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1. Introduction
This statement has been prepared in accordance with Regulations 17 and 19 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012, which
require a statement setting out:i) the persons and bodies were invited to make representations under Regulation 18
of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
ii) how these persons and bodies were invited to make representations
iii) a summary of the main issues raised by those representations and
iv) how those main issues have been addressed.
The Borough Council produced the following documents as part of the Regulation 18
consultation on the Draft Local Plan that took place from 17 March 2017 to 28 April
2017. These were:•
•
•
•
•

Amber Valley Borough Local Plan – Draft Local Plan
Draft Sustainability Appraisal Report
Draft Sustainability Appraisal Report – Technical Appendices
Draft Sustainability Appraisal Report – Non-Technical Summary
Draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Sustainability Appraisal is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely
effect of a draft plan and alternatives, in terms of sustainability issues, with a view to
avoiding and mitigating adverse effects and maximising the positives. A
Sustainability Appraisal of a Local Plan is a legal requirement.
The Draft Sustainability Appraisal Report included a reference to a Habitat
Regulations Assessment, which is required to ensure that a Strategy or Plan, either
alone or in combination with other plans or projects, would not have a significant
effect on a European site, including Special Aras of Conservation and Special
Protection Areas. The Draft Local Plan was subject to a screening assessment, the
results of which were published on the Borough Council’s website.
The Infrastructure Delivery plan is a key supporting document for the Local Plan. It
sets out the transport, physical, social and green infrastructure required to support
the Borough’s future growth up to 2028.
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2.

Public events and community involvement

2.1

Copies of the Draft Local Plan and supporting documents were published on
the Borough Council’s website, along with information on how and by when
representations could be made. Copies of the various documents were also
placed on deposit at each of the public libraries within the Borough and at the
Borough Council’s Cash Offices in Alfreton, Belper and Heanor, alongside
posters and leaflets in those locations providing further information on how to
make representations. Posters were also displayed at appropriate public
places adjacent to those sites proposed as Housing Growth Sites in the Draft
Local Plan.

2.2

A range of statutory consultees and other groups and organisations were
directly notified of the consultation process by email, or by letter for those who
did not have an email address, advising where to view the Draft Local Plan
and supporting documents and how and by when representations could be
made. A list of the persons and bodies who were invited to make
representations on the Draft Local Plan and the supporting documents is
attached at Appendix A.

2.3

The Borough Council also held a series of public consultation events at
various locations within the Borough during the consultation period. Copies of
the Draft Local Plan and supporting documents were available to view at
these events, whilst officers were in attendance to discuss the Draft Local
Plan and to answer any questions. Details of the public consultation events
are as follows:Thursday 23 March 2017
Somerlea Centre, Sherwood Street, Somercotes
Friday 24 March 2017
Glebe Field Centre, Glebe Field Close, Crich
Monday 27 March 2017
No.28 Market Place, Belper
Tuesday 28 March 2017
Ripley Leisure Centre, Derby Road, Ripley
Thursday 30 March 2017
John Flamsteed Community School, Derby Road, Denby
Monday 3 April 2017
Wilmot Street Centre, Heanor
Tuesday 4 April 2017
The Diocesan Centre, Mornington Crescent, Mackworth.

A total of 636 individual representations were received following publication of and
consultation on the Draft Local Plan and supporting documents.
2

3. Summary of responses to consultation on the Draft Local Plan
The Borough Council has produced a comprehensive summary of the main issues
raised by the representations and how these have been addressed. This summary is
set out below, by Chapter/policy/paragraph numbers in the Draft Local Plan, together
with any other comments on the Draft Local Plan.
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CHAPTER 3: SPATIAL PORTRAIT OF AMBER VALLEY
Para No.

3.1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
The rural areas of Amber Valley need to be Policy SS2 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 507
protected and less of the required development Policies emphasises that most growth will take
should be provided in these areas.
place in and surrounding the four urban areas
of Alfreton, Belper, Heanor and Ripley and on
the edge of Derby and as part of a
comprehensive mixed use development on
land north of Denby Bottles, with a limited
amount of growth at villages in accessible and
sustainable locations that promote the vitality
and viability of communities, maintain their
rural character and individual settlement
identities – no changes.
Support the recognition of the Alfreton urban area Noted.
and specifically Somercotes, as part of the urban
area, as an appropriate location for further
housing growth.

216, 263

Support the recognition of villages and other Noted.
smaller settlements in contributing to further
housing
growth,
specifically
noting
the
identification of Holbrook as a Key Village.

264

4

3.2

The economic benefits from World Heritage Site
status need to be recognised and given the extent
of recent new housing development in Belper, this
area should be protected from further large-scale
development.

The limited scale of proposed new housing 507
development in Belper, as reflected by the
locations of the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies,
recognises the range of environmental
constraints to development in the Belper area
– no changes.
Also see responses under policies HGS5 and
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7.

The environment and historic character of the As above.
World Heritage Site and its buffer zone need to
be protected and further development in Belper
should be at a slower pace, given the extent of
recent new housing development and to ensure
that there is the infrastructure to cope.

522

The importance of the World Heritage Site is The importance of the World Heritage Site is 430
understated.
reflected by policy EN3 in Chapter 11:
Environment Policies – no changes.
3.3

There is a need to clarify that Alfreton & Belper, Amend paragraph 3.3 to clarify those towns 534
but not Heanor or Ripley, are served by mainline which are served by railway stations.
railway links.

5

3.6

The environment and historic character of the
World Heritage Site and its buffer zone need to
be protected and further development in Belper
should be at a slower pace, given the extent of
recent new housing development and to ensure
that there is the infrastructure to cope.

The limited scale of proposed new housing 522
development in Belper, as reflected by the
locations of the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies,
recognises the range of environmental
constraints to development in the Belper area
– no changes.
Also see responses under policies HGS5 and
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7.

The proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527, 105,
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts part of to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
this paragraph.
The proposed Housing Growth Site at The See responses under policy HGS16 in relation 540, 589
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) does not reflect to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
and contradicts part of this paragraph.
General

The Spatial Portrait is accurate.

Noted.

73, 96, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192,
531, 554, 580,
629

The Spatial Portrait includes jargon which is not The Spatial Portrait provides an overview of 535
understood.
the characteristics of the Borough, as a basis
for establishing the Spatial Vision, Spatial
Objectives and specific policies – no changes.

6

The statements are utopian in vision and bear As above
little resemblance to what is actually happening.

226

Support the Spatial Portrait in general, but it
should be amended to:-

396
This is recognised in paragraph 3.3 and the
overall provision for housing in policy SS2 in
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and the
proposed Housing Growth Sites in Chapter 7:
Growth Site Policies include sites in this
location – no changes.

•

emphasise importance of the A38 corridor
in connecting Amber Valley with Derby and
the potential alternative strategic approach
to housing and infrastructure provision to
meet unmet housing need from Derby

•

emphasise the importance of the A6 Amend paragraph 3.3 to refer to the A6
corridor in connecting Amber Valley with corridor between Derby and Matlock.
Derby and opportunities for sustainable
development on greenfield sites (not in the
Green Belt) immediately adjacent to Derby

•

recognise higher market demand for This is reflected by the text in paragraphs 3.2
housing in Belper and the area between and 3.4 – no changes
Belper and Derby

•

recognise that redevelopment of former Amend paragraph
employment sites has mainly taken place reference to Belper.
in Belper, in contrast to Ripley where none
of the largest former employment sites
have yet to be re-developed

3.4

to

make

specific

7

•

recognise that greenfield sites within Details in relation to large housing sites (10+
Ripley have yet to come forward for dwellings) are set out in the Summary Of
Housing Land Requirement & Supply at
development or be completed
Appendix 1.

•

acknowledge that in the light of the above, See responses under policy SS2 in relation to
the Council should identify more Housing Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
Growth Sites in the area between the
south of Belper and the north of Derby.

8

CHAPTER 4: SPATIAL VISION FOR AMBER VALLEY
Para. No.

4.1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
Need to state here that any development Paragraphs 4.3, 4.10 and 4.11 refer to the 522
proposals should only be included in the Local need for the retention of and improvements to
Plan if it can be shown that there is the infrastructure – no changes.
infrastructure to support development.
The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills, It is considered that this site offers the potential 210
Ambergate for mixed use development would for a comprehensive mixed-use development
help to achieve the Spatial Vision as set out in scheme and it is therefore proposed to include
this paragraph.
the site as a Mixed Use Development Site in
Chapter 9: Economic Development Policies.

4.2

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph should state that no growth Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 550
should take place where it would impact on World Policies sets out criteria against which any
Heritage Site status.
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will need to be assessed
– no changes.
It is considered that development on land north of
Denby will have an adverse effect on the rural
nature of that area and have a knock on effect on
the infrastructure of Belper.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 550
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.
9

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at The See responses under policy HGS16 in relation 511, 534, 540
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph is not consistent with recent and The Local Plan policies cannot influence 12
development proposals that have already been
proposed development in Crich.
granted planning permission – no changes.
Also see responses under policy HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
It is not clear how sustainable locations are Paragraphs 6.1.1 to 6.1.3 and policy SS1 in 539
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies
defined.
refer to sustainable development and
sustainable locations are those where
development proposals would meet the
requirements of policy SS1 and other relevant
policies – no changes.
Support new growth being in sustainable Noted.
locations and respecting local distinctiveness and
this should apply to any development in
Quarndon.

554

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Thorpes See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 591
Road, Heanor (policy HGS1) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.

10

Proposed development on land north of Denby,
including land currently within the Green Belt, is
the single largest development in the Plan and
contradicts the wording in this paragraph.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 606, 635
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

It should be noted that there are opportunities to This is set out in the criteria in policy HGS18 in 613
improve footpaths and bridleways in conjunction Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
with development of land north of Denby.

4.3

Specific reference should be made to the creation
of a new Garden Village at land north of Denby as
a significant contribution to meeting the Borough's
housing needs.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 73
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Support this paragraph.

Noted.

422

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph is not consistent with recent and The Local Plan policies cannot influence 12
proposed development in Crich.
development proposals that have already been
granted planning permission – no changes.
Also see responses under policy HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
It is unrealistic to expect to achieve the vision as The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 201
set out in this paragraph and the proposed are designed to support the achievement of the
Housing Growth Sites will only lead to more Spatial Vision – no changes.
congestion in the towns and villages.

11

The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills for See response under paragraph 4.1 above.
mixed use development would help to achieve the
Spatial Vision as set out in this paragraph.

210

Specific reference to bridleway provision should Reference to the protection, enhancement and 613, 386
be included in this paragraph.
creation of bridleways is included within the
criteria in policy IN1 in Chapter 12:
Infrastructure Policies – no changes.
4.4

Only a small percentage of new housing See responses under policies H4 and H5 in 527
development will be in the form of affordable relation to Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
housing and most development will be for three
and four bedroom properties.
It is not clear how traffic congestion will be These matters will be taken into account in the 550, 596
reduced or how the quality of the environment consideration and determination of planning
will be improved?
applications for development – no changes.
Affordable housing is not being delivered in Crich The Local Plan policies cannot influence 551
as required.
development proposals that have already been
granted planning permission – no changes.
Further housing development will increase traffic.

This will be taken into account in the 629
consideration and determination of planning
applications for housing development – no
changes.

There is no mention of improving facilities to This is covered in paragraph 4.5 - no changes.
attract tourists or tourist based employment.

629

12

It is unrealistic to expect to achieve the vision as The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 201
set out in this paragraph and the proposed are designed to support the achievement of the
Housing Growth Sites will only lead to more Spatial Vision – no changes.
congestion in the towns and villages.

4.5

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527, 337
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph needs to refer to the need to
protect the World Heritage Site and its buffer
zone and to state that new development will not
be allowed in areas where it will destroy the
overall character of the World Heritage Site or its
buffer zone.

Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 550, 522
Policies sets out criteria against which any
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will need to be assessed
– no changes.

This paragraph is not consistent with recent and The Local Plan policies cannot influence 12
proposed development in Crich.
development proposals that have already been
granted planning permission – no changes.
Also see responses under policy HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
There is a danger that World Heritage Site status See responses under policies HGS5 and 596
will be lost if proposed housing development at HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Belper Lane & Bullsmoor goes ahead.
Policies.

13

The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills, See response under paragraph 4.1 above.
Ambergate for mixed use development would
help to achieve the Spatial Vision as set out in
this paragraph.
Landscape and the Derwent Valley Mills World
Heritage Site and the impact of development in
such areas on the surrounding landscape
character should all be considered in the Spatial
Vision.
4.6

210

Policies EN3/EN10 in Chapter 11: Environment 386
Policies include criteria against which the
impact of development proposals on the World
Heritage Site and landscape character
respectively will be assessed – no changes.

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at The See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 511,
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
589
paragraph.
This paragraph should refer specifically to
protecting the rural landscape within the World
Heritage Site and its buffer zone from any
development.

534,

540,

Policies EN3/EN10 in Chapter 11: Environment 522
Policies include criteria against which the
impact of development proposals on the World
Heritage Site and landscape character
respectively will be assessed – no changes.

This paragraph is not consistent with recent and The Local Plan policies cannot influence 534, 539, 146
proposed development in Crich.
development proposals that have already been
granted planning permission – no changes.
Also see responses under policy HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Support new growth in sustainable locations and Noted.
respecting local distinctiveness and this should
apply to any development in Quarndon.

554

14

It is unrealistic to expect to achieve the vision as The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 201
set out in this paragraph and the proposed are designed to support the achievement of the
Housing Growth Sites will only lead to more Spatial Vision – no changes.
congestion in the towns and villages.
4.7

The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills, See response under paragraph 4.1 above.
Ambergate for mixed use development would
help to achieve the Spatial Vision as set out in
this paragraph.

210

4.8

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at The See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 540
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph should refer specifically to Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 522
protecting the World Heritage Site and its buffer Policies sets out criteria against which any
zone from any development.
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will need to be assessed
– no changes.

15

No mention is made in this paragraph or
elsewhere in the Plan to the special position of
Crich, having regard to its historic importance and
its importance for tourism.

Paragraph 4.8 highlights heritage assets of 621
national or international importance, whilst
referring generally to the need to preserve and
enhance area and buildings of architectural of
historic interest and protect them from
unsympathetic development. Paragraphs 9.8.1
to 9.8.3 in Chapter 9: Economic Development
Policies refer to the importance of tourism in
Amber Valley, to particular opportunities for
further tourism development in rural areas and
the need for such development to complement
the quality of the environment – no changes.

The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills, See response under paragraph 4.1 above.
Ambergate for mixed use development would
help to achieve the Spatial Vision as set out in
this paragraph.

210

The proposed Housing Growth Site at Denby is See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 386
not consistent with this paragraph in respect of Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
the impact on the Grade 2* Listed Building at HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.
Park Hall.

16

Recognition should be given to the differing levels See responses under policies EN2-EN7 in 387
of harm to the significance of some heritage relation to Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
assets, in respect of some of the proposed
Housing Growth Sites and that the acceptability of
such harm is a matter of judgement to be applied
in a wider planning balance, whilst any
suggestion that there will be no harm to existing
heritage assets is inconsistent with the evidence
base and the proposed Housing Growth Sites.
The Proposed Housing Growth Sites at Belper See responses under policies HGS5 and 447
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) and Bullsmoor, HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Belper (policy HGS6) contradict this paragraph.
Policies.
4.9

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
Building on greenfield land will not improve it.

Policy EN11 in Chapter 11: Environment 527
Policies and policy IN4 in Chapter 12:
Infrastructure Policies refer to the need to
protect biodiversity and green infrastructure,
parks and open space, respectively.

This paragraph should refer to the specific need Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 550, 522
to protect all spaces and areas which are within Policies sets out criteria against which any
the World Heritage Site or its buffer zone.
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will need to be assessed
– no changes.

17

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at The See response under policy HGS16 in relation 511, 534, 540,
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
paragraph.
This paragraph is not consistent with recent and The Local Plan policies cannot influence 12
proposed development in Crich.
development proposals that have already been
granted planning permission – no changes.
Also see responses under policy HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
4.10

Recent development in Crich has not been The Local Plan policies cannot influence 539
designed to minimise car use as stated in this development proposals that have already been
paragraph.
granted planning permission.
The statement in this paragraph is unachievable Paragraph 4.10 states:-...‘As far as possible, 596
as it is impossible to have all local facilities within all local communities will have access to local
walking distance of every community.
facilities without having to use the car.’…no
changes.
Encouraging cyclists in woodland areas is Any development proposals will need to be 135
inappropriate in relation to wildlife habitats and considered against the criteria set out in policy
pedestrians.
EN11 in relation to Chapter 11: Environment
Policies – no changes.
It is unrealistic to expect to achieve the vision as The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 201
set out in this paragraph and the proposed are designed to support the achievement of the
Housing Growth Sites will only lead to more Spatial Vision – no changes.
congestion in the towns and villages.

18

Specific reference to bridleway provision should Reference to the protection, enhancement and 386
be included in this paragraph.
creation of bridleways is included within the
criteria in policy IN1 in Chapter 12:
Infrastructure Policies – no changes.
General

Support the Spatial Vision.

The term 'Spatial
understood.

Vision’

Noted.

is

not

531, 580, 96 131,
134, 136, 155,
192, 234, 404

clearly The Spatial Vision for Amber Valley is as set 541
out in paragraphs 4.1 to 4.10 – no changes.

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 105
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts the to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Spatial Vision.
The Spatial Vision is unclear about the locations This is covered under policy SS2 and 216, 263
where development will be focused and should paragraphs 6.2.17 to 6.2.18 in Chapter 6:
refer more clearly to the concentration of most Spatial Strategy Policies – no changes.
development in the market towns.

Sustainable development is not achieved in The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 226
practice.
are designed to support the achievement of the
Spatial Vision, including through sustainable
development.
Specific reference should be made to a See responses under policy H4 in relation to 396
requirement (or an aspiration) for all new homes Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
to be built to the ‘lifetime homes’ standard.

19

There is concern regarding the exclusion of The Borough Council previously included 396
provision for a new A610 link road.
policies in the submitted Core Strategy (now
withdrawn) to secure the implementation of a
new A610 link road between Ripley and
Woodlinkin, in conjunction with new housing
and employment development at Ripley and
Codnor. However, following further work to
establish whether or not it could demonstrate a
need for the A610 link road, the Borough
Council resolved to delete the relevant policies
from the Core Strategy – no changes.
There is concern that the Spatial Vision cannot be The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 396
delivered, given existing resources, affordable are designed to support the achievement of the
housing delivery well below the level set out in Spatial Vision – no changes.
current and proposed policies and the delivery of
an inadequate mix of housing types to meet the
needs of all sections of the community.
The World Heritage Site is understated.

The need to protect the Outstanding Universal 430
Value of the World Heritage Site is stated in
paragraph 4.5 – no changes.

20

CHAPTER 5: STRATEGIC OBJECTIVES
Objective
Number

Issues Raised

Support the Strategic Objectives.

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Noted.

Representation
Numbers of those
raising issues

105, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192,
531, 580, 243,
244, 262, 420,
513, 531, 580

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See response under policy HGS5 in relation 65, 105, 447, 507,
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts these to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
527
Objectives
There is no mention of the importance of This is covered in paragraph 4.7 in Chapter 4: 203
protecting existing local employers and promoting Spatial Vision For Amber Valley – no
changes.
their growth and investment.
General

Reference should be included to safeguarding land This is covered in policy IN6 in Chapter 12: 262
and buildings for educational uses to ensure Infrastructure Policies – no changes.
sufficient school places to meet future needs and
to maintain choice.
There is no reference to protecting local This is covered in policy EN14 in Chapter 11: 203
communities from potential hazards, including Environment Policies no changes.
hazardous substance sites.
Specific comments in relation to land at The See responses under policy HGS16 in 561
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies Common, Crich.
no changes.
21

The Proposed Housing Growth Site at The As above.
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) contradicts some
of these objectives.

541, 589

Specific comments in relation to land at Bullsmoor, See responses under policy HGS6 in relation 65, 447, 507, 564
Belper.
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
There appears to be no reference to improvements This is covered in Objective 10 – no changes.
in transport links.
There is a
development’.

need

to

define

584

‘sustainable This is provided within the Glossary of Terms 630
– no changes.

There is concern regarding the exclusion of any The Borough Council previously included 396
provision for a new A610 link road.
policies in the submitted Core Strategy (now
withdrawn) to secure the implementation of a
new A610 link road between Ripley and
Woodlinkin, in conjunction with new housing
and employment development at Ripley and
Codnor. However, following further work to
establish whether or not it could demonstrate
a need for the A610 link road, the Borough
Council resolved to delete the relevant
policies from the Core Strategy – no changes.
There is concern that the Spatial Objectives The policies and proposals in the Local Plan 396
cannot be delivered, given existing resources, are designed to support the achievement of
affordable housing delivery well below the level set the Spatial Objectives – no changes.
out in current and proposed policies and the
delivery of an inadequate mix of housing types to
meet the needs of all sections of the community’.

22

The inclusion of land at Alderwasley Mills. See response under paragraph 4.1 in relation 210
Ambergate for mixed use development would help to Chapter 4: Spatial Vision For Amber Valley.
to achieve Strategic Objectives 2 and 4 – 11.
Objective
2
Objective
3

Objective
4

This objective should include a commitment to There is no provision within the National 47, 522, 540
developing brownfield sites before greenfield land. Planning Policy Framework to support such a
commitment – no changes.
Support the objective.

Noted.

216,
629

Additional Housing Growth Sites should be
allocated in Belper to enable it to grow and to
ensure its continued viability, which will in turn
boost the local economy and support job growth.

See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 419
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
policy HGS1 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

263,

264,

234,

263,

The proposed Housing Growth Sites contradict this See responses under policies HGS1-18 in 114
objective.
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Support the objective.

Noted.

216,
264

Recent planning decisions in Crich do not reflect The Local Plan policies cannot influence 534, 551
development proposals that have already
this objective.
been granted planning permission – no
changes.
Concerns that the Local Plan does not provide a
sufficiently clear strategy for further housing
provision over the Plan period within sustainable
rural settlements.

See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 264
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies; policy
HGS1 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies and policies H1-2 in relation to
Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
23

The Objectively Assessed Housing Need for the See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 419
Borough has been underestimated, particularly in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
relation to market signals and additional Housing
Growth Sites should be allocated to boost housing
significantly in the short term.
Objective
6

Concerns regarding the future of the Glebe Field Policy IN8 in Chapter 12: Infrastructure 551
Day Care Centre in Crich.
Policies seeks to ensure that any proposals
for the redevelopment or change of use of
existing community, leisure, health and
cultural will only be supported if the proposals
satisfy the various criteria set out in the policy.
Concern that this objection cannot be achieved The Local Plan includes policies designed to 596
when the natural environment is being lost through achieve the Strategic Objectives as a whole
and the merits or otherwise of individual
development.
development proposals will need to be
considered against a number of relevant
planning policies – no changes.
Concern at the impact on the natural environment
of development proposals at land north of Denby
and that this will not lead to community cohesion
or promote equality.

Objective
7

See responses under policy SS10 in relation 386
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

Concern that this objective will not be met in As above.
conjunction with development at land north of
Denby, as enhancing environmental quality
depend on the remediation of the tar pits as a
precursor to development.

386

24

Support the objective.

Noted.

213, 404

The proposed Housing Growth Site at Thorpes See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 630
Road, Heanor contradicts this objective.
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
This objective does not support the inclusion of See responses under policy HGS16 in 146. 510
The Common, Crich as a proposed Housing relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Growth Site.
Specific reference should be included to the World Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 522
Heritage Site Buffer Zone
Policies sets out criteria against which any
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will ned to be assessed
– no changes.
Concern that this objection cannot be achieved The Local Plan includes policies designed to 596
when the natural environment is being lost through achieve the Strategic Objectives as a whole
development.
and the merits or otherwise of individual
development proposals will need to be
considered against a number of relevant
planning policies – no changes.
Concern that proposed development within Belper
will not achieve this objective in the long-term and
will not prevent the further fragmentation of
habitats and loss of wildlife.
Objective
8

Development proposals will need to satisfy 65, 545, 630
the criteria set out in policy EN11 in Chapter
11: Environment Policies, subject to the
amendments to the policy as set out in the
responses under Chapter 11. – no changes.

Wildlife habitats are continuously shrinking and As above.
under threat

630

Support the objective.

213, 404, 420

Noted.

25

This objective cannot be met with the proposed See responses under policy SS10 in relation 386
deletion of land from the Green Belt.
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
Concern that this objection cannot be achieved The Local Plan includes policies designed to 596
when the natural environment is being lost through achieve the Strategic Objectives as a whole
development.
and the merits or otherwise of individual
development proposals will need to be
considered against a number of relevant
planning policies – no changes.
The proposed Housing Growth Site at Thorpes See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 630
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies - no
Road, Heanor contradicts this objective.
changes.
Support the objective.

Objective
9

Objective
10

Noted.

404, 519

The proposed Housing Growth Site at Thorpes See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 591, 630
Road, Heanor contradicts this objective.
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
The proposed Housing Growth Sites at Belper See responses under policies HGS5 and 447
Lane and at Bullsmoor, Belper contradict this HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
objective.
Policies.
The proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527
Lane, Belper contradicts this objective, as to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
mitigation against traffic congestion would not be
possible
Concern regarding traffic congestion from The Local Plan policies cannot influence 551
previously approved housing development in Crich development proposals that have already
been granted planning permission – no
changes.
26

There should be a firm definition for land at the This is set out in the Level 1 Strategic Flood 257
Risk Assessment (SFRA) for Amber Valley,
highest risk of flooding.
which provides the evidence to support policy
EN1 in Chapter 11: Environment Policies - no
changes.
This objective should refer specifically to no All development proposals will be considered 257
development occurring in areas at highest risk of against the requirements set out in policy EN1
in Chapter 11: Environment Policies, subject
flooding.
to the amendments to the policy as set out in
the responses under Chapter 11 - no
changes.
Support the objective.
Objective
12

Noted.

429, 596

No sequential test evidence has been submitted in See responses under policies HGS10 and 429
HGS11 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
support of the proposed housing allocations.
Policies.
No development should take place in Crich, as All development proposals will be considered 551
previous extensive flooding has occurred in low against the requirements set out in policy EN1
lying areas.
in Chapter 11: Environment Policies, subject
to the amendments to the policy as set out in
the responses under Chapter 11 – no
changes.
Specific concerns regarding land north of Denby,
in respect of potential flooding of properties in the
vicinity and the risk of contamination of local water
courses.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation 635
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

27

CHAPTER 6: SPATIAL STRATEGY POLICIES
Policy No.

SS1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Amend policy in relation to reference to Amend policy to reflect comments.
neighbourhood plans, to delete ‘where relevant’
and insert ‘where plans exist’.

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
131, 134, 136,
155, 192, 513,
554

Policy should prioritise and focus development on Although paragraph 17 of the National 146, 541
brownfield sites irrespective of their location Planning Policy Framework encourages the
within the Borough.
effective use of land by reusing land that has
been previously developed (brownfield land),
provided that it is not of high environmental
value, it does not include any reference to
giving priority to such land in preference to
greenfield land – no changes.
Support the policy.

Noted.

Amend supporting text to refer to where a Amend supporting text to reflect comments.
neighbourhood plan has been made, there are
relevant policies in place when considering
planning applications.

73, 96, 199, 225,
243, 244, 422,
423
396

A presumption in favour of development, as Noted, but the wording in paragraph 6.1.2 is 449
stated in paragraph 6.1.2, does not apply in a consistent with paragraph 14 of the National
World Heritage Site.
Planning Policy Framework – no changes.
28

Support recognition
Neighbourhood Plans.

given

to

policies

in Noted.

531

Policy should reflect that in the emerging Crich This policy is consistent with the National 539
Parish Neighbourhood Plan.
Planning Policy Framework and any policies in
emerging neighbourhood plans will also need
to be consistent with the NPPF – no changes.
Crich cannot cope with any more development.

This comment does not specifically relate to
this policy – no changes.

627

Amend policy to delete reference to ‘significantly It is considered that the wording of this policy is 629
and demonstrably’.
consistent with the National Planning Policy
Framework – no changes.

29

SS2

Amber Valley should not be picking up Derby’s Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy 507
housing need
Framework states that…‘to boost significantly
the supply of housing, local planning
authorities should use their evidence base to
ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the housing market area,
as far as is consistent with the policies set out
in this Framework, including identifying key
sites which are critical to the delivery of the
housing strategy over the plan period…’.
In accordance with the requirements of the
Localism Act 2011, the Borough Council has a
‘duty to cooperate’ with other local planning
authorities
(and other bodies) to engage
constructively, actively and on an ongoing
basis to maximise the effectiveness of local
plan preparation, in the context of strategic
cross boundary matters. The respective local
planning authorities in the Derby Housing
Market Area (HMA) (Amber Valley, Derby and
South Derbyshire) have agreed the distribution
of housing provision within the HMA, to include
contributions within both Amber Valley and
South Derbyshire towards meeting unmet
housing need arising in Derby. This recognises
the limited capacity within the city to
accommodate additional housing growth to
fully meet its established housing need
between 2011 and 2028 – no changes.

30

Belper should be protected from further largescale housing development as it does not have
the infrastructure or the ability to develop
infrastructure to cope with such development.

The policies and proposals in the Draft Local 507
Plan seek to achieve a balance between a)
recognising Belper, as one of the Borough’s
four urban areas, as an appropriate location for
housing growth and b) acknowledging the
range of environmental constraints to
development in and around the urban area.
It is however proposed to delete the proposed
Housing Growth Site/Economic Growth Site at
Bullsmoor, Belper, following the refusal of an
outline planning application for mixed use
development in relation to the site (see
response under policies HGS6 and EGS1 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

There is no justification for the proposed See responses under policy SS10.
amendment to the Green Belt at Denby to allow
development.

507

Land at Kedleston Road, Quarndon should not be Following the quashing of the planning 513, 531, 556,
included in the housing supply, as the planning permission by the High Court, this site will no 131, 134, 136,
permission is subject to Statutory Review and longer be included in the housing land supply.
155, 157, 192
development of the site contravenes many
policies in the Draft Local Plan.

31

Information on housing need and supply is not It is considered that paragraphs 6.2.5 to 6.2.15
clear and is confusing.
(in relation to housing need) and paragraphs
6.2.16 to 6.2.33 (in relation to housing land
provision & distribution) in the Draft Local Plan.
provide a clear explanation to justify policy
SS2. It is however proposed to amend the
supporting text to reflect responses to
representations in relation to Housing Growth
Sites (see Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies) and
to update the position in relation to housing
land supply.

531,
580,
136,
192

539,
131,
155,

556,
134,
157,

An apparent over-supply of 1,934 dwellings Amend supporting text to policy to provide an 531
needs to be explained and justified.
explanation and justification for the level of
housing provision in the Local Plan.
Sites should be removed from the Plan to avoid As above.
more development than is needed, given overprovision of 1,934 dwellings (20%) for the Plan
period and over-supply for the next five years of
511 dwellings.

555

Crich is neither an accessible or sustainable See responses under a) policy SS3 and b) 534, 627
location for housing growth and any more large policy HGS16, in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
developments will not promote the vitality and Site Policies.
viability of the community but will ruin the rural
character of the village.

32

Further development in Crich will create further As above.
problems with traffic congestion and parking,
given the recent scale of development which is
more than ‘limited growth’ and is disproportionate.
Priority should be given to brownfield sites

539

Although paragraph 17 of the National 430, 541
Planning Policy Framework encourages the
effective use of land by reusing land that has
been previously developed (brownfield land),
provided that it is not of high environmental
value, it does not include any reference to
giving priority to such land in preference to
greenfield land – no changes.

The emphasis in Belper should be on using As above.
brownfield sites instead of development of
greenfield land.

47

Any development in Belper risks losing World Policy EN3 in Chapter 11: Environment 47
Heritage Site status.
Policies sets out criteria against which any
development proposals in the World Heritage
Site or its Buffer Zone will need to be
assessed. It is however proposed to amend
policy EN3 and the supporting text to that
policy, in response to representations - see
responses under policy EN3 in relation to
Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
It is not clear how greenfield sites have been See Section 7: Preferred And Non Preferred 589
identified and chosen in the small villages.
Sites in the Draft Sustainability Appraisal
Report.

33

Support the policy, but suggest two additional See responses under policies HGS1 and 612
sites to be included within the built framework of EGS1 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Ripley.
Policies; policy H1 in relation to Chapter 8:
Housing Policies and policy ED5 in relation to
Chapter 9: Economic Development Policies.
Amend policy to reflect fact that the largest scale It is considered that the wording of the policy 629
proposals are at Denby and that there is little broadly reflects the proposed distribution of
development proposed at Belper.
housing provision across the Borough – no
changes.
Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96, 243, 244,
270, 416

The Plan does not reflect the unique position of
Belper in terms of land availability, given
constraints such as the World Heritage Site and
Green Belt

The policies and proposals in the Draft Local 87
Plan seek to achieve a balance between a)
recognising Belper, as one of the Borough’s
four urban areas, as an appropriate location for
housing growth and b) acknowledging the
range of environmental constraints to
development in and around the urban area. In
respect of the World Heritage Site, it is
however proposed to amend policy EN3 and
the supporting text to that policy, in response
to representations (see responses under policy
EN3 in relation to Chapter 11: Environment
Policies).

34

Brownfield sites in Belper are sufficient to satisfy See responses under policies HGS5 and 87
its housing need.
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.
Additional sites should be allocated for housing to Paragraphs 6.2.5 to 6.2.15 in the Draft Local 114
reflect historic under-delivery and to provide a Plan set out the background to establishing
sufficient buffer.
housing need and paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33
explain and justify the scale and distribution of
housing provision to address this need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.
Insufficient suitable and deliverable sites outside See responses under policy SS10.
the Green Belt have been identified and an
assessment should therefore be undertaken of
potential sites within the Green Belt to establish
whether any ‘exceptional circumstances’ could be
demonstrated to justify amending the Green Belt
boundary.

114

Additional modelling needs to take place to The housing land supply position in relation to 146
understand the cumulative impact of planning the established level of housing need will be
applications approved since December 2016.
updated as the Local Plan process moves
forward towards adoption and thereafter as
part of an annual monitoring report.

35

The Stevenson’s Dye Works site should be
considered as a strategic growth site, as it
comprises derelict brownfield land in need of
development and is potentially more sustainable
in terms of offering public transport options to
Derby.

This site was granted outline planning 146
permission for mixed use development,
including housing, in June 2017 and this will be
reflected in a further update of the housing
land supply.

The Council should ensure that developers bring The Borough Council cannot prevent planning 146
forward land in accordance with the strategy for applications being submitted for housing
the Borough, rather than focusing on developing development, regardless of the site or location.
greenfield sites.
Any sites to meet Derby’s unmet housing need Any proposals for housing development will 146
will need to take into account road, rail and public need to be considered against the criteria in
transport links to the City.
policy IN1 in Chapter 12: Infrastructure
Policies.
Derby's unmet housing need would be best The proposed distribution of housing 176, 245
achieved through housing development close to development as set out in policy SS2, together
the edge of the city.
with the proposed Housing Growth Sites at
Radbourne Lane (North), Mackworth (policy
HGS14), Radbourne Lane (South), Mackworth
(policy HGS15) and land north of Denby (policy
HGS18) reflect this principle. However, it is
proposed to amend a) policy SS3 and b) policy
H1 in relation to Chapter 8: Housing Policies,
to include ‘Derby’ in the list of ‘Urban Areas’
within the Settlement Hierarchy.

