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Daventry District – Settlements and Countryside Local Plan (part 2) – Examination,
May 2019
Matter 4: Employment and Economy
Issue 2:
Whether the approach towards the supply and delivery of employment
development is justified, effective and consistent with national policy and the
JCS.
Questions
1. What is the basis for the approach to employment development
and the strategy for economic growth set out in the Plan? Is it
consistent with national policy and the JCS? Is the approach
justified and effective?
The Plan as proposed for submission is not positively prepared, or justified with regard to providing a
set of local policies which respond appropriately or adequately to either the NPPF, to the objectives and
priorities of the Joint Core Strategy, or to the priorities and aspirations of the LEP. As described in
response to Matter 2, there is a disconnect between clear and emerging economic priorities and
opportunities for Daventry District and the limited and short-sited approach being proposed to
employment land. The adopted JCS, plus further local evidence since adoption, should theoretically
provide the basis of the approach taken to employment development. However, there are numerous
inconsistencies, and a lack of justification for the proposed approach.
There are a number of important trends and market forces in operation across Daventry, recognised
by the JCS – for example, it is clear from the JCS that Daventry District provides a relatively limited
role as compared to Northampton in terms of the provision of jobs (18% versus 70%1), but that key,
specialist sectors underpin the economy of places across the West Northamptonshire area 2, and that
more than half of Daventry District’s residents work outside the District, mostly by car 3 4.
These issues and trends should play a more direct and explicit role in shaping the approach to
employment development in Daventry District, with the Part 2 Plan used to set a locally relevant and
forward-looking strategy and framework for local decisions.
The Part 2 Plan sets a number of positive and appropriate objectives, but then fails to deliver policies
which would secure or plan for the delivery of those objectives (relating to economic growth, specialist
sectors, and strengthening the local economy). Despite positive strategic policies regarding the
importance of key economic sectors and clusters, and recognition of these in the emerging Part 2 plan
(e.g. Section 7.2), it does not provide a positive context for continued sustainable growth and expansion
of those sectors. In the context of the NPPF, key policy regarding the locational requirements of key
sectors appears to have been overlooked entirely:

“Northampton accounts for nearly 70% of jobs in West Northamptonshire, whilst Daventry town and its district
account for a further 18%.” (WNJCS, paragraph 4.19)
2 “Motorsport and high performance engineering has broadly influenced the economy of the whole area.”
(WNJCS, para 4.19)
3 “In Daventry District 48% of residents live and work within the District. Whilst many residents commute to
Northampton only 4% of these trips are made by bus.” (WNJCS, paragraph 4.27)
4
“In the rural areas many traditional rural jobs no longer exist and residents are increasingly commuting long
distances to urban areas for work. In addition, access by public transport to services and facilities in larger towns
is often limited.” (WNJCS paragraph 4.31)
1
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“Planning policies and decisions should recognise and address the specific locational
requirements of different sectors. This includes making provision for clusters or networks
of knowledge driven and data-driven, creative or high technology industries”. (NPPF,
paragraph 82, emphasis added)
The proposal to allocate additional land only in Daventry town does not deliver appropriate or adequate
“choice in the market” as claimed in paragraph 7.2.10 of the submission draft plan. It falls short of
setting the most sustainable strategy for Daventry District as a whole, with insufficient consideration of
alternatives with regards to meeting local employment land needs (and opportunities), and fails to
positively plan to enable and deliver business expansion and economic development in appropriate
locations within the District. It is not clear how the plan responds to the evidence base regarding
employment land availability, market demand for employment land and premises, and the requirements
of key sectors in the economy of Daventry District. Also see the attached letter from a local agent
regarding market conditions (Appendix 1).
The Part 2 Plan only allows for additional economic development and job growth beyond currently
defined existing employment areas “in exceptional circumstances”, while at the same time not enabling
or encouraging the expansion of any areas outside Daventry. Positioning investment and job growth,
including that in key high-value, high-technology, and high-growth sectors – such as those found in
Brixworth - as only being allowed ‘exceptionally’ contradicts stated national and local policies and
objectives regarding economic growth.
In these regards, the Plan as submitted is unsound, and is not consistent with national policies, or with
the JCS.
The requirement for consistency and coherence between the JCS and the ‘local’ or more detailed
plans is understood, but as described in response to Matter 2, the JCS itself suggests a less slavish
and secondary role for Part 2 Plans. For example, the JCS states that:
•

