An up-to-date evidence base is necessary to support investors in Northampton, both those looking to redevelop
brownfield land and better utilise vacant offices for other uses and those looking for the right format of office
accommodation. Sites like Belgrave House for which it is evidenced there is no demand need to be identified and
allocated for redevelopment to provide greater clarity and certainty for investors.
Question 14 – In demonstrating that existing employment sites have been actively marketed before they are
considered for release to other uses, should active marketing be required to be undertaken for a minimum
period of 12 months or 24 months?
The National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 22, states a regular review of employment sites needs to be
undertaken and long term protectionism avoided where there is no reasonable prospect of use:
“planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites for employment use where there is no reasonable
prospect of a site being used for that purpose. Land allocations should be regularly reviewed. Where there is no
reasonable prospect of a site being used for the allocated employment use, applications for alternative uses of land
or buildings should be treated on their merits having regard to market signals and the relative need for different land
uses to support local communities.“
We consider this should apply to sites which are allocated and those which fall within the relevant use classes.
Placing such a long time limit (24 and 12 months) for marketing is an inefficient use of land given the conflicting
pressures and limited land availability. This time scale is considered to be an unreasonable burden for businesses. It
should be recognised that a part vacant / vacant building continues to cost businesses money not only in terms of
loss of income, but marketing and maintenance costs to name but a few.
We consider that 6 months marketing is sufficient to demonstrate there is no reasonable prospect of a site being
used for that purpose. Again, this links back to the evidence base and establishing a clear understanding of the
demand for employment sites and whether they are fit for purpose.
Question 16 – Do you agree that we should review the secondary retail frontages policy, which restricts nonretail uses in some sections of frontage, to allow greater flexibility for non-retail uses in some areas?
The secondary shopping frontage maintains the distinction between the function of different parts of the town centre.
In this context, we consider that some uses are less desirable in the primary shopping area such as hot food
takeaway and betting shops and these should be supported in secondary retail frontages.
However, increasing flexibility of secondary retail frontages should not be at the expense of primary shopping
frontages. These too, need to become more flexible and this needs to be recognised. We require further clarification
on which non-retail uses the question is referring to as some will lend themselves more to the primary retail frontage
in the first instance, while others the secondary retail frontage.
Furthermore, Page 11 recognises that “as the role of the traditional high street retailers continue to change there will
be a need for the town centre to evolve to attract visitors and to become a destination which provides a wider
experience than just shopping”. This change is happening now and town centres are evolving. This is not just an
issue for the future, it needs to be addressed and quickly so town centres can embrace change. Town centres are
evolving now.
As part of this evolution, leisure uses and food and beverage offers are essential to attract visitors alongside the retail
offer. These uses provide an experience that cannot be found online, increase dwell time and extend the hours in
which trips are made throughout the day into the evening bringing life back into the high street. They also fill the void
of vacant units as retailers downsize their real estate portfolio and reduce the number of stores while other wellknown retailers leave the high street altogether as they go into administration.
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There should be planning support for such diversification and a move away from out dated planning policies which
are unduly restrictive. We first need to look at primary shopping frontages before we address secondary to create a
vision for the town centre as a whole. This also needs to consider whether the retail designations are accurate and
whether they are likely to consolidate as online growth continues and the high street becomes more service driven.
Question 17 which asks – do you think that within the town centre, some of the medium and larger size office
allocations are oversupplied?
This question links directly to our responses for question 12. Our understanding is that the above is true. However, an
up-to-date evidence base should be provided in support.
Summary
NSCLP is pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the emerging Northampton Local Plan (Part 2) and
requests that Northampton Borough Council continue to update us on the programme of future planning documents.
We trust that the above comments will be considered in the next stage of the Northampton Local Plan (Part 2) and.
Please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague Amy Hartley (amhartley@deloitte.co.uk / 0207 303 5937) if you
would like to discuss any of the points raised in this letter or would like any further clarification.
I would be grateful if you would kindly acknowledge receipt of this letter and acceptance of our representations.

Yours faithfully

Mark Underwood
Deloitte LLP
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