Policy 10 — Town Centre & District Centre Uses:
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Duty to Co-operate / Interest Groups

211 Nottinghamshire County Council

73 Stapleford Town Council (Supported by Councillor
Richard MacRae)

2316 Borough Councillor — Richard MacRae

1460 Beeston & District Civic Society

6882 Broxtowe Labour Group

Developer / Landowner

6053 The British Land Company Plc (Represented by WYG)
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720 | Pearson
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Nottinghamshire County Council
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etc.)

10: Town Centre and
District Centre Uses

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 Yes

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.

NCC Propose that health and wellbeing benefits be added to the Justification statement
in Paragraph 10.1

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.

Para 10.1 “making it easier and more likely to walk from one side of the centre to
another, and increasing the vitality and viability of centres in this way. As well as
enabling and opportunity for physical activity with associated health & wellbeing
benefits”.

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

To help contribute to the discussion and help clarify any points raised for the Planning
Inspector.
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Stapleford Town

Mr S Saunders
Planning Policy
Broxtowe Borough Council
Foster Ave.
Beeston
NGS 1AB
2™ November 2017
Dear Mr. Saunders,

Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2

Please find attached the comments regarding the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2, as
discussed by Stapleford Town Council at its Meeting held on 13" October 2017.

There was full and frank discussion of this document and | have set out a full minute
reference as instructed by the Town Council and this is the formal comment of the
Town Council on this matter.

Further, | have been instructed to inform you that Stapleford Town Council would wish
to be invited to the Public Examination of the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 and would
reserve the right to speak to its comments.

| am also forwarding these comments by email.

Town Clerk
Stapleford Town Council







Minute Reference Stapleford Town Council Meeting held on 23" October 2017

83/2018 Update: Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan

Member’s considered the proposals made in the Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan Part 2
consuitation documenis and following full and frank discussion the following points were noted
for forwarding to Broxtowe Borough Council as the Town Council's formal comments on this
Document.

1.

Councillor Pearson was disquieted by a number of statements contained within the
Broxtowe Borough Council Local Plan Part |l and considered a number of the
statements made to be erroneous and lacking in evidence and the Meeting concurred
with his comments.

Attention was drawn to comments made on page 12 of the document re ‘Employment
where it was stated that ‘Broxtowe was a thriving and vibrant place with access to
services jobs and cpportunities for all.” The Meeting saw no evidence for this statement.
Likewise, the comments relating to ‘Community Safety’ where Members were
concerned there was no evidence to justify this statement or proposals of how the
aspirations would be achieved.

On page 14 of the document where land in vicinity of HSZ was recognised the Meeting
felt that there was a need for further information on proposais for this expansion in the
Main Built Up Area. Not enough attention was being paid to the opportunities that would
arise with the development of HS2 and associated projects.

Page 15 of the document continued to address the Spatial Objective and point v)
discussed residential redevelopment of two areas within Beeston and then mentioned
that ‘Growth is also provided for at Eastwood and Stapleford...” However, at no point
does it explain where this ‘Growth’ will be accommodated or how these aspirations wiill
be achieved.

Further there seems tc be a lack of clarity as to what is meant by ‘regeneration’ in point
v) (see above) and while residential development was mentioned there was a paucity
of detail regarding the provision of designated land for employment purposes, which
would be an essential part of any regeneration strategy.

With regard to ‘Health and well-being’, page 16 point viii) this was an area that
concerned the Town Council as there appeared to be an absence of proposais to
achieve the improved health and well-being of the Town's residents or make any positive
suggestions for the development of new community facilities within the Town.



83/2018contd.

7.

Again, on Page 16, point x) the Meeting was amazed by the comment ‘Excellent
transport systems. it was felt that residents living within Beeston may enjoy ‘excellent
transport systems’ but the residents of Stapleford, were disadvantaged in this area of
provision. The lack of a bus service from the North of the Town or Town Centre area to
Beeston in the evening and the reduction of the 18 bus service, to one bus an hour only,
and confined to the day only, the last bus from Stapleford being at 6.49p.m. This
severely disadvantaged employment and/or educational prospects for residents without
access to a car.