“Part 2 Local Plans which will provide more detailed planning policies and site allocations”
(WNJCS 2014, Foreword)

•

“Allocations at a scale of below 40 ha should be considered positively during the preparation
of Part 2 Local Plans where they comply with the objectives of this Plan alongside fulfilling
local priorities and considerations.” (WNJCS, paragraph 5.65)

•

“provides some flexibility for the [settlement] hierarchy within each area to be tailored to
reflect specific local circumstances. These Part 2 Local Plans will consider the need for
specific site allocations and also determine whether boundaries showing the village confines
should be defined.” (WNJCS, paragraph 16.9)

From recent dialogue with DDC officers (in the context of a live planning application which seeks to
deliver new employment land directly adjacent to the Brixworth Strategic Employment Area) there are
clear signs that the emerging Part 2 Plan is based on an overly negative and unambitious interpretation
of the requirements and objectives of the JCS. It seems clear that the adopted JCS is sometimes –
unfairly and inaccurately - considered not to support or allow for any job growth of note beyond Daventry
town. This includes a tendency to imply that the JCS jobs ‘targets’ provide a maximum figure or a ‘cap’
on economic development across West Northamptonshire.
Arguably such negative, unambitious undertones run through the emerging Part 2 Plan – but are
contrary to much of the strategic vision and objectives set by the JCS.
In reality, the Spatial Strategy of the JCS does not prevent or rule out growth outside of the urban areas
– indeed, it explicitly plans for continued economic growth in smaller settlements and the rural areas
across West Northamptonshire. The vision of the JCS is for employment growth across a range of
settlements and locations, with direct connections to objectives relating to reducing the need to travel,
reducing out-commuting, and enabling rural as well as urban regeneration and investment.
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Our Statement in response to Matter 2 also refers to the context provided by the JCS, and in the
interests of brevity is not replicated here. However, there are clear tensions and contradictions between
stated objectives, and elements of the strategic vision set by the JCS, and the emerging Part 2 Plan for
Daventry District.
The JCS includes strategic objectives which include (emphasis added):
Objective 3 - Connections
To reduce the need to travel, shorten travel distances and make sustainable travel a
priority across West Northamptonshire by maximising the use of alternative travel modes.
Objective 9 - Specialist Business Development
To support and develop opportunities for specialist employment clusters and business
development focused on a low carbon economy.
The Spatial Vision of the JCS with regard to Daventry includes:
“Local economic strengths in engineering and sustainable construction will have been
developed.”
The JCS provides a ‘spatial portrait’ which includes a range of strategic statements of intent, and clear
outcomes it seeks to deliver or support – this includes such statements as:
“Within the rural areas sustainable communities must be maintained, enhanced and
protected as vital places providing homes and jobs balanced against the need to protect
the built and natural environments that are so highly valued.” (WNJCS, paragraph 4.49)
Policy S1 defines the Spatial Strategy, and Part D regarding rural areas, includes the following criteria
for development:
2) SHORTENING JOURNEYS AND FACILITATING ACCESS TO JOBS AND SERVICES;
