Policy 7.2 — South of Eastwood Road:

ID

| Organisation

Duty to Co-operate / Interest Groups

34 Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust

55 Pedals (Nottingham Cycling Campaign)

70 Kimberley Town Council

222 Severn Trent

5908 Sustrans

6276 Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group

Developer / Landowner

634

The Wilds (Represented by Aspbury Planning Ltd)

2542 Mrs Viitanen (Represented by Featherstones)

4622 Mrs Barnes (Represented by Featherstones)

6881 Mr Taylor (Represented by Featherstones)

2652 W Westerman (Represented by Oxalis Planning Ltd)

2685 Bloor Homes Ltd (Represented by Oxalis Planning
Ltd)

4200 Taylor & Burrows Property (Represented by Phoenix

Planning (UK) Ltd)




Planning Policy

Broxtowe Borough Council
Council Offices

Foster Ave

Beeston

Notts NG9 1AB

3rd November 2017
Dear Sir/ Madam
Comments on Publication Version Part 2 Broxtowe Local Plan

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2
(publication version).

Whilst recognising the need for housing provision and economic investment in
Broxtowe, we have significant concerns about whether the scale of growth
proposed during the plan period is necessary or sustainable.

We do not currently have resources to submit each comment on a separate
form but to help with your collation of responses our comments are broadly set
out by policy number, as requested on the response form (question 1). Where
appropriate, we have also indicated if we query the ‘soundness’ of the plan, as
per question 2 and 3. After putting forward our comments we have submitted
suggested maodifications, as per question 4 of the response form.

Our comments on individual policies are set out below:
Policy 3 Main built up area site allocations

For the reasons provided at 3.1 and 3.2 we generally support the Spatial
Strategy approach. We do, however, have substantive concerns about the
scale of some of the allocations. We do understand that allocation sites would
not necessarily be built up in their entirety and land within the allocation
boundary would potentially be set aside for Green Infrastructure (GI) provision
and related requirements. However, we think that seeing sites with large red-
line boundaries might be potentially confusing and of concern to many of the
other consultees - certain local community groups and individuals have
contacted us about their concerns about potential loss of greenfield and wildlife
sites.

Policy: 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks: 500 homes (within the plan period)

If this site is to be allocated, we very much support the ‘key development
requirement’ to “Retain and enhance Green Infrastructure corridors around the
eastern and northern areas of the site”.

Some parts of the site have developed significant habitat value. These include
Hobgoblin Wood and the adjacent Chilwell Ordnance Depot Local Wildlife Site
(LWS) which is located outside the redline boundary. Both areas should be
protected during construction phase and be retained within Gl with their
management secured and paid for in perpetuity by the developer. Focusing new
built development on the previously developed parts of the site whilst converting
and reusing existing buildings, roads and infrastructure wherever possible
would allow for a more sustainable form of development to be achieved.
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Maodification sought

Include a clear statement confirming that Hobgoblin Wood, other woodland
area, mature trees and grasslands will be retained and their long-term
management will be secured in perpetuity.

Policy: 3.2 Toton (Strategic Location for Growth): 500 Homes

Toton sidings is at the very centre of the Erewash Valley Living Landscape
area, where many partners including Broxtowe Borough Council are investing in
extending and improving habitats and Gl to achieve Broxtowe Borough
Council’s Biodiversity and Gl targets.

We therefore object to this site as a strategic location for growth. Not only
would it lead to the loss of a substantial area of Green Belt, resulting in the
merging of Chilwell and Stapleford, it would cause a well-defined wildlife
corridor between the Erewash Valley and Wollaton Park (via Bramcote Village
and Beeston Fields golf course) to be lost. This corridor is identified as primary
corridor 1.2 and secondary corridors 2.12 and 2.23 in the Broxtowe Green
Infrastructure Strategy and the land between the two secondary corridors will
also, in effect, function as a single wide corridor.

We cannot see how transport issues can be addressed in a location already
suffering from severe congestion and where other large-scale developments
are planned for the current plan period, i.e. 500 homes in connection with the
Chetwynd Barracks redevelopment.

We need to point out that part of this land, especially the northern and eastern
part of the sidings, are within floodplain and are at high risk of flooding.
Therefore, there should be a presumption against development of these parts of
the site. Also, if substantive measures are not put in place (e.g. flood storage),
development of such a large parcel of land could increase risk of both fluvial
and surface water flooding in adjacent areas, especially within Toton and parts
of Long Eaton.

Whilst we don’t support the principle of development on Green Belt and the
scale of the proposed development, we welcome inclusion of open space:
“Minimum of 16ha Open Space, to incorporate Green Infrastructure of sufficient
width and quality to provide attractive and usable links between Hobgoblin
Wood in the east and Toton Fields Local Wildlife Site in the west and the
Erewash Canal, which will blend with a high quality built environment.”

However, we would expect to see the quantity of ‘informal’ open space (wildlife
habitat) specified in the policy wording. In the absence of this, we are
concerned that:

a). the 16ha minimum could be taken up with ‘formal’ open spaces, such as
sports pitches, play areas etc,

b). the open spaces would be sited in areas subject to high levels of
disturbance, such as along paths, road verges etc, which will never develop
high wildlife value,

c). areas of open spaces will be too narrow to usefully function as wildlife
habitat (our comments on policy 27 and our recommendation for 50 metre wide
buffer are relevant to this).

We are also concerned about the loss of such a large extent of brownfield land
in the sidings, which has regenerated to woodland. New open space wildlife
sites cannot be recreated easily and will take many years to develop a level of
wildlife value equivalent to what will be lost from the sidings, if achievable at all.



Modification sought

Removal of the allocation. If Broxtowe Borough Council is minded to allocate
then all LWS habitat should be removed from the allocation, as it might never
be possible to recreate habitats of the same value. Clarification that the 16ha
minimum will comprise a significant amount of informal open space (wildlife
habitat), including a 50m wide habitat corridor.

Policy: 3.3 Bramcote (East of Coventry Lane): 300 Homes

If the entire site is to be developed, this allocation would result in the loss of a
LWS — Bramcote Moor Grassland, which we would strongly object to.

LWSs are defined areas identified and selected locally for their substantive
nature conservation value. Their selection takes into account the most
important, distinctive and threatened species and habitats within the county.
They therefore comprise many of our best remaining flower-rich meadows,
ancient woodlands, ponds, swamps, fens and mires and provide a home to
many of our native plant and animal species, including many rare, declining or
protected species. These sites can be of SSSI quality or can be even more
important than SSSls for wildlife. We therefore consider protection of this
network of sites to be of the upmost importance.

Should the LWS be lost, we would consider the policy unsound as it is not
consistent with local (Policy 17 of ACS) and national policy (NPPF para 118).

Modification sought

Inclusion of a sentence stating that the LWS will not be developed or removal of
LWS from the allocation boundary. If the LWS would be retained, it would also
need to be adequately buffered and work would be required to make the site
more robust, as it will be subject to greater footfall post any development.
Future management of the LWS should also be secured.

Policy: 3.4 Stapleford (West of Coventry Lane): 240 Homes

The ‘key development requirements’ include “provide enhanced Green
Infrastructure corridors linking urban areas of Nottingham to the east with
Bramcote and Stapleford Hills, Bramcote Park, Boundary Brook, Pit Lane
Wildlife Site, Nottingham Canal and Erewash Valley Trail”.

Whilst we object to this allocation because we consider it is encroaching
significantly into the surrounding countryside and that local needs have been
met by the adjacent Fields Farm site, achievement of a strong corridor is very
important. We also agree with the last point of the ‘key development
requirements’, that the cemetery and Stapleford Hills should be adequately
buffered, forming a strong and robust habitat corridor linking to Bramcote Moor
Grassland LWS.

Modification sought

Removal of allocation. Clarification as to the extent of the corridor, so the site
isn’t over developed. The adjacent Field Farm Development is mentioned in the
location description but we think this policy needs to offer some guidance in
terms of how Gl linkages will be provided between the two sites.
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Policy: 3.5 Severn Trent (Lilac Grove ): 150 Homes

The ‘key development requirements’ states that the 150 homes will be located
towards the north of the site, which appears to be on the former Severn Trent
works, and that access will only be from the north (Lilac Grove).

We are hopeful this means the land at the end of Cornwall Avenue will remain
undeveloped. It also talks about ‘soft landscaping’ along the canal and the
importance of “Green Infrastructure” corridors. The field at the end of Cornwall
Avenue is an important buffer to the Beeston Canal, which itself is a Local
Wildlife Site and this should form part of the “Green Infrastructure” and remain
undeveloped and long-term management of GI needs to be secured.

Modification sought
Clarification of the extent of Gl, confirmation that fields along the Beeston Canal
will not be developed and that long-term management of Gl will be secured.

Policy: 3.6 Beeston Maltings: 56 Homes

Transport corridors can provide essential wildlife habitat. For instance our sister
Wildlife Trust in Yorkshire is promoting a project to maximise their value, which
is supported by the Humberhead Levels Nature Improvement Area. Given the
apparent lack of buffer on the south of the railway line, we would strongly
recommend some form of green link be provided along the southern
development boundary.

Modification sought
Provision of green infrastructure link along the railway line under the ‘key
development requirements’.

Policy: 3.7 Beeston Cement Depot: 21 Homes

Transport corridors can provide essential wildlife habitat. For instance our sister
Wildlife Trust in Yorkshire is promoting a project to maximise their value. We
would strongly recommend some form of green link be provided along the
southern development boundary.

Modification sought
Provision of green infrastructure link along the railway line under the ‘key
development requirements’.

Policy 4 Awsworth Site Allocation

A substantial population of common toad (Local Biodiversity Action Plan Priority
species and NERC Act species of principal importance in England) was known
to be present in the vicinity of the allocated site. We are aware that toad
tunnels, which we understand have not been maintained, were installed
underneath the Awsworth Bypass, to allow toads to migrate between breeding
habitat (Nottingham Canal) and fields on the opposite side of the new bypass.
Potentially, the fields subject to this allocation still provide terrestrial habitat for
common toad, should they still occur. We would recommend surveys for
common toad and other wildlife, possible reinstatement of toad tunnels (if
required). Due to it's greenfield nature and strong hedgerow network, we think
the land could provide habitat for many other species.

Common Toad is considered a biodiversity asset under policy 31, as they are a
species of concern in the Notts Biodiversity Action Plan.

Should this species be subject to further adverse impacts, we would consider
the policy unsound as it is not consistent with local (Policy 17 of ACS) and
national policy (NPPF para 118).



Modification sought

We would wish to see removal of this allocation. If the allocation is to remain,
provision of substantial green infrastructure, incorporation of existing hedges
and retention of some meadows (quantity defined) and protection of common
toads, should they still occur.

Policy 5 Brinsley Site Allocation

We would have preferred to have seen the alternative site included (option 2)
rather this one (option 1) for the reasons provided in our response to the
Brinsley Alternative Site Consultation February 2017:

“Option 1 is located immediately adjacent to Brinsley Headstocks Local Nature
Reserve and associated Local Wildlife Sites, Brinsley Brook Grassland LWS
(5/2302) and Brinsley Headstocks LWS (5/3405), which are identified for their
botanical interest. The wildlife value of Brinsley Headstocks, which has been
well recorded, may be harmed by any substantial increases in recreational use,
which would be inevitable if Option 1 is taken forward.

The LNR and adjacent land is considered locally by members of the Friends
Group and others who carry out regular birdwatching locally, as being more
valuable for birds. This is certainly likely because the LNR itself supports more
structural diversity in its habitats, with areas of woodland, plantation, hedges
alongside meadows and the Brinsley Brook These features are largely lacking
from land within Option 2, which is predominantly arable. The LNR currently
has good, strong habitat connectivity along the brook and to Saints Coppice to
the north, which could be adversely affected by built development if Option 1 is
taken forward.

Option 1 contains areas of permanent grassland whereas the majority of land
within option 2 is mainly arable, which contains no known botanical interest is
less valuable in wildlife terms, apart from hedges which we would like to see
sensitively retained within any development’.

Local residents have reported that the fields in the vicinity of the Brinsley
allocation included in the current consultation support a number of wintering
farmland bird species. We are also concerned about possible hydrological
impacts on the Brinsley Brook. As this allocation is within the catchment for the
watercourse there is the potential for adverse impacts on the ecology of the
brook due to increased runoff rates, contamination (directly or indirectly, via any
new drains) etc.

Modification sought
Replace this site allocation with ‘option 2’.

Policy 6 Eastwood Site Allocation

Walker Street Eastwood is an important Green Space in the centre of
Eastwood. Whilst we welcome retention of ‘Canyons’ as open space, we would
wish to see Green Infrastructure/ habitat corridors enhanced throughout the
site.

Maodification sought
Include a commitment to provide Gl links across the wider site.
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Policy 7.1 Land south of Kimberley Depot

We find proposals to develop the exiting built up part of the site acceptable but
are concerned about the impact on wildlife arising from loss of surrounding
farmland and plantation woodland. Kimberley Disused Railway, on the southern
boundary, is a LWS and important wildlife corridors, which should be
adequately buffered from any development.

