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Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council's web site at:
www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
e Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in’ will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes [X
No []

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/

organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.
Yes [X

No [ ]



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes [X
No [ ]

Printed Name: _

Signature:
Date: 20 June 2022



This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name:

Organisation (if applicable): Caddick Developments Ltd
Address: (c/o agent)

Postcode:

Tel:

Fax:

Email:

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent —

Organisation (if applicable): Barton Willmore

Address: 15t Floor, 14 King Street, Leeds
Postcode: LS1 2HL
Tel:

Fax:

Emai I



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: Caddick Developments Ltd

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST7
Paragraph:
Policies Map: SEMO001

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [X
No []
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No [X
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [X

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal
compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

Please refer to the enclosed representations letter.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

Please refer to the enclosed representations letter.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further

opportunity to make submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for

examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)

Yes [X

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No []

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Caddick is the promoter and developer of site SEM001 (see Policies ST7
and Policy 9) which is the single largest employment allocation in the plan
and therefore critical to plan delivery.

Caddick wishes to attend the Hearings to support the allocation of the site
and to provide further evidence and justification for necessary policy changes
to ensure the site remains deliverable.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.



Bassetlaw District Council
Planning Policy

Queens Buildings

Potter Street

Worksop

S80 2AH

By email only
34170/A5/NP

20 June 2022

Dear I

DRAFT BASSETLAW LOCAL PLAN 2020-2037: PUBLICATION VERSION SECOND ADDENDUM
CONSULTATION (MAY 2022)

REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF CADDICK DEVELOPMENTS

These representations are submitted on behalf of Caddick Developments (*Caddick’), regarding the
‘Draft Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2037: Publication Version Second Addendum (May 2022)". The
representations largely follow those submitted to the Publication Version consultation (October 2021)
and Publication Version Addendum consultation (January 2022) in respect of the matters raised aside
from additional comments as set out in this letter where they relate to relevant policies.

Caddick continue to promote land at Apleyhead Junction for approximately 4.7m sqft of large scale
employment uses (predominantly B8 with some B2, and ancillary offices), and are actively assessing
the options for delivery of this strategic opportunity.

Caddick support the emerging plan and particularly the allocation of Apleyhead (site SEM001). The
allocation is entirely sound, and the site is deliverable within the plan period. Notwithstanding this,
we consider certain plan policies (Policy 9 in particular) would benefit from revised and simplified
wording to ensure delivery of the site is not unnecessarily constrained by policy requirements.

1. Apleyhead Junction — progress update

Since the Publication Version and Publication Version Addendum consultations we have continued to
progress the technical work required to submit a planning application such that we are now in a
position that an Outline planning application could be submitted in the short term. The Environmental
Statement and associated technical reports in final draft form and overall assumptions within those
reports is aligned with consultee feedback received during the pre-application state.

We held public consultation (November 2021) which provided generally positive feedback, with
respondents particularly supportive of new job and investment. This public consultation sat alongside
other consultee and stakeholder focussed engagement.
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There is active occupier interest in units of up to 1.2m sqft, showing the strength of the market and
the attractiveness of Apleyhead Junction as a major location. We are now assessing how these
occupiers could be accommodated within the site and how the resultant phases could be delivered.

It is therefore prudent to review the timings for submission of an application until the detail of the
interest is confirmed with the proposal then specifically geared to meet these known occupier
requirements. As a result, there is potential that a Hybrid planning application could be submitted,
with the detailed elements of the application tailored to meet these occupier requirements. Whilst
this means a planning application may not be submitted immediately in Outline, a later Hybrid
application could in realty result in an earlier start on site and first phase delivery as far greater
detail will be provided up front. Significant progress has been, and continues to be, made towards
delivering the site.

2. Comments on the Publication Version Second Addendum plan

Caddick continues to support the emerging plan and in particular allocation of the Apleyhead Junction
site. The allocation is sound, and the site is capable of being delivered within the plan period.
However, we consider that certain plan policies (Policy 9 in particular) should be revised to be simpler
to interpret and to ensure they do not unnecessarily constrain the opportunity at Apleyhead.

Policy ST7: Provision of Land for Employment Development

General comments on ST7

We continue to support the overall strategic direction of ST7 in that it correctly identifies the
importance of Apleyhead Junction as a strategic employment site. However, Caddick consider the
ST7 revisions where they relate to Apleyhead to be unjustified.

Part 3 of ST7 considers Apleyhead Junction specifically. We have consistently made representations
highlighting the site-specific elements of ST7 are better placed in the site-specific Policy 9 and should
be modified to be sound, irrespective of whether these items are within ST7 or Policy 9.

Part 3(e) of ST7

In particular, the Second Addendum version of ST7 contains a firmer requirement for proposals at
the site to not adversely impact on other growth strategies and allocations in the Bassetlaw plan
and/or other local plans in the area (ST7 Part 3(e)). We continue to question the necessity of such
an approach. We have concerns with a requirement for alignment with other adopted local authorities’
plans and strategies, as ultimately alignment with other authority plans is a matter for the local plan
process and not the planning application process.

Although other local authorities are seemingly supportive of the plan, ST7 part 3(e) currently creates
unnecessary risk that an adjacent authority could unreasonably object to the application which in
turn gives authorities other than Bassetlaw greater control over how the site is delivered.
Furthermore, the local plan evidence base is clear on the reasons for, and benefits of, allocating the
site. Part 3(e) of ST7 should be removed, and particularly where it refers to other authorities plans.

Part 4 of ST7

Part 4 of ST7 (as introduced in the Second Addendum consultation) then seeks to limit Apleyhead
Junction to B8 and ancillary uses only. However, the policy lacks flexibility as the site could quite
conceivably accommodate a large scale B2 or mixed B2/B8 Use unit that could not be accommodated
elsewhere. In that eventuality, such a proposal could be contrary to ST7 as currently drafted which
introduces unnecessary risk that major inward investment to Bassetlaw is lost due to unnecessarily
constraining planning policy requirements. ST7 should be modified to include B2 in addition to B8,
to ensure there is flexibility to meet market requirements.

