RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION PROCESS ON NORTH EAST DERBYSHIRE DISTRICT COUNCIL,  LOCAL PLAN, PART 1.

My initial comment is that the emerging Local Plan, Part 1, is a very well written document, backed by a very significant evidence base.  I do, however, take issue with some of the evidence, and conclusions drawn from that evidence.

Many of my comments relate back to the District and Area objectives, in particular:

D7
Delivers timely infrastructure.

D8
Provides environmental protection for the ‘wider natural and industrial heritage’.

D9
Protect and enhance the character and quality of local landscapes.

D13
Recognise value of open space and protect and expand the green infrastructure network

D18
Housing and employment growth protects local amenity and does not undermine environmental quality.
N2
Facilitates development that protects local needs without promoting out-commuting to Sheffield and Rotherham.

N3
Support countryside recreational pursuits.

N5
Improve the quality of local land and resolve infrastructure deficiencies.

LP1(c) Locate development with the aim of reducing the need to travel.

LP1(g) Protect and enhance the character, quality and setting of towns.

LP1(h) Protect and enhance the character, quality and diversity of local landscapes and the wider countryside.

LP1(i)  Avoid sterilisation of mineral resources.

Spatial Strategy.
5.1
This appears to make a close connection between housing provision and infrastructure, which is not always apparent within the strategy.  This is a vital component for any projects in the North of the District, both in terms of actual need and to invoke positive consideration of proposals.  Section 106 agreements can only deal with site-specific issues, not the many historical challenges, particularly in relation to roads, within the North of the District.

5.2 This paragraph highlights the valuable and necessary infrastructure needs of the South and East of the District but makes no mention of anything that will help the North of the District to cope with the large amount of affordable housing that is apparently intended to be placed there.  Equally, the Derbyshire Infrastructure Plan does not include any major infrastructure projects in the North, other than the speeding-up of Broadband provision (Objective D7)
5.7 The figures shown can only increase significantly, if affordable housing on the scale apparently outlined within the proposed strategy is intended to take place in the North.  Such development will be in direct breach of objectives N2 and LP1(c), a fact apparently supported by paragraph 5.8.
5.13 I take issue with the fact that the evidence base, particularly the SHMA, is able to support this significant population growth, if it is intended to support ‘local need’.  The SHMA was commissioned and took place at the height of the recession, from which the UK is recovering well.  The extrapolated figures within it were, so far as I understand it, based upon the cost of housing verses income levels.  Surely these figures, and subsequently the projections, are now out of date and inaccurate.  The SHMA study itself says that the finding should be reassessed in 2016 – which will be just as the NEDDC strategy is being adopted.  Equally, the survey stresses that it only provides a ‘snapshot in time’.  Surely, significant growth and distress for the local residents affected should not be based on such weak evidence.
Your own Settlement Hierarchy Background paper, October 2014, shows that both Eckington and Killamarsh have ageing and declining populations.  Even taking the ‘Community Connection’ clause into account, how does a declining population lead to growth along the lines suggested?  The only explanation would appear to be the affordable housing need of Sheffield, a possibility supported by paragraph 5.27, which says, “…Historically the Council has taken a planned approach to accommodating housing to meet demand from Sheffield….”  The last Sheffield SHLAA that I looked at, admittedly more than a year ago, suggested that Sheffield did not intend to use its Green Belt for its housing need.  Has this changed, or do we intend to damage our own Green Belt to meet the needs of Sheffield?  Perhaps their own affordable housing need has prompted use of their own Green Belt land.
5.19 It is difficult to accept the role of Killamarsh as the economic and social heart of the locality, given the fact that night time economic activity in the town consists of visits to takeaways (90%), according to the survey.  Your own research also showed that 80% of money spent on retail products by Killamarsh people goes out of the town, predominantly to Sheffield.  

Whilst the settlement hierarchy does provide some indication of retail and service availability it does not go far enough.  Almost 10% of Killamarsh shops consist of takeaways.  There is no evidence of the percentage for hair and beauty salons, but this is significant, with an estimate of at least 20% being reasonable.

