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STATEMENT OF PUBLICITY AND CONSULTATION

Introduction

1.

6.

This Statement accompanies the deposit version of the Draft Nottinghamshire and
Nottingham Joint Structure Plan [JSP], published in November 2003. The
Statement is a statutory requirement under the Town and Country Planning Acts.

The current adopted Nottinghamshire Structure Plan (November 1996) is being
replaced and rolled forward 10 years by the JSP and follows :-
e Monitoring of the 1996 Plan;
e Local Government Reorganisation in 1998 which created the Unitary City
Council and the requirement for joint structure planning;
e Approval of East Midlands Regional Planning Guidance (RPG 8) in January
2002 which sets a regional framework for the JSP.

Work began to prepare the JSP in 2001 with a mail out to statutory consultees on
the Plan and to other local/regional groups. Initial discussions took place with the
main consultees, notably the District Councils, the Government Office for the East
Midlands [GOEM], national agencies and bodies such as CPRE and the Wildlife
Trust. Key questions raised at this stage were what consultees considered should be
retained from the 1996 Structure Plan, what should be discarded and upon what
new issues or emphases the JSP should concentrate.

The approval of RPG 8 was later than anticipated and held up the process of
preparing the JSP. The two Councils decided not to prepare a full Consultative
Draft Plan but to prepare an Issues Report enabling consultees to comment on
options in tackling issues on a wide range of subjects.

The two Councils set up in 1998 a Joint Committee on Strategic Planning and
Transport which is composed of four members from each Council. The Chair of
this Committee alternates annually between the two authorities. The Committee is
advisory, meets around four times a year, assists in steering the work on the JSP
and, if need be, examines any areas of conflict or potential conflict between the two
Councils for resolution of any differences.

The Consultation Process

At the outset of the preparation process of the JSP in 2001, statutory consultees and
others were notified by letter of the start of this work and preliminary discussions
took place with the main consultees as outlined in paragraph 3. Various consultees
responded in writing providing assistance in what they felt should or should not be

1

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan — Deposit Draft November 2003

Statement of Publicity and Consultation



included in the JSP. Meetings took place with District Councils, GOEM, and
various developer and voluntary sector groups. Use was made of the bi-annual
meetings organised by the County Council for Parish and Town Councils in
Nottinghamshire to inform them of the process, to listen to comments made and to
answer queries as necessary.

7. At this formative stage of the JSP preparation, much public focus was not on the
JSP itself but upon the reviews that were ongoing on various Local Plans prepared
by the District Councils and which had generated much public comment and
concern. The publication by the Government of new national planning guidance on
housing [PPG 3] with its emphasis on locating development on previously used
land and buildings, and upon locations within or on the edge of urban areas, also
affected discussions with consultees. Comments at this stage drew attention to the
new guidance and to the urban capacity studies being undertaken by the City and
District Councils and involving the County Council as a strategic planning
authority.

8. The two Councils placed emphasis on a continuing dialogue with main consultees
and are grateful to the various parties in central and local government, in the
development industry and in the voluntary sector for their commitment and
involvement in this process.

9. The County and City Councils had a series of discussions with the District Councils
concerning urban capacity studies, particularly those in South Nottinghamshire
where the built-up area straddles local authority boundaries, and on the phasing of
development. These meetings were of assistance in drawing up the Issues Report
and in drafting the relevant sections of the Deposit Draft JSP.

10. During the pre-Issues Report period, the City Council published the findings of the
urban capacity for their area which showed a much larger capacity for housing to
2011 than was shown in the adopted Structure Plan.

11. Various consultees, such as CPRE and the Wildlife Trust, commented that the
results of the urban capacity exercise required a fundamental relook at the
distribution and broad locational policy of the adopted Structure Plan. The
approval in January 2002 of RPG 8 with its requirement for 49,000 dwellings in the
Plan area 2001-21, and the application of the sequential approach to all
development and not just to housing, brought further comments from consultees
that the adopted structure Plan distributional strategy needed revision.

12. To assist in the JSP preparation process, the two Councils established officer
working groups on various topics — strategy, environment and natural resources,
housing, movement, employment, retail planning and on the consultation process —
to assist in collecting and analysing information, preparing relevant parts of the
Issues Report and to assist in drafting the Deposit Draft of the JSP. As part of this

2

Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan — Deposit Draft November 2003

Statement of Publicity and Consultation



13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

work, the Topic Groups consulted various external bodies relevant to their work
area and the assistance of these bodies in the process is greatly appreciated and has
helped to refine the draft Plan. The housing topic group also included an officer
from one of the District Councils and his contribution is acknowledged with thanks
by both Councils.

In June 2002, an Issues Report was published and advertised and an extensive
period for consultation set down [24™ June -12" August]. An exhibition was
prepared and staged at various public venues in the City and County. The list of
venues is given in Appendix A. The exhibition was staffed at the advertised times.

The Issues Report set out as its title implies a series of issues on a number of topics
that would assist the Councils in developing the draft JSP. Copies of the Report
were sent to all statutory consultees on the JSP and to a wide list of other bodies,
organisations and individuals. Copies of the Report were available for inspection at
all public libraries in the Plan area and were available on request from the two
Councils free of charge. In addition, the Report and comments form were available
to be viewed on the Council web site and downloaded.

In addition to the Report, a summary leaflet was also published and widely
distributed. This summary leaflet could also be viewed on the web site and
downloaded.

The Joint Officer Steering Group that prepared the Issues Report approached all the
Local Strategic Partnerships in the Plan area and the two Sub-Regional Strategic
Partnerships — Greater Nottingham SSP and North Nottinghamshire/North
Derbyshire SSP — during the consultation period.

Appendix B summarises the comments raised on the issues set out in the Report. A
total of 216 organisations or individuals made responses on the Issues Report and
most respondents commented on more than one issue. The issue attracting the most
comment was M3 [Priorities for New Transport Infrastructure] and in particular the
issue of the need for and location of a fourth Trent Crossing in the
Nottingham/West Bridgford area.

Two reports on the comments on the Issues Report were taken to the Joint
Committee on Strategic Planning and Transport set up by the two Councils to
assist, inter alia, with the preparation of the JSP.