While the tram served the area of the Town adjacent to the tram stop and George
Spencer Academy, it was not accessible to residents without access to a car. There was
perceived need for transport linking the tram stop with the rest of Stapleford running
during the day, evenings and at weekends.

The Town Council did not support development on designated green belt land and was
most distressed by the amount of land that Broxtowe Borough Council had identified for
potential removal from the precious green belt area, which separated the Town from
surrounding villages and suburbs. Members were not in favour of the coalescence of
the Town into the Greater Built Up Area.

10. Proposals regarding development on both sides of Coventry lane were not supported

11.

by the Town Council. Both these sites to the East(Bramcote), and West(Stapleford), off
Coventry Lane, were important green belt areas, separating the Town from nearby
Bramcote and Wollaton and vice versa, being an integral part of the important green
corridor between the Borough and the City.

Further both sites were isolated from the main infrastructure of the Town. There was
no public transport serving either site which would necessitate individuals moving to
such a development to have access to a car. Particularly as there was an absence of
infrastructure in this area, with no nearby schools, shops, health centres, community or
leisure facilities. The parcels of land suggested for development were not large enough
to support communities that would encourage the expansion of such services in this
area and indeed there was no aliocation of iand for such purposes within the proposals.
Thus, Members were concerned that such households would merely live within such a
development and find their needs re: employment, shopping, leisure etc met eisewhere
and thus they would contribute little to the economy of the local area. This wouid mean
that not only would precious green belt be lost to the Town and neighbouring areas,
potential new residents would be contributing little to the supposed regeneration of
Stapleford, as referred to within the main document, as it was considered unlikely they
would be utilising the facilities in the Town Centre. Further the access and egress to
Stapleford and Bramcote via Coventry Lane was already highly congested at peak times
and further development in this area would add te the traffic bottle necks already
experienced by road users.
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12.Moving on to pages 76, 77 and 78 of the Local Pian Part 2 and the discussion re the
proposed HS2 Project, concern was expressed that the proposals within these pages
was different from proposals expressed by D2N2 for the same area. Should the
development plan as envisaged within the Local Plan Part 2 be taken to fruition the
proposals for the area, contained within D2N2 document, to re-site George Spencer
Academy and build a Leisure Centre adjacent to the Tram Stop, together with new road
ways and junctions would suggest that the new build as envisaged within the Locai Plan
Part 2 couid result in partial/selective demoiition cf the new build residential
development.

13.Members considered it would be more sensible for this part of the Local Plan Part 2 to
be re-written following fuil consuitation with D2N2, the Town Council and other
interested parties. This project was considered too important, by Councillors, to be left
to chance and it was considered essential that all interested parties should be involved
in the discussion regarding the best way to develop this site, to gain the most in terms
of regeneration for the surrounding areas while ensuring the proposed develcpment
enhances the environment.

14.Policy 9, page 88 refers fo the Retention of Good Quality Existing Employment Sites.
While the Meeting recognised the aspiration contained within this Policy it was
concemed that there was no clear indication of how these aspirations would be met.
Further there was no clear indication of how this employment would be sustained and it
was noted that the Bessell Lane/Paimer Drive area was subject to issues related to the
HS2 Project. [t was felt that a map indicating these key employment areas, together with
other areas currently utilised as employment sites would have been useful when
considering this consuitation document.

15.0n Page 100 the District Centre for Stapleford was considered and the Meeting
expressed its concern regarding the proposais set cut in this Strategic Policy. Members
did not wish to see the area of the Town Centre area contracted. There were currently
a number of aftractive shops and thriving businesses in the area from Bessel Lane to
Halls Read and to contract the Town Centre Area would do these businesses a dis-
service. Further with the proposed HS2 Project there wili be scope for development and
growth in this area of the Town. There was a noticeable decliine in shops/businesses
within this proposed contracted area. This begs the question that by contracting this
area, how wouid such action improve the distiict centre for business expansion.