3) STRENGTHENING RURAL ENTERPRISE AND LINKAGES BETWEEN SETTLEMENTS
AND THEIR HINTERLANDS;
The text supporting Policy S1 includes a section on the rural area, saying (emphasis added):
“It is recognised that many of the villages in the rural areas play an important role in
providing local services and facilities, including employment opportunities, both for the
village itself and the wider rural areas. Furthermore, some villages also provide facilities
and services for the nearby urban population too.” (WNJCS paragraph 5.11)
As referred to above, the JCS explicitly describes the approach as anticipating future Part 2 Plans to
respond to the specific local opportunities and characteristics of the local areas and settlements.
The jobs growth figure defined for the JCS by Policy S7 is specifically defined as a minimum figure, and
“as a guide for monitoring and review purposes” (para 5.53). The origins of this approach are explicitly
“not a target” (paragraph 5.50). Any suggestion that the JCS provides a cap on economic development
is clearly inaccurate.
JCS Policy E1 provides as basis for the focus of the Part 2 Plan on protecting and retaining existing
SEAs, but not encouraging or enabling their expansion. However, Policy E1 is premised with the
following justification which DDCs own much more recent evidence base now directly contradicts – the
JCS justifies the relatively restrictive approach as:
“The plan area already has a considerable amount of employment floorspace in the planning
pipeline in sustainable locations already consented through planning applications. (JCS
paragraph 8.5)
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This is known not to fairly represent the situation in Daventry District, and the Part 2 Plan refers directly
to the significant lack of supply of smaller and medium sized employment units and sites. The Part 2
plan should respond to this change in evidence/context with a more proactive and diverse range of
policy responses, including a more positive approach to key SEAs, and additional employment land
allocations outside of Daventry town.
It is clear that the JCS envisages a positive role for Local (Part 2) Plans in taking forward the overall
strategy, and in delivering positive locally generated policies. While the main focus for strategic
allocations and major jobs growth is clearly on Daventry, the Part 2 Plan as drafted implies all new jobs
growth should be located there. While allowing for development or redevelopment within existing
employment areas, ‘exceptional circumstances’ are required by the Part 2 Plan (Policy RA1) for any
further growth or expansion outside of those areas.
The approach proposed is not justified by the evidence base which sits behind the Part 2 Plan, and will
not be effective in delivering the stated aims and objectives (also see our response to other questions).
This restrictive approach, and failure to allocate additional land in a range of locations, including sites
for non-strategic employment buildings, and sites to support key specialist sectors outside of Daventry
town, makes the Part 2 Plan unsound as submitted.
It is clear that DDC can - and in our view, should – take a more locally specific, and proactive approach
which takes advantage of the “flexibility” provided by the JCS. As explained in response to other
questions, we consider they must plan for the focused, sustainable and an appropriate scale of
expansion of key SEAs outside of Daventry town.
Specifically, the Plan should be modified to identify the SEA at Brixworth as being within the village
confine, and allocate additional land to the north to enable its future growth.