Copies of the responses to the Issues Report were sent to the relevant topic groups
and other parts of the two Councils where relevant comments had been raised.

At the end of October 2002, a half-day consultation exercise on planning and
related matters organised by the Hucknall Local Area Forum [LAF] — a group set
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up by the District and County Councils in the mid-1990s to bring together local
people, businesses, service providers in the public and voluntary sectors and others
to look at various aspects affecting the life of the community.

21. The County Council approached the LAF to assist in this exercise and to help with
the preparation of the JSP because the Plan would be making policy provision in
terms of housing and employment land specifically for Hucknall (the Ashfield
District part of the South Nottinghamshire Sub-Area) and there was no elected body
such as a Town Council representing this area.

22. The half-day exercise was advertised and County Council planning and transport
staff attended the event held at the Community Centre in the Town. Preparatory
material had been produced setting out ten planning choices for the Town and
environs in the form of a questionnaire. Around 80 questionnaires were returned
and Appendix C sets out the results of the questionnaire analysis.

23. County Council planning staff also attended the West Bridgford LAF to introduce
the Issues Report and answer questions.

24. In July 2002, Districts Councils were invited to a presentation by consultants CB
Hillier Parker on the Shopping Studies they had carried out for the two Councils.
This presentation was followed by a question and answer session chaired by a
County Councillor.

25. Further consultation took place in 2003 with principal consultees, notably the
District Councils, GOEM and the Regional Assembly, on various drafts of the
strategy and other sections of the JSP.

The Deposit draft JSP

26. A draft JSP was taken to the July meeting of the Joint Committee. Committee
recommended that the Plan be approved as a deposit draft and the version of the
JSP taken to Committee was made available to those consultees who requested it.

27. When the draft JSP came to the County Council Cabinet meeting on 10" September
2003, the draft excluding the figures and Key Diagram was made available on the
web site for inspection and downloading. At the same time, a revised JSP
preparation timetable was also placed on the web.

28. The final version of the draft JSP and supporting documents is being placed on the
web site.

Appendix A — Issues Report Exhibition Venues
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Eastwood Library

Mansfield Four Seasons Shopping Centre
Newark Library

Nottingham City Centre - Exchange Arcade
Nottingham City Centre - Victoria Centre
Retford Library

Sutton-in-Ashfield Library

West Bridgford Library

Worksop Library

Appendix B : Summary of Responses

5
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan — Deposit Draft November 2003

Statement of Publicity and Consultation



Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Structure Plan Issues Report

Strategy Chapter

Issue | Issue Commentary on Representations

No.

S1 High Quality | There was widespread support for the inclusion of a policy
Mixed Use promoting mixed use development A number of respondents

Development

made the point that employment and housing should be co-
located so as to reduce the need for motorised trips.

The issue of the scale of development sites was noted. Some felt
that new housing should be focussed on sites large enough to
accommodate mixed use development.

The role of market towns as local service centres should be
strengthened.

The view was expressed that Structure Plans have a limited role
in influencing the quality of development; this being largely a
matter for local planning.

A specific policy was advocated to ensure that new development
is consistent with local distinctiveness and county wide landscape
characterisation work is acknowledged.

S2

Environment
and
Landscape
Character

There was widespread support for emphasising the role of
Biodiversity Action Plans as the basis for conserving and
enhancing biodiversity in the County.

Furthermore there was support for a general nature conservation
policy stating that development should enhance biodiversity.

The importance of protecting and enhancing landscape character
was noted. New development should respect local character and
distinctiveness.

A Landscape Character Assessment approach should be adopted
throughout the Plan.

The County Council’s Countryside Appraisal work should be built
on.

The importance and sensitive nature of some areas were in need
of strong protection such as Sherwood Forest and the Trent
Valley.

There was strong support for ensuring that statutorily designated
sites should be protected from any damaging effects of
development. On the other hand protection for non statutorily
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designated sites such as mature landscape areas were subject to
mixed views. Some felt that there should not be any non
statutorily landscape designations and instead the landscape
character approach should be adopted across the whole County.

A number of respondents emphasised the important role played
by ridgelines in the countryside.

There was a call for policies not to be worded or implemented so
restrictively as to prevent farm and other diversification in rural
areas.

The Plan should address wider environmental concerns such as
climate change and air quality. These were seen as the largest
long term threats to biodiversity.

Not all development will destroy the environment and landscape
character — some may help to establish nature conservation
features and enhance biodiversity.

The level of detail on environmental policy in the Structure Plan
was debated. Some felt that the Structure Plan should include
only a general policy and leave the elaboration of detail to local
plans.

S3

Distribution
of
Development

One of the key issues discussed was whether an attempt should
be made to redirect housing development away from South
Nottinghamshire to other parts of the County, particularly North
and North West Nottinghamshire so as promote regeneration and
counter out migration.

In general there was support for a distribution policy which
reflected demand, concentrating new housing in South
Nottinghamshire with recent migration trends providing the major
steer for distributing housing. In this way housing demand would
be met where it arises to avoid unnecessary commuting to
Nottingham. It was recognised that attempts to redirect housing
elsewhere may well also lead to rising house prices in South
Nottinghamshire.

It was also noted that restraining growth in South Nottinghamshire
would not necessarily mean that development would take place in
North and North West Nottinghamshire — it could also mean that
development pressures in Derbyshire and Leicestershire would be
exacerbated.

In summary, the opinion as expressed by one respondent was
that the strong demand in South Nottinghamshire cannot and
should not be transferred to other Sub Areas.
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With respect to the distribution of employment land there was
some debate as to whether South Nottinghamshire should, or
should not, attempt to meet the employment needs of other parts
of the County.

The need for more service sector jobs in Mansfield was noted as
was the need for housing and employment development in
Bassetlaw.

The extent to which previously developed land should be used as
the basis for allocating development was also raised.

Recognition was given to the fact that previously developed land
is an important determinant affecting the allocation of
development. However, some felt that previously developed land
should not be the overriding factor as some sites are in
unsustainable locations.

It was also acknowledged that previously sites are a finite
resource, and that greenfield sites would also be required.

S3

Distribution
of
Development
Cont'd

It was strongly felt that the availability of previously developed
land should be a major factor in the distribution of new housing
within the main urban areas.