The Doctors’ Surgery, whilst providing an excellent service, is crammed to capacity.  There is a long waiting list for admission to the local Dentist practice.  Your data suggests that there is a reasonable provision of financial advice, but this is not the case.  There are two cash machines available within the town, located within feet of each other.  There is nothing else.
There is no butcher, baker, fishmonger or greengrocer within the town.  There is an Aldi store and the Co-op, with the latter’s survival being in doubt due to the presence of the former.  In effect, the availability of retail choice for either day to day purchases, or specialist need, is minimal.

Even if there was, public parking, far from being good, is appalling.  Your research highlights the insufficiency of disabled bays, but the on-street parking is either taken up by local residents and business owners or fought over by exasperated drivers.  This causes parking on double yellow lines, footpaths or verges.
Your reports suggest that future facility enhancement should take place within the Killamarsh Leisure Centre.  I would just ask where such enhancement will take place.  This area contains the only main area for outdoor sports within the town, with other buildings being fully occupied.  Although the parking in this area is reasonable the spaces are occupied throughout the day and evening, with only a few being vacant.  In any event the viability of the leisure centre is in doubt.  It is a financial ‘black hole’, only surviving because of regular increases in the parish precept.
My point in this is that whilst the number and type of retail outlets present in a town is one small factor in a decision regarding the place of Killamarsh within a hierarchy, the quality and community value of the ‘assets’ should have at least equal, probably more, weight.  I appreciate that it is difficult to attract the number and variety of useful retailers on the basis that they will fill vacant premises.
A wholesale review of Killamarsh retail facilities is necessary, with a resulting overall plan – like that currently being utilised in Clay Cross and Eckington.  Otherwise it is like putting a sticking plaster over a broken arm.

5.20 Focussing development on the edge of towns, particularly on Green Belt land on the edge of Killamarsh, will lead to more traffic, pollution and parking problems than currently exist.  This will detract from, rather than support, settlement sustainability.

5.22
What criteria will be used to judge ‘suitable and sustainable’.  One, the sustainable aspect, has a NPPF definition, the other, as far as I am aware, does not.  Both are equally important in this context.
5.23 My concern about the changing of settlement development limits is that this will be seen by developers as the ‘thin end of the wedge’, and will be used by them to maximise their profits of Green Belt land, which is currently in their land banks, and which was bought to allow such predatory opportunism.
5.27 To repeat a previous point, how is Sheffield-led demand judged as ‘local’?

Policy LP2.  This talks about supporting, enhancing and regenerating the role of the four principle towns in North East Derbyshire.  Dronfield, according to your data, has excellent facilities.  Clay Cross and Eckington have town centre development plans.  Killamarsh has nothing that I have seen.  Is a large amount of affordable housing to be ‘dumped’ on Killamarsh without there being a wide-ranging, coherent plan to obviate the impending chaos this will cause?

5.43 Table 3 shows the target for Killamarsh at 155.  This is challenging, but reasonable, in view of the perceived overall requirement.  Places for development are now very limited due to massive 20th century development which took place without any apparent infrastructure enhancements, or any obvious attempt to protect environmental and leisure assets. 
Strategic Site Allocation.

5.44 The concentration on key development sites is an ideal solution to the difficulties in finding sufficient sites for development.  Not only does this strategy bring previously developed land back into viable usage, it allows the key infrastructure to be designed as a coherent part of the whole site, not a barely appropriate ‘add on’ to existing, inadequate facilities.  The Avenue, Biwaters and Markham Vale will provide the bulk of the housing and business need in the District with the added bonus of improving the outlook, green space and leisure facilities in a location where current residents have endured the disruption of the manufacturing processes formerly present.  This is particularly true of the Coalite site where, once fully remediated, the land and surrounding area will be free of the health hazards currently believed to be present within the land contamination.  The idea to prevent piecemeal development on this site is most appropriate.

North East Derbyshire Green Belt.

