the plan period.  Policy E9 affords protection to land which is likely to be attractive to local businesses and manufacturing.  However, land use planning policies are limited in their scope and cannot guarantee the continuity or success of particular firms or industries. 

Fifth issue

5.10.18 “Quasi” is derived from Latin and means as if or almost.  “Quasi-employment” uses is explained in para 4.41 as comprising car dealerships and workshops, hotels, conference and training facilities.  It is not ideal to use Latin phrases, but I am unable to find an appropriate English one which might be substituted.  The explanation is clear and unambiguous, especially when read in conjunction with the definition of employment uses in para 4.11.  

5.10.19 On the suggestion that “quasi-employment” should be replaced by “employment generating” uses, which could include retail development, this would be counter-productive to the underlying aim of consolidating and strengthening the City’s economic base.  The reasons for resisting retail development on employment land, advanced in the RTP report, are outlined above.  Though claims are made that some A3 uses can act as “pump primers” on the frontage of employment sites, the notion of “quasi-employment” uses should be restricted, in order to maximise the amount of land available for employment uses.  Policy S11 is the appropriate policy for determining proposals for A3 development in employment areas.

5.10.20 Objectors point out that no rationale is given for the figures of 10% or 65% used in the context of “quasi-employment” and mixed use development in the explanatory text.  The figures are perceived as arbitrary and rigid.  However, the Council has considerable experience in respect of proposals for redevelopment of former employment land, and the overall approach gives clear guidelines to prospective applicants.

5.10.21 The policy would not exclude community enterprises or training facilities from redeveloped employment land, as these would fall within B1, B2 or “quasi-employment” uses.  

Sixth issue

5.10.22 The word “normally” does not assist clarity or introduce a degree of flexibility in the first sentence of this policy.  It says nothing about the circumstances in which the policy might or might not apply.  These are given in the following sentences of the policy.  The word is redundant, as statutes recognise that on occasions there may be other material considerations which will outweigh development plan policies.

Seventh issue

5.10.23 Small redevelopment sites form an important part of the employment land supply, particularly for local small and medium enterprises.  Policy E9 should apply in principle equally to small and to large employment sites.  However, it could be impracticable to seek 10% or 35% of the site area to be developed in other ways, as described in paras 4.41 and 4.42 of the CDP, on the smallest sites.  These requirements should be relaxed for small sites. 

Eigth issue

Browns Lane

5.10.24 Objectors contend that, if Jaguar/Ford left the site at Browns Lane, it would be unsuitable for reuse by another industrial occupier because the location is neither sustainable nor compatible with its rural setting.  The Council contends that the mix of industrial, residential and rural uses in this locality has worked well, and that the site should not be reused for low density housing, as the objectors suggest.  I agree that future employment use of the site should not be ruled out at this stage.  New industrial or commercial development would be no more intrusive in the countryside than the existing plant, and the site is well related to existing residential areas in Coventry.  Removal of Coundon Wedge Drive, as favoured by the objectors, is unlikely to occur, and would be undesirable in that it would result in additional traffic through the residential area adjoining Browns Lane.  Reuse of this site would be consistent with promoting economic growth, and reducing the pressure to release greenfield sites.  

5.10.25 If this site came forward for redevelopment, it should be considered for reuse for employment purposes in accordance with Policy E9.  The policy allows for a change of use if there is evidence of harm to the environment or amenity, and a proposal for redevelopment could be assessed in these terms.  

Foleshill Road and Lockhurst Lane

5.10.26 The objector advises that three plots of land in this locality will become surplus to requirements during the plan period, and would be suitable for housing purposes.  The Council has agreed that the plots on the east side may be developed for residential purposes, because of their relationship with neighbouring dwellings and the potential for adverse environmental effects from new industrial or commercial uses.  The other plot of land, on the west side of Lockhurst Lane, is the largest of the three.  There is no evidence that the site would be unsuitable for future employment use, because of existing environmental, amenity or traffic problems.  The Council considers that, by virtue of its size and location, the site could make an important contribution to meeting the needs of local sector businesses for new land and premises.  I see no reason why proposals for the redevelopment of this site should not be assessed against the provisions of Policy E9 and no modification is required to the terms of the policy for this to occur appropriately.  The objection seeking a housing allocation has been reported at IR13.12. 

