
     
 

  

 

  

  

    
 

  

    

    

  
 

    

 

  

  

    
 

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 
 

Policy 27 – Local Green Space: 

ID Organisation 

Duty to Co-operate / Interest Groups 

211 Nottinghamshire County Council 

6279 Bramcote Neighbourhood Forum 

6577 Chetwynd: The Toton and Chilwell Neighbourhood 
Forum 

48 Sport England 

119 Home Builders Federation 

6975 Beeston Wildlife Group 

6944 Brinsley Vision (Representing 70 Residents of 
Brinsley) 

34 Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 

Developer / Landowner 

6903 Beeston Fields Golf Club 

6925 Hillside Gospel Hall Trust 

6879 Crampin, Barden and Scott (Represented by SSA 
Planning Limited) 

3756 Gladman Developments Limited 

Individual / Local Resident 

460 Wallwork 

1329 Beale 

720 Pearson 

2413 Zlotowitz 

2565 Johnson 

3349 Harris 

3586 Austin 

5896 Huxtable 

6955 Gillies 

6958 Zlotowitz 

6959 McCourtney 

6960 Groves 



Details
 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation (If responding on behalf of an 

organisation) 

Nottinghamshire County Council 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Email Address 

Would you like to be contacted regarding future 

planning policy consultations? 

Yes 

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

Policy relates to
 

Please specify what your comment relates to 

Policy number Page number Policy text/ 

Paragraph number 

Policies Map Sustainability 

Appraisal 

Other (e.g. omission, 

evidence document 

etc.) 

27: Local Green Space 

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 Bramcote Moor Grassland LWS should be included within the Local Green Space area 

the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is unsound or shown in Map 61, given its county-level importance for wildlife (which exceeds the 

does not comply with the duty to co-operate. ecological value of much of the other land included in the Local Green Space area). 

Alternatively, if you wish to support any of these 

aspects please provide details. 

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. 

Bramcote Moor Grassland LWS should be included within the Local Green Space area 

shown in Map 61, given its county-level importance for wildlife (which exceeds the 

ecological value of much of the other land included in the Local Green Space area). 

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. 



Bramcote Neighbourhood Forum 
Response to Broxtowe Borough Council Part 2 Plan 
Submitted by:
 
behalf of the Bramcote Neighbourhood Forum
 

LEGALLY 

COMPLIANT 

Compliant 

with Duty to 

Cooperate 

Sound 

POLICY 
PAGE / 

PARA. 
TEXT Yes No Yes No Yes No COMMENTS MODIFICATIONS SOUGHT 

PUBLIC EXAMINATION 

ATTENDANCE 
WHY 

Policy 1: Flood Risk x x x No 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.7 x x It is not justified 

The statement that sites with commitments "of 10 or more dwellings these have 

been shown on the overview plans" is untrue and misleading - the land of the 

former Bramcote Hills Golf course was granted outline planning permission for 100 

dwellings earlier in 2017 but is NOT shown on the overview plans 

The consequences of commitments of more than 10 dwellings on 

housing land allocation should be consdiered in the evidence base 
Yes 

Part 2 is misleading in the way it represents the land committed for 

housing in Bramcote and therefore fails to provide sound support for 

land allocation adjacent to the former Bramcote Hills Golf Course 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.8 x x x It is not justified 

The statement that the "the Council has maximised to the greatest possible extent 

the supply of sites in existing urban areas" is not true as, for example, it has failed 

to use the air space above the bus tram interchange in Beeston Town Square for 

residential and also failed to require residential development when granting 

planning permission for the redevelopment of Phase 1 of BeestonTown Square. 

Yes 

The Council should demonstrate why areas within the built up part of the 

Main built Up area are unsuitable for housing whereas an urban 

extension is 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.8 x x x It is not justified 

The statement that "When sites currently in the Green Belt are selected, 

exceptional circumstances are demonstrated" is untrue for the land in Bramcote ­

no exceptional circumstances exist for allowing 300 homes to be developed on the 

green belt - the financial straits of a private company can hardly be considered a 

matter for planning 

The permanence and openness of the green belt has been 

compromised by the proposals in Part 2 and no exceptional 

circumstances for the scale and extent of changes to the green belt 

have been provided. 

Yes The sacrifice of the green belt has not been justified 

Policy 2: Site Allocations "2.10 x x x It is not justified 

The statement "the urban and main built up area sites are assessed as being the 

most sustainable" has not been followed through by keeping land allocation within 

the main built up area and instead requiring release of the green belt 

Yes 
Part 2 is misleading as the text and Map 1 are not consistent and the 

extent of the Main Built Up area is grossly and wrongly over exagerrated 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
Map 2 x x x It is not justified 

The map mislabels open countryside adjacent to the M1 and stretching east to 

Bramcote as Main built Up area 

The Map should be amended to reflect the built up area and ensure 

land allocation is retained within that built up area without urban 

extension and loss of green belt 

Yes 
Part 2 is misleading and the consequences of this mismatch between 

text, map and reality on the ground are enormous 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.2 x x x It is not justified 

The statement that "It is considered that there are exceptional circumstances 

required to amend the boundary of the Green Belt to allow residential 

development." is untrue for the land in Bramcote - no exceptional circumstances 

exist for allowing 300 homes to be developed on the green belt - the financial 

straits of a private company can hardly be considered a matter for planning 

Yes The sacrifice of the green belt has not been justified 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
Map 4 x x x It is not justified 

Map 4 omits the committed land on the former Bramcote Hills Golf course and 

thereby paints a very misleading picture of land allocation in Bramcote. Map 4, 

however, does illustrate the extent of open countryside east of the M1. 

Yes 
Part 2 is misleading and the consequences of this mismatch between 

text, map and reality on the ground are enormous 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.1 x x x 

It is not positively 

prepared 
The requirements fail to state the net housing density to be achieved 

A minimum net housing density of 40 per hectare should be added and 

the effects of this on the total number of houses that can be delivered 

should be reflected in the list of requirements 

No 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.1 x x x 

It is not positively 

prepared 

The requirement for a small retail / service centre fails to recognise the nearby 

facilities and would jeopardise the viability of both existing and new businesses 
Remove the requirement for a small retail/ service centre No 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.1 x x x It is not justified 

The extent of the public space to the south of the memorial is not shown and 

there is a potential use of land eminently suitable for housing to be lost in this way 

The extent of the public space should be made clear and the reasons 

for not allocating that land for housing should be reported. There are 

plenty of green and open spaces within the Barracks. 

Yes 

It is essential that land allocation is optimised to prevent loss of green 

belt elsewhere and for the council to comply with National policy on the 

need to protect the green belt 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.3 3.7 x x x It is not justified 

The pen picture is inaccurate and fails to point out that part of the land is a county 

level protected area - the last remant of Bramcote Moor. 
Yes 

The true nature of the land ought to be understood before making 

decisions to take it out of the green belt and allocate it for housing 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.3 3.8 x x x It is not justified 

The figure of 300 houses is not justified and is at odds with both the objectively 

assessed housing need for Bramcote (ca 180 houses over the plan period) and the 

various statements by the leasors of this land of 350 or 450-500 homes. 

Yes 

It is essential that the use of this land is such as to deliver the maximum 

benefit for the local community and the county council who own the 

freehold 



Bramcote Neighbourhood Forum 
Response to Broxtowe Borough Council Part 2 Plan 
Submitted by:
 
behalf of the Bramcote Neighbourhood Forum
 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.8 x x x It is not effective 

The requirements do not encourage lifts from west of the site to terminate on the 

land and for pedestrian access to the school. 

Provision of a dropping off area and school walking buses should be 

within the area proposed for housing 
Yes 

It is essential that the residents of Moor Lane, Thorseby and Arundel 

Drive do not unnecessarily suffer increased traffic - with associated poor 

air quality and danger of road traffic accident by parents being unable to 

drop off their children within walking distance of the schools 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.8 x x x It is not effective 

The removal of any vegetation from the Moor Lane cutting should be done in such 

a way that the present stability of the cutting is not compromised now and into 

the future. 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.8 x x x It is not effective 

The caveat "if required" disreagrds the oft and strongly stated desire of local 

residents for the leisure centre to remain in Bramcote 
"If required" should be removed Yes 

Bramcote is being asked to pay a heavy price for no tangible benefit and 

to face the loss of the leisure centre as well as its green belt alongside 

increased traffic congestion and air pollution is not compatible with 

sustainable development 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
3.9 x x x 

It is not consistent with 

national policy 

The loss of green belt is not recognised in the summary of the sustainability 

appraisal. The loss of green belt and the loss of the last remnant of Bramcote Moor 

cannot be trivialised as a very minor disbenefit. 

The sustainability appraisal should be revised to accurately reflect the 

scale of disbenefit loss of green belt and Bramcote Moor would have 
Yes 

The impact of this flawed assessment of the green disbenefits has knock 

on consequences to other parts of Part 2. 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area 

Site Allocations 
Map 8 x x x 

It is not consistent with 

national policy 

The map fails to show the status of the Bramcote Moor land and also suggests a 

housing density of only 19 houses per hectare. 

A greater density accompanied by a requirement to pay for a 

replacement leisure centre should be included. 
Yes 

The benefits to the local community of a higher housing density 

generating more funds to pay for a replacement leisure centre should be 

at the centre of land use decisions in this locality and would better reflect 

local residents views as well as represent a more sustainable form of 

development in the area. 

Table 4 
Table 

4 
x x x It is not effective 

The table shows that Bramcote will house over 440 of the 2729 houses in the 

entire main built up area of Broxtow. It is ridiculous that such a small area should 

be taking more than 16% of the housing need while the council allows land to be 

developed at low densities or not at all elsewhere. 

Yes 

The negative social, economic and environmental impact of the unfair 

burden of new housing in Bramcote is a combined effect of a series of 

failings by the council in formulating its plan. 

82 3b.9 x x x It is not justified 
The reference to a leisure hub should not be seen as a replacement for the leisure 

hub at Bramcote. 

The text should be amended to make it clear that any leisure hub at the 

western extremity of the borough ought to be in addition to the one at 

Bramcote. 

No 

Policy 8: Development in the 

Green Belt 
8.5 x x x It is not effective 

We welcome the reporting of "strong support for 

the protection of the Green Belt" and lament the fact the council has ignored this 

and considerably reduced the green belt in Bramcote. 

Yes 

The council has consistently ignored local views expressed formally and 

at workshops and through the ballot box and is not delivering tangible 

benefits to the local community in Bramcote while at the same time 

asking it to bear an enormous and unfair share of the burden of new 

housing allocation. 

8.3 x x x It is not justified 

The Preferred Approach to Site Allocations erroneously assumed that all green belt 

sites served the same or no purpose in encouraging urban regeneration and this 

has skewed the council's assessment of the need to take land out of the green 

belt. 

Yes 

The flawed assessment of the five functions of the green belt has skewed 

the allocation of land in the green belt for housing contrary to the strong 

protection due to the green belt from the NPPF and the manifesto 

promises at the 2015 & 2017 general elections - both post dating the ACS 

Policy 11: The Square, 

Beeston 
11.2 x x x We strongly support the mixed development in the Square, Beeston. 

We would encourage the proposed cinema to be of flexible use by 

including moveable partitions and a stage. 
No 

Policy 19: Pollution, 

Hazardous Substances and 

Ground Conditions 

2 x x x 
The required site investigation should be carried out by a competent person as 

required by the NPPF 

The text should be amended to reflect the need for a competent 

person to carry out the site investigation 
No 

Policy 20: Air Quality 119 x x x We welcome the three measures to protect air quality. No 

Policy 24: The health impacts 

of development 
146 x x x We welcome the requirement for a health impact assessment No 

Policy 26: Travel Plans 153 x x x We welcome the requirement for travel plans to be submitted No 

Policy 27: Local Green Space 154 x x x 

We support the designations as Local Green Space in Bramcote and ask the Council 

to consider the additional areas being designated as Local Green Space in the 

Bramcote Neighbourhood Plan 

We are disappointed that none of the former Bramcote Hills Golf 

course is to be designated as local green space 
No 

Policy 27: Local Green Space 27.2 x x x 

The statement that the "The land at Bramcote and Stapleford (item 3 in the policy) 

comprises a former area of Green Belt between Moor Farm Inn Lane, Moor Lane, 

Derby Road, Ilkeston Road and Coventry Lane" is untrue. Such land would only be 

taken out of the green belt by the adoption of this part 2. 

The text should be amended to accurately reflect the present and new 

status of the land and the role of Part 2 in any change 
No 

Policy 28: Green 

Infrastructure Assets 
157 x x x We welcome the policies on green infrastructure. 

Policy 28: Green 

Infrastructure Assets 
Map 62 x x x It is not justified 

The map erroneously shows (2.11) a continuous corridor through the former 

Bramcote Hills Golf - part of which is committed having been granted planning 

permission earlier in the year 

Yes 

This map is one several misleading maps which seek to underrepresent 

the enormous damage to the local environment Part 2 will have on 

Bramcote 

Policy 30: Landscape 165 x x x 

We note that this policy would be contradicted by housing development in land 

currently within the green belt and ask the council makes provision for suitable 

compensation to be provided in such cases 

Appendix 4 187 x x x It is not justified The Moor Lane cutting is omitted from the list. The Moor Lane cutting should be added to the list Yes 
The considerable scientific and cultural significance of this cutting and its 

educational value should be recognised and included in Part 2. 



           

  

 

 
 

 

 

    
 

  

  

  

 
   
  

   
  

 
 

 

  

   

   

 

        
 

   

           
    

 

 

          
 

    

          
    

                          

 
 
 
 

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Broxtowe Part 2 
Local Plan 
Agent 

Please provide your client̝͒ ̸τ̷Ϡ 

Your Details
 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalf 
of the organisation) 

Chetwynd: The Toton and Chilwell 
Neighbourhood Forum 

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 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: 

Yes 

1 



           

  

 

         
 

      
  

        

    

             

            
    

    

    

    

       
      

     

    

     

    

    
       

      

          
    

     
     

    

    
           

      
           

       

        

       
    

 
     

    

    

      

  

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

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

Document Policy number Page no Policy text 
/ para no. 

P
ar

t 
2

  L
o

ca
l P

la
n

 

Policy 1: Flood Risk 20 Para 1.4 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area: Policy 3.1 30 Pol 3.1, Para 3.5 

Policy 3: Main Built up Area: Policy 3.2 81 Para 3b.6, 3b.7 
Policy 4: Awsworth 

Policy 5: Brinsley 

Policy 6: Eastwood 

Policy 7: Kimberley 

Policy 8: Development of Green Belt 
̙̱̟̿ϒΉ ̡̙ ̜Ϡ͜Ϡ̸̸̟̿͜ ̿Ϫ ̛Ϡ̷̱͋̿Ή̷Ϡ̸͜ ̟͒͜Ϡ͒ 

̙̱̟̿ϒΉ ίή̙ ̦̿΃̸ �Ϡ̸͎͜Ϡ ̛ͷ͒Ϡ͒ 

Policy 11: The Square, Beeston 

Policy 12: Edge of Centre, Eastwood 

̙̱̟̿ϒΉ ία̙ ̙͎̿͋̿͒τ̛̱͒̚̚ 

̙̱̟̿ϒΉ ίβ̙ �Ϡ̸͎͜Ϡ̛̚ 
Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice 

Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers 

Policy 17: Place-making, design & amenity 111 Pols 1, 2 
̙̱̟̿ϒΉ ίζ̙ ̠̜̿͋Ϫ̸̛͎̿͒̚͜ 

Policy 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances 
Policy 20: Air Quality 

Policy 21: Unstable land 

Policy 22: Minerals 
Policy 23: Proposals affecting designated... 124, 125 Para 23.1, 23.2, 23.5 

Policy 24: The health ̷̟͋τϒ͒͜ ̿Ϫ̛̚ 
Policy 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport 152 Pol 1, 2 Para 25.1 

Policy 26: Travel Plans 153 Para 26.1 

Policy 27: Local Green Space 155 Para 27.5 

Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 157, 158 
Pol 1.b, Para 28.2, 
28.5 

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 

Policy 30: Landscape 

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 171 Para 32.1 

2 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

    

 
 

       
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             
     

       
    

             

    
    

     

     

 
            

             
    
         

 

           
         

         
       

 
        

       
        

         
       

          
     

 
 
 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

1 Flood Risk 20 Para 1.4 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 
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?
 

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

It is not justified 
It is not effective X 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͒͜ 
ΙΟΕ͙χ͙ Θϋ ̽Ϊχ͙͕̽̂ ϋ͙χΘθϰϋ ͣΪθθ͕ χΘϋΧ Θα ϕΕ͙ Eχ͙ϼ̽ϋΕ ή̽ΪΪ͙̂ ̽ϕ Toton Sidings.  Adding new housing 
in the area will only increase the risk of flash flooding in the area especially nearby houses on 
Gθθ͕ϼθθ͕ Rθ͕̽ ̽α͕ ϋΘ͕͙ χθ͕̽ϋΓΚ 
Ι!ΪΪ ΕθϰϋΘα΋ ϋΕθϰΪ͕ Ε̽ϻ͙ ϋθΪ̽χ τ̽α͙Ϊϋ + χ̽Θα ϼ̽ϕ͙χ Ε̽χϻ͙ϋϕΘα΋ ϋ̂ϋϕ͙ΰϋ ͊ϰΘΪϕ-ΘαΓΚ 

1.	 We are seriously concerned with the increased risk of flash flooding that 
development in and around Toton Sidings will cause. We believe para 1.4 
needs to be strengthened to reflect the specific risk in the Sidings due to not 
being currently defended by flood protection measures 

2.	 A resident has suggested all new housing (and by extension, commercial 
developments) should have solar panels & rain water harvesting systems 
̸̟ϒ͎͎̿͋̿τ͜ϠϜ ̜ϑΉ ϜϠϪτͷ̱̝̚͜ It is not clear where this suggestion should be 
included in our response but added here following advice by Steffan 
Saunders on Oct 30th. Solar panels and water harvesting systems clearly 
have a role to play in reducing carbon dioxide emissions. We would like to 
͒ϠϠ τ ̟̟͋̿͒͜΂Ϡ ̜ϼͷ̟͒͜Ϫ̟ϒτ̸̟̝̿͜ ͋τ͎τ͎̒τ̜͋ ̜͜τ͜ Ϡ̸ϒ̿ͷ͎τ̒Ϡ͒ ̜͜Ϡ ̟ncorporation of 
these systems where feasible. 

3 



           

  

 

   

 

  

  

    

            

      

       

           

         

            

         

    

 

         

            

            

          

           

       

 

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend para 1.4 to: 

1.4 With regard to point 4 of the policy, flood mitigation will be required in all 

cases (whether the site is defended or not). Examples of mitigation include flood 

resistance/resilience measures, emergency planning and good site design that 

does not increase risk to others. The Environment Agency will also require flood 

compensation (i.e. at least equivalent replacement of lost flood storage) in areas, 

such as the Erewash Valley at Toton Sidings, which are not defended by an 

appropriate standard of flood protection (such as the Nottingham Trent Left Bank 

Flood Alleviation Scheme). 

Create new para to state something along the lines of: 

1.n The Council recognises the impacts of Climate Change – as detailed in Aligned 

Core Strategy Policy 1: Climate Change – and wishes to encourage the reduction 

of carbon emissions through the installation of renewable energy solutions such 

as solar panels and rain water harvesting systems in [set % aspiration] of new 

housing and all new commercial developments. 

  

4 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

   
  
  

 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             

     
       

    

             

    

    
     

     

  
          
         

         
            

       
       

        
       
         
        

 
       

      
   

    
        
     

 
          

  
 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

3.1 Chetwynd Barracks 30 
Policy 3.1 / 

para 3.5 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 

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?
 

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

It is not justified 

It is not effective X 
It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸͒͜ ̸̟ϒ̱ͷϜϠ̙ 
ΙλΓΓμ �̽χχ̽͋Χϋ ϕθ ͙͊ ϕχ͙̽ϕ͙͕ ̽ϋ θα͙ ͙αϕΘϕ̂ ̽α͕ αθϕ ϋτΪΘϕ ϰτ Θαϕθ ϋ͙τ̽χ̽ϕ͙ ͕͙ϻ͙Ϊθτΰ͙αϕ τΪθϕϋΚ 
ΙK͙͙τ �Ε͙ϕϼ̂α͕ Rθ͕̽ λ�ΕΘΪϼ͙ΪΪμ ͋Ϊθϋ͙͕ΓΚ Ι�Ε͙ϕϼ̂α͕ Rθ͕̽Β ΰ̽Χ͙ Θϕ ̽ ͋̂͋Ϊ͙ Θ τ͙͕͙ϋϕχΘ̽α χθϰϕ͙ 
θαΪ̂ΈΚ Ι�Ε͙ϕϼ̂α͕ Rθ͕̽ ϕθ ͙͊ θτ͙α͙͕ ͊θϕΕ ͙α͕ϋ ϕθ ϋΕ̽χ͙ α͙ϼ ϕχ̽ͣͣΘ͋ Ϊθ͕̽ΓΚ 
ΙK͙͙τ Hθ͊΋θ͊ΪΘα ϼθθ͕ΓΚ ΙK͙͙τ ϕrees on the west side of Barracks - ͣχθΰ ϕΕ͙ φϰ̽χχ̂ ϰτϼ̽χ͕ϋΓΚ 
Ι!ΪΪ Ϊ̽χ΋͙ ϕχ͙͙ϋ θα ϕΕ͙ �̽χχ̽͋Χϋ ϕθ ͙͊ ϕΕ͙ ϋϰ͊Τ͙͋ϕ θͣ ϕχ͙͙ τχ͙ϋ͙χϻ̽ϕΘθα θχ͕͙χϋΚ 
ΙN͙ϼ ͙͙͕ͣ Rθ͕̽ Θαϕθ D͙τθϕ ͣχθΰ �̽χ͕ΘΪΪϋ ͙ϋϋ͙αϕΘ̽Ϊ ιϼΘϕΕ Οχ̽ΰΧ�ϰϋΧ�̂͋Ϊ͙ ΪΘαΧϋΈκΚ 
ΙR͙-route Erewash Country trail & public footpath down through the eastern edge of the 
�̽χχ̽͋Χϋ ϋΘϕ͙ ϕθ ͙́τΪθΘϕ ̽ α͙ϼΪ̂ ͋χ͙̽ϕ͙͕ ΋χ͙͙α ͋θχχΘ͕θχΚ 
ΙΙτθχϕϋ τχθϻΘϋΘθα α͙͙͕ϋ ϕθ ͙͊ Θα͋Ϊϰ͕͙͕ θα ϕΕ͙ �̽χχ̽͋Χϋ ϋΘϕ͙ ϕθ τχθϕ͙͋ϕ ͋ϰχχ͙αϕ ͣ̽͋ΘΪΘϕΘ͙ϋΚ 
ΙλΔΓμ ί̽χ ΰ͙ΰθχΘ̽Ϊ ΰϰϋϕ ͙͊ τχθϕ͙͋ϕ͙͕ ̽α͕ ΋Θϻ͙α τΪ͙αϕ̂ θͣ ϋτ͙̽͋Γ λΔΓμΒ 

1.	 Fourteen residents specifically commented on Chetwynd Barracks ̶ 
although all comments submitted were, of course, triggered by future 
developments of the Barracks and HS2 Station. 
Some comments were contradictory (opening Chetwynd Road, Chilwell) but 
this is not surprising given the impact the development of the site will have 
and the depth of feeling by residents. 