5.60 (See my comments at 5.13).  The view that the Green Belt is ‘constraining development’ in the North could be viewed as ‘doing its job of preventing unnecessary development’.
5.61 This comment has led to the perception that this action will prove to be the thin end of a particularly unpalatable wedge, which will open the floodgates to unnecessary development on what developers view as prime, profitable sites.

It is appropriate to note the comments made in the Strategic Green Belt Functionality Study – Final Report.  It says ‘It is therefore important to recognise that the findings of this study relate to Green Belt functionality only and that Green Belt functionality alone is only one aspect for consideration by the LPA in identifying possible designation of land to accommodate development in order to deliver affordable housing’.

Other areas that should be considered include:

1. Local use and value to local community,

2. Whether footpaths or rights of way cross the land,

3. The amount of green space available to the local community,
4. Whether the land abuts city or district boundaries.

Whilst there is a duty to co-operate placed upon the various parties in the Sheffield City Region and D2N2, there is not a duty to do what everyone asks.  Killamarsh is at the outer edge of North East Derbyshire, bordering Sheffield City, Rotherham Borough, Bolsover District and Chesterfield Borough.  Part of the Rotherham Plan involves building at Wales towards its boundary with Killamarsh.  There is similar activity in Harthill and Kiveton Park.  Barlborough, Bolsover and the Chesterfield outer areas are also carrying out significant development.  If we do not leave a substantial Green Belt buffer we stand a good chance of merging by default with South Yorkshire or one of the other areas.

Strategic Green Belt Review. 
5.62 It seems inappropriate, and a duplication of work, to carry out one strategic Green Belt Review for affordable homes when a more comprehensive Green Belt Review is apparently necessary.  Given that the evidence base for large scale affordable housing is possibly outdated and inappropriate would it be better to wait for the regional review?  The recent GB review for affordable housing only provides one strand of evidence upon which to make a decision.  Further work will have to be undertaken.  Will this be duplication of effort and a waste of resources? Or will it be used as a justification for larger scale development where the ‘thin end of the wedge’ has been inserted?
5.63 I hope that the sustainability aspect will be given a high priority in the decision-making process.  As you are obviously aware, significant affordable home- building in the North will lead to more out-commuting.

5.68 The designation of Local Settlement Gaps is vital for those communities not protected by the Green Belt or significant physical boundaries.  Obviously, this does not affect the North, but will help in the South.
Living Communities – Housing Delivery.
6.1 The requirement for certainty is important for both developers and local residents affected by the plans.  At the moment the plan provides certainty in respect of market homes, but not for affordable homes.  Subsequent paragraphs deal efficiently with market housing needs up to the end of the plan, maintaining the necessary 5 year supply.

6.11 It is an unfortunate facet of modern-day life that developers appear to hold the upper hand in planning issues, due to government actions and other factors.  This allows them to cherry pick sites where they prefer to build.  The fact that there are 2,825 unimplemented planning permissions, as at 31.3.2014, is diabolical, particularly when there is such a perceived need for homes.  Coupled with the 1,000 empty homes within North East Derbyshire and Bolsover districts, this would provide more that half of our need, if all were implemented.  Is there any legal way of affordable home suppliers being allowed to purchase the land under compulsory purchase orders so that the necessary homes could be built?

It is ridiculous that our precious Green Belt land is at risk due to the bullying tactics of unscrupulous developers.

Housing need, range and choice.

6.15 Your Settlement Hierarchy Background paper (2014) shows that Killamarsh is one of the few settlements with a good housing balance.  A broad brush analysis of the Strategic Green Belt Viability Assessment shows that three of the five Green Belt areas surrounding Killamarsh would be vulnerable to affordable homes development.  Surely this will disrupt the homes balance?

Other areas, such as Dronfield, Wingerworth, Walton Holymoorside, Ashover, Morton and Temple Normanton are shown as having a lack of houses in the social rent category – the main category shown as being required by the HNMAS.  Will their ‘need’ be served first?