2. Is the identification of Strategic Employment Areas justified and in
accordance with national policy? What land supply remains available
within the Strategic Employment Areas and what contribution can they
make relative to identified needs? Is there any evidence of long-term
vacancy of land and premises?
Draft policy RA1 and the text which precedes it identify the important economic and employment role
of the eight ‘Strategic Employment Areas’ (SEAs) which are located in four of the largest villages as
well as in Daventry town.
The identification of the SEAs is helpful in underlying the strategic importance of some of the village
locations in economic terms – these locations include some outside of the urban area of Daventry, such
as Brixworth, where there are well-established, and highly successful employers in key growth sectors
of the sub-regional and national economy. The term ‘Strategic Employment Area’ reflects the ‘more
than local’ nature of the employment offered by these villages, and the important role they collectively
play in delivering the sustainable economic growth required and sought across the District.
In principle, the identification of SEAs is justified in the context of national policy – for example, SEAs
could (and should) represent part of a ‘positive and proactive’ strategy to encourage sustainable
economic growth, and “help create the conditions in which businesses can invest, expand and adapt”
(NPPF, paragraph 80). However, in practice, the SEAs outside of Daventy, such as Brixworth, are fully
developed or have very limited scope for further investment or expansion. Despite this, the proposed
Local Plan approach is focused on protection (i.e. limiting any losses) rather than expansion or growth
of these SEAs. Where growth focused on more of the SEAs could help to address the clear ‘barriers
to investment’ created by a recognised lack of employment land supply across the District (also see
below, and the response to Questions 3 and 4), the Council’s approach instead fails to respond fully to
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either its own evidence base and clear market signals. The flexibility and ability to respond to changes
in economic circumstances envisaged by the NPPF is lacking in the approach being proposed by DDC.
Therefore, the principle of an approach based around SEAs is potentially appropriate in the context of
the NPPF policies – but it is the propsoed scope and application of this approach which falls someway
short with regard to delivering sustainable economic growth.
Simply identifying ‘Strategic Employment Areas’ does little by way of planning for the future growth of
the District if those areas are only to be protected and preserved – in order to accord with the policies
of the NPPF, and with strategic objectives of the JCS, the Local Plans, the Plan should be more forward
looking and more enabling of sustainable growth and expansion of these areas.
There is clear evidence of limited, if any, availability of land and premises in most if not all of these
SEAs. Certainly the SEA at Brixworth has limited scope for further intensification, and as a result of
planning policies, no potential for expansion without incursions into countryside. The Council’s recent
report into The Demand for Small and Medium Units (Peter Brett Assocs, October 2017) is helpful in its
clarity regarding the lack of available sites and premises – there are numerous statements and
comments to that effect, including:
Paragraph 3.37 – “Due to lack of availability, occupiers across all sectors are
compromising on the type of space they take. In some cases, existing occupiers have had
to take space over a number of different units when they would prefer to look to consolidate
their operations in a single unit”;
Paragraph 3.46 – “Vacancy measured by floorspace is low, but more importantly
vacancy measured by units is very low. There is very little stock available for occupiers
to take in the current market.
Paragraph 3.86 - “vacancy at present is very low, below the normal level that would allow
the market to operate smoothly…….there is much frustrated demand in the market,
where businesses are looking unsuccessfully for space”.
The severe shortage of supply is briefly referred to in the Part 2 Plan (at paragraph 7.2.10). While the
challenge appears to be understood, the Plan then fails to identify a suitable response or solutions.
The Brixworth SEA is defined in Policy EC4 and identified on the emerging proposals map insets
(EC4d). As referred to in response to a number of the Inspector’s questions, this existing, high-quality
and recently intensified employment area remains outside of the village. It is unclear how this approach
sits with that explained in paragraph 5.2.08 of the consultation draft which refers to peripheral residential
sites being “regarded as being within the village confines” once built out. The justification for this
apparent inconsistency with employment sites is unclear, and unsound in our view.
Brixworth is a Primary Service Village – the 2nd tier in the settlement hierarchy – and ideally situated to
assist in delivering job growth as part of delivering sustainable economic growth. As described
elsewhere in our Statements, and as evidence by the Council’s own evidence base, there is strong
demand across the District for additional employment land and premises to meet the requirements of a
range of economic sectors and to meet demand for a range of employment types.
In light of the evidence regarding a severe shortage of available employment land and premises, the
Part 2 Local Plan must take a more proactive and responsive approach. The allocation of additional
employment sites in Daventry Town alone is insufficient in scope and depth as a way to plan for the
continued delivery of economic development across the District as a whole.
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3. Is there a suitable range and choice of proposed employment site
allocations, in terms of location, type, quality and size, to address the
particular characteristics, roles and functions of areas of Daventry
District, including the storage and distribution centre of national
significance at DIRFT, and to meet the requirements of the JCS?
4. Is Policy EC4 otherwise positively prepared, justified, effective and
consistent with national policy and would it be sufficiently flexible to
allow for alternative uses where appropriate?