With respect to the sequential approach some felt it should be
applied pragmatically as it would not be practical to divert growth
to areas of low or zero demand as this would lead to a shortfall in
the numbers of houses constructed and business development
problems.

Amongst the locations where development was advocated were:

o Newark was seen by some as offering the opportunity to
accommodate some of the growth in South Nottinghamshire in
a sustainable way.

e Bingham and RAF Newton.

Greater account should be taken of the development potential
associated with new transport investment and public transport
availability.

In rural areas there was a call for stronger guidance on housing in
rural areas. Some felt that quantified housing figures for rural
areas should be provided, but others felt that the inclusion of
quantitative figures was too detailed a matter for the Structure
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Plan.

Many felt that housing provision in rural areas should be limited to
that which meets local needs.

S4

Location of
Development

There was considerable support for trying to ensure that most
new development took place largely within urban areas.

In terms of sustainability many recognised the benefits of locating
development in and around urban areas.

It was however noted that it may not be possible for development
to take place wholly within the main urban areas and that
greenfield land releases will be required.

However, it is also considered that there are sufficient
development options within and adjoining suitable and
sustainable locations to accommodate the needs of the County
during the Plan period.

Urban extensions found favour with those who recognised their
benefits in terms of sustainability, but criticisms were received that
this would mean the loss of open land close to the urban edge.

A range of views were expressed about the Green Belt. Some felt
that the dangers of settlement coalescence were acute, and as a
result the Plan should seek to retain the integrity of the Green
Belt. The significant decline in ancient woodland and heathland
was also noted as a reason for the retention of Green Belt. Others
noted a conflict between Green Belt boundaries and urban
extensions.

Some expressed the view that where changes to Green Belt
boundaries took place resulting in the loss of Green Belt land then
other land should be brought into the Green Belt to compensate.

It was felt that market towns should be the focus for development
in rural areas. Named settlements included the following:
Southwell, Collingham, Tuxford, Ollerton, Warsop, Farnsfield and
Rainworth as well as the larger settlements of Newark, Retford
and Ollerton/Boughton.

It was recognised that new development can play a useful role in
supporting rural services, but it must be appropriate to the
location.

Generally speaking, there was little support for new settlements.
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S5

Integrating
Land Use
and
Transport

There was strong support for integrating land use and transport
planning.

This could be aided by promoting higher densities, mixed use
schemes (particularly co-locating employment and housing) and
locating development where there is a good choice of transport
modes.

Locations which were thought to be well served by public
transport included the Nottingham to Bingham corridor and
Newark.

There was a call for the Structure Plan to identify transport nodes
(which could act as park and ride sites) that allow for the
interchange between transport modes. These could include
motorway and trunk road intersections, motorway service areas
and trunk road service areas and railway stations.

The rail links to Cotgave and Calverton were put forward as
alternatives to edge of urban area developments.

S6

Green Belt

A wide range of views were expressed as to whether the
Structure Plan should include a policy to review existing Green
Belt boundaries. Interestingly, those in favour of retaining existing
boundaries and those in favour of a review were equally likely to
use the word “sacrosanct’!

Those organisations which felt that there should be no review of
existing boundaries cited the effect upon biodiversity, the risk of
the coalescence of settlements and the fact that green belt
restrictions may affect farm diversification.

Others expressed the view that there was a case for a review of
existing boundaries to accommodate future development needs in
the most sustainable manner, in particular urban extensions.

Comments were received that a review should consider all
aspects of sustainable development, not just the need for more
housing land, but resource protection, quality of life, social
exclusion and economic development.

A specific request was made for the Trowell Motorway Service
Area to be removed from the Green Belt as it is an enclave of
intense commercial activity and should be considered a major
development site.

There were calls to provide for the replacement of any land lost
from the Green Belt.
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S7

Regenerating
Communities

The wider regeneration role of development in Nottingham City
Centre should be expanded to provide improved facilities and
access to employment opportunities.

Access to employment opportunities was considered to be vital
and mixed use developments can play a useful role in this
respect.

It was noted that the Structure Plan could provide a framework to
assist job creation and linkages with local training schemes with
regeneration priorities being both area and people based.

A need for more high technology development in rural areas was
identified.

Amongst the ways in which regeneration could be encouraged
were the development of distribution and storage facilities in North
Nottinghamshire and the encouragement of new retail
development.

A number of respondents highlighted the importance of improving
environmental quality and biodiversity.

S8

Infrastructure
and Service
Provision

There were thought to be opportunities to secure developer
contributions to secure wider social and environmental benefits
for communities. It was noted that the Structure Plan should
clarify realistic levels of contributions.

A number of respondents supported a Structure Plan policy on
developer contributions for sustainable transport improvements.

Amongst the wide range of types of measures which were felt to
be appropriate for developer contributions were social,
educational, health, recreational, sporting and community
provisions, town centre improvements, affordable housing, open
space, landscaping, nature conservation measures and woodland
planting.

The case was also made for developers to contribute towards a
fund to support biodiversity and conservation measures.
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Environment Chapter

Issue
No.

Issue

Commentary on Representations

ENR1

Countryside
Protection

Many respondents felt that the Structure Plan should include a
clear policy which makes a case for the protection of the
countryside for its own sake in accordance with PPG?7.

The use of Countryside Appraisals, the Character of
Nottinghamshire’s Historic Landscape and the Local Biodiversity
Action Plan were all advocated.

A different view was that this may be misleading as there will be
those who assume that it means that greenfield land throughout
the County will be protected from future development.

There were also calls for specific policy protection for certain
areas, Sherwood Forest being the most notable example, but also
the Trent Valley, both of which have particular importance for
biodiversity and many irreplaceable habitats and features.

A range of comments were received on non-statutory
designations such as Mature Landscape Areas. Some felt that
these should be retained while others felt that they were
unnecessary if a landscape character approach were to be
meaningfully adopted.

Advocates of the landscape character assessment approach
argue that it is the key to understanding the diversity of character,
landscape change and the degree of protection that should be
offered. Based on a landscape character assessment there may
be cases where additional policy protection is required.