16.Policy 15 on page 106 discussed Housing Size and mix and here great concern was
expressed. Firstly, the lack of a clear identification of the number of units of new housing
development that the Town was expected to accomimodate within its designation as part
of the main built up area created difficulties when commenting on housing allocation.
(This issue had been identified by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group).
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17. Within Policy 15 an allocation of only 10% affordable housing units had been identified,
with no justification for this figure. Members accepted that there was a need for housing
to be accommodated within the Town and it was further recognised that there was a
substantial need for affordable housing to meet the needs of current and future
generations of residents of the Town. It was the opinion of the Meeting that Broxtowe
Borough Council needed to justify this low proportion of affordable housing being
suggested for the Town. Stapleford contains two of the most deprived wards within
Broxtowe Borough, (Stapleford North and Stapleford South West), and surely this
indicates a need for a higher proportion of affordable housing than the 10% identified
within the Local Plan Part 2. This begs the question that does this proposal serve the
needs of local residents?

18. Regarding Policy 20: Air Quality - the Meeting was surprised that no particular mention
was made regarding Stapleford which also suffers from poor air quality. The congestion
on the main roads in and out of the Town, the road humps on Derby Road, issues that
have been raised re certain employment sites and emissions, all make the need to
moniter and act effectively to improve the air quality in the Town imperative and in line
with current Government initiatives.

18.Members considered that the proposals affecting designated and non-designated
heritage sites, Policy 23, did not emphasis sufficiently the Heritage Assets contained
within Stapleford. No mention was made of former Police Station, Carnegie Centre,
the Old Cross Public House, former Whiteley Mill, Stapleford Cemetery and Bob’s Rock.

20. The Meeting was not satisfied with this Local Plan Part2 Members felt that it had to a
great extent ignored Stapleford and offered little in the way of positive prospects for the
Town’s regeneration while making sweeping statements that showed little justification
in the printed document.

21.There was no evidence of sustainability or of how aspirations that were listed within the
policies could be achieved for Stapleford. It was agreed that there was a need for
Section 106 gains to be spent in the Town for the good of the residents and that full
consultation should be held when such monies were available for distribution. It was
noted that that Members were unaware of how Secticn 106 monies achieved from the
Field Farm Development would benefit the Town and that this was unacceptable.

22. Members also wished to see sensible allocations of affordable housing in the Town and
that when Developers were building in the Town and were cbliged to provide affordable
heusing within that development that they should not be allowed to negotiate with
Broxtowe Borough Council to move such allocations of housing elsewhere in the
Borough or buy their way out of the obligation.
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Follewing this discussion of the Local Plan Part 2, the Town Clerk was instructed to send a fuil
Minute Reference of this discussion to Broxtowe Borough Council, as the Town Council’s
official reply to this consultation. Broxtowe Borough Council were alsc asked to work with the
Tewn Council and D2N2 to ensure that HS2 brought the maximum benefits to the Town and
surrcunding area.

Further Members were encouraged to make their own, persona! comments re the Broxtowe
Borough Councii Local Plan Part 2 direct to Broxtowe Borough Council using the cnline facility
on the Broxtowe Borough Council Web Site.

The Town Clerk was also requesied to send copies of this Minute Reference to Members in
attendance at this Meeting for information only.






From: Councillor Richard MacRae N
Sent: 03 November 2017 15:40

To: Policy; Saunders, Steffan

Subject: The Part 2 Local Plan

I am sending in my comments and concerns regards Part 2 Local Plan as they need to be in before Spm
today.

I do not feel that more development should take place on the West of Coventry Lane as this will also join up
with the development on Field Farm, I find it sad that the Council never made it clear they own the land
behind Bramcote Crematorium in the past. There is already enough development taking place in this area,
also the Stapleford Neighbourhood Plan has suggested alternative sites for development, this should be
taken into consideration.

Attention was drawn to comments made on page 12 of the document re ‘Employment where it was
stated that ‘Broxtowe was a thriving and vibrant place with access to services jobs and opportunities
for all.” The Meeting saw no evidence for this statement. Likewise, the comments relating to
‘Community Safety’ where Members were concerned there was no evidence to justify this statement
or proposals of how the aspirations would be achieved.