No, there is not a suitable range and choice of proposed sites in the submitted Part 2 Plan. These
questions have largely been covered in response to Questions 1 and 2 above – please refer to those
responses.
Also, as explained under Matter 2, the emerging Part 2 Local Plan, including Policy EC4 (Strategic
Employment Areas) fails to provide a positive, proactive, and enabling policy framework for sustainable
economic growth in the District. The protection of employment land to prevent loss to other uses seems
appropriate given the clear shortage of employment land and premises across the District. However,
as referred to elsewhere, simply seeking to protect existing employment land will not be sufficient – a
more proactive approach is essential.
In summary, the response to these questions is that the strategy for employment land and job creation
is not consistent with national or local policies. It will not deliver the sustainable economic growth and
investment in the economy sought by national and local policies, nor support and encourage demand
for growth in key growth sectors of the economy:
•

•

•

The approach proposed by DDC appears to be premised on a starting position that job
‘targets’ from the JCS for the West Northants area as a whole have been achieved – despite
“the majority” of employment land and likely jobs having been met by development and further
approvals at the Nationally Significant DIRFT Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (SRFI);
The Council’s strategic preference is for 100% of the demand for additional small or mediumsized sites and premises to be met in Daventry town. This would not provide the ‘market
choice’ for further employers and investors sought by the policy (referred to in paragraph
7.2.10 of the Part 2 Plan);
There is no recognition in policy of the demand for additional expansion of SEAs, including at
Brixworth, to enable investment by employers operating in key growth sectors, and to enable
a strengthening of the clusters and supply chains which already exist. This is despite the
useful evidence gathered by DDC, and submitted by others, regarding the highly constrained
nature of land supply and premises.

Small and medium-sized sites and premises are ideally suited to smaller and medium-sized settlements
as well as to the main urban area of Daventry. The demand is present across the District, not only in
Daventry, and Policy EC4 should do more than just protect the SEAs – simply preventing their loss to
other uses is not fulfilling the requirements for positive planning for the economy, nor responding to the
market signals seen across the District.
The emerging Local Industrial Strategy prepared by SEMLEP identifies the shortage of employment
land and premises as a key constraint and challenge to delivering continued growth in a range of key
high-value and high-productivity economic sectors.
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The role of Brixworth as part of the cluster of high-value engineering and automotive activity seen in
various parts of Northamptonshire is widely understood. It is home to a range of engineering
companies, including:
•
•

•
•

Mercedes Benz AMG – Cutting edge research and manufacture in High-Performance
Engines, specifically motors and drive trains. All accommodated in a bespoke and growing
facility, but which is now effectively full;
Ilmor – Also automotive research and manufacturing which provided the start-up which led
directly to the Mercedes Benz AMG presence in Brixworth. Serving a list of major motor and
motorsport industry clients, their Brixworth site contains highly specialised equipment and
testing facilities which is it not feasible to relocate, and which we understand are used
extensively by other companies thus acting as a catalyst for the import of further expertise
into Brixworth.
Fablink – Are a growing company in the automotive sector creating body parts for a range of
customers (including Jaguar Land Rover and JCB).
CPL Aromas – a world leader in aroma design and manufacture with their main facility in
Brixworth. Much of this is laboratory and R&D space

Allocating additional employment land in Daventry town alone will not attract these and related
occupiers away from the benefits of being clustered together in Brixworth. Neither will it enable their
growth or further investment in the local economy. While DDC suggest the demand for space is largely
seen in Daventry, in fact, the automotive and engineering firms based in Daventry town tend to have
distribution or maintenance facilities there (e.g. Ford, Volvo) – they are generally not directly home to
the Research & Development, engineering and manufacturing development activity which forms the
core of the high-value cluster being encouraged and fostered by the LEP and by central Government.
The letter at Appendix 1 is of relevance regarding local market characteristics.
Pedrix Ltd has proposed an expansion of the Brixworth SEA to deliver in the region of 8.5ha of additional
employment land suitable for a range of small and medium sized premises consistent with the range
identified by Table 7 of the Part 2 Plan. The site (total area of around 15ha) would deliver an appropriate
scale of development with retained and new green infrastructure and planting to help limit local views
or adverse impacts, and with improvements to the existing road access to part of the SEA.
The reference at paragraph 7.2.14 to a review of evidence regarding the demand for small and medium
sized units “within 5 years”, and the monitoring of provision (supply) across the District, is positive in
that this reflects greater understanding of the need for supply of smaller sites to be addressed.
However, a review in 5 years does not deliver sufficient flexibility or an ability to respond quickly to
changing circumstances. The strategy as proposed does not propose any new land supply outside of
Daventry town where a significant proportion of the demand is found, so committing to a future review
does not in itself result in an appropriately proactive or positive strategy. The Part 2 Plan needs to do
more to better reflect and deliver strategic Objective 7 and to better embody this objective, and the
policies of the NPPF, through the local planning policies – the Council’s proposed changes are
inadequate.
Modifications are required to the Plan. These should consist of the following:
•