2.	 Specific additions to Policy 3.1 (para 3.5) are therefore sought to strengthen 
current requirements 

5 



 

           

  

 

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

   

       

      

    

      

             
  

       

      

         
        

    

               
  

         
       

 

          
  

       

            

          
          

          

       
           

      

   

        
   

      

 

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend Policy 3.1 (at para 3.5) to: 

3.5 The following key development requirements must be met. 

Key Development Requirements: 

•	 500 Homes (within the plan period), 800+ overall.   
•	 The Barracks must be treated as one entity and not split up into separate 

development plots 

•	 Provide attractive and convenient walking and cycling connections to the 

proposed HS2 station and to the tram.   
•	 Provide a bus route through the site, including access to the site from 

Chetwynd Road, Chilwell. However, only buses should be given access to 

the site from this eastern gateway.  
•	 New access road is needed to the site from the north to fall in line with HS2 

Growth Strategy 

•	 Retain and enhance Green Infrastructure corridors around the eastern and 
northern areas of the site including the creation of footpaths and cycle 

ways  
•	 Provide a new Primary School within close proximity to the open space at 

the east of the site. 

•	 Link open space at the east of the site. 

•	 Enhance the provision of sports facilities at the south east of the site  
•	 Retain existing large trees and grass verges and incorporate these into a 

boulevard approach to the street scene. All large trees on the Barracks will 
be subject to Tree Preservation orders once the site is released 

•	 Provide public access to the Listed Memorial, the associated gardens and 
all heritage assets (still to be formally registered) on the site 

•	 Provide public space to the south of the memorial and retain/enhance the 

 existing memorial garden.   
•	 Provide small retail/service centre sufficient to meet local need along the 

main through route. 

•	 Provision of small scale employment development. 

6 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

            

 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             
     

       
    

             

    
    

     

      

 
          

           
            

       
  

           

 
         

            
      

          
 

         
        

          
       

       
         
    

 
 
 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

3.2 Land in vicinity of the HS2 Station at Toton 81 3b.6 & 3b.7 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 
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?
 

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

It is not justified 
It is not effective X 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͒͜ 
ΙIͣ χ͙ϋΘ͕͙αϕϋ θαΪ̂ τ̽χΧΘα΋ Θϋ Θαϕχθ͕ϰ͙͕͋ΐ Θϕ α͙͙͕ϋ ϕθ ͙͊ ̽ϕ ͙̇χθ ͋θϋϕ ϕθ χ͙ϋΘ͕͙αϕϋΚ 
ΙΙΘ͙̇ θͣ ϕΕ͙ ͕͙τϕΕ θͣ ϕΕ͙ Η΋χ͙͙α ͋θχχΘ͕θχΗ ϕθ ϕΕ͙ ϋθϰϕΕ θͣ ϕΕ͙ ͊θϰα͕̽χ̂ ̽α͕ ͕͙ͣΘαΘϕΘϻ͙ Θαͣθχΰ̽ϕΘθα 
as to whether this corridor is STRICTLY for wildlife or inclusive of pedestrian access? Further, 
some categorical assurance as to who will be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of hedges 
̽α͕ ϻ͙΋͙ϕ̽ϕΘθαΈΚ 
"I work between Derby/Notts + London. HS2 + business development in Toton is greatly needed!" 

1.	 Parking by HS2 station users must not overspill into neighbouring residential 
streets ̶ as detailed in last bullet of para 3b.6. It is suggested that a 
̜͎Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸͒͜ ̸̱̿Ή ͋τ̸͎̮̟̝̒ ͒Ή͒͜Ϡ̷ ̷τΉ ϑϠ ̜͜Ϡ ̱͒̿ͷ̸̟̿͜ ̿͜ ̜̟͒͜ ̟͒͒ͷϠ̚ H̿΃Ϡ΂Ϡ͎, 
we need to ensure residents are not disadvantaged by any such scheme. 

2.	 Viable green corridors on the site (especially the southern boundary) must 
be considered a mandatory requirement of any development proposals ̶ as 
outlined in para 3b.7. This para needs to be strengthened to include a 
minimum width of the primary corridor to the southern boundary. 
The corridor to the northern boundary (south of Stapleford) is less 
important, given the likely creation of HS2 station access roads, so this can 
be treateϜ τ͒ τ̸ ̸̜̟Ϫ̷͎̿τ̱ ͎̒ϠϠ̸͒͋τϒϠ̝ ϒ͎͎̟̿Ϝ͎̿̚ 

7 



           

  

 

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

    

   

       

      

           

      

    

   

       

        
        
    

        
         

            
     

      
       

      

         
          

        

      
    

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend para 3b.6 to: 

3b.6 Aspirations (last bullet): 

•	 Prevent overspill parking in existing residential areas when the station is 

̿͋Ϡ͎τ̸̟̿͜τ̱̚ ̦̜̟͒ ̷τΉ ̸̟ϒ̱ͷϜϠ ̸̦̿̿͜ ̿͜ ϑϠϒ̷̿Ϡ ̜͎Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸͒͜ ̸̱̿Ή ͋τ̸͎̮̟̝̒ τ͎Ϡτ 

to mitigate issues with Station/Tram traffic. Any such scheme needs to be 

implemented at zero cost to residents.   

Amend para 3b.7 to: 

3b.7 Aspirations (first bullet): 

•	 Extensive multi-purpose interconnected Green Infrastructure routes to be 

provided to  connect areas of growth and existing communities all of which 
should be of sufficient width and quality to provide attractive and usable 
links in the following locations: 

▪ Along the southern boundary of the location north of existing communities 
of Toton and Chilwell between Hobgoblin Wood in the east and Toton Fields 
Local Wildlife site in the west. This will be a significant corridor in the area, 
and could incorporate both pedestrian and cycle access to HS2 station so 
needs to be 50 meters wide; 

▪ Along the northern boundary of the location south of Stapleford. This could 
comprise a narrow, graded tree and shrub roadside corridor to improve 

screening of the Innovation Village from the A52;   
▪ Along the Erewash Canal and Erewash River (between Toton Washlands 

and Stapleford) to the west of the location (incorporating flood mitigation 

on the low lying Sidings part of the site);   
▪ !̸̱̿̒ ̜͜Ϡ ̸͎̜̮̿͒̿͜ͷ̜͜ ϒ͎͎̟̿Ϝ̛͎̿̚̚ 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

17. Place-making, design and amenity 111 17.1 & 17.2 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 
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?
 

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

It is not justified 
It is not effective X 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͒͜ 
ΙGθθ͕ ͊χθ͕̽͊̽α͕ Θαϕ͙χα͙ϕ ͋θαα͙͋ϕΘθαϋ α͙͙͕͙͕ΓΚ 
ΙPχθΰθϕ͙ ΰθχ͙ ϼ̽ΪΧΘα΋Χ͋̂͋Ϊ͙ ϼ̽̂ϋ ι̽α͕ ͙ͣϼ͙χ ͋̽χϋκ Θα α͙ϼ ͕͙ϻ͙Ϊθτΰ͙αϕϋΚ 

1.	 Policy 17.1 would benefit by explicitly stating that provision of high speed 
broadband must be treated as a core utility in all new developments 

2.	 Policy 17.2 would also be strengthened by a statement encouraging good 
design for walk ways and cycle ways to and through the site is included in 
the design and access statement 

9 



           

  

 

   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

     

        

 

 

        

  

      

         

 

 

       

           

         

       

      

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend Policies 17.1 & 17.2 to: 

17.1 For all new development, permission will be granted for development 

which, where relevant: 

̛́ 

m) Enables convenient use by people with limited mobility, pedestrians & 

cyclists; and 

n) Incorporates ecologically sensitive design, including high speed broadband 

services, with a high standard of planting and features for biodiversity; and 

̛́   

17.2 Applicants for housing developments of 10 dwellings or more will be 

required to submit a design and access statement which includes an 

assessment of: a) ̜͜Ϡ ͎͋̿͋̿͒τ̱͒ τ̒τ̸̟͒͜ Ϡτϒ̜ ̿Ϫ ̜͜Ϡ ̜�ͷ̟̱Ϝ̸̟̒ Ϫ͎̿ ̟̀ϪϠ̝ ϒ͎̟͜Ϡ͎̟τ 

(see Appendix 5) and b) how the development promotes and encourages 

walking and cycling through the development. 

10 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

  
  

 
 
  

 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             

     
       

    

             

    

    
     

     

 
          
        

 
         

     
            

  
         

        
       

     
              
      

 
           

   
           

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

23. Proposals affecting designated and non-designated 
heritage assets 

125 
Para 23.1, 
23.2, & 23.5 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 

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?
 

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

It is not justified 

It is not effective X 
It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͜ 
ΙDθ αθϕ ͕͙ϋϕχθ̂ NΙFF ͊ϰΘΪ͕Θα΋ ̽ϕ Chilwell end of site. War memorial must be protected and given 
τΪ͙αϕ̂ θͣ ϋτ͙̽͋Γ Iϕ ΰ͙̽αϋ ̽ Ϊθϕ ϕθ Ϊθα΋ ϕ͙χΰ χ͙ϋΘ͕͙αϕϋ ΪΘΧ͙ ΰ͙Γ 73̂χϋΓΚ 

1.	 Chetwynd Barracks is due to be sold and redeveloped during the period of 
this Plan. The site has several valuable heritage assets ̶ especially the 
memorial and associated garden area - to those who lost their lives during 
WW1, the shell factory explosion. 
There are also other significant buildings ̶ a WW1 Nurses Infirmary and the 
Officers Mess (part) - and there may be others. We need to ensure these 
assets are: a) formally identified and registered and; b) protected from any 
applications to develop the site in advance of any registration. 
It is not clear who can apply to register these assets ̶ does it need to be the 
site owner (MoD) or can the Forum apply? 

2.	 There is a strong case to support the creation of a new Conservation Area 
within the Barracks site covering these buildings, memorial & gardens. The 
Forum will look to make such an application at the earliest possible time. 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend para 23.1 to: 

23.1 This policy applies to all heritage assets, including Listed Buildings, 

Conservation Areas, Scheduled Monuments and immediate associated areas 

(such as green spaces / gardens etc.) and non-designated assets of all kinds. 

Amend para 23.2 to: 

23.2 Heritage Statements should accompany all applications relating to heritage 

assets. Such a statement will be expected from an application to develop 

Chetwynd Barracks that will cover those heritage assets located on the site but 

which may not yet have been formally registered. On-site investigations of 

heritage assets (such as Hill Farm, on the Barracks), prior to any development 

starting, should be incorporated into statements. All statements These should 

clearly illustrate the nature of the proposals and their effect on the asset. They 

should refer to relevant sources of local information including Conservation Area 

Appraisals, ̜͜Ϡ ̜HϠ͎̟͜τ̒Ϡ Gτ͜Ϡ΃τΉ̝̗ ͎Ϡ̱Ϡ΂τ̸͜ ̱̟͜Ϡ͎τ͜ͷ͎Ϡ τ̸Ϝ ͋τ̸̸̟̟̗̒͒͜ τ̸Ϝ ̜͜Ϡ 

HϠ͎̟͜τ̒Ϡ τ͜ ̜̟̮͒ ̜Ϡ̟̒͒͜Ϡ͎̚ !͜͜Ϡ̸̸̟̿͜ ̜͒̿ͷ̱Ϝ ϑϠ ͋τ̟Ϝ ̿͜ ̜͜Ϡ �͎̿̿ͷ̜̝̒͒ ̸̿͜τϑ̱Ϡ 

industrial heritage. Applications which are not directly related to heritage assets 

but could impact visually on their setting should include a proportionate Heritage 

Statement. 

Amend para 23.5 to: 

23.5 The Council will aim to produce Appraisals and Management Plans for all its 

Conservation Areas and will consider the merits of amendments to Conservation 

Area boundaries. It will also consider the production of a Local List of non-

designated assets, criteria for their identification and/or an associated SPD. The 

Council will look to work pro-actively with established Civic Societies and 

Neighbourhood Forums to aid understanding of the local historic environment. 

12 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

    
    

  
 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             

     
       

    

             

    

    
     

     

 
      

 
         

       
           

        
       

 
 

          
       

         
   

 
 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

25. Culture, Tourism and Sport 152 
Policy 1, 2 & 
para 25.1 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 

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?
 

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

It is not justified 

It is not effective X 
It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

ResidϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͜ 
ΙPχθϻΘ͕͙ ̽ϋϕχθ turf facilities for all-͙̂̽χ ͣθθϕ͊̽ΪΪΚ 

1.	 There is a lack of all-weather artificial football pitches throughout the 
Borough but especially in the south. The Forum has opened discussions with 
the Notts FA to see how we might work together to develop pitches in the 
south of the Borough. It will help give a steer to developers if the Local Plan 
specifically referenced the need for more artificial pitches as well as turf 
pitches. 

2.	 Chetwynd Barracks has a significant history and it should be recognised and 
used ̿͜ Ϡ̸̜τ̸ϒϠ ̜͜Ϡ ̿͜ͷ̷͎̟͒ ̜̿ϪϪϠ̸͎̟̝̒ ̸̟ ̜͜Ϡ �͎̿̿ͷ̜̒̚ �Ή ̷τ̸̮̟̒ ͒͋Ϡϒ̟Ϫ̟ϒ 
reference to the site in this policy It will help to protect these heritage 
assets from future development. 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend Policies 1 & 2 to: 

Development proposals will be encouraged that; 

1.	 Make specific provision for sports pitches, including artificial, all-weather 

‘3G’ pitches, that are suitable for a wide age range of users, in particular 

ϒ̜̟̱Ϝ͎Ϡ̸̝͒ sport. 

2.	 Enhance the tourism offer in association with DH Lawrence, the legacy of 

Chetwynd Barracks (especially relating to the WWI shell factory and 

associated memorial), or the industrial/ pharmaceutical heritage of the 

Borough. 

Amend para 25.1 to: 

25.1 The adopted Playing Pitch Strategy identifies a deficiency in accessible and 

secured floodlit football turf and artificial, all-weather ‘3G’ pitches to the Football 

Association accreditation standard within the Borough (mainly in the south) 

14 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

     

 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

 

             
     

       
    

             

    
    

     

     

 
            

         
       

       
        

 

        
   
         

         
        

    
 

          
       
         

        
  

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

26. Travel Plans 153 Para 26.1 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 
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?
 

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

It is not justified 
It is not effective X 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͒͜ 
ΙΟχ̽ͣͣΘ͋ ͋θα΋͙ϋϕΘθα αθϼ Θϋ ͕͊̽Γ Ιϕ̽τΪ͙ͣθχ͕ Ϊ̽α͙ Θϋ ϋθ ͋θα΋͙ϋϕ͙͕ ͋θϰΪ͕ ̽ χ͙ΪΘ͙ͣ χθ͕̽ ͙͊ τϰϕ ̽͋χθϋϋ 
the depot or around the back of it to ease the congestion on Stapleford Lane τΪ͙̽ϋ͙Κ 
ΙN͙ϼ ͙͙͕ͣ Rθ͕̽ Θαϕθ D͙τθϕ ͣχθΰ �̽χ͕ΘΪΪϋ ͙ϋϋ͙αϕΘ̽Ϊ ιϼΘϕΕ Οχ̽ΰΧ�ϰϋΧ�̂͋Ϊ͙ ΪΘαΧϋΈκΚ 
ΙPχθΰθϕ͙ ΰθχ͙ ϼ̽ΪΧΘα΋Χ͋̂͋Ϊ͙ ϼ̽̂ϋ ι̽α͕ ͙ͣϼ͙χ ͋̽χϋκ Θα α͙ϼ ͕͙ϻ͙Ϊθτΰ͙αϕϋΚ 
ΙN͙͙͕ χ͙΋ϰΪ̽χ ͊ϰϋ χθϰϕ͙ ͣχθΰ Οθϕθα ϕθ Ιϕ̽τΪ͙ͣθχ͕ Θαϕθ ϕΕ͙ ͙ϻ͙αΘα΋ϋΚ 

1.	 The Forum will promote access to the HS2 Hub Station using walk ways, 
cycle ways and additional bus routes. 
̶Ϡ ΃̿ͷ̱Ϝ ̱̟̮Ϡ ̿͜ ͒ϠϠ τ ̸Ϡ΃̗ ͒͋Ϡϒ̟Ϫ̟ϒ ̜ϼͷ̟͒͜Ϫ̟ϒτ̸̟̝̿͜ ͋τ͎τ͎̒τ̜͋ ̜͜τ͜ ͒͜τ͜Ϡ͒ τ̱̱ 
Travel Plans must include a section on walk ways, cycle ways & and 
improved public transport (better bus routes; both frequency and extending 
services into the evenings) 

2.	 Use section 106 money to improve pavements and cycle ways in local 
vicinity of developments. For instance, consider creating one-way streets in 
existing Toton streets bordering the HS2 station such as: Woodstock Road, 
Epsom Road etc. to allow space to create wider pavements & new cycle 
ways 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Create new Justification para 26.2 to: 

26.2 We expect Travel Plans to include specific sections detailing how 

developments will encourage more walking, cycling and public transport (bus 

routes both frequency and operating times) to / from and through the sites. 

16 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

     

 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

  

             
     

       
    

             

    
    

     

     

 
   
         

 

        
     

       
          

      
 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

27. Local Green Space 155 Para 27.5 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 
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?
 

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

It is not justified 
It is not effective X 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸̙͒͜ 
ΙK͙͙τ Hθ͊΋θ͊ΪΘα ϼθθ͕Κ 
ΙK͙͙τ ϕχ͙͙ϋ θα ϕΕ͙ ϼ͙ϋϕ ϋΘ͕͙ θͣ �̽χχ̽͋Χϋ - ͣχθΰ ϕΕ͙ φϰ̽χχ̂ ϰτϼ̽χ͕ϋΚ 

1.	 The Forum intends to submit an application to designate Local Green Space 
during the development of its Neighbourhood Plan. It will be helpful for the 
Local Plan to acknowledge this intention so that developers are aware of the 
need to consult with the community & ensure they include a provision for 
Green Space in their plans. 

17
 



           

  

 
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

   

    

         

         

          

          

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend para 27.5 to: 

27.5 Further areas of Local Green Space may be designated through forthcoming 

Neighbourhood Plans. We expect to receive an application to designate 

significant stretches of green infrastructure as Local Green Space within the 

Toton Strategic Growth Area and Chetwynd Barracks development sites. 

18 



           

  

 

  
 

  
  

  
  

  
 
 

      
 

 
 

     

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

             

     
       

    

             

    

    
     

     

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 
Page 
number 

Policy text / 
Para number 

28. Green Infrastructure Assets 157 
Policy 1.b & 
para 28.2 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 

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?
 

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

It is not justified 

It is not effective X 
It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

19
 



           

  

 
  

 
      

         
           

            
       

  

 
         

  
 

           
        

 
          

   
       

        
 

 

         
           

       

      
           

 

          
            

    
 

       
        

   
 

 
    

  
   

   
   

 
      

 

CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Your Comments:
 

Resident̝͒ ϒ̷̷̿Ϡ̸͒͜: 
ΙPχθϻΘ͕͙ ̽ϋϕχθ ϕϰχͣ ͣ̽cilities for all-͙̂̽χ ͣθθϕ͊̽ΪΪΚ 
ΙR͙-route Erewash Country trail & public footpath down the eastern edge of the Barracks siteΚ 
ΙΙΘ͙̇ θͣ ϕΕ͙ ͕͙τϕΕ θͣ ϕΕ͙ Η΋χ͙͙α ͋θχχΘ͕θχΗ ϕθ ϕΕ͙ south of the boundary and definitive information 
as to whether this corridor is STRICTLY for wildlife or inclusive of pedestrian access? Further, 
some categorical assurance as to who will be responsible for the ongoing maintenance of hedges 
and vegetation?Κ 

1.	 Playing Pitches need to specifically include the growing trend for artificial, 
all-΃Ϡτ̜͜Ϡ͎ ̜αG̝ ̟͋͜ϒ̜Ϡ͒ 

2.	 We would like to see new footpaths & cycle ways creating in green corridors 
inc. a re-routing of the Erewash Valley trail through Chetwynd Barracks. 

3.	 We believe green corridors need to be of a decent, specified width to be 
consider viable. Otherwise developers will seek to minimise the widths of 
these corridors for their own purposes. The Notts WT has done research for 
the Forum on what is considered viable widths of green corridors. In 
summary: 

•	 ̠͋θχχΘ͕θχϋ ϋΕθϰΪ͕ ͙͊ τχ͙ϋ͙χϻ͙͕ΐ ͙αΕ̽α͙͕͋ ̽α͕ τχθϻΘ͕͙͕ΐ λΔΓΓμΐ ̽ϋ ϕΕ͙̂ τ͙χΰΘϕ 
certain species to thrive where they otherwise would not. Corridors should be 
̽ϋ ϼΘ͕͙ ̽α͕ ͋θαϕΘαϰθϰϋ ̽ϋ τθϋϋΘ͊Ϊ͙Κ (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 etc. 