3. Comments on the plan evidence base

Bassetlaw Housing & Economic Needs Assessment: Addendum (April 2022)
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We have no comments on the addendum assessment methodology in terms of setting housing and
employment needs. However, it is relevant in terms of employment land need that there is significant
demand and a lack of supply for employment space through the UK and particularly in both the East
Midlands and Yorkshire, Humber & the North East (this site can serve both markets). The supply and
demand position are picked up in the councils logistics assessment (as below).

The Housing & Economic Needs Assessment Addendum also reconfirms the need for Apleyhead in
terms of wider employment land supply as, following the updated employment land supply position
shown in the addendum assessment there is a small shortfall in supply. Paragraphs 2.3 and 2.4 of
the addendum state:

'2.3 In order to consider the employment required to support deliveries in the 2020-38 period,
the supply has been assessed. Appendix A of the 2020 HEDNA identified the Bassetlaw
employment land supply position for 2020-37 and resulting anticipated full time equivalent
Jobs arising. This has been updated overleaf based on:

o Removal of the Garden Village and associated employment provision
o Removal of Marnham employment site
o /nclusion of Bevercotes Colliery permission in supply

2.4 This updates the supply position to 189.4ha - which is slightly below the HEDNA requirement
of 196. 7ha, before considering the Apleyhead Junction strategic site of an additional 118.7ha.’

Therefore, it is evident that without Apleyhead Junction there is likely to be a small shortfall in
predicated supply based on the addendum report findings. This reinforces the need to ensure the
delivery of the Apleyhead site.

A1l Corridor Logistics Assessment: Addendum (April 2022)

The assessment conclusions are noted. We support the clear and robust conclusions that:

.. the inclusion of the Apleyhead Junction site in the Bassetlaw Local Plan remains appropriate
in meeting the wider Property Market Area / sub regional logistics need in the context of
planning ahead for at least 15 years and in the context of the very strong demand that
continues to be experienced in the logistics market.’

Apleyhead is a unique opportunity to deliver a significant development which can meet the widest
possible range of occupier requirements from smaller scale to upwards of 4m sqft in a single building.

We are commissioning further market evidence to update the ‘Market and Economic Needs Report’
(October 2021) which supported the Publication Plan representations. This evidence will be presented
in a forthcoming planning application as well as at the local plan hearings, and is expected to show
there remains significant demand for large scale employment uses across the UK and particularly in
this area and there is insufficient supply in the form of readily deliverable opportunities.

4. Comments on infrastructure matters

Whole Plan & Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment (April 2022)

The Second Addendum consultation includes an updated Viability Assessment (the *‘Whole Plan &
Community Infrastructure Levy Viability Assessment (April 2022)". The assessment concludes that
employment use development cannot reasonably contribute through CIL, and therefore recommends
a CIL rate of £0 per sgm.

These conclusions are supported, particularly in the context of the Apleyhead Junction site, as the
Viability Assessment correctly recognises that sites such as this will have significant upfront costs
which have a significant effect on viability. It is therefore critical that the plan, having recognised
the challenging viability of such sites, does not them place unnecessary or onerous infrastructure
requirements on these developments. We go on to consider the infrastructure requirements in the
context of the updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (‘IDP")
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Infrastructure Delivery Plan (May 2022)

Caddick does not object to the principle of financial contributions to new infrastructure (as noted in
Appendix 2 of the IDP), nor delivering new infrastructure as part of a development. However, any
contributions must pass the tests set out in Part 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy
Regulations. Therefore, further detail is needed on how the costs in the updated IDP have been
calculated, noting the draft plan and IDP indicate several allocations (not just this site) may
necessitate infrastructure improvements.

The revised IDP is unclear on the total cost of infrastructure works, following the Garden Village
being omitted from the plan. For example, the previous IDP (January 2022) at Appendix 2 identified
a 'total cost’ for each infrastructure item along with an amount that each site may need to contribute
(noted in the appendix as a ‘funding gap’). However, the updated IDP (May 2022) no longer shows
a total infrastructure cost, albeit the notes column allows for an approximate calculation.

By calculating the cost apportionments from the ‘notes’ column in the latest IDP it appears the total
infrastructure costs are identical in the two IDPs (January and May). However, as the Garden Village
is now omitted it is reasonable to conclude the plan results in a lesser infrastructure burden (even
accepting the Garden Village was only likely to deliver a limited number of units in the plan period).
We would usually anticipate the overall cost of infrastructure and particularly infrastructure close to
a strategic site such the former Garden Village (e.g., A57/A1/A614 roundabout) would reduce if the
site were no longer progressed as is the case here.

Furthermore, the IDP indicates the potential for significant s106 costs (of some £11.25m) for highway
infrastructure alone of which some £3.2m is towards junction improvements on the A57 / A60 / A619
to the west and north west of Worksop. We would question the likelihood and necessity for such
significant works resulting from the Apleyhead Junction site given the likely vehicle patterns and trip
distribution generated by development at Apleyhead is predominantly directed to the Al which lies
immediately to the east (this being one of the site’s major advantages for employment use).

The plan wide viability assessment recognises the challenges associated with delivering major sites
in this area and hence the infrastructure requirements must be set appropriately. As such, overall
infrastructure requirements will be discussed with the council in due course and can be agreed
through a future planning application.

5. Summary

Caddick support the emerging plan and particularly the allocation of Apleyhead (site SEM001). The
site is available, suitable, and deliverable, and is controlled by Caddick as a willing and established
developer with a proven track record of delivering major employment sites. The progress toward
submission of a planning application for the site reinforces the certainty around expected delivery.

Caddick support the emerging plan and the allocation of Apleyhead. However, Policy ST7 and Policy
9 in particular) should be modified to be sound, and the modifications would enable a more coherent
and simplified wording for strategic (ST7) and site specific (Policy 9) matters. Objections are raised
in respect of ST7 part 3(e). Comments are also made against certain evidence base documents.

We trust the representations are clear. However, should officers require anything further then please
do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours sincerely

Planning Associate Director

TOWN PLANNING INFRASTRUCTURE & ENVIRONMENTAL PLANNING This product is printed
MASTERPLANNING & URBAN DESIGN HERITAGE on stock and in a process
ARCHITECTURE GRAPHIC COMMUNICATION that conforms to the PEFC
LANDSCAPE PLANNING & DESIGN COMMUNICATIONS & ENGAGEMENT standards for sustainably

SUSTAINABLE VALUE DEVELOPMENT ECONOMICS managed forests.
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From:
271 June 2022 09:19
To: The Bassetlaw Plan
Subject: National Trust response to Local Plan 2nd Addendum
Attachments: National Trust response to Bassetlaw LP 2nd Addendum.pdf

External Message - Be aware that the sender of this email originates from outside of the Council. Please be cautious when
opening links or attachments in email

Please find attached a response from the National Trust to the Bassetlaw Local Plan 2" Addendum.

