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Compliant
LEGALLY with [;]ut to Sound
COMPLIANT v
Cooperate
PAGE / PUBLIC EXAMINATION
poLicY TEXT | Yes No Yes No Yes No COMMENTS MODIFICATIONS SOUGHT WHY
PARA. ATTENDANCE
Policy 1: Flood Risk X X X No
The statement that sites with "of 10 or more dwellings these have S . " "
. " . . I Part 2 is misleading in the way it represents the land committed for
" y . B P been shown on the overview plans” is untrue and misleading - the land of the The consequences of of more than 10 on Lo . .
Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.7 X X Itis not justified " . y L . . . . . Yes housing in Bramcote and therefore fails to provide sound support for
former Bramcote Hills Golf course was granted outline planning permission for 100 |housing land allocation should be consdiered in the evidence base ) ~ :
. - . . land allocation adjacent to the former Bramcote Hills Golf Course
dwellings earlier in 2017 but is NOT shown on the overview plans
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 The Council should demonstrate why areas within the built up part of the
Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.8 X X X It is not justified to use the air space above the bus tram interchange in Beeston Town Square for Yes Main built Up area are unsuitable for housing whereas an urban
residential and also failed to require residential development when granting extension is
planning permission for the redevelopment of Phase 1 of BeestonTown Square.
The statement that "When sites currently in the Green Belt are selected,
) ) e . The permanence and openness of the green belt has been
exceptional circumstances are demonstrated" is untrue for the land in Bramcote - compromised by the proposals in Part 2 and no exceptional
Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.8 X X X It is not justified no exceptional circumstances exist for allowing 300 homes to be developed on the | " P v prop " Yes The sacrifice of the green belt has not been justified
) ) . . 3 circumstances for the scale and extent of changes to the green belt
green belt - the financial straits of a private company can hardly be considered a )
. have been provided.
matter for planning
The statement "the urban and main built up area sites are assessed as being the I " "
" " . M N o . " . . . Part 2 is misleading as the text and Map 1 are not consistent and the
Policy 2: Site Allocations 2.10 X X X Itis not justified most sustainable" has not been followed through by keeping land allocation within Yes . . .
) . 3 . extent of the Main Built Up area is grossly and wrongly over exagerrated
the main built up area and instead requiring release of the green belt
The Map should be amended to reflect the built up area and ensure
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . P, The map mislabels open countryside adjacent to the M1 and stretching east to P P . L " P . Part 2is and the of this between
) ) Map 2 X X X It is not justified . . land allocation is retained within that built up area without urban Yes -
Site Allocations Bramcote as Main built Up area . text, map and reality on the ground are enormous
extension and loss of green belt
The statement that "It is considered that there are exceptional circumstances
" . . required to amend the boundary of the Green Belt to allow residential
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . P ws . ) ) e P
Site Allocations 3.2 X X X It is not justified development." is untrue for the land in Bramcote - no exceptional circumstances Yes The sacrifice of the green belt has not been justified
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
" . . Map 4 omits the committed land on the former Bramcote Hills Golf course and . .
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . L P . . ) 5 o Part 2 is and the of this between
. . Map 4 X X X It is not justified thereby paints a very misleading picture of land allocation in Bramcote. Map 4, Yes y
Site Allocations " . text, map and reality on the ground are enormous
however, does illustrate the extent of open countryside east of the M1.
Policy 3: Main Built up Area Itis not positivel /A minimum net housing density of 40 per hectare should be added and
) v 3 . P 31 X X X P v The requirements fail to state the net housing density to be achieved the effects of this on the total number of houses that can be delivered No
Site Allocations prepared . . .
should be reflected in the list of requirements
Policy 3: Main Built up Area It is not positivel The requirement for a small retail / service centre fails to recognise the nearb
) Y 3 P 3.1 X X X P v o .q N . / - L 8 . Y Remove the requirement for a small retail/ service centre No
Site Allocations prepared facilities and would jeopardise the viability of both existing and new businesses
. . . " . The extent of the public space should be made clear and the reasons Itis essential that land allocation is optimised to prevent loss of green
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . . The extent of the public space to the south of the memorial is not shown and ) P P . . P ) P! ) ) 8
) . 31 X X X Itis not justified . . . y . P for not allocating that land for housing should be reported. There are Yes belt elsewhere and for the council to comply with National policy on the
Site Allocations there is a potential use of land eminently suitable for housing to be lost in this way L
plenty of green and open spaces within the Barracks. need to protect the green belt
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . o The pen picture is inaccurate and fails to point out that part of the land is a county The true nature of the land ought to be understood before making
. ) 33 3.7 X X X It is not justified Yes o p : .
Site Allocations level protected area - the last remant of Bramcote Moor. decisions to take it out of the green belt and allocate it for housing
Policy 3: Main Built up Area The figure of 300 houses is not justified and is at odds with both the objectively It is essential that the use of this land is such as to deliver the maximum
site :IIo‘cations P 33 3.8 X X X Itis not justified assessed housing need for Bramcote (ca 180 houses over the plan period) and the Yes benefit for the local community and the county council who own the
various statements by the leasors of this land of 350 or 450-500 homes. freehold
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Policy 3: Main Built up Area

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

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

It is essential that the residents of Moor Lane, Thorseby and Arundel
Drive do not unnecessarily suffer increased traffic - with associated poor