I am aware Stapleford Town Council have submitted the above and I have to say I fully agree with the
statement, Community Safety and Broxtowe will be a safe place, sadly this is something that many people
in Stapleford do not feel at the minute, anti social behaviour and drugs are a major issue that need to be
tackled asap, apart from a lot of talking we are not seeing much evidence of anything being done and most
of the people causing these issues sad to say are Council Tenants, breach of Tenancy Agreement comes to
mind.

Regarding HS2 again the Town Council have said the following Not enough attention was being paid to
the opportunities that would arise with the development of HS2 and associated projects. And again |
fully agree and it would seem meetings have taken place yet Stapleford Councillors and local residents who
will of course be affected have not been invited to such meetings. One reason I proposed the Town Council
set up a HS2 Working Group.

With regard to ‘Health and well-being’, page 16 point viii) this was an area that concerned the Town
Council as there appeared to be an absence of proposals to achieve the improved health and well-
being of the Town’s residents or make any positive suggestions for the development of new
community facilities within the Town.

Again the above is what the Town Council have said and i am very disappointed that with the future closure
of the Stapleford Community Centre there is no mention of any improvements to any other Community
facilities, it would be good to put all efforts into the regeneration of the Pavilion on Hickings Lane
Recreation Group and also the play area too, it is a lost opportunity and a great place which could do with
improvements all around. maybe using section 106 funding.

Also the Speed Humps in Stapleford need to be removed, this would be a huge benefit to the businesses are
more people would drive through Stapleford instead of around the Town Centre. Also removing htem would
help with improving the Air Quality in the Town Centre.



Talking of the Town Centre it is about time the boundary was extended to include all the shop from Halls
Road down to Bessell Lane, instead of shrinking the area.

There is no way for people to get regular transport from Stapleford North Ward up to the Tram Terminus on
Toton Lane, Stapleford and there is no Bus to or from Stapleford in the evening to get to and back from
Beeston at all.

I would also like to see the development of affordable housing on future developments increased as the
current 10% figure is to low especially when compared to other areas.

There is no mention of development and regeneration of the Walter Parker VC Memorial Square on Derby
Road, another missed opportunity as at the minute is is to cluttered, I did actually speak to Phil Horsefield

about this and as far as i am aware he passed on my ideas to Ryan Dawson. I hope these can be considered
in more detail.

Many thanks

Councillor Richard MacRae
Stapleford North Ward
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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 sav ) " ce
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. 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 NGS 1AB
For more information: Tel: 0115 917 3452, 3448, 3468 or 3015 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk


www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part21ocalplan

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
Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt
Policy 9: Retention of good quality existing
employment sites

Policy 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses AZ e 3
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, 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.)

2
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.
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Question 2: What is the issue with the Local Plan?

Pu you consider this paragraph or palicy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to the

Yes
auidance note at for an explanation of these terms)

2.1 | Legally compliant

2.2 | Compliant with the duty to co-operate

2.3 | Sound

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

L

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

I
Please give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is

urglsnund 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.
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3
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use ane 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.
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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.

4
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.
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Question 5: Public Examination Attendance

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

public examination®?

Yes, | wish to participate at the public examination

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

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

necessary

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




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;

o ‘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.gov.uk. 1

6
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.
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3rd November 2017
Broxtowe Labour Group response to the Local Plan Part 2

Dear Steffan

| am writing in my capacity as Deputy Leader of the Labour Group in order to
respond to the Local Plan Part 2 on behalf of the Labour Group of Councillors on

Broxtowe Borough Council.

The Labour Group recognise the time, commitment and level of consultation that has
gone info developing the current draft of the local plan, and we commend the officers
involved on their efforts in relation to this important work.

The Local Plan Part 2 sets out the vision for Broxtowe for the next ten years, and
during that time Broxtowe is likely to face significant changes, with demographic
change, population growth and a fundamental shift in infrastructure with for example
the advent of HS2. Broxtowe's residents are also likely to change the ways in which
we live our lives, with the advent of new technologies and green energy. We believe
that our Council must take a progressive and forward thinking approach to meeting
those changes and challenges head on.