Former Canley Works/Plot 6000 Coventry Business Park

5.10.27 The objector contends that the policy should focus on avoiding the unnecessary loss of commercially viable employment sites, and seek to retain such sites for predominantly employment uses.  Mixed use redevelopment, it is argued, should be permitted where quasi-employment uses alone will not bring about redevelopment, or where there would be other community benefits.  The suggestion is that this mixed use approach should be used for the objection site.  However, Plot 6000 is allocated as part of Coventry Business Park as one of the City’s principal employment sites under Policy E7.  It is identified as a site suitable for international/national employment land, and I would expect proposals for its redevelopment to be assessed in relation to Policy E7.   In Chapter 2, I conclude that this and other Policy E7 sites are essential to provide Coventry with sufficient employment land of appropriate quality over the plan period.

5.10.28 The objector argues that there would be potential benefits to the local area in terms of job opportunities if the site were used for retail warehousing.  Those hardest hit by unemployment, including working mothers and school leavers, would be well placed to take jobs in retailing.  However, advice from RTP is that new jobs in B1, B2 and B8 uses would make a greater contribution to economic and employment growth.  The objection site is suitable for those uses, so that the prospect of new retail jobs there would not be sufficient to justify changes to Policy E9.  The case for retail warehouse development on the site is considered under Policy S12.

Other sites

5.10.29 I have considered the suitability of Policy E9 to determining redevelopment proposals for other sites, including land at Tile Hill Lane, Fletchampstead Highway and the former Co-op Transport Depot, Swan Lane.  The objector favours a mixed use redevelopment scheme at Tile Hill Lane, but does not give full details as to why the land should not be reused for employment purposes.  At Swan Lane, the Council’s evidence is that high noise levels from road traffic and activities at a neighbouring dairy would make it unsuitable for the change of use to residential and open space which the objector seeks.  

5.10.30 On the evidence submitted, I see no reason why the above sites should not be assessed in terms of Policy E9 when and if they are vacant.  I shall not recommend that any of them should be exempted from the provisions of the policy or allocated at this stage for mixed use or non-employment purposes.  

Recommendations

5.10.31 That Policy E9 be modified as below.

REDEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING EMPLOYMENT SITES

Proposals for the redevelopment of employment sites for non-employment uses will not be permitted, unless substantial evidence is brought to demonstrate that reuse for employment purposes is not realistic.  An economic assessment and/or evidence of active but unsuccessful marketing of the site for employment purposes for a continuous period of at least two years will be required as evidence.

Where redevelopment for employment uses is constrained by high redevelopment costs, “quasi-employment” uses may be introduced but only to the extent necessary to bring about the redevelopment of the site for employment uses.

Where the introduction of “quasi-employment” uses will not bring about redevelopment, proposals for mixed uses including a predominance of employment uses will be considered, but only to the extent necessary to bring about redevelopment.

Only where redevelopment for employment uses, or mixed uses including a predominance of employment uses, would be demonstrably unviable, or would produce unacceptable environmental, amenity or traffic proposals, will proposals for residential, open space or other appropriate uses be permitted, subject to other plan policies.

A comprehensive masterplan may be required.

5.10.32 The proposed change to para 4.43 should not be made.

5.10.33 Paras 4.41 and 4.42 should be modified to explain that for sites of less than 1ha, the percentages of “quasi-employment” and other non-employment uses may be varied.

5.11  POLICY E11 – ACCESSIBILITY TO JOB OPPORTUNITIES

Objections

017/0053[CW] 

036/0990

063/0335

151/1095

Issues

5.11.1 These are whether:

(i) The policy is sufficiently specific to comprise a policy and is appropriately located in the chapter;

(ii) Employers, particularly those in manufacturing industry, might be deterred from locating in Coventry, and perceive that they do not have freedom to choose their own workforce;

(iii) The policy should refer to the desirability of not losing the skills of older people;

(iv) Para 4.47 should be changed to include a reference to the needs of disabled persons.