Modification sought

If this allocation is to remain, we would like to see a statement about extent of
developable area, ideally limiting it to the existing built up part of the site. It is
important that the allocation is sensitive to, and secures future positive
management of the LWS.

Policy 7.2 Land south of Eastwood Road Kimberley

We consider this is an important area of remnant fields on the edge of urban
area which, when considered with the adjacent woodland, is an important
wildlife corridor. We would be concerned about inclusion of the site as an
allocation.

Modification sought
Site to be excluded.

Policy 17 Place-making, Design and Amenity

We support the inclusion of 1(n — p):

n). Incorporates ecologically sensitive design, with a high standard of planting
and features for biodiversity; and

0). Uses native species of trees, shrubs and wild-flower seeds in landscaping
proposals; and

p). Integrates bat and/or bird boxes into the fabric of new buildings”.

Madification sought
Under n) adding reference to following:
e green walls,
e brown and green roofs,
e ecologically designed / focused suds schemes,
o features to assist permeability for wildlife through the built environment
(e.g. gaps under fences for hedgehogs).

Under p) adding a reference to insect houses.

The policy should raise future responsibilities and funding mechanisms for
management of habitats / informal open spaces. The developer should cover
the costs for management of habitats in perpetuity, so that it does not fall to
Broxtowe Borough Council to pay for this.

Policy 19 Pollution, Hazardous Substances and Ground Conditions

Sub section 1b). “Lighting schemes unless they are designed to use the
minimum amount of lighting necessary to achieve their purposes and to
minimise any adverse effects beyond the site, including effects on the amenity
of local residents, the darkness of the local area and nature conservation
(especially bats and invertebrates)”.

We support inclusion of point in relation to darkness and nature conservation.



Policy 27 Local Green Space

We strongly support this policy and welcome inclusion of the sites listed.
Protection of the sites around Bramcote Hills Park and wood, Stapleford Wood
and the Bramcote Schools (section 3 relating to land east and west of Coventry
Lane) is welcome, as these are very important wildlife sites with historic /
cultural interest.

In terms of policy wording, we are concerned about inclusion of ‘exceptional
circumstances’ clause, as this will undermine the policy protection.

Paragraph 28.2 states, “The greatest opportunities for enhancing the
corridors will come through development, and the Council intends to work
with developers to create and maintain new spaces and to improve
connectivity. The details of these opportunities for enhancement will depend
on the characteristics of the corridors concerned”.

Development certainly creates opportunities for enhancing corridors but we
would question whether it creates the ‘greatest opportunities’. Many of the
corridors are in the rural landscape, not through areas allocated for potential
development and significant opportunities exist through working with existing
landowners and farmers, in relation to improving existing Rights of Way or
strengthening important landscape features and wildlife habitats, such as
hedgerows, woodlands and field margins.

Green infrastructure corridors need to be of a reasonable, specified width to be
viable; otherwise they will fail to function in ecological terms. Without specified
widths there is the danger the corridors will be narrow as developers will
naturally seek to maximise the size of the new built development. We have
carried out some research on what is considered viable widths of green
corridors. In summary:

* “Corridors should be preserved, enhanced and provided, [.....], as they
permit certain species to thrive where they otherwise would not. Corridors
should be as wide and continuous as possible” (Dawson, 1994).

* 50m buffers [are] recommended for developments in the Local Plans of
both Wakefield & Darlington Councils to protect local wildlife sites and / or
river corridors.

* A 50m width allows corridors to function as a ‘multi-purpose network’, as
defined in NECR 180, so that it includes attributes that are valuable to
people, i.e. biodiversity alongside amenity, footpaths, cycleways,
sustainable drainage, microclimate improvement, heritage [etc.]

* Quadrat Scotland 2002 (Appendix 1). For connectedness, to be defined
as ‘high’ (on scale high, medium, low), the corridor needs to be at least
50m wide for more than 50% of the corridor

References

o Dawson, D. 1994. Are Habitat Corridors Conduits for Animals and Plants
in a Fragmented Landscape? A Review of the Scientific Evidence. English
Nature Research Reports

o Wakefield Consultation on spatial strategy: Wakefield Council Spatial
Policy Areas

o Darlington consultation on draft housing allocations: Darlington Council
Housing Allocations report

o Natural England Commissioned Report NECR180 (2015). Econets,
landscape & people: Integrating people's values and cultural ecosystem
services.
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o Quadrat Scotland (2002) The network of wildlife corridors and stepping
stones of importance to the biodiversity of East Dunbartonshire. Scottish
Natural Heritage Commissioned Report

Maodification sought

Removal of “except in very special circumstances” from the final sentence of the
policy wording.

State that development provides opportunities for enhancing corridors, but
remove (development) ‘provides the greatest’.

State that corridors must be at least 50 metres wide to be considered beneficial
and viable for wildlife.

Policy 28 Green Infrastructure Assets

We strongly support this policy and welcome that “Development proposals
which are likely to lead to increased use of any of the Green Infrastructure
Assets listed below, as shown on the Policies Map, will be required to take
reasonable opportunities to enhance the Green Infrastructure Asset(s)”.

Policy 29: Cemetery extensions

We support this policy and welcome that the potential biodiversity value of new
proposed cemeteries has been recognised in the supporting text.

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets

In terms of defining biodiversity assets, 1b “Priority habitats and priority species
(as identified in the Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan and section
4.5 of the Green Infrastructure Strategy)”, whilst we welcome inclusion of the
reference to Nottinghamshire LBAP, we consider that the definition of
biodiversity assets is missing the following:

1. Any reference to UK priority species and habitats (formerly called UK BAP
priority species and habitats). Section 41 of the Natural Environmental and
Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 identifies these and they may be found
both within or outside designated sites. Priority species correspond to those
identified under Section 41 of the NERC Act as species of principal importance
for the conservation of biodiversity in England and have to be considered under
planning policy.

2. Any reference to protected species. This is different from priority species list
(although some priority species may also be protected).

Due to lack of reference to S41 species and habitat NERC Act and Biodiversity
Duty, Legally protected species we consider the policy is not sound as it is not
consistent with local (Policy 17 of ACS) and national policy (Biodiversity paras).

Modification sought
Inclusion of a reference to NERC Act (species and habitats of principal
importance) and legally protected species.

We also consider there is a requirement for a Biodiversity SPD to help protect
Broxtowe’s important nature sites, habitat and species and would like to see a
commitment to produce one made in the LPP2 main document. A Biodiversity
SPD would also help the council to secure its aspirations set out in the Green
Infrastructure Strategy and Nature Conservation Strategy.



Policy 32: Developer Contributions

We welcome that financial contributions may be sought for biodiversity for
applications of 10 or more houses and therefore support the policy in this
respect.

In terms of question 5 on the response form (participation at public inquiry), if
we have resources available at the time of the hearings, we would be happy to
attend public examination sessions. In any case, we are happy to be contacted
by the Planning Policy Team regarding future consultations and would welcome
email correspondence in connection with this and future consultations.

Please do not hesitate to contact me should you have any further queries.

Yours sincerely

I
|
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust
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Organisation On behalf of Pedals (Nottingham Cycling Campaign)
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organisation)
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I
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Postcode [ ]
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Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3™ November
2017

If you wish to comment on several policies, paragraphs, or sites, please use a
separate form for each representation.

If you would like to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future consultations. Please

tick here

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence
can be sent to:

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - The comment(s) you submit on the Local Development Framework (LDF) will be used in the plan process and may be in use for
the lifetime of the LDF in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. The information will be analysed and the Council will consider issues raised.

1


www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Please note that comments cannot be treated as confidential and will be made available for public inspection. All representations can be viewed at
the Council Offices.

Please return completed forms to:
Planning Policy, Legal and Planning Services, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3468 or 3015 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk

Question 1: What does your comment relate to? Please specify exactly

Policy text/

|_Document | Policy number Paragraph

number

Policy 1: Flood Risk

Policy 2: Site Allocations

Policy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations
Policy 4: Awsworth Site Allocation
Policy 5: Brinsley Site Allocation
Policy 6: Eastwood Site Allocation
Policy 7: Kimberley Site Allocations P78
Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt
Policy 9: Retention of good quality
existing employment sites

Policy 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses
Policy 11: The Square, Beeston

Policy 12: Edge-of-Centre A1 Retail in Eastwood
Policy 13: Proposals for main town centre uses in
edge-of-centre and out-of-centre locations Policy
14: Centre of Neighbourhood Importance
(Chilwell Road / High Road)

Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice

Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers

Policy 17: Place-making, design and amenity
Policy 18: Shopfronts, signage and security measures
Policy 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and
Ground Conditions

Policy 20: Air Quality

Policy 21: Unstable land

Policy 22: Minerals

Policy 23: Proposals affecting designated and
nondesignated heritage assets

Policy 24: The health impacts of development
Policy 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport

Policy 26: Travel Plans

Policy 27: Local Green Space

Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions

Policy 30: Landscape

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets

Policy 32: Developer Contributions

Part 2 Local Plan

2 -
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. -



Policies Map

Sustainability
Appraisal

Other (e.g.
omission,
evidence
document
etc.)

Question 2: What is the issue with the Local Plan?

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to the
guidance note at for an explanation of these terms)

2.1 | Legally compliant y
2.2 | Compliant with the duty to co-operate y
2.3 | Sound n

Question 3: Why is the Local Plan unsound? Please only answer this question if
you answered ‘No’ to 2.3 above

If you think this paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this because:

It is not justified

It is not effective

It is not positively prepared

It is not consistent with national policy

Your comments

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is
unsound or does not comply with the duty to co operate. Alternatively, if you wish to support any of

these aspects please provide details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet if
hecessary.

3-
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.




Comments

Policy: 7.1 Land south of Kimberley including Kimberley Depot and Policy: 7.2 Land south of Eastwood Road
Kimberley.

We would like to stress the need for good cycle as well as pedestrian links through these sites, as part of the need to
upgrade the cycle route to and from the Bennerley Viaduct, a restoration project of major importance to the area which
Pedals has for long strongly supported. We therefore very much endorse the detailed comments and suggested
modifications submitted by Sustrans in response to this Local Plan consultation.

Question 4: Modifications sought

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally

compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet if necessary.

4 -
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.




Policy: 7.1 Land south of Kimberley including Kimberley Depot and Policy: 7.2 Land south of Eastwood Road
Kimberley.

We very much endorse the detailed comments and suggested modifications submitted by Sustrans in response to this
Local Plan consultation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation at
publication stage. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector,
based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.

Question 5: Public Examination Attendance
If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at th

public examination?

Yes, | wish to participate at the public examination

No, | do not wish to participate at the public examination /

5 -
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. -



If you wish to participate at the public examination, please outline why you consider this to be

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the public examination.

Guidance Note:

Please complete a separate form for each representation you wish to make.

‘Legally Compliant’:
6 -
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.




If your response relates to the way in which the plan has been prepared, then this is likely to
relate to whether it or not it is ‘Legally Compliant’. To be ‘Legally Compliant’, the Local Plan has
to be prepared in accordance within the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ and legal and procedural
requirements. These are set out by legislation in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). If you think that we have not met the legal requirement
in the preparation of the Local Plan, please use the response form to tell us what we have not done
or what we have done incorrectly.

‘Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate’:

If your response relates to the way in which we have worked with other authorities then this is
likely to relate to the ‘Duty to Co-operate’.

The ‘Duty to Co-operate’ places a legal duty on Local Planning Authorities, County Councils and
certain public bodies to engage constructively, actively, and on an on-going basis, to maximise the
effectiveness of Local Plan preparation in the context of strategic cross-boundary matters. The
‘Duty to Co-operate’ is not a duty to agree. However, Local Planning Authorities should make every
effort to secure the necessary co-operation on strategic cross-boundary matters before they submit
their Local Plan for examination.

‘Sound’

If your response is about the content of the Local Plan and the strategy it adopts, then it is likely to
relate to whether or not the Local Plan is ‘Sound’.

To meet the ‘Test of Soundness’, the independent Planning Inspector is required to consider
whether or not our Local Plan is ‘justified’, ‘effective’, has been ‘positively prepared’, and is
‘consistent with national policy’. You may wish to consider the following before making a
representation on the ‘Soundness’ of our Local Plan:

+ ‘Justified’: This means that the Local Plan is based upon a robust and credible evidence base. If you
think that the evidence doesn’t support the choice made in our Local Plan, or there are realistic
alternatives, then your comments may relate to whether or not it is ‘justified’.

+ ‘Effective’: This means that the Local Plan will deliver what it sets out to. If you think that what we
are proposing in the Local Plan is not deliverable, then your comments may relate to whether or not
our Local Plan is ‘effective’.

+ ‘Positively Prepared’: This means the Local Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with
achieving sustainable development.