. . 38 It is not effective By . . Yes . ) ) . .
Site Allocations land and for pedestrian access to the school. within the area proposed for housing air quality and danger of road traffic accident by parents being unable to
drop off their children within walking distance of the schools
" . . The removal of any vegetation from the Moor Lane cutting should be done in such
Policy 3: Main Built up Area . . . L . .
) . 3.8 It is not effective a way that the present stability of the cutting is not compromised now and into
Site Allocations
the future.
Bramcote is being asked to pay a heavy price for no tangible benefit and
Pf’“W 3: Mé.li" Built up Area 38 Itis not effective The. caveat "if required" disreagrds the .oft. and strongly stated desire of local " required” should be removed Yes .to face the Iossl of the Iei.sure centre as we.ll as its green belt}along}side
Site Allocations residents for the leisure centre to remain in Bramcote increased traffic congestion and air pollution is not compatible with
sustainable devel
The loss of green belt is not recognised in the summary of the sustainability
Policy 3: Main Built up Area It is not consistent with . 8 8 v v The sustainability appraisal should be revised to accurately reflect the The impact of this flawed assessment of the green disbenefits has knock
) ) 3.9 . . appraisal. The loss of green belt and the loss of the last remnant of Bramcote Moor| . " Yes
Site Allocations national policy L . . 3 scale of disbenefit loss of green belt and Bramcote Moor would have on consequences to other parts of Part 2.
cannot be trivialised as a very minor disbenefit.
The benefits to the local community of a higher housing density
enerating more funds to pay for a replacement leisure centre should be
Policy 3: Main Built up Area It is not consistent with [The map fails to show the status of the Bramcote Moor land and also suggestsa  |A greater density accompanied by a requirement to pay for a 8 8 P ‘/ . P ) "
) . Map 8 . ) . ) N . Yes at the centre of land use decisions in this locality and would better reflect
Site Allocations national policy housing density of only 19 houses per hectare. replacement leisure centre should be included. 3 . 3
local residents views as well as represent a more sustainable form of
development in the area.
The table shows that Bramcote will house over 440 of the 2729 houses in the . : . : : .
3 ) ) o The negative social, economic and environmental impact of the unfair
Table . . entire main built up area of Broxtow. It is ridiculous that such a small area should . ) . )
Table 4 Itis not effective . . . " Yes burden of new housing in Bramcote is a combined effect of a series of
4 be taking more than 16% of the housing need while the council allows land to be I o P
. failings by the council in formulating its plan.
developed at low densities or not at all elsewhere.
. . The text should b ded t ke it clear that lei hub at th
. P The reference to a leisure hub should not be seen as a replacement for the leisure © text shou 3 € amended to make t clear va anY .elsure ubatthe
82 3b.9 Itis not justified western extremity of the borough ought to be in addition to the one at No
hub at Bramcote.
Bramcote.
The council has consistently ignored local views expressed formally and
Policy 8: Development in the ) » We welcom.e the reporting of "st"rong support for ! ) ) at WOI"kShOpS and through th.e b.allot box and is rmt delivering taF\gibIe
Green Belt 8.5 It is not effective the protection of the Green Belt" and lament the fact the council has ignored this Yes benefits to the local community in Bramcote while at the same time
and considerably reduced the green belt in Bramcote. asking it to bear an enormous and unfair share of the burden of new
housing allocation.
The Preferred Approach to Site Allocations erroneously assumed that all green belt The flawed assessment of the five functions of the green belt has skewed
. L sites served the same or no purpose in encouraging urban regeneration and this the allocation of land in the green belt for housing contrary to the strong
8.3 Itis not justified . Yes ) .
has skewed the council's assessment of the need to take land out of the green protection due to the green belt from the NPPF and the manifesto
belt. promises at the 2015 & 2017 general elections - both post dating the ACS
Policy 11: The Square, We would encourage the proposed cinema to be of flexible use b
¥ q ' 11.2 We strongly support the mixed development in the Square, Beeston. . . 8 ) p P v No
Beeston including moveable partitions and a stage.
Policy 19: Pollution, . . - .
Y The required site investigation should be carried out by a competent person as The text should be amended to reflect the need for a competent
Hazardous Substances and 2 required by the NPPF erson to carry out the site investigation No
Ground Conditions d v P v &
Policy 20: Air Quality 119 We welcome the three measures to protect air quality. No
Policy 24: The health impacts
¥ P 146 We welcome the requirement for a health impact assessment No
of development
Policy 26: Travel Plans 153 We welcome the requirement for travel plans to be submitted No
Wi rt the designati Local Gi S| in B te and ask the C il . . "
. esup.po © es_lg"a lons as OFa regn pace in Bramcate anc as' . ¢ Lound We are disappointed that none of the former Bramcote Hills Golf
Policy 27: Local Green Space 154 to consider the additional areas being designated as Local Green Space in the . . No
. course is to be designated as local green space
Bramcote Neighbourhood Plan
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, |The text should be amended to accurately reflect the present and new
Policy 27: Local Green Space 27.2 e . No
Derby Road, Ilkeston Road and Coventry Lane" is untrue. Such land would only be |status of the land and the role of Part 2 in any change
taken out of the green belt by the adoption of this part 2.
Policy 28: G
olicy reen 157 We welcome the policies on green infrastructure.
Infrastructure Assets
policy 28: Green The map erroneously shows (2.11) a continuous corridor through the former This map is one several misleading maps which seek to underrepresent
Infra:truéture Assets Map 62 It is not justified Bramcote Hills Golf - part of which is committed having been granted planning Yes the enormous damage to the local environment Part 2 will have on
permission earlier in the year Bramcote
We note that this policy would be contradicted by housing development in land
Policy 30: Landscape 165 currently within the green belt and ask the council makes provision for suitable
compensation to be provided in such cases
The considerable scientific and cultural significance of this cutting and its
Appendix 4 187 Itis not justified The Moor Lane cutting is omitted from the list. The Moor Lane cutting should be added to the list Yes 8 8

educational value should be recognised and included in Part 2.