36

Discussions should take place with Erewash Informal discussions between the Derby 176
Borough Council to consider sites to the north Housing Market Area (HMA) authorities
east of Derby.
(Amber Valley, Derby and South Derbyshire)
and Erewash Borough Council (within the
Nottingham Core HMA) have agreed that each
HMA would accommodate its own housing
need. On this basis, any sites on the edge of
Derby within Erewash would contribute to
housing need in the Nottingham Core HMA.
Consideration needs to be given to the impact of This can be considered in a subsequent review 176
HS2 and the potential growth of housing and of the Local Plan – no changes.
employment around the Toton area which will
impact during the Plan period.
Support the provision and distribution of limited See responses under policies HGS1 and 181
housing development in Codnor.
HGS13 in relation to Chapter 7: Housing
Growth Sites.
The latest figures in relation to housing need
should be used in the Local Plan and the housing
requirement for Amber Valley based on the midpoint value of 7,191 dwellings, as this would
reduce the impact on small communities such as
Crich.

The explanation and justification for the scale 184
of housing provision in the Local Plan, in
relation to established housing need, is set out
in paragraphs 6.2.14 to 6.2.15 – no changes.

37

The Draft Local Plan fails to make adequate
provision for new housing, in appropriate
locations, to meet the agreed contribution towards
Derby’s unmet need. Sites away from the edge of
Derby e.g. at Denby are inappropriate locations
for the provision of housing to serve the City, as
this will lead to increased commuting in order to
access employment, leisure and community
services and which is contrary to the
environmental
principles
of
sustainable
development. Some of the proposed allocations
in the Local Plan present significant obstacles in
terms of deliverability due to access and
environmental constraints and likely developer
interest.

The proposed distribution of housing 185
development as set out in policy SS2, together
with the proposed Housing Growth Sites at
Radbourne Lane (North), Mackworth (policy
HGS14), Radbourne Lane (South), Mackworth
(policy HGS15) and land north of Denby (policy
HGS18) reflect the principle of identifying
appropriate sites that are either adjacent to or
well related to the Derby Urban Area.
However, it is proposed to amend a) policy
SS3 and b) policy H1 in relation to Chapter 8:
Housing Policies, to include ‘Derby’ in the list
of ‘Urban Areas’ within the Settlement
Hierarchy.

Further consideration should be given to the See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 185
allocation of sites close to the edge of Derby e.g. to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
at Markeaton Stones.

38

Large scale sites should be supplemented by a
range of additional smaller scale sites in both
urban and rural locations to deliver housing in the
early part of the Plan period to provide flexibility
should larger sites fail to come forward as
anticipated

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 199
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas, on the edge of Derby and on land
north of Denby, whilst supporting a more
limited amount of growth in sustainable villages
– no changes. Responses in relation to
representations in respect of other potential
sites are set out under policy HGS1 in relation
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

The needs of sustainable rural settlements should
be assessed and growth apportioned to them
sufficient to address housing needs of the rural
population, rather than only allowing for a limited
amount of growth to take place in villages
considered to be sustainable locations for growth.

Policy SS3 is considered to provide an 199
appropriate basis to support proposals for
housing development in sustainable rural
settlements. The identification of specific
housing need and additional housing provision
within rural settlements could be pursued
through neighbourhood plans – no changes.

Amber Valley should not remain within the Derby
Housing Market Area in the future, as any future
housing need arising in Derby will not be able to
be met within the city except through
redevelopment and on brownfield sites.

The extent of Housing Market Areas will be 201
subject to review in the future and the outcome
of any such review in relation to Amber Valley
will need to be taken into account in a
subsequent review of the Local Plan.

39

Support the policy, including inclusion of Alfreton
as a sustainable location, but this should be
balanced with a fair and reasonable review of the
scale and location of development being
proposed.

It is considered that the proposed scale and 203
distribution of housing provision, including a
number of proposed Housing Growth Sites
within the Alfreton Urban Area, is appropriate –
no changes.

The level of housing need is potentially
underestimated and it may be necessary to
allocate further housing sites in sustainable
locations, such as land north of Milnhay Road,
Langley Mill. Excluding the proposed Housing
Growth Sites means that the Council is unable to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply and
further sites should be identified that can deliver
housing before 31 March 2022, such as land
North of Milnhay Road.

Paragraphs 6.2.5 to 6.2.15 in the Draft Local 214
Plan set out the background to establishing
housing need and paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33
explain and justify the scale and distribution of
housing provision to address this need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply at
Appendix 1.

Support the Council’s commitment to maximising Noted, but see responses under policy HGS1 214
opportunities on brownfield land, which could in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
include land north of Milnhay Road.
Support the strategy of urban concentration, Noted.
including directing growth to Heanor (which
includes Langley Mill).

214

Support the inclusion of the ‘edge of Derby’ as Noted.
one of the principal locations for housing growth.

215, 387

40

Support the level of overprovision against the Noted.
minimum target and support the strategy of urban
concentration as the most sustainable approach
and the opportunity needs to be taken to bring
forward sustainable sites adjoining the urban
areas outside the Green Belt to help deliver the
required level of housing.
The overall level of housing provision and specific
sites appear to have been unreasonably
influenced by the intention to avoid the release of
Green Belt land.

Amend supporting text to policy in relation to 217
the issue of a future Green Belt boundary
review, in the context of a review of the Local
Plan.

Support defining the housing requirement as a Noted.
minimum target.
The Council should extend the Plan period to at
least 15 years (2033/34) to provide sufficient
certainty for the forward planning and delivery of
housing within the Borough.

216, 263

223, 224, 387,
424

It is acknowledged that paragraph 157 of the 223, 224,
NPPF refers to the need for local plans to be 424, 582
drawn up over an appropriate timescale,
preferably 15 years and to take account of
longer term requirements. It is also
acknowledged that assuming the Local Plan is
adopted in March 2018, it will only extend for a
further 10 years. In these circumstances, the
Council recognises the need to commit to an
early (if not immediate) review of the Local
Plan, once it has been adopted and it is
therefore proposed to include a reference to
this effect in the Local Plan.

387,

41

The Council should provide a clear policy As above.
commitment to undertake a full review of the Plan
within a specified timeframe and/or if certain
criteria are met (e.g. an ongoing failure to deliver
sufficient housing), in the event that the current
plan period to 2028 is retained
The Council should commission a further update
to the SHMA, to provide up to evidence to support
a level of provision beyond the current plan period
end of 2028, to at least 2033/34.

424

A further update of the assessment of housing 387, 424
need will need to be undertaken in the context
of a subsequent review of the Local Plan,
following adoption.

Until an up to SHMA is available, the annual As above.
requirement for 575 dwellings should be rolled
forward to provide a starting point for the likely
scale of development required.

424

The Council should ensure it has sufficient sites See above responses in relation to a 223, 224
to cover an extended period of at least 15 years.
subsequent review of the Local Plan, following
adoption.
The Council is currently unable to demonstrate an See responses under policy SS3.
adequate supply of deliverable housing sites and
should allocate land at Sleetmoor Lane/Leamoor
Avenue, Somercotes.
The absence of a Green Belt review, particularly
around main sustainable settlements such as
Heanor, raises a question over the soundness of
the Local Plan.

224

Amend supporting text to policy to include a 225
reference to the need for a Green Belt
boundary review, as part of an early review of
the Local Plan following adoption.

42

The release of land to the rear of 98 Breach See responses under policy SS10.
Road, Marlpool, would be in line with the
exceptional circumstance tests set out at
paragraph 85 of the NPPF.

225

The Council's assessment of housing need is
overly focussed on demographic projections,
gives limited consideration to employment trends
and does not consider worsening market trends
except for overcrowding.

Paragraphs 6.2.14 to 6.2.15 in the Draft Local 245, 419
Plan refer to the conclusions of the Addendum
Update to the 2013 Derby HMA Strategic
Market Assessment in supporting the level of
housing need in Amber Valley (7,395 dwellings
between 2011-2028 – no changes.

The Council should consider the implications of
the proposals in the Housing White Paper for a
standard methodology for the assessment of
housing needs/requirements.

The Government has recently published 245, 419
specific consultation proposals in relation to
this matter. The Borough Council will be able
to give further consideration to the matter,
following the outcome of this consultation.

The Council should consider whether proposals See above response.
to introduce a new standard methodology to
objectively assess housing need may result in a
lower housing target, given that the recent
updated assessment suggest a slightly lower
figure than that on which the target is based.

395

43

Support provision for housing growth in the more
sustainable rural settlements, but need to provide
clearer guidance on the scale of development to
be directed to different levels in the proposed
settlement hierarchy, including the identified Key
Villages.

In addition to the proposed Housing Growth 264
Sites, it is considered that policy SS3 provides
an appropriate basis to support proposals for
housing development in the various locations
identified in the Settlement Hierarchy no
changes. However, it is proposed to amend a)
policy SS3 and b) policy H1 in relation to
Chapter 8: Housing Policies, to include ‘Derby’
in the list of ‘Urban Areas’ within the
Settlement Hierarchy.
The identification of any specific housing need
and additional housing provision within rural
settlements could be undertaken through the
preparation of neighbourhood plans – no
changes.

There is no justification for a large-scale See responses under policy SS10.
development which would result in the destruction
of Green Belt land.
The level of new housing sought in the plan is
excessive and greater than both demand for new
housing in the area and the likely supply,
especially given that 2,375 of the target of 9,770
relates to demand in Derby that the City Council
could not meet.

383, 413

Paragraphs 6.2.5 to 6.2.15 in the Draft Local 395
Plan set out the background to establishing
housing need and paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33
explain and justify the scale and distribution of
housing provision to address this need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.

44

Greater emphasis should be given to encourage
more deliverable and sustainable housing growth
sites between southern Belper and the northern
boundary of Derby and to reduce the growth
around Ripley (and Alfreton and Heanor).

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 396
provision and proposed Housing Growth Sites
in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve an
appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas, on the edge of Derby and on land
north of Denby, whilst supporting more limited
growth in sustainable villages – no changes.

Support development on Land North of Denby as Noted.
part of the growth strategy.
The Local Plan should identify a housing land
supply including a contingency (preferably at least
20%) over the Plan period to be flexible enough
to respond rapidly to changing circumstances.

412, 416

Paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33 explain and justify 419
the scale and distribution of housing provision
to meet the established level of need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.

The quantum of a number of housing land supply See above response.
sources, such as the windfall allowance and the
Draft Plan allocations, is questioned and the
Council should provide greater flexibility for
sustainable development adjacent to settlement
boundaries, particularly by providing additional
site allocations in the Belper Urban Area.

419

45

The Council has not allocated sufficient land to
deliver the required trajectory to achieve a fiveyear land supply, with concerns about a number
of allocated sites and whether they will deliver
what the Council suggest. The Council should reassess housing signals as part of a review of the
Plan period and accept that housing sites in weak
and poor sub-housing market areas are unlikely
to be delivered in accordance with the current
trajectory. The housing strategy in terms of
quantum to 2028 should be added to through the
identification of additional sites.

Paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33 explain and justify 424
the scale and distribution of housing provision
to meet the established level of need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.

Support the identification of the 4 urban areas of Noted.
the Borough and the edge of Derby City as the
main targets for growth.

424

Do not support the inclusion of land north of See responses under policy SS10.
Denby.

424

Insufficient housing provision is made in Belper.

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 424
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas (including Belper), on the edge of
Derby and on land north of Denby, whilst
supporting a more limited amount of growth in
sustainable villages – no changes.

46

The policy does not take into account the scale of
development and population increase in Belper
before 2001 and that most of the area is either
designated as Green Belt, a World Heritage Site
and Buffer Zone, or a Conservation Area and
Belper should therefore not be one of the key
growth areas.

The policies and proposals in the Draft Local 430
Plan seek to achieve a balance between a)
recognising Belper, as one of the Borough’s
four urban areas, as an appropriate location for
housing growth and b) acknowledging the
range of environmental constraints to
development in and around the urban area –
no changes.

Support focusing development in the urban areas
of Alfreton, Belper, Heanor and Ripley, but the
Housing Growth Policies do not reflect the
development distribution strategy established
within the policy.

It is considered that the proposed scale and 433
distribution of housing provision in the Draft
Local Plan is broadly reflected in the location of
the proposed Housing Growth Sites and by the
Settlement Hierarchy in relation to policy SS3 –
no changes.

Broad support for the assessment of potential See responses under policy SS10 and policies 433
sites in terms of their suitability and deliverability HGS1-18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
for housing development, but this has not been Policies.
reflected in the policy, with several sites,
particular Denby, not being sustainable, suitable
or deliverable or would not provide substantial
economic, social or environmental benefits.
Concerns regarding the proposed mixed-use See responses under policy SS10.
development on land north of Denby, relating to
the site’s sustainability credentials and the ability
to provide a viable housing development.

433

47

Support in principle the release of greenfield sites Noted.
outside existing urban areas to meet development
needs to complement the use of previously
developed land, given insufficient previously
developed land being available, as clearly
evidenced by the proposed release of Green Belt
land at Denby.
A Green Belt review should have been
undertaken to identify the most suitable
locations(s) for Green Belt release, prior to the
publication of the Draft Local Plan, as there are
insufficient suitable sites outside of the Green Belt
to meet development needs up to 2028. The
approach of the Council is inconsistent, as the
proposals at Denby clearly require land to be
removed from Green Belt in order to deliver the
level of development proposed, without any
justification for its release or any assessment of
its function as a Green Belt site against the
purposes of including land within it. There may be
sites more sustainable than that at Denby which
could better meet the needs of Amber Valley and
have a lesser impact on the Green Belt, including
land at Ice House, Ripley as one such site.

433

Amend supporting text to policy to include a 433
reference to the need for a Green Belt
boundary review, as part of an early review of
the Local Plan following adoption.

48

The Council currently cannot demonstrate a five
year deliverable supply and there are significant
concerns in relation to several of the proposed
draft allocations which call into question their
deliverability within the next five years and their
developability across the Plan period

Paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33 explain and justify 433
the scale and distribution of housing provision
to meet the established level of need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.

Amber Valley seems to be taking a
disproportionate number of houses to help Derby
City and the plan seems to aim for even higher
numbers by encroaching on Green Belt, which
seems unjustifiable.

The respective local planning authorities in the 512
Derby Housing Market Area (HMA) (Amber
Valley, Derby and South Derbyshire) have
agreed the distribution of housing provision
within the HMA, to include contributions within
both Amber Valley and South Derbyshire
towards meeting unmet housing need arising
in Derby. This recognises the limited capacity
within the city to accommodate additional
housing growth to fully meet its established
housing need between 2011 and 2028 – no
changes.

Any development that destroys the unique This would not be consistent with national 522
environment of the World Heritage Site and its policy as set out in the National Planning
buffer zone should automatically be rejected and Policy Framework – no changes.
the plan needs to explicitly state that these
considerations should override any other
considerations such as sustainability and
deliverability.

49

Support the commitment to bringing empty The Housing policies in Chapter 8 of the Draft 630
properties back into use but more needs to be Local Plan support the redevelopment of
done.
brownfield sites for housing development. The
Borough Council already has a proactive
approach to bringing empty properties in the
Borough back into use, with a dedicated post
allocated to this activity.
Alarmed by the scale of housing planned for the Paragraphs 6.2.16 to 6.2.33 explain and justify 630
given that local facilities are inadequate and the scale and distribution of housing provision
overstretched for the current population.
to meet the established level of need. It is
however proposed to amend the supporting
text to reflect responses to representations in
relation to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter
7: Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.
The ‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify the See responses under policy SS10.
amendment to the Green Belt boundary are being
made to fit the proposed development on land
north of Denby, rather than the Council making
significant efforts to identify sites that do not fall
within the Green Belt.

635

No detailed explanation is given to justify the As above.
proposed amendment to the Green Belt
boundary, other than the need to provide revenue
for a developer to deal with existing waste issues
on this brownfield site, which should not be
considered ‘exceptional circumstances’.

606

50

The calculation of the 5 year housing land supply
is overly optimistic about the delivery of housing
development and it has not been robustly
demonstrated that the Local Plan will provide a 5
year supply of housing upon adoption.

It is proposed to amend the supporting text to 582
reflect responses to representations in relation
to Housing Growth Sites (see Chapter 7:
Growth Site Policies) and to update the
position in relation to housing land supply.

There is no mention of using any of the many Whilst it is acknowledged that there are a 447
brownfield sites in Belper.
number of brownfield sites within Belper, other
than those sites that already have planning
permission or are otherwise identified in the
Draft Local Plan for housing or mixed use
development, there is no clear evidence to
indicate that any other sites are likely to come
forward for housing development in the Plan
period (up to 2028) – no changes.

51

SS3

The edge of Derby should be identified as a Amend policy to include ‘Derby’ in the list of 245, 387
location for growth at the top of the settlement ‘Urban Areas’
hierarchy.
Quarndon should be classed under ‘Other Following a review of services and facilities
Villages or Settlements’, as it has no shops, no within Quarndon, it should be re-classified
Post Office, no medical facilities, no retirement or under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’
care homes, very infrequent public transport, and
no safe cycling/walking links to local settlements.

512,
556,
131,
141,
157,
228

513,
580,
134,
151,
159,

531,
586,
136,
155,
192,

The criteria for deciding whether a settlement is a Amend supporting text to policy to provide 513,
‘Key Village’ or not needs to be explained and greater clarity as to the methodology used in 131,
justified.
developing the settlement hierarchy.
141,
157,
228

580,
134,
151,
159,

586,
136,
155,
192,

Quarndon is inappropriate for significant housing Following a review of services and facilities
development, as those areas of the Parish not within Quarndon, it should be re-classified
already built on are either in the Green Belt, form under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’
part of the setting of Kedleston Hall & Historic
Park & Garden, whilst much of the centre of the
village is a Conservation Area.

513,
131,
141,
157,
228

580,
134,
151,
159,

586,
136,
155,
192,

Quarndon should not be classified as a ‘Key See above response.
Village’, as it has no shops, limited facilities,
infrequent public transport and narrow and
dangerous roads near a primary school.

595

52

Evidence to support the assessment of Quarndon Following a review of services and facilities 554
as a ‘Key Village’, based on number of within Quarndon, it should be re-classified
services/facilities, is not clear, as it has no shops under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’
or health facilities, provides almost no
employment opportunities, contains roads without
footpaths and has a limited public transport
service.
Quarndon should not be classified as a ‘Key See above response.
Village’, as it has limited services and facilities,
limited public transport with no plans to be
upgraded, contains roads without footpaths and
suffers from speeding vehicles and future
development, would swamp the village.

602, 257

Classifying Quarndon as a ‘Key Village’ could in Any development proposals will need to be 572
the longer term ruin its amenity/attractiveness as considered against the range of relevant
a rural village.
policies in the Local Plan, but note responses
proposing the re-classification of Quarndon
under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’.
The proposed development of 400 houses at
Kedleston Road would overwhelm Quarndon in
terms of its impact on local infrastructure and
heritage.

Following the High Court decision to quash 602, 257
outline planning permission for housing
development on this site, the site isl no longer
included in the housing land supply.

Quarndon is a small village with few services and Following a review of services and facilities 610
facilities and is not suitable for any significant within Quarndon, it should be re-classified
development, given that it includes land within a under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’
Conservation Area, the Green Belt and the setting
of Kedleston Hall Registered Park & Garden.

53

Support Quarndon being identified as a ‘Key See above response.
Village’ given its proximity to Derby and
sustainable travel routes.

234

Quarndon has no more services or facilities than Following a review of services and facilities 258
a number of other locations identified as ‘Other within Quarndon, it should be re-classified
Villages & Settlements’ and should therefore also under ‘Other Villages and Settlements’.
be included in that category.
Crich & Fritchley should not be considered as See above response.
‘Key Villages’ as they are neither accessible nor
sustainable.
Crich and Fritchley should not be considered as
‘Key Villages’, as the impact of current
development in Crich has yet to be established,
existing schools are almost full and will not be
able to cope with the increase in population.

534

Any development proposals will need to be 551
considered against the range of relevant
policies in the Local Plan. These settlements
are classified as ‘Key Villages’, based on the
level of services and facilities within each
settlement – no changes.

The inclusion of Fritchley as a ‘Key Village’ is Fritchley is classified as a ‘Key Villages’, based 220
inconsistent given that other locations with similar on the level of services and facilities within the
amenities are included as ‘Other Villages & settlement – no changes.
Settlements’.
Further large scale development will have the
effect of merging Fritchley with Crich and/or
Bullbridge, thereby destroying its character and
the surrounding landscape.

See above response.
Any development 220
proposals will need to be considered against
the range of relevant policies in the Local Plan
– no changes.

54

Crich is a smaller and more distinct village and See above responses in relation to Crich and
with fewer amenities, compared to Duffield and it Fritchley.
is therefore not clear why further larger
development should be supported, which will
make Crich and Fritchley far less attractive places
to live. The transport infrastructure in this area is
not suitable for further development, with a lack of
road parking and consequent difficulties of driving
or cycling through Crich.

220

Crich should not be classified as a 'Key Village' See above response.
as it has limited facilities, some of which are
under threat from of closure and limited public
transport.

539

There is an argument for development in those See responses under policies H1 and H2 in 539
villages with fewer facilities in order to create the relation to Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
conditions for viable services to be established or
restored in those places.
Crich should not be included as a ‘Key Village’, as
it plays a significant role as a tourist destination
and centre for walkers and increased traffic from
new developments would have an adverse effect
on its economic role and on local inhabitants.

Any development proposals will need to be 621
considered against the range of relevant
policies in the Local Plan. The classification of
settlements as ‘Key Villages’ is based on the
level of services and facilities within each
settlement – no changes.

Support the settlement hierarchy, in particular the Noted.
identification of Somercotes as part of Alfreton
Urban Area at the top level of the hierarchy.

582

55

Concern at the distinction in the settlement The classification of settlements as ‘Key 624
hierarchy between Holloway (‘Key Villages’) and Villages’ and ‘Other Villages and Settlements’
Lea (‘Other Villages and Settlements’)
is based on the level of services and facilities
within each settlement – no changes.
Limited development should be positively See responses under policies H1 and H2 in 629
encouraged in villages to ensure the survival of relation to Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
local amenities.
Belper should be considered differently to the
other market towns, as it has previously had a
significant proportion of housing development and
has its own character as the only town within the
World Heritage Site, which should be recognised
and fully capitalised on. The development of
greenfield sites rather than securing the
redevelopment of unused buildings and other
brownfield sites is a real threat.

The policies and proposals in the Draft Local 106
Plan seek to achieve a balance between a)
recognising Belper, as one of the Borough’s
four urban areas, as an appropriate location for
housing growth and b) acknowledging the
range of environmental constraints to
development in and around the urban area. It
is however proposed to delete the proposed
Housing Growth Site/Economic Growth Site at
Bullsmoor, Belper, following the refusal of an
outline planning application for mixed use
development in relation to the site - see
responses under policy HGS6 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

Belper should not be identified as one of the main See above response.
locations for growth, given the relative scale of
additional housing and population increase in the
town in the 1990s and given the environmental
constraints to development, including Green Belt,
the World Heritage Site and Buffer Zone and the
Conservation Area.

430

56

There is a need for a clearer explanation Amend supporting text to policy to provide 146
regarding the methodology used in developing greater clarity as to the methodology used in
the settlement hierarchy has been developed and developing the settlement hierarchy.
further information should be used to inform the
decisions.
Support the provision and distribution of limited Noted.
housing development in Codnor.

181

There is concern regarding the selection of
settlements in the hierarchy as potential locations,
on the basis that it appears simplistic and lacking
any strategic thinking. The growth in housing
should be aligned with growth in employment and
infrastructure.
Given
that
the
proposed
contribution towards Derby’s unmet need, need to
give greatest weight in the selection to those
settlements with direct public transport links to
Derby e.g. Duffield and Ambergate to encourage
sustainable travel to work.

It is considered that the classification of 184
settlements, based on the level of services and
facilities within each settlement, is appropriate,
although as set out above, it is proposed to
amend the supporting text to the policy to
provide greater clarity as to the methodology
used in developing the settlement hierarchy.

Object to the definition of the built framework of
settlements if this would preclude appropriate
proposals coming forward that constitute
sustainable development.

The definition of the built framework of 199
settlements is considered to be consistent with
other policies in the Local Plan to support
proposals for sustainable development – no
changes.

57

Object to any proposed development or
allocations which are deemed to be in close
proximity to and specifically any proposed within
the consultation zones associated with Rough
Close Works at South Normanton.

Any development proposals falling within the 203
defined consultation zone will be subject to
consultation with the Health & Safety
Executive. It is proposed to include these
consultation zones on the Proposals Map.

Support policy and highlight that housing See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 214
development on land north of Milnhay Road, to Chapter 7: Housing Growth Sites.
Langley Mill would accord with the principles of
the policy.
Need to include Derby within list of settlements, Amend policy to include ‘Derby’ in the list of 215
given acceptance of the edge of Derby as an ‘Urban Areas’.
appropriate location to meet a significant
proportion of the Plan’s housing needs.
Support identification of Alfreton as one of the Noted.
more sustainable settlements and the inclusion of
Somercotes within the definition of the Alfreton
Urban Area.

216, 263

Including Loscoe within Heanor Urban Area is See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 217
inconsistent with no allocations for housing being to Chapter 7: Housing Growth Sites.
made in the Loscoe area e.g. land at Ash Farm.
The
allocation
of
land
at
Sleetmoor See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 224
Lane/Leamoor Avenue, Somercotes would be to Chapter 7: Housing Growth Sites.
compliant with the policy.
Support the settlement hierarchy.

Noted.

225, 243,
270, 416

244,

58

Kirk Langley should be included under ‘Other
Villages and Settlements’, on the basis that it has
little/no
services
and
facilities,
shares
characteristics with other places included as
‘Other Village and Settlements’ and has
characteristics which are not ‘sustainable’.

The inclusion of Kirk Langley within the list of 232
‘Key Villages’ and ‘Other Villages and
Settlements’ is based on the level of services
and facilities within the settlement – no
changes.

Windley should be included on the list of ‘Other Amend list of ‘‘Other Villages and Settlements’ 235
Villages and Settlements’, on the basis that it is to include Windley.
an identifiable village/settlement with a clearly
defined built-up area, in a relatively sustainable
location and compares with other settlements
included in the list e.g. Weston Underwood and
Mackworth, in terms of its size and
characteristics.
Support the policy in terms of allowing housing Noted.
growth in South Wingfield.
Support identification of Holbrook as a Key
Village but note that proposed Housing Growth
Sites only include 3 sites at Key Villages, which
fails to make appropriate provision for future
housing requirements in the rural villages and to
take advantage of opportunities for sustainable
growth in the rural settlements.

236

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 264
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas, on the edge of Derby and on land
north of Denby, whilst supporting a more
limited amount of growth in sustainable villages
(including Holbrook) – no changes.

59

Denby Village should be included under 'Other
Villages & Settlements', as it does not have the
same level of facilities and services as Denby
Bottles/Rawson Green.

The inclusion of Denby Village within the list of 264
‘Key Villages’ is based on the level of services
and facilities within the settlement – no
changes.

Ambergate, Heage and Sawmills should be
included as ‘Other Villages & Settlements’, rather
than ‘Key Villages’, as they are either in the World
Heritage Site (Ambergate – part) or its Buffer
Zone (Ambergate – part; Heage, Sawmills).

The inclusion of these settlements within the 396
list of ‘Key Villages’ is based on the level of
services and facilities within each settlement –
no changes.

Mackworth should be included as a “Key Village” The inclusion of Mackworth within the list of 396
rather than in the list of ‘Other Villages & ‘and ‘Other Villages and Settlements’ is based
Settlements’, given its close proximity to Derby.
on the limited level of services and facilities
within the settlement – no changes.
Object to policy on the basis of a lack of housing
sites being identified for the Belper Urban Area.
Additional sites should be allocated in Belper to
reflect the town’s position in the settlement
hierarchy and to boost significantly the supply of
housing in a sustainable location for growth.

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 419
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas (including Belper), on the edge of
Derby and on land north of Denby, whilst
supporting a more limited amount of growth in
sustainable villages – no changes.

Support the policy but concerned that the See responses under policies H1 and H2 in 423
differentiation between ‘Key Villages’ and ‘Other relation to Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
Villages and Settlements’ is not reflected in the
relevant Housing policies in Chapter 8.

60

Support the policy in principle on the basis that it
seeks to prioritise the delivery of development
within the Urban Areas, including Ripley, but the
site allocations within the Draft Local Plan are not
in conformity with the policy, with almost half of
the allocated sites are within Key Villages or
Other Villages and the distribution of development
should therefore be amended to reflect the
proposed Settlement Hierarchy.

The proposed scale and distribution of housing 433
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas (including Ripley), on the edge of
Derby and on land north of Denby, whilst
supporting a more limited amount of growth in
sustainable villages – no changes.

The settlement hierarchy does not reflect The inclusion of settlements within either the 87
constraints to development in locations, or the list of ‘Key Villages’ or ‘Other Villages and
level of previous development in locations.
Settlements’ is based on the level of services
and facilities within each settlement – no
changes.

61

SS4

Brownfield regeneration opportunities should be
identified in Belper to meet local need in the
parish, consistent with the recommendation in the
2016 Employment Land Need Study /Final Report
August 2016.

The policy should be cross-referenced
Economic Development policies ED1-3.

Land identified as Mixed Use Development 506
Areas at East Mill/North Mill, West Mill and
north and south of Derwent Street (policies
ED1-3 in Chapter 9: Economic Development
Policies) may provide opportunities for local
employment development, whilst opportunities
may also be available on other land within the
town and could be supported in accordance
with policy Ed5 in Chapter 9 – no changes.

to Amend supporting text to policy at paragraph 506
6.4.15 to refer to potential opportunities for
business and industrial uses on sites identified
in these policies.

Reference should be made to encouraging those The expansion requirements of businesses are 507
businesses wishing to expand to relocate to covered by policy EGS1 in Chapter 7: Growth
nearby industrial parks.
Site Policies and by policies ED4-5 in Chapter
9: Economic Development Policies.
The old Thornton’s factory in Belper would be This is covered by policy ED3 in Chapter 9: 47
suitable for redevelopment for business/industrial Economic Development Policies.
uses.
Support the policy.

Noted.

Support the policy on the basis that it makes Noted.
sense to concentrate employment/business
allocations in the main urban areas and with easy
access to transport links, in particular the A38 &
M1 corridor.

73, 270
96

62

The employment land requirement figures in the Amend supporting text to the policy to provide 214
policy and supporting text do not seem to up to date figures and greater clarity in relation
correspond with those in the 2016 Employment to the 2016 Employment Land Need Study.
Land Need Study. This divergence is not clearly
explained and therefore the figures should be
revisited.
The stated Plan period 2011 to 2018 differs from As above.
that stated in the Employment Land Need Study
(2018 to 2028) and this differentiation should also
be clarified.

214

The release of land north of Milnhay Road, See responses under policy HGS1 in relation 214
Langley Mill from employment uses and its to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
allocation for residential development would not
have a detrimental effect on the Borough’s
employment land supply.
263
Support the proposals not to retain the allocation Noted.
of land at Cotes Park East, Somercotes for
business and industrial development.
386
The figure for new business and industrial Amend supporting text to the policy to provide
development between 1 April 2011 and 31 March up to date figures.
2016 (2.73 ha) does not take into land recently
developed at H L Plastics at Denby Hall Business
Park (5.4 ha) and the consequent availability of
land at Cotes Park as a result of that
development.

63

The Local Plan does not appear to take into This site has previously been granted planning 386
account development potential at Denby Pottery permission for mixed use development,
(17.82 ha) for business (and some retail) uses.
including new employment and retail uses – no
changes.
There is a commitment to provide 45.90 hectares Amend supporting text to provide up to date 396
of additional land for new business and industrial figures and greater clarity in relation to the
development, but the Economic Growth Sites 2016 Employment Land Need Study.
identified total only 37.05 hectares.
There is a lack of certainty about the deliverability
of development on land north of Denby. The land
at Butterley Hill, Ripley, which is a proposed
Housing Growth Site, should therefore be
retained for business and industrial use.

In respect of land north of Denby, see 396
responses under policy SS10 in relation to
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and under
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies; in respect of Butterley Hill, Ripley,
see responses under policy HGS12 in relation
to Chapter 7.

Support the proposals for new employment Noted.
development at Land North of Denby.
Support the aim of the policy to deliver sufficient
land for employment uses, but the spatial
distribution should be specifically outlined in the
policy and focus on the four Urban Areas.

416

It is considered that the spatial distribution of 433
new business and industrial development,
including proposed Economic Growth Sites in
policy EGS1 in Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies
and as supported by policies ED4-5 in Chapter
9: Economic Development Policies, is broadly
consistent with policies SS2 and SS4 – no
changes.

64

Objects to the lack of inclusion of a buffer, as this This is addressed in the supporting text to the 433
contradicts the Council’s own evidence base and policy at paragraph 6.4.14 – no changes.
would also restrain the economic growth of the
Borough.
The Council should seek to find appropriate sites See responses under policy SS10.
to meet the Borough’s needs through the Local
Plan process, including within the Green Belt.
The requirement for existing businesses to extend
into the Green Belt and the inability of Amber
Valley to identify suitable employment sites
outside of the Green Belt further demonstrates
that there is a need to undertake a Green Belt
review to identify suitable Employment Sites or
Mixed Use Development sites.

433

Concern that industry seems to be vanishing It is considered that the policy reflects the need 629
rather than growing.
for additional land to support new business and
industrial development up to 2028, consistent
with the conclusions of the 2016 Employment
Land Need Study.

65

SS5

The old Thornton’s factory and Belper Mills are Noted.
examples of sites that could come forward under
this policy.

47

Support the policy, particularly upgrading Langley Noted.
Mill to a District Centre.

96, 214

Object to any proposed development or See responses under policy EN13 in relation to
allocations which are deemed to be in close Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
proximity to and specifically any proposed within
the consultation zones associated with Rough
Close Works.

203

Object to policy on the basis that the strategy for
the economic growth of the Borough should be
aligned to the overall provision and distribution of
housing, as set out in criterion a), but insufficient
housing sites are proposed for Belper.

It is considered that the policy is broadly 419
consistent with the proposed provision and
distribution of housing, as set out in policy SS2
- no changes.

66

SS6

The removal of all car parking charges in the This is not a matter that can be addressed 578
Borough should be considered, in order to through the Local Plan.
regenerate growth in trade for local shops and
businesses.
The appearance of dilapidated properties on the There is an opportunity to secure the physical 47
condition and appearance of properties in
A6 in Belper needs to be improved.
conjunction with any development proposals in
relation to this policy.
Support proposed minor amendments to Noted.
boundaries for Belper & Heanor Town Centres

96

67

SS7

Support the policy, but need to consider what to There is an opportunity to secure the physical 629
do with other areas that need improvement e.g. condition and appearance of properties in
Bridge Street, Belper.
Bridge Street and other areas outside the
Primary Shopping Frontages, in conjunction
with any development proposals that may
come forward in accordance with policy SS6.
Improvements are needed to shopfronts and There is an opportunity to secure the physical 47
landscaping provision in King Street, Belper
condition and appearance of shopfronts and to
improve landscaping, in conjunction with any
relevant development proposals in this location
that may come forward in accordance with
policies SS6 and SS7.
Support the policy.

Noted.

96

Oxford Street, Ripley should also be identified as Oxford Street is already identified as a Primary 396
Primary Shopping Frontage.
Shopping Frontage in the Draft Local Plan at
Appendix 3 – no changes.
SS8

Development should not be allowed on the edge The policy as worded is consistent with 527
of and outside town centres whilst brownfield national policy as set out in the National
sites within town centres are left to decay.
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) – no
changes.
541
Further development will lead to urban sprawl.
Any proposals for development on the edge of
or outside town centres will need to satisfy the
criteria in this policy and any other relevant
policies in the Local Plan.
Support the policy.

Noted.