+ ‘Consistent with National Policy’: Do you consider that our Local Plan accords with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other policies, or includes clear and convincing reasons for
doing something different?

For further guidance or assistance, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 0115 917 3452 or
by emailing policy@broxtowe.qov.uk.

7 -
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. -



Comments on the draft Part Two Broxtowe Local Plan by Ken Mafham Associates on behalf of
Kimberley Town Council

1. Context

1.1 Kimberly Town Council is in the process of producing a Neighbourhood Plan. A first draft has
been out to informal consultation. A second draft, including a development brief for the Depot site is
now being finalised and will go to formal consultation in November / December of this year. The
Neighbourhood Plan is an emerging development plan that is fully in accordance with the Broxtowe
Core Strategy and as such should be given significant weight. We are confident this will be the case.

2. Comments on the draft Part Two Local Plan

2.1 There is no major conflict between the draft Part two Local Plan and the draft Neighbourhood
Plan but there are a number of detailed differences. The Neighbourhood Plan includes the caravan
site to the North of the depot in the allocation but discussions with the owners have established that
they will object unless an alternative site is found. We are taking steps to do this at the present time.
In the meantime we will simply identify the caravan site as a possible brownfield site for the future.
But you may wish to recognise the potential. We note the caravan site is not included in the
allocation at page 67 of the Local Plan. Since the site would be a brownfield redevelopment an
allocation in the Part Two Local Plan may not be necessary.

2.2 A triangle of land at the rear of 29 to 47 Eastwood Road and East of Speedwell Drive, which is
within the allocation, is of high bio diversity value and we suggest it be deleted from the allocation.

2.3 The main depot site is crossed by a number of bridle ways which the draft Master Plan proposes
to broaden into a green network.

2.4 We accept that a total housing figures for the Depot site needs to be included in the Local Plan
but we would also wish to see a reference to a development brief, to be prepared as part of the
Neighbourhood Plan, that will include a green network within the site, in the list of requirements for
the site. We are happy to accept an informal agreement that there can be an element of flexibility
around the housing capacity in order to meet the Town Council’s ambitions for a well designed and
landscaped development.

Ken Mafham Associates 03.11.17
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Broxtowe Borough Council

Potential impact of proposed developments on sewerage infrastructure assets
Date: 17/10/2017

NOTE: The purpose of these desktop based assessments are to indicate where proposed development MAY have a detrimental impact on the performance of the existing public sewerage network taking into account the size of the development proposals.

For most new development provided the surface water in managed sustainably through use of a SuDS the additional foul only flows will have a negligible impact on existing sewer performance but where there are pre-existing capacity constraints additional
capacity improvements may be required.

Where subsequent detailed modelling indicates capacity improvements are required such work will be phased to align with development occupancy with capacity improvement works will be funded by Severn Trent Water. However, whilst Severn Trent have
a duty to provide additional capacity to accommodate planned development, we also have a requirement to manage our assets efficiently to minimise our customers’ bills. Consequently to avoid potential inefficient investment we generally do not provided
additional capacity until there is certainty that the development is due to commence. Where development proposals are likely to require additional capacity upgrades to accommodate new development flows it is highly recommended that potential
developers contact Severn Trent as early as possible to confirm flow rates and intended connection points. This will ensure provision of additional capacity can be planned into our investment programme to ensure development is not delayed.

Note: These are desktop assessments using readily available information and have not been subjected to detailed hydraulic modellin;

Sewage s
Treatment Potential impact on
Site Ref Site Name Size Units Works Sewerage Comment sewerage
infrastructure
Catchment

Toton, Stapleford and Bramcote

3.1|Chetwynd Barracks 91.5 ha 500(Toton STW Sewer records do not exist for Chetwynd Barracks. Therefore the current drainage at the site is unknown. It is Low
assumed the majority of flows will join the 300 dia combined sewer on Chetwynd Road. RPA predicts flooding in a 30
year storm. D/S of Chetwynd Road there is a large flooding cluster on Crofton Road. An FA scheme has been
delivered which protects properties internally up to 40 year storm and externally up to a 20 year storm. There are no
pollution incidents recorded D/S at the Attenborough Lane PS. Surface Water flows can be drained to local brook
running through Chetwynd barracks.

Toton UNK 5

o
o

Stapleford STW [lt is likely that a capital scheme would be required for a new gravity sewer to take foul flow from the development to
Stapleford STW in the North West. There are numerous hydraulic flood incidents on incoming pipes to the STW. If
foul flows were to discharged to the south the topography suggests a pumping station would be required. Pipes on
Stapleford Lane where it would be expected to discharge to are predicted to flood in low RPs. There are foul flooding
incidents recorded to the south off Stappleford Lane. Surface water will be able to drain to pre-existing surface water
systems in the vicinity of the development.

Bramcote UNK 300|Stoke Bardolph |lt is expected that foul flows will be connected to 225mm dia pipe on Latimer Drive. RPA does not predict flooding in [Low
STW storm events up to 40 yrs. Flows from the east of the site may have to be pumped due to the topography of the site.

N

Stapleford UNK 240|Stapleford STW |lt is likely that a capital scheme would be required for a new gravity sewer to take foul flow from the development to
Stapleford STW in the North West. There are numerous hydraulic flood incidents on incoming pipes to the STW. If
foul flows were to discharged to the south the topography suggests a pumping station would be required. Pipes on
Stapleford Lane where it would be expected to discharge to are predicted to flood in low RPs. There are foul flooding
incidents recorded to the south off Stappleford Lane. Surface water will be able to drain to pre-existing surface water

systems in the vicinity of the development.

3.6|Beeston Maltings 1.3 ha

[

6| Lilac Grove STW |Based on topographic levels it is likely the development will connect to the sewage system on Cartwright Waytoa  |Low:
150 mm dia pipe. Surface water would also drain to the existing system on this road. The model does predict
flooding on low RPs D/S on Ireland Avenue. However there are no incidents of flooding reported.

Beeston Cement Depot UNK 21, Sewage from the development is likely to join the network on Station Road into a 375 mm dia combined sewer. Low
Surface Water will be able to be connected to local surface water network. There are no reports of flooding in the
area and flooding is not predicted in low return periods.

Wollaton Road Beeston UNK 12 The building adjacent to the proposed development site has experienced repeat floodings recently. Return period Low
analysis predicts flooding in a storm with a two year return period. The development is unlikely to have a noticeable
impact to Severn Trent's sewage infrastructure, however, the development is likely to flood.

Awsworth UNK 3

a

0[Newthorpe STW |Surface Water from the development will be able to drain to a local watercourse. Foul water from the development
will join a 225mm dia combined sewer running across the development site. Flooding in a low return period is
predicted downstream and there are pollutions recorded at Awsworth - A610 TPS. There are also a large number of
flooding incidents upstream of the development in the south of Awesworth.

0[Newthorpe STW |Surface Water from the development will be able to drain to a local watercourse. Foul water from the development
will join a 225mm dia combined sewer running across the development site. Flooding in a low return period is
predicted downstream and there are pollutions recorded at Awsworth - A610 TPS. There are also a large number of
flooding incidents upstream of the development in the south of Awesworth.

4.1| Awsworth UNK 2

0

Brinsley UNK 1

wu

0[Newthorpe STW [Foul flows from the development will join a 225 mm dia combined sewer running adjacent to the development site.  |Low
Surface water from the development will be able to drain to Brinsley Brook. Flooding is not predicted in low return
periods locally and there are no reported flooding incidents near the development
0[Newthorpe STW [Foul flows from the development will join a 225 mm dia combined sewer running adjacent to the development site.  |Low:
Surface water from the development will be able to drain to Brinsley Brook. Flooding is not predicted in low return
periods locally and there are no reported flooding incidents near the development

1

[

6.1(Walker Street 9 2

w
o

Newthorpe STW |Foul and surface water flows will join pipes on Greenhills Avenue. Flooding is not predicted in low periods Low
downstream of the development. However there are a number of recorded flooding incidents that additional flow
could exacerbate.

Kimberley UNK 600|Newthorpe STW |Foul flows from the development will join the 750 mm dia existing combined sewer which runs through the site.
Surface Water from the development can join the existing surface water network which runs through the proposed
development site. Flooding is predicted in a low return period storm on the combined system close to the
development site. There is a repeat internal flooding caused by the combined sewer. The development is likely to
exacerbate the flooding at this property.

Page 1of 1
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Would you like to be contacted regarding future

If you wish to comment on more than one issue you will need to submit a form for each representation.

Policy relates to
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7: Kimberley Site 70

Allocations

Policy: 7.2 Land south
of Eastwood Road
Kimberley/7.8

Question 1: What does your comment relate to? Please specify exactly

Question 2

Question 2: What is the issue with the Local Plan?

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be:

2.1 Legally compliant Yes
2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate Yes
2.3 Sound No
Question 3

Question 3: Why is the Local Plan unsound? Please only answer this question if you answered ‘No’ to 2.3 above

If you think this paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this because:

It is not justified No
It is not effective Yes
It is not positively prepared Yes
It is not consistent with national policy No

Additional details




Please give details of why you consider this part of
the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is unsound or
does not comply with the duty to co-operate.
Alternatively, if you wish to support any of these
aspects please provide details.

Our comments relate to improving the network of routes within the borough for walking
and cycling. The route we are particularly interested in seeing improved is that of the
former Great Northern Railway which runs through the borough from the edge of
Nottingham (at Hempshill Vale) through Kimberley and Awsworth and across
Bennerley Viaduct. The borough'’s current 2004 Local Plan’s policies RC14, RC15 and
RC16 support the development and improvement of this Great Northern Path corridor
as follows:

RC14 The Council will protect, maintain and where appropriate seek to extend
the network of footpaths, bridleways and cycle routes in the borough.

RC15: The Council will safeguard from development and seek to complete the
following long distance trails as shown on the proposals map:

a) Nottingham Canal towpath;

b) Nuthall-Awsworth and Bennerley Viaduct (the Great Northern Path).

RC16: Important links between built-up areas and the countryside are designated
by the Plan as greenways and identified on the Proposals Map. Opportunity will
be taken to enhance public access along these routes, and to enhance their
environmental character and appearance, including through new development.
Planning permission will not be granted for development which would harm their
function, or their environmental, ecological or recreational value.

We consider Policy 7.2 of the 2017 Local Plan is unsound for the following reasons:
« The policy does not adequately incorporate the opportunity presented by this
development to enhance the Great Northern Path (and connections) to enable the
aspiration for it to be a good quality multipurpose route

* The policy doesn'’t incorporate requirements for creating a good quality walking and
cycling link from the site to connect to the Great Northern Path

Whilst a usable route is possible along much of the Great Northern Path corridor, there
are several sections where a good quality, multipurpose, safe and largely traffic-free
trail is still required and where obstacles and gaps need to be overcome.

To help fund improvements along the Great Northern Path corridor we recommend
developer contributions are sought from development proposals and allocations
including Policy 7.2. Improvements all along the trail will benefit residents of this new
housing site, for example enabling children to access Kimberley Secondary School
from it safely and healthily.

The section of the route which relates most closely to Policy 7.2 is the section through
Kimberley to Awsworth including through the adjoining site proposal Policy 7.1. We
have carried out an initial assessment of this section and have some preliminary
recommendations on where improvements are required, however, a thorough detailed
feasibility study of the whole route is necessary and any improvements should be
dependent on this feasibility study.

Our comments below refer to some of these obstacles and gaps in the route.
Comments are written following the route from East to West and start where the path
joins Newdigate Street in Kimberley. Please note these are preliminary
recommendations which need to be qualified by a thorough feasibility study carried out
for the whole route through the borough.

Newdigate Street to Station Road

Our recommendation is for the route to follow the line of the former railway through
Station Road Dismantled Railway open space as shown on the current 2004 Local Plan
Proposals Map (as Greenway and Long distance trail) and as shown on the Proposed
2017 Local Plan Map as Recreational Route. Improvements required include:

« Appropriate crossing of Newdigate Street, dropped kerbs etc

* Re-engineering of large level difference within site to create a multi-use path suitable
for all abilities including those with impaired mobility




« Widening of existing paths to multi-use standards

Station Road to Kimberley Depot

Both the 2004 Local Plan Map and the draft 2017 Local Plan Map omit to show a route
for the Great Northern Path through the centre of Kimberley and this is one of the main
obstacles on the route. Navigating a safe and reasonably level route from one side of
Kimberley town centre to the other will be a key factor in the success of the path.

We recommend the path take the following route:

« Through Station Road Carpark, then north-west along Station Road to Nine Corners
« Turn left along Nine Corners to junction with Eastwood Road/Main Street

« That the route then follow the footways on the side of the road along Eastwood Road
as far as the access to Kimberley Depot — for it to then go through this proposed
development site

Routes through Kimberley Depot and crossing the A610

The proposed development site allocation Policy 7.1 presents a good opportunity to
create a key missing link in the Great Northern Path.