Many thanks,

-- The National Trust is a registered charity no. 205846. Our registered office is Heelis, Kemble Drive,
Swindon, Wiltshire SN2 2NA. The views expressed in this email are personal and may not necessarily
reflect those of the National Trust unless explicitly stated otherwise. This email and any files transmitted
with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are
addressed. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately. If you are not the intended
recipient of this email, you should not copy it for any purpose, or disclose its contents to any other person.
Senders and recipients of email should be aware that, under the Data Protection Act 2018, the contents may
have to be disclosed. The National Trust has scanned this email for security issues. However the National
Trust cannot accept liability for any form of malware that may be in this email and we recommend that you
check all emails with an appropriate security tool.



Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council's web site at:
www.bassetlaw.qgov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
e Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in” will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes X

No []

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/
organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.

Yes X

No [ ]



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes X
No [ ]

Printed Name: -
Signature: e

Date: 21/06/2022



This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name: —

Organisation (if applicable): National Trust

Address: Hardwick Hall, Doe Lea, Derbyshire
Postcode: S44 5QJ

Tel: e

Fax:

Emai I

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent:

Organisation (if applicable):
Address:

Postcode:

Tel:

Fax:

Email:



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: National Trust

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: Vision and Objectives
Paragraph: Strategic Objective 11

Policies Map:

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [ ]
No []
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal
compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

We are concerned to note the removal of the reference to ‘making more
sustainable use of land’ from Strategic Objective 11, particularly bearing in mind
that this plan seeks to allocate a very large amount of greenfield land for
development.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary

6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)

Yes [ ]

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)
No X

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:



Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: National Trust

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST7 — Provision of Land for Employment Development
Paragraph:

Policies Map:



4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [ ]
No [ ]
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [ ]
No [ ]

Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as
precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of
the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this
box to set out your comments.

Following changes to Policy ST7 including removal of employment land at the Garden Village and
adjustments to supply at other sites, the overall employment land supply in the Local Plan Second
Addendum has been boosted to a total of over 300 hectares.

The evidence base identifies that Snape Lane and Bevercotes Colliery are capable of accommodating
larger employment units. Nevertheless, the major greenfield Strategic Employment Site of over 100
hectares at Apleyhead also remains in the plan.

We remain concerned by the level of greenfield development promoted by this plan, with potential
ramifications for the capacity of the highway network and for the local environment. Chapter 11 of the
NPPF sets out the ways in which planning policies and decisions should seek to make effective use of land,
making as much use as possible of previously-developed ‘brownfield’ land and taking account of the
availability and capacity of infrastructure.

We welcome the inclusion at ST7(e) of a policy proposal that development at Apleyhead should not
compromise delivery of other adopted employment allocations in Bassetlaw or the wider property market
area, although it is not clear how this will work in practice. We also remain concerned by the uncertainty
around transport impacts on the A57 corridor (the Transport Study has not been updated at this
consultation stage), the ability of the road network to cope with increased traffic levels, and the
cost/feasibility and environmental impacts of any required transport improvements. Should the level of
additional traffic generated require road widening at the eastern end of the A57, this is likely to have direct
impacts on a local nature site and/or National Trust ‘inalienable’ land within Clumber Park Grade |
Registered Historic Park and Gardens. The feasibility of this has not been established.



5. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

National Trust considers that the proposed employment supply for the district should be reviewed with the
aim of providing a reasonable, sustainable level of development. This should have regard to environmental
and transport impacts and the capacity of existing highway infrastructure.

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further
opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

6. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Yes X

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No [ ]

7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

To ensure that any discussions about changes to the overall strategy, and key policies relating to strategic
allocations including Apleyhead, have proper regard to the potential impacts of those schemes and the
transport interventions required to achieve them. This includes potential road widening which may impact
on National Trust inalienable land.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,
and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
wish to participate at the examination hearings.



Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: National Trust

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST40 Biodiversity and Geodiversity (& former ST40A)
Paragraph: 8.6.10 — 8.6.11

Policies Map:



4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [ ]
No [ ]
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [ ]
No [ ]

Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally compliant
or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate. Please be as
precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of
the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate, please also use this
box to set out your comments.

The Bassetlaw Local Plan continues to promote a very high level of new housing development, with a total
supply of 12,551 dwellings in the Local Plan. Despite the removal of the Garden Village at the Second
Addendum Stage, this actually represents an increase from the 12,198 dwellings referred to in the original
Pre-Submission consultation.

It is therefore unclear why, as suggested at paragraph 8.6.10 of the Local Plan Second Addendum, the
need to mitigate recreational impacts on Clumber Park would fail to justify a strategic solution following
removal of the Garden Village from the plan. The Clumber Park SSSI Recreational Impact Assessment
March 2022 notes that a large amount of proposed development within the Bassetlaw Local Plan and
Newark and Sherwood Local Plan is within 7.5km of the Clumber Park SSSI boundary, stating that:

“In the absence of mitigation, it is predicted that there will be an increase in visitor use of 55% within the
SSSI compared to current use (i.e. at the time of survey) as a result of the increase in dwellings from
the allocations in the Bassetlaw and Newark and Sherwood Local Plans.” (p9)

9% of this increase was attributed to the Garden Village, with 46% therefore being attributed to other sites.
The study goes on to suggest a 24.7km zone of influence around Clumber Park. This brings into question
the adequacy of Policy ST40.

Consequently, we are concerned about the wholesale removal of Policy ST40A from the plan. The
supporting text at 8.6.11 suggests that the policy will be replaced with a requirement that any sites falling
within an ‘Impact Risk Zone’ of an SSSI ‘give appropriate consideration to that SSSI’ when developing
proposals, with potential for mitigation to be required in certain circumstances although only on-site
mitigation is referred to. This requirement has not been carried forward into Policy ST40, nor is it clear how
it would be implemented. Confusingly, the Habitats Regulations Assessment treats this statement as if it is
a policy requirement, but then goes on to state that:



“However, none of the proposed allocations lie within a relevant Impact Risk Zone (that is, where
residential development is identified as a risk) for any of the SSSis that overlap with the ppSPA”.

5. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

We recommend that the Council reconsiders the evidence in relation to potential recreational impacts on
Clumber Park SSSI and Sherwood Forest ppSPA and considers reinstating a strategic solution for
mitigation.

Any supporting text that is intended to reflect a policy requirement needs to be translated into Policy ST40.
Further clarity is required around what is meant by an ‘Impact Risk Zone’, whether any site allocations are
likely to fall within one and therefore what effect this policy might have in practice.

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further
opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

6. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s) Yes X

7. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

Policy ST40 has implications for the recreational impact of future development on Clumber Park SSSI, of
which National Trust is the owner.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,
and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who
wish to participate at the examination hearings.
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From:

Sent: 21 June 2022 09:36

To: The Bassetlaw Plan

Subject: Bassetlaw Local Plan - Second Addendum to Pre-Submission Consultation -
Response by Muller Property Group

Attachments: reg-19-form-a-b-14pt-may-2022 MPG ST1 Spatial Strategy .docx; reg-19-form-a-

b-14pt-may-2022 MPG Vision and Objectives.docx; 220621 Bassetlaw Plan Second
Addendum Pre-Submission Consultation FINAL.pdf; reg-19-form-a-b-14pt-
may-2022 MPG Retford Housing Allocations Omission site.docx

External Message - Be aware that the sender of this email originates from outside of the Council. Please be cautious when
opening links or attachments in email

Dear Sir or Madam

Please find attached representations submitted by Muller Property Group to the Second Addendum to Pre-
Submission Consultation on the Local Plan.

If you can confirm the read receipt option when prompted please?
We look forward to receiving notification that the Plan has been submitted for examination.

Kind regards

Associate

DDI 0121 410 2066
SWITCHBOARD 0121 455 9455

WWW.HARRISLAMB.COM
Harris Lamb Ltd | 75-76 Francis Road | Birmingham | B16 8SP D m 'i

Regulated by RICS. Harris Lamb accept no legal responsibility for the contents of this message. Any opinions expressed in this email are those of the
individual and not necessarily of the firm, unless expressly stated to be so. If you receive this in error, please contact the sender and delete it from your
system. This email and any attachments are intended for the addressee only and may contain information which is confidential or legally privileged. If you
are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of this communication and any attachments is
strictly prohibited. This email does not form the basis of a contract.



Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council’'s web site at:
www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
¢ Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in’ will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/
organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.

Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes X[ ]
No []
Printed Name: _

Signature:
Date: 215t June 2022




This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name:

Organisation (if applicable): Muller Property Group
Address:

Postcode:

Tel:

Fax:

Email:

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent E—

Organisation (if applicable): Harris Lamb

Address: 75 — 76 Francis Road, Birmingham
Postcode: B16 8SP

Tel:

Fax:

Emai .



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: Muller Property Group

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: Vision and Objectives
Paragraph:

Policies Map:

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X[ ]

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal
compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

The Vision and Objectives for the Plan had been prepared originally on the basis of the inclusion of a
Garden Village delivering a significant proportion of the District’s employment land requirements along
with new housing, both within the current Plan Period and beyond. Since the Garden Village has proven
to be no longer viable or deliverable, as one of the main landowners has withdrawn their land from
development, the Council are correct in deleting references to the Garden Village from the Plan. However,
the Vision and Objectives do not appear to have been updated to reflect the revised spatial strategy that
the Council will now be pursuing. The only changes set out in the Vision that indicate a change are the
deletion of the Garden Village and that Harworth and Bircotes will now accommodate slightly more
development than they had previously been expected to accommodate.

The Vision and Objectives do not, therefore, relate to the intended strategy as now proposed and to all
intents and purposes are the same as before with the exception that reference to a Garden Village has
been deleted. If the Strategy can be so easily changed to fit current circumstances when a central tenet
of it is no longer available it must be questioned whether a Garden Village was ever needed in the first
place.

The changes to the Vision and Objectives do not appear to have been fully justified following the deletion
of the Garden Village proposal and as such, we consider that they are unsound as they do not relate to
the revised spatial strategy for development that the Council are now seeking to pursue.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary




6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

The change that we seek are for the Vision and Objectives to be recast to relate to the current spatial
strategy that the Plan now seeks to pursue.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further
opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Yes X[ ]

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No [ ]

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

We are a promotor of a significant sized alternative housing allocation for
Retford and have a number of concerns about the strategy and changes to
this since the new settlement has been omitted from the Plan

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.



Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council’'s web site at:
www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
¢ Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in’ will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/
organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.

Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes X[ ]
No []
Printed Name: _

Signature: -

Date: 215t June 2022




This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name:

Organisation (if applicable): Muller Property Group
Address:

Postcode:

Tel:

Fax:

Email:

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent E—

Organisation (if applicable): Harris Lamb

Address: 75 — 76 Francis Road, Birmingham
Postcode: B16 8SP

Tel:

Fax:

Emai .



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: Muller Property Group

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST1 — Spatial Strategy
Paragraph:

Policies Map:

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X[ ]

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal
compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.



We have previously commented on the spatial strategy and remain of the view that the Plan adequately
seeks to balance economic/job growth with the provision of housing. We do not object to the principles
underpinning the amount of employment land proposed and generally agree that the level of housing that
is sought to accommodate the economic growth sought is appropriate. We still welcome the fact that the
Council have decided against pursing a housing requirement based on its minimum standard method
housing requirement and that instead has chosen a housing requirement that will help achieve economic
growth, add choice in the housing market and provide some flexibility in delivering this. Whilst we do not
seek to object to the headline figures for employment land we do have some reservations about the
housing requirement and housing supply and how this has been derived. Furthermore, we maintain our
previous objections about the choice of housing allocations, specifically in Retford, having regard to the
updated Site Selection Methodology Paper (May 2022) that is published alongside the Second Addendum
to the Pre-Submission Draft.