Broxtowe's Local Plan Part 2 must not only to be environmentally responsible, but

also be environmentally progressive. Our commitment in Broxtowe is for 6150

homes by 2028 and when taken collectively, those homes have the ability to make a
~significant impact on the environment. We would therefore like to see additional
commitments built into the plan in respect of new developments that ensure
environmentally friendly housing development, which proactively encourages energy
efficiency through the use of technologies such as solar panels, and ground source

or air source heat pumps.
ety

Over the next ten years, we have the opportunity to bring about significant change in
Broxtowe in terms of becoming a proactively green borough. We believe that there
["are a number of adjustments to the local plan that may provide for this, including the

introduction of electric charging points across the borough, a commitment to

introduce a significant shift in the uptake of cycling by increasing the cycle paths

available in the borough, and the allocation of land specifically for the creation of
green energy - such as solar or wind energy. In addition, we recognise that fracking
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has the potential to impact on significant swathes of Broxtowe over the next ten

years. Whilst we note the key role that the County Council has to play in relation to

fracking decisions, we believe that Broxtowe Borough should assert a commitment to
D, a frack free Broxtowe in respect of the minerals policy in the Local Plan.

Green transport is also going to offer significant change in Broxtowe over the next
ten years as we move towards preparing for the arrival of HS2 in Toton. We
welcome HS2 and the opportunities that it will bring for jobs creation and local
< | growth. A significant infrastructure project the size of HS2 offers an opportunity to put
%q/ Broxtowe on the map, building an economic hub around the Toton Sidings station
- and the surrounding area. We are therefore strongly in favour of the provision for
economic development and transport provision, including a Stapleford Gateway that
promotes business growth in the corridor between Toton Sidings and Stapleford.
Further, outside of the immediate HS2 area, we are strongly supportive of the
\ development of a freight terminal at Bennerley Washings in order to support jobs and
W growth in the North of the Borough as well as the South.

In addition to provision of green transport in respect of HS2, we have a clear
commitment to the introduction of environmentally sound methods of transport in
Broxtowe and the introduction of additional capacity to transport infrastructure in
order to cope with population growth and changing demographics. We therefore
advocate for a cormridor of land reflecting the proposed tram route in Kimberley to be
{ earmarked for the introduction of a new tram route in the North of the borough,
joining Eastwood, Kimberley, Nuthall and Nottingham. We would also be supportive
of additional bus infrastructure that joins the North and the South of the borough.
We believe that there should be put into place a green infrastructure corridor that
extends from the HS2 site to Bramcote Woods, with a view towards creating a single
extended green infrastructure corridor between the North and the South of the
Borough. Such a corridor would be particularly valuable for nature preservation in
terms of uninhibited movement of species. It would also provide a protected area for
residents to enjoy and explore, thereby supporting our commitments to healthy
lifestyles and green space preservation. Our green infrastructure sites should be
L_enforceable in planning terms in order to secure their maximum impact.

ecp\

In housing terms, we support a housing sirategy which matches the demographic
growth of Broxtowe and meets already existing shortfall in addition to those
commitments required for future provision. The commitments to housing mix must be
backed up by evidence drawn from housing waiting lists and population growth
.~ | demographics. Faced with an aging population who are experiencing increasingly
@) complex conditions, we would like to see strengthened commitments to the provision
N\ of dementia friendly housing and also supported living. In addition, we believe that
ere is a role for an increased development of Council owned social housing and we
\S+ ] would like to see a specific commitment in the housing mix policy to this.



In terms of site allocations, whilst we broadly welcome the site allocations set out in
the plan, we have some concemns that the density of development in the South of the
borough will lead to significant pressures on both community and transport
infrastructure and we believe this needs examining in some detail. In particular, we
are concerned that there will be significant transport pressure placed on the A6005
that runs through Toton, Attenborough, Chilwell and Beeston and that capacity here
will need to be considered. Likewise, we have some similar concerns surrounding
the transport infrastructure capacity to support the proposed development in
Awsworth in the North of the borough, and the access routes to the Chetwynd

{__development in Chilwell in the South.