It was noted that the international importance of Sherwood Forest
and its designation as the Jubilee National Nature Reserve
merited special consideration. In addition the Tourism Strategy
and the launch of Sherwood Forest as the main tourism brand for
Nottinghamshire will have implications for the protection of the
environment and natural resources.

ENR2

Protecting
and
Enhancing

Suggested ways in which the Plan could enhance the biodiversity
and geological heritage of the County were:
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the Natural
and Historic
Environment

e Ensuring that local plans have access to accurate and up to
date information on the biodiversity and geological resource of
their area.

¢ Providing guidance on the wording of local plan policies.

e Recognising the primacy of a SINC designation.

e Recognising the importance of the wider countryside to the
conservation of biodiversity.

e Explaining the responsibilities of local planning authorities for
the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity under the
Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000.

There were calls for strong protection policies (for SINCs) with
clear guidelines as to whether there are any overriding matters
that might justify their loss as it was felt that there is great
inconsistency between local planning authorities in the
interpretation of overriding need.

There was a call for the Structure Plan top include a policy on
habitat creation.

A case was made for affording hedgerows, small watercourses
and trees special protection.

There was little support for the inclusion of specific policies for
Newark and Southwell. However, instead there should be a strong
policy that promotes the protection of landscape and urban
character / local distinctiveness.

There was also a case for widening the perspective to include the
place / setting for the historic environment.

ENR3 | Soil A number of respondents felt that the shift towards conservation
Conservation | of the soil resource should be reflected in the Plan although the
need to retain good quality agricultural land was also noted by
many.
ENR4 | Flooding The need to follow guidance, particularly the sequential approach,
and Flood in PPG25 on Development and Flood Risk was reinforced by a
Risk number of respondents. It was also felt that the guidance should

be rigorously enforced throughout the River Trent corridor.

There were also calls to include the Environment Agency’s
Indicative Flood Risk Areas Map in the Structure Plan along with
the adoption of the precautionary principle to guide new
development away from areas which may be affected by flooding.

It was noted that the Plan should provide stronger guidance to
local planning authorities on resisting inappropriate floodplain
development that would contribute to increased flood risk or loss
of floodplain capacity. It was also recognised that flood plains
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often have an important role with respect to habitats and
biodiversity.

A number of respondents also drew attention to the need to give
clear guidance (including minimum requirements) on sustainable
drainage systems.

ENRS

Groundwater
Protection

PPG23 on Planning and Pollution Control was referred to which
recommends discouragement of land use activities which can
pose risks of pollution.

Concerns were expressed about the quality and quantity of
groundwater around wetland nature reserves.

Likewise, issues were raised about groundwater resulting from
mine closures.

ENRG6

River
Corridors

The point was made that as many river valleys cross district
boundaries a strategic overview should be given in the Joint
Structure Plan. It was noted for example that the River Trent flows
through six local authority areas in Nottinghamshire.

Specific policy guidance should be provided to support the
potentially important role of the River Trent corridor in the
regeneration of the area. This could include reference to:

The need to create public access to the river side.
Improved public transport links and infrastructure.
Provision of a new river crossing.

Consideration to minerals operators restoration
Landscaping and access provision.

Interpretation and education facilities linked to the river.
Development of the tourism potential

The potential for freight and water transport.

The point was made that the recreational use of the Trent causes
considerable pressure upon the infrastructure of small villages,
particularly around Gunthorpe.

In addition the specific problems of watercourses such as the
Erewash, Maun, Meden and Soar should be recognised.

It was noted that it would be useful to have specific guidance for
each river corridor as they are different in character.

The need for undeveloped buffer strips to provide habitats,
decrease erosion and reduce the risk of diffuse agricultural
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pollution was raised.

The place of the minerals industry and its role in the river
corridors of the Trent and the Idle should be acknowledged.

ENR7 | Energy

This area was noted as being important and there have been a
number of significant developments, for example biomass fuels.

The Structure Plan should encourage use of renewable energy
and could consider guidance on possible sites wind and water
power sites.

Firm guidance could be provided to local planning authorities on
the need for promoting energy efficient development in both
housing and the industrial sectors. There should be a requirement
for all developments to incorporate energy saving features and to
work towards carbon neutral buildings and to make best use of
technologies such as combined heat and power. The latter may
be particularly appropriate for mixed use development.

The promotion of community scale renewable energy schemes
was advocated.

ENRS8 Minerals

The fact that there is a Minerals Local Plan was noted, and care
should therefore be taken not to introduce any unnecessary
overlap with its policies.

There were calls for the Structure Plan to refer to the
circumstances where mineral resources will be protected from
sterilisation although some felt this policy would be more
appropriate in the Minerals Local Plan.

ENR9 Waste

There was a call for the Structure Plan to give county wide
support for the need for waste recycling facilities to be provided
within new developments to help support emerging local plan
policies on this matter.

It was acknowledged that there is a separate Waste Local Plan,
but some felt that the Structure Plan should still cover the need to
minimise waste, the promotion of sustainable waste management
and the need to promote the waste hierarchy.

The potential production of waste from a proposed development
should be one off the criteria assessed in the sustainability
checklist and thus a clear policy on favouring developments with
little waste production should be included in the Plan. The volume
and type of waste should be considered as should its suitability
for re-use or recycling in the local area.
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ENR10

Pollution

Some felt the Structure Plan should include a general policy with
respect to Pollution and Contamination.

The Plan should include policies to ensure that any risks from
new development to existing or future sources of pollution are
taken into account and non new development that gives rise to
unacceptable levels of pollution should be allowed.

All forms of pollution should be considered such as noise and light

pollution.

The Economy and Employment Land

Issue | Issue Commentary on Representations

No.

EE1 Quantity of There are no reliable methods of estimating employment land
employment needs. The method of projecting past take-up rates is a simple
land method and therefore commends itself; it provides useful

pointers but may hide constraint factors.

A number of consultees argued for a combination of factors to
be taken into account including past take-up rates, projecting
labour supply and demand factors and a recognition that many
jobs would occur in employment sectors which did not require
traditional B Class employment land allocations.

The take-up of employment land over the last 10 yrs has been
well below that predicted by the current plan. Some
respondents argued that this showed the weakness of the
“predict and provide” approach. Others argued that this lower
than planned level of take up may be indicative of unsuitable
sites or that sites had not been made available. This led to
arguments for a review of employment land supply.