270

68

SS9

Derelict or disused brownfield land should be The policy as worded is consistent with 502, 603, 610
used as a priority to development in the Green national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
Belt
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
The terms ‘exceptional circumstances’, ‘mineral As above.
extraction’, ‘engineering operations’ and ‘limited
infilling’ should be more clearly defined.
Criterion e) should either be removed or further
controls applied to ensure development does not
have an adverse effect on amenity, landscape,
heritage assets or biodiversity. As written it is
difficult to see how any proposal for infill on green
belt would be considered as being “limited” or not.

512, 513, 580,
131, 134, 136,
155, 157, 192

The policy as worded is consistent with 513, 531, 580,
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to 131, 134, 136,
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework 155, 157, 192
(NPPF) – no changes.

Any loss of Green Belt in Belper would be There are no proposals to amend the Green 527
completely unnecessary.
Belt boundary in Belper in the Draft Local Plan.
Support the policy.

Noted.

537, 527, 213,
214, 404, 428

The list of 'appropriate development' on Green The policy as worded is consistent with 539
Belt land is questionable, particularly criteria e), f), national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
g), h) and k)
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
There should be greater focus on maintaining As above.
Green Belt land around residential areas.

541

69

The policy wording should be more specific and The policy as worded is consistent with 556
less open to interpretation.
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
The reference to 'very special circumstances' is As above.
unnecessary and should be deleted.
Support policy to protect rural character, amenity
and biodiversity, but infill development could
compromise the policy.

556

The policy as worded is consistent with 572
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.

Criteria g) and h) should be deleted as mineral As above.
extraction and engineering operations should not
be allowed to compromise the Green Belt.

572

New building should not be permitted in the The policy as worded is consistent with 577
Green Belt.
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
‘Exceptional circumstances’ should be identified As above.
in
advance,
otherwise
any
changed
circumstances might be used to justify
development in the Green Belt.

580

The development of green spaces in villages will The policy as worded is consistent with 589
lose their identity.
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.

70

Mineral extraction would cause harm and would The policy as worded is consistent with 629
be inappropriate within most of the Green Belt.
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
Support the policy, but infilling must be limited so Noted.
as to preserve the openness of areas adjoining
the Green Belt.

630

Development of Green Belt land at Alfreton Road, The development of this land for housing 181
Codnor would be consistent with the criteria in the would not be consistent with the criteria in the
policy.
policy – no changes.
Allowing Green Belt development in 'exceptional
circumstances' will undermine the commitment to
protecting the Green Belt and giving priority to
development of brownfield sites.

The policy as worded is consistent with 201
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.

Support the commitment to protecting the Green As above.
Belt in the supporting text to the policy, but this
should also be set out in the policy itself.
Need for consistency and clarification in respect
of references to ‘exceptional circumstances’ and
'very special' circumstances.’

270

The policy as worded is consistent with 386
national policy as set out in paragraphs 79 to
92 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) – no changes.
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SS10

Summary Of Comments In Relation To Land
North Of Denby

(Response relates to issues raised under this
sub-heading as a whole)

Suitable development opportunities on brownfield
sites elsewhere should be brought forward for
development before considering any land
currently within the Green Belt.

Paragraphs 6.10.1 to 6.10.14 of the Draft
Local Plan set out the background to the
proposals, including the reasons why the form
and scale of mixed use development proposed
in this location in the Adopted Amber Valley
Borough Local Plan 2006 and more recently,
in the Core Strategy, can no longer be
delivered, together with the reasons to support
a larger scale development in the new Local
Plan.

Alternative sources of funding should be explored
to investigate and then remediate the tar pits,
rather than proposing an amendment to the
Green Belt to facilitate development for this
purpose.
No development should take place unless the
proposals for remediation of the tar pits are
acceptable to the Council.
The need to remediate the tar pits does not
provide the ‘exceptional circumstances’ to amend
the
Green
Belt boundary to
facilitate
development, as the Environment Agency could
apply for Government funding, or the Council
could follow the ‘polluter pays’ principle.
There are concerns regarding the remediation
process for the tar pits which suggest they should
be left as they are and continue to be monitored.

Paragraph 6.10.9 of the Draft Local Plan
acknowledges the need to demonstrate
‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify an
amendment to the Green Belt boundary,
having regard to paragraph 83 of the NPPF.
Paragraphs 6.10.10 to 6.10.12 of the Draft
Local Plan set out the reasons why the Council
has concluded that there are ‘exceptional
circumstances’ to justify amending the Green
Belt boundary in this location, having regard to
the purposes of including land within Green
Belt, as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF
and having regard to the extent of economic,
social and environmental benefits that could
be
provided
through
a
large-scale,
comprehensive
mixed-use
development
scheme.

502, 527, 603,
553, 606, 214,
403, 112, 213,
528, 507, 85, 94,
391, 589, 528,
563, 585 635,
383, 413, 390,
433, 613, 627,
386, 392, 447,
582, 114, 395,
422, 387, 547,
47, 84, 96, 553,
394, 630, 201,
397, 73, 181,
270, 412, 417,
416, 424, 577
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The proposals would compromise the need to
preserve the setting and special character of
Belper as an historic town, as any large scale
development will have a significant detrimental
impact on the infrastructure and therefore historic
attractiveness of the town as a whole.
Developing green spaces in existing villages
would be contrary to Plan objective to protect and
enhance environmental quality and local
distinctiveness of spaces and places in the
Borough in relation to landscapes and heritage
and villages will lose their identity and
uniqueness.
Development on Green Belt would be out of
keeping with the character of the area, with
villages losing their unique identities and walkers,
cyclists and ramblers losing existing green
spaces, whilst the removal of hedgerows and
trees would damage habitats that support a large
and diverse wildlife.
The proposals will result in the coalescence of
and loss of distinct identity for the existing urban
area, villages and other local communities in the
area.

There is a small parcel of land immediately to
the west of the A38 and north of the A609,
which is not shown on the relevant maps in
Appendix 3 of the Draft Local Plan as part of
the proposed Housing Growth Site/Economic
Growth Site, or part of the area to be deleted
from the Green Belt. However, given the
extent of the proposed site and Green Belt
amendment to the west of the A38, it would be
logical to include this small parcel of land
within the site and within the area of land to be
deleted from the Green Belt, as it would serve
no Green Belt function as an isolated area of
land, separate from other land within the
Green Belt.
Policy HGS18 of the Draft Local Plan includes
an extensive range of criteria, to ensure a
comprehensive
mixed-use
development
scheme that will deliver the full remediation of
derelict and contaminated land, address the
potential
environmental
impacts
of
development and provide the necessary
improvements to physical and social
infrastructure.

73

The proposed link road would not provide a visual It is therefore considered that the proposed
boundary to new development from surrounding amendment to the Green Belt boundary to
villages and other local communities.
delete land from the Green Belt at land to the
north of Denby Bottles/Rawson Green, be
The proposals would result in urban sprawl into included in the Pre-Submission Local Plan, as
the countryside.
set shown on the plan at Appendix 3 in the
Draft Local Plan, subject to including an
Exceptional circumstances have not been additional small parcel of land immediately to
demonstrated to justify the proposals, having the west of the A38 and north of the A609,
regard to the requirements of the NPPF.
within the area to be deleted from the Green
Belt.
The additional traffic movements from the
proposed development would have an adverse
impact on the existing road network, including
through increased congestion.
New social and community infrastructure must be
built at an early stage of the development.
The proposals should include provision of new
playing fields.
The proposed scale of development is excessive
and the amount of land proposed to be deleted
from the Green Belt cannot be regarded as
limited encroachment.
.
Some of the previously worked land has been
restored to agricultural use and cannot be
classified as brownfield land and this undermines
the proposed deletion of Green Belt land.

74

Although the area proposed to be deleted from
the Green Belt represents less than 1% of the
land designated as Green Belt in Amber Valley, it
nonetheless represents a reduction in the total
area will have a significant impact on Denby
parish.
The removal of part of the Green Belt reduces its
integrity and its benefits and permanence is an
important feature of the Green Belt.
The proposed development includes areas of
high environmental quality including ancient
woodland and sites recognised for their
biodiversity and the reduction of green belt land
would result in the loss of a visual boundary of
woodland, habitats and wildlife corridors.
.
The two fields to the rear of properties on
Northfield, Kilburn should be retained as
agricultural land.
The proposed northern boundary for the
development consists of field boundaries
demarked by fencing and hedgerows and these
do not comprise logical and defensible
boundaries.

75

The proposed allocation cannot be considered to
be sustainable given the volume of development
proposed and the lack of local facilities that can
be reached on foot or by public transport.
The wider site contains listed buildings and is
currently within agricultural use and these facts
have not been given appropriate weight in the
decision to propose the amendment.
The process of obtaining a Compulsory Purchase
Order from the Secretary of State is a long,
protracted procedure which will be opposed in the
courts by particular landowners.
The need to achieve commercial viability should
not be considered as a reason to justify deletion
of land from the Green Belt.
A Garden Village designation would support the
delivery of these proposals.
It is not clear whether the site can be delivered
within the timeframe indicated, given the
complexities, or that the scale of the
greenfield/Green Belt release is necessary or
appropriate.
Support the proposed Green Belt boundary
amendment.

76

Support the proposals, but suggest additional
land to the south-west of the current proposed
allocation should be included within the allocation
to provide a wholly comprehensive development
of this area, noting that it is landlocked by
surrounding development/land allocations and
therefore does not contribute to the wider aims of
the Green Belt nor does its removal compromise
the five purposes of the Green Belt.
The area being proposed for removal from the
Green Belt is detached from any existing
development, and lies adjacent to a site with a
long-standing development allocation which has
thus far failed to deliver any form of development.
The despoiled site is very limited and built
development would be impossible even following
restoration.
This is much more than a minor deletion of Green
Belt land and appears this will ensure that a
developer makes large financial gains from
development.
Development would be a foot in the door to keep
on building and destroying more greenfield land.

77

It is not clear why the proposed amendment to
the Green Belt has been included if 2,816
dwellings have already been identified outside the
Green Belt.
It seems inappropriate to remove land from the
Green Belt at Denby where opportunities exist
elsewhere within the Borough where development
can be delivered in the short term with greater
certainty.
It is considered that other sites outside of the
Green Belt are available, developable and
deliverable and that the Council should maximise
development of such sites, before proposed and
amendment to the Green Belt boundary of the
Green Belt.
The extent of the Green Belt should be increased,
not decreased.

78

Summary Of Other Comments In Relation To
Policy SS10
Land between Sandbed Lane, Nottingham Road
and Parks Estate in Belper. should be included
within the Green Belt
Land at Bullsmoor/Pottery Farm in Belper should
be included within the Green Belt.
Land proposed for housing development at
Thorpes Road, Heanor should be included within
the Green Belt.
Support the absence of any proposed
amendment to the Green Belt boundary to the
east of Codnor.
The small part of the site allocated for housing
development under policy HGS10, within the
Green Belt, should be removed from the Green
Belt.
The Green Belt boundary should be amended to
exclude land at Breach Road, Marlpool.
A minor amendment to the Green Belt boundary
should be proposed at Holbrook to provide the
opportunity for limited growth to help meet local
housing needs.

(Response relates to issues raised under this 629,
sub-heading as a whole)
188,
264,
Paragraph 6.2.25 of the Draft Local Plan refers 114,
to the Borough Council’s consideration as to 413
whether to undertake or commission a review
of the Green Belt boundary within Amber
Valley, to inform the assessment of potential
housing sites. Paragraph 6.2.25 also refers to
the conclusion reached by the Borough
Council in July 2016, that a review should not
be carried out at that time and that a more
appropriate approach would be to await the
outcome of the assessment of potential sites
against other relevant planning considerations.
Subject to there then being a need to consider
further sites, i.e. if sufficient suitable and
deliverable sites outside the Green Belt could
not be identified, an assessment would then
be undertaken in relation to any potential sites
within the Green Belt which would otherwise
be considered to be suitable for development
and capable of being delivered by 2028, to see
whether any ‘exceptional circumstances’ could
be demonstrated to justify amending the
Green Belt boundary, having regard to the
purposes of Green Belt as set out in the
NPPF.

430,
223,
426,
424,

591,
225,
423,
383,
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The Council should review existing Green Belt
boundaries around the Key Villages to identify the
opportunities for amendments to existing
boundaries to allow for further limited housing
growth.
It is considered that additional land could be
removed from the Green Belt, provided this was
done carefully following a Borough-wide
assessment, without there being an adverse
impact on the purposes of the Green Belt in
Amber Valley, including land South of Minster
Way, Swanwick between the southern edge of
Swanwick and the northern edge of Ripley.
The Council needs to grasp the opportunity to
amend the Green Belt boundary to allocate
further land for development, thus helping to build
flexibility into the Plan.
A comprehensive review of the Green Belt
boundary within the Borough should be
undertaken to justify the need for the proposed
boundary amendment at Denby and in any other
locations, including to meet housing need.

Consideration has been given to the issues
raised by representations on the Draft Local
Plan, in relation to a) the issue of a
comprehensive Green Belt boundary review
and b) suggestions as to additional or
alternative locations/sites where the Green
Belt boundary should be amended, including
to identify such sites as proposed Housing
Growth Sites.
Although paragraph 83 of the NPPF states that
local authorities should only alter Green Belt
boundaries in exceptional circumstances,
through the preparation of review of a Local
Plan, there is no explicit reference to a
requirement that the whole of the extent of the
Green Belt boundary within a local authority
area should be reviewed, prior to any proposal
being brought forward for a boundary
amendment in one or more specific location
within a local authority area.

80

A policy relating to safeguarded land should be
included in the Plan and apply across the
Borough, with the short timeframe of the Plan
meriting this being implemented following a
comprehensive review of the Green Belt
boundary.
The Plan has clearly identified sufficient, suitable
and deliverable sites outside the Green Belt and
this does not therefore justify the need to
undertake an assessment to identify further sites
within the Green Belt.

Other than in relation to land north of Denby,
the Council has not previously considered that
there are any ‘exceptional circumstances’ to
justify any amendment to the Green Belt
elsewhere in the Borough, on the basis that
sufficient land can be identified for housing
development on sites outside of the Green
Belt, which are both suitable for development
and can deliver development within the Plan
period.
In relation to proposed additional or alternative
Housing Growth Sites, it is not considered that
any of the sites should be included in the PreSubmission Local Plan. This is based on the
conclusions that:-

a)
b) a) sufficient sites have already been identified
to meet housing need, which were considered
to be suitable in principle for development and
able to deliver development within the Plan
period

81

b) those additional or alternative sites already
considered prior to the Draft Local Plan,
including via the ‘call for sites’ process, have
already been considered as to their suitability
and the subsequent representations received
following consultation have not provided any
compelling information to alter the conclusions
reached in respect of those site, or in respect
of any other sites that have not previously
been submitted to the Council for consideration
through the Local Plan process.
It is therefore not proposed to amend the
Green Belt boundary in any other location
other than at Denby, in conjunction with policy
SS10 and with policy HGS18 in Chapter 7:
Growth Site Policies.

82

SS11

The policy needs to acknowledge that traveller The criteria in policy H8 in Chapter 8: Housing 508
sites may need to be in the countryside, to Policies are considered to be appropriate for
comply with national planning policy.
the purposes of considering any development
proposals to meet the specific needs of
Gypsies,
Travellers
and
Showpeople,
consistent with national planning policy – no
changes.
The countryside should continue to be protected The policy as worded is considered to be 577
from development.
consistent with national planning policy – no
changes.
There is no reference in the policy in relation to Policy EN11 sets out criteria against which any 631
the development of footpaths, nature reserves or development proposals in the countryside will
recreational facilities.
need to be considered – no changes.
Oppose the definition of an urban edge defined See responses under policies H1-H3 in relation 199
by a 'developed framework' if this would preclude to Chapter 8: Housing Policies.
appropriately sited sustainable development
proposals coming forward to meet the Borough's
housing needs, in accordance with the
presumption
in
favour
of
sustainable
development.

83

There is no justification or definition of
'appropriate scale or character' defined by the
draft policy or its supporting text and it is therefore
unclear how the Council will consider
development proposals in the countryside.

All development proposals will be considered 199
on their individual merits, including by taking
into account whether the scale of proposed
development would be appropriate, having
regard to the site and its surroundings, as well
as whether the character of the proposals
would be appropriate in the location – no
changes.

Support the policy, but in relation to new isolated Additional wording can be added to the 213
homes, there is a need to either clarify what is supporting text to the policy to refer to the
mean by ‘special circumstances’, or to refer to the relevant paragraph in the NPPF.
NPPF where further detail is provided.
The reference in the policy in relation to the loss
of heritage assets should be deleted as this can
be addressed through the relevant heritage
policies in the local plan and through the NPPF.

It is acknowledged that there are other policies 213
in the Draft Local Plan in relation to the loss of
heritage assets, but it is considered that the
reference should be retained in this policy for
clarity – no changes.

The policy needs to be amended to recognise
that sites may come forward in edge of settlement
locations which are sustainable and meet with the
wider aspirations of the Plan. At present, all such
development beyond existing settlement limits
would be in conflict with this policy.

Amendments can be made to the policy and 387 & 424
supporting text consistent with those proposed
in relation to policy H3 in relation to Chapter 8:
Housing Policies.

For consistency, the policy should allow for the The policy as worded is considered to be 417
same exceptions as set out in the relevant policy consistent with national planning policy – no
in relation to the Green Belt.
changes.

84

The Council should reject planning applications As above.
within the countryside and within the World
Heritage Site.

447

Proposed development at Belper Lane, Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation 527
(policy HGS5) is within the countryside and to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
building on this land will destroy part of the
countryside that attracts tourists.
The reference to allowing new isolated homes in
the countryside is not consistent with the
proposed Housing Growth Site at The Common,
Crich (policy HGS16).

The policy does not apply in respect of those 540
areas which have been specifically identified
as proposed Housing Growth Sites – no
changes.

Proposed development at The Common, Crich See responses under policy HGS16 in relation 589
will impact on the countryside and the to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
environment.
Development on The Common Crich will have a As above.
significant adverse impact on the village. The
visual impact and the openness of the fields
below The Tors will result in a loss of the open
views which Crich has and which visitors and
residents value.
The proposed Housing Growth Site at The
Common, Crich (policy HGS16) is within the
countryside, outside the built framework of the
settlement and is therefore contrary to this policy.

627

The policy does not apply in respect of those 146
areas which have been specifically identified
as proposed Housing Growth Sites – no
changes.

85

Concern that current and proposed developments
in Crich and the surrounding area are not of an
appropriate scale or character and would have a
significant adverse impact on the character or
amenity of the locality.

In relation to policy HGS16, see responses 539
under this policy in relation to Chapter 7:
Growth Site Policies, but the Local Plan cannot
influence development proposals that have
already been granted planning permission – no
changes.

Support the policy, but the adverse impact of As above.
previous development in Crich has already been
felt.

621

Proposed development at Thorpes Road, Heanor The policy does not apply in respect of those 591
does not meet the policy requirements.
areas which have been specifically identified
as proposed Housing Growth Sites – no
changes.
In relation to land north of Denby, providing a See responses under policy SS10 and under 606
major road junction in the countryside would not HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
contribute to protecting and enhancing the natural Policies.
environment and may add to congestion.
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CHAPTER 7: GROWTH SITE POLICIES
Policy No.

Issues Raised

HGS1
Sites cannot be considered suitable for
General
development if this would destroy their unique
Comments historic character and if they are within a
protected site or buffer zone and this needs to be
recognised and applied as a principle in
identifying which sites to carry forward.

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Where applicable, the site specific policies for
each proposed Housing Growth Sites include
appropriate criteria in relation to the need to
protect, maintain retain or take into account a
range of environmental constraints – no
changes.

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
522, 541, 552,
109, 216, 245,
263, 264, 268,
387, 388, 399,
419, 423, 428,
433

This policy seems to have been formulated with Any development proposals on the proposed
little regard for residents of the areas affected or Housing Growth Sites will need to provide or
the Neighbourhood Plans relating to those areas. make
financial
contributions
towards
necessary infrastructure and to mitigate any
impact of development on the community and
environment. It is considered that the proposed
Housing Growth Sites are consistent with
Neighbourhood Plans where these have been
made - no changes.
Additional wording should be included in this See response under policy EN17 in relation to
policy to refer specifically to policy EN17 and to Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
the requirement for an independent design review
on sites that are large and/or sensitive in nature,
to reflect national policy.
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Concern regarding the disproportionate amount of
development in Heanor in relation to the other
areas in the Borough and the impact this will have
on the infrastructure.

It is considered that the proposed provision for
housing in Heanor is consistent with the overall
strategy for housing land provision and
distribution in the Borough, as set out in policy
SS2 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies,
recognising Heanor as one of the four urban
areas – no changes.

A minimum Section 106 contribution from
development, as well as a minimum percentage
of social housing and bungalows, should be
stated as requirement in each of the policies for
the proposed Housing Growth sites.

This would be inconsistent with policies H4, H5
and H6, which seek to ensure that proposals
for housing development reflect the scale and
nature of assessed housing need, whilst
acknowledging the need for flexibility having
regard to considerations of viability – no
changes.

Support the strategic approach to directing most Noted.
new development to the main urban centres.
Support the mix of site sizes in the proposed Noted.
Housing Growth Sites.
Concern as to whether Belper’s infrastructure can
cope with the proposed increase in dwellings in
the Local Plan.

Any development proposals will need to
provide or make financial contributions
towards infrastructure improvements, as
necessary, in accordance with the relevant
policies in Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies.

88

Sites within Kilburn should be reviewed for See responses under policy HGS18 in respect
infrastructure and access due to all of the small of land north of Denby. There are no other
proposed Housing Growth Sites within or
single track roads in the area.
adjacent to Kilburn Parish.
Consider
that
the
Borough’s
housing
requirements can be met by small scale
developments and on brownfield sites rather than
the large scale developments on greenfield sites
as proposed.

Whilst the Local Plan policies support in
principle the redevelopment of brownfield sites
for housing development, the extent of housing
need is such that greenfield sites do need to
be identified and brought forward for
development – no changes.

Insufficient sites are proposed for the Belper It is considered that the proposed provision for
housing in Belper is consistent with the overall
Urban Area.
strategy for housing land provision and
distribution in the Borough, as set out in policy
SS2 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies,
recognising Belper as one of the four urban
areas – no changes.
Support the range of proposed sites, but It is considered that the proposed scale of
housing proposed in the Borough is consistent
additional sites should be allocated.
with the overall strategy for provision and
distribution, as set out in policy SS2 in Chapter
6: Spatial Strategy Policies – no changes.
Concern that some of the proposed sites have
been allocated based on access to services and
facilities and that due regard has not been paid to
important heritage and landscape assets.

It is considered that the selection of proposed
Housing Growth Sites, taking into account a
wide range of economic, social and
environmental considerations, will contribute
towards a sustainable development pattern.

89

Where applicable, site specific policies for
each site include appropriate criteria in relation
to the need to protect, maintain retain or take
into account a range of environmental
constraints – no changes.
Policy HGS1 is unsound because:It is not positively prepared and does not
comprise sustainable development
It is not justified when considered against
reasonable alternatives
It is not effective in that it will not deliver the
required amount of development.

It is considered that the proposed scale of
housing proposed in the Borough is consistent
with the overall strategy for provision and
distribution, as set out in policy SS2 in Chapter
6: Spatial Strategy Policies – no changes.
It is considered that the selection of proposed
Housing Growth Sites, taking into account a
wide range of economic, social and
environmental considerations, will contribute
towards a sustainable development pattern.
Where applicable, site specific policies for
each site include appropriate criteria in relation
to the need to protect, maintain retain or take
into account a range of environmental
constraints – no changes.

90

Object to proposed Housing Growth Sites on the
basis that they have not been assessed against
the relevant data in respect of unstable land and
mineral sterilisation.

The assessment of the sites, as set out in the
Sustainability Appraisal Report and Appendix 6
to the report, has now taken into account the
most up to data available from the Coal
Authority in respect of the surface coal
resource and the defined Development High
Risk Area. It is proposed to amend the wording
of policy EN13 in Chapter 11: Environment
Policies and to include additional criteria in the
site specific policies relating to the proposed
Housing Growth Sites, where potentially
unstable land has been identified as an issue
and which will need to be addressed as part of
any development proposals on those sites.
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HGS2

Support the policy.

Noted.

Support the provision in the policy to retain the Noted.
existing woodland and links for wildlife to the local
nature reserve at Pennytown Ponds.

552, 582, 96,
263, 404, 414,
424

Concerns relating to delivery rates, potential The concerns raised are acknowledged;
contamination and noise from adjacent industrial however the Draft Local Plan already refers to
the need for any development proposals to be
activities.
of an appropriate design that takes into
It is unclear whether the whole of this site will be account the potential for any pollution or
suitable for residential development, given the nuisance associated with existing business
neighbouring industrial uses that operate without and industrial uses adjacent to the site.
restriction at unsociable hours.
Object to the allocation as it is a large greenfield It is acknowledged that the site comprises
site currently in use as an equestrian centre, local greenfield land and that development would
residents on Birchwood Lane would lose views increase traffic and have a visual impact, but
across fields, development, Birchwood Lane any proposals would need to satisfy the range
currently has a linear built environment and is of criteria in policy EN17 in Chapter 11:
unable to accommodate the amount of extra Environment Policies, in relation to the quality
traffic that development of this land would and design of development.
generate.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to an
amendment to the policy wording to refer to
existing and/or proposed business and
industrial uses adjacent to the site.
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HGS3

Support the policy.

Noted.

Support the principle of housing on the site,
subject to strict observation of the suggested
conditions.

Noted.

Given the Council’s refusal of planning
permission for housing development on the site
and that the subsequent appeal has not yet been
determined, there is uncertainty regarding the
delivery of development, including the degree of
confidence that the land contamination issues in
relation to the site can be resolved and/or
whether development will proceed within the
timescale envisaged, potentially negatively
impacting on the 5 year housing supply.

Outline planning permission for housing
development on this site was refused by the
Council’s Planning Board in November 2016,
due to insufficient information being available
at that time, in relation to proposals to address
the land contamination issue relating to the
site. An appeal against this decision by the
applicant has subsequently been dismissed.

This site has been subject to dumping of
unidentified waste which was suspected of being
very toxic.

519, 552, 582,
632, 96, 201,
216, 382, 414,
423, 424, 429,
447

Notwithstanding the outcome of the appeal, it
is considered that the principle of development
remains acceptable and the policy already
refers to the need for any development
proposals to provide for the full remediation of
existing contaminated land within the site, to
an agreed strategy and scheme of work which
will protect residents and soil, groundwater
and other environmental conditions both on
and off the site. However, the supporting text
to the policy should be amended to provide an
update of the position following the appeal
decision.

93

Support the requirement in the policy for any
development proposals to fully remediate
contaminated land on the site, but recommend
that site investigations are commenced as soon
as possible, to ensure that the housing targets will
be achievable and viable.

As above.

The site is within the Green Belt and potentially It should be noted that the site is not within the
contaminated so will have difficulties with Green Belt.
delivery.
The whole of the site is within an area of high
landscape sensitivity.

The policy refers to proposals needing to be of
an appropriate design that takes into account
the conclusions of the Amber Valley
Landscape Sensitivity Study.

Need to ensure full regard is taken of need to The need to ensure that any development
protect habitats supporting butterfly species would not harm priority habitats and species is
covered by policy EN11 in Chapter 11:
within the site
Environment Policies.
Some built development would be appropriate on
the clubhouse/car park area, but the existing pitch
should be retained as green space and for
community/sports facilities and address the
present state of the site which has potential to
attract crime and anti-social behaviour.

The policy already states that the development
of the site is subject to the prior provision of a
replacement rugby facility on a suitable
alternative site, to ensure continuity of sports
provision – no changes.

94

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
amendments to the supporting text to the
policy to refer to the recent appeal decision.

95

HGS4

There is concern that there appears to be a need
to demolish a property on Somercotes Hill to
secure access to the site, which has not been the
subject of any discussion or agreement with the
owner.

It is acknowledged that the map showing this 52, 587, 632, 67,
site at Appendix 3 of the Draft Local Plan 96, 414, 429
incorrectly refers to a potential access point off
Somercotes Hill, which is not being pursued by
the promoter of the site. The site boundary as
shown in Appendix 3 of the Draft Local Plan
can be amended accordingly and will not
impact on the estimated number of dwellings
on the site.

Stanley Street is an option for access without
demolishing existing residential properties.

The landowner has confirmed that the
potential access arrangements have been
reviewed and that a suitable access can be
provided via Stanley Street/Thurston Avenue,
thus removing the need to demolish any
existing properties.

There is no planning application in relation to the
site and no developer in place; therefore early
delivery of development on this site must be
questioned.

It is acknowledged that there is currently no
planning application for housing development
on the site and that there is no known
developer at present. However, the landowner
has confirmed the intent to bring the site
forward for development within the Plan period
and that there is existing market interest from
housebuilders.
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This is a large greenfield site outside the existing
built-up area, that Somercotes Hill currently has a
linear built form and is unable to accommodate
the amount of traffic that the development would
generate.

It is considered that the site is well related to
the existing pattern of development in
Somercotes and that the additional traffic
movements generated by the scale of
development proposed can be accommodated
on the existing road network.

Concerns that contaminated land might be an
issue.

Additional wording can be added to the policy
to set out the requirements for a ground
investigation to assess the extent of any
potential contamination within the site and
identify any appropriate remediation.

This site is adjacent to a historic landfill site,
which should be referenced within the supporting
Sustainability Appraisal, or site specific policy.
The policy should be amended, to refer to the
requirement for the submission of appropriate site
investigation to assess the risk of land
contamination arising from previous uses of the
site and to recommend appropriate remediation
measures, where necessary.

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
additional wording and an amendment to the
site boundary.
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HGS5
Environmental and economic impact on the
Outstanding Universal Value of the Derwent
Valley Mills World Heritage Site and threat of loss
of World Heritage Site status.
Loss of green space used for recreation and of
importance for wildlife.
Impact on existing infrastructure (including
schools, health, waste disposal, police, social
services, sewerage, local community facilities)
Increased flood risk.
Impact of additional traffic (congestion, parking,
volume of traffic, reduced accessibility for buses,
speed of vehicles, noise pollution, tourists).
Site not well served
(infrequent bus services).

by

public

transport

Brownfield sites should come first and
opportunities to develop these sites should be
explored.

(Response relates to issues raised under this 505, 506, 516,
522, 523, 527,
policy as a whole)
552, 555, 567,
Paragraph 7.1.9 of the Draft Local Plan 581, 582, 105, 1,
acknowledges that the development of this site 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9,
would have an adverse impact on the 10, 13, 14, 15,
significance of Derwent Valley Mills World 17, 18, 20, 21,
Heritage Site, that it is partly within an area of 22, 23, 24, 25,
high landscape sensitivity and may include 26, 27, 28, 30,
31, 32, 33, 36,
best and most versatile agricultural land.
40, 49, 55, 60,
However, paragraph 7.1.9 also notes that the 64, 65, 71, 73,
site is readily accessible to local services and 74, 76, 84, 87,
facilities and employment opportunities and is 88, 89, 90, 92,
considered to be well-related to the existing 93, 96, 104, 105,
pattern of built development within Belper, 107, 108, 115,
whilst also concluding that the environmental 116, 120, 121,
impacts of development can be mitigated 122, 123, 243,
through an appropriate design and masterplan 250, 265, 268,
270, 272, 273,
for the development of the site.
274, 275, 276,
On 18 September 2017, the Council’s Planning 277, 278, 279,
Board resolved to refuse full planning 280, 281, 283,
permission for 118 dwellings on land at Belper 284, 285, 286,
Lane, which corresponded to the site proposed 287, 288, 289,
in policy HGS6. The reason for refusal was as 290, 291, 292,
293, 294, 295,
follows:296, 297, 298,
299, 300, 301,
302, 303, 304,
305, 306, 307,
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Site not close to local services, facilities or
employment opportunities and the hill top location
acts as a disincentive to walk to/from the town
centre.
Environmental harm cannot be mitigated through
design/masterplanning.
Impact on residential amenity.
Site is of high landscape sensitivity.
Loss of historic farm building(s) which are nonheritage asset(s).
Need to have substantial evidence to justify any
proposals which would result in the demolition of
a Strutt Farm.
Loss of rural character of town and transition from
rural to industrial landscape.
Loss of rural landscape (including dry stone
walls).
Housing need is for affordable/small dwellings.
Too much housing proposed in Belper as a
proportion of the provision in Amber Valley.

‘The proposal is harmful to the Outstanding
Universal Value of the Derwent Valley Mills
World Heritage Site as the development of the
land would result in the erosion of the rural
landscape
of
the
arrested
industrial
development. Whilst the harm to the
Outstanding Universal Value of the World
Heritage Site is considered to be ‘less than
substantial’, the public benefits of the proposal
do not outweigh that harm, contrary to
paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy
Framework and saved policy EN29 of the
Adopted Amber Valley Borough Local Plan
2006 and therefore the presumption in favour
of sustainable development in paragraph 14 of
National Planning Policy Framework is
disapplied.’
_________________________
It is acknowledged that the Planning Board’s
decision to refuse planning permission and the
reason for this decision reflect many of the
objections and concerns made through
representations on the Draft Local Plan.
However, in contrast to land at Bullsmoor,
where outline planning permission was refused
and the principle of housing/mixed-use
development was therefore not supported, the
refusal at Belper Lane was in respect of an
application for full planning permission for a
specific scheme.

308, 309, 310,
311, 312, 313,
314, 315, 316,
317, 318, 319,
320, 321, 322,
323, 324, 325,
326, 327, 328,
329, 330, 331,
332, 333, 334,
335, 336, 337,
338, 339, 340,
341, 342, 343,
344, 345, 346,
347, 348, 349,
350, 351, 352,
353, 354, 355,
356, 357, 358,
359, 361, 362,
363, 364, 365,
366, 367, 368,
369, 370, 371,
372, 373, 374,
375, 376, 377,
378, 379, 380,
401, 404, 419,
423, 425, 430,
431, 432, 433,
434, 435, 436,
437, 438, 439,
440, 441, 442,
443, 444, 445,
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The Borough Council has subsequently
received a further application for full planning
Proposals contradict various objectives and permission, based on a reduced site area to
policies in the Draft Local Plan and are contrary to that identified in the Draft Local Plan and the
previous application. The further application
many national policies.
proposes 65 dwellings and relates to the
southern part of the previous application site
Loss of high quality agricultural land.
as identified in the Draft Local Plan.
Selection of site is developer led.

Minimal local shopping facilities close by.
Scale of proposed development is too high.
Belper should be below other towns in the
settlement hierarchy due to its heritage and
landscape constraints.
Criteria in the policy for the site are selective.
Site is of high landscape sensitivity - recent
appeal decision elsewhere in the World Heritage
Site gave great weight to this.
Site should not be included for housing if there is
no known means of vehicular access.
Site is not well-related to the existing pattern of
development in Belper.