Conclusions

5.11.2 Policy E11 might initially be read as a general policy objective relating to training and the local workforce, which should not be included as a Part II policy in the plan.  However, its relevance is explained in para 4.47, which refers to negotiations and, where appropriate, legal agreements to obtain training and retraining for local people.  So long as the tests described in Circular 1/97 can be satisfied, the policy would not be inappropriate.  However, it would be clearer if negotiations with applicants were mentioned in the policy itself.   
5.11.3 On the second issue, I share the concern that employers might be deterred from locating, relocating or expanding in Coventry, if they perceive a general expectation that they should train and provide jobs for local people, when they seek a planning permission.  It may be that only a proportion of employers seeking planning permission could reasonably be expected to contribute substantially to such services.  However, it is for the Council to negotiate and reach agreement with applicants, depending on particular circumstances.   

5.11.4 In addition, the reference to “Coventrians” might be viewed as restrictive by potential new employers.  Policy E10 of the UDP, which has some similarities with this policy, refers to “Coventry’s resident workforce” rather than to “Coventrians”.  I suggest “Coventry’s residents” as being less ambiguous and emotive.  “Resident workforce” is another possibility, though it could be taken to exclude people who are currently out of work.  
5.11.5 On the third issue, I understand the value of the skills which older people can bring to the workforce and wider community.  However, the promotion of these skills is a matter for specific training programmes and employers’ working practices, the details of which are beyond the scope of this plan.  On the fourth issue, the Council has proposed a change to para 4.47, to include a reference to the employment needs of disabled people.  I consider that this change should be made, in recognition of the special accessibility needs of this group.   

Recommendations

5.11.6 That Policy E11 be modified so that it reads:

When considering proposals for employment development, the provision of job opportunities for Coventry’s residents will be sought and promoted.  The City Council will seek the provision of training and retraining schemes, working in partnership with other organisations and negotiating with developers.  The training schemes should offer help particularly to disadvantaged groups, so that they may obtain the necessary skills to increase their access to job opportunities.

5.11.7 Para 4.47 be modified to include the proposed change.

5.12 POLICY E12 – EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING INITIATIVES TO ASSIST THE PRIORITY NEIGHBOURHOODS

Objections

036/0991

044/2070[CW] 

151/1096

Issues

5.12.1 These are:

(i) Whether the policy is sufficiently specific to comprise a policy and is appropriately located in the chapter;

(ii) Whether the proposed changes to para 4.48 undermine the policies which aim to achieve local area regeneration.

Conclusions

The Council has identified Priority Areas, within which there are Priority Neighbourhoods, where local area regeneration will be targeted.  Policy OS3 is the relevant Part I policy, and it refers to forthcoming supplementary planning guidance to aid the identification, design and implementation of regeneration schemes.  Employment and training opportunities would be key elements in the strategy to overcome relative deprivation.  Policy E12 provides appropriate and clear support for the strategy.  A case could be made out for moving this policy further forward in the chapter where the economy and employment strategy is outlined.  However, the policy would also be linked in practical terms to Policy E11, which identifies the mechanisms for obtaining employers’ assistance for training schemes.  FPC 21 would change “Priority Neighbourhoods” back to “Priority Areas” in Policy OS3.  In order to be consistent with Policy OS3 and avoid confusion, it would be desirable to revert to Priority Areas in Policy E12 and paras 4.48 and 4.49, following the wording in the DDP. 

5.12.2 On the second issue, the proposed change to para 4.48 introduces a separate argument about the benefits of an integrated transport system, which implies that job opportunities anywhere in the City will be accessible to people in Priority Areas.  I agree with the objectors that some residents of Priority Areas, particularly those in peripheral areas, do not currently have fast and frequent public transport services to all other parts of the City.  The cost of fares and need to spend time travelling may prevent them from deriving the benefits from new training programmes and job opportunities.  The new sentences in para 4.48 of the CDP are not compatible with the contents of the remainder of the paragraph.  The reasoned justification in the DDP was more comprehensible. 

