CROSS BOUNDARY PARISH COUNCIL GROUP
MATTER 2 POSITION STATEMENT
Issue D: ECONOMY
Refs are to Core Documents in the Examination Library
Issue: Is the overall strategy and provision for employment development effective and
justified?
1. As a general introductory point, the Group considers that the overall strategy and
provision for employment development in the SCLP is not effective or justified. The
approach to supporting the Port and the specific issue of how much port-related
employment land is required should be set out in a strategic policy and addressed at the
same time as policies that deal with existing employment areas, existing employment sites
and new employment development, rather than merely being dealt with separately in a
specific site allocation policy without any overarching strategic policy. The approach of
the Council whereby there are four different policies all of which are relevant to portrelated development is disjointed and ineffective and does not provide clear policy
direction on how future proposals for any port-related employment development will be
dealt with.

Question 2.22
Is the proposed provision of land for new employment development
‘significantly above’ the baseline employment land requirement justified and is it
consistent with national policy?
2. It is clear from reading page 4 of the LPA’s Response to the Inspector’s Questions (Ref.
H4, May 2019) that the LPA agree that the 84.92ha of additional employment land
proposed for allocation is significantly above the baseline requirement (the SCLP baseline
requirement for the period 2018-2036 being established within the context of this
document and by the LPA, as 11.7ha).
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3. Such an over-provision of employment land is not justified within the context of the
evidence base that has informed the preparation of the draft SCLP.
4. The Ipswich Economic Area Needs Assessment, produced by Lichfields (ref. D3,
September 2017) (“the Lichfields IEA Needs Assessment”) is the key document relied
on by the Council to identify the employment land requirement (see the LPA Response
Ref. H.4 on page 4). This does not support the extent of the ‘precautionary uplift’
ultimately adopted by the LPA when allocating additional land over and above its
identified requirement. The scope of the Lichfields IEA Needs Assessment clearly
covered the need for port-related employment land. It included within its scope the
transport and logistics and distribution sectors. Under the transport and logistics chapter
it does expressly recognise the “opportunities” to develop a haulage and logistics park to
support the Port of Felixstowe (page 183), but stops short of concluding that there is any
requirement for additional land to be allocated for this opportunity to be met (see page
186).
5.

Rather, the Lichfields IEA Needs Assessment leaves any ‘uplift’ in employment land
provision to the LPA’s discretion. The level of ‘uplift’ pursued by the Council is not
considered proportionate or justified having regard to the available evidence.

6. It should be noted that the IEA Needs Assessment itself, in any event, references out of
date East of England Forecasting Model (“EEFM”) figures. It used the 2016 EEFM (see
for example D.3 page 1) rather than the latest EEFM forecasts for 2017. The same out
of date 2016 figures are referenced in the Local Plan (see the Group’s Representation on
Policies SCLP 2.1 and 4.2). The evidence base could and should have been updated to
take into account the latest data available, which showed much lower forecasts than those
used in the 2016 EEFM.
7. It should also be noted that in the response to the Inspector’s questions (Ref H4), the
Council have misrepresented the analysis in the IEA Needs Assessment. The Council
has stated that “At the time of the Economic Sector Needs Assessment (Document D3)
being undertaken, the 2014 EEFM figures were the most up to date to use.”
incorrect. Document D3 repeatedly references 2016 EEFM data.

This is

This 2016 EEFM

data which D3 uses estimates Suffolk Coastal Warehousing/B8 land use declining from
489.5 thousand sqm in 2018 to 473.8 thousand sqm in 2036.
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B1c/B2 declines from

150.8 to 119.3 thousand sqm over the same period. It is troubling that the Council have
failed to recognise this trend in the EEFM data and have failed to understand their own
evidence base.
8. The Port of Felixstowe Growth and Development Needs Study Final Report produced
by Lichfields (“the Lichfields Study”) (ref. D1, July 2018) likewise does not support the
significant over provision of employment land proposed in the SCLP. The Lichfields
Study recommended that the Central Case figure of 67ha should be used as the portrelated land requirement (and identified a minimum of 26.3ha). The Council therefore
has provided for a level of employment land contrary to its own evidence base. This is
entirely unjustified and renders the plan unsound.
9. This Central Case figure of Port related need of 67 ha is in any event widely considered a
high-end figure and excessive. We would draw the Inspector’s attention, as an example,
to Claire Mills’ (Savills) independent examination of the Port’s employment land
requirements set out in the Lichfields Study as submitted at the SCLP First Draft
consultation stage (Comment ID 3032). Savills’ analysis concluded that the proposed
116ha allocation of port-related activities and ancillary uses at Innocence Farm at this
time was unfounded and more than 5 times larger than their own ‘independent’ calculated
requirement of 22.3ha to be planned for within a 10-mile radius of the Port. In their
consultation response, Savills conclude (among other) that growth assumptions
contained within the study require modification and the ‘precautionary uplift’ has not
been applied in a reasonable manner. In calculating the need for growth the Lichfields
Study incorporates a 20% ‘safety margin’ to the land requirement, as well as a further 15%
allowance for ancillary facilities and operations.
10. The Lichfields Study contains several inconsistencies and assumptions which undermine

the LPAs use of the findings to justify the need for further port related land. Several
examples are illustrated below:
a. It states that for the High Central and Low cases the ‘The assumption for
Felixstowe is that the Port will retain its historical market share of the UK
container throughput.’ (ref D1, July 2018, para.2.41, p.21). This statement of
assumption of retention of market share is repeated in the document. This

3

conflicts with its later claim that the ‘Low case assumes that Felixstowe’s market
share declines as a result of the introduction of Liverpool 2.’ (para 4.5, p.34).
b. The Study only acknowledges that threat to market share will originate from
Liverpool 2.