The current Plan Period is due to run from 2020 to 2038. However, due to the delays in the Plan making
process and the fact that the Council are currently consulting on a Second Addendum to the Pre-
Submission Draft of the Local Plan it is debatable whether the Plan Period will run for 15 years from the
date of adoption as advised in paragraph 22 of the Framework. As the current Plan is yet to be submitted
for Examination we envisage that the earliest that the Plan will be adopted is in late 2023 but possibly
early 2024. As such, and to accord with Framework, we contend that the Plan Period should be extended
by a further year to run to 2039 to ensure that the Plan’s strategic policies run for 15 years from the date
of adoption.

If the Plan Period is extended by a further year, this would necessitate an additional 582 dwellings be
added to the housing requirement thus increasing the minimum requirement to 11,058 dwellings over the
period 2020 to 2039.

Turning to the housing supply, Figure 7 sets out the sources of housing supply in the District, bringing this
up to date to reflect the latest monitoring as at 315t March 2022. Paragraph 5.1.28 confirms that the
proposed allocations (excluding windfalls) will result in an 8% supply buffer above the objectively assessed
housing need but that when the windfall allowance is included this would equate to a 17% buffer over and
above the housing requirement. Figure 7 does not include any allowance for non-implementation of sites
with planning permission. As these account for nearly half of the identified supply we consider this over
states the ability of these sites to deliver. A typical non-implementation allowance that is generally applied
is 10%. If such an allowance was applied, this would negate the 8% over supply that the Council are
currently proposing.

Turning to the windfall allowance, paraph 5.1.29 confirms that this has been established having regard to
the Housing Land Supply Background Paper (August 2021). The Background Paper states at paragraph
8.18 that the average annual windfall rate on small sites is 115 dwellings per annum and that on this basis
the windfall allowance in the proposed trajectory should be 100 dwellings per year. We do not disagree.
However, when the windfall allowance for small sites is set out in the trajectory at Appendix 3 of the Second
Addendum to the Pre-Submission draft, this states that 156 and 124 dwellings were completed in years
2020/21 and 21/22 respectively and then 148 dwellings per year in each of the next 5 years are expected.
This exceeds the historic average delivery on small sites and is in excess of the allowance that is included
from 2026/27 onwards. It is not clear why two different figures are included. There is also a year of double
counting in year 2026/27 where 148 units are included as small site windfalls whilst a further 100 dwellings
are also included in the general windfall allowance.

To correct the above, the small sites windfalls should only run from 2022/23 — 2025/26 and be included at
100 dwellings per annum, whilst the 148 included for 2026/27 should be deleted due to duplication. This
would reduce the supply by 388 dwellings.

Interestingly, the Council state that the inclusion of the windfall allowance will increase the size of the
buffer to 17% which will help with additional housing supply through the Plan Period and provide flexibility
should unforeseen circumstances delay bringing sites forward. However, the Council then state that it (the
windfall allowance) is included in order to minimise opportunities for speculative unplanned development.
We completely disagree with this point. The only way to negate speculative applications is to over allocate
sites rather than rely on windfalls coming forward. Windfalls by their very definition are unplanned for
development. If the Council wish to guard against speculative development then we would urge them to
over allocate sites instead. This point is reinforced by the fact that the windfall allowance accounts for
nearly a quarter of new supply that the Plan is allocating/identifying.

In light of the comments above, we do not consider the Plan sound as it is not positively prepared in that
upon adoption it will not cover 15 years from the date of adoption and as such, it will not meet the area’s
minimum objectively assessed needs. Furthermore, due to how the supply has been dealt with and the
assumptions around the windfalls in the trajectory we do not consider it accords with national policy.




Continue on a separate sheet if necessary

6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible



The changes that we seek to the Plan are:

- Extend the Plan Period by a year to cover the period 2020 — 2039

- Add a further 582 dwellings to the housing requirement meaning a minimum of 11,058 dwellings to be
delivered

- Reduce the supply from small sites with planning permission in the trajectory by 388 dwellings

- Find alternative sites and allocations to make up for the loss of 388 dwellings in the supply, the
additional 582 dwellings needed for the additional year of the Plan Period, and to propose allocations
instead of the windfall allowance of 1,200 units (either in full or in part)

- Consider the land at Bigsby Road, Retford, as a potential allocation to address these
shortfalls/additional allocation (please see further representations below on this matter)

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary

Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further
opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?



Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Yes X[ ]

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No [ ]

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

We are a promotor of a significant sized alternative housing allocation for
Retford and have a number of concerns about the strategy and changes to
this since the new settlement has been omitted from the Plan

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,
and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.



Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council’'s web site at:
www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
¢ Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:
Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection

Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in’ will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/
organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.

Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes X |
No [ ]
Printed Name: _

Signature: -

Date: 215t June 2022




This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name:

Organisation (if applicable): Muller Property Group
Address:

Postcode:

Tel:

Fax:

Email:

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent E—

Organisation (if applicable): Harris Lamb

Address: 75 — 76 Francis Road, Birmingham
Postcode: B16 8SP

Tel:

Fax:

Emai .



Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: Muller Property Group

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST1 — Spatial Strategy
Paragraph:

Policies Map:

4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes X[ ]
No [ ]

4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No X[ ]

4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes X[ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal
compliance or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to
co-operate, please also use this box to set out your comments.

MPG have previously objected to the inclusion of Site HS13: Ordsall South, Retford on the basis that its
development would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Gap between Retford and Eaton. We
maintain our objection to the draft allocation for the same reasons.

Since the original Pre-Submission Draft consultation on the Plan, the Council has updated its evidence in
relation to its Site Selection Methodology publishing an updated version in May 2022 to accompany the
current consultation. The land that MPG are promoting is land at Bigsby Road, Retford which has the
reference LAA022 in the Site Selection Paper. Following the deletion of the Garden Village proposal from
the Plan the Site Selection paper has been updated. We note that the Bigsby Road site passed through
the first three stages of the assessment but was not taken through to Stage 4 and as such, was not
identified as a draft allocation in the Plan.