It was also argued that a generous approach to employment
land provision was needed in order to provide a range and
choice of employment sites.

Consultees generally supported the reuse of employment sites
in sustainable locations for other uses where these sites were no
longer required for employment.

There are opposing views on the use of the criteria based
approach. A policy that provides clear criteria for future land
release for employment and which would ensure that
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sustainable development issues are taken into account may help
in achieving a more managed release of land. .

A criteria based approach is not favoured particularly by
developers and also by the majority of Nottinghamshire Districts.
The criteria based approach constitutes non-planning, would be
too uncertain as a sole basis and give too much flexibility and/or
not give the degree of certainty required by the development
industry. It would also be impossible to monitor against
calculated requirements - an essential component of
plan/monitor/manage.

EE2 | Quality of
employment
land

RPG8 requires a comprehensive assessment of the quantity and
quality of employment land allocations and commitments against
inter alia trends in take-up of provision prior to the next review of
the RPG.
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The Structure Plan should present a strategic steer for Local
Plans to review and release employment sites on a site-by-site
basis, taking account of the sequential approach

the availability of brownfield sites, regeneration, sustainability
and marketability of employment sites.

Phasing of
employment
land

There were opposing views. Certain District Councils and
developers considered that the phased release of greenfield
land is not as straightforward as for housing, and would not have
an impact on the reuse of PDL. Whilst, Environmental/Rural
Groups and Parish Councils considered that constraint on
greenfield development is essential to ensure take-up of
allocations on PDL. They also suggested that land could be
released in accordance with the sequential approach, in line with
RPG guidance.

Some of those supporting phasing said the % of development
which is on PDL should be the same as housing (60%), others
said the PDL target relates only to housing and there should not
be a target for employment.

EE3

Accessible
employment
opportunities

A number of consultees considered that Increased access to
employment can be provided by locating major development in
the centre of urban areas.

Providing jobs close to existing and planned public transport
provision especially in South Notts offers the greatest
opportunity to make more jobs accessible.

Improvements to the RHL could improve and enhance
Mansfield’s role as a sub-regional centre, especially in terms of
encouraging service sector and other jobs to Mansfield.

NET/RHL will offer scope and opportunities to promote
employment. However, need to deal with the fact that people
will still have to travel by other means to stations.

Need to offset job losses and long distance commuting.

A review of existing allocations is needed, with a view to
identifying accessible new sites which are located on existing
and/or planned high quality public transport routes in areas of
high demand, with a suitable local labour force particularly at the
east side of Nott'm.

EE4

Economic
Diversification

The successful economic performance of South Notts can be
encouraged by maintaining structural change and by ensuring
that employment land requirements are met, particularly
allocating high quality employment sites in and around
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Nottingham.

Some respondents including certain District and Parish Councils
thought that the plan could identify other centres as alternatives
to Nottingham in particular Newark, Mansfield and Worksop — for
both office and manufacturing

Economic diversification can be supported through provision for
research and development including that linked to further
education.

Tourism can also play an important role.

Improvements to transport infrastructure

EE5

Rural
Diversification

New employment should be concentrated in market towns to
reinforce their role as rural service centres and to support the
needs of rural communities.

The plan should contain a policy to encourage farm
diversification and other businesses in rural areas where they
can be accommodated without harm to environmental assets,
are of an appropriate scale, and, can meet local job needs.

Positive encouragement for the reuse of existing buildings for
employment uses is urged. New construction for employment
development in line with PPG 7 should not be ruled out.

Housing Chapter

Issue | Issue Commentary on Representations

No.

H1 Are there All three views concerning this were expressed, respondents
compelling variously considered
reasons to the RPG figure is too high - more up-to-date information
depart from should be used
the RPG the RPG figure is too low - there is a 4,000 shortfall from the
housing 1996 Plan, the RPG is an under-estimate and the previous
provision? Structure Plan migration levels are still valid

the RPG figure is correct and that it should be adhered to

H1 Reduction in | Concern was expressed over the impact of a reduction in building
housebuildin | rates upon the construction industry, and how this could be
g rates controlled in order to maintain rates after 2011/16.*

H1 Housing Some representations supported direction of development away
provision in from South Notts towards W&NWN. The reasons for this were:
South Notts To relieve pressure on South Notts. (and E Derbys.)
and West & South Notts. should not be relied on as an economic
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North-West generator®
Notts e To direct development where pdl exists
(W&NWN) e Modest growth is required in W&NWN
e The Area around the boundary between the 2 Sub-Areas
would be a sustainable location for development and use South
Notts strength*
e The housing market and build rates do not suggest that
population decline should be taking place*
e New housing is needed for regeneration*
H1 Housing With regard to growth in W&NWN there were certain caveats
provision in presented:
West & e Growth/regeneration needs an integrated sustainable
North-West strategy, including suitable transport links
Notts ¢ W&NWN is not a homogeneous area and out-migration is not
(W&NWN) universal (Worksop could be a growth area)*
e Success may be dependent upon restraint in South Notts.*
e The amount of housing to be ‘redirected’ needs assessment
H1 Should There were some views not supporting development being
growth be directed towards W&NWN:
directed to e The link between housing and regeneration is dubious
areas of most | ¢  Housing levels should relate to employment growth
demand? e Housing should be directed towards demand not (solely) pdl
e Housing quality in W&NWN is the primary issue
e South Notts offers more sustainable locations than W&NWN
H1 Should Local | Many respondents thought allocations in local plans should be
Plan reviewed, for 2 main reasons:
Allocations e In order to reduce the level of undeveloped land being built on
influence e To redirect allocations from low to high demand areas.
housing One respondent said allocations to 2011 should be adhered to as
distribution? | needs had not changed significantly
H1 Housing One representative was of the view that there should be a limited
provision in increase in East Notts,, which would be in line with RPG8.
East Notts
H1 Housing Several different views were expressed:
provision e Distribution within South Notts. should be more balanced (it is
within South unclear what this means)
Notts e Locations within the Green Belt would be more sustainable

than beyond, leading to more commuting*

e Settlements suitable for development outside the City should
be named in the JSP*

e Outlying communities could be stimulated by growth related to
South Notts*

¢ A new settlement is appropriate in South Notts.