•	 ! γή̷ ΃̟Ϝ̜͜ τ̱̱̿΃͒ ϒ͎͎̟̿Ϝ͎̿͒ ̿͜ Ϫͷ̸ϒ̸̟̿͜ τ͒ τ ̷̜ͷ̱̟͜-purpose ̸Ϡ͜΃͎̮̝̗̿ τ͒ 

defined in NECR 180, so that it includes attributes that are valuable to people, 

i.e. biodiversity alongside amenity, footpaths, cycle ways, sustainable drainage, 
microclimate improvement, heritage etc. 

•	 Quadrat Scotland 2002 (Appendix 1). For connectedness, to be defined as 
̜̜̟̜̝̒ ̸̀̿ ͒ϒτ̱Ϡ ̜̟̜̗̒ ̷ϠϜ̟ͷ̷̗ ̱̿΃̗́ ̜͜Ϡ ϒ͎͎̟̿Ϝ͎̿ ̸ϠϠϜ͒ ̿͜ ϑϠ τ͜ ̱Ϡτ͒͜ γή̷ ΃̟ϜϠ 
for more than 50% of the corridor 

References 
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 
Wakefield Consultation on spatial strategy: Wakefield Council Spatial Policy Areas 
Darlington consultation on draft housing allocations: Darlington Council Housing Allocations report 
Natural England Commissioned Report NECR180 (2015) Econets, landscape & people: Integra̸̟̒͜ ̛̚̚ 
Quadrat Scotland (2002) The network of wildlife corridors and stepping stones of importance to the 
biodiversity of East Dunbartonshire. Scottish Natural Heritage Commissioned Report 

20 

http://publications.naturalengland.org.uk/file/153104
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend Policy 1b) to: 

1.	 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). These Green Infrastructure Assets are:   
a) Green Infrastructure Corridors (not shown on the Policies Map);  
b) Playing Pitches, including artificial, all-weather ‘3G’ Pitches; 
ϓ ̸͛Ϫ̷͎̿τ̛̛̱   

Amend para 28.2 to: 

28.2 ̦̜Ϡ ϒ͎͎̟̿Ϝ͎̿͒ ̜͜τ͜ τ͎Ϡ ̛̛̛̛͂̓̚ ̦̜Ϡ ϜϠ͜τ̟̱͒ ̿Ϫ ̜͜Ϡ͒Ϡ ͎̿͋͋̿͜ͷ̸̟̟͜Ϡ͒ Ϫ͎̿ 

enhancement will depend on the characteristics of the corridors concerned. The 

Council believes corridors must be 50 metres wide to be considered beneficial 

and viable for wildlife. The corridors are detailed in section 6 of the GIS and are 

shown diagrammatically on the map on page 160 in this Plan. The corridors do not 

have fixed boundaries and the map on page 160 should not therefore be 

interpreted rigidly. 

Amend para 28.5 to: 

28.5 ! ͋̿͜Ϡ̸̟͜τ̱ ϒ̸̸̟̿͜ͷτ̸̟̿͜ ̿Ϫ ̜͜Ϡ ̸̟̜̇̿̒͜͜τ̷ �τ̸τ̱ ̿͜΃͋τ̜͜ ̛̛̛͂̓̚̚ ̜͒̿ͷ̱Ϝ 

proposals for this emerge in the future. With the development of Chetwynd 

Barracks, the Council intends to exploit a new green corridor planned for the 

eastern side of the Barracks. It will re-route the Erewash Valley Trail down a new 

public footpath/cycleway through the corridor, and from there continue the Trail 

to the Attenborough Nature Centre. The Nature Reserves that are referred to in 

part 1f of the policy include Local Nature Reserves designated by the Council and 

Nature Reserves managed by Nottinghamshire County Council and 

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust.  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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Policy number 

32. Developer Contributions 

Page 
number 

171 

Policy text / 
Para number 

Para 32.1 

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

Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: Yes No 

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?
 

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

It is not effective X 
It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your Comments:
 

̜Ϡ̟͒ϜϠ̸̝͒͜ comments: 
ΙΙ͋ΕθθΪϋ 3-18Έ ίΕ̽ϕϑϋ ϕΕ͙ Θΰτ̽͋ϕ θα ͙́ΘϋϕΘα΋ LE! PχΘΰ̽χ̂ ϋ͋ΕθθΪϋΈΚ 
ΙIͣ HΙ2 ͕θ͙ϋαΖϕ Ε̽ττ͙α ϼΕ̽ϕ ͣϰα͕Θα΋ Θϋ ̽ϻ̽ΘΪ̽͊Ϊ͙ ϕθ G͙θχ΋͙ Ιτ͙α͙͋r ϕθ ͋θϻ͙χ ΘαͣΪϰ́ θͣ ͋ΕΘΪ͕χ͙αΈΚ 

1.	 Paragraph 32.1 would benefit by explicitly stating that Section 106 
contributions are needed to increase capacity at all levels of education. 
Developers must acknowledge their obligations to increase provision at 
secondary schools as well as primary schools. This point is well made in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (sections 4.51, 4.52, 4.55, pages 19, 20) 

2.	 A new paragraph would be useful to explicitly state that all Section 106 
contributions will be directed in the first instance to the Borough 
wards/town & parish councils affected by developments before other areas 
in the Borough are considered. This is because it cannot be right that other 
τ͎Ϡτ͒ ̿Ϫ ̜͜Ϡ �͎̿̿ͷ̜̒ ϑϠ̸ϠϪ̟͜ Ϫ̷͎̿ ϜϠ΂Ϡ̱̿͋Ϡ͎̝͒ ϒ̸͎̟̿͜ϑͷ̸̟̿͒͜ ϑϠϪ͎̿Ϡ 
residents in the immediate vicinity are awarded suitable recompense for the 
changes to their environment. 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 4. Modifications sought
 

[CTTC Forum text in: Black bold italic] 

Amend para 32.1 to: 

32.1 This policy strikes the appropriate balance between ensuring the 

infrastructure requirements to make the development acceptable in planning 

terms are met, at the same time as not compromising the viability of 

developments. It is acknowledged that financial contributions are needed to 

increase provision of education capacity at secondary schools in key areas of the 

Borough 

New Justification para 32.2 to: 

32.2 All Section 106 contributions will be directed in the first instance to the 

Borough wards/town & parish councils affected by developments before other 

areas in the Borough are considered 
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CTTC Neighbourhood Forum Local Plan Part 2 Feedback	 Nov 2nd 2017 

Question 5. Public Examination Attendance
 

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

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination Yes 
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 necessary 

1.	 The CTTC Forum would like the opportunity to explain in more detail the 
rationale for our suggested modifications to the Examiner. A specific 
concern relates to paragraph 28.2 and the need to explicitly commit to a 
specified width of green corridors necessary to assure viability of wildlife. 
However, we want the opportunity to explain our suggestions across all 
policies as appropriate. 
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Details
 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation (If responding on behalf of an 

organisation) 

Sport England 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Email Address 

Would you like to be contacted regarding future 

planning policy consultations? 

Yes 

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

Policy relates to
 

Please specify what your comment relates to 

Policy number Page number Policy text/ 

Paragraph number 

Policies Map Sustainability 

Appraisal 

Other (e.g. omission, 

evidence document 

etc.) 

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 Yes 

It is not effective No 

It is not positively prepared No 

It is not consistent with national policy 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. 

Consistency with National Policy 

Thank you for consulting Sport England on Part 2 of the Local Plan. The Local Plan as 

proposed is consistent with National Policy due to having a robust and up to date 

evidence base in regard to its Playing Pitch Strategy and Built Facility Strategy. Please 

note that it is important to keep these strategies up to date so they can remain robust. 

However, this is questionable as this evidence base does not appear to be considered 

and implemented in line with NPPF paragraph 74. 

Justification of the Plan - Policy Specific Considerations 

In relation to the locations identified in policies 3.1- 3.3, 3.5 & 6.1 for potential major 

growth, when decisions are made about these locations when they were brought 

forwards and their potential dwelling capacity. As the plan stands it is currently lacking 

justification or relevant consideration to whether any of the sites contain existing sports 

facilities such as playing fields which justify protection under policies 25, 27 and 28 of 

the plan and paragraph 74 of the NPPF. 

Policy 3.1 – Site Allocation of Chetwynd Barracks – There is no mention of playing 

fields on site within the description. This site Contains 3 x full size football pitches, 

tennis courts, cricket wickets, bowls provision and a sports hall. The site is highlighted 

within the Playing Pitch Strategy as a football site. This site currently provides training 

capacity for Toton Tigers and the Playing Pitch Strategy highlights the need to convert 

the tennis courts to an Artificial Grass Pitch. 

Policy 3.2 – Site Allocation of Toton Lane – The allocation includes a school site and 

playing pitches within the area. The development is marked for additional land for 

community facilities including education (the relocation of George Spencer Academy 

which is Mentioned in the playing pitch strategy as a football and cricket site) and the 

provision of a Leisure Centre. The proposals also include an allocation for 500homes. 

Policy 3.3 - Site Allocation of Bramcote (East of Coventry Lane) – This site is referred 

to as being greenfield and as a former playing field associated with the adjacent school. 

The policy states that the site is currently unused. However, the most recent aerial view 

is from 2013 and shows marked pitches and is listed within the 2016 Playing Pitch 

Strategy. The site contains 7 x football pitches 3x mini football pitches and 3 cricket 

wickets. Playing Pitch Strategy states that site is needed and suggests proposals for 

cricket nets, Artificial Grass Pitch and a sports barn. Playing Pitch Strategy confirms 

that should the site be lost then equivalent or better provision is required as mitigation. 

The Site Allocation of Bramcote School and Leisure Centre is also included within this 

policy for redevelopment. The site includes 3 schools and borders existing playing 

fields the site contains a small sided Artificial Grass Pitch which is currently used by 

football, multiple courts and a sports hall which is also used by a local football club. 

Therefore, it will need to be insured that any development does not prejudice the use of 

these facilities. 

Policy 3.5 - Site Allocation of Severn Trent – This site borders playing pitches therefore 

any development needs to ensure that there are no negative impacts to these pitches. 

The Playing Pitch Strategy also refers to the Nottingham casuals site which is stated as 

being overplayed and needing investment of £340,000 for changing room 

improvements and floodlighting. 

Policy 6.1 – Walker street Eastwood – There is no mention of playing fields on site 

within the description. However, Google image from 2016 shows a cricket wicket and 

Google history shows site with 3 football pitches and a rounders pitch. This site does 

not appear to be covered by the Playing Pitch Strategy where there is a shown 

deficiency and no justification for pitches to be lost. The pitches should be protected 

from development. 

Map 3 - this map includes the site allocation of Trent Vale sports club within the mixed-

use commitments however the plan gives no further information on this allocation. 

Details of the allocation should be provided to ensure the facilities are retained as 

playing fields and upgraded to sufficient standards as detailed within the Playing Pitch 

Strategy. 

Where these sites contain pitches and the evidence base highlights a deficiency in 

provision there is a conflict within the policies. Therefore, the extent of development in 

these locations should account for the need to maintain such facilities and site policies 



 

 

 

 

 

should require the facilities to be protected or replaced. The loss of the playing fields 

without an agreed compensatory project being implemented would not accord with 

Sport England's playing fields policy or paragraph 74 of the NPPF. 

Policies 17 & 24 - Sport England supports the idea of health impact to be a design 

consideration for new communities and would encourage the inclusion of a design 

policy which encourages developments to be designed to promote active lifestyles 

through sport and physical activity (through use of Sport England's and Public Health 

England's established Active Design guidance (http://www.sportengland.org/facilities­

planning/planning-for-sport/planning-tools-and-guidance/active-design/) 

Policy 25 – Sport England seeks to ensure that a planned approach to the provision of 

facilities and opportunities for sport and recreation is taken by planning authorities. We 

are pleased that it is the council’s intention to ensure policies provide adequate sport 

and recreation facilities as part of new developments. However, the level of provision 

should be determined locally and should be informed by the Playing Pitch Strategy and 

Green Infrastructure Strategy. 

Policy 27 - Sport England is encouraged that the emerging local plan looks to include 

policies to protect existing sport/leisure facilities where there is a need to do so to meet 

existing/future community needs which accord with paragraph 74 of the NPPF - policies 

that support the principle of enhancing existing sports/leisure facilities to meet 

community needs. However, it is thought that the plan should also include policies and 

to provide new sports/leisure facilities that are required to meet identified needs e.g. 

site allocations for new playing fields, requirements in major housing and mixed-use 

developments for sport/leisure provision, sports hubs allocations etc 

Policy 28 – Sport England welcomes the inclusion of policies which ensure adequate 

provision for new development (especially residential) to provide for the additional 

sport/leisure facility needs that they generate through CIL and/or planning obligations. 

If you would like any further information or advice please contact me. 

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. 

. 

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? 

No 

If you wish to participate at the public examination, 

please outline why you consider this to be necessary 



 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

                                 

 

 
  

 
 

 
 

 
        

   
 

   
 

     
 

 
 

         
        

       
   

     
        

       
       

    
 

   
 

      
        

      
  

 
  

 
 

 
         

          
      

        
       

  
 

Broxtowe District Council 
Council Offices 
Foster Avenue 
Beeston 
Nottingham 
NG9 1AB 

SENT BY E-MAIL AND POST 
3rd November 2017 

Dear Sir / Madam 

BROXTOWE LOCAL PLAN PART 2 PRE SUBMISSION CONSULTATION 

Introduction 

Thank you for consulting with the Home Builders Federation (HBF) on the 
above mentioned consultation. The HBF is the principal representative body 
of the house-building industry in England and Wales. Our representations 
reflect the views of our membership, which includes multi-national PLC’s, 
regional developers and small, local builders. In any one year, our members 
account for over 80% of all new “for sale” market housing built in England and 
Wales as well as a large proportion of newly built affordable housing. We 
would like to submit the following representations and in due course attend 
the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 Examination Hearing Sessions. 

The scope of the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 

The Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 sets out detailed planning policies that will 
work with the strategic policies set out in the adopted Aligned Core Strategy 
(ACS) including specific polices for development management and the 
allocation of non-strategic development sites. 

Site Allocation Policies 

Overall Housing Land Supply (HLS) 

The ACS sets out the overall spatial strategy for the District and this vision is 
rolled forward in the Local Plan Part 2. The purpose of the Local Plan is to 
allocate sufficient non-strategic sites to meet the housing requirement of at 
least 6,150 dwellings for the District to 2028. Accordingly under Policies 3 – 7 
and 11 fifteen non-strategic housing sites are allocated for circa 2,636 
dwellings which comprise :-

Home Builders Federation page 1 

www.hbf.co.uk 

http:www.hbf.co.uk


 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

                                 

 

           
   

           
 

           
 

           
 

         
   

        
 

       
       

       
          

         
        

      
         

      
    

         
         

     
 

 
 

  

 
  

   
          

     

 Policy 3 : main built up area site allocations for circa 1,779 dwellings 
on 8 sites (Policies 3.1 – 3.8) ; 

 Policy 4 : Awsworth site allocation for land west of Awsworth for 250 
dwellings (Policy 4.1) ; 

 Policy 5 : Brinsley site allocation for land east of Brinsley for 110 
dwellings (Policy 5.1) ; 

 Policy 6 : Eastwood site allocation for 200 dwellings & 30 extra care 
units (Policy 6.1) ; 

 Policy 7 : Kimberley site allocations for 167 dwellings on 3 sites 
(Policies 7.1 – 7.3) ; 

 Policy 11 : The Square Beeston Square for 100 dwellings. 

A housing trajectory is included in Table 4 in which the Council is showing a 
HLS of 6,747 dwellings against a housing requirement of 6,150 dwellings. 
Since the adopted housing requirement is a minimum figure it should not be 
treated as a maximum ceiling to restrict overall HLS and prevent sustainable 
development from coming forward. The Council is referred to the DCLG 
presentation slide from the HBF Planning Conference September 2015 (see 
below). This slide illustrates 10 – 20% non-implementation gap together with 
15 – 20% lapse rate. The slide also suggests “the need to plan for 
permissions on more units than the housing start / completions ambition”. It is 
acknowledged that this presentation slide shows generic percentages across 
England but it provides an indication of the level of flexibility within the overall 
HLS that the Council should be providing. The Council’s contingency of 597 
dwellings (9.7%) is below the recommendations of DCLG therefore it is 
unlikely to provide sufficient flexibility for unforeseen circumstances. 

Extract from slide presentation “DCLG Planning Update” by Ruth Stanier Director of Planning - HBF 
Planning Conference Sept 2015 

5 Year Housing Land Supply (YHLS) 

The 5 YHLS is a snap shot in time which can change very quickly. The 
following analysis addresses matters of principle rather than detailed site 

Home Builders Federation page 2 
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specific analysis. The HBF’s preferences for the calculation of a 5 YHLS are a 
Sedgefield approach to shortfalls as set out in the NPPG (ID 3-035) with a 
20% buffer applied to both the annualised housing requirement and any 
shortfall. The Council’s latest 5 YHLS calculation is set out in the SHLAA 
Report 2015/16. The Council has provided calculations using both a 
Sedgefield / Liverpool approach to shortfalls and 5% / 20% buffers. The 
Council is proposing Sedgefield and 20% buffer as the most appropriate. The 
HBF agrees with this proposal. However the Council is not applying the buffer 
to the shortfall. The HBF disagrees with this approach. The Council is referred 
to the following :-

 the Warwick Local Plan Examination Inspector’s letter dated 1st June 
2015 (paragraph 41) ; 

 the letter dated 10th August 2015 from the Inspector examining the 
Amber Valley Local Plan ; 

 the West Dorset Weymouth & Portland Joint Local Plan Inspector’s 
Final Report dated 14th August 2015 (paragraphs 85 & 86) ; 

 Herefordshire Local Plan Inspector’s Final Report dated September 
2015 (para 48) ; 

 Gloucester, Cheltenham & Tewkesbury Joint Core Strategy Inspector’s 
Interim Report dated 31st May 2016 ; 

 Forest of Dean Site Allocations Plan Inspector’s Interim Report dated 
24 June 2016 ; 

 West Somerset Local Plan Inspector’s Final Report dated 14 
September 2016. 

The Council’s 5 YHLS calculation using Sedgefield and 20% buffer is only 3.6 
years which will be even lower when the buffer is applied to the shortfall as 
well as the requirement. The Local Plan Part 2 cannot be sound if the Council 
cannot demonstrate 5 YHLS on adoption of the Plan. Furthermore the 5 YHLS 
should be maintainable throughout the plan period. As a consequence of not 
having a demonstrable 5 YHLS policies for the supply of housing in the 
adopted ACS will also be deemed out of date. 

The HBF do not comment on the merits or otherwise of individual sites 
therefore our representations are submitted without prejudice to any 
comments made by other parties on the deliverability of specific sites included 
in the overall HLS, 5 YHLS and housing trajectories. Both the Council’s 
overall HLS and 5 YHLS assumes that all of the allocations in the Plan will be 
found sound. However, the soundness of individual allocations will be 
discussed throughout the course of the Examination. If any are found to be 
unsound these will need to be deleted from the deliverable / developable 
supply accordingly. It is also essential that the Council’s assumptions on lead-
in times, lapse rates and delivery rates for sites are realistic. These 
assumptions should be supported by parties responsible for delivery of 
housing and sense checked by the Council using historical empirical data and 
local knowledge. 

The small site windfall allowance of 195 dwellings in the 5 YHLS is considered 
too high. If the windfall allowance is applied throughout 5 year period there is 

Home Builders Federation page 3 
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a risk of double counting in the early years. It is only reasonable to include a 
windfall allowance in the later years of the 5 YHLS. 

It is also noted that the Council has applied an 8% non-implementation 
allowance in the 5 YHLS but it is unclear if a similar allowance has been 
applied to the overall HLS. 

It is obvious that further site allocations are required to provide a greater 
overall HLS contingency and a 5 YHLS on adoption of the Plan. Therefore to 
maximize housing supply the widest possible range of sites, by size and 
market location are required so that house builders of all types and sizes have 
access to suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. 
The key to increased housing supply is the number of sales outlets. The 
maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets 
but because the widest possible range of products and locations are available 
to meet the widest possible range of demand. This approach is also 
advocated in the Housing White Paper because a good mix of sites provides 
choice for consumers, allows places to grow in sustainable ways and creates 
opportunities to diversify the construction sector. 

The Council should also consider the allocation of developable reserve sites 
together with an appropriate release mechanism as recommended by the 
Local Plan Expert Group (LPEG). The LPEG Report proposed that “the NPPF 
makes clear that local plans should be required not only to demonstrate a five 
year land supply but also focus on ensuring a more effective supply of 
developable land for the medium to long term (over the whole plan period), 
plus make provision for, and provide a mechanism for the release of, 
developable Reserve Sites equivalent to 20% of their housing requirement, as 
far as is consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF” (para 11.4 of the 
LPEG Report). 

If further information on HLS becomes available the HBF may wish to submit 
further comments in written Hearing Statements and during oral discussions 
at the Examination Hearing Sessions. 

Development Management Policies 

Policy 15 : House size, mix and choice 

If the Local Plan is to be compliant with the NPPF development should not be 
subject to such a scale of obligations and policy burdens that viability is 
threatened (paras 173 & 174). The residual land value model is highly 
sensitive to changes in its inputs whereby an adjustment or an error in any 
one assumption can have a significant impact on viability. Therefore it is 
important that the Council understands and tests the influence of all inputs on 
the residual land value as this determines whether or not land is released for 
development. The Harman Report highlighted that “what ultimately matters for 
housing delivery is whether the value received by land owners is sufficient to 
persuade him or her to sell their land for development”. 

Home Builders Federation page 4 

www.hbf.co.uk 

http:www.hbf.co.uk


 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                            
 

                                 

 

   
   

 

      
           

 

    

       
     

  
 

         
      

           
        

      
     

      
        

        
         

 
        

 
 

         
          

   
 

    
      

       
        

     
       

      
          

          
        

     
       

        
           

        
   

     
 

      
        

      
          

Bullet Points (1), (2) & (3) propose differential affordable housing provision 
on allocated and unallocated sites subject to viability. These are :-

 On allocated sites of 10+ dwellings in Awsworth, Bramcote, Brinsley, 
Stapleford & Toton and any site in the Green Belt 30% or more 
affordable housing provision ; 

 On Kimerley allocated site 20% or more affordable housing provision ; 

 On unallocated C2 & C3 sites in sub-markets of Beeston 30% or more, 
Eastwood 10% or more, Kimberley 20% or more & Stapleford 10% or 
more affordable housing provision. 