We strongly believe that housing should not be developed in isolation and we
recognise a clear need for the provision of a wide variety of community infrastructure
to support the proposed housing site allocations. This is particularly the case in the
proposed developments in both Beeston Rylands, and the Chetwynd Barracks site in
Chilwell, where planned developments are of a significant enough size to change the
shape, dynamic and operation of the communities there. In these cases, we believe
that there is a real need for the type of infrastructure that supports a community of
significant size, such as shops, doctor’s surgeries, green space, and places for the
'_community o meet. In line with these principles, we also request that the "Horse

30 % E Field' in Beeston Rylands to the back of Cornwall Avenue not be included in the plan,

.

s

-7 'an

"that Kettlebrook Lodge in Kimberley continues to be excluded from the plan in
revisions that may arise following this consultation. In addition, we would also
stipulate that where community facilities do need to be moved in order to make way
for proposed development, they are provided with a guaranteed site allocation and
an enhanced facility to compensate the community for any loss.

P
| We also believe that green spaces and green infrastructure have a clear role to play

R
2., \)( i in any site allocation and therefore in particular reference to the site close to

-

%

_Bramcote Crematorium, consideration must be given to the preservation of a green
r~corridor that runs between the North and the South of the borough. In addition, we

\ recommend that provision be made for a network of footpaths running across the

twynd Barracks development.

Strategic development sites in the borough also offer the opportunity to bring about
jobs and growth, and we welcome the commitment in the Local Plan Part 2 fo
 develop Beeston fown centre through the Phase 2 site. As part of this, we believe
that there must be the clear provision of cultural and community space, including a
clear expanse of public realm inclusive of a water feature similar in style to
Nottingham market square. We believe that this space should extend between the
current site and the church, including provision for the demolition of the current
Argos block. Whilst we recognise that this development should be mixed use, we
also believe that the formula for attracting homes in this critical development should




ey

not be based on a short term gain of capital receipts. Instead, the strategy for
redeveloping Beeston square should maximise economic rental revenue for the
Council in future years.

In order to support jobs and growth in Broxtowe we believe there is a role for
regeneration of all four of our town centres across the borough. We are supportive
of the developments in Beeston town centre but we believe there is a role for growth
in our towns also in Stapleford, Eastwood and Kimberley. We are therefore
concerned at the assertion in the current version of the Local Plan Part 2 that our
town centre boundaries will be constricted in order to potentially make way for new
housing development at the edges of those town centres: we would advocate to
keep the boundaries in their current state.

Our belief, as referenced in earlier in this response, is that housing should not be
developed in isolation but in partnership with the community infrastructure already in
existence, and reducing our town centre boundaries seems to go against this

{ principle. Likewise, we believe that the current Broxtowe college site should not be

sacrificed for more housing. Instead, it should be retained as a site for high quality
education and training provision, or for employment provision if this is not possible.
Likewise, we are aware of current plans to explore options for Beesten town hall: we
believe that this community heritage asset offers more opportunity than the provision
f of housing, and has the potential to be used in creative ways to provide direct

| support for the members of community, looking towards examples of good practice

7
3

' such as Derby City Council's health and housing hub.

Ultimately, we believe that our Local Plan should offer the opportunity to become a
forward thinking, progressive borough that is not only a centre for jobs and growth
but also harnesses the opportunities of the future in terms of technological change,
green energy and green transport. We believe that the policies in the Local Plan
Part 2 and the respective allocation sites in Broxtowe should reflect this ambition,
and should also reflect a core desire to develop not just housing, but also the
communities that will live, work and thrive in those developments.

Yours sincerely,

Dawn Elliott
Deputy Leader of the Labour Group
On behalf of the Broxtowe Labour Group
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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

Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt
Policy 9: Retention of good quality existing
employment sites

Policy 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses v
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. Broxtowe, Gedling, Nottingham & Rushcliffe Retail Study 2015 - Carter Jonas (Sept 2015)
omission,
evidence
document
etc.)
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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.



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

Yes No

guidance note at for an explanation of these terms)

2.1 | Legally compliant

2.2 | Compliant with the duty to co-operate

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

It is not effective

It is not positively prepared

SIS IS S

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 necessary.