Recommendation

5.12.3 That no modification be made to Policy E12 and paragraphs 4.48 and 4.49.

5.13 POLICY E13 – WAREHOUSING DEVELOPMENT

Objection

031/0179 

Issue

5.13.1 This is whether the text in para 4.53 should refer to 24 hour working, which would have a detrimental effect on family and social life.

Conclusions

5.13.2 The text in paragraph 4.53 refers to 24 hour continuous working of a distribution building, and compares this to “traditional” day shift industrial working.  Shift working is practised by many people in the workforce, and legislation exists to protect individuals and their families against unreasonably long working hours.  The text quotes 24 hour working in a building as one example of how high employment levels might be achieved on a warehousing site.  It is possible that other practices might also result in higher than average employment levels.  

5.13.3 The text is clear that 24 hour continuous working would only be permitted where residential amenity would not be harmed.  Planning conditions and planning obligations are commonly used to restrict the hours of operation of new industrial and commercial premises.

5.13.4 Arising out of my comments at IR2.1.33, a minor modification to the policy is required.  

Recommendation

5.13.5 Modify the policy to add “or” to the end of the first bullet point.

5.14 POLICY E14 – GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT (b2) IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Objections

063/0336[CW]  

075/0425

151/0961 

158/1030

Issue

5.14.1 This is whether the policy should be strengthened to protect the amenity of residential areas from the adverse environmental effects of general industrial uses, including noise; or whether the policy should signal a more positive approach towards industry within residential areas, in the interests of protecting manufacturing industry and promoting a more sustainable city with more mixed uses and less dependence on the car. 

Conclusions

5.14.2 The word “normally” is superfluous, as statutes recognise that, on occasions, there may be other material considerations which will outweigh development plan policies.  “Normally” says nothing about the circumstances in which the policy might be varied to permit general industrial development in residential areas.

5.14.3 The Use Classes Order distinguishes between Class B1, Business, “being a use which can be carried out in any residential area without detriment to the amenity of that area…” and Class B2 General industry, being an industrial process other than one falling within class B1.  As the policy addresses Class B2 development, as clarified in the proposed changes, it should seek to resist new industrial development in residential areas.

5.14.4 The clause “Consideration may be given to the improvement or expansion of existing general industrial sites” should be changed, as there is a duty for local planning authorities to consider all applications for development.

5.14.5 This policy highlights the potential conflict between the equally laudable aims of facilitating economic growth, providing decent homes and promoting mixed use developments which reduce the need to travel by motorised modes.  PPG1 discusses the scope for mixed use developments, but cautions, in para 8, that the character of existing residential areas should not be undermined by inappropriate new uses.  PPG4 paras 17 and 18 advise that the subsequent intensification of industrial or commercial development in a residential area may become unacceptably intrusive.  The juxtaposition of incompatible uses can cause problems for the occupiers of both the new and existing development.  Therefore, the improvement or expansion of existing B2 uses should be permitted only where the quality of residential areas is not impaired.

5.14.6 Noise from general industry can be a significant source of nuisance, and could usefully be mentioned in this policy.  My attention was drawn to the possibility for mitigation which modern designs and working practices can give to many of the environmental problems associated with B2 uses.  However, the position has not yet been reached where most B2 uses might co-exist happily with high quality residential areas.  The policy to resist general industrial development in (or adjacent to) residential areas should be retained and strengthened.   

Recommendation

5.14.7 That Policy E14 be modified to read:

GENERAL INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT (B2) IN RESIDENTIAL AREAS

Proposals for the development of new general industrial uses in residential areas will not be permitted.

Permission will not be granted for the improvement or expansion of existing general industrial sites in or adjacent to residential areas unless:

· Job opportunities would be enhanced or protected; and

· Environmental improvements would result (including the reduction of noise and pollution, and the alleviation of traffic, access, parking and visual problems).
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