446, 447, 448,
449, 450, 451,
452, 453, 454,
499, 501

Given the Planning Board’s refusal of full
planning permission in respect of the site
identified in the Draft Local Plan and the
receipt of a further application relating to the
southern part of that site, it would be
appropriate to amend the site boundary
accordingly in the Local Plan. It is
acknowledged that housing development on
this reduced site area would have
environmental impacts, but it is considered
that it would be suitable in principle for
development and that development can be
delivered in the Plan period.
It would also be appropriate to amend the
supporting text to the policy, to provide an
update of the position following the appeal
decision and to provide greater clarity in
respect of the need for any proposals to
provide sufficient mitigation against the
environmental impacts of development.
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Potential impact of extra traffic on Belper Lane It is therefore proposed that the site be
which provides an important route for visitor included in the Pre-Submission Local Plan,
subject to a revised site boundary to reflect the
investigating the World Heritage Site.
current planning application and to refer to an
estimate of 65, rather than 120 dwellings,
together with amendments to the supporting
text to the policy.
Petition (589 signatories) - ‘Save Belper’s World
Heritage Site From Development’ Replace Policies HGS6 and HGS5 of the Local
Plan, the Bullsmoor and Belper Lane proposals,
in their entirety, instead adopting the findings of
the AECOM Housing Needs Assessment and the
resultant Strategy contained within the NP4B
Neighbourhood Plan for Belper Draft 2 Built
Environment and Housing document that has
been supplied to the Council.’
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HGS6
Impact on the Outstanding Universal Value of the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site, Grade 2
Listed Building (Pottery Farm) and Belper &
Milford Conservation Area.
Proposals are contrary to other national and
proposed Local Plan policies and emerging
Neighbourhood Plan policies).
Loss of green space used for recreation and of
importance for wildlife.
Impact on existing infrastructure (including health,
schools, sewerage, waste management).
Increased flood risk.
Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.
Impact of additional traffic (including highway
safety, congestion, air and noise pollution).
Impact on landscape character (including loss of
hedgerows/trees/ancient field boundaries).
Impact on visual amenity.

(Response relates to issues raised under this 505, 506, 507,
policy as a whole)
516, 517, 521,
522, 525, 533,
On 15 May 2017, the Council’s Planning Board 538, 541, 552,
resolved to refuse outline planning permission 555, 564, 568,
for mixed use development including a 570, 571, 576,
maximum of 150 dwellings and a maximum of 581, 582, 590,
6,000 sq m of business and industrial 596, 599, 600,
floorspace on land at Bullsmoor. The 606, 608, 609,
application site corresponded to that proposed 615, 619, 625,
in policy HGS6 (and also policy EGS1) of the 628, 629, 631,
Draft Local Plan. The reason for refusal was 634, 47, 4, 6, 13,
as follows:14, 16, 18, 19,
‘The proposal is harmful to the Outstanding 20, 23, 33, 34,
Universal Value of the Derwent Valley Mills 41, 42, 43, 50,
World Heritage Site, as it fails to preserve, 51, 53, 54, 56,
enhance or protect the rural landscape 57, 58, 59, 60,
character
which
makes
a
significant 61, 62, 63, 64,
contribution to the World Heritage Site. Whilst 65, 66, 69, 71,
the harm to the Outstanding Universal Value of 73, 74, 78, 83,
the World Heritage Site is considered to be 84, 87, 89, 91,
‘less than substantial’, the public benefits of 96, 99, 100, 101,
the proposal do not outweigh that harm, 102, 104, 106,
contrary to paragraph 134 of the National 110, 250, 265,
Planning Policy Framework and EN29 of the 268, 270, 282,
Adopted Amber Valley Borough Local Plan 295, 304, 314,
2006.’
352, 360, 390,
401, 414, 417,
419, 423, 424,
425, 429, 430,
431, 432, 434,
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Belper has had significant levels of housing
development in the recent past.
Brownfield sites should come first and
opportunities to develop these sites should be
explored.
No guarantee that the adjoining employer will
want to extend on to the site.
Proposals are inconsistent with the outcome of
appeal decisions in respect of other housing
proposals in the World Heritage Site.

Given the Planning Board’s decision to refuse
outline planning application for the land at
Bullsmoor and the reason for refusal, which
reflects many of the objections and concerns
made through representations on the Draft
Local Plan, it is considered that in these
circumstances, the Council is no longer in a
position to support the inclusion of the land as
a proposed Housing Growth Site/Economic
Growth Site. It is therefore proposed not to
include the site in the Pre-Submission Local
Plan.

435, 436, 437,
438, 439, 440,
441, 443, 444,
446, 447, 448,
449, 450, 451,
452, 453, 454,
455, 456, 457,
458, 459, 460,
461, 462, 463,
464, 465, 466,
467, 468, 469,
470, 496

Environmental harm cannot be mitigated through
design/masterplanning.
Site is of high landscape sensitivity.
Too much housing proposed in Belper as a
proportion of the provision for Amber Valley,
given the range of environmental constraints.
Sufficient housing already proposed for the
Borough without this site needing to be
developed.
Loss of a significant area of the landscape setting
to the World Heritage Site.
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Appreciation of the rural setting to the World
Heritage Site from public rights of way will be lost.
Petition (589 signatories) - ‘Save Belper’s World
Heritage Site From Development’ Replace Policies HGS6 and HGS5 of the Local
Plan, the Bullsmoor and Belper Lane proposals,
in their entirety, instead adopting the findings of
the AECOM Housing Needs Assessment and the
resultant Strategy contained within the NP4B
Neighbourhood Plan for Belper Draft 2 Built
Environment and Housing document that has
been supplied to the Council.’
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HGS7

Access to the site from Johnson Avenue should This site is the subject of a current outline 96, 270, 382,
be for emergency vehicles only to prevent ‘rat planning application for housing development. 404, 414, 420,
Derbyshire County Council, as the Highway 429, 433
running’ to avoid Heanor town centre.
Authority, have not advised that any
restrictions would need to be place on
proposed vehicular means of access to the
site e.g. to limit access to emergency vehicles
only.
The impact of noise on new residents from It is acknowledged that there is a need to
resolve issues relating to potential noise
adjacent land uses is still to be resolved.
pollution from existing adjoining uses and an
appropriate reference could be included in the
site specific policy criteria in the Draft Local
Plan.
Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.

It is acknowledged that parts of the site lie
within Flood Zones 2/3a. It is therefore
proposed to amend the site boundary to
exclude these parts of the site.

105

The wording in criterion i) should be strengthened
to refer in addition to the need to make adequate
provision for management of public open space
and areas of nature conservation interest and to
refer in addition to land identified within the
potential Local Wildlife Site (north of Bailey
Brook).

The criteria already refer to the need for an
appropriate design and masterplan for the site
to retain and enhance areas of nature
conservation interest adjacent to the site.
However, criterion i) can be extended to refer
specifically to the need to make adequate
provision for management of public open
space and areas of nature conservation
interest, as well as to include a reference to
land identified within the potential Local Wildlife
Site (north of Bailey Brook).

This is an important site for BAP/NERC species
dingy skipper and small heath, together with
common blue and the creation of a wildlife area
represents an excellent opportunity to secure
active conservation management for butterflies
and other wildlife. The protection and
management of this area should be a requirement
of any development proposals and the area
should also be identified on a suitable map with
an agreed boundary.

As above, but the detailed boundary for the
additional area within the potential Local
Wildlife Site can be established through the
planning application process.

Welcome the requirement within the policy for the Noted.
protection and enhancement of the Bailey Brook
Marsh Local Wildlife Site together with other
areas of public open space and nature
conservation interest.
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The extent of constraints to development, It is considered that the scale of development
including ecology and flood risk, need to be fully proposed on this site is deliverable, subject to
considered and the developable area reduced to any development proposals satisfying the
ensure that the proposed number of dwellings is various criteria in the policy, subject to the
deliverable.
proposed amendments to the wording of the
policy criteria.
Consider that the site is relatively inaccessible The site is considered to be readily to local
other than by car.
services and facilities and employment
opportunities, including by means other than
by car.
This site should be developed as bungalows/older
persons' accommodation, as with an ageing
population there is a shortage of suitable
accommodation, particularly near the town centre.

This site may be suitable for the provision of
bungalows
and/or
older
persons’
accommodation, although other sites closer to
Heanor town centre are likely to be more
suitable
locations
for
this
type
of
accommodation. Any proposals will however
be considered against the criteria in policy H4
in Chapter 8: Housing Policies.

The site comprises greenfield land outside
existing built-up areas.

This is acknowledged, but there is no
presumption in national planning policy against
housing development on greenfield land.

107

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to:a) an amended site boundary to exclude land
within Flood Zones 2/3a
b) an additional criterion in the policy to refer
to the need to resolve potential noise pollution
from existing adjoining uses and
c) an amendment to criterion i) to refer to the
need to make adequate provision for
management of public open space and areas
of nature conservation interest and to include a
reference to land identified within the potential
Local Wildlife Site (north of Bailey Brook).
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HGS8

It is not clear whether the County Council (as one
of the landowners) wishes to see housing
development on this site
This site should be developed for bungalows
and/or older persons’ accommodation, as there is
a shortage of this type of accommodation in
Heanor town centre

Derbyshire County Council have been in 552, 29, 96, 109,
discussions with the Borough Council, as the 270, 414
other landowner in relation to this site,
regarding a joint approach to bringing the site
forward for development. Given its town centre
location, the site may be suitable for the
provision of bungalows and/or older persons’
accommodation. This could be emphasised in
the supporting text to the policy.

There is a small area of land adjoining the
proposed site which could be included to support
a more comprehensive development

The inclusion of adjoining land within the site
could help to secure a more comprehensive
form of development.

Any development of this site should be
comprehensive and link with proposals in the
Heanor Masterplan

Noted.

Support the policy on the basis of a
comprehensive
development,
subject
to
protection of trees and the protection and
enhancement of the setting of the listed building
at St Lawrence’s Church.

Noted.

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
additional wording in the supporting text and
an amendment to the site boundary to include
adjoining land.
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HGS9

Part of the site is subject to flooding.
Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.

It is acknowledged that a small part of the site 514, 552, 96,
lie within Flood Zone 2. It is therefore 204, 233, 261,
proposed to amend the site boundary to 429
exclude this part of the site.

Any development on or adjacent to a previous tip
is a major concern.

The policy criteria in relation to the site already
refer to the need for an investigation to assess
the extent of any potential contamination within
the site and what remediation would be
appropriate should any contamination be
identified.

The route of the Derwent Aqueduct through the
site requires identification & safeguarding.

An additional criterion can be included in the
policy to refer to the need for the route of the
Derwent Valley Aqueduct to be safeguarded
from development.

Extra traffic on Cromford Road will cause
congestion.

No specific concerns have been raised by
Derbyshire County Council (as the Highway
Authority) in their representations on the Draft
Local Plan.

Part of the site is currently a meadow and is
important for wildlife.

No specific concerns have been raised by
Derbyshire
Wildlife
Trust
in
their
representations on the Draft Local Plan.

Development should be directed to derelict sites
elsewhere in the area.

There is no presumption in national planning
policy against housing development on
greenfield land.
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Improvements to local infrastructure are required
prior to any further development.

Any development proposals will need to
provide or make financial contributions
towards infrastructure improvements, as
necessary, in accordance with the relevant
policies in Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
subject to:a) an amended site boundary to exclude land
within Flood Zone 2
b) an additional criterion in the policy to refer to
the need for the route of the Derwent Valley
Aqueduct
to
be
safeguarded
from
development.
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HGS10

509, 518, 537,
543, 548, 552,
96, 177, 179,
186, 201, 205,
218, 221, 223,
The scale of development on the site would 256, 396, 404,
Need to ensure a suitable access to the sites.
require the provision of or financial 414, 419, 420,
Development should including affordable housing contributions towards affordable housing and 429, 433
improvements
to
infrastructure.
These
for young people.
requirements are covered by the relevant
Physical and social infrastructure improvements policies elsewhere in the Draft Local Plan.
are required to meet additional demand from
development.

Development will led to additional traffic through No specific concerns have been raised in the
Pentrich, therefore a new slip road should be representations by Derbyshire County Council
(as the Highway Authority) in relation to access
provided to the A38/A610.
or traffic congestion in respect of this site.

Inclusion of these sites in the Local Plan is As the site is within Pentrich Parish, it is not
within the area covered by the Ripley
contrary to the Ripley Neighbourhood Plan.
Neighbourhood Plan.

112

Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to It is acknowledged that part of the site lies
within Flood Zone 2 and that there is a need to
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.
demonstrate evidence through the application
of the Sequential Test, as identified in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
and national planning practice guidance in
relation to flood risk, to justify the site being
included in the Local Plan. The Sequential Test
has been applied and it is considered that this
demonstrates that the development of the site
would be appropriate in principle, whilst
acknowledging that a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment will be required in conjunction with
any planning application in relation to the site.
The Sequential Test is set out within a
Technical Paper accompanying the PreSubmission Local Plan, but an appropriate
reference should be added to the supporting
text to the policy.
Development would lead to the loss of local It is acknowledged that the site includes
existing employment uses, but the site is not
businesses.
safeguarded for such uses in the Adopted
Local Plan and is not proposed to be
safeguarded in the Draft Local Plan.
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Existing safety measures at Butterley Reservoir Additional wording can be included in the
may need to be upgraded as a direct supporting text to the policy to recognise this
consequence of development and any additional possible requirement.
costs would need to be borne by the developer,
which could affect development viability
It would be preferable to use under-utilised sites
elsewhere in the locality

This site is considered to be underutilised and
appropriate for redevelopment for housing use.

Part of the site includes land within the Green Belt

The proposed site boundary as shown on the
plan at Appendix 3 to the Draft Local Plan
excludes any land currently within the Green
Belt.

Support development of a brownfield site.

Noted.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
amendments to the supporting text, to reflect
the conclusions of the Sequential Test in
relation to flood risk and to provide greater
clarity in respect of the need to take into
account environmental constraints.
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HGS11

509, 518, 537,
543, 548, 552,
96, 177, 179,
186, 205, 218,
221, 244, 256,
Need to ensure a suitable access to the site.
396, 404, 414,
Development should including affordable housing The scale of development on the site would 419, 429, 433
require the provision of or financial
for young people.
contributions towards affordable housing and
to
infrastructure.
These
Physical and social infrastructure improvements improvements
are required to meet additional demand from requirements are covered by the relevant
policies elsewhere in the Draft Local Plan.
development.

Development will led to additional traffic through
Pentrich, therefore a new slip road should be
provided to the A38/A610.

No specific concerns have been raised in the
representations by Derbyshire County Council
(as the Highway Authority) in relation to
access or traffic congestion in respect of this
site.

Inclusion of these sites in the Local Plan is
contrary to the Ripley Neighbourhood Plan.

As the site is within Pentrich Parish, it is not
within the area covered by the Ripley
Neighbourhood Plan.

Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to It is acknowledged that part of the site lies
within Flood Zones 2/3a and that there is a
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.
need to demonstrate evidence through the
application of the Sequential Test and
Exception Test, as identified in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and
national planning practice guidance in relation
to flood risk, to justify the site being included in
the Local Plan.
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The Sequential Test and Exception Test have
been applied and it is considered that this
demonstrates that the development of the site
would be appropriate in principle, whilst
acknowledging that a detailed Flood Risk
Assessment will be required in conjunction with
any planning application in relation to the site.
The Sequential Test is set out within a
Technical Paper accompanying the PreSubmission Local Plan, but an appropriate
reference should be added to the supporting
text to the policy.
Existing safety measures at Butterley Reservoir Additional wording can be included in the
may need to be upgraded as a direct supporting text to the policy to recognise this
consequence of development and any additional possible requirement.
costs would need to be borne by the developer,
which could affect development viability.
Specific reference should be made to the need to
protect Butterley Tunnel from any risk of damage
from development and an appropriate area within
the site will need to be identified within which built
development will be restricted - this could affect
the number of dwellings that can be provided and
could affect development viability.

Additional wording can be included in the
policy and the supporting text to recognise this
requirement.
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Specific consideration should be given to the Additional wording can be included in the
need to ensure the preservation of that part of the policy and the supporting text to reflect this
Butterley Tunnel which is a designated Scheduled requirement.
Ancient Monument and which is in close proximity
to the site.
Specific consideration should be given to the Additional wording can be included in the
need to address potentially unstable land in policy and the supporting text to reflect this
requirement.
relation to this site.
Support development of a brownfield site.

Noted.

It would be preferable to use under-utilised sites
elsewhere in the locality.

This site is considered to be underutilised and
appropriate for redevelopment for housing use.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
amendments to the wording of the policy and
supporting text, to reflect the conclusions of
the Sequential Test and Exception Test in
relation to flood risk and to provide greater
clarity in respect of the need to take into
account environmental constraints.
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HGS12

Any access to this site via Coach Road (a private
road) would lead to additional traffic on an
unsuitable route.

No specific concerns have been raised in the
representations by Derbyshire County Council
(as the Highway Authority), in relation to
access in respect of this site.

The allocation of this site for housing
development would be contrary to the Ripley
Neighbourhood Plan.

Although this site is not allocated for new
housing
development
in
the
Ripley
Neighbourhood Plan, the Neighbourhood Plan
does include a policy which, in principle, gives
favourable consideration to new housing
development on other sites of 15 or more new
dwellings, where it can be demonstrated that
this would meet housing need that cannot be
met on the sites allocated in the
Neighbourhood Plan. This site would
contribute towards meeting the identified
housing need within Amber Valley as a whole.

Need to ensure full regard is taken of need to
protect habitats supporting butterfly species within
the site.

The site specific policy criteria in the Draft
Local Plan in relation to the site already refer
to the need for an appropriate design and
masterplan that takes into account the
proximity of the Local Wildlife Site immediately
adjacent to the site and the potential to expand
this designation into the site.

It would helpful to have a plan showing Listed
Buildings and Ancient Monuments on the site.

All designated heritage assets can be viewed
on Historic England’s ‘National Heritage List
for England’ (NHLE).

509, 537, 552,
603, 47, 82, 96,
382, 394, 396,
404, 420, 425,
433
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It is not clear how much remediation of this site
will be needed.

This will need to be established through the
planning application process.

Any new housing would adversely affect the
setting of the historic structures.

Criteria i) in the policy is designed to ensure
that this is taken into account in the
consideration of any development proposals.

Reference should also be made to the setting of
heritage assets in the policy.
.
The costs associated with maintaining and
promoting heritage assets and the potential
requirement for noise mitigation measures could
have an impact on viability.

Additional wording can be included in the
policy to reflect this comment.

Specific reference should be made to the need to
protect Butterley Tunnel from any risk of damage
from development and an appropriate area within
the site will need to be identified within which built
development will be restricted - this could affect
the number of dwellings that can be provided and
could affect development viability.

Additional wording can be included in the
policy and the supporting text to recognise this
requirement.

The potential environmental constraints to
development are reflected in the estimated
number of dwellings for the site.

Specific consideration should be given to the Additional wording can be included in the
need to ensure the preservation of that part of the policy and the supporting text to reflect this
Butterley Tunnel which is a designated Scheduled requirement.
Monument.
Specific consideration should be given to the Additional wording can be included in the
need to address potentially unstable land in policy and the supporting text to reflect this
requirement.
relation to this site.
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It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that this
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
a Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to
amendments to the wording of the policy and
supporting text to provide greater clarity in
respect of the need to take into account
environmental constraints.
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HGS13

Development of this site would prevent a new
route for the A610 being provided within the area
safeguarded for this purpose.
It is not clear whether development will come
forward on this site.
Development would be too close to the adjoining
industrial estate and main road.
Access to the site would be on a dangerous bend
and where there is only a narrow footpath.
The allocation of this site for housing
development would be contrary to the Ripley
Neighbourhood Plan.

The Council has received updated information
from Derbyshire County Council, as the
landowner for this site. This now advises that
are no current plans to bring the sites forward
for disposal or development, although it could
be disposed of by the County Council in the
future, if it is deemed it is not required for
operational purposes.

537, 552, 603,
96, 117, 181,
188, 197, 237,
394, 396, 425,
433

Given this updated information, it is considered
that the Council is no longer in a position to
support the inclusion of the land as a proposed
Housing Growth Sites and that it should
therefore not be included in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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(Response relates to issues raised under this
policy as a whole)

HGS14
Scale of proposed development is too high, given
size of Mackworth village and Conservation Area
status.
Further information is needed to assess potential
impact of development on heritage assets.
Loss of wildlife.
Adverse impact on quality of life.
Cumulative impact of development within Amber
Valley, Derby and South Derbyshire on
surrounding communities (including Mickleover),
in relation to additional traffic movements,
schools, health, leisure and community facilities,
police resources.
Need to retain land of high agricultural land
quality.
Need to retain and enhance existing footpath
links and cycle paths and upgrade to provide
multi-user routes which link new development
with Mackworth village.

Paragraph 7.1.26 of the Draft Local Plan
acknowledges that in relation to the site at
Radbourne Lane (North), there are a number
of environmental constraints to development,
including that part of the site may include best
and most versatile agricultural land, that
development of the site could have an adverse
impact on air quality, that the site is within an
area of high landscape sensitivity and could
potentially have an adverse impact on the
significance of a number of heritage assets.

531, 552, 96,
124, 126, 129,
130, 132, 138,
140, 143, 144,
145, 167, 169,
178, 187, 200,
213, 215, 219,
231, 246, 249,
257, 270, 387,
388, 394, 414,
419, 425, 433

However, paragraph 7.1.26 also states these
constraints could be addressed through an
appropriate design for the development of the
site. It is also acknowledged that the scale of
proposed development at this site could have
a significant impact on physical and social
infrastructure, but paragraph 7.1.26 recognises
the potential for development to contribute
towards
significant
infrastructure
improvements, including a new primary school
within the site.
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Improvements needed to transport infrastructure,
including
new
roundabout
at
Station
Road/Radbourne
Lane
junction,
upgrading/widening of Radbourne Lane, location
for bus stop/terminus, upgrading former railway
line to Friar Gate as multi-user route.
Transport plans for Mickleover not joined up –
need a strategy for this.
Need to increase infrastructure provision in
surrounding communities (including Mickleover)
including health facilities, shops).
Preference should be given to development on
brownfield sites.
Sites not required given scale of housing already
agreed for Derby and South Derbyshire and if
required, more suitable and sustainable locations
elsewhere within Amber Valley should be
considered.
Impact on health due to new housing being close
to Water Tower with masts.
Need to retain at least of third of the site as a
landscaped
buffer
zone
between
new
development and Mackworth village.

The range of site specific policy criteria in the
Draft Local Plan in relation to this site will
ensure
that
the
range of
potential
environmental and other impacts from
development will be addressed in considering
any development proposals, as well as
ensuring that provision and /or financial
contributions towards highway and other
transport
improvements
and
other
infrastructure will be provided in conjunction
with development. The policy relating to the
site in the Draft Local Plan also emphasises
the need for any development proposals to be
consistent with a comprehensive masterplan.
The site is considered to be in a sustainable
location, effectively providing a further urban
extension to the built up area of Derby and
assist in addressing the unmet housing need
within Derby, to which the Council has agreed
to make a contribution in recognition of the
limited capacity for additional housing within
Derby.
The potential developer of this site has
prepared a revised indicative masterplan in
relation to the site, which excludes an area of
land in the north western corner of the site as
included in the Draft Local Plan. The exclusion
of this land would not however reduce the
anticipated number of dwellings on the site.
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Support the policy on the basis that it is a suitable
and deliverable site.

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that it
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan, subject to an
amended site boundary to exclude land within
the north western part of the site as included in
the Draft Local Plan.
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HGS15
Scale of proposed development is too high, given
size of Mackworth village and Conservation Area
status.
Further information is needed to assess potential
impact of development on heritage assets.
Loss of wildlife.
Adverse impact on quality of life.
Cumulative impact of development within Amber
Valley, Derby and South Derbyshire on
surrounding communities (including Mickleover),
in relation to additional traffic movements,
schools, health, leisure and community facilities,
police resources.
Need to retain land of high agricultural land
quality.

(Response relates to issues raised under this 531, 552, 96,
policy as a whole)
124, 129, 130,
138, 140, 143,
Paragraph 7.1.28 of the Draft Local Plan 144, 145, 167,
acknowledges that there are a number of 178, 187, 215,
environmental constraints to development at 219, 231, 246,
Radbourne Lane (South) similar to that for 249, 257, 270,
Radbourne Lane (North) and also that these 387, 388, 394,
constraints could be addressed through an 404, 433
appropriate design for the development of the
site.
The range of site specific policy criteria in the
Draft Local Plan in relation to Radbourne Lane
(South) will also ensure that potential
environmental and other impacts from
development will be addressed in considering
any development proposals, as well as
ensuring that provision and /or financial
contributions towards highway and other
transport
improvements
and
other
infrastructure will be provided in conjunction
with development.

Need to retain and enhance existing footpath
links and cycle paths and upgrade to provide
multi-user routes which link new development
with Mackworth village.
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Improvements needed to transport infrastructure,
including
new
roundabout
at
Station
Road/Radbourne
Lane
junction,
upgrading/widening of Radbourne Lane, location
for bus stop/terminus, upgrading former railway
line to Friar Gate as multi-user route.
Transport plans for Mickleover not joined up –
need a strategy for this.
Need to increase infrastructure provision in
surrounding communities (including Mickleover)
including health facilities, shops).
Preference should be given to development on
brownfield sites.

The policy refers specifically to the need for an
appropriate design of development to protect
the function of the ‘Green Wedge’, comprising
existing open land within Derby between
Mackworth
and
Mickleover.
As
with
Radbourne Lane (North), this site is
considered to be in a sustainable location, as
an urban extension to the built up area of
Derby and assist in addressing the unmet
housing need within Derby.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that it
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan.

Sites not required given scale of housing already
agreed for Derby and South Derbyshire and if
required, more suitable and sustainable locations
elsewhere within Amber Valley should be
considered.
Need to retain open break between Mickleover
and Mackworth as ‘green wedge’.
Support the policy on the basis that it is a suitable
and deliverable site.
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HGS16
Greenfield site within
settlement boundary.

countryside

Impact on existing infrastructure
schools, health facilities, sewerage).

outside
(including

Impact of additional traffic (congestion, car
parking, highway safety, access to local shops).
Brownfield sites should come first and
opportunities to develop these sites should be
explored.
Crich is not a sustainable location for this scale of
housing (limited public transport, local shopping
and other facilities).
Need is for affordable housing (including smaller
units).
Development would reduce
between Crich and Fritchley.

the

open

gap

Proposed
scale
of
development
is
disproportionate given the population in the
village/parish and the scale of recently permitted
housing development.

(Response relates to issues raised under this
503, 510, 524,
policy as a whole)
529, 532, 534,
Paragraph 7.1.30 of the Draft Local Plan states 539, 540, 541,
that this site is reasonably accessible to local 549, 551, 552,
services and facilities and employment 560, 565, 566,
opportunities and is considered to be well 573, 577, 578,
related to the existing pattern of development 585, 589, 605,
617, 621, 627, 5,
within Crich.
12, 37, 39, 48,
It should be noted that the inclusion of this site 70, 72, 75, 77,
in the Draft Local Plan reflected the lesser 79, 86, 96, 103,
degree of sensitivity of the landscape to 111, 113, 119,
development in this location, as informed by 125, 128, 133,
the Landscape Sensitivity Study. This is in 146, 147, 148,
contrast to other potential sites around the 149, 150, 153,
154, 156, 158,
village.
160, 161, 162,
Paragraph 7.1.30 of the Draft Local Plan also 163, 164, 165,
acknowledges that although the site is 166, 168, 170,
adjacent to a Site of Special Scientific Interest 171, 172, 173,
(SSSI) at Crich Chase and could potentially 174, 176, 180,
have an adverse impact on the significance of 182, 184, 189,
Woodbank House (Grade 2 Listed Building), it 190, 191, 198,
is considered that these environmental 202, 209, 211,
constraints can be addressed through an 212, 220, 226,
appropriate design for the development of the 243, 247, 248,
260, 381, 404,
site.
420, 433, 497,
298
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Assessment of site based on local facilities within Discussions have been undertaken with
Derbyshire
Wildlife
Trust
and
the
Crich is inaccurate.
landowner/promoter of this site, in order to
Environmental impact of development (ecology – establish greater clarity as to the extent of a
including Site of Special Scientific Interest, suitable buffer between the Site Of Special
Regionally Important Geological Site, Local Scientific Interest (SSSI) at Crich Chase and
Wildlife Sites and badgers (protected species); any built development.
flood risk, pollution, landscape quality and
character, heritage/archaeology – including Whilst these discussions have concluded that
former Crich Mineral Railway and Listed Building a precise boundary for a suitable buffer could
only be determined in conjunction with a future
(Woodbank House); surface water drainage).
planning application for housing development
Need to avoid any built development on fields in relation to the site, it was recognised that the
immediately adjacent to Site of Special Scientific protection and future management of open
land to provide a buffer could be provided
Interest.
more effectively by including such land within,
rather than excluding it from, the site. The
Loss of village identity.
policy and the supporting text can be amended
Scale/density of proposed development is too accordingly
high.
Given the expectation that a suitable buffer will
Local
Plan
should
reflect
emerging need to broadly correspond to the area
Neighbourhood Plan – the inclusion of the site will comprising the two fields in the western part of
the site, it is considered that the estimated
prejudice the Neighbourhood Plan process.
number of dwellings on the site should be
Unlikely to secure community benefits through reduced from 80 to 65.
development.
Development would be visually prominent from
surrounding area.
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Proposals are not consistent with strategic
objectives in the Local Plan.
Need to take into account cumulative impact of
development including on services.
Development should
framework of village.

be

restricted

to

built

Proposals are inconsistent with objectives in the
Sustainability Appraisal.
Few employment opportunities in Crich.
Loss of agricultural land.

Despite the acknowledged environmental
impacts of development, it is considered that
the site remains suitable in principle for
housing development and that this can be
delivered in the Plan period.
It is therefore proposed that the site be
included in the Pre-Submission Local Plan,
subject to a) additional wording in the policy
and supporting text, to refer to the need to
retain an area of open land within the site,
adjacent to the Site of Special Scientific
Interest (SSSI), to provide a suitable buffer
zone between the SSSI and any new built
development and b) to refer to an estimate of
65, rather than 80 dwellings.

Dust/noise/light pollution.
Increased demand for local services in Crich will
reduce their availability to surrounding villages.
Choice of site is developer led.
Better alternative sites elsewhere in the Borough.
Heritage Assessment of site is not robust.
Latest housing needs assessment suggests a
lower figure for Amber Valley, therefore this site is
not required.
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HGS17

Support the policy.

Noted.

512, 606, 73, 96,
419

Other land entirely located within Flood Zone 1 is In October 2017, the Borough Council resolved
sequentially preferable in relation to residential to grant planning permission for residential
development on this site (16 dwellings). The
development.
policy can therefore be deleted, although the
site should continue to be listed in policy HGS1
as a potential Housing Growth Site, based on
the updated housing land supply position as at
1 August 2017.
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HGS18

Scale of development will lead to one large
community between Belper and Ripley resulting
in the individual identities of and the loss of gaps
between surrounding settlements (Openwoodgate
/Belper, Rawson Green, Denby Bottles, Street
Lane).
Development would be a ‘new settlement’ which
is inconsistent with the strategy for housing
growth in the Local Plan.
Increased volume of traffic will lead to greater
congestion and air and noise pollution and will
cause more accidents.
New A38 junction will increase traffic on A609.
Need to ensure new A38 junction is in an
acceptable location relative to the tar pits and
existing Coxbench junction and to avoid landslips.
Development close to A38 could have some
impact on the route prior to the implementation of
the ‘Derby Junctions’ scheme.
The A6 can accommodate additional traffic more
easily than the A609.

Paragraphs 6.10.1 to 6.10.14 of the Draft
Local Plan set out the background to the
proposals, including the reasons why the form
and scale of mixed use development proposed
in this location in the Adopted Amber Valley
Borough Local Plan 2006 and more recently,
in the Core Strategy, can no longer be
delivered, together with the reasons to support
a larger scale development in the new Local
Plan.
Paragraph 6.10.9 of the Draft Local Plan
acknowledges the need to demonstrate
‘exceptional circumstances’ to justify an
amendment to the Green Belt boundary,
having regard to paragraph 83 of the NPPF.
Paragraphs 6.10.10 to 6.10.12 of the Draft
Local Plan set out the reasons why the Council
has concluded that there are ‘exceptional
circumstances’ to justify amending the Green
Belt boundary in this location, having regard to
the purposes of including land within Green
Belt, as set out in paragraph 80 of the NPPF
and having regard to the extent of economic,
social and environmental benefits that could
be
provided
through
a
large-scale,
comprehensive
mixed-use
development
scheme.

502, 528, 544,
547, 552, 563,
582, 604, 606,
613, 635, 114,
35, 73, 85, 94,
96, 214, 270,
282, 383, 384,
385, 386, 388,
389, 392, 393,
394, 396, 397,
398, 399, 400,
401, 402, 403,
404, 405, 406,
407, 408, 409,
410, 411, 412,
413, 415, 416,
419, 420, 421,
423, 424, 425,
427, 433, 446,
471

Need to provide improvements to the local
highway
network
(including
B6179)
to
accommodate additional traffic.
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No access should be provided to the site off
Brickyard Lane.
The tar pits should be investigated and
remediated independently of any development
proposals, either through ‘polluter pays’
legislation or using other funding sources.

It is acknowledged in paragraph 7.1.34 of the
Draft Local Plan that there are a range of
potential
environmental
constraints
to
development, but that it is considered that
these can be addressed through an
appropriate design for the development of the
site.

Need to ensure appropriate investigation and It is acknowledged that an area of land
remediation of the tar pits is at the developer’s immediately to the south of the proposed site,
north of existing residential properties on
expense.
Bramble Way, could help to support the
Remediation of the tar pits has to be an integral delivery of achieving a comprehensive mixedpart of the development and no development use development scheme. This additional
should be allowed without this being accepted by land, which is not within the Green Belt, could
potentially contribute to the provision of public
the Council.
open space in conjunction with development
Concern that nature of contamination issues proposals, as could be the case with the area
means the site will not be safe or viable for of open land immediately to the north of
properties on Northfield. This potential could
housing, employment or educational facilities.
be further considered through a future
Proposals for ‘capping’ the tar pits are planning application process.
unsatisfactory.
The tar pits should be removed from any
development scheme, left undisturbed and
retained as a restricted area.
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Area of contaminated land is very limited, but
expensive to deal with and cannot be built on,
whilst other parts of site have been restored and
cannot be classified as brownfield land.
There are mineshafts under the site.
Concern that development will have a significant
impact on flood risk.
Need to demonstrate sequential test evidence to
justify inclusion of the site within the Local Plan.
Development will impact on existing infrastructure
even with proposed road improvements and new
educational/shopping facilities.
Development will have significant impact on
existing infrastructure in the eastern part of Belper
and will affect the historic attractiveness of the
town as a whole.
Need to ensure appropriate range of additional
infrastructure (schools, health facilities, police,
community facilities).

There is a small parcel of land immediately to
the west of the A38 and north of the A609,
which is not shown on the relevant maps in
Appendix 3 of the Draft Local Plan as part of
the proposed Housing Growth Site/Economic
Growth Site, or part of the area to be deleted
from the Green Belt. However, given the
extent of the proposed site and Green Belt
amendment to the west of the A38, it would be
logical to include this small parcel of land
within the site and within the area of land to be
deleted from the Green Belt, as it would serve
no Green Belt function as an isolated area of
land, separate from other land within the
Green Belt.
Policy HGS18 of the Draft Local Plan includes
an extensive range of criteria, to ensure a
comprehensive
mixed-use
development
scheme that will deliver the full remediation of
derelict and contaminated land, address the
potential
environmental
impacts
of
development and provide the necessary
improvements to physical and social
infrastructure.

Specific reference should be made to John
Flamsteed school in relation to financial
contributions towards secondary school provision.
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Scale of development will require more than one
primary school and contributions to secondary
school provision.
New social and community infrastructure must be
provided at an early stage of development as
current schools and health care provision would
be unable to cope with an increase in population.
Regeneration of brownfield land within the site
should be supported, without the need to
encroach into the Green Belt.
Only exceptional circumstance is that the site in
the current Local Plan is not a viable option for
any developer.
There is a contradiction between proposed
deletion of Green Belt land and the commitment
in the Local Plan to protecting Green Belt land
and prioritising regeneration of brownfield sites.