It ignores the information from the Port of Felixstowe itself,

presented to Local Authorities, insofar as ‘market conditions remain tough with
both London Gateway and Southampton competing with Felixstowe vigorously’
(Port of Felixstowe Local Authority Liaison Committee Meeting Minutes, 26
April 2018, p.3, Appendix A).
c. It states that ‘The terms of reference for this study do not require specific
consideration of the implications of future growth at the Port of Felixstowe upon
rail freight cargo capacity’ (para 1.17 p. 4). However, the Study then contradicts
this assumption in Table 2.2 (p.13) where it identifies the rail freight expansion,
which is currently being implemented and which will reduce road HGV
movements significantly.
d. It states that ‘The 2008 Felixstowe Port Logistics Study assumed the impact of on-port
activities would be held constant, and the same approach has been adopted in this study for
consistency’ (para 4.15 p.37). The continued adoption of this assumption which is
now 11 years old is questionable, when AI and remote working within cranes and
warehousing, as well as high bay structures and rail capacity improvements, are
moving forward apace.
e. The Study fails to analyse the reasons for the lack of commercial interest in the
Port of Felixstowe Logistics Park and the Clickett’s Hill warehousing site, both
of which have yet to be developed over four years after permission was granted,
and which together amount to 32Ha.

11. In terms of the location of employment land provision and within the context of its
Response to the Inspector’s Questions (ref. H4, May 2014) the LPA cite the outcomes
of the series of IPSA board meetings as being fundamental in their chosen strategy of
meeting the specific needs for off-port land requirements within the East Suffolk (former
Suffolk Coastal) District. However, there is no objective evidence (whether or not
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commissioned by the IPSA board itself) that suggests that all the Port’s needs had to be
met within the Council’s area.
12. As set out in the Group’s Matter 1 Position Statement, although the scope of the
Lichfields Study (ref. D1, July 2018) is on available land within Suffolk Coastal District,
the study recognises that the growth of port-related activities may have implications for
other local authorities beyond the boundaries of Suffolk Coastal District and therefore
the key study findings may be relevant to strategic planning matters elsewhere across the
Ipswich Economic Area and beyond (para. 1.19). It is apparent that that these
recommendations were largely overlooked by the IPSA board and LPA themselves within
the context of the SCLP’s preparation. This renders the LPA’s ‘preferred’ strategy
unjustified and not proportionate having regard to the available evidence.

Economy Policies: SCLP 4.1: Existing Employment Areas, Policy SCLP 4.2 New
Employment Development and Policy SCLP4.3 Expansion and Intensification of
Employment Sites

2.24 Are Policies SLCP4.1, 4.2 and 4.3 consistent with national policy set out in
paragraphs 85 and 86 of the Framework and would they be effective in regards to the
sequential approach to the location of Use Class B1 offices (a main town centre use)?
Policy SCLP4.1 (Existing Employment Areas)
13. As highlighted in the Group’s Regulation 19 Representation in relation to this policy, the
draft SCLP fails to reference (at paras. 4.10-4.15) or recognise sites with extant planning
permission that could make a vital contribution to meeting Felixstowe Port’s employment
land requirements, or the requirements of the District/sub-region in more general terms.
These sites include the 28ha Felixstowe Port Logistics Park granted an ‘appropriate’ B8
use in 2015 (DC/15/2576/FUL) and the high bay distribution unit (Use Class B2 and
B8) with a footprint of 47,000m2 (4.7ha) on land at Clickett’s Hill Road, Felixstowe,
(DC/15/1047/DRC), also granted permission in 2015.
Policy SCLP4.2: New Employment Development
14. Policy SCLP 4.2 is not positively prepared primarily because at para. 4.22 of the draft

SCLP it proposes the allocation of new sites for employment development including
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Policy SCLP12.35 (Land at Innocence Farm). For the reasons set out in relation to that
specific policy (addressed in detail under Matter 3) SCLP 4.2 is also rendered unsound
and requires modification.
Policy SCLP4.3
15. Policy 4.3 is rendered unsound for the reasons considered in some detail in our Matter
Statement 3 as this relates to the potential allocation of land at Innocence Farm in
particular (Policy SCLP12.35). Consequently, Policy SCLP4.3 requires modification also.
The allocation of Innocence Farm as a site for port-related uses on greenfield land in
circumstances where there is adequate brownfield land already available is entirely
unjustified and contrary to the NPPF. There is no convincing evidence as to why the
sites below (by way of example) have not been prioritised over Innocence Farm:
a. The area given planning permission for ‘Port of Felixstowe Logistics Park’ within
the port boundary; size 20.85 ha.
b. The derelict Anzani house office block site adjacent to the port.
c. The derelict Routemaster Hotel site adjacent to the Port.
d. The area of the old ‘Calor gas plant’ within the port boundary.
16. Furthermore, other undeveloped sites with existing planning permissions should have
been prioritised over Innocence Farm, in particular:
a. Land at Clickett’s Hill Road and South of Railway Line Nicholas Road Trimley
St Mary Suffolk , adjacent to the port boundary, size 11.91 ha.
b. Ransomes, Nacton Heath, known as Orwell Crossing, port side of Orwell Bridge,
size 26.58 ha.
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Appendix A – Minutes of the Port of Felixstowe Local Authority Liaison Committee Meeting –
26th April 2018
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