The Council should be mindful that the cumulative burden of policy 
requirements are not set so high that the majority of sites are only deliverable 
if these sites are routinely rather than occasionally negotiated on the grounds 
of viability. The Nottingham Core Viability Update Study (September 2013) is 
now somewhat out of date. As set out in the NPPG (ID 12-014) “when 
approaching submission if key studies are already reliant on data that is a few 
years old they should be updated to reflect the most recent information 
available”. The adopted ACS proposed 30% on sites of 15+ dwellings. The 
Council has provided no new evidence to support the proposals set out in 
Policy 15. There is no up to date evidence justifying the differentials or site 
thresholds. It is not evidenced that lower site thresholds or C2 sites are viable. 
The policy is also worded such that these percentage provisions are 
minimums which should be deleted. 

In Bullet Point (6) the word “size” should be deleted from the policy title and 
bullet point so there is no conjecture that the Council is seeking to adopt the 
Nationally Described Space Standard (NDSS). 

Bullet Point (7) proposes that on sites of 10+ dwellings at least 10% of 
dwellings are Building Regulation M4(2) compliant. The Written Ministerial 
Statement dated 25th March 2015 stated that “the optional new national 
technical standards should only be required through any new Local Plan 
policies if they address a clearly evidenced need, and where their impact on 
viability has been considered, in accordance with the NPPG”. If the Council 
wishes to adopt the higher optional standards for accessible & adaptable 
homes the Council should only do so by applying the criteria set out in the 
NPPG (ID 56-005 to 56-011). All new homes are built to Building Regulation 
Part M standards so it is incumbent on the Council to provide a local 
assessment evidencing the specific case for Broxtowe which justifies the 
inclusion of the optional higher standard of M4(2) for accessible / adaptable 
homes in its Local Plan policy. If it had been the Government’s intention that 
evidence of an ageing population justified adoption of M4(2) then the logical 
solution would have been to incorporate the standard as mandatory via the 
Building Regulations which the Government has not done. M4(2) should only 
be introduced on a “need to have” rather than “nice to have” basis. 

Bullet Point (8) proposes that on sites of 20+ dwellings the Council will seek 
at least 5% self / custom build. The HBF supports self and / or custom build in 
principle for its potential additional contribution to overall housing supply 
where this is based on a positive policy approach to increase the total amount 
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of new housing development and to meet an identified and quantified self-
build housing need. Such positive policy responses include supporting 
development on small windfall sites as well as allocating more small sites. It is 
not evident that the Council has assessed such housing needs in its SHMA 
work as set out in the NPPG (ID 2a-021) whereby the Council should collate 
from reliable local information the local demand for people wishing to build 
their own homes. It is not known the number of people who have registered 
on the Council’s Self Build Register. So there is no publically available 
evidence to justify the Council’s proposed policy approach of seeking self-
build plots on all housing sites of more than 20 dwellings. Furthermore the 
Council has not undertaken any viability assessment of this policy proposal. 
The NPPG confirms that “different types of residential development such as 
those wanting to build their own homes … are funded and delivered in 
different ways. This should be reflected in viability assessments” (ID 10-009). 
The Council’s proposal is a restrictive policy which provides no additionality to 
land supply but merely changes house construction from one to another type 
of builder. It is suggested that the Council gives further consideration to the 
practical workings of Bullet Point (8) including the implications on 
responsibilities under health & safety legislation, working hours, length of build 
programmes, etc. The Council should also refer to the East Devon Inspector’s 
Final Report dated January 2016 which expresses reservations about the 
implementation difficulties associated with this sort of policy. In para 46 the 
Inspector states “However, I don’t see how the planning system can make 
developers sell land to potential rivals (and at a reasonable price)”. If self build 
/ custom build plots are not developed the Council has proposed no 
mechanism by which these dwellings may be developed thereby effectively 
removing these dwellings from its HLS which is unjustifiable in the current 
circumstances where the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 YHLS on adoption 
of the Local Plan Part 2. 

Policy 17 : Place-making, design & amenity 

Bullet Points (2) & (3) require developments of 10+ dwellings to be assessed 
under Building for Life 12 and to achieve a score of 9 or more greens. The 
HBF is supportive of the use of Building for Life 12 as best practice guidance 
to assist Local Planning Authorities, local communities and developers assess 
new housing schemes but it should not be included as a Local Plan policy 
requirement which obliges developers to use this tool. The use of Building for 
Life 12 should remain voluntary. The reference to Building for Life 12 should 
be removed from Policy 17 to the supporting text. The requirement for 9 or 
more greens is also a misinterpretation of the use of Building for Life 12. 

Policy 20 : Air quality 

Bullet Point (2) is a vaguely expressed aspiration. It is doubtful if this aspect 
of the policy can be effectively implemented. 

Policy 26 : Travel Plans 

Policy 26 and its supporting text are contradictory. The policy requires 
submission of Travel Plans for all housing sites of 10+ dwellings but the 
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justification (para 26.1) states the requirement is applicable to only non-
allocated sites. Even if the policy is amended to apply explicitly to non-
allocated sites Travel Plans should only be required if there is an identified 
impact to warrant such a requirement. 

Policy 27 : Local Green Space 

The HBF would question if the proposed Local Green Space designation 
under Bullet Point (3) is appropriate. The area identified on the 
accompanying map is extensive. This designation could be construed as a re-
designation as Green Belt by another name via the back door. 

Policy 32 : Developer Contributions 

As stated in the NPPF the use of planning obligations should only be 
considered if it could make unacceptable development acceptable (para 203). 
Furthermore planning obligations should only be sought which meet all of the 
tests set out in the NPPF (para 204). It should be clear that any improvements 
to existing facilities is related to the proposed development and it is not 
rectifying an existing deficiency. 

If any of the above mentioned Policies are modified then the HBF may make 
further comments in Hearing Statements and orally at the Examination 
Hearing Sessions. 

Conclusion 

The purpose of the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 is :-

 the allocation of non-strategic sites to meet the housing requirement 
set out in the adopted ACS ; 

 the provision and maintenance of a 5 YHLS ; 

 the setting out of detailed development management policies. 

The Plan is unsound (not positively prepared, unjustified, ineffective and 
inconsistent with national policy) because the Plan fails to :-

 provide sufficient flexibility in the overall HLS ;
 
 demonstrate a 5 YHLS on adoption ;
 
 set appropriate policy requirements in Policies 15, 17, 20, 26, 27 & 32.
 

It is hoped that these representations are helpful in informing the next stage of 
the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2. If you require any further assistance or 
information please contact the undersigned. 

Yours faithfully 
for and on behalf of HBF 
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Broxtowe Part 2 
Local Plan 
Agent 

Please provide your client’s name 

Your Details
 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalf of the Beeston Wildlife Group 
organisation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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. 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 

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

Document Policy number Page number 
Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

P
a
rt

 2
 L

o
c
a
l 

P
la

n
 

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 

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: Local Green Space 

Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 

Policy 30: Landscape 

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

38-39 3.5 

Policies Map 12 

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) 

Yes No 

2.1 Legally compliant yes 

2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate no 

2.3 Sound no 

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 yes 

It is not effective no 

It is not positively prepared no 

It is not consistent with national policy no 

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. 

Including the field at the end of Cornwall Avenue in the Severn Trent housing site is ‘not justified’ as it is of 
greater value to the local community as a natural green space for the following reasons: 

It’s part of a green corridor stretching from the canal almost to Lilac Grove – an important route for wildlife. 
It’s of historic interest: field & adjacent canal are over 200yrs old / field contains remains of an ancient track. 

It’s a haven for wildlife (including notable species) with grassland, mature hedgerows & waterside habitats. 

It’s an easily accessible pocket of ‘countryside’ between Rylands and new Boots development. 

It’s a locally valued feature, being a small field of naturalised grass surrounded by mature hedgerows. 

It’s essential to the character and amenity of Cornwall Ave, being the focal point of this road. - It’s of 
recreational value to walkers/dog owners who use the field every day, shown by the well-worn paths. 

Its value to the community was demonstrated at Broxtowe’s July C.A.T. (Community Action Team) meeting 
where local folk voted unanimously (48 votes) to keep this field & not build here (vote verified by Cllr 
Cullen). 

3
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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. 

a) Cornwall Ave field (with its surrounding hedgerows) should be removed from the Severn Trent 
housing site. 

b) Cornwall Ave field (with its surrounding hedgerows) should be designated as ‘Local Green 
Space’ on the Local Plan. This would be ‘justified’ as the field is of special value to the local 
community, as described above and is also the last remaining historic flood plain with the 
possibility of SSSI status due to plants found here nowhere else in the area. 

c) The adjacent field (which extends alongside the full length of Leyton Crescent Recreation 
Ground) should also be included in the ‘Local Green Space’. 

This 2nd field is an equally valued local feature of grassland surrounded by mature hedgerows, as 
the 2 fields together form a half mile strip of ‘countryside’ between the Rylands and the Severn 
Trent site, stretching from the canal up to Leyton Crescent. 

This is a locally important route for wildlife, and is a route enjoyed daily by walkers and dog 
owners throughout the year, as proved by the well-worn paths. 

The local value of this 2nd field has also been expressed repeatedly at Broxtowe’s C.A.T. 
meetings. Designation as ‘Local Green Space’ is therefore ‘justified’. 

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, I wish to participate at the public examination 

No, I do not wish to participate at the public examination 
no 

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: 

•	 ‘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. 
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Question 1: What does your comment relate to? Please specify exactly 
-

Poticy·textl 
Document Policy·number Page number Paragraph 

number 

Policy 1: Flood Risk 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 
Polley 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 
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 c

a:s Policy 14: Centre of Neighbourhood Importance 
(Chilwell Road I High Road) 

Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice 


-D. -
a:s Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers CJ 
Polley 17: Place-making, design and amenity 0 

..J Policy 18: Shopfronts, signage and security measures 
N Policy 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and 

Ground Conditions t::: 
Policy 20: Air Quality a:s 

D. 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 

) 
I Policy 26: Travel Plans 

Text (3),153,Policy 27: Local Green Space 27.5
161 

Map 
Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 
Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Policy 30: Landscape 
Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

Policies Map 

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




Other (e.g. 
omission, 
evidence 
document 

etc.) 

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


~ consider this paragraph or policy of the local Plan to be: (pl8ase rerer lo the 
ce note at lor an explanation of these terms) Yes No 

2.1 Legally compliant X 

2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate X 

2.3 Sound (please see suggested modifications X 

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

f:;.. - . ·• '• .• - - 0 	 - ­

r!_r-:~C?-~ ~th~!JJ:tt1~~·:1?-~!a~~~~-~~~r:P,C?.Ii_~~·-~.~~m~· f.ll~fn • i.~ .·,'!o~.-~9!'jt~, . ~~I~!~-;~c-~.~_!], 
- -==--=------:::=----:=---· 

It is not j ustlfied 

It is not effective as it could be with the suggested modification 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 

fPreas_e.give details ofwhy yo_JJ considerthrs part _of·th.e Local Planis not fegally cbm.pliant,·isI	~nsou~d or does not c'omply with the;du!y to co~ope'rate. Alternatively, ityou'wish to support any 
op~es~ aspects· p.lease·provide,details. Please be as ,pr.ecise.as ..pos-s~Je,., Co.ntinue on ·an ext.ra 
sheet- if necessary.· · · 

l. ' . 	 - ­
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We consider that the Plan is sound re the Local Green Spaces it includes, but suggest modifications as 
- , noted berow 

Question 4: Modifications sought 

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

u 
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Please amend 'other' to include additional green spaces in Brinsley­

' 	 Land between Church Lane and the Headstocks 

Land bounded by Broad Lane, Cordy Lane, Red Lane and the Underwood Boundary 

These additions would give added protection to the Green Belt in these areas, which are both important 
for the wildlife present, and protection to the extensive footpaths around those areas 

See map enclosed 


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 
,-- -­
It your representati~n Is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
public examination1 

XYes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

No, I 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. 
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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 modifications, 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 GI 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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Modification 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 GI to achieve Broxtowe Borough 
Council’s Biodiversity and GI 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 SSSIs 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 GI linkages will be provided between the two sites. 

Nottinghamshire 
Wildlife Trust 

Website 
www.nottinghamshirewildlife.org 

President 
Sir Andrew Buchanan Bt. 

Registered Charity No. 

224168R
 
A company limited by
 
guarantee.
 
Registered in England No.
 
748865.
 

Protecting Wildlife for the Future 

http:www.nottinghamshirewildlife.org


     
 
        

         
         

 
         

         
      

          
       

          
 

 
          

            
 

      
 

        
    
         

          
       

   
 

 
          
   

 
      

 
        

      
       

    
 

 
          
   

 
    

 
         

    
          

   
     

        
         

      
     
     

       
          
      

     
             

   
 

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 GI, confirmation that fields along the Beeston Canal 
will not be developed and that long-term management of GI 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. 


Modification sought
 
Include a commitment to provide GI 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 
o). 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”. 

Modification sought 
Under n) adding reference to following: 

 green walls, 

 brown and green roofs, 

 ecologically designed / focused suds schemes, 

 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 

Modification 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 

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 
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Stone Planning Services Limited
 

Ref: SPS/0086 Date: 3rd November 2017
 

Planning Services
 
Broxtowe Borough Council,
 
Civic Offices.
 
Foster Avenue,
 
Beeston,
 
Nottingham.
 
NG9 1AB
 

Dear Sir/Madam,
 

Representations – Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 

Stone Planning Services Limited acts for Beeston Fields Golf Club and makes representations on its 
behalf with regard the above. 

The proposals map provides for two designations with regard to our client’s ownership which is 
shown on Plan 1 attached. These relate to: 
1. Policy 27 2.a) – Local Green Space with regard to all of the golf course; and 
2. Policy 31 – Biodiversity Assets with regard to the western part of the golf course. 

Local Green Space 

As the Council will be aware Beeston Fields Golf Club has occupied the site covered by the existing 
Beeston Field Protected Open Area for over 90 years.  It has been managed by the family and 
there is no desire to harm its overall character. 

The consultation indicates that all of the golf course would be designated as Local Green Space. 
My client would not support that approach and considers it to be inappropriate and not consistent 
with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). 

Paragraph 77 of the NPPF makes reference to the designation of Local Green Space and states 
that such a designation would “not be appropriate for most green areas or open space”. It then 
goes on to state that “designations should be used: 

• Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 
• Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular 
local significance, for example because of its beauty, historical significance, recreational 
value (including playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife; and 
• Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of 
land.” 

These are considered in turn.
 

Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves.
 
The golf course has very limited unrestricted public access with a single bridle way (BW35) 

passing from Bramcote Drive to The Chancery; in public access terms it serves a limited 

community.  Hence, the golf course does not serve a close and defined geographical community;
 
it serves a golfing community and patrons travel to the course from a disperse set of geographical 

communities.  In our view the golf course is not in "close proximity to the community it serves". 




 

 

 
 

 

 
    

 
 

 

  
 

 
  

 
 

    
   

 
 

 
 

 
   

  
  

 
  

      
 

  
   

 
       

 
  

    
 

 
 

  
 

 
  

   
  

 
    

  
 

   
 

 

Stone Planning Services Limited
 

Just because the land may be visible from adjacent properties that is not justification to designate 
the area as Local Green Space. Hence, designation would be inconsistent with bullet point 1 of 
paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 

Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 
significance, for example because of its beauty, historical significance, recreational value (including 
playing field), tranquillity or richness of its wildlife. 

The space is not 'demonstrably special to a local community'. The golf course does not hold any 
particular significance. The site is not covered by any national, regional or local heritage, 
landscape or bio-diversity designation (see below). It holds recreational value for golfers and those 
attending events in the walled garden; however, there is no broader value in recreation terms. 
The site is extensive and provides a degree of peacefulness but it is not a 'tranquil' area; it is not 
designated as a 'tranquil' area in the Development Plan. Lastly, whilst an open area it is 
surrounded by housing and save for a level of bio diversity one would expect on a site of this scale 
it is not 'rich' in wildlife. Hence, we strongly consider that designation would be inconsistent with 
bullet point 2 of paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 

Where the green area concerned is local in character and is not an extensive tract of land. 

The Local Green Space would cover approximately 60 ha and is far in excess of what could 
reasonably be acknowledged as being 'local in character'. The golf course is an extensive tract of 
land. Hence, designation would be inconsistent with bullet point 3 of paragraph 77 of the NPPF. 

From the above analysis, it is our view that it would be highly inappropriate to designate Beeston 
Fields Golf Course as a 'Local Green Space'.  Such a policy on this site would be inconsistent with 
government policy as set out in paragraph 77 of the NPPF. This should be removed from the Plan. 

Policy 27 2.a) with regard to Beeston Fields Golf Clouse is inconsistent with the Framework and in 
our opinion, would be contrary to paragraph 182 of the Framework and thus unsound. 

Notwithstanding our comments above we consider that a blanket policy approach is inappropriate. 

The current boundaries of the earlier “Protected Open Area” have remained unchanged, without 
review, for over 20 years. We cannot see any evidence base to justify the boundaries indicated. 

We have appraised the current boundaries and feel that boundary amendments can be justified in 
two small areas: 

A. Paddocks off Beeston Fields Drive, Clubhouse, Car park and the Walled Garden. 
B. Area to the north of Bramcote Drive 

Paddocks off Beeston Fields Drive, Clubhouse, Car park and the Walled Garden - none of this land 
forms part of the operational open area of the Golf Course. It consists of paddocks and groups of 
trees off Beeston Fields Drive, Clubhouse building, the main car park, the Walled Garden and 
immediately associated areas.  The character of the land is defined by these functions and differs 
from the grassed fairways and greens of the Golf Course with its associated belts of trees. The 
paddocks are in part separated from land to the south by a mature belt of trees and understorey 
and, in character, they are more closely related to the high quality residential development off 
Beeston Drive. The Clubhouse and associated car park consist largely of tarmacadam hard 
surface and the building, which also differs from the Golf Course. 



 

 

 
 

 

  
    

 
 

  
  

     
   

      
 

 
 

 
   

  
  

 
 

 
 

 
    

 
  

 
 

  
 

 

 
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

  
   

  
 

 
 

  
  

 
 

Stone Planning Services Limited
 

The Walled Garden is an enclosed garden and leisure development which is separate from the Golf 
Course both visually and in terms of function and character.  Deletion of these areas from the 
proposed designated area would have no material impact on the role of the Golf Course in terms 
of Local Green space 

Area to the north of Bramcote Drive - this area is also not part of the Golf Course function.  It is 
separated from the Golf Course by a well-established belt of trees. This area consists of a belt of 
trees immediately to the north of Bramcote Drive together with an area of grassland to the north 
of this.  The tree belt contains a number of trees which are dead and in poor condition. The 
grassed area does not contain any tees, greens, fairways or other golf features, and therefore 
differs in its character from the more manicured appearance of the Golf Course itself. 

It is considered that the removal of these two small areas of land would not impact on the overall 
purpose of establishing the Local Green Space.  The proposed Local Green Space is approximately 
60 ha in area.  Approximately 54 ha of land would remain in the Local Green Space.  The removal 
of the two small areas we suggest would not affect the overall character or function of the land. 

Notwithstanding the above we firmly believe that none of the site should be designated Local 
Green Space 

Biodiversity Assets 
Policy 31 – Biodiversity Assets relates to the western part of the golf course. We are concerned 
about the justification for this designation and have therefore commissioned RammSandersson 
Ecology Limited to undertake a Grassland Assessment in that area. 
The Executive Summary states: 

“RammSanderson Ecology Ltd was instructed by Stone Planning Services Limited to carry out 
a detailed grassland assessment of Beeston Fields Golf Club. This survey was carried out in 
order assess the validity of the Local Wildlife Site (LWS) designation for Acidic Grassland 
Communities, currently in place to the west of the club, based on presence and abundance of 
LWS qualifying flora species within the site boundary. 

The findings of the surveys are summarised below: 
▪ A total of 25 quadrats were assessed throughout the grassland habitats within the site, 
with quadrats from each community analysed separately. 
▪ An average of 5.4 species including an average of 1 LWS species were found in each 
quadrat from the acid grassland communities. 
▪ An average of 5 species and 0 LWS species were found in the amenity grassland 
on/around the tees and fairways. 
▪ A total of 6 LWS species within the golf club, all within the western area of the golf club, 
with 6 or more criteria species need, this therefore meets the criteria for dry, acidic 
grassland LWS. 

However, only small pockets of the acidic grassland community detailed in the LWS citation 
were found within the golf course, with the majority of grassland areas being very regularly, 
intensively managed, amenity grassland and therefore do not fall within the criteria for 
classification. 



 

 

 
 

 

  
  

  
  

   
  

 
  

  
 

 
 

 
 

 
   

  

  

 

  
 

 
  

  
  

 

 
 

 
 

    

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
  

  

Stone Planning Services Limited
 

Therefore, as per the published Nottinghamshire LWS boundary rules, flexibility should be 
used to create a more accurate LWS boundary at the site. If a 1:3 ratio was used it could 
retain the specific areas in the northwestern section of the golf course as LWS but leave the 
amenity areas of grassland and majority of the golf course site out of the designation making 
it much more logical. It would also assist the golf course to carry out targeted management 
on acid grassland areas identified to be of greater biological importance. The current 
designation incorporates large areas of amenity land, which leads to confusion and lack of 
suitable management of the acidic grassland. This would result in an area of approximately 8 
hectares of LWS within the golf course boundary. 

Based on the current findings, it is recommended that the areas of acidic grassland are 
retained within the golf course and are managed in line with their specific requirements to 
increase their botanical interest.” 