Whilst it is considered that the criteria provide
appropriate
policy
guidance
on
the
requirements of any development proposals,
greater clarity can be provided in the
supporting text to the policy as to those parts
of the site which should not be developed.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for mixed-use development and that
the scale of development envisaged to come
forward within the Plan period can be delivered
within this timescale. It is therefore proposed
to include the site in the Pre-Submission Local
Plan, together with a) the inclusion of a small
parcel of land immediately to the west of the
A38 and north of the A609 and b) additional
wording in the supporting text to the policy to
provide greater clarify as to those parts of the
site which should not be developed.

The NPPF is clear that Green Belt boundaries
should be amended only “in exceptional
circumstances” when plans are being prepared or
revised and the Housing White Paper clarifies
that Green Belt boundaries should be amended
only in exceptional circumstances when local
authorities can demonstrate that they have fully
examined all other reasonable options for
meeting their identified housing requirements.
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Insufficient information to explain why land needs
to be released from the Green Belt in order to
make development viable.
Exceptional circumstances have not been
demonstrated to justify the release of the land
from the Green Belt.
No assessment of the value of the land to the
purposes of the Green Belt, therefore not possible
to assess whether the impact on the Green Belt is
minimised.
A full Green Belt Review should be undertaken to
determine the most suitable locations for Green
Belt release – absence of a review calls
soundness of Local Plan into question.
A Green Belt amendment cannot be justified
when there are suitable and deliverable
brownfield sites not allocated in the Local Plan.
There are enough sites proposed outside the
Green Belt to meet housing need without needing
to amend the Green Belt.
Not clear that reasonable alternatives to Green
Belt have been fully examined before claiming
that there are ‘exceptional circumstances’.
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The proposed new Green Belt boundary will not
be logical or defensible.
Proposed link from A38 to A609 should be
deleted as it would extend development too close
to east of Belper resulting in a very narrow gap for
the Green Belt.
The extent of land proposed to be deleted from
the Green Belt is significant in the context of land
within Denby Parish.
Small parcel of land to the immediate west of the
A38 should be added to the area to be deleted
from the Green Belt, as this parcel would perform
no Green Belt function with the wider area
deleted.
Additional land to the south of the proposed site
should be incorporated within the allocation – this
could enable the removal of existing nonconforming uses on this land and contribute to
achieving a more comprehensive form of
development.
Fields should be retained to the rear of houses on
Northfield for open land uses.
Turning countryside into an urban and industrial
environment will reduce biodiversity.
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Loss of hedgerows, woodland and trees would
remove habitats supporting wildlife and wildlife
corridors.
Existing Local Wildlife Sites within the site need to
be retained and adequate buffers provided
around them to protect them against any adverse
impact from development, together with habitat
enhancement measures.
Need to ensure full regard is taken of need to
protect habitats supporting butterfly species within
the site.
Policy should refer to opportunity to link the Local
Wildlife Site within the site to the wider ecological
and green infrastructure network.
The site should be brought forward as Garden
Village.
Need to retain rights of way for walkers, cyclists
and horse riders.
The full extent of disused transport routes within
the site should be identified and protected.
The provision of multi-user routes should provide
for horse riders as well as pedestrians and
cyclists.
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Development would not be in accordance with
Plan objective to protect local distinctiveness of
spaces and places, in relation to landscape and
heritage.
Need to provide comprehensive assessment of
historic environment in relation to site.
Relationship with/links to World Heritage Site
from this site should be emphasised.
Policy needs to recognise public footpaths and
the Grade 2 Listed Building (Park Hall) within the
site.
Insufficient employment land within proposals to
produce sustainable development.
Multiple land ownership is a constraint and any
necessary CPO process will be protracted and
would be opposed by some landowners.
Not clear that previous land ownership constraints
have been resolved.
Issues of viability should be reflected in policy.
Employment element of site not required given
recent development at Denby Hall Business Park.
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Anticipated delivery rates are too optimistic, given
costs of remediating tar pits and infrastructure
requirements, particularly A38 junction.
The development would not be sustainable or
deliverable.
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HGS1
Leafy
Lane,
Heanor

It is not clear whether development will come This site is within the Borough Council’s 109
forward within the 5 year period.
ownership and the Borough Council is
committed to securing the development of the
site for housing development within a five year
period. It is considered that the site remains
suitable in principle for housing development
and that it can be delivered in the Plan period.
It is therefore proposed that the site be
included in the Pre-Submission Local Plan.

HGS1
Thorpes
Road,
Heanor

Loss of a protected recreational area/green
lung/open break between existing housing and an
industrial estate.
Loss of an open aspect.
The proposed scale of development is too large.
Development would be a blight on the area.
Development would block access to Shipley
Country Park.
Access to the site is constrained and would need
to be improved.
Development would create additional traffic and
increase noise/air pollution.

For clarification, the proposed site for housing 591, 592, 630,
development, as shown on the relevant map in 633, 38, 95, 98,
Appendix 3 of the Draft Local Plan, consists of 267, 270
a small part of the area of existing open space,
including the Lockton Avenue Recreation
Ground. The land proposed for development
does not include sport pitches and there would
therefore be no loss of such provision and no
objection or concerns have been raised in
representations from Sport England.
The existing access from Thorpes Road
through to the recreation ground would also
need to be retained alongside any
development proposals and would maintain
links through to Shipley Country Park. There
have been no specific concerns raised by
Derbyshire County Council (as the Highway
Authority) in relation to access to the site,
whilst no specific concerns have been raised
in respect of noise/air pollution.
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There
are
contamination.

concerns

about

possible

Any possible land contamination issue could
be investigated and addressed as necessary
through the planning application process.

Impact on wildlife.

No specific concerns have been raised by
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust in relation to wildlife.

The site is subject to flooding.

The site falls wholly within Flood Zone 1, as
identified in the Amber Valley Level 1 Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) 2016, which is
the lowest category of flood risk. Any planning
application for housing development would
however need to be accompanied by a
detailed Flood Risk Assessment.

2 Petitions (503 signatories in total) - ‘Keep
Lockton Avenue Recreation Ground for the Local
Community’ – ‘Area used by local people on at
least a daily basis for formal/informal recreation;
green space; includes footpaths; wildlife haven’.

See above responses.

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that it
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan.
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HGS1
Moseley
Street
Ripley

The Ripley Neighbourhood Plan identifies this site
for use as community hall, which was the
previous use of this site until its closure due to its
poor condition.

There is no specific policy in the adopted 537, 606
Ripley Neighbourhood Plan which seeks to
protect this site for community use. The
Neighbourhood Plan does include a policy
which,
in
principle,
gives
favourable
consideration to new housing development on
sites of less than 15 new dwellings. This site
would contribute towards meeting the
identified housing need within Amber Valley as
a whole.
It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that it
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan.

HGS1
Wessington
Road
South
Wingfield

Safety concerns about access on to narrow road
with dependency on on-street parking, with poor
visibility and a single track road to the A615.

No specific concerns have been raised by
Derbyshire County Council (as the Highway
Authority) in relation to access and other
highway concerns.

Development would increase traffic congestion.
There is no access to the site from Birches Lane
without demolishing property.
Concerns regarding drainage, sewerage and
potential flood risk.

557, 559, 594,
616, 620, 520,
142, 52, 185,
186, 194, 195,
196, 206, 222,
227, 229, 236,
239, 240, 242,
251, 253, 259,
266, 269

The Environment Agency has not identified
any specific concerns in relation to flood risk or
drainage matters.
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Loss of greenfield
boundary.

land

outside

settlement

The scale and character of proposed
development is not consistent with the existing
pattern of development in the village.

The proposed scale of development is not
considered to be out of character with the
settlement and neither the scale nor location of
the proposed development is considered to
have any significant impact on either Wingfield
Manor or the Conservation Area.

Impact of development on the Conservation Area
and Wingfield Manor.
Need to make better use of brownfield sites.

The scale of development required to meet
identified housing need, together with the
limited range of suitable and deliverable
brownfield sites, means that greenfield sites
need to be brought forward for
housing
development. There is no presumption in
national planning policy against housing
development on greenfield land.

An ad-hoc approach to selecting development It is considered that the process of identifying
through a ‘call for sites’ process is unsustainable. and assessing potential housing sites and the
selection of those sites to be included in the
Local Plan as proposed Housing Growth Sites
is robust and reflects the principles of
sustainable development.
Any development proposals should be consistent This is acknowledged, but no Neighbourhood
Plan has yet been produced for South
with the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Wingfield Parish.
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Concern regarding capacity of existing health
facilities.

Any capacity issue can be identified through
the planning application process and financial
contributions negotiated towards improved
facilities, if this is shown to be necessary as a
result of new housing development.

Petition (24 signatories) - ‘We oppose the use of
land off Wessington Lane, South Wingfield
(PHS056) for 40 houses under the Draft Amber
Valley Local Plan consultation due to its
unsuitability for a total of 40 houses for the
following reasons:- ‘The present road access and
egress to and from the site on Wessington Lane –
concerns regarding road being too narrow and
concerns regarding safety due to poor visibility,
as well as increased traffic congestion; there is no
existing access to Birches Lane from the site –
would need to demolish a property to secure
access to site; presently inadequate drainage –
existing properties in locality have been subject to
flooding over the years.’

See above responses.

It is considered that the site remains suitable in
principle for housing development and that it
can be delivered in the Plan period. It is
therefore proposed that the site be included in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan.
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HGS1
Alfreton
Road,
Codnor

Development of this site would prevent a new Derbyshire County Council, as the landowner
route for the A610 being provided within the area for this site has now advised that are no
current plans to bring the sites forward for
safeguarded for this purpose.
disposal or development.
It is not clear whether development will come
Given this updated information, the Borough
forward on this site.
Council is no longer in a position to support the
Development would be too close to the adjoining inclusion of the site as a proposed Housing
Growth Sites and it is therefore not proposed
industrial estate and main road.
to include the site in the Pre-Submission Local
Need to maintain separate identity of Codnor and Plan.
development would close the existing gap
between Ripley and Codnor.

537, 552,
96, 117,
188, 197,
394, 396,
433

603,
181,
237,
425,

A specific policy should be included with criteria
against which any proposals can be considered.
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HGS1
Other
Potential
Housing
Sites
Nether
Farm,
Birchwood
Lane,
Somercotes

Site considered suitable for housing development This site is the subject of a current outline 582
and readily available.
planning application for housing development.
Most of site is within area defined as being of
medium landscape sensitivity and will be minimal
impact from development on small part of site
identified as being of high landscape sensitivity.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily
accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities and that only part of
the site is within an area of high landscape
sensitivity, with the potential for a development
Additional traffic from development can be layout that minimises any impact on this most
accommodated on highway network and can sensitive area in relation to the landscape.
provide betterment through mitigation.
The impact of additional traffic on the
Opportunity for improved connectivity between surrounding highway network and the potential
housing and employment uses.
to mitigate this impact, including improving
existing capacity, will need to be established
Immediately adjacent to and similar relationship through the planning application process.
to existing built up area as proposed site at Cotes
Park and would relate well to proposed site at However, notwithstanding the above, it is not
Somercotes Hill.
considered that the site is well related to the
existing pattern of development in Somercotes,
in contrast to other sites identified in the Draft
Local Plan as proposed Housing Growth Sites.
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It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
Milnhay
Road,
Langley Mill

This is a brownfield site which is not viable to be
redeveloped for employment purposes, with the
site having been unsuccessfully marketed for
employment use for 8 months.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily 214
accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities and that it is in a
sustainable location, having regard to access
to local services and facilities.

There is a surplus of employment land in the
Borough.
However, the 2016 Employment Land Need
Study concluded that the site, as part of a
The site is in a sustainable location well wider area of land (describe) was of ‘above
connected to local facilities, including by public average’ and should be retained for business
transport.
and industrial uses.
Mitigation of flood risk can be achieved and much A significant part of the site (44%) also lies
of the area within Flood Zone 2 within the site can within Flood Zones 2/3a. The inclusion of any
be retained as open land.
such site as a proposed Housing Growth Site
would need to be justified through the
application of the Sequential Test/Exception
test, in circumstances where the site was
otherwise considered to be appropriate for
housing development.
The site can be delivered in 5 year period and Noted, but it is not considered that the site is
can therefore help to achieve a 5 year housing appropriate for housing development for the
land supply.
reasons set out above.
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It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
Markeaton
Stones,
Mackworth

The
Borough
Council
has
agreed
to
accommodate 2,375 new dwellings to help to
meet the unmet housing need arising in Derby
City.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily 185
accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities. However, there are
a significant number of environmental
constraints to development in this location,
There are insufficient sites identified in the Draft including in relation to biodiversity, flood risk,
Local Plan in close proximity to the City boundary landscape sensitivity and a range of heritage
and the unmet need from Derby appears to be assets.
being addressed on sites further afield e.g. at
Denby, which are inappropriate locations due to It is not considered that any potential benefits
their location and distance from Derby and from housing development in this location
contrary to the principles of sustainable would outweigh the nature and extent of the
development.
various environmental constraints.
The site at Markeaton Stones is close to a readily It is therefore not proposed to include this site
accessible to Derby and offers a significant as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the Precommunity benefit through provision of additional Submission Local Plan.
car parking for Markeaton Crematorium.
Development could be designed to protect the
setting of Kedleston Hall, adjacent Conservation
Area and other heritage assets.
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Nottingham
Road, Ripley

Site is urbanised by adjacent and continuing It is acknowledged that this site is readily 433
accessible to local services and facilities and to
settlement edge
employment opportunities.
Sustainable location for urban extension to
It is also acknowledged that the site offers the
support economic growth in Ripley
potential to provide a comprehensive form of
Opportunity to create new defensible Green Belt development that could include employment
development, environmental improvements
boundary
and
enhanced
open
space/recreation
Site is within low functioning part of the Green provision.
Belt
However, the site is located within the Green
Belt. The Borough Council’s position in relation
Impact of additional traffic can be mitigated
to potential amendments to the Green Belt in
Opportunity for high quality homes, improved set out in responses under policies SS9/SS10
recreational facilities, improved landscape & in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
ecology, new footpath/cycleway route, facilitate Policies, which conclude that other than in
respect of land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
expansion of local business
circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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South of
B600, Lower
Somercotes,
Somercotes

The site is suitable, available and achievable for It is acknowledged that this site is located 422
adjacent to the Alfreton Urban Area, that it is
housing development
readily accessible to local services and
The site is not subject to any significant facilities and to employment opportunities and
constraints that would prevent a high quality that only part of the site is within an area of
high landscape sensitivity.
sustainable development
The site is within the Alfreton Urban Area which is However, it is envisaged that access to the site
acknowledged as a sustainable location for from Lower Somercotes (B600) would need to
be secured through that part of the site of high
growth
landscape sensitivity. It is also considered that
The impact of development on landscape development would have an adverse impact on
sensitivity can be mitigated through a sensitively the significance of the heritage assets at
Riddings House (Grade 2 Listed Building) and
designed scheme
Riddings Conservation Area.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Hill Top
Farm, Mill
Lane, Belper

The site is in a sustainable location for housing It is acknowledged that Belper is a suitable 419
development.
location for housing development in principle
and that this site is readily accessible to local
The allocation of sites in Belper accepts that services and facilities and to employment
development can be provided in the World opportunities.
Heritage Site Buffer Zone.
It is not however considered that the site is well
Further sites are needed in Belper given its related to the existing pattern of development
position in the settlement hierarchy.
in Belper, in contrast to other sites identified as
proposed Housing Growth Sites in the Draft
The site is modest in size and can be integrated Local Plan.
into the landscape through sensitive design.
The site is also within an area of high
landscape sensitivity and it is considered that
development would have an adverse impact on
the significance of the heritage assets of the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site and
Belper & Milford Conservation Area.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Sleetmoor
Lane /
Leamoor
Avenue,
Somercotes

The development of this site would support the
housing land supply.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily 224
accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities. However, the site is
located within the area of open land identified
in the Draft Local Plan as a Protected Open
Break between Alfreton, Somercotes and
Swanwick.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Ash Farm,
High Street,
Loscoe

The assessment of this site has been based on a It is acknowledged that information submitted 217
through representations on the Draft Local
misunderstanding of its size and extent.
Plan has required a re-assessment of the
The site would represent a logical and less suitability of this site for housing development.
intrusive development.
As with the previous assessment of the site as
The site would contribute to a more balanced submitted through the ‘call for sites’, it is
acknowledged that the amended and smaller
distribution of growth in the Heanor Urban Area.
area of land now being promoted is readily
The site does not contribute to the purposes of accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities.
including land within the Green Belt.
It is also acknowledged that the amended and
smaller area of land now being promoted could
potentially provide an alternative means of
vehicular access via Loscoe Denby Lane,
rather than relying on securing access via High
Street and which would necessitate the
demolition of a Listed Building.
However, this amended and smaller area of
land is still located within the Green Belt. The
Borough Council’s position in relation to
potential amendments to the Green Belt in set
out in responses under policies SS9/SS10 in
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies,
which conclude that other than in respect of
land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
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It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.

154

Far Laund,
Belper

The site is available and achievable and there is a
commitment to early delivery which would
contribute to achieving a 5 year housing land
supply.

It is acknowledged that Belper is a suitable 424
location for housing development in principle
and that this site is readily accessible to local
services and facilities and to employment
opportunities.

The site is in a highly sustainable location
adjacent to one of the Borough’s main urban It is also acknowledged that the site could
provide improvement to existing playing field
areas.
provision in the locality and that development
Development of the site would not compromise would not impact on any area identified as
any of the purposes of including land within being of high landscape sensitivity.
Green Belt and could establish a defensible
However, it is considered that development
Green Belt boundary.
would have an adverse impact on the
Development could provide additional and new significance of the heritage asset at Laund
Farm (Grade 2 Listed Building). Moreover, the
playing field provision.
site is located within the Green Belt and the
Development can take place without any Borough Council’s position in relation to
potential amendments to the Green Belt is set
significant impact on high quality landscape.
out in responses under policies SS9/SS10 in
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
This concludes that other than in respect of
land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.

155

Golden
Valley / Lady
Lea Road,
Horsley
Woodhouse

The site is available and deliverable for housing It is acknowledged that this site is reasonably 114
development.
accessible to local services and facilities.
The site does not contribute to the purposes of However, the site is located within the Green
including land within Green Belt.
Belt. The Borough Council’s position in relation
to potential amendments to the Green Belt is
The visual impact of development can be reduced set out in responses under policies SS9/SS10
by retention of hedgerows and additional planting. in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies. This concludes that other than in
The site is well located for access to employment respect of land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
opportunities in Derby, including by public circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
transport.
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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North of 102
Alfreton
Road,
Codnor

The site appears to have been not included in the It is acknowledged that site comprises 181
Draft Local Plan only because it is within the brownfield land and that it is reasonably
accessible to local services and facilities.
Green Belt.
The site does not contribute to any of the However, the site is located within the Green
Belt. The Borough Council’s position in relation
purposes of Green Belt.
to potential amendments to the Green Belt is
Development would be consistent with many of set out in responses under policies SS9/SS10
in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
the policies in the Draft Local Plan.
Policies. This concludes that other than in
The site comprises a small area of derelict respect of land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
brownfield land.
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Bradshaw
Drive,
Holbrook

The assessment of this site does not properly
take into account the smaller parcel of land off
Bradshaw Drive which is separate from the more
extensive area of open land to the west.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily 264
accessible to local services and facilities and to
employment opportunities and that there would
be no significant impact on high quality
agricultural land.

There would be no significant impact on high
Whilst it is recognised that the site is physically
quality agricultural land.
separated from adjoining land to the west by
trees and hedgerows, including the land
around Brook House (Grade 2 Listed Building)
it is considered that development would have
an adverse impact on the significance of the
heritage assets at Brook House (Grade 2
Listed Building) and Holbrook Conservation
Area. Moreover, the site is located within the
Green Belt and the Borough Council’s position
in relation to potential amendments to the
Green Belt is set out in responses under
policies SS9/SS10 in relation to Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies. This concludes that
other than in respect of land north of Denby, no
‘exceptional
circumstances’
have
been
demonstrated to justify any other amendments
to the Green Belt boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Horsley
Road, Lower
Kilburn

The site is wholly within Flood Zone 1.

It is acknowledged that this site is reasonably 423
accessible to local services and facilities.

The landscape sensitivity of the site is less than
some of the sites that have been included in the However, it is considered that development
would have an adverse impact on the
Draft Local Plan.
significance of the heritage assets at St
The site is a sustainable location for housing Clement’s Church (Grade 1 Listed Building)
and Kilburn Conservation Area. The site also
development.
includes a Local Wildlife Site. Moreover, the
The site is well contained by existing residential site is located within the Green Belt and the
development and existing planting can be Borough Council’s position in relation to
potential amendments to the Green Belt is set
retained and supplemented.
out in responses under policies SS9/SS10 in
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
This concludes that other than in respect of
land north of Denby, no ‘exceptional
circumstances’ have been demonstrated to
justify any other amendments to the Green Belt
boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Old Road,
Heage

The site is well located near to the village centre It is acknowledged that this site is readily 423
and is well contained by existing residential accessible to local services and facilities and
employment opportunities. However, the site is
development.
located within the Green Belt and the Borough
Council’s position in relation to potential
amendments to the Green Belt is set out in
responses under policies SS9/SS10 in relation
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies. This
concludes that other than in respect of land
north of Denby, no ‘exceptional circumstances’
have been demonstrated to justify any other
amendments to the Green Belt boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Minster Way
/ Derby
Road,
Swanwick

Development of the site would represent a logical It is acknowledged that this site is readily 426
accessible to local services and facilities and
extension to Swanwick
employment opportunities.
The site could provide employment uses, a local
centre, public open space and access to the local It is also acknowledged that the site also offers
the potential for employment development and
primary school.
improvements to recreational and other
The site is well located and readily accessible to community facilities.
local facilities and beyond, including by public
However, the site is located within the Green
transport.
Belt and the Borough Council’s position in
Any environmental impacts can be mitigated relation to potential amendments to the Green
Belt is set out in responses under policies
through landscaping and design.
SS9/SS10 in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial
The site is more deliverable than some of the Strategy Policies. This concludes that other
than in respect of land north of Denby, no
sites included in the Draft Local Plan.
‘exceptional
circumstances’
have
been
demonstrated to justify any other amendments
to the Green Belt boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Denby
Pottery,
Derby Road,
Denby

The site comprises brownfield land.
The site has potential to develop existing
employment uses and additional retail/tourism
uses as well as housing development.
Development of the site would not compromise
the purposes of including land within the Green
Belt.

It is not considered that this site is reasonably 271
accessible to local services and facilities.
Moreover, the site is located within the Green
Belt and the Borough Council’s position in
relation to potential amendments to the Green
Belt is set out in responses under policies
SS9/SS10 in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial
Strategy Policies. This concludes that other
than in respect of land north of Denby, no
‘exceptional
circumstances’
have
been
demonstrated to justify any other amendments
to the Green Belt boundary.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.

162

Butterley
Hall, Wyatt
Way, Ripley

The site is surplus to current requirements and is As this site is already identified in the adopted 612
available, achievable and deliverable for housing Ripley Neighbourhood Plan for housing
development.
development, there is no need to also include
the site in the Local Plan.
The site is well located on the edge of Ripley
close to the town centre, the strategic road
network and local employment opportunities.
Development can deliver affordable housing and
contribute to the expansion of local education and
health facilities.
The site is outside the Green Belt and is identified
for housing development in the Ripley
Neighbourhood Plan.

Coach Road,
Ripley

The site is surplus to current requirements and is It is acknowledged that this site is reasonably 612
available, achievable and deliverable for housing accessible to local services and facilities and
development.
employment opportunities. However, it is not
considered to be well related to the existing
The site is well located on the edge of Ripley pattern of development in Ripley. The site also
close to the town centre, the strategic road lies within an area of high landscape sensitivity
network and local employment opportunities.
and development has the potential to impact
negatively on the setting of Butterley Hall
Development can deliver affordable housing and (grade II Listed Building).
contribute to the expansion of local education and
health facilities.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreThe site is outside the Green Belt.
Submission Local Plan.
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Swanwick
Road,
Leabrooks

The site is located within the Alfreton Urban Area It is acknowledged that this site is readily 423
which is identified as a focus for growth in the accessible to local services and facilities and to
Draft Local Plan.
employment opportunities. However, the site is
located within the area of open land identified
The landscape sensitivity can be addressed by in the Draft Local Plan as a Protected Open
retaining and supplementing established planting. Break between Alfreton, Somercotes and
Swanwick.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.

Church
Lane, South
Wingfield

This site should be allocated as it is a more
appropriate and sustainable site than the site
included in the Draft Local Plan at Wessington
Lane. South Wingfield.

It is acknowledged that this site is readily 236
accessible to local services and facilities.
However, it is considered that development
would have a negative impact on Wingfield
Manor (grade I Listed Building and Ancient
Monument) and South Wingfield Conservation
Area. The site also lies partly within a
Conservation Area and partly within an area
that has been identified as being of high
landscape sensitivity.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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Crich Lane,
Belper

The site comprises brownfield land.

Although it is acknowledged that the site 238
comprises brownfield land, it is not considered
Development would offer opportunities to make to be reasonably accessible to local services
better use of local resources for leisure and and facilities. It is remote from any settlement
housing uses.
and would not constitute infill development.
The site has also has potential to include some
Development would constitute infill.
areas of best & most versatile agricultural land,
lies within the Derwent Valley Mills World
Development could be confined to that part of the Heritage Site Buffer Zone and part of the site
site outside the Special Landscape Area.
lies within the Special Landscape Area.
It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.

Nottingham
Road, Ripley

The inclusion of this site in the Draft Local Plan
would be logical as it benefits from a resolution to
grant
planning
permission
for
housing
development.

The Borough Council has already included this
site in its housing land supply and it is not
considered that it needs to be specifically
identified as a proposed Housing Growth Site,
given the resolution to grant outline planning
permission for housing development.
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Kedleston
Road,
Quarndon

This site should be included in the Draft Local
Plan given the decision to grant outline planning
permission for housing development following an
appeal.

As at 1 March 2017, this site had the benefit of 387
outline planning permission for up to 400
dwellings, which was granted on appeal in
August 2016. The site was therefore not
included within the assessment of potential
sites. However, following a challenge to the
decision to grant planning permission under
section 288 of the Town and Country Planning
Act 1990, the decision was quashed by the
High Court in June 2017. The site therefore no
longer has the benefit of outline planning
permission and has been assessed as a
potential site.
It is not considered that the site is reasonably
accessible to local services and facilities and
employment opportunities and there are a
number of environmental constraints to
development. Development would lead to the
loss of best and most versatile agricultural land
and could potentially have a minor impact on
air quality within Derby City. Part of the site is
within an area of high landscape sensitivity as
identified in the AMES study. Development of
the site would have a negative impact on the
significance of Kedleston Hall (grade I Listed
Building), Kedleston Hall Registered Park and
Garden (grade 1) and Kedleston Conservation
Area. Part of the site could also be potentially
vulnerable to climate change associated flood
risk impacts in the future.
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It is therefore not proposed to include this site
as a proposed Housing Growth Site in the PreSubmission Local Plan.
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EGS1

73, 214, 255, 270

Support the policy.

Noted.

The potential of land at Bullsmoor, Belper to
enable to expansion of an existing local business
is purely speculative.

Given the Planning Board’s decision to refuse 87
outline planning application for the land at
Bullsmoor and the reason for refusal, which
reflects many of the objections and concerns
made through representations on the Draft
Local Plan, it is considered that in these
circumstances, the Council is no longer in a
position to support the inclusion of the land as
a proposed Housing Growth Site/Economic
Growth Site. It is therefore proposed not to
include the site in the Pre-Submission Local
Plan.

Object to inclusion of land at Bullsmoor, Belper on See response above.
the basis that the impact on the Derwent Valley
Mills World Heritage Site and on wildlife would
outweigh the benefit of a limited amount of
business and industrial development and that
there are plenty of brownfield sites in Belper that
could be used for business and industrial
development.

449

Object to inclusion of Lily Street Farm, Swanwick This site has the benefit of an outline planning 96
permission for mixed use development,
in the policy.
including business and industrial uses.
Concerns about the process leading to land at As above.
Lily Street Farm being identified in the previous
Core Strategy.

201

168

Object to inclusion of Land north of Denby in the See responses under policy HGS18 and under 96
policy SS10 in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial
policy.
Strategy Policies.
Additional business and industrial development at As above.
Denby will lead to increased heavy traffic,
pollution and overdevelopment.

399

Land north of Denby should not be included in the See responses under policy HGS18 and under 433
policy as there are viability issues that have yet to policy SS10 in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial
Strategy Policies
be resolved.
Support inclusion of Shipley Lakeside, Shipley in Noted.
the policy.

96

Concerns that extent of new business and This site has the benefit of an outline planning 630
industrial development at Shipley Lakeside, permission for mixed use development,
including business and industrial uses.
Shipley is very limited.
Support inclusion of Alfreton Trading Estate, Noted.
Somercotes in the policy.

96

Support inclusion of Denby Hall, Denby in the Noted.
policy.

96

169

The figures in the policy need to be amended.

The figures in the policy and the supporting 386
text figures should be amended to reflect the
proposed deletion of Bullsmoor, Belper from
the policy.

Support inclusion of Land north of Denby in the Noted.
policy.
Object to proposed Economic Growth Sites on
the basis that they have not been assessed
against the relevant data in respect of unstable
land and mineral sterilisation.

412, 416

The assessment in relation to Land north of 428
Denby, which is set out in the Sustainability
Appraisal Report and Appendix 6 to the report,
has now taken into account the most up to
data available from the Coal Authority in
respect of the surface coal resource and the
defined Development High Risk Area. As this
site is also a proposed Housing Growth Site,
the policy criteria in policy HGS18 should
include an additional criterion to ensure that
any development proposals take into account
potentially unstable land. Also note proposed
amendment to the wording of policy EN13 in
Chapter 11: Environment Policies in relation to
unstable land.
In relation to Bullsmoor, Belper, as set out
above, it is proposed not to include the site in
the Pre-Submission Local Plan as a Housing
Growth Site/Economic Growth Site.

170

None of the other sites in policy EGS1 have
been subject to assessment on the basis that
this has only been undertaken in relation to
potential sites for housing development. In
addition, the sites at Lily Street Farm,
Swanwick; Shipley Lakeside, Shipley and
Denby Hall, Denby all benefit from planning
permission.
Additional Economic Growth Sites should be
identified to provide sufficient land to meet
identified need and these should be in the Heanor
and/or Ripley area to provide a more sustainable
distribution across the Borough.

It is considered that the sites identified in policy 433
EGS1 provide sufficient additional land to meet
identified need for business and industrial
development in the Plan period and that
alongside opportunities for business and
industrial development elsewhere in the
Borough, including through the redevelopment
or expansion of sites within existing Business
and Industrial Areas, in accordance with policy
ED4 in Chapter 9: Economic Development
Policies, this will support sustainable economic
growth across the Borough consistent with
Strategic Objective 2 set out in Chapter 5 of
the Local Plan.

Additional wording should be included in this See response under policy EN17 in relation to 552
policy to refer specifically to policy EN17 and to Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
the requirement for an independent design review
on sites that are large and/or sensitive in nature,
to reflect national policy.

171

Land at Butterley Hall, Ripley could provide new As set out under policy HGS1 in relation to this 612
business and industrial development alongside site, it is already identified in the adopted
new housing development.
Ripley Neighbourhood Plan for housing
development.
Land at Coach Road, Ripley could provide new See response under policy HGS1 in relation to
business and industrial development alongside this site.
new housing development.

612
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CHAPTER 8: HOUSING POLICIES
Policy No.

H1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
Development should also be supported on land Policy H1 and the supporting text should be 224, 264, 463
immediately adjacent to existing built up areas.
amended to ensure consistency with policy
SS11 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies,
Sites should be identified for development on land recognising that any proposals for housing
adjoining Key Villages to meet housing development outside the built framework of
requirements.
settlements, which constitute sustainable
development, should be permitted.
Other than those sites adjacent to Key Villages
that have been identified as proposed Housing
be proposed as Housing Growth Sites and
included in the Pre-Submission Local Plan.
This is based on the conclusions that the
proposed scale and distribution of housing
provision and the proposed Housing Growth
Sites in the Draft Local Plan seek to achieve
an appropriate balance between concentrating
most growth in and around the Borough’s four
urban areas, on the edge of Derby and on land
north of Denby, whilst supporting a more
limited amount of growth in sustainable
villages – no changes.
The proposed Housing Growth Site at Belper See responses under policy HGS5 in relation
Lane, Belper (policy HGS5) contradicts this to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
policy.

527

173

Development in ‘Key Villages’ will not necessarily All development proposals will need to 539
demonstrate that they constitute sustainable
be sustainable.
development in accordance with policy SS1 in
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and that
where
appropriate,
infrastructure
improvements can be provided in conjunction
with development, in accordance with policy
IN1 of the Draft Local Plan – no changes.
Existing infrastructure is already stretched and As above.
could be overwhelmed by further development
without any new infrastructure to support new
housing and in some cases infrastructure
improvements should be made prior to
development.

565

There is a need to retain small villages as existing All development proposals will need to 584
infrastructure
cannot
cope
with
further demonstrate that they constitute sustainable
development in accordance with policy SS1 in
development.
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and that
where
appropriate,
infrastructure
improvements can be provided in conjunction
with development, in accordance with policy
IN1 of the Draft Local Plan – no changes.
There is concern that Denby and Kilburn will no As above.
longer be semi-rural villages with further
development.

606

174

Quarndon should not be classed as a ‘Key
Village’, as there are limited services and facilities
and infrequent public transport and it should be
re-classified under ‘Other Villages & Settlements’.
Quarndon is inappropriate for significant housing
development, as areas within the village are
included within the Green Belt, the setting of
Kedleston Hall Registered Park & Garden and a
Conservation Area.

It is acknowledged that there is a less than
hourly frequency bus service in Quarndon and
that the Settlement Hierarchy Data Table
needs to be amended accordingly. On the
basis of the amend Data Table and the limited
range of services and facilities within
Quarndon, it should be included in the list of
‘Other Villages & Settlements’ in policy H2 (and
in policy SS3 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies).

131, 134, 136,
155, 157, 159,
192, 512, 513,
531, 556, 572,
586, 610, 611

The use of the word ‘including’ within the policy
places no limits on the type of housing
development that could be considered and it is
unclear whether this is the intention of the policy,
or where the bullet point list provides those limits.

The list of bullet points in the policy identifies 131, 134, 136,
those forms of development that would be 155, 157, 192,
appropriate within the ‘Key Villages’. However, 513
see response above in relation to the proposed
amendment to the policy and supporting text to
ensure consistency with policy SS11 in
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.

Support development being limited to within
existing village boundaries and in Crich this
should reflect the boundary in the emerging
Neighbourhood Plan.

The appropriateness of otherwise of any 146
proposed
settlement
boundary
in
a
Neighbourhood Plan, where this differs from
the definition of settlement boundaries in the
Local Plan, would be subject to the
Examination of the relevant Neighbourhood
Plan, but also see response above in relation
to the proposed amendment to the policy and
supporting text to ensure consistency with
policy SS11 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies.

175

Specific reference should be made in the policy to This is addressed in policy H4 of the Draft 209, 234, 627
requiring smaller dwellings in developments in Local Plan – no changes.
‘Urban Areas’ and ‘Key Villages’, including low
cost, affordable houses and houses for elderly
people, to meet local needs.
Object to the definition of the built framework of
settlements if this would preclude appropriate
proposals coming forward that constitute
sustainable development.

See response above in
proposed amendment to
supporting text to ensure
policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Policies.

relation to the 199
the policy and
consistency with
Spatial Strategy

The proposed Housing Growth Sites should be Amend policy and supporting text accordingly 216, 243, 263
referred to in this policy to be consistent with to provide consistency with policy SS3 in
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
policy SS3.
.
The policy should be amended to be less See response above in relation to the 214
restrictive in relation to proposals for new proposed amendment to the policy and
dwellings, to allow proposals for development on supporting text to ensure consistency with
sites that are of poor quality, underutilised and policy SS11 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies.
more suitable for housing.
Support the policy.