Both the 2004 Local Plan Map and the draft 2017 Local Plan Map show the route, after
the gap in the centre of Kimberley, running south along the former railway embankment
south from Church Hill. This route, however is unlikely to be suitable for a multi-user
path as Church Hill is very steep and would therefore discourage use. Taking this route
would also necessitate the path to follow an on-street route across the centre of
Kimberley between Church Hill and Station Road which would be longer, steeper and
encounter more road traffic than our recommended route proposed above. Therefore,
we recommend that a new good quality route be created through the proposed
development site allocation 7.1 from the Eastwood Road access so as to connect to
Goodwin Drive and from there to the Awsworth Lane subway under the A610.

We also recommend that a route be created through the proposed development site
allocation 7.1 from the Eastwood Road access to connect to the former railway
embankment on the southern edge of this site to the route of the Great Northern Path
as shown on both the 2004 Local Plan Map and the draft 2017 Local Plan Map. Both
maps show the path crossing the A610 in a straight line and following the former
railway embankment on the other side of the dual carriageway. This route would
require a new foot/cycle bridge crossing of the A610. The feasibility of this option would
need to be investigated and therefore we recommend that this be covered as part of a
detailed feasibility study of the whole route.

Whether this crossing of the A610 via a new foot/cycle bridge is found to be feasible or
not, we strongly recommend that the route through Kimberley Depot to Goodwin Drive
and the Awsworth Lane subway is created in any event. From the development site
Policy 7.1, works are required to enable multi-use access to Goodwin Drive. Access
improvements are also required in the immediate vicinity of the subway.

From the A610 to Awsworth

The A610 creates a major obstacle in the path of the Great Northern Route/Greenway.
Construction of a new foot/cycle bridge across the dual carriageway would appear to
be the preferred route for a multipurpose traffic free trail as it utilises the former railway
embankments, is direct, is entirely off road all the way to Awsworth and would form a
pleasant stretch of greenway — as aspired to in policies RC15 & 16 of the 2004 Local
Plan. At the Awsworth end of the embankment there is a large level difference requiring
a re-engineering of the embankment to enable access down to Awsworth Lane.

Question 4

Question 4: Modifications sought

Please set out what modification(s) you consider
necessary to make the Local Plan legally compliant
or sound. You will need to say why this modification
will make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound.

To make the policy sound it needs to incorporate required improvements and
developments to the Great Northern Path (and connections) through Kimberley and
through to Awsworth to enable the aspiration for it to be a good quality, multipurpose
trail. It also needs to incorporate requirements for creating a good quality walking and
cycling link from the site to connect to the Great Northern Path. We recommend the
following changes to the existing text as follows:




Key Development Requirements:

« Enhance and make improvements to the Great Northern Path and its Green
Infrastructure corridor both through Kimberley and west to Awsworth

« Create a good quality walking and cycling link from the site to connect to the Great
Northern Path

We recommend that the policy include reference to a detailed feasibility study of the
Great Northern Path corridor which will inform the improvements required through this
policy.

Question 5

Question 5: Public Examination Attendance

If your representation is seeking a modification, do
you consider it necessary to participate at the public
examination?

Yes

If you wish to participate at the public examination,
please outline why you consider this to be necessary

There may be issues that we might want to raise in relation to our comments and any
of the other representations that are made.
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Nottingham West
Clinical Commissioning Group

NHS Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group

www.nhottinghamwestccg.nhs.uk

Steffan Saunders

Head of Neighbourhoods and Prosperity
Directorate of Legal and Planning Services
Council Offices

Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 1AB

30 October 2017
Dear Steffan
Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 Consultation

Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to respond to your consultation document. New
treatments and an aging population mean that pressures on services are greater than they have
ever been, as people are living longer, often with very complex conditions. An increase in local
population as a result of new housing developments compounds that pressure particularly on
primary care - family doctor services. Having the right infrastructure in place in primary and
community settings is crucial for the successful delivery of the Sustainability and Transformation
Plan (STP) ambitions and the GP Forward View (GPFV). The ability to transform care and keep
services sustainable will only be possible if efficient, fit-for-purpose, high quality facilities underpin
the delivery of services.

Workforce recruitment for GPs in particular is paramount for sustaining quality general practice
provision. Good quality fit for purpose primary care facilities are a key part of attracting the
necessary workforce to support the existing and new population as a result of these housing
developments.

In recent years there have been a number of developments approved which have had a major
impact on our ability to provide primary care services. As a consequence we would like to work
with the Borough Council to explore a better way of planning for care homes and retirement living
facilities. We are often the last public sector organisation to find out that a care home is opening; a
building has a change of use or that retirement facilities are being developed. 65% of the NHS
budget is spent on the over 65s and understandably the elderly are the predominant users of
health and social care services so the impact of such changes on the health and social care
system are huge for a relatively small part of the population.

In terms of this consultation document, we have taken each of your options in turn and outlined our
current position with regards to primary care facilities, indicating where we have areas of risk.

Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group: 12 GP practices working together with local
people as Nottingham West to develop and deliver new services to improve health and
wellbeing

Green Award
2016
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Potential Site Allocations Sites Adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Policy: 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks The potential for 800+ dwellings (with a maximum of
500 homes with potential for 800+ overall | 1,500) presents significant concern with respect to
local health service provision. The nearest facilities for
Land for Medical Centre required in | this development, and where patients are likely to
order to make plan effective and | register, is Chilwell Valley & Meadows Surgeries
therefore sound which comprise a main surgery (Valley) which has no
development potential; and a branch surgery
(Meadows) which has some expansion potential.

Based on 2.3 residents per dwelling we would
anticipate an increased patient population of up to
3,500 patients if the total of 1,500 dwellings was
achieved, which would require 2 full-time General
Practitioners, over and above the current service
provision.

Given the size of this development and the potential
for further development at Toton, together with the
limited / non-existent expansion potential of the
current facilities, we are to consider the option of a
new Primary Care Centre for the Chilwell / Toton area
subject to funding being made available. Therefore, in
order for the plan for Chetwynd Barracks to be
effective and sound, we request a reserved site within
this development to provide primary care services to
the residents of this area.

We are not in a position to confirm the size of site
required at this stage; however based on similar
size developments it would be no more than 1
acre to serve a potential population of around
18,000 patients. Funding contributions should be
sought through Section 106.

Policy: 3.2 Toton — 500+ homes We understand that we have missed the opportunity
to comment on this proposal as it stands currently at
500 homes. However, we consider that there may be
further development in this area and would like to
offer the following comments:

The nearest facilities for this development is Chilwell
Valley & Meadows Surgeries which comprise a main
surgery (Valley) which has no development potential;
and a branch surgery (Meadows) which has some
expansion potential.

We would like to consider any expansion to the Toton
development over and above the original 500 houses
alongside the Chetwynd Barracks development which

Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group: 12 GP practices working together with local
people as Nottingham West to develop and deliver new services to improve health and
wellbeing

Green Award
2016
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affects the same GP practice.

Policy: 3.3 & 3.4

Bramcote, East of Coventry Lane
300 homes

Stapleford, West of Coventry Lane
240 homes

The nearest facilities to these developments are
Bramcote Surgery and Hickings Lane Medical Centre.

Hickings Lane Medical Centre has recently extended
the surgery to take account of the new resident
population generated by 450 dwellings (a potential of
1,035 residents based on 2.3 residents per dwelling)
at Field Farm. There is potential to further expand this
facility.

Bramcote Surgery is a purpose built facility with some
potential for small scale development which could
assist with the expansion of patient population from
these two developments.

We are also aware of discussions regarding the
development of the old Bramcote Hills Golf Course for
retirement / continuing care privately owned units.
This will, if it goes ahead, compound capacity issues
within the existing practices.

We ask the Borough Council to request on our
behalf a Section 106 contribution to support the
expansion to the physical capacity of these
existing facilities in order to provide health
services to the additional 1,242 residents these
developments will attract.

Beeston (339 homes / 780 residents)

Policy: 3.5
Seven Trent (Lilac Grove), Beeston
150 homes

Policy: 3.6
Beeson Maltings, 56 homes

Policy: 3.7 Cement Depot Beeston, 21
homes

Policy: 3.8 Wollaton Road, Beeston, 12
homes

Policy: 11
Beeston Square, 100 homes (minimum)

There are four GP practices providing healthcare to
the residents of Beeston; Abbey Medical Centre, The
Manor Surgery, The Oaks Medical Centre and West
End Surgery.

The Oaks Medical Centre is currently undergoing an
extension to their purpose built facility in response to
the planned housing developments underway in
Beeston. However, the future developments as
outlined in the Local Plan Part 2 whilst not significant
when considered alone, need to be considered in its
entirety together with what is underway and will have
significant impact upon the physical capacity of
practices to provide health services. There is some
potential for small scale developments to assist with
this further expansion of the patient population in
particular from the Seven Trent and Beeston Square
developments.

We would ask for a Section 106 contribution to be

Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group: 12 GP practices working together with local
people as Nottingham West to develop and deliver new services to improve health and

wellbeing

Green Award
2016
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available to this locality to increase the physical
clinical space required to meet the needs of this
increase in population over and above that
already underway as part of The Oaks Medical
Centre expansion.

Policy: 4.1

Awsworth

West of Awsworth (inside the bypass)
250 homes

Policy: 5.1
Brinsley
East of Church Lane 110 homes

The nearest facilities to this development and where
patients are likely to register are Church St Medical
Centre and Church Walk Surgery in Eastwood. See
below for details of the Eastwood joint public services
proposed development to meet the needs of this
increase in population.

Policy: 6.1

Eastwood
200 homes + 30 Extra Care Units
Walker Street, Eastwood (Map 24)

Land for Medical Centre required in
order to make plan effective and
therefore sound

A new health centre for Eastwood is the CCG’s top
priority within its Strategic Estates Plan. The old
Eastwood Health Centre was considered no longer fit
for purpose and has been recently disposed of
resulting in there being no local facilities for extended,
community based health services in Eastwood.

Both GP practices in Eastwood are in separate
facilities which can no longer be extended. They are
intending to merge into one practice as of April 2018
to provide GP services to 20,000 local residents.

We have been working with Nottinghamshire County
Council, the land owners, on the preferred solution
which would be a One Public Estate public services
hub incorporating a new health facility on the Walker
Street site (Map 24). Alongside library services and
third sector organisations this new facility would also
house the two merged GP practices (Church Street
Medical Centre and Church Walk Surgery in
Eastwood) plus supporting community health service
provision.

In order that the plan for Eastwood is effective
and therefore sound, part of the Walker Street site
must be allocated for a new, purpose built health
facility to sit behind the existing library with direct
access to the main road with its public transport
links ensuring it is easily accessible to the
community. A one acre site is required (GIA
2000m2 of two or three storeys dependent upon
meeting planning requirements). Direct vehicular
access would be required to Walker Street if the
site is also identified as the preferred site for a co-

Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group: 12 GP practices working together with local
people as Nottingham West to develop and deliver new services to improve health and

wellbeing
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located blue light service base. Funding
contributions should be sought for this
development through Section 106.

Kimberley (167 homes / 385 residents) The nearest facility to these developments is Hama

Medical Centre, Kimberley. This is a purpose built
Policy: 7.1 Kimberley Depot facility with potential to expand through internal re-
105 homes organisation of rooms changing their use from clinical

to non-clinical physical space.
Policy: 7.2 South of Eastwood Road
40 homes We would ask for a Section 106 contribution to be
requested in order to increase the physical
Policy: 7.3 Eastwood Road Builders Yard | clinical space required to meet the demands of
22 homes the increase in population brought about by the
housing developments.

In summary, we have considered the impact on our existing facilities for each of the
potential developments detailed in the Local Plan Part 2. Our main challenges are:

e Policy: 6.1 Eastwood where we have had extended discussions with Nottinghamshire County
Council regarding a public sector hub and require a site of 1 acre to be reserved on the Walker
Street site for this;

e Policy: 3.1 Chetwynd Barracks / Policy: 3.2 Toton where we will do more work on a
potential hub servicing this area but would ask for a reserved site on the Barracks site to be
identified for a potential health facility;

e The impacts of other developments in the plan are of a smaller scale and could be resolved by
relatively modest extensions and/or internal re-design. For these we ask for Section 106
contributions to fund the necessary works to meet the health needs of the increase in
population.

I hope you find this of use in your considerations. Please let me know if you need any further

information.

Yours sincerely

I
NHS Nottingham West CCG

Nottingham West Clinical Commissioning Group: 12 GP practices working together with local
people as Nottingham West to develop and deliver new services to improve health and
wellbeing

Green Award
& 2016




Eplanning

Ms Amanda Vernon
Planning Policy Officer
Broxtowe Borough Council
Council Offices

Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 1AB

EvansLDF/11 8 January 2016
Dear Ms Vernon

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment Update 2015/16
Land north of 38 Alma Hill, Kimberley

Site reference H116

Further to the Council’s recent consultation in respect of the above, | write to confirm that my
client, Mr_Evans (freehold owner of the land), remains a willing participant in the Council’s
ongoing work towards an adopted Development Plan.