It concluded the following: 

“The survey found that the eastern side of the golf course is comprised of amenity grassland 
(MG7) containing 0 LWS species. As such no further comments in relation to this compartment are 
made in this report. The results of the NVC assessment confirmed that there are areas of acidic 
grassland (NVC community U2) dominated by wavy hair grass (Deschampsia flexuosa) within the 
grounds of the Golf Course. However, these were isolated to small areas in the west 1 
compartment, within the less intensively managed ‘rough’ areas of the golf course. A total of 6 
LWS criteria species for lowland dry acidic grassland were identified within the site. A seventh 
species, sheep’s fescue (Festuca ovina) was potentially identified, but not with certainty, due to its 
vegetative state at the time of survey. Therefore, it was considered that areas of the western side 
of the site meets the criteria for acid grassland LWS in Nottinghamshire based on the presence of 
6 criteria species (with 6 or more required under the criteria). 

However, these 6 species were found in very small numbers spread across the western 
compartments. The highest number of LWS species found in any one quadrat was 3 (Q17, Q18, 
Q19 and Q21 as per Figure 5). The quadrats within the west 2 compartment to the south only 
contained 1 LWS criteria species, sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum) and whilst this is 
an LWS dry acid grassland species it is also a common species in a variety of grassland habitats 
along with the other species recorded in these quadrats. such as white clover (Trifolium repens) 
and common sorrel (Rumex acetosa). 

This result indicates that this is a relatively poor-quality acid grassland lacking in species diversity. 
Very few forb species were found at the time of the survey and whilst this is likely to be in part 
due to the time of year, where several acidic grassland species would now be either very difficult 
to find in such a habitat or would be dormant, it also points to a poor sward diversity as some 
species should still be apparent, vegetatively at this time of year and these were not observed. 
Given that the LWS criteria species previously found on the site and used to justify the designation 
also indicate a lack of forb diversity within the grassland. Whilst this is not uncommon in acidic 
grassland, the grassland species list is still less diverse than good examples of such a habitat 
where species such as Potentilla sp, heath milkwort (Polygala serpilifolia) and wild thyme (Thymus 
polytrichus) would be present. 

Whilst the U2 community in itself is not particularly rich in flowering species, under specific 
management it can be more diverse than that which was present at the time of survey or to 
transition it to a different acidic grassland community with a more diverse botanical assemblage. 



 

 

 
 

 

  
 

 
  

   
 

   
  

 
  

  
 

 
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 

    
    

 
     
    

  

 
 

 
 
 

  
  
    

    
 

   
 

 
   

 
 

   
  

 
  

  
   

Stone Planning Services Limited
 

Based on the areas in which the better quality acidic grassland was found, it is recommended that 
the boundary of the LWS is much reduced, to become more realistic and less confusing to ensure 
correct management of the better-quality habitats. 

The recommended boundary changes are in line with the LWS boundary rules as per the 
Nottinghamshire. Biological and Geological Record Centre (NBGRC) SINC selection criteria 2007 
where flexibility should be applied. Excerpts from the boundary rules section can be found below; 

”Below the 25% level we suggest the 1:3 ratio is maintained. This is a very crude rule of thumb, 
but it does put a sensible limit on the amount of associated LBAP habitat that could be brought 

into the SINC category. Any LBAP areas outside a SINC designated by these rules would of course 
be monitored in any event.” 

“There needs to be some flexibility as well. Where no obvious boundary is present on the ground 
it makes sense to recognise obvious edges to a site, the top of a rise, the boundary of a 

surrounding traditionally managed area, a local watershed etc. These will have to be justified site 
by site.” 

Traditionally/ Once-Traditionally- Managed Land Parcels 

% of parcel of 
SINC quality 

Minimum standard of remainder 
of parcel 

Area for SINC designation 

1 >/= 50% Altered /re-sown/species poor All parcel notified as SINC 
2 <50% Altered /re-sown/species poor SINC area + 10m boundary in non 

SINC remainder designated SINC 
3 25-50% Remainder LBAP quality All parcel notified 
4 <25% Remainder LBAP quality SINC area + up to 3x SINC area of 

LBAOP habitat + 10m boundary. 
Any remaining LBAP habitat 
monitored. 

Table from NGBG SINC Criteria 2007 document. 

As per the boundary rules, if the area between the acid grassland areas were such that the whole 
current LWS area could be restored/habitat created to bring the LWS in its entirety into a good 
habitat, then a larger area would be logical. However, the golf course having been in place for 89 
years and will never have anything but very high levels of management resulting in very short 
swards and a lack of species and structural diversity. If the designation is more sensibly 
delineated, it may lend to a more appropriate approach to conservation management of the acidic 
grassland areas. The current management of these ‘rough’ areas is evidently maintaining some of 
the key acidic grassland species but may have led to a decline in other LWS criteria species 
originally identified during the designation in 2010. As such some guidance on the management of 
this habitat type may be useful. 

Therefore, either applying the flexibility aspect of the boundary rulings or using the 1:3 ratio 
based on less than 25% of the area being of LWS criteria habitat (with the remaining habitat not 
being of LWS or LBAP quality), it is recommended that a more sensible boundary as per Figure 6 
is applied to the site. This follows the longer term ‘rough’ areas and also is in line with the key 
LWS criteria areas. This allows for the landowners to target management in the correct areas and 
avoids confusion as to what areas are designated as acid grassland and why.” 



 

 

 
 

 

 
       

       
      

  
 

  
     

     
     

 
   

  
 

    
  

 
  

  
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

   

   

Stone Planning Services Limited
 

Out client has also commissioned their agronomist to assess the potential for bio diversity 
enhancement in the identified area with highest bio diversity (Holes 5, 6 and 7) whilst ensuring 
the golf course remains operational for golf. Introducing a blanket policy will not achieve any 
enhancement, working with the owners will. 

We therefore consider that the evidence base does not justify the biodiversity designation and 
should be removed from Policy 31. Furthermore, working with the owners on a Management Plan 
would achieve the bio diversity objectives set out in the Plan and the Framework. Unnecessary 
policy designation would not. We object to its designation. 

Our clients are willing to work with the Council to develop a Management Plan for sensitive areas 
that have acidic grassland but that should be out with the policy designation. 

In our view the Part 2 Plan – Policies 27 and 31 insofar as they relate to our client’s site indicated 
on Plan 1 are not consistent with the Framework. The Plan is not sound in this respect. 

If you require any further information, then do not hesitate to contact me. Please note that we 
would wish to participate in the Examination. 

Yours faithfully 

Enclosures 

1. Plan 1 – Site Location 

2. Grassland Assessment – RammSandersson Ecology Limited 
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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1.1 Background 

RammSanderson Ecology Ltd was instructed by Stone Planning Services Ltd to carry out a detailed grassland
 

assessment of Beeston Fields Golf Club. This survey was carried out in order assess the validity of the Local
 

Wildlife Site (LWS) designation for Acidic Grassland Communities, currently in place to the west of the club,
 

based on presence and abundance of LWS qualifying flora species within the site boundary.
 

The findings of the surveys are summarised below:
 

▪ A total of 25 quadrats were assessed throughout the grassland habitats within the site, with quadrats 

from each community analysed separately. 

▪ An average of 5.4 species including an average of 1 LWS species were found in each quadrat from the 

acid grassland communities. 

▪ An average of 5 species and 0 LWS species were found in the amenity grassland on/around the tees 

and fairways. 

▪ A total of 6 LWS species within the golf club, all within the western area of the golf club, with 6 or more 

criteria species need, this therefore meets the criteria for dry, acidic grassland LWS. 

However, only small pockets of the acidic grassland community detailed in the LWS citation were found within 

the golf course, with the majority of grassland areas being very regularly, intensively managed, amenity 

grassland and therefore do not fall within the criteria for classification. 

Therefore, as per the published Nottinghamshire LWS boundary rules, flexibility should be used to create a 

more accurate LWS boundary at the site. If a 1:3 ratio was used it could retain the specific areas in the north­

western section of the golf course as LWS but leave the amenity areas of grassland and majority of the golf 

course site out of the designation making it much more logical. It would also assist the golf course to carry 

out targeted management on acid grassland areas identified to be of greater biological importance. The 

current designation incorporates large areas of amenity land, which leads to confusion and lack of suitable 

management of the acidic grassland. This would result in an area of approximately 8 hectares of LWS within 

the golf course boundary. 

Based on the current findings, it is recommended that the areas of acidic grassland are retained within the 

golf course and are managed in line with their specific requirements to increase their botanical interest. 
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2 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

2.1 Purpose and Scope of this Report 

RammSanderson Ecology Ltd was commissioned by Stone Planning Services Ltd. to assess the grassland on 

the Beeston Fields Golf Club site in relation to the Local Wildlife Site (LWS) designation currently in place for 

acidic grassland on the western section of the site, and whether the grassland to the east differs from the 

west. 

The site boundary was defined by the boundary sent by the client and drawn from the Broxtowe Local Plan 

(http://broxtowe.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=2bc67a64432944a39180696165 

17bbd2 accessed 2017). However, for the purposes of the survey the site was split into the three sections 

(or compartments) of the golf course, on site the course is separated by a hedge and a PRoW (see Figure 1 

below). These compartments were labelled; east, west 1 and west 2. All of compartments West 1 and West 

2 are currently under LWS designation (see Figure 4) and are designated as a “golf course containing notable 

acidic grassland”. 

Figure 1: Beeston Fields compartment plan 

As shown on the above plan, two areas of the site were not surveyed due to access restrictions at the time 

of survey. The walled garden contains, as expected, ornamental planting, fruit trees and mown, amenity 

grassland with greenhouses and assorted buildings. The area to the north of the East compartment were 

two horse grazing paddocks and were under separate ownership to the golf course and therefore not subject 

to survey at that time. 

This Appraisal is based on a review of the development proposals provided by the Client, desk study data 

(third party information) and a survey of the Site. The aims of this report are to: 
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▪ Discuss the results of an NVC methodology grassland survey of the golf course and the full species list 

of the site. 

▪ Evaluate the species diversity and composition present and compare results against the 

Nottinghamshire County Council Guidelines for the Selection of acid grassland Local Wildlife Sites. 

▪ Identify any specific ecologically valuable grassland areas to preserve /manage within the golf course. 

▪ Assess the differences between the species and habitats on the western and eastern section of the 

golf course. 

This report pertains to these results only; recommendations included within this report are the professional 

opinion of an experienced ecologist and therefore the view of RammSanderson Ecology Ltd. 

The surveys and desk based assessments undertaken as part of this review and subsequent report are 

prepared in accordance with the British Standard for Biodiversity Code of Practice for Planning and 

Development (BS42020:2013). 

2.2 Site Context and Location 

The site comprises three compartments of a golf course (Beeston Fields Golf Club) which is approximately 

43Ha of amenity grassland, semi-improved grassland, scattered trees, broadleaved and mixed woodland, 

ornamental planting including some ornamental heather beds, scattered scrub and tall ruderal. It lies 

between the residential areas of Beeston and Bramcote, the two western compartments are separated by a 

historic Public Right of Way (PRoW) which dates back to before the club house was built as a residential 

dwelling in 1837. The golf course itself was established in 1927 and therefore the amenity grassland has 

been in place for decades so has been improved for nearly a century. There is a mature hedgerow separating 

the eastern and western compartments. 

Figure 2: Site Location Plan 
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© Crown Copyright and Database Rights 2010 Ordnance Survey 

Figure 3: Site Context Plan 

© Google 2015, Image reproduced under licence from Google EarthPro 
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3 LEGISLATION AND PLANNING POLICY 

3.1 General & Regionally Specific Policies 

Articles of British legislation, policy guidance and both Local Biodiversity Action Plans (BAPs) and the NERC 

Act 2006 are referred to throughout this report. Their context and application is explained in the relevant 

sections of this report. The relevant articles of legislation are: 

▪ The National Planning Policy Framework (2012) 

▪ ODPM Circular 06/2005 (retained as Technical Guidance on NPPF 2012) 

▪ Local planning policies (Broxtowe Borough Council) 

▪ The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended); 

▪ The Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); 

▪ EC Council Directive on the Conservation of Wild Birds 79/409/EEC; 

▪ National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949; 

▪ The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000; 

▪ The Hedgerow Regulations 1997; 

▪ The Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006; 

▪ Local Biodiversity Action Plan for Nottinghamshire. 
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4 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 NVC Grassland assessment 

The site (with the exception of the areas highlighted as no access) was subject to a full National Vegetation 

Classification (NVC) grassland survey. In this case a 2m x 2m quadrat was used for sampling, with all species 

within the quadrat and their relative abundances (%) recorded. A total of 25 quadrats were surveyed across 

the site, with quadrats taken at random as the site was walked. Care was taken to ensure a sampling of as 

many areas as possible however the site an actively used golf course and as such, fairways, tees and greens 

could only be sampled occasionally. In addition, a full grassland species list was taken during the site 

walkover. 

4.2 Desk Based Assessment 

Data regarding non-statutory designated sites, regarding Beeston Field in particular, was requested from the 

local ecological records centre and online resources, details of which are provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Consulted resources 

Consultee/Resource Data Sought Search Radius 

from Boundary 

Nottinghamshire Biological and Geological Record Non-Statutory Site Designations, 1km
 
Centre protected/notable species records
 

NB: Desk study data is third party controlled data, purchased or consulted for the purposes of this report only. 

RammSanderson Ecology Ltd cannot vouch for its accuracy and cannot be held liable for any error(s) in these data. 

4.3 Limitations 

It should be noted that whilst every effort has been made to provide a comprehensive description of the site, 

no investigation could ensure the complete characterisation and prediction of the natural environment. 

Botanical surveys during the period of October to April are generally less efficient than during the spring or 

summer, and it is possible that some plant species, especially fine leaved grass species and spring/early 

summer flowering herbaceous species may have been missed by the field survey. However, in view of the 

ecological character of the habitats recorded it is considered that the survey is adequate to make a robust 

assessment of habitats present and the sites likely nature conservation significance. 

4.4 Accurate lifespan of ecological data 

The majority of ecological data remain valid for only short periods due to the inherently transient nature of 

the subject. The survey results contained in this report are considered accurate for approximately 2 years, 

notwithstanding any considerable changes to the site conditions. 
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5 RESULTS 

5.1 Surveyors 

The survey was carried out by Rhia McBain BSc (Hons) MCIEEM and Amy Skuce BSc (Hons) GradCIEEM. Rhia 

has been completing botanical surveys for over 12 years and been an ecology professional for nearly 10 

years. Amy has been undertaking botanical assessments for four years, with three years’ experience as an 

ecological consultant. Both are appropriately qualified and experienced to carry out this type of survey. 

Table 2: Summary of survey conditions 

Survey 1 

Survey type 

Date completed 

Temperature 

Wind speed (Beaufort Scale) 

Cloud cover 

Precipitation 

5.2 Desk Study 

NVC grassland assessment 

25/10/17 

14ºC 

2 

3 

0 

Beeston Fields Golf Course is a non-statutorily designated site, having been designated as a Local Wildlife
 

Site (LWS), previously Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs), in 2010. The site was designated
 

due to the golf course containing an area of notable acid grassland.
 

The site was designated with 9 Nottinghamshire LWS acid grassland criteria species identified as present:
 

▪ Early hair grass (Aira praecox) 

▪ Sweet vernal grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum) 

▪ Wavy hair grass (Deschampsia flexuosa) 

▪ Sheep’s fescue (Festuca ovina) 

▪ Heath bedstraw (Galium saxatile) 

▪ Mat-grass (Nardus stricta) 

▪ Bird’s foot (Ornithopus perpusillus) 

▪ Sheep’s sorrel (Rumex acetosella agg.) 

▪ Slender trefoil (Trifolium micranthum) 
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5.3 NVC Grassland Assessment 

The plan overleaf highlights where each quadrat was placed. A total of 25 grassland quadrats were assessed 

as part of the survey. A total of 6 LWS qualifying species were found, however only a maximum of 3 were 

ever found in any one quadrat. Therefore, it is considered that the quality of the acidic grassland is relatively 

poor. However, despite this the criteria are that 6 or more species are identified, this site has therefore met 

the criteria for dry, acid grassland in Nottinghamshire. 

Following NVC best practice, the quadrats were separated into different communities where these were 

apparent on the ground, preferably taking a minimum of 5 quadrats where possible per community and using 

a random sampling method. These formed three groups during this survey with the number of quadrats 

taken in brackets: 

▪ Amenity / semi-improved mesotrophic grassland community (15), 

▪ Acidic grassland community (8), 

▪ Heath community (2). 

A total of 14 quadrats found 0 LWS qualifying species across both western and eastern sections of the site. 

Only 5 quadrats were taken on the eastern compartment due to the lack of variation in habitats and the 

larger number of golfers active in this section. This compartment was analysed as MG7a (Lollium perenne-

Trifolium repens leys), this was in keeping with what was apparent on the ground with evidence of low 

botanical diversity and high levels of amenity management. 

Of the two western compartments, the northernmost portion of Western 1 compartment had the better quality 

acidic grassland, with the NVC classification resulting in a best fit of U2 (Deschampsia flexuosa, most likely 

to be U2a- Deschampsia flexuosa - Festuca ovina-Agrostis capillaris community). 

The majority of the two western compartments still mostly comprised MG7a community which was present 

throughout the pathways, fairways and tees. 

The heather areas, which were mostly planted beds with several ornamental varieties of Calluna spp and 

Daboecia sp also present in the western areas. Despite being ornamental planting these were also assessed 

under NVC and resulted in an H9d or H2a classification. The H2 classification is considered the most accurate 

definition due to the presence of gorse just outside the quadrat but within the habitat. The addition of further 

species after a spring or summer survey would be the best way to ensure a full NVC fit within this habitat 

type. 
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Figure 5: Quadrat locations & LWS qualifying species at each location 

Page 14 of 22
 



 

 

    

   

          

         

            

           

          

              

         

           

            

     

            

              

            

            

            

     

          

         

          

        

            

          

           

          

      

            

          

    

             

         

     

          

          

        

          

          

      

     

         

          

       

   

6 DISCUSSION & RECOMMENDATIONS 

The survey found that the eastern side of the golf course is comprised of amenity grassland (MG7) containing 

0 LWS species. As such no further comments in relation to this compartment are made in this report. 

The results of the NVC assessment confirmed that there are areas of acidic grassland (NVC community U2) 

dominated by wavy hair grass (Deschampsia flexuosa) within the grounds of the Golf Course. However, these 

were isolated to small areas in the west 1 compartment, within the less intensively managed ‘rough’ areas 

of the golf course. A total of 6 LWS criteria species for lowland dry acidic grassland were identified within the 

site. A seventh species, sheep’s fescue (Festuca ovina) was potentially identified, but not with certainty, due 

to its vegetative state at the time of survey. Therefore, it was considered that areas of the western side of 

the site meets the criteria for acid grassland LWS in Nottinghamshire based on the presence of 6 criteria 

species (with 6 or more required under the criteria). 

However, these 6 species were found in very small numbers spread across the western compartments. The 

highest number of LWS species found in any one quadrat was 3 (Q17, Q18, Q19 and Q21 as per Figure 5). 

The quadrats within the west 2 compartment to the south only contained 1 LWS criteria species, sweet vernal 

grass (Anthoxanthum odoratum) and whilst this is an LWS dry acid grassland species it is also a common 

species in a variety of grassland habitats along with the other species recorded in these quadrats. such as 

white clover (Trifolium repens) and common sorrel (Rumex acetosa). 

This result indicates that this is a relatively poor-quality acid grassland lacking in species diversity. Very few 

forb species were found at the time of the survey and whilst this is likely to be in part due to the time of year, 

where several acidic grassland species would now be either very difficult to find in such a habitat or would 

be dormant, it also points to a poor sward diversity as some species should still be apparent, vegetatively at 

this time of year and these were not observed. Given that the LWS criteria species previously found on the 

site and used to justify the designation also indicate a lack of forb diversity within the grassland. Whilst this 

is not uncommon in acidic grassland, the grassland species list is still less diverse than good examples of 

such a habitat where species such as Potentilla sp, heath milkwort (Polygala serpilifolia) and wild thyme 

(Thymus polytrichus) would be present. 

Whilst the U2 community in itself is not particularly rich in flowering species, under specific management it 

can be more diverse than that which was present at the time of survey or to transition it to a different acidic 

grassland community with a more diverse botanical assemblage. 

Based on the areas in which the better quality acidic grassland was found, it is recommended that the 

boundary of the LWS is much reduced, to become more realistic and less confusing to ensure correct 

management of the better-quality habitats. 

The recommended boundary changes are in line with the LWS boundary rules as per the Nottinghamshire 

Biological and Geological Record Centre (NBGRC) SINC selection criteria 2007 where flexibility should be 

applied. Excerpts from the boundary rules section can be found below; 

”Below the 25% level we suggest the 1:3 ratio is maintained. This is a very crude rule 
of thumb, but it does put a sensible limit on the amount of associated LBAP habitat 

that could be brought into the SINC category. Any LBAP areas outside a SINC 

designated by these rules would of course be monitored in any event.” 

“There needs to be some flexibility as well. Where no obvious boundary is present on 
the ground it makes sense to recognise obvious edges to a site, the top of a rise, the 

boundary of a surrounding traditionally managed area, a local watershed etc. These 

will have to be justified site by site.” 
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Traditionally/ Once-Traditionally- Managed Land Parcels 

% of parcel of SINC 

quality 

minimum standard of 

remainder of parcel 

area for SINC designation 

1 >/=50% altered/ re-sown/ species 

poor 

all parcel notified as SINC 

2 <50% altered/ re-sown/ species 

poor 

SINC area + 10m boundary in non-

SINC remainder designated SINC 

3 25-50% remainder LBAP quality all parcel notified 

4 <25% remainder LBAP quality SINC area + up to 3x SINC area of 

LBAP habitat, + 10m boundary . 

Any remaining LBAP habitat 

monitored. 

Table from NGBG SINC Criteria 2007 document. 

As per the boundary rules, if the area between the acid grassland areas were such that the whole current 

LWS area could be restored/habitat created to bring the LWS in its entirety into a good habitat, then a larger 

area would be logical. However, the golf course having been in place for 89 years and will never have anything 

but very high levels of management resulting in very short swards and a lack of species and structural 

diversity. If the designation is more sensibly delineated, it may lend to a more appropriate approach to 

conservation management of the acidic grassland areas. The current management of these ‘rough’ areas is 

evidently maintaining some of the key acidic grassland species but may have led to a decline in other LWS 

criteria species originally identified during the designation in 2010. As such some guidance on the 

management of this habitat type may be useful. 