Noted.

The definition of the built framework not
supported is too restrictive as it could prevent
acceptable development on gaps within
settlements.

See response above in
proposed amendment to
supporting text to ensure
policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Policies.

236
relation to the 236
the policy and
consistency with
Spatial Strategy

176

Denby Village should not be classed as a ‘Key
Village’, as it does not share the same facilities
and services as Denby Bottles/Rawson Green
and it should be re-classified under ‘Other
Villages & Settlements’.

The assessment of the range of services and 386
facilities within Denby Village is set out in the
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes.

It is unclear how the ‘Key Villages’ would
contribute any more to the delivery of housing in
comparison to those settlements included as
‘Other Villages & Settlements’.

The key difference between policies H1 and 214
H2 in the Draft Local Plan is that new dwellings
in ‘Other Villages & Settlements’ would be
limited to that in the form of infilling within
groups of houses. However, also see response
above in relation to the proposed amendment
to the policy and supporting text to ensure
consistency with policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies.

The policy is unnecessarily restrictive and will
constrain development in ‘Key Villages’ and the
policy should therefore be extended to allow
development outside the built framework, but
which is well located and well connected to the
villages and this should involve additional
allocated sites.

See response above in
proposed amendment to
supporting text to ensure
policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Policies.

relation to the 264, 423
the policy and
consistency with
Spatial Strategy

177

The policy should identify minimum proportional The assessment of housing need which 423
targets for housing development in the ‘Key informs the Local Plan has been undertaken
across the Derby Housing Market Area (HMA)
Villages’.
and within each local authority area within the
Derby HMA and does not provide a reliable
basis to establish specific targets for housing
provision in individual settlements. However,
subject to the proposed amendments to ensure
consistency with policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies, policy H1 will enable
appropriate proposals to be brought forward for
housing development to contribute towards
housing need, where such proposals would
constitute sustainable development no
changes.
The settlement development limit of Belper
should be amended to include land at Hill Top
Farm, Mill Lane, Belper, or this land should be
identified as a proposed Housing Growth Site.

See a) response above in relation to the 419
proposed amendment to the policy and
supporting text to ensure consistency with
policy SS11 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies and b) responses under policy HGS1
in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

178

The assessment of the range of services and 510
facilities within Crich is set out in the
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes, but also see
Concern that proposed development in Crich, in response above in relation to the proposed
the context of development already permitted and amendment to the policy and supporting text to
taking place, is at odds with a number of the ensure consistency with policy SS11 in
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
policies in the Draft Local Plan.
Crich should not be included as a ‘Key Village’ as
it only has a limited range of shops and other
facilities and the frequency of existing bus
services is at risk.

Concern at the 17% rise in the number of As above.
households in Crich.

549

The number of homes in Crich that already have The assessment of the range of services and 150
facilities within Crich is set out in the
permission is sufficient for the village.
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes.
Fritchley should not be included as a ‘Key
Village’, as there are no shops, no public
transport, except on the fringe of the village and
no employment opportunities.

The assessment of the range of services and 534
facilities within Fritchley is set out in the
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes.

Support the policy.

Noted.

612

179

Crich should be deleted from the list of ‘Key
Villages’ omitted from the list due to the impact of
further development on traffic and parking issues
and on the attractiveness of the village to visitors.

The assessment of the range of services and 621
facilities within Crich is set out in the
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes.

180

H2

A more explicit definition of the built framework is
required in the policy.

Additional wording can be added to the 131, 134, 136,
supporting text in paragraph 8.2.2 to be 155, 192, 513,
consistent with that in paragraph 8.1.3 in 531, 580, 629
relation to policy H1.

The use of the word ‘including’ within the policy
places no limits on the type of housing
development that could be considered and it is
unclear whether this is the intention of the policy,
or whether the bullet point list provides those
limits.

The list of bullet points in the policy identifies 131, 134, 136,
those forms of development that would be 155, 192, 513,
appropriate within the ‘Other Villages & 580
Settlements’. However, policy H2 and the
supporting text should be amended to ensure
consistency with policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies, recognising that
small scale development adjacent to a
settlement, where it can be demonstrated that
this would improve the viability, accessibility or
community value of existing services and
facilities in the settlement, should be permitted.

Specific reference should be made in the policy to This is addressed in policy H4 - no changes.
requiring smaller dwellings (1 or 2 bedrooms) in
developments.

209

Windley should be added to the list of ‘Other Amend list of Other Villages & Settlements’ in 235
Villages & Settlements’ in the policy as it is a policy H2 to add Windley.
recognised settlement.
The policy needs to be applied in practice to Noted.
ensure development is of a high quality and in the
right locations.

226

181

Quarndon should be included within the list of
‘Other Villages & Settlements’ in this policy rather
than in the list of ‘Urban Areas & Key Villages’ in
policy H1

It is acknowledged that there is a less than 258, 572, 586,
hourly frequency bus service in Quarndon and 610
that the Settlement Hierarchy Data Table
needs to be amended accordingly. On the
basis of the amend Data Table and the limited
range of services and facilities within
Quarndon, it should be included in the list of
‘Other Villages & Settlements’ in policy H2.

Denby Village should be re-classified under
‘Other Villages & Settlements’ rather than as a
‘Key Village’, as it does not share the same
facilities and services as Denby Bottles/Rawson
Green.

The assessment of the range of services and 386
facilities within Denby Village is set out in the
Settlement Hierarchy Data Table and based on
this assessment, it should be retained as a
‘Key Village’ – no changes.

The policy should identify minimum proportional The assessment of housing need which 423
targets for housing development in the ‘Other informs the Local Plan has been undertaken
across the Derby Housing Market Area (HMA)
Villages & Settlements’.
and within each local authority area within the
Derby HMA and does not provide a reliable
basis to establish specific targets for housing
provision in individual settlements. However,
subject to the proposed amendments to ensure
consistency with policy SS11 in Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies, policy H2 will enable
appropriate proposals to be brought forward for
housing development to contribute towards
housing need, where such proposals would
constitute sustainable development no
changes.

182

The policy should allow for more than limiting
infilling of small gaps within existing groups of
houses, where larger scale development could
provide or lead to additional services and facilities
within the settlement.

It is considered that given the more limited 539
range of services and facilities listed in the
policy, the scope for any additional housing is
more limited than in the ‘Key Villages’, having
regard to the principles of sustainable
development and that none of the settlements
listed in the policy would be appropriate
locations for larger scale development.
However, also see response above in relation
to the proposed amendment to the policy and
supporting text to ensure consistency with
policy SS11 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies.

The policy seems to support the continued As above.
decline of those villages not identified as ‘Key
Villages’ in policy H1.

539

There is a need to retain small villages, as All development proposals will need to 565
existing infrastructure cannot cope with further demonstrate that they constitute sustainable
development in accordance with policy SS1 in
development and to retain village life.
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and that
where
appropriate,
infrastructure
improvements can be provided in conjunction
with development, in accordance with policy
IN1 of the Draft Local Plan – no changes.

183

The policy should state that no development will This would not be consistent with national 585
take place in Conservation Areas and the Special planning policy as set out in the NPPF. Policies
EN5 and EN9 in Chapter 11: Environment
Landscape Area.
Policies include appropriate criteria against
which any development proposals within
Conservation Areas or the Special Landscape
Area can be assessed – no changes.
Support the policy.

Noted.

630

184

H3

73, 255, 569

Support the policy.

Noted.

Oppose the use of the urban edge to define
‘developed framework’ if this would preclude
appropriately sited sustainable development
proposals coming forward to meet the Borough’s
housing needs.

The policy and supporting text should be 199
amended
consistent
with
proposed
amendments to policy SS11 and supporting
text in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.

Minimum proportional targets for the identified See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 423
settlements should be provided to establish a Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
degree of certainty with regard to the level of
development that the various areas will be
required to accommodate over the plan period.
A Green Belt review should be undertaken.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 423
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.

Additional sites should be allocated to help See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 423
ensure house builders and developers of all sizes Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.
have access to suitable land to offer the most
extensive range of options possible.
The policy fails to make explicit mention of limited
infilling (i.e. not isolated) on sites that are outside
of the built framework, and which are not within
the Green Belt.

The policy and supporting text should be 238, 630
amended
consistent
with
proposed
amendments to policy SS11 and supporting
text in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies.

The policy should be strictly controlled and As above.
limited. The presumption should be for no
development unless for agricultural use.

209

185

The concept of affordable housing on rural Any proposals for affordable housing would 539
exception sites is puzzling as they will not have need to demonstrate that they would constitute
sustainable development in accordance with
local services where it may be most needed.
policy SS1 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies.
Oppose development at The Common, Crich as it See responses under policy HGS16 in relation 146, 589
is considered that it sits outside the current to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
established settlement of Crich and is therefore
contrary to this policy.

186

H4

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 255, 257, 539

It is important that the Plan takes a sufficiently The wording of the policy and supporting text is 216, 263, 264
flexible approach to issues of dwelling mix on site, considered to provide a flexible approach to
taking proper account of site specific issues and dwelling mix on specific sites – no changes.
viability. The Council should not therefore seek to
apply a standard mix on each site without
consideration of site specific issues including
viability.
In order to maintain and improve the balance of This is already reflected in bullet point c) of the 617
housing provision within each area of the plan, policy - no changes.
the policy wording should be altered to …’secure
a mix of housing within each town or village area.
The importance attached to viability is challenged. Paragraphs 173–177 of the National Planning 226, 617
Policy Framework (NPPF) require local
planning
authorities
to
give
careful
consideration to viability in plan making – no
changes.
In formulating plans for development within the
Heanor and Loscoe area, there is a need to
consider the impact of the bedroom tax in terms
of the housing required in the area and look to
approve houses which the local population need.

The wording of the policy and supporting text is 109
considered to provide a flexible approach to
dwelling mix across the range of settlements
within
the
Borough
to
reflect
local
circumstances - no changes.

187

There appears to be a lack of realisation that As above.
there is a considerable need for housing designed
for middle-aged people. Continued building of
large 4/5 bedroom houses simply blocks the
upper end of the housing chain, so there is no
movement in the market and opportunities to
downsize are limited. This group should be taken
account of in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment.

527, 611

The proliferation of large homes recently granted The wording of the policy and supporting text is 209, 534, 549
permission is at variance to the need for considered to provide a flexible approach to
affordable housing as detailed in the Crich Parish dwelling mix on specific sites – no changes.
emerging Neighbourhood Plan and the necessary
new 1-2 bedroom home types.
If development at Kedleston Road proceeds, the This site is no longer included in the housing 131, 134,
housing mix should include high quality properties land supply, following the quashing of outline 155, 157,
and facilities suitable for elderly residents to planning permission in June 2017.
513, 580
downsize.

136,
192,

188

H5

73, 214, 255

Support the policy.

Noted.

The reliance on a number of large and strategic
sites in medium to low value market areas brings
into question achievability of the affordable
housing
requirement.
A
robust
viability
assessment including a separate assessment of
Denby is required to confirm that this policy is
sound.

The Borough Council has commissioned a 114
Strategic Viability Assessment, to provide
evidence that the policy requirements set out in
the Local Plan should not threaten the
development viability of the Plan as a whole.
In respect
responses
Chapter 6:
HGS18 in
Policies.

of land north of Denby, also see
under policies SS10 in relation to
Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site

Affordable housing need should be considered in See responses under policy SS2 in relation to 199
the context of its delivery as a proportion of mixed Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies, regarding
market and affordable housing development. An the scale and distribution of housing provision.
Increase in total housing figures to deliver the
required number of affordable homes is therefore
It is important that there is a realistic and flexible The policy and supporting text make reference 216, 263
approach to the provision of affordable housing to viability, but additional wording should be
on sites where other requested contributions and provided to cross-reference to policy H6.
abnormal costs associated with site remediation
make the delivery of the expected level of
affordable housing challenging.
The Council should consider the Government’s Any consideration of this in the Local Plan 245
proposals for Starter Homes as set out in the should await the outcome of any specific policy
proposals – no changes.
Housing White Paper.

189

The allocation of a specific submitted site See response under policy HGS1 in relation to 264
(Bradshaw Drive) would enable the provision of Chapter 7: Housing Growth Sites.
affordable units, as detailed on the indicative
masterplan.
Concern that the policy objectives will not be Appendix 4 to the Local Plan sets out an 113,
Implementation & Monitoring Table in relation 627
implemented.
to the policies.

209,

603,

Affordable housing is a necessity for all areas and The policy sets out the expected level of 430, 541, 549
the Council needs to be more forceful with affordable housing provision that the Borough
Council will seek to secure through negotiation
developers in achieving more.
with developers, based on evidence of need,
but the policy needs to flexible given the
requirement to take into account viability – also
see response proposing additional wording to
provide a cross-reference to policy H6.
The target for affordable housing should be As above.
adhered to and set at a minimum of 30%.

109,
537

197,

534,

What safeguards are available under s106 to Applications can be submitted to vary the 578
ensure that developers fulfil their obligations with terms of a section 106 agreement, which the
Borough Council would then need to determine
respect of affordable housing provision?
on its merits.

190

The wording on viability should be modified for
those areas where previous developments have
had their affordable proportion reduced, in order
to restore the overall proportion of affordable
housing being built in an area.

The policy sets out the expected level of 617
affordable housing provision that the Borough
Council will seek to secure through negotiation
with developers, based on evidence of need,
but the policy needs to flexible given the
requirement to take into account viability – no
changes, but also see response proposing
additional wording to provide a cross-reference
to policy H6.

The word local is ambiguous in terms of ‘rural The parameters for affordable housing on ‘rural 131, 134,
exceptions’ sites and should be defined more exceptions’ sites are set out in the supporting 155, 157,
513, 580
text to the policy - no changes.
clearly.

136,
192,

It is important to recognise that people in low cost The supporting text to the policy refers to ‘rural 527
housing will need public transport infrastructure if exceptions’ sites being located within or on the
edge of villages or other settlements, where
rural exception sites are to be used.
they are likely to be closest to existing local
services and facilities and public transport
links.
Given the tight settlement boundary definition
around Quarndon, sites within the settlement
boundary will not be large enough (i.e. > 0.5ha) to
invoke the requirement for affordable housing. It
is therefore essential that appropriate rural
exceptions outside the defined settlement
boundary should be released including sites
within the Green Belt (such as one promoted at
Church Road) but close to existing housing,
providing the need can be established.

Policy SS9 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 234
Policies identifies the provision of limited
affordable housing on ‘rural exceptions’ sites
as one of the categories of appropriate
development in the Green Belt. However, any
such proposals should be supported be
evidence of local need to be established
through a parish or village-based survey, in
conjunction with Quarndon Parish Council – no
changes.

191

Crich is not a suitable location for affordable The higher the ratio of house prices to 44
housing due to the increased price the village incomes, the greater the need is likely to be to
provide affordable housing.
commands.
In villages like Crich, the provision of affordable The extent of local housing need in Crich 513, 621
housing should be in line with the needs of local would need to be established through a parish
or village-based survey, in conjunction with
residents and limited to infill housing.
Crich Parish Council and any specific site
proposals would need to be determined on
their merits, having regard to the relevant
national and local planning policies.

192

H6

Support the policy.

Noted.

73

The Council’s viability evidence originates from The Borough Council has commissioned a 245
Strategic Viability Assessment, to provide
2013 and is therefore considered out of date.
evidence that the policy requirements set out in
the Local Plan should not threaten the
development viability of the Plan as a whole. A
reference to the Strategic Viability Assessment
and its conclusions should be included in the
supporting text to the policy.
The appropriateness of including a specific policy The policy allows for a consistent approach to 215
on viability is questioned, as the approach to its the consideration of viability issues in relation
to development proposals, whilst at the same
consideration may vary on a site by site basis.
time enabling proposals to be considered on
their individual merits - no changes.
Sites which are policy compliant at the point of
approval (e.g. in providing up to 30% affordable
housing) should not be subject to a review
mechanism to maximise planning gain over time.
It should also not prohibit deliverability of
development in accordance with paragraphs 173
to 177 of the NPPF.

The policy refers to the Borough Council 214, 215, 245
seeking, through negotiation with developers,
the inclusion of a review mechanism within a
section 106 agreement, but this would not be
required where proposals are policy compliant
in relation to affordable housing provision – no
changes.

Criteria for viability testing should be tightened to
significantly reduce the scope for developers to
make the viability argument to reduce the amount
of affordable housing and/or increase the
proportion of larger properties.

The policy as worded is considered to provide 617
a consistent but flexible approach to viability
issues, in line with the requirements of the
NPPF – no changes.

193

All viability assessments and independent
appraisal reports which result in changes to the
mix or proportion of affordable housing in favour
of the developers are made publicly accessible.

The information provided through viability 617
assessments and independent appraisals of
those assessments is available for public view,
other than any financial data which has to
remain confidential for reasons of commercial
sensitivity.

The plan should ensure that decision makers are
forced to take into account problems further afield
than the immediate vicinity of the site, so that
council tax payers do not end up paying for
unwanted road alterations which could and
should have been foreseen at the time when
planning permission was granted.

The provision and/or financial contributions 621
towards infrastructure required as a result of
development proposals has to satisfy the
relevant statutory tests, namely that it is
necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms, is directly related
to the development and is fairly and
reasonably related in scale and kind to the
development.

The issue of viability will need to be fully tested in See responses under policies SS10 in relation 386
relation to land north of Denby (policy HGS18).
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

194

H7

73, 549

Support the policy.

Noted.

The policy should clarify the meaning of ‘’will seek
to secure the provision of sufficient opportunities
to meet demand for self-build and custom build
dwellings’’.

The wording of the supporting text to the policy 245
reflects the obligations placed on the Borough
Council by the relevant legislation in relation to
self-build and custom housebuilding – no
changes.

A housing-mix approach, whereby a requirement
to provide self-build plots is imposed on sites of a
certain size would not be supported. As there is
no known demand for self-build/custom build
properties within the plan area and therefore
insufficient evidence to justify a policy which
‘requires’ a developer to make provision for any
self-build/custom properties.

The wording of the policy refers to the Borough 245
Council seeking to secure such provision,
rather than this being a requirement as an
element of any housing development
proposals – no changes.

The policy should be viability tested.

The Borough Council has commissioned a 245
Strategic Viability Assessment, to provide
evidence that the policy requirements set out in
the Local Plan should not threaten the
development viability of the Plan as a whole. A
reference to the Strategic Viability Assessment
and its conclusions should be included in the 552
supporting text to the policy.

Reference should be added to the need for a Any proposals for self-build or custom
housebuilding will need to be considered
Design Code on self-build.
against the range of criteria set out in policy
EN17 in Chapter 11: Environment Policies – no
changes.

195

H8

Support the policy.

Noted.

There is a need to acknowledge that the need for
pitches will be regularly reviewed throughout the
period of the Plan and any additional need will be
addressed.

The
‘Derbyshire
Gypsy
&
Traveller 508
Accommodation Assessment’ for Derbyshire
and East Staffordshire, covering the period
from 2014/15 to 2034/35, provides the
evidence to support the need for pitches. Any
update of this evidence would need to be
undertaken in partnership by the relevant local
planning authorities, including in consultation
with the Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group. The
implementation of the policy will be monitored
based on the indicator set out at Appendix 4 to
the Local Plan - no changes.

73, 270, 508

196

CHAPTER 9: ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT POLICIES
Policy No.

ED1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
These buildings need to be saved and there is a Tourism uses would be acceptable in principle, 47
potential opportunity to promote tourism.
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
criteria – no changes.
Support the policy.

Noted.

Need to retain site and buildings as a museum.

This use would be acceptable in principle, 394
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
criteria – no changes.

73, 96, 241, 250

Reference should be made to the ‘setting’ of Amend policy to include specific reference to 425
heritage assets in criterion a) of the policy.
‘setting’ of heritage assets.
Part of this site falls within Flood Zone 3 and the
Council therefore needs to demonstrate it has
carried out the Sequential Test has been carried
out to justify its inclusion in the Local Plan.

As this site is not included in the Local Plan as 429
a proposed Housing Growth Site, it would not
be necessary or appropriate to carry out a
Sequential Test to justify the inclusion of this
policy in the Local Plan. However, the policy
can be amended to require any development
proposals which include residential uses to
demonstrate the safety of development and
future occupants from flood risk, over the
lifetime of the development.

197

The site and buildings could be used or Re-use or redevelopment of the site for 430
housing would be acceptable in principle,
developed for housing.
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
criteria – no changes.
Support redevelopment subject to approval by Historic England and Derwent Valley Mills 447, 449
Historic England and Derwent Valley Mills World World Heritage Site Partnership would be
consulted on any planning applications for the
Heritage Site Partnership.
re-use or redevelopment of the site – no
changes.
Suggest specific reference to World Heritage This can be addressed by amending the 450
Attributes to strengthen and clarify the policy in supporting text to policy EN3 in Chapter 11:
relation to the World Heritage Site and its Environment Policies.
Outstanding Universal Value.
Support the policy with housing use/development These uses would be acceptable in principle, 527
preferred, possibly for older people and /or a subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
hotel.
criteria – no changes.
The site is not suitable for B2 or B8 uses and only These uses are considered to be acceptable in 614
high quality development should be permitted.
principle and the quality of development can be
controlled through the application of the policy
criteria – no changes.
The Council should be more proactive to improve Noted, but this does not relate directly to the 629
the condition and appearance of this site and its policy, which sets out the basis for the
buildings.
considering and determination of development
proposals in relation to the site – no changes.

198

Additional tourist facilities would be desirable, but Retail uses would be acceptable in principle 629
any retail uses should not detract from the town and in addition to satisfying the criteria in this
centre.
policy, any proposals would also need to be
considered against policy SS8 in Chapter 6:
Spatial Strategy Policies – no changes.
ED2

Support development and leisure or residential Leisure or residential uses would both be 629
uses would be more appropriate than industrial acceptable in principle, subject to any
use.
proposals satisfying the policy criteria – no
changes.
This site provides an opportunity for sensitive
development, which could include a hotel, a
visitor centre or leisure uses, linked to the East
Mill/North Mill and the River Gardens, or high
quality housing incorporating a riverside walk.
The site is not appropriate for industrial units as
this would detract from the appearance of the
area.

Re-use or redevelopment of the site for any of 614
these uses is considered to be acceptable in
principle, subject to any proposals satisfying
the policy criteria – no changes.

This site is most suitable for housing development Re-use or redevelopment of the site for 527
which is sympathetic to the local built housing would be acceptable in principle,
environment and the Conservation Area.
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
criteria – no changes.
The site would benefit from redevelopment rather Redevelopment of the site for a range of uses 47
than being allowed to deteriorate.
would be acceptable in principle, subject to any
proposals satisfying the policy criteria – no
changes.

199

Support the policy.

Noted

73, 96, 207, 250

The site could be used or developed as a This use would be acceptable in principle, 394
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
museum.
criteria – no changes.
Reference should be made to the ‘setting’ of Amend policy to include specific reference to 425
‘setting’ of heritage assets.
heritage assets in criterion a) of the policy.
Part of this site falls within Flood Zone 3 and the
Council therefore needs to demonstrate it has
carried out the Sequential Test has been carried
out to justify its inclusion in the Local Plan.

As this site is not included in the Local Plan as 429
a proposed Housing Growth Site, it would not
be necessary or appropriate to carry out a
Sequential Test to justify the inclusion of this
policy in the Local Plan. However, the policy
can be amended to require any development
proposals which include residential uses to
demonstrate the safety of development and
future occupants from flood risk, over the
lifetime of the development.

The site and buildings could be used or Re-use or redevelopment of the site for 430
developed for housing.
housing would be acceptable in principle,
subject to any proposals satisfying the policy
criteria – no changes.
Support redevelopment subject to approval by Historic England and Derwent Valley Mills 447, 449
Historic England and the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site Partnership would be
World Heritage Site Partnership.
consulted on any planning application(s) for
the re-use or redevelopment of the site – no
changes.

200

Suggest specific reference to World Heritage This can be addressed by amending the 450
Attributes to strengthen and clarify the policy in supporting text to policy EN3 in Chapter 11:
relation to the World Heritage Site and its Environment Policies.
Outstanding Universal Value.
ED3

The site would be most suitable for high density Re-use or redevelopment of the site for high 629
housing development.
density housing would be acceptable in
principle, subject to any proposals satisfying
the policy criteria – no changes.
Support redevelopment for housing to north of Noted
Derwent Street and mixed-use development to
the south of Derwent Street.

614

The site has potential for residential, commercial See responses under policy EN1 in relation to 47
or industrial uses, but may be constrained by a Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
floodplain.
Concerns regarding safety of access to land north This is addressed by the relevant criteria in 73
of Derwent Street and need to meet requirements policy EN17 in Chapter 11: Environment
of criterion a) of the policy.
Policies and policy IN1 in Chapter 12:
Infrastructure Policies.
Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 250

Reference should be made to the ‘setting’ of Amend policy to include specific reference to 425
heritage assets in criterion a) of the policy.
‘setting’ of heritage assets.

201

Support proposals which have secured planning Noted.
permission for redevelopment to north and south
of Derwent Street.

447, 449

Suggest reference to World Heritage Attributes to This can be addressed by amending the 450
strengthen/clarify policy in relation to World supporting text to policy EN3 in Chapter 11:
Heritage Site and Outstanding Universal Value.
Environment Policies.
ED4

This policy is contrary to policies ED1-3.

This policy relates to proposals for the use or 629
redevelopment
of
land/buildings
within
designated Business & Industrial Areas and in
contrast to policies ED1-3, is intended to
protect the loss of existing business &
industrial uses, unless development can be
satisfy the policy criteria – no changes.

Support the policy.

Noted.

Land north of Milnhay Road, Langley Mill should
be excluded from the designation as an ‘Existing
Business and Industrial Area’ and re-allocated for
housing development.

Having regard to the conclusions of the 2016 214
Employment Land Need Study, this site is
located within an Existing Business & Industrial
Area of ‘above average’ quality and it is
considered that the site should continue to be
protected for such uses – no changes, but also
see response under policy HGS1 in Chapter 7:
Growth Site Policies.

73, 96

202

The Proposals Map for Denby does not show the There are no specific proposals in the Local 386
extent of the HL Plastics site, or include Denby Plan in relation to these sites; therefore the
sites do not need to be identified on any of the
Pottery.
maps at Appendix 3 to the Local Plan – no
changes.
Object to the inclusion of part of Milford Riverside Amend relevant map at Appendix 3 to the 420
Meadow, a registered Local Wildlife Site (AV250), Local Plan to exclude that part of the Existing
Business & Industrial Area at Good Yard,
on the Proposals Map for Belper.
Belper within the Milford Riverside Meadow
Local Wildlife Site.
Suggest inclusion of reference to support for It is considered that the policy as worded of 433
expansion of existing businesses and to retention this policy demonstrates support for expansion
of large employers as a priority
of existing businesses, whilst seeking to
ensure that the quality and design of any
proposals for business and industrial
development meet the criteria in policy EN17
of the Local Plan and that other uses will only
be permitted where the relevant criteria in
policy ED4 can be satisfied – no changes.

203

ED5

Need to add specific reference in supporting text This is already covered by policy EN3 in 522
to this policy to ensuring proposals would not relation to Chapter 11: Environment Policies –
have an adverse impact on the World Heritage no changes.
Site or its buffer zone.
Support the policy, as it would apply to the built Noted, but also see responses under policies 612
framework of Ripley which is considered to have HGS1 and EGS1 in relation to Chapter 7:
capacity for additional employment growth, Growth Site Policies.
including land at Wyatts Way and at Coach Road.
Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96

Development in relation to the policy should only This is already covered by policy SS9 in 386
be permitted where it would not involve loss of Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies – no
Green Belt land and a specific reference to this changes.
effect should be included in the policy.
ED6

Welcome the policy, but concerns about
development outside the framework of urban
areas and key villages and that restrictions on the
scale of development and levels of traffic may not
be achievable.

Any development proposals for these uses will 539
need to be considered against the policy as a
whole, which refers specifically to the need to
avoid significant increase of traffic movements
within residential areas and that there would be
no significant adverse impact on amenity,
landscape, heritage assets or biodiversity – no
changes.

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96

204

Object to any proposed development in close See response under policy EN14 in relation to 203
proximity to and specifically proposed within the Chapter 11: Environment Policies.
consultation zones associated with Rough Close
Works.
ED7

Support the policy.

ED8

It is not clear how vitality and viability of existing These definitions are set out in the Glossary of 539
centres are defined?
Terms at Appendix 5 to the Local Plan – no
changes.
Support the policy.

Noted.

Noted.

73, 96

73, 96

Sustainable development should be focused See policies SS1 in relation to Chapter 6: 146
around district centres and areas with good Spatial Strategy Policies, EN17 in relation to
access to those centres via public transport.
Chapter 11: Environment Policies and IN1 in
relation to Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies
and the responses in respect of these policies.
ED9

The Council should adopt a policy of controlling
how many businesses of the same type should be
allowed in any one town, to maintain a balance of
viable concerns.

The Local Plan can only include policies which 537
are in conformity with national planning policy,
as set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) – no changes.

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96, 255

205

ED10

Support the policy to protect local shops, but The level of business rates is not a matter that 565
business rates should be reduced.
can be addressed through a local plan.
There is a surplus of retail provision in most areas The retention of an appropriate range of retail 629
so the policy seems superfluous.
uses within District & Local Centres is
considered to be important in protecting their
vitality and viability – no changes.
Support the policy.

ED11

Noted.

73, 96

There are only a limited number of these uses The wording of this policy refers specifically to 527
that can be supported in Belper.
the need to meet the relevant criteria in
policies SS6-8 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies and policy EN17 in Chapter 11:
Environment Policies – no changes.
Support the introduction of a café in the Strutt Any such proposals would
centre in Belper.
considered against this policy.
Support the policy.

need to be 47

Noted.

73

Support the policy and consider that it is Noted.
important that litter/antisocial behaviour issues
are addressed.

96

206

ED12

Any loss of World Heritage Site assets will affect This is not a matter that can be addressed 516
directly through a local plan.
heritage funding and reduce tourism income.
Suggest West Mill, Belper as potential touring Any proposals for this site will need to be 527
considered against the criteria in policy ED2.
caravan/camping site.
More traffic in Crich will increase existing Any proposals will need to meet relevant 627
congestion in a popular area for walkers and with criteria in policies EN17 in Chapter 11:
Environment Policies and IN1 in Chapter 12:
attractive local shops
Infrastructure Policies – no changes.
The distinct character and role of Crich in the
area is not reflected in the Plan and appropriate
policies to maintain its attraction as a tourist
centre should be included, including to address
problems with increases in traffic and road safety

It is considered that more detailed policies in 621
relation to tourism would be more appropriately
considered within neighbourhood plans – no
changes.
47

Support the policy, but it would be undermined if Noted.
World Heritage Site status was to be lost.
Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96, 213, 255

Any development that is not appropriate to the This is already covered by policy EN3 in 447
World Heritage Site could lead to it being put on relation to Chapter 11: Environment Policies –
the endangered list which would seriously affect no changes.
the number of visitors wanting to visit the area.
Reference should be made to the ‘setting’ of Amend policy to include specific reference to 425
heritage assets in the policy.
‘setting’ of heritage assets.

207

CHAPTER 10: RENEWABLE ENERGY POLICY
Policy No.

R1

Issues Raised

Support the policy.

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Noted.

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
73, 96, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192,
213, 255, 404

There are opportunities to develop hydroelectric Noted, although this is not a matter that can be 47
energy along the Derwent Valley.
directly addressed by the Local Plan.
Reference should be made to the ‘setting’ of Amend policy to include specific reference to 425
heritage assets in criterion a) of the policy.
‘setting’ of heritage assets.

208

CHAPTER 11: ENVIRONMENT POLICIES
Issues Raised

Policy
No.
EN1

Support the policy.

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Noted.

Representation
Numbers of those
raising issues
96, 131, 134, 136,
155, 192, 255, 531,
575

Concern over Strategic Flood Risk Assessment not The Borough Council is satisfied that the 127
being correct in the Broadholme area.
2016 Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment provides sufficiently robust
evidence to underpin the relevant policies and
proposals in the Local Plan. It is recognised
however that further assessment will need to
be undertaken in conjunction with specific
development proposals, to manage flood risk.
This is addressed in policy EN1 - no changes.
Concern in relation to flooding in respect of See responses under policy SS10 in relation 390, 399, 502, 553,
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and 558, 563, 580, 606
proposed development at Land North of Denby.
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7:
Housing Growth Sites.
General comments in relation to rivers in the Belper The policy as worded will apply to any 447
development proposals within the Belper
area.
area, but also see responses in relation to
proposed amendments to policy.

209

General concern in relation to flooding in the Crich The policy as worded will apply to any 541
development proposals within the Crich area,
and Fritchley area.
but also see responses in relation to
proposed amendments to policy.
Concern relatingn to flooding in respect of proposed See response under policy HGS1 in relation 580
to Chapter 7: Housing Growth Sites.
development at Wessington Lane, South Wingfield.
Support inclusion of reference to Sustainable Urban Amend policy to include reference to Green 404
Drainage systems (SUDs) as these will improve Infrastructure network.
water quality and biodiversity, but suggest additional
reference to connection to the wider green
infrastructure network.
419
Land at Mill Lane, Belper is entirely located in Flood See response under HGS1 in relation to
Zone 1 and accordingly in flood risk terms is Chapter 7: Growth Sites Policies.
sequentially preferable in relation to residential
development and in particular other sites that are
611
allocated in the Local Plan.
Greater weight should be given to assessing flood These concerns are addressed in policy EN1
risk for new developments and to include the impact – no changes.
429
both upstream and downstream, which at present
seems to be ignored.
Specific reference should be made to ‘raised Amend policy to include reference to ‘raised 429
finished floor levels’ in criterion b) as the most finished floor levels’ in criterion b).
resilient option to reduce flood risk.
Support specific reference to restoring culverted Noted.
watercourses to a natural state, to reduce flood risk.

210

EN2

Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 131, 134, 136,
155, 192, 250, 255,
430, 531, 606

Specific concerns in relation to heritage in respect of See response under policy HGS16 in relation 146, 550, 589, 621
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
land at The Common, Crich.
Suggest inclusion of a specific policy in relation to The protection of the setting of Registered 213
the protection of the setting of Kedleston Hall and Parks & Gardens is already covered by policy
EN7 – no changes.
Park, including significant views and approaches.
Support inclusion of a detailed historic environment Noted, but see proposed amendments to 213
policy, but suggest that the need to justify any harm policies EN2-7.
or loss is highlighted in criterion 1) a).
Non-designated heritage assets could be better Amend policy to provide specific policy in 386
relation to non-designated assets.
reflected in the policy.
Amend criterion 1) a) to accord with national Amend policy to ensure consistency with the 387
NPPF – also see proposed amendments to
planning policy.
policies EN2-7.
The intention of this policy is unclear given inclusion Amend policy to provide specific policy in 425
relation to non-designated assets – also see
of specific elements in subsequent policies.
proposed amendments to policies EN2-7.
Suggest removal of elements of policy that repeat As above.
national policy in the NPPF.

425

211

Note omission of reference to commitment to a local Amend supporting text to policy EN2 to 425
include reference to local list of heritage
list of heritage assets.
assets.
Support inclusion of reference to Heritage at Risk in Noted, but see proposed amendments to 425
policies EN2-7.
policy/supporting text.
Recommend inclusion of reference in policy to See response under policy EN3
requirement for Heritage Impact Assessments to be
undertaken in conjunction with significant planning
applications within the Derwent Valley Mills World
Heritage Site, in line with recommendations from
UNESCO and endorsed by the Department of
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS).