6.20 The figures within this paragraph seem incredible.  It appears to show a need for 7,620 affordable homes in the District during the term of the plan.  Even if 40% affordable homes are obtained during the market house building phase in the North and West (800ish) and 30% in the rest (1,200ish) that still leaves 5,620 homes to be built, almost exclusively on Green Belt land.  These are incredible figures when one of the issues identified at paragraph 5.17 is ‘declining population’.  How can such ‘evidence’ be reliable, when the two facets are completely incompatible?

6.21 The figures shown for the affordable housing requirement are reasonable but unlikely to be achieved, based on past delivery.  I anticipate the yield will average out at about 20%, once the bleating of greedy developers have been proffered by highly paid lawyers, taking into account paragraphs 6.21, 6.23 and 6.25.  That places even more pressure on the Green Belt.

Exception Sites for Affordable Housing.
6.29 Once again the Green Belt is perceived as a constraint rather than a protective influence.  The main constraints to the provision of affordable housing have been the lack of public money for building such homes and the lack of will amongst developers to provide them – hence the scarcity of 1 and 2 bed roomed homes within the district.   The profit margin is increased in the provision of four bed roomed homes, which are not seen as a priority, other than by developers.

Two of the three major towns in the North have declining populations.  How, then, does this accord with “identifies significant need for affordable housing throughout the District, but especially in the North?”

6.30 The emphasis of paragraph 89 of the NPPF appears to be on ‘limited affordable housing for local community need’.  The Local Plan policies should show how this will be achieved.  Paragraph 6.1 of your draft Local Plan talks about ‘certainty for developers and the local community’ in housing provision.  At the moment there is no certainty for anyone under sections 6.31 to 6.35.
‘Affordable housing’ has a definition and you will use the ‘Community Connection’ definition to define ‘local need’.  However, there is no definition for the ‘limited’ aspect.  This is the most important part for local communities.  This should be clearly defined, with a maximum number of dwellings shown which should never be exceeded.

6.31 Again, ‘limited in scale’ needs a specific definition, with an absolute upper limit.  The ‘100% being the starting point for negotiation’ contains the implication that the maximum is not really expected.  An absolute lower limit of, say, 85% affordable homes to be built on Green Belt exception sites should prevent unrealistic expectations from developers and would give some support to affected communities.  Such a minimum limit would help to assuage community fears that this measure is intended to circumvent the protection from inappropriate development that the Green Belt affords.  At the moment, in accordance with the wording of the section, a 51/49 split may be acceptable.

Any sites brought forward for development under LP7 and LP13 should be sequentially tested, i.e., any developer has to demonstrate that there are no other more suitable alternative sites located inside the settlement limits, or where they have a lapsed or inactive planning permission, before being considered for planning permission within the Green Belt.

It would also be appropriate for any development outside of the Green Belt should be prioritised, and should take place, before any within the Green Belt. 

If developers are allowed to negotiate from a position of strength then development will be, predominantly, four bedrooms or more mansions, rather than the one and two bedroom homes that are needed.

6.32 The ‘open book’ verification method of viability provides no comfort whatsoever.

6.37
This paragraph clearly defines what is perceived as the need; for smaller homes, mostly for social rent.  This should be the specific requirement for any developer proposing to build upon the Green Belt, accompanied by a specification for the number of homes and a minimum (high) percentage of affordable homes.
6.41 What the HNMAS and other evidence do identify is that the District has an ageing population, supporting the need for suitable accommodation with care provision.  This is, in my view, one of the most valid reasons for building on exception sites, as it is supported by a range of evidence.
Employment Land Allocations, etc.

7.3 It is difficult to see how, on the available evidence, Killamarsh will enjoy economic development that has been enabled by the Plan.