In terms of additional information over and above that contained within the SHLAA 2013/14,
there is nothing particularly to add further at this stage.

However, your consultation asks for an accurate and up to date appraisal on any obstacles to
delivery on our site and how these are anticipated to be resolved.

The SHLAA 2013/14 identified no significant constraints/obstacles to delivery and concluded
that the site could be suitable for housing if Green Belt policy changes.

The same SHLAA made reference to the fact that the Inspector who assessed the adjacent site
(113) through the Broxtowe Local Plan Review in 2003 recommended that consideration should

be given to allocating this site in conjunction with the adjoining land.

The Inspector judged that the site would appear to have few development constraints and
should be capable of being brought forward at short notice for development.

IBA1



The Inspector also concluded that the site’s intrusion into the Green Belt and countryside
would be very limited in scale and extent.

The SHLAA 2013/14 confirms the general suitability of the site for housing pending its release
from the Green Belt following review of existing boundaries which is of course currently
ongoing.

Given that the 2003 Local Plan Inspector has already effectively sanctioned the removal of this
land from the Green Belt to facilitate its development in the short term, there is no reason to
suggest that any other conclusion ought to be reached as part of the current Green Belt
Review.

My client recognises that his land will most logically be delivered alongside Site 113 and has no
concerns in this regard. He remains able and prepared to make the site available for
development at the first available opportunity.

In the above connection, the site should be regarded as eminently suitable and immediately
available for housing.

The Council can therefore rely with some certainty that the site can be delivered in years 0-5.

The site comprise approximately 1.2 hectares and is considered capable of delivering around 45
dwellings which will, in conjunction with the adjoining site (113), make a valuable contribution
to meeting the future needs of Kimberley already identified in the adopted Core Strategy.

The owner (and adjoining landowner) have been willing to invest in a planning application for
some time in order to bring the site forward for development at the earliest opportunity. The
only reason such an application has not yet been made is owing to the current Green Belt
designation and prevailing Ministerial guidance in connection with the same.

| trust the above is of assistance and adequately conveys the suitability and availability of the
site (and the absence of any significant constraints that could otherwise prove an obstacle to
delivery) as part of the SHLAA 2015/16 update.

Ypurs/sincerel

Director

@planning

January 2016
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Planning Policy Team
Broxtowe Borough Council
Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 1AB

EvansLDF/10 23 March 2015
Dear Sirs

Preferred Approach to Site Allocations [Green Belt Review]

Consultation February 2015

Further to the Council’s current invitation for comments on the above consultation document,

please find below formal representations on behalf of our clients, Mr_ and Mrs R S Evans,
freehold owners of Land north of 38 Alma Hill at Kimberley.

Context

As you are aware we have previously made representations on behalf of our client in respect of
this land! which extends to some 1.13ha and adjoins the northern limit of the settlement
boundary of Kimberley.

You will recall that the site has previously been promoted through the Council’s 2012/13 SHLAA
process and afforded site reference H116 Land north of 38 Alma Hill, Kimberley. As part of
this process, the land was identified in the ‘Kimberley’ document comprising the Site Allocations
Issues and Options November 2013 as an allocation option deemed ‘Could be Suitable if Green
Belt Policy Changes’.

Furthermore, during the preparation of the current Broxtowe Local Plan, the Planning
Inspector, in recommending that the immediately adjoining Site H113 - Land north of Alma Hill)
was removed from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development, stated that,
“Consideration should be given to allocating the adjoining land (1.5ha) to the Northwest [i.e.
Site H116]".

1 See Appendix IBA1

The Studios Church Farm Edwinstowe Nottingham NG21 9NJ
01623 822006 -Lask@ibaplanning.co.uk »www.ibaplanning.co.uk
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The Adopted Core Strategy confirms Kimberley as a ‘Key Settlement’ and identifies the
requirement for up to 600 new homes to be distributed towards Kimberley during the Plan
period.

In terms of answering the specific questions within the current consultation, this letter covers
those matters where appropriate and the representation form is attached as required.

Formal Representations

In general, the Council's approach to the zones and their assessments cannot be supported as:

their extent has not been adequately defined or justified;

the scoring system is highly subjective, overly simplistic and clearly open to skew in favour
of one zone over another;

the conclusions are skewed by the assessment of areas that are far too broad, particularly
when considering impact on encroachment, sprawl and coalescence; and

the fact two sites (H116 and H113) that were recommended by the previous Local Plan
Inspector to be removed from the Green Belt and developed for housing have not at least
been identified for further consideration at this early stage is testament in itself at to the
frailties of the current selection/review process.

1. Questions on Zones

1a.

Which zone does your comment relate to?

Zone 16.

1b.

No.

Do you agree with the appraisal of the zone?

Please provide any comments to expand on your answers above.

The conclusions of Zone 16 cannot be supported as:

the extent of the zone has not been adequately explained or justified - e.g. based on
landscape character area, topography, physical boundaries, ownership etc;

the extent of the zone is not clearly defined - the red area does not abut the white area
(which presumably is the built-up area). In the absence of existing settlement boundaries
being shown on the same plan, it is not at all clear how the edges of the zone relates to the
existing built-up area - this is extremely important when being asked to consider the impact

2



of the zone on sprawl, encroachment and coalescence (the absence of defined settlement
boundaries on the same plan makes it extremely difficult to consider the impact of each
zone on merging Kimberley with nearby settlement boundaries);

e the assessments fail to analyse the component parts of the zone (e.g. SWOT analysis),
instead providing an overall conclusion on the whole (i.e. on an all or nothing basis) which is
totally at odds with that of the 2004 Inspector who recommended that sites H116 and H113
be removed from the Green Belt and developed for housing;

e had the assessment analysed the component parts of the zone, it should have identified
that there were parcels of land closest to the existing built-up area that comprised a logical
extension/rounding-off and which would have minimal impact on the openness of the
Green Belt and the five purposes of including land within the Green Belt; and

e instead, sites that have been previously recommended for removal from the Green Belt and
allocated for development (sites H116 and H113) do not, by virtue of being lumped into a
very broad 'zone' for assessment purposes (and consequently dumped owing to a general
conclusion as part of an overall assessment), will not even figure in the next consultation
stage which is the first opportunity many will have to express views on individual housing
sites. This seems fundamentally wrong and belies the requirement for Plans to be positively
prepared and effective.

For these reasons, the Council's approach and conclusions on Zone 16 are not considered to be
sound.

2. Broxtowe Borough Council Proposed Boundary Change

2a. Which potential Green Belt boundary change does your comment relate to?

Kimberley.

2b. Do you agree with the boundary change?

No.

Please provide any comments to expand on your answer(s) above.

The choice of Zone 20 would appear to have been largely influenced by the A610 being
considered to provide the long term defensible Green Belt boundary and, partly, by the
recommendations of the Kimberley Advisory Committee which considered site H215 as one of
several possible sites for development going forward.

However, somewhat ironically, the primary justification for choosing this zone (the A610) is also

clearly a factor which will necessarily constrain the efficient development of this site —i.e. from
noise, air quality and access standpoints.



In addition to the above constraints, the existence of “hilly” topography (visual prominence)
and woodland (physical and ecological constraints) and the proximity of the Conservation Area
(heritage constraints) will all serve to reduce the developable area of the zone.

Moreover, whilst site H215 falls within this zone, we are told on page 55 of the consultation
document that this site in isolation does not contain defensible Green Belt boundaries!

The conclusions of the assessment for Zone 20 cannot be supported as:

e the extent of this zone has seemingly been purposefully and unfairly determined to favour
one site over others (i.e. other sites have not been afforded the same level of qualification
when arriving at the conclusions on each of the five purposes e.g.:

° in terms of sprawl, the site receives only 2 stars despite reference to the site being
“hilly” — and therefore prominent!;

° in terms of coalescence, the site receives only 2 stars owing to the existence of the
A610 — yet the perception of bringing one settlement closer to another will be
most apparent to those significant users of the A610. Moreover, the zones map
for Kimberley does not define the existing settlement boundary for Kimberley or
Awsworth - it is therefore almost impossible for consultees to consider how the
development of zone 20 might impact on the merging between Kimberley and
Awsworth; and

° in terms of preserving the setting and special character of historic settlements, the
site again receives only 2 stars despite the proximity of the Conservation Area to
the north east. Reference is made to the “small impact” on the Conservation
Area; however, without a Heritage Impact Assessment having first been carried
out - the significance on the historic setting etc cannot possibly be known and/or
[low]-scored.

Concluding Remarks
The above concerns identify a significant failing in the Council’s current approach which is
considered to be overly-simplistic and lacks transparency and robustness.

Other Councils’ Local Plans have fallen on similar shortcomings.
In order to ensure the Council’s Plan, when independently scrutinised at the Examination in
Public, is found to be ‘sound’, the Council will need to be able to demonstrate that it has been

positively prepared, it is effective and that it complies with National Planning Policy.

As presently drafted, the Plan is not considered to be sound.



The exclusion of sites previously identified for removal from the Green Belt and developed for
housing at this early stage of the process in itself identifies significant flaws in the assessment
process.

To remedy the above, the Council will need to analyse each zone far more comprehensively
and/or revisit smaller sites abutting the existing built-up area as part of an alternative
approach.

The Council’s reliance on Zone 20 as the only land identified to be removed from the Green Belt
is not supported as the approach fails to consider more suitable sites that would, individually or
collectively have much less of an impact of the openness on the Green Belt and the purposes of
including land within it — e.g. sites H116 and H113.

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF confirms that, once established, Green Belt boundaries should only
be altered in ‘exceptional circumstances’, though the preparation or review of the Local Plan.

Since not all of Zone 20 is developable (or required to be developed!), the balance of the land is
also being proposed to be taken out of the Green Belt despite clearly fulfilling most if not all of
the purposes of including land within it.

In this connection, the release of some 14.41 hectares of land from the Green Belt to provide
4,97 hectares of housing cannot possibly constitute the ‘exceptional circumstances’ required by
paragraph 83 of the NPPF, particularly when there are alternative, smaller sites available that
are clearly capable of delivering the actual amount of housing required at a lesser cost to the
Green Belt (having regard to its objectives and purposes) and the environment in general.

Moreover, the fixing of conclusions on the necessary Green Belt boundary change for Kimberley
in advance of a more detailed consideration of the ability of sites within the built-up area to
deliver the number of houses anticipated in the 2013/14 SHLAA (i.e. the next consultation
stage) is also not supported.

By fixing now, there is a real danger the Council’s current approach to the Green Belt review
will result in a Plan lacking the necessary flexibility should some sites fail to come forward as
anticipated.

In circumstances where the built-up area is already tightly constrained by the Green Belt, the
Plan must build in such flexibility by:

e dealing with the allocation of Green Belt sites (not zones) alongside all others sites as part
of the next consultation stage — since difficulties with some sites might result in the need
for others to be allocated; and

e identifying ‘safeguarded land’ should additional housing land be required to be brought
forward, whilst ensuring Green Belt boundaries, once reviewed, remain permanent (beyond
the Plan period).



In failing to include the above provisions, the Plan (and the Council’s approach) is not
considered to be sound.

3. Do you have any other suggested boundary change?

Yes.

Please provide any comments.

Site H116 (Land north of 38 Alma Hill) is both suitable and available and could be delivered as
part of a comprehensive development in conjunction with the adjacent site H113 (Land north of

Alma Hill, Kimberley).

Site H116 equally benefits from the same physical advantages as site H113 and also lacks any
identified constraints.

Moreover, during the previous 2004 Local Plan Review the Inspector similarly recommended
that site H116 (in conjunction with H113) should be removed from the Green Belt and allocated
for housing.

Overall, he concluded:

“Due to its topography and to a lesser extent its vegetation this is a_secluded site and
development on it would not be visible at any distance from the open countryside to the north
or west ... and ... Being so well contained within the landform development on the site would
not constitute sprawl.”

The Inspector also confirmed that the site is of very limited value to the purposes of the Green
Belt and concluded that, “In these circumstances, the site should be allocated for housing
development under [the then] Policy H2 at a density of 35 dph”.

Given that the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt remain unchanged since the
2004 Inspector's report, there is absolutely no reason why the Inspector's conclusion that these
two sites are of very limited value to the purposes of the Green Belt should not be just as
pertinent today.

The allocation of the two adjoining sites would therefore represent a logical ‘rounding-off’ of
the settlement which would be suitably contained by existing development on three sides and
the robust ridgeline and well established hedgerow to the north.



The suggested boundary change is illustrated in Figure 1 below.

Fig. 1: Image to illustrate the suggested alternative boundary change to facilitate the logical development of site
H116 as a comprehensive housing allocation with the adjoining site H113.

Whilst the two sites are being promoted separately, the intentions of both landowners in
making their sites available for development at the earliest opportunity are closely aligned and
fully compatible.