Therefore, either applying the flexibility aspect of the boundary rulings or using the 1:3 ratio based on less 

than 25% of the area being of LWS criteria habitat (with the remaining habitat not being of LWS or LBAP 

quality), it is recommended that a more sensible boundary as per Figure 6 is applied to the site. This follows 

the longer term ‘rough’ areas and also is in line with the key LWS criteria areas. This allows for the landowners 

to target management in the correct areas and avoids confusion as to what areas are designated as acid 

grassland and why. 
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Figure 6: Recommended boundary amendment for LWS 

Management of the above acidic grassland areas should include; cutting of the grassland areas to a height 

of 100-150cm in early June and another cut in late September, allowing for non-dominant species to come 

through and still allows the flowering and setting seed of key species. This management should be evaluated 

each year depending on species composition within the sward. All arisings must be removed, or the grassland 

sward will become nutrient rich and smothered. Use of any soil / grassland improvement product such as 

lime or sand, fertilisers, pesticides and/or herbicides should be avoided within the acid grassland areas 

without consulting an ecologist. 
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Appendix 1: Species List 

Common Name Scientific Name 

Sycamore Acer pseudoplatantus 

Yarrow Achillea millefolium 

Common bent Agrostis capilla 

Bent sp. Agrostis sp. 

Creeping bent Agrostis stolonifera 

Brown bent Agrostis vinealis 

Garlic mustard Alliaria petiolate 

Fly agaric Amanita muscaria 

Scarlet pimpernel Anagellis arvensis 

Cow parsley Anthiscus sylvestris 

Sweet vernal grass Anthoxanthum odoratum 

Daisy Bellis perennis 

Soft brome Bromus hordeaceus 

Brome sp. Bromus sp. 

Heather (ornamental 1) Calluna spp. 

Heather (ornamental 2) Calluna spp. 

Heather Calluna vulgaris 

Bittercress sp. Cardamine sp. 

Mouse ear Cerastium fontanum 

Rosebay willowherb Chamerion angustifolium 

Creeping thistle Cirsium arvense 

Yellow club fungi Clavuliopsis sp. 

Broom Cytisus scoparius 

Heather (ornamental 3) Daboecia sp 

Cock’s foot Dactylis glomerate 

Wavy hair grass Deschampsia flexuosa 

Greater willowherb Epilobium hirsutum 

Willowherb sp. Epilobium sp. 
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Red fescue Festuca rubra 

Fescue sp. Festuca sp. 

Ash Fraxinus excelsior 

Cleavers Galium aparine 

Heath bedstraw Galium saxatile 

Wood avens Geum urbanum 

Yorkshire fog Holcus lanatus 

Creeping soft grass Holcus mollis 

Holcus sp. Holcus sp. 

Feather moss sp. Hypnales sp. 

Cat’s ear Hypochaeris radicata 

Narrow leaved everlasting pea Lathyrus sylvestris 

Hawkbit sp. Leontodon sp. 

Perennial rye grass Lolium perenne 

Wood rush sp. Luzula sp. 

Black medick Medicago lupulina 

Mat grass Nardus stricta 

Ribwort Plantain Plantago lanceolate 

Hoary plantain Plantago media 

Timothy grass Phleum pratense 

Annual meadow grass Poa annua 

Smooth meadow grass Poa pratensis 

Rough meadow grass Poa trivialis 

Self heal Prunella vulgaris 

Oak Quercus robur 

Creeping buttercup Ranunculus repens 

Common sorrel Rumex acetosa 

Sheep’s sorrel Rumex acetosella 

Broad leaved dock Rumex obtusifolius 

Ragwort Senecio jacobaea 
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Chickweed Stellaria media 

Dandelion Taraxacum officinale agg. 

White clover Trifolium repens 

Gorse (Ornamental) Ulex sp. 

Thyme leaved speedwell Veronica serpyllifolia 

Vetch sp. Vicia sp. 
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Appendix 2: Nottinghamshire LWS Selection Criteria 

Taken from https://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/events-markets-parks-and-museums/parks-and-open­

spaces/nottinghamshire-biological-and-geological-record-centre-nbgrc/ October 2017, LWS previously 

referred to as SINCs (Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation). 

Page 22 of 22 

https://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/events-markets-parks-and-museums/parks-and-open-spaces/nottinghamshire-biological-and-geological-record-centre-nbgrc/
https://www.nottinghamcity.gov.uk/events-markets-parks-and-museums/parks-and-open-spaces/nottinghamshire-biological-and-geological-record-centre-nbgrc/


Details
 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name Beeston Fields Golf Club 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation (If responding on behalf of an 

organisation) 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Email Address 

Would you like to be contacted regarding future 

planning policy consultations? 

Yes 

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

Policy relates to
 

Please specify what your comment relates to 

Policy number Page number Policy text/ 

Paragraph number 

Policies Map Sustainability 

Appraisal 

Other (e.g. omission, 

evidence document 

etc.) 

27: Local Green Space See attached 

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 No 

It is not positively prepared No 

It is not consistent with national policy No 

Additional details
 



Please give details of why you consider this part of See attached 

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. 

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 delete Beeston Fields Golf Club from the list of Local Green spaces set out in the 

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 

To explain our client's case to the inspector and challenge the Council regarding its 

designation. 



 

 
 

 
 

 
 

   

 

      

  

 
 

 

 

  
 

 
 

 

  

  

   

 

        

 
   

 

             

   

         

      

 

  

 
                        

                      

                     

     
 

    
           

           

  

Broxtowe Part 2 
Local Plan 
Agent 

Please provide your client’s name Hillside Gospel Hall Trust 

Your Details
 

Title Other: 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalf of the Pegasus Group 
organisation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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. 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
 

Document Policy number Page number 
Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

P
a
rt

 2
 L

o
c
a
l 

P
la

n
 

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 

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: Local Green Space 

Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 

Policy 30: Landscape 

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

154 and 15 Policy 27.3 

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) 

Yes No 

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 

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 necessary. 

Policy 27 proposes the designation of a number of areas of land as Local Green Space. Land to the 

east and west of Coventry Lane, Bramcote is one of the proposed areas of Local Green Space. Map 

61 on page 156 shows the proposed area of local green space extending to include the Gospel Hall 

and adjoining land. 

The inclusion of the Gospel Hall Trust land in the proposed designation is not justified and the 

Publication version of the plan is therefore unsound. We have made separate representations to Policy 

3.3 proposing the inclusion of the Gospel Hall Trust land in the proposed housing allocation. 

As the Publication Plan notes, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear that Local Green 

Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space and should only be used 

where; 

• the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

• the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value, tranquillity or 

richness in wildlife; and 

• the area is local in character and not an extensive tract of land. 

The Gospel Hall Trust land clearly does not meet the criteria for designation as part of the proposed 

area of Local Green Space. The land is previously developed consisting of the Gospel Hall and 

associated parking and is not publicly accessible. 
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It is assumed that the designation is a result of the fact that the land has been inappropriately omitted 

from the proposed residential allocation to the north (Policy 3.3). We have made a separate 

representation proposing an amendment to Policy 3.3 to include the Gospel Hall Trust land within the 

proposed housing allocation. 

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. 

Map 61 and the Proposals Map should be amended to remove the Gospel Hall Trust land from the 

proposed designation as Local Green Space. 

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 the 
public examination? 

Yes, I wish to 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 
necessary 

Given the Gospel Hall Trust’s interest in part of the land proposed for designation as a Local Green 

Space, it is important that the Trust is represented at the public examination. 

. 

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’: 

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. 
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‘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.gov.uk. 
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Crampin, Barden and Scott 

SSA Planning Limited 

✔ 
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South (Bramcote) 

Extent of designation – see plan 



	

	
	

	

	
	
	
	

 
            

                 
             

           
 

          
              

              
          

 
             

           
             

           
 

            
                 

              
                

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

✔ 

Justified: Replacement of LP policy E13 ‘Prominent Areas for Special Protection’ with a Local
Green Space designation is inappropriate in the case of Burnt Hill, as it is too large at 30 hectares
(and nearly 50 hectares with the contiguous Windmill Hill). To function as Local Green Space and
the landscape protection functions of E13 could reasonably be achieved with other policy. 

Positively prepared: LVIA (enclosed) has demonstrated that the land is developable without
landscape impact and would enable safe public access and protection of the woodland and the
wider green belt. This would meet housing and green infrastructure objectives in ACS Policies 2
and 16 and NPPF paragraph 81. The draft Plan meets neither and would prevent this. 

Effective: A detailed design and access, to which the local planning authority made no objection
on previous submission, exists for limited development of the site, which is therefore deliverable.
Designation as Informal Open Space under draft Policy 28 (1c) may be more appropriate as it
would allow the green infrastructure benefits of development to be realised without harm. 

Consistent: NPPF paragraph 77 states that the Local Green Space designation will not be
appropriate for most green areas or open space and should only be used where the green area
concerned is not an extensive tract of land. As the designation is 30 hectares in area, it is not
local in character and the subject part that is local could be designated Informal Open Space. 



	

 
                

 

 

Amend the Policies Map to remove land outlined red on the plan below from Local Green Space. 



	

	
	

 
           

               
           

 

✔ 

Because it may be necessary to discuss the merits and consequences of, and alternatives to
designation in more detail and to discuss the impact of residential development of the site, in
particular by reference to the submitted Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA). 



	

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 Planniing (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 wihat 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.gov.uk. 

6 
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

 

  

 

  

 

 

 

   

 

  

     

         

    

         

             

      

            

        

   

  

        

           

      

 

  

             

          

         

          

        

           

         

             

Broxtowe Borough Council 

Lawrence Avenue 

Eastwood 

NG16 3LD 

By email to: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk 

Dear Sir or Madam, 

Re: Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2 

experience in the 

development industry across a number of sectors including residential and employment land. This letter 

provides the response of Gladman to the current consultation held by Broxtowe Borough Council (BBC) on 

the Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2). 

The LPP2 will help to deliver housing required in Broxtowe over the plan period. To ensure this is achieved, 

the Plan should distribute housing to a range of sites that will distribute housing to a range of sites that will 

gy, provide sustainable locations for development and ensure housing is delivered. 

To address situations where housing does not come forward as expected, the LPP2 should ensure that it allows 

for flexibility in order to ensure a five year supply of deliverable housing sites can be maintained over the 

course of the plan period. 

Local Plan Part 1 

The Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) specifies the overall spatial strategy for growth and allocates strategic sites. As 

well as the spatial strategy it sets the housing requirement for the borough. Whereas the emerging LPP2 is 

intended to deal with non-strategic allocations and more detailed development management policies. 

Local Plan Part 2 

Site Allocations 

In allocating sites the Council should be mindful that to maximize housing supply the widest possible range 

of sites, by size and market location are required so that house builders of all types and sizes have access to 

suitable land in order to offer the widest possible range of products. The key to increased housing supply is 

the number of sales outlets. Whilst some SUEs may have multiple outlets, in general increasing the number of 

sales outlets available means increasing the number of housing sites. So for any given time period, all else 

been equal, overall sales and build out rates are faster from 20 sites of 50 units than 10 sites of 100 units or 1 

site of 1,000 units. The maximum delivery is achieved not just because there are more sales outlets but 

because the widest possible range of products and locations are available to meet the widest possible range 



      

        

   

             

         

      

  

          

          

             

            

         

         

    

            

       

 

     

                

            

     

            

      

                  

        

     

            

 

         

       

     

     

  

             

       

         

     

  

                                                      
    

of demand. In summary a wider variety of sites in the widest possible range of locations ensures all types of 

house builder have access to suitable land which in turn increases housing delivery. 

Five year housing land supply 

The Council must ensure that it is able to demonstrate a rolling five year housing land supply over the plan 

and support the economic prospects of the wider area. It is important that the Council uses realistic delivery 

rates in its housing land supply. On average, annual delivery rates should be in the region of around 30 

dwellings per annum per developer acting on site. 

Gladman are of the view that the housing land supply calculation for Broxtowe Borough should include a 20% 

buffer to take into account the previous persistent under-delivery of housing within the borough. The Council 

should also plan to ensure that any shortfall is made good within the first 5 years of the plan in line with the 

PPG1. Based on the Council s latest 5 year housing land supply assessment (5YHLS) the Council is only able to 

demonstrate 3.6 years. However, the approach advocated by the Council is inappropriate, the buffer should 

be applied to the annual requirement after the undersupply since the start of the plan period has been added. 

As such, this would further reduce the Council land supply position. 

In light of the above it is evident that additional housing land is required to ensure that upon adoption of the 

Plan the Council is able to demonstrate a robust 5YHLS position. 

Policies 

Policy 15: Housing Size, Mix and Choice 

The above policy seeks to impose the optional technical standards for new homes as set out in the 2015 

Written Ministerial Statement. The Council should ensure that it is able to demonstrate robust evidence on 

viability and whether this is actually achievable across the entire plan period and its consideration on viability 

of the Plan as a whole in terms of delivering the above policy and what effects it may have on other elements 

of the policy 15 i.e. the provision of affordable housing. 

Further, it is noted that the above policy also seeks to secure at least 5% of housing above 20 dwellings to be 

in the form of serviced plots for self-build development. In this regard, whilst the government is committed 

to increasing home ownership through a variety of means such as the provision of starter homes, it is 

important that the Council is able to demonstrate robust evidence of need which is notably lacking from the 

Council 

Notwithstanding the above, Gladman take this opportunity to point out that the provision of starter homes 

should nonetheless be considered equivalent to the provision of affordable housing and not in addition to. 

This is quite clearly the Government s intention and is intended to be reflected through amendments to the 

definition of affordable housing contained in the Framework. 

Policy 17: Place-making, Design and Amenity 

Whilst noting the importance of design, Gladman do not consider that it is appropriate to place a mandatory 

Life 12 or equivalent. The reason for this is that some developments may not be able to meet certain criteria 

simply due to their location or site characteristics. As such, this policy could have the negative consequence 

of stifling future development opportunities. 

Policy 22: Minerals 

1 PPG Reference ID: 3-035-20140306 



           

       

       

        

           

          

       

    

           

        

          

              

       

         

        

  

         

   

        

 

        

       

     

   

      

 

      

           

          

        

         

   

          

          

 

   

        

         

           

           

     

The above policy appears to be overly onerous and seeks to prevent development from sterilizing mineral 

resources to meet longer term need. Paragraph 143 of the Framework states that in preparing local plans, 

local planning authorities should set out policies to encourage the prior extraction of minerals, where 

practicable and feasible, if it necessary for non-mineral development to take place. Gladman acknowledge the 

importance of mineral assets, but is of the view that the local policy framework that relates to this must clearly 

set out that this will be suitably balance against competing development needs rather than a blanket 

approach that would seek to prevent the delivery of sustainable growth opportunities. 

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

This policy relates to all heritage assets according to their significance. This policy should go further so that it 

recognises that there are two separate balancing exercises which need to be undertaken for designated and 

non-designated heritage assets. Paragraph 132 134 of the Framework relate specifically to designated 

heritage assets and highlight that the more important the asset the greater the weight that should be 

attached. Paragraph 135 of the Framework relates specifically to non-designated heritage assets and the 

policy test that should be applied in these instances is that a balanced judgment should be reached having 

regard to the scale of any harm and the significance of the heritage asset. 

Policy 27: Local Green Space 

Paragraph 77 of the Framework sets out the following in terms of when it is appropriate or not to designated 

land as Local Green Space (LGS). It states that: 

The Local Green Space designation will not be appropriate for most green areas or open space. The 

designation should only be used: 

- Where the green space is in reasonably close proximity to the community it serves; 

- Where the green area is demonstrably special to a local community and holds a particular local 

significance, for example because of its beauty, historic significance, recreational value (including as 

a playing field), tranquility or richness of its wildlife; and 

- Where the green area concerned is (emphasis 

added)
 

The PPG provides further guidance on the designation of LGS and states:
 

fast rules about how big a Local Green Space can be because places are different and 

a degree of judgment will inevitably be needed. However, paragraph 77 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework is clear that Local Green Space Designation should only be used where the green area concerned 

is not an extensive tract of land. Consequently, blanket designation of open countryside adjacent to 

try to (emphasis added) 

In light of the above, Gladman question the justification of introducing the LGS as defined on map 61 which 

appears to be an extensive tract of land and therefore does not meet the tests required by the Framework. 

Conclusions 

Gladman have highlighted a number of concerns through these representations. This includes the lack of non­

strategic allocations and the inconsistent approach with regards to several policies with the requirements of 

the Framework. Gladman believe that further allocations are required to ensure the borough s housing needs 

are met in full and that an appropriate trigger mechanism is required to ensure that remedial action will be 

taken should monitoring indicate that the Plan is not enabling the level of development that is required to 

meet the needs of the area. 



             

        

 

 

Gladman also take this opportunity to request that we are afforded the opportunity to participate at the public 

hearing sessions at the Examination in Public to discuss the issues raised. 

Yours faithfully, 



Broxtowe 

Local Pia 

'Ag'&nt 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalfof the 
organisation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd Nove~.~er 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 [2J 
Please help us save money and the environment by providing an e-mail address that correspondence 

canbesentto=---------------------------------------------------------- ­

For more information incltJding an online response form please visit: 

www.broxtowe.gov.uk/part21ocalplan 

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 wVI consider issues 
raised. Please note that comments cannot be treated as confidential and will be made available for pubi c inspection. Nt representations can be 
viewed at the Council Offices. 

Please return completed forms to: 
Planning Policy .• Legal and Planning Services, Foster Avenue, Beeston, Nottingham NG91AB 
For more information: Tel: 01 15 917 3452, 3448, 3468 or 3015 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk 
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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 

c 
-
a."' -

CJ "' 
0 

...1 
N 
t:: 
a. "' 


Policies Map 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

Other (e.g. 
omission, 
evidence 
document 

etc.) 

Policy 1 : Flood Risk 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 
Policy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations 
Polley 4: Awsworth Site Allocation 
Polley 5: Brinsley Site Allocation 
Polley 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 
Polley 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses 
Policy 11: The Square, Beeston 
Polley 12: Edge-of-Centre A1 Retail in Eastwood 
Polley 13: Proposals for main town centre uses in 
edge-of-centre and out-of-centre locations 
Policy 14: Centre of Neighbourhood Importance 
(Chilwell Road I 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 
Polley 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and 
Ground Conditions 
Policy 20: Air Quality 
Policy 21: Unstable land 
Polley 22: Minerals 
Polley 23: Proposals affecting designated and non-
designated heritage assets 
Policy 24: The health impacts of development 
Policy 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport 
Polley 26: Travel Plans 
Polley 27: Local Green Space 
Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 
Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Polley 30: Landscape 
Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Polley 32: Developer Contributions 

.,/' 


v,.., 


V"' 


~ 


v 


2 

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




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

bo you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to rhe 
Q1Jidance nota af for an explarratton of ttu~se terms) 

Yes No 

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 

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

I 

It is not justified 

It is not effective 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 

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



Question 4: Modifications sought 

PIA:a~& note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
information necessary to supporVjustify 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 representatibn Is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
public examination& 

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

No, I do not wish to participate at the public examination 
r 

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

necessarr 

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 Complianf, 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 policv®broxtowe.gov.uk. 
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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 




Details
 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title Mr 

Name Alan Beale 

Organisation (If responding on behalf of an 

organisation) 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Email Address 

Would you like to be contacted regarding future 

planning policy consultations? 

Yes 

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

Policy relates to
 

Please specify what your comment relates to 

Policy number Page number Policy text/ 

Paragraph number 

Policies Map Sustainability 

Appraisal 

Other (e.g. omission, 

evidence document 

etc.) 

27: Local Green Space 

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 No 

It is not positively prepared No 

It is not consistent with national policy No 

Additional details
 



Please give details of why you consider this part of You are turning green spaces into narrow corridors and the existing green spaces are 

the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is unsound or significant in size.Your plans are to reduce the size of these and to turn them into 

does not comply with the duty to co-operate. narrow manicured corridors 

Alternatively, if you wish to support any of these 

aspects please provide details. 

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. 

You need to reflect on how wildlife corridors can be maintained and not cut back by 

your new plans 

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? 

No 

If you wish to participate at the public examination, 

please outline why you consider this to be necessary 



, . 

Broxtowe 
Local Pia 
Agent

IPlease provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(If""!!Ondlng on behalfofthe 
organlsaUon) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

-3 NOV 2017 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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 ~. .by the Planning Policy Team regarding future consultations. 

Please tick here ~ , · · · 
,. : II • • ... • • • - - ­Please help us t correspondence 

can be sent to: 

For more information including an online response form please visit: 

www.broxtowe.gov .uk/part21ocalplan 

Data Prablction -The oomment(s) you submit on the Local Development FramSWOI'k (LDF) wiD be used In the plan process and may be In use for 
the llfeUme of the LDF In accotdance with the Data Protection Ad. 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 otnces. 

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

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


Document 

c 
ca-D.. -co u 
0 

...J 
N 
1: ca 
D.. 

Policy number 

Policy 1: Flood Risk 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 
(Policy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations 

Polley 4: Awsworth Site Allocation 
Polley 5: Brinsley Site Allocation 
Policy 6: Eastwood Site Allocation 
Polley 7: Kimberley Site Allocations 
Policy 8: Development in the Green Belt 
Polley 9: Retention of good quality existing 
employment sites 
Policy 10: Town Centre and District Centre Uses 
Polley 11: The Square, Beeston 
Polley 12: Edg~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 I High Road) 
Polley 15: Housing size, mix and choice 
Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers 
Policy 17: Place-making, design and amenity 
Policy 18: Shopfronts, sign age and security measures 
Polley 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and 
Ground Conditions 
Policy 20: Air Quality 
Policy 21: Unstable land 
Polley 22: Minerals 
Policy 23: Proposals affecting designated and non· 
designated heritage assets 
Policy 24: The health impacts of development 
Polley 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport 
Policy 26: Travel Plans 
Policy 27: local Green Space 
Policy 28: Green lnfrastruaUre Assets 
Polley 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Polley 30: landscape 
Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 
Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

Page number 

IJ 4--l.ff 

Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

Policies Map 

Sustainabllity 
Appraisal 

Other (e.g. 
omission, 
evidence 
document 

etc.) 