e The urban capacity figure for Nottingham City is untested
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H1 Setting Local Communities should control housing numbers in their
Housing areas.”
numbers
H1 Emphasis on | The main theme of the housing section should be house types,
housing type | not amount and distribution*
rather than
numbers
H2 Managing the | General consensus that phasing is desirable, especially in south
Supply of Notts but also in the other sub areas. GOEM point out that
Housing phasing is mandatory from PPG3.
Land
The majority of comments favour the use of completion rates for
dwellings as a trigger for phases rather than time periods.
There is concern in the development industry that phasing must
include a mechanism to ensure that land is genuinely available for
development throughout the Plan period. Greenfield sites have a
long lead in time and reliance on PDL in the City to reduce
allocations elsewhere can have a damaging effect on other
objectives.
Some respondents consider that a phasing policy would be
inappropriate in the County because of the long gap between the
adoption of the Structure Plan and the adoption of Local Plans.
It is suggested that PDL should itself be phased.
NTU contend that there is no evidence that the lack of a phasing
policy has prevented PDL from coming forward in the Nottingham
area. The amount of greenfield land required is not high and is
already rationed.
H3 Housing There was strong support in general for the principle of gearing
Provision in housing provision towards meeting local needs. However some
Rural Areas. | other views expressed were:
- Should e Unless there is a proven need, development should be limited
housing to infill.
provision in e Exceptions could be made where previously developed land
villages only was used, or where a village had good facilities
be geared e Support for restriction to local needs in smaller villages, but
towards larger more sustainable villages could accommodate more
meeting local |  development.
needs?

e Development needs to be supported by infrastructure &
service improvements

e There needs to be a distinction between remote settlements
and those closer to major urban areas where more development
may be allowed..

On the other hand some respondents did not support provision
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geared towards local needs, considering it should be more
restricted.
H3 Housing Two District Councils considered that the amount of development
Provision in allocated to rural areas should be a matter for District Councils.
Rural Areas.
- Amount of One respondent considered that Rural Capacity Studies should
Housing be undertaken to determine the amount of available land in
provision villages.* Another indicated that capacity could indicate the level
allocated to of development.
rural areas.
The Structure Plan should indicate the scale (not amount) of
development
H3 Housing One respondent felt that ‘local needs’ should be defined.
Provision in Another stated that affordable housing levels should be assessed
Rural Areas by housing needs surveys.
H4 Housing on Some people thought that the target should be the regional 60%,
Previously some 70% and a few higher.
Developed
Land Concern was expressed that the target should not be rigidly
implemented everywhere, but should take account of local
circumstances and needs.
There was disagreement about whether the PDL target should
take precedence over the meeting of the overall housing
requirement
Apart from encouraging the use of CPO powers, the only way of
ensuring that PDL is made available for development that was
mentioned was by restricting the supply of greenfield sites.
Concern was raised that maximising the use of PDL should not be
at the expense of open space and employment uses.
Some respondents said that urban capacity studies and the
priority to use PDL should also be applied to employment
development, not just housing.
Some respondents said that the use of PDL is not itself the
priority. Sustainability is the key - i.e. only PDL in sustainable
locations should be used.
The Defence Estates said that using large PDL sites should
enable new settlements to make a substantial contribution to
meeting housing needs.
H5 Density of There is a consensus that advice in PPG3 and RPG does not
new need to be repeated in the Structure Plan.
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development

A majority of respondents felt that density is a matter for Local
Plans, but sustainability should also be taken into consideration.

Some respondents drew a distinction for small sites, where
density should be considered taking local site factors into
account.

Some responses did consider that the SP should set a minimum
density figure higher than the 30 dph in PPG3 (e.g. 35 in the
Northamptonshire SP).

H6 Affordable Several representatives considered that delivery of affordable
Housing housing should be determined by local authorities, not County
Councils and that the Plan should not set targets for affordable
housing. Another view was that affordable housing should not be
allocated between districts or sub-areas.
Others considered that the Structure Plan should set out clear
guidance on local housing needs assessments to ensure
consistency of approach.
Also one view was that the Plan should include a policy requiring
new developments to provide an element of affordable housing
based on level need identified in a housing needs assessment.
H7 What A number of respondents stated that the attractiveness of areas
measures of low housing demand needs to be raised. Low demand areas
can the Plan | should be made more attractive to live in. Measures suggested to
take to tackle the problem included employment and service provision,
address environmental improvements, transport infrastructure, greater mix
problems of house types and sizes, higher quality development.
associated
with low Other comments indicated that the issue of low demand in areas
demand for such as north and west Nottinghamshire can only be tackled by
housing? applying restraint in the south of the County. Allocations should

be deleted and further development should not be allowed,
especially in the Green Belt.

Movement Chapter

Issue | Issue Commentary on Representations
No.
M1 Environment | The impact that transport has on the environment was flagged up

al Impacts of

as a matter of great importance by respondents. There was an
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Transport

urgent need to reduce CO2 emissions and to promote cleaner
forms of transport. An integrated transport strategy was generally
considered to be the most appropriate way forward. New
transport measures affecting sites of high environmental or
cultural value were generally not supported.

M2

Managing the
Growth in
Traffic

As regards the management of traffic, the main comments raised
concerned prioritisation of the road network for specific users [e.g.
for buses, cyclists, and the desirability of schemes such as road
pricing and workplace parking levies]. On the latter aspect, there
was no clear consensus with respondents arguing for and against
levies/charges. The consensus was that a reduction in traffic
congestion would improve economic potential but some levy/road
pricing schemes could adversely impact upon the most
disadvantaged groups of the community. There was not much
support for widening the area covered by the levy/charge beyond
the City boundaries. Any monies raised should be put back into
improving the quality of public transport, and facilities for
pedestrians and cyclists.

M3

Priorities for
New
Transport
Infrastructure

As regards specific transport schemes identified in the existing
Structure Plan for safeguarding, the rail schemes were supported
as was NET.