The major site development, and all significant infrastructure work, will benefit the South and East.  According to the background documentation the Norwood mixed site is not popular with developers.  The Westthorpe Fields site was only enjoying 50% occupancy when last I checked, as well as being located in a poor, cramped road system which is dangerous to both the residents and the workers.   The major employer in Killamarsh, Ross and Catherall, will be demolished if the plans for HS2 continue as at present.  There is no room for any strategic development in the town centre, with new business being concentrated on vacant shops (few in number), or the community campus, which would be in liquidation if it was a private business, and not able to fund losses from long-suffering ratepayers.
If significant affordable housing is built in the town, without any major infrastructure refinements, it will merely contribute to an increased downward spiral, as well as damaging the currently balanced age and home profile within the town.  Site-specific infrastructure is not likely to help this situation much.

7.20 This section suggests that leisure and cultural facilities within the district are ‘reasonable’.  Perhaps, in Killamarsh, if ones leisure activity is to buy a takeaway, that is true.  Other parts of this section militate against objectives N2 and LP1 (c), i.e. the need to travel to Sheffield or Meadowhall.
7.26 There are few tourist attractions in Killamarsh, except walking routes, including the Cuckoo Way and the Canal, when it is restored and previous planning blunders have been remedied.  The Chesterfield Canal could be a massive attraction, although its restoration is currently many years from achievement.  This could be one area where significant leisure infrastructure could be built in proximity to the Canal in a planned, coherent way, providing a healthy, tourist-attracting outdoor leisure ‘magnet’ for both local people and visitors.
Sustainable Places – Towns.
Within this section I note that Dronfield has a significant shortage of smaller properties and social housing.  Both Eckington and Killamarsh have a good balance of house types, which will need to be maintained.

They both have a shortage of green spaces, with those currently available being strictly protected.  How does this equate with taking a large expanse of green space, i.e. a Green Belt field, building houses on it, and then perhaps putting a small, manufactured space into a housing development?  It is illogical.

LP23 contains excellent aspirations for Killamarsh, although achieving the reality will be a challenge which I, and many Killamarsh residents, will totally support.

Sustainable Development and Communities.

In view of the many challenges facing Killamarsh sustainable development is a very import, indeed key, issue.  Such design is needed to ‘stop the rot’ from previously poor, historical, planning issues.

9.8 It is difficult not to feel sorry for developers when trying to seek appropriate density levels.  Unfortunately they are obliged to cram as many houses as possible into available plots to achieve their Holy Grail of viability, once they have committed to Section 106 agreements.  Without public money being available they have to make market homes ‘affordable’, thereby putting as many homes as they possibly can into available space.  However, my ability to feel sorry for them is very limited.  The Local Planning Authority will deal with the density issue and let market forces dictate the price.

9.9 Light pollution is going to be a definite challenge in respect of any building on Green Belt land.  Almost by definition the Green Belt is a quiet, dark place that allows varieties of flora and fauna to flourish, in appropriate habitats, undisturbed.  The construction process, and the subsequent occupancy, must damage such areas, perhaps permanently.

LP25
Once again, this section is superbly aspirational.  It does cause grave questions in my mind about the potential for damage and disruption on the periphery of proposed sites, due to historical infrastructure challenges and excessive historical construction.

Landscape Character.

9.15 This paragraph does beg the question of how the natural, local environment can be protected and enhanced by building upon it.
9.16 The issue of primary and secondary sensitivity cannot just be judged by a sweeping categorisation.  Local issues must also be acknowledged.

For example, the three areas of Killamarsh which scored lowest on the GB Functionality Study contain species such as Great Crested Newts and Water Voles, as well as Little Owls, Badgers, Bats, and a great variety of wild birds.  Two of the areas contain wild flower meadows, one of which has flourished after the land was remediated following the closure of the local colliery.  This area is a very popular venue for walkers and is a lovely, unspoilt facility.  The value of local areas of Green Belt should be a prime factor in any development decision, rather that a remote, text book-based, designation.

The organisation I represent, Residents Against Greenbelt Erosion (RAGE) has a petition containing 1,000 signatures protesting against building on what are valuable, local Green Belt areas. 