2 

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? 


LOo you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to the Yes No ~ by1dance note at fnr an explanation of these terms) 

2.1 Legally compliant 

/2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate 

v2.3 Sound 

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

-Uyou-thinlnffis­ paf'agraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, Is this because: 
L • •• •• A t.Y­ I l.. .. 

It is not justified / 
It is not effective ~ 

/ 

It is not positively prepared / 
It is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 


3 

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




Question 4: Modifications sought 


Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the infonnatlon, 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 sheetof paper If required. Please use one form per representation. 




~l~ase note the Inspector will determine the .JndJcated that they wish to participate at the pmubol•~t approipnate procedure to adopt to hear those wh hc exam nation. o ave 

P~~eu~a~p t h 5ara e s eet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 





Details
 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title Mr 

Name Sheldon Zlotowitz 

Organisation (If responding on behalf of an 

organisation) 

Address 

Telephone Number 

Email Address 

Would you like to be contacted regarding future 

planning policy consultations? 

No 

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

Policy relates to
 

Please specify what your comment relates to 

Policy number Page number Policy text/ 

Paragraph number 

Policies Map Sustainability 

Appraisal 

Other (e.g. omission, 

evidence document 

etc.) 

27: Local Green Space 154 

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 Yes 

It is not effective Yes 

It is not positively prepared Yes 

It is not consistent with national policy Yes 

Additional details
 



Please give details of why you consider this part of This is about allocation of the Cornwall avenue field for housing is not justified. 

the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is unsound or It is greater value to the community as a green space. 

does not comply with the duty to co-operate. It is locally valued and used by many people including children and adults. 

Alternatively, if you wish to support any of these It is of historic interest being an ancient track and is also a important habitat for wildlife. 

aspects please provide details. It also provides an important corridor for wildlife 

It’s value was amply demonstrated at the July C.A.T. Meeting 

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. 

Cornwall avenue site should be removed from the Severn Trent housing site and 

designated as a local green space. The adjacent field should also be included for 

similar reasons. It is used daily by great numbers of local residents. 

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 ensure local representatives are held accountable. 



         
        

          
         

  
           

 

  

    

                
      

                
               

                
                   

                
         

    

             
     

                  
              

           

                
             

               
                  

      

              

               
                  

            
     

              

                
                  

               
               

 

Steffan Saunders 
Broxtowe Borough Council 
Foster Avenue 
Beeston 

3 November 2017 

Dear Steffan 

Broxtowe Core Strategy – Part 2 

I am writing this as I have attempted to respond to your Consultation on line but found that if I wished to 
make more than one comment I was stymied. 

I also echo the comments at the end of the forward by the Chair and Vice Chair of the Jobs and Economy 
Committee “we would like the Borough to continue to be an excellent place to live, work and spend leisure 
time” 

My 1st Comment is about the map on Page 17 of the Bramcote & Stapleford Opun Design East Midlands 
Document. The Green Infrastructure Links are illustrated. In my opinion the link along Moor Lane is not 
wide enough.   The Land that is East of Coventry Lane and formerly used as Playing Fields is, at the moment, 
in Green Belt and is open grass land.  Part of the area is scrub land annotated as Bramcote Moor Grassland 
LWS. 

The proposed building of houses on Field Farm and to the west of Coventry Lane will effectively block the 
Green Corridor known as The Bramcote Ridge. 

I suggest that a strip of land 50 metres wide should be set aside as a Green Infrastructure Corridor. This 
Green Corridor, immediately adjacent to Moor Lane, should stretch from the Bramcote Ridge in the South 
to the Trees by the Old Nottingham Canal in the North. 

Trees could be planted on this strip to assist in cleaning the air. The Trees will help take water from the 
area as the playing fields have been in the past boggy in places. 

My 2nd Comment.  - I refer to the 100 Dwellings that are to be built on the Bramcote Ridge or former Golf 
Course site. They do not appear within the list on page 24 and on the Map on page 27 Housing and Mixed 
Use Allocations and Commitments in Bramcote and Stapleford.  

The information is not entirely accurate as presented at the beginning of a consultation. 

I understand this information is only updated on an annual basis. It would seem to me that before a public 
consultation the information given to the public should be as up to date as possible. I acknowledge it 
would be impracticable to include every small site where housing is to be added or subtracted but the 
addition of 100 dwellings in my view is a substantial number. 

I wonder whether these 100 dwellings are included in the information on page 75. 

My 3rd Comment. – Within the Local Plan Part 2 document on Page 94 is a list of Key Development 
Requirements in Beeston Town Centre. I would like the provision of a Community Centre for use by clubs 
and societies. Beeston U3A has 750 members and over 60 Interest Groups and some of the groups are 
having difficulty finding suitable places to meet. The Pearson Centre has only partially filled the need. 



                 
               
              

  

                 
            

             
       

             
             

              
               

               
        

 

 

 

 
 

 
 

My 4th Comment. –  Policy 20 Air Quality. More can be done than indicated in your plan on page 119. With 
the growth of houses in the Borough we will see a rise in the use of Cars. Road junctions could be improved 
so that the number of stationary vehicles queuing at them is reduced. We should plant more Trees to help 
clean the air. 

My 5th Comment. –  Policy 27 Local Green Space – Bramcote Ridge is included twice on Page 154. I trust 
the land that is part of the Bramcote Ridge and is the former Golf Course Land is also included in this 
category. Special attention should be given to the development of the 100 dwellings on this land so that 
the planning inspectors stipulated restrictions are not exceeded. 

My 6th Comment.  - The Green Infrastructure Corridors Map 62 on page 160 is confusing as it indicates that 
Bramcote Ridge is linked into this structure.  However, when the developments take place on Field Farm 
and East and West of Coventry Lane then the Bramcote Ridge will not be linked to this structure without 
the suggestion of the 50 Metre Strip of Land through the Playing Fields to the East of Coventry Lane.  

My 7th Comment.  - I would like to see the replacement for the Bramcote Leisure Centre built within 
Bramcote before the present Leisure Centre is demolished. 

Yours sincerely 

Mike Johnson 
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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 
 '~8'"_, 39 f~~s~.~~i!3,iS 
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 

Policy 11 : The Square, Beeston 

Policy 12: Edge-of-Centre A 1 Retail in Eastwood 
 r 

lc:::: Policy 13: Proposals for main town centre uses in ca edge-of-centre and out-of-centre locations - Policy 14: Centre of Neighbourhood Importance 

(Chilwell Road I High Road) 


a..-ca Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice u 
Policy 16: Gypsies and Travellers 0 

...J Policy 17: Place-making, design and amenity 

N 
 Policy 18: Shopfronts, signage and security measures 


Policy 19: Pollution, Hazardous Substances and 
~ 
Ground Conditions ca a.. 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 
 ~ - ', 

'-- JPolicy 26: Travel Plans 

Policy 27: Local Green Space 
 o.M_pa~i.JS'lt. 
Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 

Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 

Policy 30: Landscape 

Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 


Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

Policies Map 12 

Sustainablllty 
Appraisal 

Other (e.g. 

omission, 

evidence 
 -
document 


etc.) 
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Question 2: What is the issue with the Local Plan? 

I 
Do you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to be: (please refer to the 
g~u'dance note ar for an explanation of these rerms) 

Yes No 

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 I No' to 2.3 above 

I
1r you think this paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this because: 

It is not justified ./ 
r­

.• is not effective / 
It is not positively prepared 


It is not consistent with national policy 
 / 

Your comments 

1
P1ease give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is 
uhsoond or does not comply with the duty to co-operate. Alternatively. tf you wish to support any of 
these aspects please provide details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet 
if ~ecessary. 
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Question 4: Modifications sought 


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



Question 5: Public Examination Attendance 

If your representati Jn is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
public examination& 

Yes, I wish to 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 consjder 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. 
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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 ana 
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: 

I 
• 	 'Justified': This means that the Local Plan is based upon a robust and credible evidence base. It- ­

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 Polley': 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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Map 12: Severn Trent Beeston 

Severn TrentPolicy: 3.5 

150 dwellings13.1 hectares 
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Question 3 (Comments continued) 

REF: FIELDS A & BON THE ATTACHED PLAN 


INCLUDING FIELD A IN AN AREA ALLOCATED FOR HOUSING IS NOT JUSTIFIED BECAUSE : 

FIELD A SHOULD NOT BE CLASSED AS BROWNFIELD WHICH PRIORITISES IT FOR DEVELOPMENT­

1) It is essentially a 'green field' site. so should not be prioritised for development It is only classed as brownfield as It is part of the 
land owned by Severn Trent-The Severn Trent site is brownfield as most of it is a fonner sewage plant, so is prioritised for housing in 
order to re-use previously developed land. Field A, however, has not been part of the sewage works; it just has the misfortune of being a 
small adjacent field owned by Severn Trent. It was grazed from the 171h century until about 9 yrs ago, and is now re-naturalising 
grassland. Classing it as brownfield is not, therefore, justified or reasonable. 

FIELD A IS OF SPECIAL VALUE TO THE LOCAL COMMUNITY AS A NATURAL GREEN SPACE­

1) It is a locally valued feature It is a well-loved green space; Almost 1.5 acres of renaturalised grassland enclosed by mature 
hedgerows, a copse (at its east end), bordered by the canal, &with access to the adjacent recreation ground and field beyond for walks. 

2) It is essential to the unique character and amenity of Cornwall Ave being the main focal point &feature of this road. 

3) It is of recreational value being very well used, as seen by the well-worn tracks created over many years; people are seen in this 
field nearly every hourof e118JY day throughout the year, walking, picking blackberries, enjoying the pocket of countryside and its wildflfe. 
It is a social place where people often meet. It is part of a daily route used by numerous dog walkers, on route to the rec. and field B. 

4) It is of local historic interest The field is over 200 years old -cut off from the land to the south when the canal was built in the late 
1700's. The result is this small enclosed field (uncommon these days). The remains of an ancient cart track on an embankment; runs 
along its northern edge, thought to have led to Wilford before the canal was built. The historic canal bounds its southern edge. 

5) It is a little haven for wildlife between the Rylands and the proposed Severn Trent housing site. It comprises grassland, mature 
hedgerows, copse, and waterside habitats. A number ofwildlife species seen here are listed as of 'conservation concern' in the 
Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plan (old lady moth, green woodpecker, tits, goldfinches, mallard, sand martins, sparrow hawk, frogs 
and bats to name a few which are listed.) The rare Small Ranunculus moth (surprisingly not listed in NBAP) has also been recorded here 
by members of Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire Entomological Society. 

6) The field fonns a valuable part ofa areen corridor stretching for almost half a mile from the canal/ river corridor up to Lilac grove, 
including recreation ground, field B abutting the NE side of the rec, hedgerows, gardens, and allotments- a truly multi-functional green 
corridor, as favoured by Broxtowe's Core Strategy Policy 18, being beneficial to movement of wildlife. 

7) It is ofvalue as an accessible little oocket of countrvside in the heart of the local community, between the reaeatfon ground, 
Cornwall Ave, and the Severn Trent housing site. Pol18 justification 3.16.6 says: One of the key issues that has been identified through 
the development of the Aligned Core Strategies is the poor access for many residents into the surrounding countryside. Improving 
access into the countryside and to other Green Infrastructure assets will encourage a healthy lifestyle and contribute to health 
improvement through inaeasing physical activity and improving mental wellbeing. 

8) It has educational value where children can experience & Jeam about nature in a small, safe, accessible parcel of 'countryside'. 

9) It creates Ctoaether with field 8) a pleasant rural setting for the recreation ground rather than it being surrounded by houses. 

10) The value of this field to the local community was demonstrated at Broxtowe's July C.A.T. (Community Action Team) meeting, 
where local folk voted unanimously (48 votes) to keep this field and not build here (recorded by Councillor Teresa Cullen). Its value to the 
community is also demonstrated by the well-worn paths that cross it showing how well it is used. 

BUILDING ON FIELD A WOULD MAKE THE CORE STRATEGY & LOCAL PLAN INEFFECTIVE BECAUSE: 

1) It would be contrary to Core Strategy Policy 17.1 b) which says that biodiversity will be increased over the pJan period by ensuring 
that fragmentation of the Green Infrastructure network is avoided. Building on fteld A, however, would fragment the green corridor which 
currently stretches from the canal almost to Lilac Grove, by cutting it off from the strategic Trent valley corridor. 

2) It would be contrary to Core Strategy Policy 10 .1(c): This policy says that all new development should be designed to reinforce 
valued local characteristics. By building housing on Fietd A. however, it would be destroying a valued local characteristic. 

3} Itwould be contrary to Local Plan oollcy 17 This policy says that development should not cause unacceptable loss of amenity for 
occupiers of neighbouring properties. Developing Field A. however, would destroy this amenity for nearby properties. 

BUILDING ON FIELD A WOULD NOT BE CONSISTENT WITH NATIONAL POLICY BECAUSE: 

1) Itwould be contrary to NPPF para 76-8 This says that ·Local communities through local and neighbourhood plans should be able to 
identify for special protection green areas of particular importance to them• (which the Cornwall Avenue field A is). 





QUESTION 4 (Modifications continued) 

REF: FIELDS A & BON ATTACHED PLAN 

THE FOLLOWING MODIFICATIONS WOULD MAKE THE LOCAL PLAN SOUND: 

1) Field A (Cornwall Avenue field) should be removed from the site allocated for housing 

Field A, with its borders of hedgerows, and the copse at its east end, should be removed from Severn Trent housing site. 


2) Field A should be designated in the Local Plan as 'Local Green Space' 

Field A, including its surrounding hedgerows, and the copse at its east end, should be protected as 'local Green Space', in 

accordance with Local Plan Policy 27.1 (and NPPF paras 76-8). It meets the criteria for 'Local Green Space' as the field is 

a small site, in close proximity to the community, and has been demonstrated as being ofspecial value to the local 

community. It is ofvalue in tenns of recreation, amenity, wildlife, and historic interest, accessibility, and educationally, as 

described previously in Question 3: Comments section. 


3) Field B should be added to the 'Local Green Space' 

Field B, including its borders of trees and hedgerows, should also be designated and maintained as 'Local Green Space'. It 

is adjacent to Field A, and the 2 fields are linked. They are fondly known locally as the old horsefields. 


Field 8 meets the criteria for 'local Green Space', as follows: 

- It is a small area, of about 2.5 acres 

- It is of historic value. being an old field, well over 200 years old, and surrounded by mature hedgerows. 

- It enhances the wildlife yalue of Field A by providing a corridor of 'countryside' -grassland, scrub, mature hedgerows 
and trees - stretching from Field A right up to Leyton Crescent and the allotments 

- It enhances the recrvation value of Field /1\, the 2 fields together provide almost a half mile 'rural' walk from Cornwall Ave 
and the canal up to Leyton Crescent. This is a much used and valued route for locals and especially for many dog-walkers, 
who use this route on a daily basis throughout the year. 

-Its value to the local community has been repeatedly demonstrated at Broxtowe's C.A.T. meetings, most recently in 
April this year, where residents voiced their concern to the Council's planning officer that this field should remain aS a 
natural green space. This field's value is also demonstrated by the well-worn paths throughout its length. 

- It fonns a very accessible strip of 'countryside' between the Rylands and the proposed Severn Trent housing site. 
There is a real sense of 'countryside' here - It is enclosed by hedgerows, and the view from its northern end (looking back 
down the field) is of uninterrupted countryside extending for 1km to the wooded hillside of Clifton Grove, at the far side of 
the Trent valley (see attached photo). 

- It is an important element of a multi-functional green corridor comprising Fields A and B, the recreation ground, the 
hedgerows, gardens and allotments (as favoured by Core Strategy Policy 16) 

4) The recreation ground could be combined with the 'Local Green Space'­
The combination of fonnal and natural green space here (the rec. together with fields A and B) is a real asset, the whole of 
which is well used and valued locally. It would be good to protect this as a whole for the future. The recreation ground also 
forms part of the green corridor here (as described earlier) which is of value for wildlife as well as for the community. 

THESE MODIFICATIONS WOULD MAKE THE LOCAL PLAN SOUND BECAUSE: 

The Local Plan will be justified in designating fields A and B (and the recreation ground) as local Green Space, as they are 


of very special value to our local community, and this would protect them for the future. 


The Local Plan will be effective as it will comply with 


- Core Strategy Policy 17 .lb :the green corridor will not be fragmented and this will be beneficial to biodiversity. 


- Core Strategy Policy 10.1(c) : a valued local characteristic will be protected. 


- local Plan Policy 17 :there will be no loss of amenity for our neighbourhood. 


The local Plan will be consistent with national policy as it will comply with the NPPF (National Planning Polley Framework 


paras 76-8), by designating as local Green Space, a green area of particular importance to this local community. 
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From:	 Stephen Austin 
03 November 2017 12:04 Sent: 

To: Policy 
Subject: Part 2 Local Plan Consultation 

Dear Sir 

It is extremely difficult to respond online to this consultation so I am sending my comments by email: 

Policy: 3.3 Bramcote (East of Coventry Lane) 

Key Development Requirements 

1.	� I fully support the provision of replacement school which is badly needed. 

2.	� The delivery of the school development clause looks too onerous (Consider Aldi at Stapleford) and should be 

modified to 

School redevelopment is to be delivered in conjunction with housing
�
development (within the outline shown on page 34) and no houses are to be
�
occupied until the school is substantially complete.
�

3.	� A key development aspiration is replacement leisure centre (if required). A replacement leisure centre 

should be obligatory as local residents are supportive of the leisure centre remaining in Bramcote. This 

should be funded by increasing the number of homes built on Coventry Lane playing fields from 300 to the 

Councils target of 40 per hectare. 

4.	� A key development aspiration is to mitigate highways impact on the wider road network to ensure that 

congestion is not made worse than currently exists. This should be made obligatory with improvements to 

the Coventry Lane/Ilkeston Road/Hickings Lane junction. This should include land/property sacrifice if 

necessary. 

5.	� I am opposed to the removal of vegetation from the sandstone cutting off Moor Lane. This is unnecessary 

and destroys the attractive character of the cutting. Some removal may be required for safety reasons but 

should be as limited as possible. 

Sustainability Appraisal 

1.	� This says there is only minor green objective disbenefit because of inevitable greenspace loss to built 

development. This is not correct as the disbenefit is large. It is important therefore that a substantial wildlife 

corridor is maintained. 

Map 61: The Local Green Space at land east of Coventry Lane Bramcote 

There is no rationale for the removal of this land from Green Belt and designating it Local Green Space. Any 

argument re defensible boundaries does not hold water. Deddington Lane from Moor Lane to Coventry Lane 

provides a clear boundary. Residents are clear this should be the case and it does not affect school plans or a 

possible Café on the Park which can be justified by exceptional circumstances. 

Yours faithfully
�
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Stephen Austin
�
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Local 
Broxtowe a 

Agent

IPlease provide your client's name 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(If responding on behalf of the 
organisation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

Your Details 

Broxtowe Borough Council 
Planning & Community Development 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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 D 

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/part21ocalplan 

Data Protection - The comment(s) you submit on the Local Development Frameworl< (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 


Document 

I 

Policy number Page number 
Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

c 
ca-a.-ca 
CJ 
0 

...J 
N 

~ ca a. 

Policy 1: Flood Risk 

Polley 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 
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 I 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 
Polley 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 
Foiicy 32: Deveioper Contributions 
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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? 

i 
IJ>o 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) 

I 

Yes No 

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 

r 

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 
fJ1ease 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 
thbse aspects please provide details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet 
'f I1 necessary. 

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 note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
information necessary to supporUjustify 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 representati~m is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
public examination? 

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

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

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

necessary 
I 

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: 

• 	 '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 Polley': 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 policv®broxtowe.gov.uk. 

6 
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 



-------------------------------------------------------------

aBroxtowe 

Local P a 

Agent 

Please provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title MILS 
Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalfof the 
organisation) 

Address 

Postoode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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 T earn regarding future consultations. 


Please tick here D 

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.uklpart21ocalplan 

Data Protection- The comment(s) you submit on the Local Development Framework (LDF) wm be used in the plan process and may be in use for 
the lifetime of the LDF In accoroance 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 NG91AB 
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 

Document Policy number Page number 
Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

c 
co-D.-co 
(,) 
0 
-1 
N 
t: 
co 

D. 

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 
Polley 6: Eastwood Site Allocation 
Polley 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 
Policy 11: The Square, Beeston 
Polley 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 I High Road) 
Polley 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 
Polley 23: Proposals affecting designated and non­
deslg nated heritage assets 
Polley 24: The health impacts of development 
Polley 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport 
Policy 26: Travel Plans 
Policy 27: Local Green Space 
Polley 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 
Polley 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Policy 30: Landscape 
Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

-­
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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? 

~o you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local Plan to ~e: (please refer to ~he 
g-l(idance note al for an explanalion of these terms) 

Yes No 

2.1 Legally compliant 

2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate 

2.3 Sound N"r;--r S OVvNJJ 

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

Jf you think this paragraph or policy of the Plan is not sound, is this becaus~~ _ ·­I 
-­

It is not justified ~ 
It fs not effective 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 

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



Question 4: Modifications sought 

Please set out what modificatlon(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. 

, ..C{. C.of\'\wcJ.R Av~ ~~ (~ cto ~(A.n"tlc,lV\J.~ 

.J)h_ovM, b.e. JRp3~ M 'j.-oeo-0 ~ Spa,~' 
~~ bh£ ~w· Pt~V'. • 1kAP wo-t&A \2-l ~W'"&t&.ul 

M t'h.e. , ~~d. i/.J ~ Y(J~cuJl \to.~ t, ~ i-o~ 
e_COMMlAvW~ . 

b. C..O rnvJ tJJ 1\v--t 

-r~r 

c. -r~u. 

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all information, evidence 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. 




I• 

Question 5: Public Examination Attendance 

If your representati ~n Is seeking a modification, do you consider it necessary to participate at the 
public examination-? 

L 

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

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

If you wis.h to participate at the public examination, please outline why you consider this to be 
necessar~ 

l 

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. 