The above proposed boundary change is considered preferable to that identified in the
consultation document since it comprises a more effective use of Green Belt land and responds
to the amount of housing land actually required, rather than resulting in the removal of a much
larger swathe of land, the majority of which, by the consultation document’s own conclusions,
still fulfils the purposes of including land in the Green Belt.

| trust the above comments are helpful to the Council’s consideration of the most appropriate
approach to the future distribution of development within and around Kimberley and will be
fully taken into account as and when this is progressed further.

| look forward to your acknowledgement of receipt in due course and trust that | will continue
to be consulted on future stages of the Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan (Part 2).



| would be obliged if these matters could be given thorough consideration in your continuing
preparation of the Allocations and Development Management Policies DPD and confirm that |
wish to continue to be kept appraised of progress and to reserve my right to have the
opportunity to advocate the relevant representations through the Examination procedure if

necessary.

MA(Hons)[TP MRTPI
Director

iba|planning

March 2015
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www.broxtowe.gov.uk/allocationsites

1. Housing

Please note that this is your opportunity to guide where the development in your area
goes, this is not an opportunity to change the housing distribution allocated to your area.

Issue 1a: Potential housing sites identified within the Council's Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) are set out in the schedule and maps in the locally specific documents.

Size thresholds need to be considered: we think it is appropriate only to consider new housing
allocations (not identified in the Core Strategy) for between 10 and 500 dwellings.

Issue 1b: Provision needs to be made for specialist accommodation, including for groups with
special needs and elderly people. It may be appropriate to make specific provision on appropriate
sites, including those in Issue 1a above, or perhaps, for example, to allocate a specific site for a
“retirement village”.

Issue 1c: The government requires that pitch targets for gypsies and travellers and plot targets
for travelling showpeople are identified in local plans. Suitable sites need to be found for
accommodation for gypsies, travellers and travelling s

Issue 1d: Thudafhwafaﬂmdabfehomesneadsmb&nmﬁmmmurdwmmmm
ambition in the Core Strategy. Certain sites, and certain parts of the borough, may be more suitable
than others for this purpose.

Issue 1e: In the Core Strategy the Council has identified strategic locations for growth at land
adjacent to the proposed HS2 rail station at Toton and at the Boots [Severn Trent site in Beeston.
The mix of uses on the Toton site is to be established as part of this allocations process, and the
precise site boundaries of both sites are also to be confirmed.

Question 1a: Which of the sites are more appropriate to develop for housing?

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Question 1b: Which sites, if any, can specialist accormmmodation (e.g. for the elderly) be
provided on?

Question 1c: Which sites, if any, can gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople
accommaodation be provided on?

Question 1d: Which sites are capable (in economic terms) of meeting the 30% affordable
housing provision?

Question 1e: Is it appropriate only to consider new housing allocations for 10 or more

dwellings?
wellings D‘r’es D s

.-t‘{ﬁ--‘

1 you wish 10 expand on your mﬁﬂmw&a




If no what size limits should be used?

Question 11: Are there other issues that should be considered regarding housing?

D Yes D No

If yes, please provide details of the issues.

Boots/Severn Trent
Question 1g: What are the appropriate site boundaries for the Boots/Severn Trent
location?

Question 1h: Do you have any comments on where the proposed housing, employment
land, open space and infrastructure including local services and access provision should
be situated on this location.

[]ves No

If yes, please provide details.

Question 1i: Do you have any further comments on how development here can be
designed to best enhance the local area.

:I Yes D No

If yes, please provide details.




Toton

Question 1j: What are the appropriate site boundaries for the Toton strategic location for
growth?

Question 1k: Do you have any comments on the mix of uses including the appropriate
amount and location of any proposed housing, employment land, open space and
infrastructure including a potential tram extension, local services and access provision.

[ ]ves [ JNo

If yes, please provide details.

Question 11: Do you have any further comments on how development here can be
designed to best enhance the local area.

D Yes No

It yes, please provide details.

2 . Approach to the Green Belt

Issue 2a: Green bell boundaries need to be reviewed to fully meet the development needs of
Broxtowe as specified in the Core Strategy to 2028 (and possibly beyond this date, as indicated

in the NPPF). Please see in particular the maps in the locally specific documents and the details
of housing land availability in the borough in the locally specific documents when commenting,
althaugh you may also wish to consider the need for other non-residential allocations.

Issue 2b: Green Belt boundaries may also need to be reviewed to address existing small
anomalies (e.g. where the Green Belt boundary does not follow an existing physical feature or
bisects an existing residential curtilage). Anomalies exist for many reasons including as a result of
advances in mapping technology (e.g. converting low resolution maps onto high resolution maps)
or where physical Green Belt boundary features no longer exist. Corrections of small anomalies are
not intended to allow development of the land, affect only small areas and do not have strategic
implications.

Question 2a: Where should Green Belt boundaries be amended to meet the development
needs of Broxtowe as specified in the Core Strategy to 20287

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER




Question 2b: Should Green Belt boundaries be amended to meet the development
needs of Broxtowe beyond 2028 (i.e. safeguarded land)?

DY&E DNU

If yes where should the safeguarded land boundaries go?

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Question 2c¢: Should Green Belt boundaries be amended to address existing small

anomalies?
I:l Yes |:| No

If yes where?

Question 2d: Are there other issues that should be considered regarding the Green Belt?

I::Yas :] No

If yes, please provide details of the issues.

3. Economic Issues/Job Creation

Issue 3a: The NPPF advises that planning policies should be flexible enough to accommodate
business needs not anticipated in the plan.

Issue 3b: The existing employment sites shown in the maps in the locally specific documents
represent a potential supply of sites for employment use. Some, however, are not considered to be
suitable for modern employment requirements and could be redeveloped for other purposes.

Question 3a: Should additional allocations for employment sites be made?

D‘r’es DN:&

If yes, where should the additional employment allocations be?




& g € & t
Mr S Saunders chartered town planners
Planning Policy Manager
Broxtowe Borough Council
Foster Avenue
Beeston
MNottingham
NG9S 1AB

NB/EvansLDF/7 10 January 2014
Dear Mr Saunders

Local Plan Consultation
Site Allocations Issues and Options November 2013 Consultation Document

Further to the Council’s current invitation for comments on the above consultation
document, please find below formal representations on behalf of our clients, Mr and
Mrs R Evans, freehold owners of Land north of 38 Alma Hill at Kimberley.

Context

As you are aware we have previously made representations on behalf of our client in
respect of this land” which extends to some 1.13ha and adjoins the northern limit of the
settlement boundary of Kimberley.

You will recall that the site has previously been promoted through the Council's
2012/13 SHLAA process and afforded site reference H116 Land north of 38 Alma Hill,
Kimberley. As part of this process, the land has been identified” as an allocation option
deemed ‘Could be Suitable if Green Belt Policy Changes'.

Furthermore, during the preparation of the current Broxtowe Local, the Planning
Inspector, in recommending that the immediately adjoining Site H113 - Land north of
Alma Hill} was remaved from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development,
stated that, "Consideration should be given to allocating the adjoining land (1.5ha) to
the Northwest [i.e. Site H116]".

The Aligned Core Strategy (ACS) identifies Kimberley as a ‘Key Settlement’ and
therefore a strategic and sustainable location for growth. Accordingly, the ACS

See Appendix IBAL
" Inthe Kimberley document comprising the Site Allocations Issues and Options November 2013




identifies the requirement for up to 600 new homes to be distributed towards
Kimberley during the Plan period [i.e. up to 2028).

The Council is consulting on the proposed Development Sites and on additional areas
that are required for longer term needs (beyond the Plan Period - i.e. after 2028},
known as "Safeguarded Land'.

Our formal representations are made in relation to topics 1 and 2 covering ‘new
housing’ and "the approach to the Green Belt’ respectively. Our clients broadly agree

with key issues 1a to 1e and 2a and 2b contained within the consultation document.

In terms of answering the specific questions, this letter covers those matters where
appropriate and the representation form is attached as required.

Formal Representations

Land North of Alma Hill, Kimberley (Site Ref. H116) — SUPPORT its formal allocation
for residential development

The site's identification as one of a number of potential choices for new housing
allocations is welcomed. Its subsequent formal allocation as a housing site is strongly
supported. In terms of the site’s performance from a physical perspective, the site is:

o surrounded on two sides by existing residential development and is directly
adjacent to a further potential housing site (H113) to the south east,

» defined and contained to the north by a strong defensible feature in the
form of a localised ridge separating it from the open countryside and Green
Belt beyond,

 bound on all sides by dense hedgerows/trees,

e potentially accessible via the adjacent Site H113,

« free of any environmental constraints or designations preventing its
development.

The development of Site H116 would, in combination with Site 113, evidently represent
a logical ‘rounding-off’ of the northern edge of the established settlement boundary of
Kimberley. The characteristics highlighted above would naturally define the site more
logically as an extension to the settlement of Kimberley as opposed to its present Green
Belt designation.

This matter is strengthened by the National Planning Policy Framework which states,
inter alia, that, "When defining boundaries [Green Belt], local planning authorities
should: define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable
and likely to be permanent",3

In the s-above context, the ridgeline to the north of the site in conjunction with the
mature hedgerows surrounding the site form easily recognisable and long term

* paragraph 85 of the NPPF
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defensible boundaries. The existing residential properties and outbuildings which
bound the site contain the land and readily attach it in visual and physical terms to the
settlement framework boundary.

It is prudent here to highlight the five purposes of Green Belt n::h\esignattit::»n,‘t namely:

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and

to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict
and other urban land.

The designation of the subject site as Green Belt evidently does not serve any of the
above purposes in a meaningful manner and therefore its release from Green Belt and
allocation as housing land is wholly logical and justified. Moreover, Paragraph 85 of
the NPPF, inter alia, advises that, “When defining [Green Belt] boundaries, local planning
authorities should not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open;
..”" [our emphasis)

The site’s development for residential purposes will evidently have a minimal impact on
the wider countryside primarily due to its specific location nestled between existing
development and naturally enclosed by physical features. In addition, the quality of the
land for arable purposes is not recognised as one of the most fertile and thus has
accordingly been identified as a Grade 3a Agricultural Land Classification.

Turning to considerations of access, the site could be readily served via the
development of the adjacent land (Site 113) as a comprehensive development,
obtaining direct access from Soarbank Close and/or Branklene Close.

With regards to wider transportation matters, the site and its immediate vicinity is
readily served by good transport infrastructure, namely the A610 linking the site to
junction 26 of the M1. In addition, the site is well served by local bus routes which are
within 5 minutes walk of the site.

In examining the benefits of this site as a potential housing land allocation, it is evident
that Sites 116 and 113 together represent two of the most logical of all of the sites
identified in the Kimberley Site Allocations document. This is primarily due to their
close association with the existing settlement framework boundary and therefore their
natural extension to it. The other Green Belt sites identified appear much less rational
(the adjoining H113 site aside) as potential housing sites than H116.»

Since Kimberley is presently tightly constrained by the Green Belt, and given the limited
opportunities within the built-up area to achieve the objectively assessed housing
requirement, it is accepted by the Council that land adjoining the existing development

* As per Paragraph 80 of the NPPF



boundary will necessarily need to be released from the Green Belt to ensure
compliance with the ACS,

In the above context, the Council has appraised the Green Belt Sites that ‘Could be
Suitable if Green Belt Policy Changes'. Of the 11 sites identified just & have been
assessed as meeting all three criteria,” which includes site H116 and the directly
adjacent H113 Land north of Alma Hill.

Site H116 (as well as the adjoining H113) is considered to be entirely suitable for
development with minimal impact on the integrity of the Green Belt and the five
overriding purposes that Green Belt serves.

Four of the other Green Belt sites under review are considered to be significantly less
suitable for release, in summary, due to the following reasons:

s Site Ref. H473 - The site contains a range of Listed Buildings and is within the
Conservation Area providing a significant constraint to its development. The site
also abuts the M1 motorway leading to significant issues of noise. Vehicular
access is and has been an issue in the past and there is a potential
contamination issue. Moreover, part of the site is within a 200 metre buffer of
the preferred route for HS2,

« Site Ref. H131 - The site forms part of a Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation and there are notable level changes within and around the site.

= Site Ref. H411 - The site extends beyond the immediate development limit to
the south west of Kimberley which would lead to a noticeable sprawling effect.
In addition, the site contains a significant level of vegetation, particularly to the
north west, which would need to be removed to make way for its development
|or retained with a reduced site capacity).

o Site Ref. H215 - The site forms part of a Site of Importance for Nature
Conservation and its development would be visually significant when viewed
from the A610. The site also contains a significant level of vegetation which
would need to be removed to make way for its comprehensive development (or
retained with a reduced site capacity).

Owing to the constraints identified above, for the avoidance of doubt a strong
objection is made to the inclusion of sites H473, H131, H411 and H215 as formal
allocations.