The land at Ordsall South was, and is, identified as a draft allocation under policy HS13. We wish to object
to the draft allocation on the basis that the assessment of the Ordsall South via the Sustainability Appraisal
and the Site Selection Methodology resulted in similar findings to that of the Bigsby Road site. It is noted
that the Ordsall South site is located in a Green Gap and any development within this will erode the gap
between Retford and Eaton. It is, therefore, surprising that it is the preferred site when there are clearly
other sites around Retford that are not located in a Green Gap, such as the land at Bigsby Road. The Site
Selection Report notes that both the Ordsall and Bigsby Road sites would have an impact on the landscape
albeit that the Bigsby Road site would not have an impact on the Green Gap.

Whilst Officers have taken the view that the Ordsall South site was preferable as an allocation, we contend
that a number of the issues raised regarding the land at Bigsby Road are capable of being addressed
through the preparation of a detailed masterplan and careful design of the scheme. This had been
accepted by Officers following consideration of a planning application on part of the site with Officers
recommending approval on the basis that there were no heritage, landscape or highway matters that would
warrant refusal. This demonstrates that an appropriately designed scheme could come forward if needed.
Furthermore, Bigsby Road would also be able to deliver the same benefits as Ordsall South in terms of
housing, associated infrastructure and open space.

In light of our comments about the components of the supply and the need to identify a further 582
dwellings as a result of increasing the Plan Period by a further year, the land at Bigsby Road has the
potential to deliver in the region of 450 dwellings which would help address the shortfall in the current
supply and add flexibility in the future provision of dwellings. Furthermore, the housing market in Retford
is particularly attractive with a number of developers developing the town, indicating that it is attractive to
both occupier and builders.

We do not consider the plan sound as it is not effective and that the proposed SUE to the south west of
Retford will not deliver as expected.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary




6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

To address our concerns, we consider that alternative SUEs around the more sustainable settlements
such as the land north of Bigsby Road in Retford should be considered as an alternative allocation to add
to the supply and provide flexibility in the delivery of housing in an attractive housing market within the
District.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further
opportunity to make submissions.

After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for
examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)
Yes X[ ]

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No [ ]

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

We are a promotor of a significant sized alternative housing allocation for
Retford and have a number of concerns about the strategy and changes to
this since the new settlement has been omitted from the Plan

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.



Our Ref: P1556/JP
Date: 21t June 2022

Planning Policy
Bassetlaw District Council
Queens Building

Potter Street

Worksop
Nottinghamshire

S80 2AH

BY EMAIL ONLY: thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Dear Sir or Madam

Bassetlaw Plan — Second Addendum to Pre-Submission Draft
Response by Muller Property Group

We are instructed by Muller Property Group (‘MPG’) to submit representations to the Second
Addendum to the Pre-Submission Draft of the Bassetlaw Local Plan. We have previously
submitted a response to the initial Pre-Submission Draft consultation that concluded in October
2021 and wish to maintain our objections to the Plan as set out in that response.

Our original representations sought the deletion of the proposed Bassetlaw Garden Village and
its replacement with alternative housing allocations in order make up the housing requirement
that the Council are planning for. Since those representations were submitted, one of the
landowners of the proposed Garden Village has withdrawn their land making the proposed
allocation unviable and undeliverable. As such, the Council have decided to delete this proposal
from the Plan. Whilst the deletion of this site addresses our original objection in part, the Council
have not sought to allocate alternative or replacement sites to make up for the shortfall in the
supply that the removal of the Garden Village from the Plan has caused.

We, therefore, continue to object to the Plan due to its failure to allocate alternative sites to make
up for the deletion of the Garden Village allocation and these comments should be read in view of
the fact that MPG are promoting land to the north east of Retford for residential development. In
total, MPG control and are promoting approximately 20 hectares of land to accommodate in the
region of 450 dwellings. It is with this objective in mind that these representations should be read.
We set out our detailed comments below.



To: Bassetlaw District Council Date: 21st June 2022

Vision and Objectives

The Vision and Objectives for the Plan had been prepared originally on the basis of the inclusion
of a Garden Village delivering a significant proportion of the District's employment land
requirements along with new housing, both within the current Plan Period and beyond. Since the
Garden Village has proven to be no longer viable or deliverable, as one of the main landowners
has withdrawn their land from development, the Council are correct in deleting references to the
Garden Village from the Plan. However, the Vision and Objectives do not appear to have been
updated to reflect the revised spatial strategy that the Council will now be pursuing. The only
changes set out in the Vision that indicate a change are the deletion of the Garden Village and
that Harworth and Bircotes will now accommodate slightly more development than they had
previously been expected to accommodate.

The Vision and Objectives do not, therefore, relate to the intended strategy as now proposed and
to all intents and purposes are the same as before with the exception that reference to a Garden
Village has been deleted. If the Strategy can be so easily changed to fit current circumstances
when a central tenet of it is no longer available it must be questioned whether a Garden Village
was ever needed in the first place.

The changes to the Vision and Objectives do not appear to have been fully justified following the
deletion of the Garden Village proposal and as such, we consider that they are unsound as they
do not relate to the revised spatial strategy for development that the Council are now seeking to
pursue.

The change that we seek are for the Vision and Objectives to be recast to relate to the current
spatial strategy that the Plan now seeks to pursue.

Policy ST1: Bassetlaw’s Spatial Strategy

We have previously commented on the spatial strategy and remain of the view that the Plan
adequately seeks to balance economic/job growth with the provision of housing. We do not object
to the principles underpinning the amount of employment land proposed and generally agree that
the level of housing that is sought to accommodate the economic growth sought is appropriate.
We still welcome the fact that the Council have decided against pursing a housing requirement
based on its minimum standard method housing requirement and that instead has chosen a
housing requirement that will help achieve economic growth, add choice in the housing market
and provide some flexibility in delivering this. Whilst we do not seek to object to the headline
figures for employment land we do have some reservations about the housing requirement and
housing supply and how this has been derived. Furthermore, we maintain our previous objections
about the choice of housing allocations, specifically in Retford, having regard to the updated Site
Selection Methodology Paper (May 2022) that is published alongside the Second Addendum to
the Pre-Submission Draft.