If your response is about the cor:~.ent of the Local PLm 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 Polley Team on 0115 917 3452 
or by emailing pollcy@broxtowe.gov.uk. 
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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 




• 


Policy: 3.& Severn ll'ent, Beeston 

3.13 Located in the Main Built up Area of Nottingham, the site is located to the south east 
of Beeston Town Centre and is situated directly adjacent to the Strategic Core Strategy 
allocation of Boots (to the east) in..!)etween the Beeston Canal (to the south), the railway 
line (to the north) and the existing residential area of Beeston Rytands to the west. The site 
is brownfield and has previously been used as a sewage treatment works by Sevem Trent 
Water. 

3.14 The following key development requirements must be met 

Key DevetopmentRequlremerita· ::;· ~·.:;;- ·.·. ·· .: \ ··.· ·..·· · : .:.=· ·· ' · < 
• 	 150 hOmea tO be Jocalted towards th8·~h ofthn1te ··.~-' /.; · ' :· < .--::.·. 
• PrOVIde soft hindtaaPtn(J and imntlt)lse extemal11ghtlnf a!Qng the capalai!IJ ·.:• · 

. '· bo!Jndary . . . . . . . . ·, . • ' ., :.- - • _. ' •-' - ' ' . - }. ; ._.. 
PI'OYlde.enhanc:ed Gteen lnfrntn.ldu~ COI'f1tfora lli'lk.rlg urban ar8118 of . ·._.• - ~-

Beeaton 10 the nor1h ancl·wett Wllh thuan•l lllde-tOWPitth ;: · .=· : , . :.::,; .· ·· ~. 
P~pedeitnen bndge10hnktothecanaiatdt-10Wpllth . . ·--. -·· -~·. - ~ -::: ...; •. 
Vehlcleacceea to'only~ altha ilqrth ofthulle OlllP lJiec Gi'Ove :· :.: · .'.- :;·: 

.. 	 .··. . . ·..• 

Key Development Asplratlona; 
1. 	Mitigate highways impact on the wider road network to enaure that congestion is not 

made worse than currently exists. 

What the Sustalnablllty Appraisal says 
3.15 This allocation haa significant housing, health, transport and innovation (due to the 
Enterprise Zone) objectives benefits; and only minor negative ef'rect on the biodiversity and 
green Infrastructure objective due to the adjoining Beeston Canal Local Wildlife Site. 

"' polcjes- ... rwd In oorjuncllon -1he l.aclll Pion ~ ' -lllo-llonlolgh Algned c.... SlrWgy. 
No poloylho<lld bl ......... laalaton;-wll bellken ot........... pclldoa. 

Map 12: Sevem Trent Beeston 
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Local Pia 
Agent


IPlease provide your client's name 
 I 
Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalf of1he 
organisation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E·mail address 

Broxtowe Borough Council 
Planning & Community Development 

-3 NOV 2017 

co.,ments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd November 2017 
If you wish to comment on several policies, paragraphs, or sites, please use a 

separate form for each representation. 

Broxtowe Part 

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

Please tick here D 
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.u k/part21ocal plan 

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 1 AB 
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 


Document Polley number Page number 
Policy textJ 
Paragraph 

number 

c ca-D.. -ca 
u 
0 

...J 
N 
1:: ca 
D.. 

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 
Policy 11: The Square, Beeston 
Policy 12: Edge-of-Centre A 1 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 I 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 
Polley 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 

v 
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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. 




luestion 4: Modifications sought 


lease note your represe~:a:c!'l should cover succinc:iy all the information, evidence and supporting 
formation necessary to s~;::crt.Justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there will not 
) rmally be a subsequer : :;;:ocrtunity to make further representations based on the original representation 
: publication stage. After this stage, further submissions will be only at the request of the Inspector, 
ased on the matters and issues he/she identifies for examination. 

4 
Please use a~:arate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 



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


,.a~·~.Q-~ .~~~~t~~~:.~~i~ ~;t~i~~ ~ ·eian t ·= ! -.·:_e)Jre!a6Yfh;~:= __ -,- -J~·:~irt9.'1~~ 9c~~~:49ciii: fu_--b'e rR{ ·- - .;--,N= 

iJ@ "··_'- ·.&i:fe.~at_:_:.(pt :~f((f;jp[ifi!_atioh :ot.:thes&.·lWiis) : ""· 1

'' es. 
1

' ~ 
1.. ~ - ---- -- - - -- - - -.. - . ---·-

2.1 Legally compliant 

2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate 

Sound2.3 V" 
Question 3: Why is the Local Plan unsound? Please only answer this question if 
you answered 'No' to 2.3 above 

tf' y9~~ftliis.: gra~n~ir:~ii~ · of~ ~ Pran-is::.;;. souh~Js,thiS·, ~~~~~~-!_ · --=-=--=-­__l 
It is not justified V" 
It is not effective 

It is not positively prepared 

ft is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 


3 

Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 
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' 
· ~ Qu'estion 5: Public Examination Attendance 

Please note the Inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to r 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. 
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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 fonn 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 net 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. 

6 
Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 



Broxtowe Part 
Local Pia 
Agent

IPlease provide your client's name 

Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(if responding on behalf of the 
organisation) 

Address 

Post code 

Tel. Number 

E~mail address 

·-------­

I 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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 [ZJ 
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/part21ocalplan 

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. AI 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 301 5 E-mail: policy@broxtowe.gov.uk 
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Question 1: What does your comment relate to? Please specify exactly 


Policy 2: Site Allocations 
Policy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations 
Policy 4: Awsworth Site Allocation 

~--------~--------~ 

C
.! 

a. 
-fJ 
0 

..J 
N 
t= 
CO 
a. 

Policies Map 

Sustainability 
Appraisal 

other (e.g. 
omission, 
evidence 
document 

etc.) 

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 
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 I 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: Local Green Space 
Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 
Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Policy 30: Landscape 
Policy 31: Biodiversity Assets 
Pol 32: Developer Contributions 

\ 2 

2 

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? 


lllo you consider this paragraph or policy of the Local PI . 
gyidance note at for an explanation of fhese terms) an to be. (please refer to the Yes No 

2.1 Legally compliant 

2.2 Compliant with the duty to co-operate 

2.3 Sound v 
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 J 
It is not effective 

It is not positively prepared 

It is not consistent with national policy 

Your comments 

~lease give details of why you consider this part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is 
LJpsound or does not comr:>IY with ~he duty to co-operat~. Alternati~ely, if yo~ wish to support any of 
these aspects please provtde details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet 
if becessary. 

A\\~~ "l~. {::;v-N.,ici.l,\ Ni.!..~v;..It. (~r...l /.· ~l· /-,J-~ • • 1-~ LLU OWOJ'/ q/d2Af>....OV\ 

·-tkfb,._) lS '.u;'t-(JW~e&' tXS VI" i.~ &-3·/~VZ<.~ .;.--fi-e 
~:\.... ~vV~\'\A~ 00) c~ ~d~· ?r'al. be.c.c~o.f 

..{k_,~-«V~,~ {-'Z.A..~~ ~-

~ Lts ~ ~..v-~ v"-\~(~fu..Je.J be..~ c-~1\1'4U-~~ o1­
1\. -- .;,.... .. ,,~~ ('-<;.JZ'...~S &~V'U~ h.-. ~Iii!. ~~<~v~Sj~ :J ..J err) ..•.­

·~~is es ~('~~ -\::. ,~ c.~c.:~te--1" ~ 0.-•~A...:~ ~1-- C.W"'.#cu.( 
~;~~ -t:\.Q -to~ F~ c~:l rt-z-~, 
1fJ -rt-s a:.. ~N'-'+- W'1to~ 6..-~:- ·~':::.> ~, ~_)~ 

~·~~.... ~~e- ~e..v1>-vr ei-vc:-;.o...~e.A-1~ '~~~:~! 
"f vb 'Jf h..> \t;ru:.. iliA-~e.t\ ' ,f.--.:..t...<·+-..-.dj="""'t-~l o.., ~ UP!J•-:f 
~ / (-)..e\9 ~~~c,f-(~ c~l''-t:..\ ~1t..:t" ··~ • 

>t- lb of ~tre--' v>clW<+ <AC<.il'.<u< fd~ourlU' .._n.......s.... ~f;tid 
e.Y~~.1 6~~ ~·~ ve.U .-~too- pc.:O..., . 

~~V\"-(3A?~ .s~~~ 
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Please use a separate sheet of paper if required. Please use one form per representation. 
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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. 

·lk_, ·f6\l6W'~ f'-".~--ztA')l-c.v-h~ $~~ ba .~ 

'"*' - t-1-e_ Lo~c:-vl f b._,.., •. ­

... ' 
tt)CeY"~U /\J~f\etd. ( ~A.J~ lA-1 ~~ 

~At'-'s) s~ ~ r~oled '~·--he~ 


."1Ye,v-.\ ~0'\A.S~':::) s1\e 

.b) U;v-V\.UC(lA f\.l~uz.. · ~e-lcJ { "~\b~~"'7' 
~.-roV9 SkG\A.(d kE. M ..s-;z-J4.ikc> e<::J <Loc~~--" 
~az! , ·-n.:;_s .,s~ .~. --~ L.("r_(u pta,." ~~~ 

tU1 -·Q..e ~~~lcJ.. .-U' q-·Sf~!c·r.o....,.d v"(."!. lua ~:- rr""- ~·u~~ 

t~~f:::),~J cteScv7tfl...d .p'"e.~· 
c)lk ~Y':'f;eQd C~-ed~ltnJ~~s~alk> 
b--.-~ ~ ·"ft.Jt ' L-o~ Qi~ stnCit ~ ''"'jtUJ .2J,~-eJCJ 
,~ ~ e!.6(1.Aa.~ \/l'.t.lu.tld ~--f~~ ~~(a-'-0 . 
s~~~~-h..le ~-,~ ~..2-~ -~ 

_,_prw- l'~~~~ ~"V cf-~~~·~~ 
~ 0.0 ~~~t;s¥~~~~~~\d-~1b 
~~ Of~, <n-u <7l- 0\. ~ 'b ~Jo.,J ~-fo~ 
M\.Q~ ,~ · I..S o._~-e 12.F~ ~~ ~ ~fo_.r.ro--d 
A~crv~~~~ )A.P ff\S'J-ed b::;, 'L~ueU ­-:;;V' ~· '1\--e.. ~ ~tua. ~~+~ f-..o..p 
~c.,o ~ ~rr~Sed ~.e&.6~ ~~& C-A:-r. 
~~· 

~lease ~ote your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and supporting 
1nformat1on necessary to support/justify the representation and the suggested modification, as there will not 
normal~y b~ a subsequent opportunity to make further representations based on the original representation 
at pubhcat1on 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. 
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Question 5: Public Examination Attendance 

If your representati~n is seeking a m odification, do you consider It necessary to participate at the 
public examination f 

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

No, I do not wish to participate at the public examination 
i 

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

I 

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. 
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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 fonn 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 Polley': 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 policv®broxtowe.gov.uk. 
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Policy: 3.5 Severn Trent, Beeston 

3.13 Located In the Main Built up Area of Nottingham, the site is located to the south east 
of Beeston Town Centre and is situated directly adjacent to the Strategic Core Strategy 
allocation of Boots (to the east) in-between the Beeaton Canal (to the south), the raUway 
line (to the north) and the existing residential area of Beeston Ryland& to the west. The site 
Is brownfteld and has previously been used as a sewage treatment works by Severn Trent 
Water. 

3.14 The following key development requirements must be met. 

Xey Development Requtramenta· ·' ·. :·..,:···.- -·· -·~ ; ·; ·· >.: · :' ·· ,. ··. 
• 	 150 hemet to be loCated tow8tda 1he'north (If the .lit&. >·.. <." -'.··..:.·: ·.,:_;-;:/ / ­
• 	 Pmvtdt soft ltlndSC8ping ancfminimiSe extemallightmg along the canal stde· -..':· 

boUndary ·. ' . . .. ..• ,._._ . 	 . ,,, ' . • . .. 
• Pr1Mde cmhilnced Green lnhatructure comdors ~nkifto titian ·~ of :J . .: 

·.-:- SeestontolflenorthandwestWilhthecanallllde~ . ' · · ···'· ..-.,_._ 
Proyldepedtltrtanf:mdgetoltnkto-thecane!81detowpatl\.. ~: ~- · :. ;· :· .:\~~: 
Vl!ilucle S!lX)!II"to only be af the f.!Grth of the atte onto lilac Grove : . ~ _'.>· • 

Key Development Aspirations; 
1. 	Mitigate highways Impact on the wider road network to ensure that congestion is not 

made worse than currently exists. 

What the Sustainablllty Appraisal says 
3.15 This allocation has significant housing, health, transport and Innovation (due to the 
Enterprise Zone) objectives benefits; and only minor negative effect on the biodiversity and 
green infrastructure objective due to the adjoining Beeston Canal Local Wildlife Site. 

" 

Map 12: Severn Trent Beeston 
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.. J '-

Broxtowe Pa 
LocaiP 
Agent

IPlease provide your client's name I 
Your Details 

Title 

Name 

Organisation 
(Ifresponding on behaW of the 
Olll&nlsation) 

Address 

Postcode 

Tel. Number 

E-mail address 

-3 NOV 2017 

Comments should be received by 5.00pm on Friday 3rd 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 0 
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.uklpart21ocalplan 

Data ProtectJon- 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 wil consider issues 
raised. Please note that comments camot 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 NG91AB 
For more Information: Tel: 0115 917 3452,3448,3468 or 3015 E-mail: oolicy@broxtowe.gov.uk 

1 

www.broxtowe.gov.uklpart21ocalplan


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

Document Policy number Page number 
Policy text/ 
Paragraph 

number 

c 
C'G-D. -C'G 
u 
0 
..J 
N 
t: 
C'G 
D. 

Policy 1: Flood Risk 

Policy 2: Site Allocations 
~olicy 3: Main Built up Area Site Allocations otc•(...ot \ ·,:'7' • s·ol cy 4: wsworth 1te 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 
Polley 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 I High Road) 
Policy 15: Housing size, mix and choice 
Polley 16: Gypsies and Travellers 
Policy 17: Place-making, design and amenity 
Polley 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 
Polley 23: Proposals affecting designated and non­
deslg nated heritage assets 
Policy 24: The health impacts of development 
Policy 25: Culture, Tourism and Sport 
Polley 26: Travel Plans 
Polley 27: Local Green Space 
Policy 28: Green Infrastructure Assets 
Policy 29: Cemetery Extensions 
Policy 30: Landscape 
Polley 31: Biodiversity Assets 

Policy 32: Developer Contributions 

~g~3~ 
~.t '.3 ~ .· 1..::1 

-­

lS"tr f\U_. Pp(Z.A a 

Policies Map 1.2 

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

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

Yes No
O¥idance note at for an explanation of t/)ese 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 

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

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 th is part of the Local Plan is not legally compliant, is 
uhsound or does not comply with the duty to co-operate. Alternatively, If you wish to support any of 
tliese aspects please provide details. Please be as precise as possible. Continue on an extra sheet 
if ~ecessary. · 

I~~~~~ 'TV'\5 Cc::st--ri~~t..<- ~~·~ ?trc.-u:.-, (_ CJ)(~~ c:::n- II'\~ f~r') IN 
f\ l-'fou~,rce.- s,-re; 1s. ~-. 3'u::."'T'•M e-o p~; ;-r • s csr--· ~en ~r~.,~~· 
To TV\e.. ~~iT'rt\Ut4o"T-f F'~ P. ~T~I"%.p'- C:::.Z~ :sf'Pc.e, ~TI"\GJ 
~;:,...::;~.

A L.oc.P'- V~4.1!..D FeP-ru.-::.e. b) 0 F- ~,,~P- VPI....4.)11/!. ~ ~~J 
~Cj ~~ ~lAo v.::.ca.... -me.. her'-·O 12!'1~ OA-1 . c..) H~v~ -ro va•~'-''41'81 

t).} ~P(.b't" ~~ ~ ~~ s~c::.ntr-f.r ~.... Ttvi=--. <!:..p~ 'l'b 

~'-m~s-r L-11.-P·.e. ~ve:, t:...) EA$11.-t peee.s.:st~ ~o f'oCJU~..1 ~ 
CPo~..c=--t .s JOE; " &6"'T"l..A~ P--1 <:.PM!>s pl'O ....,-n,e; ~ ~Sc:.O .s~ 

-r~ D~lt\~-r- r 1 EDvr::;p-no~ VA~ f?:srz (.,.ltiS;p~ I rcc.. 
~ ~Tu,~ c..) \1~ ..._-,c..:..v.e... -ro ~ ~n'h..:f...,T-7' (..r...plJ" 

f'1"' brz,.c:.~.,.c.~ 1..s. :::JoL-t ep-r f"J.U2.-""n rcu.. voV\e.re:.c L.cCPi-. P8f!S'I>c..e v::rr~ 
U~P.;-.a.r(Y\oust:-1 C Lt-l) \od-r~) ·~o ~ -rll\.t ~ .f-te£-D_ P.~ ~ &uic..O 


Y\~ ( Vo-rt;; ~ nlaoC') 6-f Cc,u...,sc:::..J ~ C::.Jut.J...Ji::f4 J .. 
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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 modificalion(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. 

·'"TVtG" ~t~ Moo• nc,o.\"\~ 
lVl tr ~L .PL~N ··:.. 

~ ~~voe.. .f-t~ {_ l?l"l"'V\ 11r .Su~l~ 
}Aoeoae..~cs- .SV\cu"--=> e,e.. ~-e-o. ~ ·-r~ ~~ 

·T~ V1ou.:>i r<C- Si-ne·. 

~ (c,~(!..Jp.'-'- ~\1~~ t:,~ L Vl'TV\ \\a. · ~~~~ 
« t 

~~.s St,Aouo...£) ~ ~i U,...P"To03110 pa.$ p. L'I(.,.'':C:;,p...._ c~ 
il ·-r 

sr~ Ot> "l"V\.e ~-- -?~n . l!At~ ~;{.:) (!:,..;L JUSTif"teO 

~!::> -rV\.~ h~ ;.s. ~ .5-r~~'-- \IP..L..u~ 'I"C ·~er Lr:>~ 

~mur-a-r-1. 

c) "'1-\w Loc::..t»-~ ;Sf~ .S J..1ou~.-~ l~.::::.e 'DE!... -ry,~:;;.to p.<...se> 

~o..:n::.~-r f-1 ri!?L.D ( C£:>(..0c:.J~ -t~~ -rvve- P."t"'T"PC.h'GJIQ 

P<-P~"~) {\ ;::l- ·~ P.c..rze .s•l~a f ~ O'f'LPss Pl"-0 S¥\(Z...-.1(5 

'5uce:..rz..oL~~..~ f'J-( .-tlr-rlU.u; 'Y\~a-. j,"-,· s 2,.....a P,~
':S Pv- ~Up.(.,..\..-t VP'-ve.o L.oc::,.p~-. FeP.-ru~ • ''TJAe :2.. f-,e::-4)S '' 

\oC;e....-rV\e e_ ~ ~ -h._ fY' \ I...Q.. s-rtz-tf» o-f- '' ~-1S\~ 
e:>L-r~~ ·-rhe.. f!.-# t-p..,...c> -lr .p....,....o -r~ ~~v..:.~ ··~~.,.. ~i~ • 

llll\~ I.S. p.. Vpo.l_up.~ (Z.ol,)l....- f'~ ~:'-OLlr:.e.,. 1"'--~ i..S.~ ~"=: 
e~-:ro-t~ ~-t 1,.--.l~te-r p.r.o .oe.<:r ~1-'Jioetr'fZ.S " ·~.a· ~t-
v p..l..J.Ie_ ~· -rll\ • lS" :::2...rP n eL..0 Ill to :S. ~'-..SO fb~ ~(l.esst:>Q 
~ep-r~-f p.·T ~el:s. Cpl (t\.e.2.~•r<""'~ . 

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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1 Question 5: Public Examination Attendance 

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

L 

Yes, I wish to participate at the public examination 

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

r 


If you wisJ1 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. 

1Legally 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. 

1Compl/ant 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 pollcy@broxtowe.gov.uk. 
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Policy: 3.& Severn Trent, Beeston 

3.13 Located in the Main Buht up Area ofNottingham, the site is located to the south east 
of Beeston Town Centre and is situated directly adjacent to the Strategic Core Strategy 
allocation of Boots (to tha east) in-between the Beeston Canal (to the south), the railway 
line (to the north) and the existing residential area of Beeston Rylands to the west. The site 
is browntleld and has prevtouely been u&ed as a sewege ll'eatment works by Sevem Trent 
water. 

3.14 The following key development requirements must be met. 

Key DevelOpment Requirements: · ·'·'·· '. ···: ·· ·;:..; ·, ~ :> . ·: '. : :..:: . 
150 homes·to be boated to~ the north oftheStte , .. · • · . : ,.. ' ·' ·~. •· 

• 	 PI'OVIde softJandaeapjng and mtnmse extemalllghtlng. along the ca'lalat4e ~- :;. 
•·, boundary. ""· · .. .• · • .. · · · .. · .. ·• · · ,. •. 
• 	 PI'OYide enhan<:ed Green tnli'altn.dUrecomdoraiinlang utban areas of ~. :·-;.; ·!: 

• 	 Bewston to the north •nd MatWith thftcan,t side towpath-. :· ' · ··' , :;·,,.:' • : .~::· 
ProYtde~bric:fietoHnktothecanaltld•~ '-·. ·· '._. .~);·:· ': \; :~ 
Vehicle iCCeD to only ~·l1 th6 noM of the 11t. onto uacGI'QW · _. · .·: :''. :. : 

Key Development Aspirations; 
1. 	 Mitigate highwaya impact on the wider road network to ensure that congestion is not 

made worse than currenUy exists. 

What the Sustalnablllty Appraisal aays 
3.15 This allocation has significant housing, health, transport and innovation (due to the 
Enterprise Zone) objectives benefits; and only minor negative effect on the biodiversity and 
green Infrastructure objective due to the adjoining Bee&ton Canal Local Wildlife Site. 

"'polloioo lhould 1>o rMd 1n ~...., 111 1.oco1 PWI "*'1--~~oooug~~AllgMd c-s~. 
No poloy thOIIId ... "l'flllod., laoloton; eccount ..... - of .. _,~-

Map 12: Severn Trent Beeston 
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