•

include an additional allocation of land to allow expansion of the SEA at Brixworth, geared
around the opportunities to support the high-value engineering, automotive, and ‘nextgeneration vehicles’ sectors;
there should be a commitment to review the employment land component of the Local Plan,
including site allocations, sooner than the suggested 5 years – this requirement could be tied
to the publication of the SEMLEP Local Industrial Strategy, and/or greater clarity regarding the
employment land implications of the nascent review of the JCS.
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6. Was the methodology used to assess and select the proposed site
allocations appropriate? Were reasonable alternatives considered and
tested?
7. Are the reasons for selecting the preferred sites and rejecting
alternative sites, clear and consistent?
Representations submitted earlier in the process on behalf of Pedrix raised questions and queries about
the consideration of alternatives. The points made the are not repeated in full here.
However, it remains unclear what alternatives were considered, or that an appropriate range of
reasonable alternatives were compared and assessed in reaching conclusions regarding the most
suitable and sustainable policy response.
It is unclear how successfully the approach proposed in the Part 2 Plan - with no proactive or positive
planning for additional job creation in key settlements outside Daventry town - will contribute towards
delivery of the Plan’s objectives. The Council’s apparent judgement that it has no flexibility to revisit
local employment sites outside of Daventry means there is limited if any evidence regarding the
sustainability outcomes associated with higher levels of employment development to the Primary
Service Villages like Brixworth, or focused on expanding suitable SEAs.
Crucially, it is not clear how an alternative approach with some additional non-strategic employment
allocations outside of Daventry town would perform in comparison to the approach proposed in the Part
2 Plan. It would arguably deliver a range of sustainability benefits relating to reducing the need to travel,
enabling and encouraging more travel by sustainable modes by delivering new jobs close to where
people live, as well as enabling development and growth of specialist and growing sectors of the
economy.

The Part 2 SA report (August 2018 – part of Document PSD03) states:
“The plan will need to ensure an appropriate provision of housing, including affordable
housing, as well as a supply of employment land suited to the requirements of growth
sectors in order to maintain economic success ……. The plan will need to ensure an
appropriate mix of land, premises and infrastructure are developed to meet the
requirements of the economy, which is related to an understanding of economic
trends.” (page 83).
And:
“sufficient range of employment sites is vital to the success of an area’s economy and
the well-being of its residents.” (page 87)

It is our contention that alternatives to the delivery of employment land which would better deliver these
objectives through allocations beyond the town only, have not been properly considered, and the plan
is therefore not sound (i.e. not positively prepared, nor justified).
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PROPOSED SITE ALLOCATIONS
Questions 8. – 15

As referred to in responses to earlier questions, the choice of sites and locations is unduly restrictive,
and fails to respond to the clear market signals regarding a lack of supply of sites suitable for smaller
and medium-sized employment buildings in the District. The Plan does not identify sites which are
located where they can best meet the needs of key economic sectors which are being actively
encouraged and supported by the LEP, and by national strategies.
Pedrix has no comments regarding the sites identified, but remains of the view that the choice of
locations is not appropriate – additional supply is also required outside of Daventry town, including to
enable a limited expansion of the SEA at Brixworth to respond to market needs and opportunities
relating to key growth sectors and to established local clusters and supply-chains.
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Appendix 1 – letter from Drake Commercial, re: Employment land and premises constraints,
Brixworth
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