The current Plan Period is due to run from 2020 to 2038. However, due to the delays in the Plan
making process and the fact that the Council are currently consulting on a Second Addendum to
the Pre-Submission Draft of the Local Plan it is debatable whether the Plan Period will run for 15
years from the date of adoption as advised in paragraph 22 of the Framework. As the current
Plan is yet to be submitted for Examination we envisage that the earliest that the Plan will be
adopted is in late 2023 but possibly early 2024. As such, and to accord with Framework, we
contend that the Plan Period should be extended by a further year to run to 2039 to ensure that
the Plan’s strategic policies run for 15 years from the date of adoption.
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To: Bassetlaw District Council Date: 21st June 2022

If the Plan Period is extended by a further year, this would necessitate an additional 582
dwellings be added to the housing requirement thus increasing the minimum requirement to
11,058 dwellings over the period 2020 to 2039.

Turning to the housing supply, Figure 7 sets out the sources of housing supply in the District,
bringing this up to date to reflect the latest monitoring as at 31t March 2022. Paragraph 5.1.28
confirms that the proposed allocations (excluding windfalls) will result in an 8% supply buffer
above the objectively assessed housing need but that when the windfall allowance is included
this would equate to a 17% buffer over and above the housing requirement. Figure 7 does not
include any allowance for non-implementation of sites with planning permission. As these
account for nearly half of the identified supply we consider this over states the ability of these
sites to deliver. A typical non-implementation allowance that is generally applied is 10%. If such
an allowance was applied, this would negate the 8% over supply that the Council are currently
proposing.

Turning to the windfall allowance, paraph 5.1.29 confirms that this has been established having
regard to the Housing Land Supply Background Paper (August 2021). The Background Paper
states at paragraph 8.18 that the average annual windfall rate on small sites is 115 dwellings per
annum and that on this basis the windfall allowance in the proposed trajectory should be 100
dwellings per year. We do not disagree. However, when the windfall allowance for small sites is
set out in the trajectory at Appendix 3 of the Second Addendum to the Pre-Submission draft, this
states that 156 and 124 dwellings were completed in years 2020/21 and 21/22 respectively and
then 148 dwellings per year in each of the next 5 years are expected. This exceeds the historic
average delivery on small sites and is in excess of the allowance that is included from 2026/27
onwards. It is not clear why two different figures are included. There is also a year of double
counting in year 2026/27 where 148 units are included as small site windfalls whilst a further 100
dwellings are also included in the general windfall allowance.

To correct the above, the small sites windfalls should only run from 2022/23 — 2025/26 and be
included at 100 dwellings per annum, whilst the 148 included for 2026/27 should be deleted due
to duplication. This would reduce the supply by 388 dwellings.

Interestingly, the Council state that the inclusion of the windfall allowance will increase the size of
the buffer to 17% which will help with additional housing supply through the Plan Period and
provide flexibility should unforeseen circumstances delay bringing sites forward. However, the
Council then state that it (the windfall allowance) is included in order to minimise opportunities for
speculative unplanned development. We completely disagree with this point. The only way to
negate speculative applications is to over allocate sites rather than rely on windfalls coming
forward. Windfalls by their very definition are unplanned for development. If the Council wish to
guard against speculative development then we would urge them to over allocate sites instead.
This point is reinforced by the fact that the windfall allowance accounts for nearly a quarter of new
supply that the Plan is allocating/identifying.

In light of the comments above, we do not consider the Plan sound as it is not positively prepared
in that upon adoption it will not cover 15 years from the date of adoption and as such, it will not
meet the area’s minimum objectively assessed needs. Furthermore, due to how the supply has
been dealt with and the assumptions around the windfalls in the trajectory we do not consider it
accords with national policy.

The changes that we seek to the Plan are:

- Extend the Plan Period by a year to cover the period 2020 — 2039
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To: Bassetlaw District Council Date: 21st June 2022

- Add a further 582 dwellings to the housing requirement meaning a minimum of 11,058
dwellings to be delivered

- Reduce the supply from small sites with planning permission in the trajectory by 388
dwellings

- Find alternative sites and allocations to make up for the loss of 388 dwellings in the
supply, the additional 582 dwellings needed for the additional year of the Plan Period, and
to propose allocations instead of the windfall allowance of 1,200 units (either in full or in
part)

- Consider the land at Bigsby Road, Retford, as a potential allocation to address these
shortfalls/additional allocation (please see further representations below on this matter)

Retford Allocations — Omission Site — Land at Bigsby Road, Retford

MPG have previously objected to the inclusion of Site HS13: Ordsall South, Retford on the basis
that its development would have an unacceptable impact on the Green Gap between Retford and
Eaton. We maintain our objection to the draft allocation for the same reasons.

Since the original Pre-Submission Draft consultation on the Plan, the Council has updated its
evidence in relation to its Site Selection Methodology publishing an updated version in May 2022
to accompany the current consultation. The land that MPG are promoting is land at Bigsby Road,
Retford which has the reference LAA022 in the Site Selection Paper. Following the deletion of the
Garden Village proposal from the Plan the Site Selection paper has been updated. We note that
the Bigsby Road site passed through the first three stages of the assessment but was not taken
through to Stage 4 and as such, was not identified as a draft allocation in the Plan.

The land at Ordsall South was, and is, identified as a draft allocation under policy HS13. We wish
to object to the draft allocation on the basis that the assessment of the Ordsall South via the
Sustainability Appraisal and the Site Selection Methodology resulted in similar findings to that of
the Bigsby Road site. It is noted that the Ordsall South site is located in a Green Gap and any
development within this will erode the gap between Retford and Eaton. It is, therefore, surprising
that it is the preferred site when there are clearly other sites around Retford that are not located in
a Green Gap, such as the land at Bigsby Road. The Site Selection Report notes that both the
Ordsall and Bigsby Road sites would have an impact on the landscape albeit that the Bigsby
Road site would not have an impact on the Green Gap.

Whilst Officers have taken the view that the Ordsall South site was preferable as an allocation,
we contend that a number of the issues raised regarding the land at Bigsby Road are capable of
being addressed through the preparation of a detailed masterplan and careful design of the
scheme. This had been accepted by Officers following consideration of a planning application on
part of the site with Officers recommending approval on the basis that there were no heritage,
landscape or highway matters that would warrant refusal. This demonstrates that an
appropriately designed scheme could come forward if needed. Furthermore, Bigsby Road would
also be able to deliver the same benefits as Ordsall South in terms of housing, associated
infrastructure and open space.