In assessing the directly adjacent site (H113 Land north of Alma Hill} during the previous
Broxtowe Local Plan Review (2004), the Planning Inspector” stated that, “Consideration
should also be given to excluding the adjoining land to the northwest [i.e. the site
subject to these representations — H116] which has a similar character and which is also

® 1. Settlement recommended in Tribal’, Z. Directions for growth recommended in ‘Tribal’ and 3.
Defensible physical boundary
“in his report dated 11 June 2003



contained by development, the topography and a continuation of the hedge along the
north east boundary”, 5

The Inspector noted the need for a suitable access to Site H116 as the only issue to
resolve which he identified could be obtained via the adjacent site and subsequently
concluded that, “Development on the combined sites would round-off the existing
pattern of development at this point in terms of urban form, topography and
londscape. It would appear as a natural extension of the town and would in no way
look intrusive or incongruous #4

The relevant extract of the Inspector’s Report is attached at Appendix IBA2 for
completeness.

Despite the Inspector’s clear conclusions regarding the appropriateness of the subject
site and the adjoining land as housing allocations, the Council did not consider at the
time that there was an overriding need to release sites such as this from the Green Belt.
Clearly however the situation has changed since this time and the Council is evidently
now reliant upon releasing land from the Green Belt in order to meet the development
needs of Broxtowe Borough, as identified in the ACS.

With guestion 1a in mind, the Council should therefore take heed of the Inspector's
previous assessment of the site and its clear merits as a development opportunity and
amend the Green Belt boundary and allocate Site H116 in conjunction with Site H113
for housing purposes to be delivered as a comprehensive development.

The allocation of the two adjoining sites would represent a logical ‘rounding-off’ of the
settlement which would be suitably contained by existing development on three sides
and the robust ridgeline and well established hedgerow to the north. Its
comprehensive allocation is illustrated in Figure 1 below.
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Whilst the two sites are being promoted separately, the intentions of both landowners
in making their sites available for development at the earliest opportunity are closely
aligned and fully compatible.

In turning to question 2b the possibility of amending Green Belt boundaries to meet the
development needs of Broxtowe beyond 2028 (i.e. safeguarded land) is supported.
Once reviewed, Green Belt boundaries should be permanent and be expected to exist
beyond the Plan period. The NPPF is quite clear in this regardg,

The identification and allocation of safeguarded land will afford the Council and its new
Local Plan in-built flexibility should any of those sites allocated for development not
come forward for whatever reason as originally envisaged. This is particularly
important where settlements identified for sustainable growth, such as Kimberley, are
presently already tightly constrained by the Green Belt.

In selecting possible ‘safeguarded land’, the issues of development delivery and impact
on the purposes that the Green Belt serves should be key matters of consideration.

Whereas sites H116 and H113 are considered readily and easily deliverable and
developable owing to their size and them being free of any identified constraints to
development (indeed there was strong developer interest in H113 at the time of the
previous Local Plan Review), larger sites, such as H215, would inherently have delivery
and viability issues.

Moreover, the development of the larger sites would have a much more significant and
obvious visual impact on the Green Belt. In such circumstances the Council should
consider the identification of these larger sites as ‘safeguarded land’ in order to build in
flexibility to the Local Plan beyond 2028 to facilitate development in the event that it is
shown to be needed by monitoring housing land supply and completions.

In summary, in response to the second part of question 2b, the identification of the
larger sites, such as H215, as safeguarded land is encouraged to firstly enable the
smaller, easily developable and less impacting sites to assist in contributing towards
Broxtowe's growth requirements.

Concluding Remarks

In all of these circumstances, the removal of the site [H116] from the Green Belt and
its allocation as a housing site is wholly appropriate and should be given full support
to secure its formal inclusion.

For the avoidance of doubt the allocation of H116 for housing purposes is strongly
supported for the reasons advanced above to facilitate an extremely logical
extension/‘rounding-off’ of this part of the development boundary (in conjunction
with Site H113).

* Paragraph 83 of the NPPF



| trust the above comments are helpful to the Council’s consideration of the most
appropriate approach to the future distribution of development within the Borough and
will be fully taken into account as and when the Document is progressed further.

| look forward to your acknowledgement of receipt in due course and trust that | will
continue to be consulted on future stages of the Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan.

| would be obliged if these matters could be given thorough consideration in your
continuing preparation of the Local Plan Site Allocations Issues and Options Document
and confirm that | wish to continue to be kept appraised of progress and to reserve my
right to have the opportunity to advocate the relevant representations through the
Examination procedure if necessary.

Partner

c.c Mr and Mrs R Evans

i k/'ll‘y mm January 2014
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Chapter 10 - Proposed polential housing and/or employment development sitas

measures are available to contain workshop noise. The presence of an adjoining
depot did not prevent the Council from allocating site H1b and | see no reason why
it should here. The design of development, including landscaping could contain

the unattractive views of the depot.

Synthesis

23, The objection site and the two fields are of very little value to the Green Belt, to the
MLA, to agriculture and to nature conservation. ©On the other hand they occupy a
highly sustainable location in terms of accessibility to PT and to services and
faciliies. They represent a significant under used opportunity. It makes little
sense fo develop the objection site alone in isolation. The two fields should be
developed comprehensively and case law rules that Inspectors may have regard to
the implications of their conclusions on land adjoining objection sites. With the
possibility of another access | see no reason why these sites should not achieve an
average site density of 40 dph, with perhaps lower density on the upper parts and
higher on the lower parts. As a greenfield site they should be included in Phase 2
of Policy HX which should provide time to resolve the access issues.

24. The objection site and the adjoining fields should be excluded from the MLA and
from the Green Belt. Consideration should also be given to excluding from the
Green Belt the remainder of the Council Depot and the small triangular field to the
west, drawing the Green Belt boundary along the A610 and the western side of the
disused railway cutting, in order to achieve a clear logical boundary that reflects

that immediately to the west.

Recommendation

25. | recommend that the objection site Kic, the remainder of the field and the adjoining
field be excluded from the Green Belt and the MLA and allocated for housing at a
minimum average density of 40 dph in Phase 2 of Policy HX. Consideration
should also be given to excluding the remainder of the Council Depot and the
small triangular field to the west from the Green Belt, drawing the Green Belt
boundary along the A610 and the westemn side of the disused railway cutting.

Ki(1) NORTH EAST OF ALMA HILL, KIWMBERLEY

Backaround

1. On receipt of the objector's statement of evidence, the Council wrote to the agents
on 13" November 2001 arguing that no duly made objection had been made in
respect of allocation H2I as a whole and that it was not acceptable to propose an
alternative site within the context of objections to R220. They referred to the
regulations that only objections to changes could be made at the RDDP stage.

o

Theg objector responded.in a letter of the 27" November 2001 that they were not
informed of the deposit of the FDDP despite their involvement in the CDP.
Following the closing date for objections, the objector became aware of the FDDP
and were advised by Council officers to object to sites at the RDDP stage and
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Chapter 10 - Proposed potential housing and/or employment development sites
thereby introduce the objection site, which was considered at the previous CDP
stage.

3. The Council replied on the 20 November 2001. They enclosed a letter dated 21
August 2000 from the Council to the objectors which stated that as the
representations were not made within the deposit period the objector would not be
entitled to appear at the inquiry. They pointed out that in the duly made objection
to the RDDP they were not advised that a new site at Alma Hill was sought.

4. | dealt with the Council's letter of the same date at the opening of the inquiry
session previously scheduled for this objection on the 28 November 2001. |
referred to the Pre-Inquiry Meeting in July when | specifically drew the Council's
attention to a number of objections that had been made to the RDDP, which
appeared to me to relate to the FDDP. | drew the Council's attention fo
government advice in PPG12, which suggested that the Council should have
rejected objections such as these as not duly made. | advised that if the Council
pursued this approach, they should advise the objectors accordingly and well
before the start of the inquiry so as to allow them time to mount any challenge and
avoid jeopardising the inquiry timetable. However, | stressed that it was for the
Council and them alone to decide which objections were duly made, although
clearly they should act consistently. My responsibility was to deal with the
objections that the Council had accepted and put before me. At the PIM, the
Council acknowledged the issue but advised that they wished me to deal with all
the objections that they had accepted and which were to be included in CD 30.

5. This objection is included on page 140 of CD30. Af the inquiry, | referrad to my
advice at the PIM and to the Council's response and assurances. | knew of no
provisions that allowed me to reject objections that had been accepted by the
Council as duly made. The Council confirmed that they were unaware of any. |
drew attention to the dangers of the Council acting inconsistently in respect of
some objections but not others and at such a late stage in the programme. [ was
not for me to reject objections that had been accepted by the Council upon seeing
the detailed evidence. | would, as the Council had requested, dzal with those
objections put before me whatever their nature; nothing more and nothing less.
The Council gave assurances that they would not re-visit the issue.

6. The objector in seeking the deletion of H2l in its revised form, had, by way of
substitution, suggested some re-assessment of those sites around
Eastwood/Kimberley/Nuthall that had been rejected at the CDP stage. In the light
of this, it was clearly open to the objector to put forward all of these sites. | could
find no criticism that they then confined it to one of the sites rejected at the CDP
stage.

7. The Council's letter of the 21* August 2000 was misleading. It would have been
more accurate to inform the objector that a none duly made objection would not be
put to the Inspector holding the inquiry. However, it is for the Inspector not the
Council to decide whether to hear at inquiry those objections that had been
accepted. In view of these factors, | ruled that | would hear the objector at the
scheduled inquiry session.
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It is clear from the RDDP and the Council's Proposed Pre Inquiry Changes that
some greenfield and even some Green Belt sites are likely to be needed to meet

SP requirements for housing and for employment land due to the shortage of sites
within the urban areas of Broxtowe. Indeed, the Pre Inquiry Changes put forward

still include major allocations of housing and employment land in the Green Belt]
H2l, EM2 and EM3f at Watnall/Nuthall. For reasons set out in Chapters 4 and 3, |
recommend that these allocations be deleted from the RDDP. | have to identify

other more suitable sites for housing and employment development.

Where there is an outstanding need to take Green Belt sites to meet SP housing
and employment requirements this provides the exceptional circumstances
necessary to justify altering approved Green Belt boundaries. However, as the
Council accepted on site H2X at Giltbrook, sustainable sites outside the Green Belt
are to be preferred and that it is difficult to demonstrate exceptional circumstances
whilst such sites exist. In considering proposed allocations in the Green Belt, |
have regard to the extent to which they fulfii Green Belt purposes set out in PPG2
para 1.5 as well as other criteria, particularly sustainability factors.

Inspector’'s Conclusions

Location and Site Search Sequence

10. This greenfield site of about 1.9 ha lies on the edge of the built up area of the town

5 33 g

of Kimberley. It falls within category c) of the search sequence in Policy 1 of
RPGB8. It is about 550 m from frequent bus services along Nottingham Road,
which is the spine of the Nottingham to Eastwood PT Corridor identified in SP
_Policy 1/ 2 as a preferred location for major development. This may be somewhat
“beyond the NCC's optimum walking distance of 400 m to frequent PT routes but
the IHT advise that whilst this is a desirable walking distance to bus stops, 500 m
is acceptable and standards need to be applied with discretion (CD127). The site
is about as close as former allocation H2d to a less important bus route and is
closer to the PT Corridor than site H2| at Watnall/Nuthall. LP Policy HE clearly
anticipates some housing allocations beyond 400 m walking distance of frequent

bus services.

Furthermore, CD127 suggests desirable and acceptable walking distances of 500

m and 1000 m for commuting/school. There is also an hourly bus service along
Hardy Street about 200 m away. The site is within 200 m of the nearest PS and
within just over 800 m of the SS and about 700 m from the edge of Kimberley
Town Centre. There is a PH within about 100 m and a local shop a little further
away. It may not be the most accessible of locations, but it is not remote either
and is reasonably sustainable; more so than former allocation H2d and other

potential housing sites.

Agriculture

12. Like most of site HZI the land is B&MV, its ALC being grade 3a. Itis SP Policy 3/13

Broxiowe Local Plan Review; Inspector's Reporl

and government policy to prefer the development of lower grade land such as on
H2d and HZj wherever possible. However, this site would only be a small and very

limited loss to agriculture.
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Green Belt

13.

14,

1o

16.

The site is bounded to the southeast and to the southwest by the rear of dwellings
on the northern edge of Kimberley. It is contained to the northwest partly by
development. The land slopes down to the south from the hedge, which forms the
north-eastern boundary. There is also a well established hedge along the south-
eastern and north-western boundaries, which helps to soften the urban edge, but
the south-western boundary, marked by a fence, presents a raw urban edge.

Due to its topography and to a lessor extent its vegetation this is a secluded site
and development on it would not be visible at any distance from the open
countryside to the north or west. It would only be seen from the edge of the town
immediately to the east and south and from the adjoining PF to the north, which
already has views off the adjoining town. The next nearest settlement is Wainall
over 600 m away to the north east out of sight beyond the ridge.
Newthorpe/Giltbrook lies over B0O m away on the other side of the valley.
Development of the site would not lead to any increase in the degree or perception
of coalescence of settlements. Being so well contained within the landform
development on the site would not constitute sprawl. = However, as the objector
accepted the adjoining fieid to the northwest has a similar landform and is largely
contained on its northwestern boundary by existing development. Development of
site Ki(1) would make it difficult to resist the development of this adjoining land at

snme future Plan review when similar arguments could be advanced.