Policy 10 (town centre and district cente uses)
Policy 10 indicates that; “"Permission will only be granted for development which: a) Comprises use Class Al; or b)
Comprises another 'main town centre use’ as defined in the NPPF, provided the class of use does not; i. Result in over
10% of the ground floor frontage of the centre falling within the use class; or ii. Result in over 50% of the primary
frontage of the centre falling within a Use Class other than Al1...”

Firstly, paragraph 23 of the NPPF identifies that when drawing up Local Plans, LPA’s should, amongst other things,
define the extent of town centres and primary shopping areas based on a clear definition of primary and secondary
frontages. No such clear definition appears the Part 2 Local Plan or the evidence base. A clear definition of the
Primary Frontage’ as identified on the town/district centre boundary maps should be provided within the reasoned
justification.

It should equally make clear how the percentage calculation of primary frontage should be calculated e.g. by physical
measurement of the length of a shop frontage or by number of units. It is suggested that unit number provides the
favoured approach for this calculation given the policy focus relates to the assessment of diversity of use within the
town centre.

Further to the above, in its suggestion that non-Class Al use should be limited to 10% of the ground floor frontage
within each main town centre use class, Policy 10 is not considered to appropriately reflect the existing composition of
its designated centres. The most recent Eastwood GOAD survey (Sept 2014) confirms that 38% of the centre already
falls within service use. Although this is not defined by use class, it is considered highly likely that Classes A2 and A3
use already breach the 10% mark. The consequential implications of this policy on the future vitality and viability of
Eastwood (and other similar centres) could therefore be significant in deterring small scale ‘main town centre’ retailers
to the town. The 10% threshold has the potential to deter new investment and result in increased levels of vacant
units, and fundamentally negatively impact the health of the town/district centres. In view of this and the impetus on
the benefit of ‘main town centre uses’ in the NPPF, it is considered criteria (i) should be removed and criteria (ii)
should be relied upon in singularity.

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.

Question 4 Modifications Sought
Policy 10 (town centre and district centre uses)
"1. Ground Floor

Within the Town Centre and District Centre boundaries, as defined on the Policies Map, permission will only be
granted for development which:

a) Comprises Use Class Al; or

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.

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



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

It is considered the retail and related matters in respect of Giltbrook Retail Park requires our attendance at the Part
2 Local Plan Examination in person.

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



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

Please provide your client’s name

Your Details

Title Mr Miss| Jbe| Oueer
Name | Zay i+ P _ FEDRSo N

Organisation
(If responding o behalf of the /‘
organieatian)

-

Address

Postcode

Tel. Number

E-mail address

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 re_géfding future consultations,
Please tick here o

Please help us g cand e, i that correspondence -

For more information including an online response form please visit:

www.broxtowe.gov.uklpartZlocaIplan
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the lifetime of the LDF In accondance with the Data Protection Act 1998, The information will be analysed and the Council will consider Issues
raised. Please note that comments carnot be treated as confidential and will ba mada avallable for publie inspection. All rapresentations 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 qov.uk

1



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

Paolicy 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
Pollcy 5: Brinsley Site Allocation

Policy 6: Eastwood Site Allocation
Policy 7: Kimberley Site Allocations
Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt
Policy 9: Retention of good quality existing —77
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 non-
designated heritage assets

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

Policy 26: Travel Plans

Policy 27: L ocal 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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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.



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

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

Yes No

| guidance note af for an explanalion of these terms)

2.1 | Legally compliant

2.2 | Compliant with the duty to co-operate v

2.3 | Sound \/

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

|
If yourthink this-paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this becalse:

It is not justified

it is not effective .ﬁ/

It is not positively prepared v

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 necessary.
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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 medification will make the Local Plan legally
compiiant 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. Continlie on an extra sheet if necessary.
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Please note your representation should cover succinctly ali 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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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.



) Question 5: Public Examination Attendance

If yul.i_r-repr&semalinn is seeking a modification. do you consider it necessary to participate at the
pitblic examination?

Yes, | wish fo participate at the public examination

No, i 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
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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.
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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation.
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