
Matter 6 – Strategy for Lowestoft 
Q6.1  Is Policy WLP2.1 (Central and Coastal Lowestoft Regeneration) positively prepared 

and justified? 

Q6.2  Are the following allocations for new development and policy areas defined on 

the policies map soundly based; are the criteria set out in the relevant policies 

justified and effective; and is there evidence that the development of the 

allocations is viable and deliverable in the timescales indicated in Appendix 3 of 

the Plan? 

1. Introduction  

1.1 This statement is being submitted in conjunction with our response to Matter 5 and specifically 

relates to WLP2.1 – Kirkley Waterfront and Sustainable Urban Neighbourhood. 

1.2 We support the Council’s aspiration for mixed use development within the Waterfront Area as 

defined on the draft proposals map, but raise the following concerns in respect of the Council’s 

approach in detail. 

2. Viability of Industrial Development 

2.1 In our repose to Q 5.1 we address a number of issues relating to supply and demand of 

employment space, and also of the viability of industrial development.  These relate to the plan 

generally but also the Waterfront area in particular.   

2.2 Despite the ELNA and ELNAU both forecasting a contraction within the industrial employment 

base within the District the draft Local Plan allocates a significant quantum of land for such uses, 

bringing into the question the demand and hence deliverability of sites earmarked for such uses. 

2.3 We note the draft Local Plan evidence base also calls into question the viability and deliverability 

of industrial development, with the SHELAA noting for a number of sites that: 

“The Whole Plan Viability Assessment concludes that on paper industrial 
development is unviable at the present time. However, there have been recent 
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employment development on sites similar to this undertaken. Therefore in the right 
circumstances, it is considered that employment development on this site will be 
viable during the life of the plan.” (Example ref: SHELAA Page 178) 

2.4 In summary, there is no evidence to support the need to retain the former Jeld Wen site for 

significant industrial development, nor is there evidence to support the need to retain the site for 

‘port related’ development.  Issues relating to employment land need is set out in detail in our 

response to Q5.1. 

3. Criteria Based Approach 

3.1 We consider that the principle of a criteria based approach to development is acceptable, but in 

its current form is overly prescriptive.  We believe that the policy should be reworded to address 

the following issues: 

1. We recommend that the housing provision target of 1,380 dwellings be expressed as a 

minimum to enable the regeneration of the area to be optimised as a critical component of 

developing sustainable communities.  There are other more appropriate qualitative measure 

in the plan, such as proposed density ranges and design criteria that can more appropriately 

be used to ensure development is brought forward in an appropriate and sustainable 

manner; 

2. The target of 7.5 hectares of employment development does not address the changing 

patterns of employment growth or need as set out in our response to Q5.1.  It is overly 

prescriptive and does not reflect the potential jobs that can come forward as part of mixed 

use development proposals.  We request that rather than a prescriptive target, policy 

promotes genuine mixed use development that can maximise jobs opportunities and address 

changing employment patterns and demand; 

3. Policy currently promotes residential development predominantly to the west and 

employment provision focussed on the former Jeld Wen site.  This is overly prescriptive and 

reduces the potential for mixed use development across the allocation area. 

4. Policy should specify that it will be applied flexibly where necessary to prioritise the delivery of 

viable regeneration proposals, and should acknowledge that mixed use development will 

play an important part of ensuring development proposals are viable and deliverable. 

4. Conclusions 

3.2 The evidence supporting the draft local plan suggests that a specific requirement for 7.5 hectare 

of employment floor space focussed on the former Jeld Wen site would be unjustified and overly 

prescriptive. 
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3.3 We believe a more flexible approach to mixed use development on the former Jeld Wen site 

would enable a viable scheme that would deliver both housing (including affordable housing) 

and employment floor space that would make a significant contribution towards the local 

economy.  Policy should therefore be redrafted to reflect this opportunity 
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