450

Specific reference should be included in the policy to This would not be in accordance with the 604
NPPF, but see proposed amendments to
resisting inappropriate development.
policies EN2-7.
The area to which this policy applies should be It is not practical to indicate all heritage 604
assets on the Proposals Map – no changes.
shown on the Proposals Map.
Specific comments in relation to land at Belper Lane See responses under policies HGS5 and 507, 564, 570
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
and at Bullsmoor, Belper.
Policies.

212

EN3

Support policy.

Noted.

73, 96, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192, 255,
430

Specific comments in relation to land at Belper Lane See responses under policies HGS5 and 47, 69, 106, 419,
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site 447, 449, 467, 505,
and at Bullsmoor, Belper. Lane.
516, 527, 570
Policies.
Specific comments in relation to land north of See responses under policy SS10 in relation 383, 386, 413
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
Denby.
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.
Suggest reference to ‘sustain’ rather than to The wording of this policy is designed to be 425
‘preserve’ the special character, appearance and consistent with the Derwent Valley Mills
World Heritage Site Management Plan and
distinctiveness of the World Heritage Site.
with the relevant policy in the Adopted Derby
City Local Plan - Part 1 Core Strategy;
however it is recommended that the
references to specific projects be deleted
from the policy and a reference added to the
supporting text to refer to potential
development opportunities in the World
Heritage Site.
It is unclear why references are included in the As above.
policy criteria to specific projects and suggest that
these references are deleted and/or that reference is
made to potential development opportunities in
supporting text to policy.

425

213

Recommend inclusion of reference in policy to
requirement for Heritage Impact Assessments to be
undertaken in conjunction with significant planning
applications within the Derwent Valley Mills World
Heritage Site, in line with recommendations from
UNESCO and endorsed by the Department of
Culture, Media and Sport (DCMS).

Amend policy to refer to requirement for a 450
Heritage Impact Assessment to be submitted
to support any development proposals that
are located within, or potentially impact on,
the
Outstanding Universal Value of the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site.

Criterion e) is unambitious.

See proposed amendments to policy as set 629
out above.

214

EN4

96, 131, 136, 155,
192, 213, 255, 425,
430

Support the policy.

The policy is not consistent with national policy, Amend policy accordingly
which would allow development which does not consistency with NPPF
preserve or enhance the significance’ of a Listed
Building to be acceptable where public benefits are
considered to outweigh harm.

to

ensure 387

Specific comments in relation to impact of See responses under policy SS10 in relation 413
development on Listed Building at Park Hall Farm, to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
Denby.
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.
Specific comments in relation to impact
development on Listed Building in Crich.

of See response under policy HGS16 in relation 536, 589
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

The East Mill at Belper should be brought into See policy ED1 in Chapter 9: Economic 527
sympathetic use.
Development Policies.
‘Setting’ should be defined in the ‘Glossary Of Amend ‘Glossary Of Terms’ to include 604
Terms’ at Appendix 5 in the Local Plan.
definition of ‘setting’.
The policy should refer to encouraging owners to Whilst the policy supports proposals to 629
maintain and improve their property.
maintain and improve Listed Buildings, it is
not appropriate for a more general statement
of encouragement for owners to maintain and
improve their property, to be included within
planning policies – no changes.

215

EN5

Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 213, 425, 430,
513, 213, 255, 531,
540, 572

The wording of the policy should be strengthened to The policy has been positively worded but it is 131, 134, 136, 155,
refer to the need to ‘ensure’, rather than ‘support’, important that the policy retention of features 192, 513, 554, 556,
580
the retention of features that make a positive - no changes.
contribution to the character and appearance of
Conservation Areas.
Specific comments in relation to land north of See responses under policy SS10 in relation 399
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
Denby.
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.
The policy is unduly restrictive in relation to Belper The policy is designed to support proposals 447
that make a positive contribution to all
e.g. in controlling the use of double glazing.
Conservation Areas in the Borough and is not
considered to be restrictive to Belper &
Milford Conservation Area, or to the use of
double glazing – no changes.
Specific comments relating to development in Crich, See response under policy HGS16 in relation 529, 536, 540, 541,
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
589,
including land at The Common.
621
The policy should include specific reference to An appropriate reference is already included 604
development proposals affecting the ‘setting’ of in criterion a) within the policy – no changes.
Conservation Areas.

216

EN6

Support the policy.

Noted, but see proposed amendments to 96,131,134,136,155
policy and supporting text.
192,420, 430,572

The policy is too permissive and should be amended Amend policy and supporting text to ensure 213
to refer to great weight being given to conservation, consistency with national policy.
in line with national planning policy.
Specific reference should be made to the need for Amend policy to refer to an archaeological 425
any evaluation to be undertaken by a suitably field evaluation being undertaken by a
qualified individual.
suitably qualified individual.
Specific comments in relation to land at The See response under policy HGS16 in relation 536, 578,589
Common, Crich
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
EN7

Support the policy.

Noted.

The policy is too permissive and should be amended Amend policy accordingly to
in line with national planning policy, including to refer consistency with national policy.
to great weight being given to conservation,
The wording should be amended to reflect national As above.
planning policy in relation to the conservation and
enhancement of the historic environment.

96
ensure 213

387

217

EN8

Support the policy

96, 420, 430, 556

Noted.

Land between Quarndon, Duffield and Allestree This area of land is within the Green Belt, 131, 134, 136, 155,
which protects the area from inappropriate 157, 159, 192, 513,
should be designated as open break.
554, 572, 580, 595,
development – no changes.
610
The policy should not prevent development of The maintenance of an open break in this 199
otherwise sustainable and deliverable sites to meet location is particularly important in preventing
the coalescence of the settlements of
housing needs.
Alfreton, Somercotes and Swanwick – no
changes.
The policy should clarify what is meant by Amend policy
‘environmental improvements’ and that development clarification.
on ‘rural exception sites’ will not be permitted within
the Protected Open Break.

accordingly

to

provide 208

This should be a stand-alone policy and not All policies in the Local Plan need to read as 201, 208
a whole and applied, as appropriate, in
dependent on any other policy.
considering development proposals – no
changes.
The two fields to the rear of properties on Northfield See responses under policy SS10 in relation 390, 553
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
at Kilburn should remain as open space.
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

218

It is noted that protected open breaks are being
proposed in the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan
and these need to be fully respected to avoid the
coalescence of neighbouring villages and the
protection of open rural views.

Any protected open breaks that are included 539
within the Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan
will need to be taken into account by the
Borough Council in the consideration of
development proposals.

The area of open land between Crich & Fritchley As above.
should be designated as a protected open break.

534

Consideration should be given to the designation of These areas of land are within the Green 629
open breaks between a) Belper, Bargate & Holbrook Belt, which protects the areas from
and b) between Belper, Milford and Duffield
inappropriate development – no changes.

219

EN9

Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 213, 430, 569

It is not clear how the Borough Council will consider Amend policy and supporting text accordingly 131, 134, 136, 155,
192, 580
whether or not proposals which are visually to provide greater clarification.
prominent will be acceptable.
Support policy but request rewording for greater As above.
clarity and to ensure that the level of protection
afforded is appropriate to the stature of the
designation

238

The policy does not align with national planning The NPPF states that planning should take 199
account of the different roles and character of
policy as set out in the NPPF.
areas and that local plans should include
strategic policies for the conservation and
enhancement of the natural environment,
including landscape. This includes designated
landscapes but also the wider countryside. It
is however recognised that amendments to
the policy are required to provide clarity. It is
therefore considered that the principle of the
policy does align with the NPPF but see
responses proposing amendments to policy
and supporting text to provide greater
clarification.

220

It is not clear whether the methodology behind the
definition of the Special Landscape Area has been
reviewed to establish whether it remains relevant in
the context of the NPPF.

It is considered that the methodology 270
previously used to establish the extent of
Special Landscape Areas across Derbyshire
remains relevant and consistent with the
NPPF – no changes.

The Special Landscape Area is too widely drawn As above.
and does not represent a robust and consistent
assessment of landscape quality.

508

Specific comments in relation to land at Belper See response under policy HGS5 in relation 527
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Lane, Belper.
Specific comments in relation to land at Bullsmoor, See response under policy HGS6 in relation 564
Belper.
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Specific comments in relation to land at The See response under policy HGS16 in relation 589, 627
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Common, Crich.
The special position for Kedleston Hall estate needs The heritage assets of Kedleston Hall and its 595
to be recognised and the green area maintained as Registered Park & Garden and their settings
heritage land.
are covered by policies EN4, 5 and 7 – no
changes.
The Special Landscape Area should be extended to This area of land is within the setting of 604
include land to the west of Derby, including the Kedleston Hall Registered Park & Garden
parishes of Quarndon and Mackworth, up to the land and is covered by policy EN7 – no changes.
identified as a Housing Growth Sites.
Crich should be within the Special Landscape Area.

Part of the Parish of Crich is already included 621
in the Special Landscape Area – no changes.

221

EN10

Support the policy.

Noted.

The policy needs to be based on a robust and
comprehensive evidence base that can be used in
the planning balance exercise set out in the NPPF
and should include criteria based policies against
which development proposals can be judged, as
well as allowing the decision maker to come to a
view as to whether a particular location contains
physical attributes that would 'take it out of the
ordinary', rather than applying a blanket approach to
land surrounding settlements, which may not have
any landscape significance.

Reference is included in the supporting text to 199
the policy to the Landscape Character
Assessment developed by Derbyshire County
Council, as a spatial framework for strategic
assessment of the environmental sensitivity
of the landscape. The NPPF states that
planning should take account of the different
roles and character of areas and that local
plans should include strategic policies for the
conservation and enhancement of the natural
environment, including landscape. This
includes designated landscapes but also the
wider countryside.

96,131,134,136,155
192,404,420,425,
531, 539

However, it is proposed to amend the policy
to set out specific criteria against which any
development proposals will be assessed.
The policy should be strengthened to refer to the Amend policy to refer specifically to 213
protection or enhancement of the character, local conserving local distinctiveness by using
distinctiveness and quality of the landscape and landscape character to inform design.
existing landscape features that make a positive
contribution to landscape character.

222

Specific comments relating in relation to land at See responses under policies HGS5 and 516, 527
Belper Lane and at Bullsmoor, Belper.
HGS6 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.
Concern that the policy needs to be applied robustly Noted.
including through enforcement of planning
conditions.

539
541

Specific comments
proposals in Crich.

relating

to

development See response under policies HGS16 in
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

This policy should recognise that ancient woodland See response under policy EN11.
is irreplaceable and that its loss or deterioration
should only be permitted in wholly exceptional
circumstances.

575

Specific comments in relation to land north of See responses under policy SS10 in relation 606
Denby.
to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
policy HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth
Site Policies.

223

EN11 Support the policy.

Noted.

131, 134, 136, 155, 192,
255, 404, 572

The wording should be strengthened to state that The policy already refers to the 146
development neighbouring SSSIs should be a last protection of SSSIs in considering
development proposals, which will
resort when all other options have been exhausted.
include those on land adjoining a SSSI.
However, it is proposed to amend the
policy to provide greater clarification and
ensure consistency with the NPPF.
For clarification, the policy should be amended as As above.
follows:- to avoid the impression of the possibility of
SSSIs and NNRs being developed for
alternative uses
- to ensure consistency with the NPPF in
recognising that development which would
have an adverse impact on SSSIs or NNRs
should not normally be permitted.
- to include a specific reference to protected
habitats and species.
- to specify that an ecological assessment
should be submitted in conjunction with
planning applications and that this should be
undertaken by someone with the relevant
qualification and experience.

213

The policy should be amended to ensure it permits a See response above in relation to 215
balancing exercise to be undertaken, consistent with proposed amendment to the policy.
the NPPF.
224

See response above in relation to 382
Suggest amendments to the policy as follows:- to refer specifically to the need for ‘no net loss proposed amendment to the policy.
of biodiversity’ and the preference for
‘biodiversity gain’, as indicated by the NPPF
- to refer to the need to identify the source and
quantify the level of funding for and any agreed
management scheme over the longer term.
- to refer to a funded management scheme or
plan also being appropriate for any sites that
are
damaged
or
compromised
by
development, but where a proportion of
valuable habitat is retained.
See response above in relation to 404
Strengthen and clarify policy by:- including reference to the intention to achieve proposed amendment to the policy.
a net gain for nature, to reflect the NPPF
- omitting the phrase ‘supporting development
proposals, providing they would not harm’
should be omitted
- including introductory sentence to criteria a)-d)
- consolidating the wording in relation to
compensation and mitigation into one
paragraph and to explain that the avoidance–
mitigation-compensation hierarchy should be
applied generally to planning applications, to
more accurately reflect the NPPF
- referring to safeguarding Best and Most
Versatile agricultural land in a different or
separate policy.

225

Suggest changes to strengthen the policy to include See response above in relation to 420
proposed amendment to the policy.
reference to net gains in biodiversity.
Suggest use of biodiversity metrics to assist in This can be given further consideration 420
if and when the Government proposes
measuring losses and gains.
to introduce such a system.
The supporting text to the policy refers to the ‘Amber Include map at Appendix 3 to the Local 382
Valley Ecological Network’ as shown on the plan in Plan.
Appendix 2’, but this appears to be absent from the
Draft Local Plan and this should therefore be
remedied, ensuring that the plan is legible.
Specific comments in relation to land north of Denby.

See responses under policy SS10 in 383, 390, 563, 606
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies and policy HGS18 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

Specific comments relating to Bullsmoor, Belper.

See response under policies HGS6 in 430, 447
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Specific comments relating to The Common, Crich.

See response under policy HGS16 in 146, 511
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

226

EN12 Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 131, 134, 136, 155,
192, 255, 420, 531

Specific comments relating to The Common, Crich

See response under policy HGS16 in 146, 549, 589
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Specific comments relating to land north of Denby

See responses under policies SS10 in 399, 502, 606, 635
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and
HGS18 in Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Specific comments relating to Belper Lane, Belper

See response under policy HGS5 in 527
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

The policy should include references to protection of Amend policy and supporting
soils, recognising that development has a major and accordingly to reflect comments.
usually irreversible adverse impact on soils and that
mitigation should aim to minimise soil disturbance and
retain as many ecosystem services as possible
through careful soil management during the
construction process. Specific references should be
made to soils of high environmental value being
considered as part of ecological connectivity and to
the Defra Code Of Practice for the sustainable use of
soils on construction sites.

text 404

There is a need for a sewerage farm in the Borough, This is not directly relevant to this policy, 447
but any such proposals would be
preferably a bio-digester installation.
considered under relevant local and
national planning policies - no changes.

227

EN13 Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 96, 155, 192, 255,
420, 429, 531

Specific comments relating to Bullsmoor, Belper.

See response under policy HGS6 in 69
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Specific comments in relation to land north of Denby.

See responses under policy SS10 in 383, 390, 399, 413, 507,
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 563, 606, 635
Policies and policy HGS18 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

Specific comments relating to The Common, Crich.

See response under policy HGS16 in 589
relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

References made to specific brownfield sites

Noted but these comments are not 146, 578, 627
directly relevant to this policy.

The policy should explicitly state that any remedial or Amend policy accordingly to reflect 386
comment.
mitigating measures are implemented.
The policy does not adequately address the potential As above.
risks posed by past coal mining activity and issues of
land instability.

428,509

228

EN14 Support the policy.

Noted.

96, 131, 134, 136, 155,
192, 255, 420, 531

The policy and/or supporting text should be amended Include maps at Appendix 3 to the Local 203
to provide sufficient clarity and to protect local Plan and refer to locations of hazard
communities and hazard site operators, as follows:sites in supporting text to policy.
- to refer to the specific hazard sites relating to
the policy and their associated consultation
zones
- to refer to the consultation zones associated
with the specific hazard sites being included on
the Proposals Map
- to refer to supporting the growth of these
hazard sites and protecting their future viability
from unsuitable encroachment.
Specific comments in relation to land north of Denby.

EN15 Support the policy.

See responses under policy SS10 in 383, 390, 403, 413, 547,
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 553, 606, 635
Policies and policy HGS18 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Noted.

96, 255, 425

EN16 Support the policy.

It is considered that the policy is 96, 425
consistent with the NPPF, but it is
The policy should be amended to be less restrictive, proposed to amend the supporting text 46
reflecting national planning policy which refers to to the policy to provide greater clarity in
taking into account cumulative impacts.
relation to the consideration of the
cumulative impact of signs.

229

EN17 Cross refers to standards of provision in IN5 which See response to policy IN5, which 519
are not judged to be based on robust and up to date reflects the updated Amber Valley
Sports Playing Pitch Strategy.
evidence.
Encourage reference to Sport England’s ‘Active Amend paragraph 11.12.10 to reflect 519
comments.
Design’ principles within the policy.
These paragraph numbers are labelled incorrectly.

This will be addressed in the Pre- 606
Submission Local Plan.

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 131, 134, 136, 155,
244, 257, 404, 420, 513,
531, 572, 580, 606

The policy should refer to off-road parking and state Reference is made in policy IN1 in 132, 134, 136, 155, 192
that on-road parking is not acceptable in areas where Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies to the
need for development to comply with the
the road network is unsuitable for it.
relevant car parking standards. Off road
parking standards are covered in policy
IN1 and are as set out in the 6C’s
Design Guide, which Derbyshire County
Council have adopted. The Design
Guide provides guidance in respect of
highways and transport infrastructure
associated with new development.
However, the Borough Council cannot
prevent on-road parking via the planning
process, as this would not meet the
relevant tests with which any conditions
on planning permissions need to comply
- no changes.

230

.
The wording of criterion s) should be amended to be See proposed amendments to policies 215
EN2-7.
consistent with policy EN2.
Criterion i) should be deleted, as it this relates to Pollution control is covered by policy 238
pollution impacts covered by environmental controls EN12 in Chapter, which reflects the
NPPF, but criterion i) can be deleted
outside planning policy.
from policy EN17 to avoid duplication.
Criterion o) should be amended to provide greater
clarity, by referring to the need for any significant
adverse impact on the adjacent road network to be
mitigated to ensure no detrimental impact on safety or
free flow of traffic

The current wording of criterion o) is 238
considered to be appropriate, as
mitigation may also be required where
there is less than a significant adverse
impact – no changes.

Concerns that the policy wording is confusing and
that it overlaps with the objectives of other policies
and therefore suggest amendments to reflect the type
of ‘place’ that the Local Plan aims to achieve, rather
than simply listing issues that should be addressed.

Chapter 4 of the Draft Local Plan sets 270
out the Spatial Vision for Amber Valley
up to 2028. The purpose of policy EN17
is to set out a range of criteria against
which all new development proposals
will be assessed, in order to ensure a
high quality and design of development,
consistent with the Spatial Vision – no
changes.

There is no mention of bridleways in this policy.

The protection, enhancement and 86
creation of bridleways are referred to
policy IN1 in Chapter 12: Infrastructure
Policies.

231

Criterion c) should be strengthened to refer to the
need to protect and enhance distinctive landscape
features and nature conservation interests, to reflect
the NPPF.

See proposed amendments to policies 404
EN10 and EN11, but criterion c) can be
deleted from policy EN17 to avoid
duplication.

Support reference to Building for Life 12, but this
needs to be incorporated more fully into policy across
the plan and will be open to interpretation without the
basis of design review on large and/or sensitive sites.
The policy should be made more prominent in the
Local Plan and seen to reflect the strategic objectives
and strongly recommended reference is made to the
need for independent design review, to reflect the
NPPF and avoid any subjective approach to what
qualifies ‘good design’.

Amend supporting text to the policy to 552
reflect the NPPF and Planning Practice
Guidance (PPG), in relation to
supporting independent design review in
respect of large and/or sensitive sites.

Specific comments on criteria d) and g) in relation to See responses under policy SS10 in 558
land north of Denby.
relation to Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy
Policies and policy HGS18 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Specific comments regarding existing development The Local Plan policies cannot influence 627
and development currently under construction in development proposals that have
Crich in terms of design quality.
already
been
granted
planning
permission – no changes.

232

CHAPTER 12: INFRASTRUCTURE POLICIES
Policy No.

IN1

Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
73, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192,
270, 531, 572,
573

Support the policy.

Noted.

No mention of bridleways in bullet point b)

Amend bullet point b) in policy to include 386
reference to bridleways

Sustainable, integrated transport to all areas must The Strategic Objectives in Chapter 5 of the 527
be improved
Draft Local Plan include explicit reference to
supporting the provision of infrastructure that
creates opportunities for non-motorised
transport and increasing public transport
accessibility - no changes.
It is essential that all planning applications should
consider not only whether alternative transport
means are available, but whether they are
actually likely to be used.

The requirements set out in bullet point c) of 621
the policy in relation to a Transport Statement
or Assessment refer to the for development
proposals to demonstrate how opportunities for
sustainable travel can be achieved – no
changes.

233

Concerns about increasing congestion and
danger through increase in traffic with new A609
link road to the A38 and the proposed new
junction should be limited to access to serve the
new development at Denby.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 383, 413, 606
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

Any development in Derwent Street and Belper
Meadows needs to allow for a single lane route
for the A6 to alleviate traffic flow problems on the
A6 between Morrison’s roundabout and the
Triangle.

Depending on the scale and type of 447
development proposals that may come forward
in this location, the requirement for a Transport
Statement or Assessment will enable the
identification of appropriate measures to
address any impacts on the transport network no changes.

During the construction of development on land Any development proposals on land north of 584
north of Denby, proper consideration should be Denby (policy HGS18) will be required to
provide Transport Statement or Assessment,
given to the effect of construction traffic.
which will enable the identification of
appropriate measures to address any impacts
on the transport network - no changes, but see
responses under policy SS10 in relation to
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.
.
584
Consideration should be given to replacing the As above.
Kilburn Toll Bar traffic lights with a roundabout
with part time signals to reduce congestion at
peak times.

234

The site at Belper Lane (policy HGS5) is located
where public transport is poor and big
improvements
to
the
public
transport
infrastructure would be needed.

Any development proposals at Belper Lane 527
(policy HGS5) will be required to provide a
Transport Statement or Assessment, which will
enable the identification of appropriate
measures to address any impacts on the
transport network - no changes, but see
responses under policy HGS5 in relation to
Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.

Concerns that this policy has not been complied The policies of the Local Plan cannot influence 534, 536, 539,
with in recently planned and permitted development proposals which have already 549, 589, 627
been granted planning permission.
developments in Crich.
See responses under policy HGS16 in relation
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies, with regard
to the proposed Housing Growth Site at The
Common, Crich.
More elderly accommodation will be needed in See policy H4 in Chapter 8: Housing Policies, 550
Crich as currently there are only a limited number which refers to the need to consider an
appropriate range of mix and types of housing
of bungalows etc.
provision.
The disused railway line running from Denby to
Little Eaton needs protecting from development
that could prejudice a safe cycle and footpath
route to link up to Derby.

This route has already been identified as a 553
Disused Transport Route under policy IN2, to
enable it to be safeguarded for a potential
multi-user route for pedestrians and cyclists.

235

IN2

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 131,
136, 155,
425, 429,
531, 572

134,
192,
509,

The policy should be expanded to refer to other Amend supporting text to policy to reflect 270
disused transport routes in Amber Valley, to comments.
recognise that these are not the only means of
developing new multi-user routes and to refer to
the need to develop a plan to establish a network
of such routes with Derbyshire County Council.
The disused transport route on the map at
Appendix 3 is incorrect and is inconsistent with
the description of the route in the supporting text
to the policy.

The route identified on the map at Appendix 3 386
relates to that part of the former railway route
that has not yet been established as a multiuser route.

The policy should refer to support for proposals to See comments and response above in relation 433
bring back into use disused transport routes to the development of a plan to establish a
which are in private ownership, to be consistent network of multi-user routes.
with the NPPF.
The links should be re-opened using trams or The most appropriate options for the re-use of 527
trains to reduce car-use and integrate public disused transport routes can be identified
through the development of a plan to establish
transport further.
a network of multi-user routes, including any
potential to establish new public transport
routes.

236

There is an opportunity to upgrade existing
bridleways in conjunction with proposals for
development on land north of Denby, which would
keep the area open to walkers, cyclists and horse
riders.

See responses under policy SS10 in relation to 613
Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy Policies and policy
HGS18 in relation to Chapter 7: Growth Site
Policies.

237

IN3

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192,
527, 531, 572

Any restoration, maintenance and use of the These concerns are already reflected in the 420
Cromford Canal has to be sympathetic to and wording of the policy - no changes.
compatible with the needs of wildlife on the canal
including rare and protected species.
A comprehensive approach is needed to support
the restoration of the canal through partnership
working, including consideration of its leisure,
recreation and tourism potential for walking and
cycling and links to and through the Derwent
Valley Mills World Heritage Site.

A comprehensive approach is already in 509
through the Cromford Canal Partnership, of
which the Borough Council is an active
member - no changes.

Support the Friends of Cromford Canal in Noted.
relationship to the project.

527

Concerns regarding the need to restrict cyclists This is not an issue that can be directly 550
addressed through the Local Plan and would
along the canal towpath.
need to be considered by the Cromford Canal
Partnership – no changes.

238

IN4

73, 213,
404, 420,
429, 513,
572

Support the policy.

Noted.

The policy IN4 should be amalgamated with
Policy IN2 to strengthen the Local Plan’s
commitment to the development of ‘Greenways’.
Development. IN4 will be more effective in
safeguarding and implementing the Greenway
network within the Borough if a plan of proposed
and existing greenways is included.

Amend supporting text to reflect comments, in 270
line with proposed amendments to supporting
text to policy IN2, to reflect links between the
policies.

255,
425,
531,

The guidelines for securing provision as set out in Amend policy wording accordingly to reflect 519
the supporting text to the policy are not based on comment.
robust and up to date evidence.
Whilst the need to provide future cemetery space The supporting text to the policy already refers 81
is appreciated, it is also important to recognise to allotments as an example of green
the valuable asset and recreational value that infrastructure - no changes.
allotments offer.
The policy does not touch on the amount of offroad parking that is expected or that on road
parking is not acceptable where the road network
is unsuitable for it.

Policy IN1 refers to the need for development 513
proposals to demonstrate that they comply with
the relevant car parking standards – no
changes.

239

Quarndon currently lacks sufficient community
open spaces for sport and recreation and needs
significant
improvements
to
its
green
infrastructure,
particularly
if
development
proceeds at Kedleston Road.

The need for and provision of additional public 131,
open space could be appropriately addressed 155,
through the neighbourhood planning process - 580
no changes.

Local residents in Belper have responded to a Noted.
survey to state that they want their green open
spaces to remain and not be built upon.

134,
157,

136,
192,

447

Concerns that development at Bullsmoor, Belper See responses under policy HGS6 in relation 564, 596
would result in a loss of greenspace and public to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
amenity with a substantial and irrevocable loss of
wildlife habitat.
Lockton Avenue Recreation Ground should be
identified and protected and included as a Sport &
Recreational Open Space, including the existing
children’s play area and the open grassed area
for sport and more active play.

The wording of the policy will ensure that this 630
area is protected as open space, unless it can
be demonstrated that the land is surplus to
requirements for this purpose, or its loss (in
whole or in part) would enable the creation of
equivalent or better provision locally in terms of
quantity and quality, or equivalent financial
investment in provision can be made
elsewhere. Any development proposals on the
proposed Housing Growth Site at Thorpe
Road, Heanor will need to satisfy these
requirements – no changes.

240

IN5

73, 255, 433,
531, 572

Support the policy.

Noted.

The policy wording needs to be amended to set
out clear principles supported by up to date
evidence, in order to be effectively applied and
deliver required objectives.

Amend wording of supporting text to policy to 519
emphasise that the requirements in the policy
will form the basis of negotiation with
developers and should not be considered in
isolation, as the Borough Council will in all
instances determine the requirement for new
recreational open space provision based on
existing needs analysis.

The policy wording is not flexible in respect of the
contributions required and should state that such
contributions will be subject to viability
considerations.

Amend wording of supporting text to policy to 214
emphasise the need to carefully weigh the
provision of and/or financial contributions
towards sport & recreational open spaces,
against other potential infrastructure and
community benefits considered to be
necessary in conjunction with development, as
well as to take into account viability
considerations.
Amend wording of policy to provide crossreference to policy H6 in relation to viability.

There is a need to improve the provision of Noted, but the Local Plan cannot directly 447
influence the provision of improvements to this
swimming facilities at Belper Leisure Centre.
facility.

241

Development of the Amber Valley Rugby Club See policy HGS3 in Chapter 7: Growth Site 550
Policies, which requires the replacement of the
ground (HGS3) will take away sports facilities.
existing sports facilities to a suitable alternative
location, before the site can be developed.
Quarndon currently lacks sufficient community See response to these concerns under policy 131, 134, 136,
155, 157, 192,
open spaces for sport and recreation and needs IN4.
513, 580
significant
improvements
to
its
green
infrastructure,
particularly
if
development
proceeds at Kedleston Road.
Lockton Avenue Recreation Ground should be As above.
identified and protected and included as a Sport &
Recreational Open Space, including the existing
children’s play area and the open grassed area
for sport and more active play.

630

242

IN6

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 262, 270, 531

There is no longer any land available for a new The areas of land proposed to be safeguarded 12
for educational facilities under this policy reflect
school at Coasthill, Crich.
the latest requests from Derbyshire County
Council, as the Education Authority - no
changes.
It is considered that a new school in Crich is See above.
required as the conditions at Crich Infants are
poor.

627

If the proposal for a new school at Coasthill Crich This will need to be considered as part of any 539
were to go ahead, road access will be critical as future planning application for the provision of
the current access to the Medical Centre and a new school.
Glebe Field Centre already creates problems on a
daily basis. Additional on road parking in and
around the area will exacerbate access and
congestion problems.
Belper needs at least 1 additional primary school
to make it a sustainable community in the long
term. Currently there is not enough capacity and
only St Elizabeth’s RC Primary School has land in
which it can expand.

The need or otherwise for an additional 447, 505
primary school in Belper will need to be
established by Derbyshire County Council, as
the Education Authority.

243

IN7

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 531

The policy should require that any replacement The policy specifically refers to safeguarding 81
facilities need to be of an equivalent or better land for future cemetery extensions - no
changes.
provision, both in terms of quality and quantity.
An extension of the cemetery in Crich may be The need for any future expansion of 541
cemeteries in the Borough will be kept under
needed given the increase in population.
review by the Borough Council.

244

IN8

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 531

There is a need for an evidence based approach See response to these concerns under policy 519
to meeting the needs for sports facilities and a IN5.
clear
framework
to
support
developer
contributions and projects that may not be of a
scale for inclusion with the Infrastructure Delivery
Plan would also need to be catered for.
The wording of the policy should be amended to It is considered that the policy as worded is 7
make it clear that it relates to retention of appropriate as a basis for considering any
facilities, not support for their redevelopment.
proposals to re-use or redevelop facilities, by
setting out a range of criteria against which any
such proposals will be assessed - no changes.
Concerns that ‘viability’ may be interpreted in Amend policy to provide greater clarity in 7
other ways to that intended by the policy.
respect of the issue of viability.
The supporting text to the policy should be clear As above.
that viability considerations will factor into the
requirement for the provision of new facilities.

214

The increase in population in Crich will increase Consultation will be undertaken with the 549
pressure on health facilities.
relevant Clinical Commissioning Group(s) in
relation to proposals for housing development
to establish any requirements for the provision
of
or
financial
contributions
towards
improvements to existing health facilities.

245

IN9

Support the policy.

Noted.

73

The policy should refer to other areas within the The criteria in the policy in relation to specific 433
Borough where new leisure facilities could be locations reflect particular issues in those
provided.
locations, but the policy can be amended to
include an additional criterion applicable to all
locations.
Concerns that Belper lacks a decent sports Noted, but the Local Plan cannot directly 447, 505
centre.
influence the quantity or quality of facilities at
Belper Leisure Centre.
IN10

Support the policy.

Noted.

255, 433

Suggest reference to ‘cultural heritage’ be Amend policy wording accordingly to reflect 404
replaced with ‘heritage assets or their setting’, to comment.
reflect the NPPF.
New buildings or structures should not be located Amend policy wording to include reference to 152
in close proximity to residential properties, as residential amenity considerations.
there are potential negative amenity issues, and
the policy should be amended accordingly.
IN11

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 131, 134,
136, 155, 192

Internet infrastructure in Crich is not considered fit Noted, but the Local Plan cannot directly 541
for purpose.
influence this matter.

246

IN12

Support the policy.

Noted.

Additional wording should be included in the Amend policy accordingly to reflect comments.
policy to indicate that if developer contributions
are not provided to support necessary
infrastructure, where this need has been clearly
identified by a statutory infrastructure provider in
relation to development proposals, the proposals
may be unacceptable on the basis that they
would not provide for a sustainable form of
development.

73, 131,
136, 155,
429

134,
262,

270

The policy should be amended to clarify that Add additional wording to supporting text to 214
policy, to set out that the scope to secure
provision will be based on development viability.
provision of and/or financial contributions
towards infrastructure, in conjunction with
proposals for new housing development, will
need to be carefully weighed against other
potential infrastructure and community benefits
considered to be necessary in conjunction with
development and the viability of development.
The references in the policy to heritage assets Amend policy wording accordingly to reflect 425
and their setting and the mitigation of the impact comments.
of development should be amended to be
consistent with the NPPF.

247

Water infrastructure is just as important as the Amend policy wording to include reference to 429
other physical infrastructure listed. The timely water infrastructure.
provision of water resources and foul drainage
infrastructure is essential where large scale
development is proposed as part of the Local
Plan process.
Measures to deal with contaminated land in See policy HGS18 in Chapter 7: Housing 386
relation to land north of Denby should be included Growth Sites and responses in relation to this
policy.
in this policy.
The Borough Council needs to use its influence to Noted, but the Local Plan cannot directly 447
ensure electrification of the Midlands Main Line is influence this matter.
completed.
Any development in Derwent Street and Belper See response to these concerns under policy 447
Meadows needs to allow for a single lane route IN1.
for the A6 to alleviate traffic flow problems on the
A6 between Morrison’s roundabout and the
Triangle.

248

IN13

Support the policy.

Noted.

73, 131,
136, 155,
255, 262,
531, 572

134,
192,
270,

Opportunities to secure third party funding either Noted. This can be considered further in the 417
through S106 or CIL means should be explored to context of specific proposals for new housing
development, where it can be demonstrated
provide disabled access at railway stations.
that such provision is necessary as a result of
development.
The Council should consider adopting a This can be given further consideration if and 420
biodiversity metrics approach that facilitates the when the Government proposes to introduce
quantification of biodiversity losses and potential such a system.
gains.
The policy wording should be amended to make it See response above in respect of proposed 214
clear that contributions will be collected only amendment to wording of policy IN12, in
where feasible. This will ensure flexibility is relation to viability.
exercised during the consideration of all planning
applications
proposing
new
residential
development on allocated sites.
The introduction of a charging scheme in order The Borough Council has not resolved to 396
that Community Infrastructure Levy funds might pursue the introduction of a Community
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) in Amber Valley but
be collected would be welcomed.
this may be revisited in the future.

249

Land North of Denby should be designated as a See responses in relation to this matter under 73
Garden Village so that central Government funds policies SS10 in relation to Chapter 6: Spatial
are available, as well as developer contributions.
Strategy Policies and policy HGS18 in relation
to Chapter 7: Growth Site Policies.
Any shortfall for meeting the requirement to As above.
remediate contaminated land in HGS18 (given
the likely high cost) is not acceptable. No
provision for this is made in this policy.
The policy should be strengthened to ensure that
developers meet their obligations and to offset the
negative impact that developers have on the
environment.

386, 613

The policy as worded reflects the requirements 531, 578
under the relevant legislation that any
obligations meet the statutory tests of being
necessary to make the development
acceptable in planning terms, directly related to
the development and fairly and reasonably
related in scale and kind to the development –
no changes.