9.20 
It is an acknowledged fact that the construction process on a development site will interfere significantly with bio diverse areas on the periphery of that site.  Apart from the previously mentioned wildflower meadows such development will damage a medieval dew pond, and ancient hedgerows, if allowed to take place in the Green Belt areas scoring lowest in the Killamarsh GB Functionality Study.  The NPPF requires net gains, not losses, for biodiversity.  Objectives D8,9,13,18, N3 and 5 and Lp1 (g) and (h) support this stance.  This applies equally to paragraph 9.41. 
9.24.1 This shows that Dronfield and Eckington have a network of medieval streets and a wealth of pre 19th Century development.  Unfortunately Killamarsh has been seriously damaged by poor historical planning decisions.  Does this mean that Killamarsh will continue to be a ‘dumping ground’ for unwanted development?  It should mean that serious decisions regarding remediation and enhancement should take place.

9.34 Two of the lowest scoring areas of Killamarsh are noted as having a significant flood risk.

9.39.1 This section refers to the East of the District having the worst air pollution from PM10 and NO2.  On your last map Killamarsh was also shown as being within the worst area for air pollution, albeit within the allowable parameters.  The bringing into use of the 4th lane of the M1, between junctions 28 and 31 can only exacerbate this problem.  If the proposed Chinese Cultural Centre within the Rother Valley Park is brought into being, this will increase traffic and, therefore, pollution.  This is another good reason for minimising development within the Killamarsh area, to protect against significantly increased out-commuting, thereby minimising increased pollution.

9.44.1 Refers to safeguarding mineral resources.  One of the areas of Killamarsh under threat, as a low scoring Green Belt tract, includes a formerly productive colliery area.  Presumably, this will be taken into account in any final decision.
Infrastructure.

10.2 Nothing in the Derbyshire Infrastructure Plan gives any hope of relieving the historical problems with the roads around Killamarsh.  Such issues will need to be urgently addressed to obtain any sort of agreement to additional development from many Killamarsh residents.  The current Derbyshire Infrastructure Plan only deals with traffic issues along the A61 corridor and the 4th lane of the M1 between J28 and J31.

10.8 The local green spaces at the edge of the Killamarsh town limits are vitally important, due to the acknowledged lack of green spaces within the town.  The three low scoring GB areas contribute significantly to this importance.

10.21 Without a strategic review of the traffic system in Killamarsh it would create frustration to motorists and danger to cyclists if cycle lanes were dumped on congested road networks.

10.29 If limited parking is supplied at destination points in Killamarsh it will kill any business to local shops and lead to even more illegal parking than happens now.  Out-commuting will increase.
10.24 The idea of using former rail routes for freight transportation and leisure routes is superb.  In Killamarsh this will include a similar use for the canal, although this would only be for leisure.

Infrastructure Delivery.

11.1 The road network of Killamarsh contains three exit/entry routes, all of which suffer from congestion.  The main route, Sheffield Road, has massive queues upon it at commuting periods.  The problems here are historical and cannot be solved, in my view, by S106 agreements.

11.5 I am unaware of the definition of ‘local’ for ‘local labour’.  The largest recent construction project in Killamarsh involved the Aldi store.  All the vans bringing employees to work on the site had a Newark, Nottinghamshire address on the side. I am unaware of the number of Killamarsh residents who are employed in the Aldi store.

11.6 I know that the District does not yet have a CIL agreement in place.  As far as I am aware, such contributions can be used to fund infrastructure anywhere in the Authority area, although some does have to be ‘development location’ specific.  That may be the answer to historic problems.  I wait to be amazed!

Sustainability Appraisal.

The decision-making matrix used to decide the apparent viability of market housing sites is a thorough and rational way of deciding on appropriate sites.  Will this same method, using the 27 point scoring matrix, be used to sieve out inappropriate Green Belt sites?  I think this would be a reasonable method, particularly if three other areas were added to the scoring matrix:
1. Current local use of land.

2. Do rights of way or footpaths cross the land.

3. Does the land abut the District boundary.
Paul Johnson 