The new river crossing over the Trent at Colwick received many
objections on the grounds that it would not meet transport
objectives, and would harm the community and the environment.
Some objectors considered that if there should be a requirement
for a 4" Trent Crossing, it should be located elsewhere and not at
Colwick.

All of the other six schemes mentioned drew a mix of
representations. In addition, a few respondents raised new
schemes such as an Annesley By-pass and a link road between
the A46 and A1 trunk roads south of Newark.

There were a number of representations made on the strategic
transport network shown in maps M1 & M2 where other routes are
requested to be added e.g. the A616.

A number of representations were made to add to the list of rail
schemes.
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Shopping and Central Areas Chapter

Issue
No.

Issue

Commentary on Representations

SC1

Need and
Location of
New Retail
Development

On the issue of the need for retail floorspace and its location, the
majority of respondents agreed that there was a need for more
floorspace but there was a greater variety of views as to where
this floorspace should be located.

The recent CB Hillier Parker Retail Study of the Plan area was
considered to be the key factor in assessing future needs, even
though the Study only looks ahead to the first part of the Plan
period. Locations most frequently mentioned were the City
Centre, the Town centres of Mansfield, Worksop and Retford, and
local centres in rural areas.

There was a measure of opinion expressed that detailed location
should be left to market forces. There was a measure of
agreement hat certain types of bulky goods should be sold at
suitable sites in out-of-centre locations but the JSP should specify
in the policy criteria on this matter.

Concerning the hierarchy of centres, there was general
agreement on the current list of centres and their status and a
wish that the JSP defines the role, function and relative status of
centres as well as how this may change over the Plan period.

Specific comments included making increased status for
Mansfield and Sutton Centres and including smaller centres into
the policy list such as Bingham and Southwell.

Representations from certain rural groups considered too much
emphasis was being placed on larger centres at the expense of
small rural centres.

SC3

Shopping in
Rural Areas
and Market
Towns

On the issue of retailing in rural areas, respondents
acknowledged the importance of this subject but requested that
the JSP provide the framework of approach and left the detail up
to Local Plans and detailed implementation.

Recent Government statements have highlighted the problems of
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areas of towns and countryside becoming ‘retail deserts’ where
local shops have disappeared as more food retailing gets
concentrated into a limited number of companies and the
comments made regarding rural shopping requirements will
require specific and careful treatment.

The need for retail policies in the JSP is mainly governed by the
advice set out in national planning guidance and the comments
made above will be of great assistance in the formulation of the
policy wording and the degree of detail specified in those policies.

Sport and Recreation Chapter

Issue | Issue Commentary on Representations
No.
SR1 Provision and | There were various comments to the need to gear the Structure
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Location of
Leisure
Facilities

Plan policies on this topic to the new national planning guidance
on Sport and Recreation set out in revised PPG 17, which was
published after the publication of the Report.

Comments were made that the Structure Plan should ensure that
sport and recreation development policies were in line with the
plan’s objectives of sustainable development and providing
facilities and services in accessible locations to all of the
community.

In terms of how specific the Plan should be, respondents
emphasised the following :-
e Need to maintain a strategic view
¢ Need to provide a framework for locating those[strategic]
sport/recreation facilities that have specific locational
requirements e.g. water-based sports
¢ Need to provide a policy framework for built facilities that
under PPG 6 guidance should sequentially be located
within town centres or on the edge of town centres where
such in-centre locations are not available/suitable
e The Structure Plan should specify a strategy for new
routes for walkers, horseriders and cyclists in the
countryside
e The Structure Plan should encourage multi-use of
facilities in rural areas to provide sport/recreation
opportunities to rural communities.

SR2

Opportunities
for Sport and
Recreation

The majority of comments were against the Structure Plan
identifying specific areas of the Plan area. Others commented
that the Plan should remain a strategic planning document and
only identify specific locations that spanned District boundaries.

SR3

Open Space
and playing
Fields

The majority of the representations considered that the Structure
Plan should have a protection policy for open space and playing
fields.

The new national planning policy guidance was referred to by a
number of respondents. One respondent thought that the topic
was too detailed for the Plan whilst another considered that it was
not necessary to have a policy if it merely repeated Government
guidance.

In line with national advice, many respondents referred to the
need for local surveys/audits of facilities and provision levels and
this clearly needed to be done before areas of deficiency are
identified. The move was now to provide local rather than set
national standards.

Where playing fields are or are to be located in floodrisk areas,
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better use could be made of the facilities by improved drainage
methods. If [public] open space/playing fields are to be lost to
other forms of development, measures such as covenants should
be used to preserve community access to leisure facilities.

SR4 | Water Based | Comments varied. Some thought that the main need was for

Recreation informal  water-based recreational uses — waterside
cycling/walking. Some felt that angling should have been stated
in the issue.

Several respondents considered that water-base leisure uses
should be promoted subject to environmental concerns; one
respondent asked that leisure uses should not be treated as a
nuisance and the main concern was accessibility to suitable water
areas.

Appendix C : Results of Hucknall LAF Planninqg Questionnaire

“TOUGH CHOICES FOR HUCKNALL”

ANALYSIS OF QUESTIONNAIRES

The Hucknall Local Area Forum — LAF — undertook a consultation exercise in
Hucknall at the end of October 2002 as part of an input into the emerging Joint
Structure Plan review.

The results of the analysis are set out below. What emerges is that the respondents
wish to see no more housing in and around the Town, preferably fewer, more use

made of previously used land and buildings and greater protection of the Green Belt
and of open space/playing fields. There was a perceived need for local job
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opportunities and a desire to see better health, community and youth facilities, along
with more and better public transport services.

There was less agreement on the final two questions concerning the Town Centre
and the environment of the rest of the Town but the large number of comments
indicated no lack of interest in the subjects under discussion which ranged from the
quality of the public toilets to the need for a large food store.

A significant number of respondents commented on the poor decisions taken by the
public sector in the past and the fact that comments made did not seem to make any
difference. 79 questionnaires formed part of the analysis and all those who
responded are thanked for the time and trouble they took.

QUESTIONNAIRE ANALYSIS

Question 1 The growing population in and around Hucknall mean that more
housing will be required — some suggest as many as 3,200. Does this seem
a) about right b) too many or c) too few?