The objection site and the adjoining site's deveiupment would involve
encroachment into the countryside, contrary to the 3™ Green Belt purpese in PPG2.
However, this would be on a small scale and its impact would be limited by the
“topography of the land. Its impact upon the open character of the Green Belt north
of Kimberley would be minor both in absolute and relative terms. The 5" Green
Belt purpose is largely served by the phasing Policy that | recommend that includes
most greenfield sites in Phase 2 and thus assists urban renewal by encouraging
recycling of derelict and other urban land.

The site is of very limited value to the purposes of the Green Belt. Although not

.subject to an objection, consideration should also be given to excluding the

adjoining land to the northwest which has a similar character and which is also
contained by development, the topography and a continuation of the hedge along
the north east boundary.  Case law establishes that Inspectors may make
conseguential recommendations relating to land outside an objection site. It is
preferable to resolve this issue now than to revisit it at a future review when it would
detract from the public concept of the permanence of Green Belt boundaries. The
adjoining site could also be dependent upon the objection site for vehicular access.
Development on the combined sites would round-off the existing pattern of
development at this point in terms of urban form, topography and landscape. |t
would appear as a natural extension of the town and would in no way loak intrusive
or incongruous.

Access

17. Development on the objection site could take ready access from either or both of

the adjoining Closes to the south. Access to the adjoining land to the north west
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would probably need to be via site Ki(1), whose development should prnviQe _fnr
this. Development of the site would provide the opportunity to soften the existing

hard edge to the town.

Synthesis

18.

18.

This is a small site of little value to the purposes of the Green Belt. Il lies on the
edge of a urban area in the Nottingham to Eastwood PT Corridor favoured for
major development in SP Paolicy 1/ 2, although its size falls below the SP threshold
for major development the SP does not preclude smaller scale development in FT
corridors. The site is highly accessible to schools and reasonably so to other local
services including PT routes. Its development would involve the loss of a small but
acceptable amount of B&MV agricultural land. However, it would as a greenfield
site only be brought forward for development in Phase 2 of Policy HX if it is shown
ic be needed by monitoring housing land supply and completions. This site’'s major
advantage is that it would appear to have few development constraints and should
be capable of being brought forward at short notice for development, which may be
important given possible constraints on some other sites. It's intrusion into the
Green Belt and countryside would be very limited in scale and extent and indeed
hardly noticeable:, unlike site H2j and to a lessor extent H2d. At a density of 35 dph
it could provide about 66 dwellings. If the adjoining site of about 1.5 ha is allocated,

the total development could bring forward about 119 dwellings.

In these circumstances, the site should be allocated for housing development under
Policy H2 at a density of 35 dph and included in Phase 2 of Policy HX.
Consideration should be given to allocating the adjoining land (1.5ha) to the

Northwest.

Recommendation

20.

| recommend that the RDDP be modified by the allocation of site Ki(1) (1.9 ha) for
housing development under Policy HZ at a density of 35 dph and inclusion in Phase
2 of Policy HX.  Consideration should be given to allocating the adjoining land

(1.5ha) to the northwest with the same density and phasing.

Ki2 SOUTH OF A610D/EAST OF AWSWORTH LANE, KIMBERLEY

Background

s

It is clear from the RDDF and the Council's Proposed Pre Inquiry Changes that
some greenfield and even some Green Bell sites are likely to be needed to meet
SP requirements for housing and for employment land due to the shortage of sites
within the urban areas of Broxtowe. Indeed, the Pre Inquiry Changes put forward
still include major allocations of housing and employment land in the Green Belt;
H2l, EM2 and EM3f at Wainall/Nuthall. For reasons set out in Chapters 4 and 5, |
recommend that these allocations be deleted from the RDDP. | have to identify
other more suitable sites for housing and employment development by way of
replacement, although | find in Chapter 5 no need to replace allocation EMZ2 at this
stage in view of the development and availability of sufficient sites for BPs and
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Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3" November 2017

If you wish to comment on several policies, paragraphs, or sites, please use a
separate form for each representation.

If you would like to be contacted by the Planning Policy Team regarding future consultations.

Please tick here

Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence

canbesentto:

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part2localplan

Data Protection - The comment(s) you submit on the Local Development Framework (LDF) will be used in the plan process and may be in use for
the lifetime of the LDF in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. The information will be analysed and the Council will consider issues
raised. Please note that comments cannot be treated as confidential and will be made available for public inspection. All representations can be
viewed at the Council Offices.

Please return completed forms to:

Planning Policy, Legal and Planning Services, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG9 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3468 or 3015 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk
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Question 1: What does your comment relate to? Please specify exactly

Policy text/

Document Policy number Page number Paragraph
number

Policy 1: Flood Risk

Policy 2: Site Allocations

Policy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations
Policy 4: Awsworth Site Allocation

Policy 5: Brinsley Site Allocation

Policy 6: Eastwood Site Allocation

Policy 7: Kimberley Site Allocations 65-73
Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt

Policy 9: Retention of good quality existing
employment sites

Policy 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses
Policy 11: The Square, Beeston

Policy 12: Edge-of-Centre Al Retail in Eastwood
Policy 13: Proposals for main town centre uses in
edge-of-centre and out-of-centre locations

Policy 14: Centre of Neighbourhood Importance
(Chilwell Road / High Road)

Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice

Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers

Policy 17: Place-making, design and amenity

Policy 18: Shopfronts, sighage and security measures

Policy 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and
Ground Conditions

Policy 20: Air Quality

Policy 21: Unstable land

Policy 22: Minerals

Policy 23: Proposals affecting designated and non-
designated heritage assets

Policy 24: The health impacts of development
Policy 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport

Policy 26: Travel Plans

Policy 27: Local Green Space

Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions

Policy 30: Landscape

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets

Policy 32: Developer Contributions

Part 2 Local Plan

Policies Map

Sustainability
Appraisal

Other (e.g.
omission,
evidence
document
etc.)
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Question 2: What is the issue with the Local Plan?

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to the

guidance note at for an explanation of these terms)

2.1 | Legally compliant X
2.2 | Compliant with the duty to co-operate X
2.3 | Sound X

Question 3: Why is the Local Plan unsound? Please only answer this question if
you answered ‘No’ to 2.3 above

If you think this paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this because:

It is not justified X
It is not effective X
It is not positively prepared X
It is not consistent with national policy X

Your comments

Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is
unsound or does not comply with the duty to co operate. Alternatively, if you wish to support any of

these aspects please provide details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet
if necessary.

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER

3
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.




Question 4: Modifications sought

Please set out what modification(s) you consider necessary to make the Local Plan legally
compliant or sound. You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan legally

compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are able to put forward your suggested revised wording
of any policy or text. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet if necessary.

PLEASE SEE ATTACHED LETTER

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting
information necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there will not
normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation
at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector,
based on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination.
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Question 5: Public Examination Attendance

If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the

public examination?

Yes, | wish to participate at the public examination X

No, | do not wish to participate at the public examination

If you wish to participate at the public examination, please outline why you consider this to be
necessary

THIS IS NECESSARY IN ORDER THAT THE NATURE OF THE OUTSTANDING OBJECTIONS AND
CONCERNS CAN BE SCRUTINISED MORE FULLY AND ORALLY AT THE PUBLIC EXAMINATION.

HAVING RECENTLY ATTENDED, AND PARTICIPATED IN, THE ASHFIELD PUBLIC EXAMINATION,
ATTENDANCE PROVED ABSOLUTELY NECESSARY TO ENSURE THAT THE INSPECTOR FULLY
UNDERSTOOD THE NATURE OF OUR CLIENTS' CONCERNS AND ALLOWED THE UNRESOLVED
ISSUES TO BE FURTHER DEBATED BETWEEN THE INSPECTOR, THE COUNCIL AND OBJECTORS.

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who have
indicated that they wish to participate at the public examination.

5
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Guidance Note:

Please complete a separate form for each representation you wish to make.

‘Legally Compliant’:

If your response relates to the way in which the plan has been prepared, then this is likely to
relate to whether it or not it is ‘Legally Compliant’. To be ‘Legally Compliant’, the Local Plan has
to be prepared in accordance within the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ and legal and procedural
requirements. These are set out by legislation in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 (as amended). If you think that we have not met the legal requirement
in the preparation of the Local Plan, please use the response form to tell us what we have not
done or what we have done incorrectly.

‘Compliant with the Duty to Co-operate’:

If your response relates to the way in which we have worked with other authorities then this is
likely to relate to the ‘Duty to Co-operate’.

The ‘Duty to Co-operate’ places a legal duty on Local Planning Authorities, County Councils and
certain public bodies to engage constructively, actively, and on an on-going basis, to maximise the
effectiveness of Local Plan preparation in the context of strategic cross-boundary matters. The
‘Duty to Co-operate’ is not a duty to agree. However, Local Planning Authorities should make
every effort to secure the necessary co-operation on strategic cross-boundary matters before they
submit their Local Plan for examination.

‘Sound’

If your response is about the content of the Local Plan and the strategy it adopts, then it is likely
to relate to whether or not the Local Plan is ‘Sound’.

To meet the ‘Test of Soundness’, the independent Planning Inspector is required to consider
whether or not our Local Plan is ‘justified’, ‘effective’, has been ‘positively prepared’, and is
‘consistent with national policy’. You may wish to consider the following before making a
representation on the ‘Soundness’ of our Local Plan:

e ‘Justified’: This means that the Local Plan is based upon a robust and credible evidence base. If
you think that the evidence doesn’t support the choice made in our Local Plan, or there are realistic
alternatives, then your comments may relate to whether or not it is ‘justified’.

o ‘Effective’: This means that the Local Plan will deliver what it sets out to. If you think that what we
are proposing in the Local Plan is not deliverable, then your comments may relate to whether or not
our Local Plan is ‘effective’.

o ‘Positively Prepared’: This means the Local Plan should be prepared based on a strategy which
seeks to meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent with
achieving sustainable development.

e ‘Consistent with National Policy’: Do you consider that our Local Plan accords with the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and other policies, or includes clear and convincing reasons for
doing something different?

For further guidance or assistance, please contact the Planning Policy Team on 0115 917 3452
or by emailing policy@broxtowe.gov.uk.
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Eplanning

Planning Policy Team
Broxtowe Borough Council
Foster Avenue

Beeston

Nottingham

NG9 1AB

EvansLDF/12 3 November 2017

Dear Sirs

Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 Publication Version

Further to the Council’s current invitation for comments on the above consultation document,

please find below formal representations on behalf of our clients, Mr and Mrs R S Evans,
freehold owners of Land north of 38 Alma Hill at Kimberley.

Context

As you are aware we have previously made representations on behalf of our client in respect of
this land! which extends to some 1.13ha and adjoins the northern limit of the settlement
boundary of Kimberley.

Our objections focussed on the failure of the then draft Plan to include site reference 116 Land
north of 38 Alma Hill, Kimberley as a housing allocation and highlighted concerns regarding the
Council’s approach to the Green Belt Review where sites (and their own in particular) had been
assessed and discounted on the basis of illogical (and inappropriately extensive) evaluation
zones.

The Publication Version of the Local Plan Part 2 does nothing to address these objections — and
consequently such concerns clearly remain unresolved.

You will recall that the site has previously been promoted through the Council’s 2012/13 SHLAA
process and afforded site reference H116 Land north of 38 Alma Hill, Kimberley. As part of
this process, the land was identified in the ‘Kimberley’ document comprising the Site Allocations
Issues and Options November 2013 as an allocation option deemed ‘Could be Suitable if Green
Belt Policy Changes’.

1 Attached to form Appendix IBA1




Furthermore, during the preparation of the current Broxtowe Local Plan, the Planning
Inspector, in recommending that the immediately adjoining Site H113 - Land north of Alma Hill)
was removed from the Green Belt and allocated for residential development, stated that,
“Consideration should be given to allocating the adjoining land (1.5ha) to the Northwest [i.e.
Site H116]".

Formal Representations
The Council’s approach to the distribution of development (as far as it relates to Kimberley) as
set out in the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 Publication Version is not supported.

The draft as presently worded is not considered to be sound on the basis that it:

e has not been positively prepared;
e is neither justified nor effective; and
e does not comply with national planning policy.
The Adopted Core Strategy confirms Kimberley as a ‘Key Settlement’ and identifies the

requirement for up to 600 new homes to be distributed towards Kimberley during the Plan
period.

However, the Publication Version only allocates sufficient land for approximately 167 dwellings
across the following three sites:

e land south of Kimberley including Kimberley Depot (105 homes);

e land south of Eastwood Road, Kimberley (40 homes);

e Builders Yard, Eastwood Road, Kimberley (20 homes).
Tw