The policy should take into account long term As above.
effects as well as immediate ones.

621

250

OTHER REPRESENTATIONS
Issues Raised

Response/Recommendation by LPA

Support the Draft Local Plan.

Noted.

Representation
Numbers of
those raising
issues
73

A masterplan should be produced for the This is an issue which will need to be 96
redevelopment of Alfreton Town Centre.
considered outside the Local Plan process.
Garage sites and the site of
demolished building in Ironville
redeveloped.

a recently Any redevelopment proposals for these sites 96
should be would need to be considered under the
relevant local and national planning policies,
depending on the scale and nature of the
proposals.

The proposed electrification of the Midland Main This is an issue which will need to be 96
Line should give special consideration to the considered outside the Local Plan process.
impact on Belper & Milford Conservation Area
and the Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site.
Disused farm buildings could be converted to
holiday accommodation or residential use,
including buildings in the Green Belt to meet rural
housing needs.

This is addressed by policy H3 in Chapter 8: 96
Housing Policies and in respect of buildings
within the Green Belt, by policy SS9 in Chapter
6: Spatial Strategy Policies.

251

Development in Heanor Town Centre and Ripley The masterplans for Heanor Town Centre and 96
Town Centre should be consistent with the Ripley Town Centre are not statutory planning
masterplans for these town centres.
documents and therefore cannot carry any
significant weight in the determination of
planning applications within the town centres.
The consultation process, specifically the online The consultation process on the Draft Local 105
form, is likely to have deterred people from Plan enabled representations to be either
responding.
submitted via the online form, or in writing and
the number and range of responses received
does not suggest that those wishing to respond
to the consultation have not done so, as a
result of any procedural issues affecting the
submission of representations.
Concerns regarding the accuracy of the evidence
in the Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment,
specifically in relation to Surface Water Flood
Maps.

It is considered that the Level 1 Strategic Flood 127
Risk Assessment provides sufficient and
accurate evidence to inform the policies and
proposals in the Local Plan.

Many of the policies are subjective and open to There is a need to balance giving clear 131, 134, 136,
interpretation.
direction in policies as to whether or not 155, 192
development proposals will be supported, with
the need to ensure a flexible approach.

252

The Local Plan should introduce positive The Housing policies in Chapter 8 support the 131, 134, 136,
incentives to bring brownfield land and empty redevelopment of brownfield sites for housing 155, 192, 572,
properties back into use.
development. The Borough Council already 580
has a proactive approach to bringing empty
properties in the Borough back into use, with a
dedicated post allocated to this activity.
Concerns about the extent and quality of the
consultation process, including the difficulties in
being able to respond using the online
consultation form.

The consultation process on the Draft Local
Plan enabled representations to be either
submitted via the online form, or in writing and
the number and range of responses received
does not suggest that those wishing to respond
to the consultation have not done so, as a
result of any procedural issues affecting the
submission of representations.

146, 149, 161,
183, 188, 205,
260, 386, 510,
584, 588

It is considered that the consultation process
met the statutory requirements and was
consistent with the principles set out in the
Borough Council’s Statement of Community
Involvement.
The Council should explore external funding This is an issue which will need to be 146
opportunities to secure decontamination and considered outside the Local Plan process.
development of the Stevenson’s Dye Works site
in Bullbridge.
A general policy should be introduced in the Local See policy SS1 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 146
Plan to reflect and acknowledge the role of Policies and the response to representations in
Neighbourhood Plans.
relation to this policy.

253

Information should be provided to show how This can be provided as part of the housing 149
many dwellings have been granted planning land supply information at Appendix 1 in the
permission, but have not yet started.
Local Plan.
The Draft Local Plan is at variance with the Draft The Borough Council is committed to working 176
Neighbourhood Plan for Crich Parish.
with Parish/Town Councils to address any
inconsistencies between the Local Plan and
any emerging Neighbourhood Plans.
It is critical that the Local Plan is taken forward to Noted.
201
adoption without delay.
The Local Plan should include a strategy to See Strategic Objectives 10 and 11 in Chapter 226
provide places for people to work to reduce 5 and policy IN1 in Chapter 12: Infrastructure
commuting.
Policies.
The Local Plan should make reference to the This is set out in Chapter 2 of the Draft Local 230
previous Core Strategy and why this was Plan.
withdrawn.
The Local Plan should include an explanation to The next steps in the Local Plan process are 230
the process to be followed through to adoption.
set out in Chapter 13 of the Draft Local Plan
and this will be updated in the Pre-Submission
Local Plan.
Welcome the progression with the Local Plan.

Noted.

233

Codnor Common should be identified as This land is identified and protected as a Local 237
protected open space due to its historical Green Space in the adopted Ripley
significance for the local community.
Neighbourhood Plan and by policy IN4 in
Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies.

254

The evidence documents to support the Local These documents can be added to the list of 270
Plan should include the Derby HMA Strategic evidence documents to support the Local Plan.
Transport Modelling Position Statement from
2015 and a ‘Transportation Note’ to provide a
‘commentary’ of transport issues in the Borough.
It would be helpful if the Key Diagram in Appendix Paragraph 157 of the NPPF refers to broad 270
3 was clearer.
locations for strategic development being
identified on a key diagram. The key diagram
as set out in the Draft Local Plan indicates the
main urban areas in the Borough, as the focus
for housing and economic growth, as well as
the locations of the proposed Housing Growth
Sites, along with an indication of those parts of
the Borough within the Green Belt and key
environmental designations.
Sites with planning permission that have not yet
been developed should be identified in the Local
Plan to help identify infrastructure requirements,
including Greenways.

Any infrastructure provision to be provided in 270
conjunction with development for which
planning permission has already been granted
can be identified through the information
provided with the relevant permission.
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There is a conflict between policies in the Draft
Local Plan that a) protect the Derwent Valley Mills
World Heritage Site and its Buffer Zone and b)
policies that promote development in these
locations.

There is a need to balance the need to 321
promote housing and economic growth in the
Borough, including in those locations within the
Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site and
its Buffer Zone, with the need to protect the
Outstanding Universal Value of the World
Heritage Site. This is recognised in the wording
of the relevant policies in Chapter 7: Housing
Growth Sites (policies HGS5 and HGS6 and
Chapter 11: Environment Policies (policy EN3),
although see response in relation to policy
HGS5 under Chapter 7.

Welcome engagement as the Local Plan Noted.
progresses to ensure that the A38 is
safeguarded.
Development proposed in the plan will desecrate
hedgerows, mature trees, open land and natural
habitats, contrary to the Amber Valley
Environmental Strategy. The rural character of
the area will be destroyed, villages will lose their
individuality and character and will be swallowed
up into one massive outer city town.
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Policy SS1 in Chapter 6: Spatial Strategy 390
Policies seeks to ensure that development
proposals reflect the principle of sustainable
development, whilst the range of policies in
Chapter 11: Environment Policies is designed
to ensure that the quality of the Borough’s
environment is protected and where possible
enhanced.

Concerns that the Borough Council has not The Borough Council has consulted with 396, 537, 603
consulted with Ripley Town Council in respect of Ripley Town Council, as a statutory consultee,
the relationship between the Local Plan and the in the preparation of the Draft Local Plan.
Ripley Neighbourhood Plan.
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The ‘Introduction’ section in the Local Plan should A number of references are made to the 396
refer to the requirements of the National Planning National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in
Policy Framework (NPPF).
the Draft Local Plan, where this is relevant in
relation to particular policies.
Appendix 2 in the Local Plan should include The relevant Neighbourhood Plans can be 396
reference to the Ripley Neighbourhood Plan and included in the list of evidence documents to
other Neighbourhood Plans that have been made support the Local Plan.
in the Borough as relevant evidence.
The Local Plan consultation process has been The Borough Council cannot control the timing
confusing as it has taken place at the same time of the submission of planning applications and
as a number of planning applications.
is required to consult on applications in
accordance with statutory requirements.

401

The Council should consider how to reflect the Paragraph 76 of the NPPF refers to both local 420
National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPF) in plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to
relation to Local Green Spaces.
the identification for special protection of green
areas of particular importance. It is considered
that Neighbourhood Plans within Amber Valley
would be the most appropriate place to
introduce such designations, where areas can
be shown to be of particular importance to
local communities. An amendment can be
made to the support text to policy IN4 in
Chapter 12: Infrastructure Policies, to this
effect.
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Support the reference in Chapter 1: Introduction Noted.
to the Derby & Derbyshire Minerals Local Plan.

428

Recommend an additional policy to reflect the Amend policy EN1 and supporting text in 429
requirements of the EU Water Framework Chapter 11: Environment Policies to reflect
Directive (WFD), in relation to the quality of comments.
ground and surface water.
A range of information relating to Holloway should
be included on maps either in the Local Plan or
the supporting evidence, including culverts and
streams, wildlife sites, contaminated land, ancient
woodland and existing housing.

It is not considered that the Local Plan is the 500
most appropriate document to include this
range of information, as this is already located
within other documents.

The Local Plan is heavily weighted in favour of Policy SS1 refers to the need to take a positive 507
developers.
approach to development proposals, reflecting
the principle of sustainable development set
out in the NPPF.
Crich is and should remain a village and the
Council should focus on redevelopment of
existing areas, rather than on the development of
greenfield sites.

See responses relating to Crich under policy 529
H1 in Chapter 8: Housing Policies, which refer
to Crich as a ‘Key Village’, based on the range
of services and facilities in the village.

Neighbourhood Plans should be an integral part Neighbourhood Plans, when formally adopted, 610
of the Borough’s planning process.
are part of the Development Plan for Amber
Valley, alongside the Borough-wide Local Plan.
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APPENDIX A BODIES INVITED TO MAKE REPRESENTATIONS
A13d
Action for Children – Youth Reach (Alfreton)
ADDC Architects
Age Concern Derby and Derbyshire
Aldercar & Langley Mill Parish Council
Alderwasley Parish Council
Alfreton Community Association
Alfreton Further Education Centre
Alfreton Leisure Centre
Alfreton Town Council
AM Planning Consultants Ltd
Amber Valley Access Group c/o DCIL
Amber Valley Borough Council Environmental Services
Amber Valley Borough Council Landscape Services
Amber Valley Borough Council Housing Team
Amber Valley Borough Council Equalities
Amber Valley CVS
Amber Valley SOS
Ambergate Neighbourhood Association
Arcus Consultancy Services Ltd
Ashfield District Council
Ashover Parish Council
Asian Association of Chesterfield & North Derbyshire
Aspbury Planning Ltd
Association of Indian Women
Autism Helpline (National)
BAFA (Bullbridge & Sawmills Civic Society)
Barnardo’s
Belper & District Neighbourhood Watch
Belper Civic Forum
Belper District 50+ Forum
Belper Mental Health Centre

Belper North Mill
Belper Town Council
Belper Unitarian Chapel
Biggin-by-Hulland
b-line (Derbyshire County Council)
Bolsover District Council
Brackenfield Parish Council
Brailsford & Ednaston Parish Council
Brian Twigg Planning
Brinsley Parish Council
British Geological Survey
British Horse Society
British Ports Association
British Red Cross
British Telecom
British Waterways East Midlands
Brooklyn Medical Practice
Broxtowe Borough Council
Callow Parish Council
Camland Development Ltd
Campaign for Better Transport
Campaign for Real Ale
Campaign for the Protection of Rural England
CamTAD (Campaign for Tackling Acquired Deafness)
Canal and River Trust
Care for Independence (Derbyshire) Ltd
Chevin Homes Ltd
Christ Church Ironville
Cinderhill OG
Civil Aviation Authority
Clowes Developments UK Ltd
Codnor Parish Council
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Community Care Systems
Council for British Archaeology
Country Land and Business Association
Crich Parish Council
Crich Patient Participation Group
Cromford Parish Council
D2N2 Local Enterprise Partnership
Dalbury Lees Parish Council
Derbyshire County Council Corporate Property
Derbyshire County Council Older People’s Forums
Deaf Equality Forward
Define
Denby Parish Council
Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG)
Derby City Council Planning Services Communities and Place
Directorate
Derby City Council Children & Young Peoples Services
Derby City Council Highways
Derby City NHS
Derby Diocesan Board of Finance
Derby Hospitals NHS Foundation Trust
Derby Racial Equality Council
Derby University
Derbyshire & Nottinghamshire Chamber of Commerce
Derbyshire & Peak District Campaign for Better Transport
Derbyshire Acute Hospitals NHS Trust
Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire Pre-School Learning Alliance
Derbyshire Archaeological Society
Derbyshire Association for the Blind LTD
Derbyshire Association of Local Councils
Derbyshire Autism Support
Derbyshire Campaign to Protect Rural England
Derbyshire Chinese Welfare Association
Derbyshire Youthinc

Derbyshire Coalition for Living (DCIL)
Derbyshire Community Support Service North - Leonard Cheshire
Derbyshire Constabulary
Derbyshire County Council Policy & Monitoring
Derbyshire County Council Economy, Transport and Communities
Department
Derbyshire County Council Derby & Derbyshire Archaeologist
Derbyshire County Council Environmental Services Department
Derbyshire County Council Consultant in Public Health
Derbyshire County Council Youth Inclusion Support Group
Derbyshire County Council Transport Partnership
Derbyshire County Council Amber Valley (11-19) Children & Younger
Adults
Derbyshire County Council Partnership Co-ordinator
Derbyshire County Council Safer Derbyshire
Derbyshire County Council Primary Care Trust
Derbyshire Dales District Council
Derbyshire Economic Partnership
Derbyshire Federation of Women's Institutes
Derbyshire Fire and Rescue
Derbyshire Friend LGB Transgender Support Group
Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group
Derbyshire Housing Aid
Derbyshire Mental Health Services NHS Trust
Derbyshire Mental Health Trust
Derbyshire MND Support Group
Derbyshire Older People's Advisory Group (DOPAG)
Derbyshire Partnership Forum
Derbyshire Positive Support
Derbyshire Pre School Learning Alliance
Derbyshire Probation Service
Derbyshire Sport
Derbyshire Victim Services
Derbyshire Wildlife Trust
Friends of Ambergate
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Derwent Valley Mills World Heritage Site Partnership
Derwent Valley Visitor Centre
Dethick, Lea & Holloway Parish Council
Disability Direct
DLP Planning Ltd
DLP Planning Ltd (East Midlands)
DPDS Consulting Group
DPP
Duffield Community Association
Duffield Parish Council
Duffield Village Forum
East Midlands Airport
East Midlands Ambulance Service NHS Trust
East Midlands Councils
East Midlands Electricity
East Midlands Housing Association
East Midlands Trains
Eastwood Town Council
EDF
Elder & Twells
Entec (Consultants for National Grid)
Environment Agency
EON
Erewash Borough Council
Erewash Canal Preservation & Development Association
Federation of Small Businesses (Notts & Derby)
Fibromyalgia Group
Fields In Trust
Fisher German LLP
Florence Nightingale Derbyshire Association
Forestry Commission
Forum of Derbyshire Access Groups
Foundation Derbyshire
ICOMOS
Idridgehay, Alton and Ashleyhay Parish Council
IMCH Planning and Devt Consultancy

Friends of Belper Parks
Friends of Belper River Gardens
Friends of Cromford Canal
Friends of Markeaton Brook
Friends of Swanwick Hall School
Friends of the Earth
Futures Housing Group
Gardens Trust
GL Hearn
Gold Card (Derbyshire County Council)
Greasley Parish Council
Green 2K Design Ltd
GVA
Hallam Land Management Ltd
Hardwick Legal
Hazelwood Parish Council
Health and Safety Executive
Heanor & Loscoe Town Council
Heanor 50+ Forum
Heanor Green Belt Action Group
Heanor Police Youth Project
Heaton Planning
Highways Agency
Historic England
Holbrook Parish Council
Home Builders Federation Ltd
Home Office
Home Start Amber Valley
Home and Communities Agency
Horsley Parish Council
Horsley Woodhouse Parish Council
Hourigan Connolly
Hulland Ward Parish Council
Nether Heage Methodist Church
Network Rail
New Street LLP c/o Bilfinger GVA
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Inland Waterways Association
International Council on Monuments & Sites UK
Ironville Parish Council
JF Planning
JMW Planning Ltd
John Church Planning Consultancy Ltd
Kedleston Voice
Kilburn Parish Council
Kirk Ireton Parish Council
Kirk Langley Parish Council
Lambert Smith Hampton
Leith Planning Limited
Little Eaton Parish Council
Lorimer Estates Property Services Ltd
Lowland Derbyshire and Nottinghamshire Local Nature Partnership
Mackworth Parish Council
Mapperley Parish Council
Marrons Planning
Matlock Bath Parish Council
Matlock Town Council
Mercaston Parish Council
Middleton by Wirksworth Parish Council
Midland Association for Amputees and Friends
Ministry of Defence
Morley Parish Council
Motor Neurone Disease Association (Derbyshire)
NAS Derby and District
National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups
National Self Build Association
National Trust
Natural England
Rural Action Derbyshire
Salloway Property Consultants
Salvation Army
Save The Children Fund
Selston Parish Council

NHS England
NHS Hardwick CCG
NGS North Derbyshire CCG
NHS Property Services
North East Derbyshire District Council
Nottinghamshire & Derbyshire Lohana Community
Nottinghamshire County Council
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust
NTR Design & Build Ltd
Orange Personal Communications Services Ltd.
Our Vision Our Future
Oxalis Planning
Parkinson's UK
Parkside Surgery
Pegasus Group
Pentrich Parish Council
Pinxton Parish Council
Planning and Design Group UK Ltd
Planning and Design Practice Ltd
Planning Potential
Protect Belper
Quarndon Parish Council
Radbourne Parish Council
Rail Freight Group
Ramblers
Rapleys
Redrow Homes
Rethink Mental Illness
Ripley Methodist Church
Ripley Town Council
Royal Society for the Protection of Birds
The Christian Conference Trust
The Church Commissioners for England
The Coal Authority
The Derbyshire Federation for Mental Health
The Diocesan of Derby
262

Severn Trent Water Limited
Shipley Parish Council
Shirland and Higham Parish Council
Shottle & Postern Parish Council
Sight Support Derbyshire
Smalley Church
Smalley Parish Council
Somercotes Parish Council
South Derbyshire District Council
South Derbyshire Voluntary Sector Mental Health Forum
South Normanton Parish Council
South Wingfield Methodist Church
South Wingfield Parish Council
Southern Derbyshire CCG
Sport England
St James Church Codnor
St John The Baptist C of E Church
St Luke’s Church
St Margaret’s Chapel Alderwasley
St Matthew Morley C of E Church
Stanley and Stanley Common Parish Council
Stop 500
Swanwick Baptist Church
Swanwick Methodist Church
Swanwick Parish Council
Swanwick Residents Association
Tansley Parish Council
Tetlow King Planning
The British Wind Energy Association

The Guinness Trust
The National Forest Company
The National Trust
The Showmen's Guild of Great Britain
The Theatres Trust
The Woodland Trust & Ancient Tree Forum
Transition Belper
Traveller Law Reform Project
Trusley Parish Council
Turley Associates for Western Power
Turnditch & Windley Parish Council
Voice
Voluntary Community Mental Health Support (Red Cross)
Waingroves Community Association
Watchorn Memorial Methodist Church
Welfare Rights Service
Wessington Parish Council
West Hallam Parish Council
Weston Underwood Parish Council
Whitemoor Day Centre
Wirksworth Town Council
Woodland Trust
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APPENDIX A: PERSONS INVITED TO MAKE REPRESENTATIONS
Mr G Beeston
Mr S R Byard
Mr D Carlin
Mrs M Chapman
Mr J Deaville
Mr J Devonport
Mr S Fathers
J and D Gawthorpe
Mr J Singh Ghuman
Mr G Hartshorn
Mr S Kruczkowski
Ms E Langton
Ms H Logan
Mr and Mrs McCormick
Mrs J Mee
Mrs J Pursglove
Mr M Radulovic
Mr K T Richards
Mr P Stone
Mr B Swain
Florence G Taylor & Phyllis M Ford
Mr S Taylor
Ms J Thomalla
Mr R Turner
Mr and Mrs Wainwright
Mr G T J Walker
Mr R Yarwood
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APPENDIX B LIST OF THOSE WHO MADE REPRESENTATIONS TO THE REGULATION 18 CONSULTATION

DLP0001
DLP0002
DLP0003
DLP0004
DLP0005
DLP0006
DLP0007
DLP0008
DLP0009
DLP0010
DLP0011
DLP0012
DLP0013
DLP0014
DLP0015
DLP0016
DLP0016
DLP0017
DLP0018
DLP0019
DLP0020
DLP0021
DLP0022
DLP0023
DLP0024
DLP0025
DLP0026
DLP0027
DLP0028
DLP0029

Mrs J Delor
K and L Fox
D and E Shaw
Dr C Edmund
Ms J Andrews
Mr M Fortune
The Theatres Trust
Mr JG Lloyd
Mrs M S Lloyd
Mr D Lloyd
Mr S Cook
Ms Lynda Gray
Ms Carole Harvey
Mr and Mrs M D Boot
Mr D Edmondson
Michael Dalton
Mrs J and Mr P Cooper
Janet and Roy Leigh
Mr P Blake
Mr J Meetham
G and E Badder
Catherine Tebbutt
Mrs S Parker
Mr and Mrs Marriott
M J Hepworth
Jen Hepworth
Jonathan Cooke
Rachael Hatchett
Jim Bell
Ian Elder

DLP0030
DLP0031
DLP0032
DLP0033
DLP0034
DLP0035
DLP0036
DLP0037
DLP0038
DLP0039
DLP0040
DLP0041
DLP0042
DLP0043
DLP0044
DLP0045
DLP0046
DLP0047
DLP0048
DLP0049
DLP0050
DLP0051
DLP0052
DLP0053
DLP0054
DLP0055
DLP0056
DLP0057
DLP0058
DLP0059

Clare Fenton
Jean Bunting
Nicola Tatham
John Boam
Gill Dickinson
Nick Fox
Vanessa Butler
Daniel Hirst
Mark Butler
Alex and Peter Knight
Mrs J Ward
Julie Beake
Rebecca Zoppi
Mr Ron Ford
Darren Bunting
Mervyn and Elisabeth Jackson
Katrina Crisp
Jan Barrett
Sally Lowick
A J Dare
Mr and Mrs Stevens
Miss S Todd
Graham and Elaine Massey
R D Galley
Jane Galley
Daniel Foster
Mr C Brassington
Mrs J Turner
Mr R Plant
Mrs A M Plant
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DLP0060
DLP0061
DLP0062
DLP0063
DLP0064
DLP0065
DLP0066
DLP0067
DLP0068
DLP0069
DLP0070
DLP0071
DLP0072
DLP0073
DLP0074
DLP0075
DLP0076
DLP0077
DLP0078
DLP0079
DLP0080
DLP0081
DLP0082
DLP0083
DLP0084
DLP0085
DLP0086
DLP0087
DLP0088
DLP0089
DLP0090
DLP0091

David Liggins
David Armin
Jane Holt
Allan Yeomans
Mrs C Raynard
Mr P Flint
John Gibbons
Brenda Jackson
Stuart Webb
Mr Leonardo Mifsud
Mr Kenton Bryan
Mr and Mrs Dawson
Mr Andrew Wegan
Mr K Barnsley
David Barnes
Christopher Lings
Janet Liggins
Mr M Holland
Richard Pinkett
Mrs S Paul
Health and Safety Executive
Greenhillocks Allotment Society
Chris Goodwin
Lorraine Hart
Jo Kirk
Jonathan Hunt
Becky Brooks
Protect Belper
Mrs Eileen Stevenson
Jon and Sally Hayes
Sarah Doyle
David Dempsey

DLP0092
DLP0093
DLP0094
DLP0095
DLP0096
DLP0097
DLP0098
DLP0099
DLP0100
DLP0101
DLP0102
DLP0103
DLP0104
DLP0105
DLP0106
DLP0107
DLP0108
DLP0109
DLP0110
DLP0111
DLP0112
DLP0113
DLP0114
DLP0115
DLP0116
DLP0117
DLP0118
DLP0119
DLP0120
DLP0121
DLP0122
DLP0123

Hylton Holt
Mrs A Smith
Amber Valley SOS
Christine Smith
Daniel Sellers
Mackworth Parish Council
Mr and Mrs Soar
SA and EA Fox
Trevor Stevens
Robert Large
Linda Large
Jane Wells
David Robinson
Kathrine Western
Mr Edward James
Gillian England
Philip Hall
Heanor and Loscoe Town Council
Louise Gratton
Betty Else
Dr Al Lambourne
Mrs Deana ODare
DLP Planning Ltd for Roy Muggleston
Colin Mitchell
Wendy Mitchell
Angie Hall
Paul English
Melanie Cooper
David Hughes
Martyn Finch
Keely Allen
Stephen Butler
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DLP0124
DLP0125
DLP0126
DLP0127
DLP0128
DLP0129
DLP0130
DLP0131
DLP0132
DLP0133
DLP0134
DLP0135
DLP0136
DLP0137
DLP0138
DLP0139
DLP0140
DLP0141
DLP0142
DLP0143
DLP0144
DLP0145
DLP0146
DLP0147
DLP0148
DLP0149
DLP0150
DLP0151
DLP0152
DLP0153
DLP0154
DLP0155

Frank Bell
AJ and LM Penson
Mr KJ Tomlinson
Mr and Mrs Walker
Claire Ganthony
Cheryl Gretton
Tim Gretton
Anne Powers
Mrs JM Dilks
Mr CR Brierton
Julia Wardrop
Dethick Lea and Holloway Parish Council
Mr David Newman
Severn Trent Water
D and M Rostron
Cllrs Holmes and Keith
Peter and Aimee Clayton
Mr Stewart Etches
Phil Hicking
Dave Cooper
Susan Huskins
Steve Alcock
Ellen Langton
JA and CA Baker
Zoe Hirst
Janko Oberzan
Barbara Lockwood
Mr M J Allen
Mrs M Hogben
Mark Holloway
Mrs P Holloway
Stephen Elston

DLP0156
DLP0157
DLP0158
DLP0159
DLP0160
DLP0161
DLP0162
DLP0163
DLP0164
DLP0165
DLP0166
DLP0167
DLP0168
DLP0169
DLP0170
DLP0171
DLP0172
DLP0173
DLP0174
DLP0175
DLP0176
DLP0177
DLP0178
DLP0179
DLP0180
DLP0181
DLP0182
DLP0183
DLP0184
DLP0185
DLP0186
DLP0187

Ray Hallsworth
David and Valerie Todd
Crich Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
John Claridge
Wayne Stone
Mrs Roslyn Stone
Wanda Zablocki
Kevin Oliver
J Lockwood
Mr G Hill
Mrs V Hill
Mrs Alison Needham
N N Bishop
Mr B A Hammersley
Mrs Yvonne Mellors
Miss Lily Kendall
Mr E Brierton
Mrs Shirley Langton
Mr David Kendall
Willie Wardrop
David Langton
Mr A and Mrs H Cummings
Angela Clayton
Peter Grout
Alice and Leon Moylan
J and K Devenport
Crich Parish Council
Kathryn Easom
Nigel Shaw
Ian McHugh for D Hibbert
David Williams
Mr N Richards
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DLP0188
DLP0189
DLP0190
DLP0191
DLP0192
DLP0193
DLP0194
DLP0195
DLP0196
DLP0197
DLP0198
DLP0199
DLP0200
DLP0201
DLP0202
DLP0203
DLP0204
DLP0205
DLP0206
DLP0207
DLP0208
Council
DLP0209
DLP0210
DLP0211
DLP0212
DLP0213
DLP0214
DLP0215
DLP0216
DLP0217
DLP0218

Steve Atkinson
Sarah Hyland
Mrs Deb Kendall
Mrs Hilary Edelsten
Simon Reed
James and Julie Woolley
Dr Nigel Hunt
Mark Renshaw
Judith Renshaw
Cllr Chris Emmas Williams
Margaret Scott
Gladman
John Huskins
John Briggs
Daniel Sleath
Leith Planning for EPC UK
Paul and Susan Mason
Ian Sneap for Zycomm
Cllr Joy Greenhalgh
WYG for Kadima Properties
Cllr George Soudah on behalf of Swanwick Parish
Dr Paul Garrud
Planning Design Practice for Lichfield Group
Irene Brierton
Mr Steven Elvins
National Trust
Natalie Render
Pegasus Group for Miller Homes and Redrow Homes
Pegasus Group for Roger Carter Construction Limited
Samuel Dix for Gordon Hall
Christine and Ian Harrison

DLP0217
DLP0218
DLP0219
DLP0220
DLP0221
DLP0222
DLP0223
DLP0224
DLP0225
DLP0226
DLP0227
DLP0228
DLP0229
DLP0230
DLP0231
DLP0232
DLP0233
DLP0234
DLP0235
DLP0236
DLP0237
DLP0238
DLP0239
DLP0240
DLP0241
DLP0242
DLP0243
DLP0244
DLP0245
DLP0246
DLP0247
DLP0248

Samuel Dix for Gordon Hall
Christine and Ian Harrison
G Griffin
Peter Ireland
Pentrich Parish Council
South Wingfield Parish Council
Halsall Lloyd for Willmark
Halsall Lloyd for Griffiths Servs and Devts
Mr and Mrs Monks
Mark Henson
Tim Scott
Ian Dent
Paul Jackson
Dr Andrew Francis
Amanda Dearden
Mrs Sarbjit Cuthell
Aldercar and Langley Mill Parish Council
Mr David Bexon
Ian McHugh for Stanton Estates
Roger Yarwood for Mrs D Slack
Codnor Parish Council
Henry Asson
Anthony Miln
Mr and Mrs P Kidulis
John Francis
John and Janet Cole
Planning and Design Group for Wheeldon Homes
Planning and Design Group for UIM Property Ltd
Home Builders Federation
Edward Stupple
Julie Byard
Mr Paul Byard
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DLP0249
DLP0250
DLP0251
DLP0252
DLP0253
DLP0254
DLP0255
DLP0256
DLP0257
DLP0258
DLP0259
DLP0260
DLP0261
DLP0262
DLP0263
DLP0264
DLP0265
DLP0266
DLP0267
DLP0268
DLP0269
DLP0270
DLP0271
DLP0272
DLP0273
DLP0274
DLP0275
DLP0276
DLP0277
DLP0278
DLP0279
DLP0280

Mr Joseph Murphy
Belper North Mill Trust
Mrs E K Ollerenshaw
Margaret Davis
C A Bonsal
Mr Joseph McCormick
Mrs Linda McCormick
Mr and Mrs Parkin
Quarndon Parish Council
J H Cunningham
Dorothy Renshaw
Margaret Lane
Cllr Paul Jones
Education and Skills Funding Agency
Pegasus Group for Clowes Development (UK) Limited
Pegasus Group for David Booler SIPP Trustees Limited
Petition Save Belper
Petition South Wingfield Wessington Lane
Petition Lockton Avenue Rec
Belper Town Council
Mr C Skelding
Derbyshire County Council
Aidan Lynch
Leo Swarvett
Mrs M J Wood
Peter and Eileen Harris
Mr Tim Skinner
Mr Geoffrey Mann
Mr Alan Smith
Mr R J Wilkes
Mr and Mrs S Baker
Ann Roberts

DLP0281
DLP0282
DLP0283
DLP0284
DLP0285
DLP0286
DLP0287
DLP0288
DLP0289
DLP0290
DLP0291
DLP0292
DLP0293
DLP0294
DLP0295
DLP0296
DLP0297
DLP0298
DLP0299
DLP0300
DLP0301
DLP0302
DLP0303
DLP0304
DLP0305
DLP0306
DLP0307
DLP0308
DLP0309
DLP0310
DLP0311
DLP0312

Alan Roberts
Mr Christopher Leadbeater
George Spence
T A Thornton
Sarah Wainwright
Ursula Spence
Helen Holmes
Gill and Kev Robinson
Mr Peter Smith
Mr and Mrs Bunce
Sandra Dodgson
Mrs V Lloyd
Mrs K Oldknow
Mr B J and Mrs J A Swindell
Dr Quentin Fontana
Mr K B and A J Hall
Mrs M Spinks
Marion Thorp
Anne Devenport
Philip Vayro
Andrea Darke
Mr and Mrs Shepherd
L and P Hough
Mrs P Bain
J Prince
Phil Joyner
Malcolm Neaum
M J Martin
Andrea Harcup
Richard Way
David Poll
John Everington
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DLP0313
DLP0314
DLP0315
DLP0316
DLP0317
DLP0318
DLP0319
DLP0320
DLP0321
DLP0322
DLP0323
DLP0324
DLP0325
DLP0326
DLP0327
DLP0328
DLP0329
DLP0330
DLP0331
DLP0332
DLP0333
DLP0334
DLP0335
DLP0336
DLP0337
DLP0338
DLP0339
DLP0340
DLP0341
DLP0342
DLP0343
DLP0344

T O Chadwick
J Knight
Mr Skinner
Mrs H Skinner
Amy Martin
S E Skinner
John Kinsey
David and Sheila Gent
Belper Lane Community Group
Mr D A N Denison
Ian Bax
Susan Shepherd
Mrs H Foulk
Janet Lee
Paul Terry
Mrs I Robinson
Ms H Fender
Jane Brudenell
Mary Key
Miss A Hayes
Andrew Winning
Mr J R Lloyd
Nigel Heesom
Andy Grace
Mr and Mrs J Amos
Mrs C L Cribbens
Martyn and Chris Holder
Angela Ratcliffe
DM and SM Spencer
Mr Edward Lane
F Wilson
Dean Kellogg

DLP0345
DLP0346
DLP0347
DLP0348
DLP0349
DLP0350
DLP0351
DLP0352
DLP0353
DLP0354
DLP0355
DLP0356
DLP0357
DLP0358
DLP0359
DLP0360
DLP0361
DLP0362
DLP0363
DLP0364
DLP0365
DLP0366
DLP0367
DLP0368
DLP0369
DLP0370
DLP0371
DLP0372
DLP0373
DLP0374
DLP0375
DLP0376

Nick Wilson
Mr David Robinson
Rachel Bunting
R Dunthorne
Kevin Doyle
Sherida Morgan
Paul Kidger
Mrs J Thomas
Mrs M Williams
Sheila Binkley
Derek Morgan
Linda Campbell
Geoffrey Ball
Sam Attenborough
Ian Wilson
Mr V Pindard
John and Jennifer Mackay
Ken Dodgson
Jonathan Ralphs
Kerry Asher
Paul and Pauline Stephens
Anita Bexon
Ashley Harrison
Sally Boursnell
Mrs S Robey
Daniel Burns
Miss Sarah Chapman
Mr Adriano Piovesana
Simon Aldridge
Helen Aldridge
Eunice P Midgley
Christopher Carney and Enyd Michel
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DLP0377
DLP0378
DLP0379
DLP0380
DLP0381
DLP0382
DLP0383
DLP0384
DLP0385
DLP0386
DLP0387
DLP0388
DLP0389
DLP0390
DLP0391
DLP0392
DLP0393
DLP0394
DLP0395
DLP0396
DLP0397
DLP0398
DLP0399
DLP0400
DLP0401
DLP0402
DLP0403
DLP0404
DLP0405
DLP0406
DLP0407
DLP0408

Chris Jackson
Helen Hathaway
Dorothy Pipe
Ian Mansfield
Peter Edelsten
East Midlands Butterfly Conservation
Mr Scott Lamont
Johanna Bennett Quick
Marianne Hulse
Denby Footpaths Group
WYG on behalf of Catesby Estates Limited
Highways England
Alison Evans
Kilburn Area Preservation Group
Mr and Mrs Watson
Mr Philip Cresswell
Mr James Pears
Mr Paul Gibbons
Mr Nigel Mills MP
Ripley Town Council
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