Scores aboutright 24 31%
too many 53 68%
too few 1 1%
TOTAL 78

Question 2 Where should any new housing be located?

The greatest number of responses was for brownfield sites within Hucknall (41%).
About half of these responses specifically mentioned the old pit sites. Other
locations that received more than one comment are:-
¢ land between Bulwell and Hucknall (6)
Off the Bypass (6)
Behind the Bowman on Nottingham Road (5)
To the north near the Bypass (4)
Rolls Royce site (2)

29
Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan — Deposit Draft November 2003

Statement of Publicity and Consultation



Question 3 District Councils tend to want to locate their housing and employment
quote on the edges of their boundaries. As Hucknall has boundaries with Broxtowe,
Gedling and Nottingham City, do you think this power of Councils — including
Ashfield District Council - should be maintained as it is, altered, stopped completely?

Scores Maintained as it is 25 37%
Altered 22 32%
Stopped completely 21 31%
Total 68

Some respondents commented that they were not able to answer this question on
the information supplied.

Question 4. As new houses are built, what services do you feel are a) essential and
b) desirable to prevent existing Hucknall services becoming overloaded?

Response - ESSENTIAL

1. Health Centre, doctor’s surgery, dentist — by far the most
commented area — 35 comments

Schools — secondary and primary — 30 comments

Policing - 8 comments

Leisure/community facilities — 6 comments

Youth facilities — 5 comments

Improved Public Transport Links — 5 comments

Extension of NET to west — 4 comments

Noakwh

DESIRABLE

Leisure/Community facilities — 8 comments
Health Centre etc. — 7 comments

More/better shops - 6 comments

Free Town Centre Car Parking — 4 comments

Pobd=

In general, there was more response in the essential category with over 20 topics
being raised from pedestrianisation to waste disposal. Transport issues may be
under-recorded as this aspect is specifically covered in the next question.

Question 5. As a special part of Q4, what transport measures would be required as
part of any development?
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The two biggest comments are - extend NET (to West) — 14 comments
- more bus routes — 13 comments

No other factor received more than two comments apart from 4 comments about
the need for free car parking.

Question 6. Question on job provision — Should the Plan allow for employment land
in and around Hucknall or should the provision be made elsewhere at locations
easily accessible to Hucknall residents?

IN HUCKNALL

Eight respondents said no provision should be made within Hucknall.

A further eight respondents stated that provision should be made only on
brownfield sites. 13 respondents specifically identified the former Pit sites, 3
Rolls Royce land, 2 the old Co-op site and two the site behind the Bowman.
Four respondents commented that local employment opportunities were
needed.

OUT OF HUCKNALL

The main location specified was the Sherwood Business park site at Annesley
— 8 comments; 4 respondents mentioned the Linby/Newstead/Annesley Village
area. There were fewer representations on this part of the question to the above.

Question 7. This question asked whether existing open spaces/playing fields should
be protected or should development be permitted in order to protect the Green Belt?

Six respondents disagreed with the wording of the question particularly
concerning the linkage with Green Belt priority.
BUILT UPON

No one area received more than one comment apart from 3 comments
referring generally to land off the By-pass.

PROTECTED

37 respondents wanted all open spaces and playing fields protected. The only

site getting more than two comments was Titchfield Park with 4.
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Question 8. The Green Belt around Hucknall is meant to stop it merging with other
built-up areas and to safeguard the countryside. Where does it or does it not prevent
merging or protect the countryside? If Green Belt has to be sacrificed, which parts
are you prepared to let go?

This is a multi-staged question.

MERGING a) GB WORKING
the sectors most named were to the west and north — 23
respondents — with 4 mentioning the south sector. 5
respondents stated that the GB is failing to stop merging
all around the Town
b) GB NOT WORKING

22 respondents mentioned the south and south-east
sectors of the Town. No other sector received more than
one comment

PROTECTING COUNTRYSIDE a) GB WORKING
11 respondents mentioned the west and north-west sectors
with five mentioning the east and north-east. 4
respondents considered that the Green Belt was not
working any where around the Town.

b) GB NOT WORKING
11 respondents thought that GB was not working to the
south of the Town and in particular along the Nottingham
Road. 5 respondents mentioned the western sector and
two the North sector.

WHERE TO RELEASE GREEN BELT LAND

35 respondents considered that Green Belt land should not be released at all.
7 respondents considered that land could be released to the south and five to
the north. Some respondents stated that this was a matter for the Council to
determine and consult upon.
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Question 9. Hucknall Town Centre. Three part Question a) choose 3 parts of the
TC that you would keep; b) what part of the TC would you get rid of and c) choose 3
improvements that you would introduce to the TC.

KEEP

The greatest number of responses were for the Market Place (33 respondents),
High Street (24 respondents), Watnall Road (14 respondents), Library (11
respondents), Annesley Road (7 respondents), Church Street/Church (6
respondents) and the Community Centre (5 respondents). Many other places
were also named but none received more than two mentions.

REMOVE

By far and away the most requested place for removal was the old Co-op building
(43 respondents); Ogle Street received four comments as did Annesley Road.
Some respondents thought that the quality of the shopping environment in the Town
Centre was poor and two respondents thought that the best approach was to
demolish the whole Town Centre and start again.

IMPROVEMENTS

There were many helpful suggestions but few receiving widespread commendation.
The most commented on improvement was pedestrianisation (15 respondents),
followed by improved toilet facilities (8 respondents) and free car parking [at
Piggins Croft] that also received 8 responses. Improvements to the range and
quality of the shops were mentioned by 7 respondents.

Question 10. Apart from the Town Centre, which other parts of Hucknall a) need to
be improved, b) left as they are and c) knocked down and started again?

Need to be Improved

Again there were many helpful suggestions but with few receiving a lot of comments.
Annesley Road received the most comments (17 respondents), followed by Ruffs
Lane (7) and Titchfield Park (4).

LEFT

Fewer responses were made to this part of the question than to a) above. The main
comments were for the Whyburn Lane area (5 comments) and to the parks (also 5
comments).

DEMOLISHED

Whilst the question referred to outside the Town Centre, most respondents
mentioned the old Co-op site (26); Butlers Hill received 3 comments. No other
areas received more than 2 comments.
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