In light of our comments about the components of the supply and the need to identify a further
582 dwellings as a result of increasing the Plan Period by a further year, the land at Bigsby Road
has the potential to deliver in the region of 450 dwellings which would help address the shortfall in
the current supply and add flexibility in the future provision of dwellings. Furthermore, the housing
market in Retford is particularly attractive with a number of developers developing the town,
indicating that it is attractive to both occupier and builders.
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To: Bassetlaw District Council Date: 21st June 2022

We do not consider the plan sound as it is not effective and that the proposed SUE to the south
west of Retford will not deliver as expected.

To address our concerns, we consider that alternative SUEs around the more sustainable
settlements such as the land north of Bigsby Road in Retford should be considered as an
alternative allocation to add to the supply and provide flexibility in the delivery of housing in an
attractive housing market within the District.

We would like to attend the Examination and present our case in person and ask to be notified
once the Plan has been submitted for Examination.

Should you have any queries about the comments above please do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfull

!ssocnale

cc S Bourne — Muller Property Group

Job Ref: P1556 Page 5
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From:

Sent: 21 June 2022 10:34

To: The Bassetlaw Plan

Subject: Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038 - Publication Version Second Addendum -
Representations by Marrons Planning on behalf of Vistry Group

Attachments: image001.png; Mimecast Large File Send Instructions

I'm using Mimecast to share large files with you. Please see the attached instructions.

External Message - Be aware that the sender of this email originates from outside of the Council. Please be cautious when
opening links or attachments in email

I'm using Mimecast to share large files with you. Please see the attached instructions.

Dear Sir or Madam,
| am pleased to submit representations to the above consultation.
This submission is made by Marrons Planning on behalf of our client, Vistry Group.

The following documents are attached to this e-mail:

Form — Part A — Personal Details
Form — Part B — Policy ST1 (Spatial Strategy)
Form — Part B — Policy ST2 (Residential Growth in Rural Bassetlaw)
Form — Part B — Policy ST15 (Provision of Land for Housing)
Appendices:

o Appendix 1 — Site Location Plan (Tiln Lane)
Appendix 2 — Concept Masterplan
Appendix 3 — Vision Document
Appendix 4 — Landscape Overview
Appendix 5 — Transport & Access Appraisal
Appendix 6 — Ecological Assessment
Appendix 7 — Heritage Setting Report
Appendix 8 — Flood Risk and Drainage

OO0 O0O0OO0OO0O0

| would be grateful if you could confirm safe receipt of this e-mail and its attachments. If there are any queries
regarding the attached then please let me know.

Kind regards

!ssomale !n’ector




Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

Please use this form to provide representations on the Bassetlaw Local Plan.
Bassetlaw District Council must receive representations by 5pm on 215t June
2022. Only those representations received by that time have the statutory right to
be considered by the inspector at the subsequent examination.

Responses can be submitted via the electronic version of the comment form
which can be found on the Council’'s web site at:
www.bassetlaw.qov.uk/BassetlawPlan Alternatively this form can be
completed and returned as an e-mail attachment to
thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.qov.uk or by post to Planning Policy, Queens
Building, Potter Street, Worksop, Nottinghamshire, S80 2AH

Please note:
e Representations must only be made on the basis of the legal compliance,
compliance with the Duty to Co-operate and/or soundness of the Plan.

Please read the guidance note, available on the Council’'s webpage, before you
make your representations. The Local Plan and the proposed submission
documents, and the evidence base are also available to view and download from
the Council’s Local Plan webpage: www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/bassetlawplan

Data Protection Notice:

Under the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 (GDPR) and Data Protection
Act 2018 (DPA) Bassetlaw District Council, Queen’s Building, Potter Street,
Worksop, Notts, S80 2AH is a Data Controller for the information it holds about
you. The lawful basis under which the Council uses personal data for this
purpose is consent.

All representations are required to be made public and will be published on the
Council’'s website following this consultation. Your representations and name/name



of your organisation will be published, but other personal information will remain
confidential. Your data and comments will be shared with other relevant agencies
involved in the preparation of the local plan, including the Planning Inspectorate.
Anonymous responses will not be considered. Your personal data will be held and
processed in accordance with the Council’s Privacy Notice which can be viewed at:
Council’s Privacy Notice Webpage

Due to the Data Protection Act 2018, Bassetlaw District Council now needs your
consent to hold your personal data for use within the Local Plan. If you would
like the Council to keep you informed about the Bassetlaw Local Plan, we need
to hold your data on file. Please tick the box below to confirm if you would like to
‘opt in’ to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan. Note that choosing
to ‘opt in’ will mean that the Council will hold your information for 2 years from the
‘opt in’ date. At this time we will contact you to review if you wish to ‘opt in’ again.
You can opt-out at any time by emailing thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk or
by calling 01909 533495.

For more information on how Bassetlaw District Council’'s Planning Policy
department processes personal information about you, please see our main
privacy notice at Bassetlaw District Council’s Planning Policy Webpage

Please tick/ delete as appropriate:

Please confirm you have read and understood the terms and conditions relating
to GDPR.

Yes [X
No [ ]

Please tick as appropriate to confirm your consent for Bassetlaw District Council
to publish and share your name/ organisation and comments regarding the
Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| confirm my consent for Bassetlaw District Council to share my name/

organisation and comments regarding the Bassetlaw Local Plan including with
the Planning Inspectorate.
Yes [X

No []



Please tick as appropriate below if you wish to ‘opt in’ and receive updates and
information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

| would like to opt in to receive information about the Bassetlaw Local Plan.

Yes [X
No []

Printed Name: _

Signature:
Date: 21.06.2022



This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.

Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part A- Personal Details

1. Personal Details

Name: I

Organisation (if applicable): Vistry Group

Address: Cleeve Hall, Bishops Cleeve, Cheltenham, Gloucestershire
Postcode: GL52 8GD

Tel E—

Fax: N/A

Email I

2. Agent Details (if applicable)

Agent E—

Organisation (if applicable): Marrons Planning
Address: Bridgeway House, Bridgeway, Stratford upon Avon

Postcode: CV37 6YX

Tel I
Fax I
Email I



Office Use Only
Date:

Ref:

Ack:

Bassetlaw Local Plan 2020-2038

Publication Version Second Addendum Representation Form
May - June 2022

Please submit electronically if possible to thebassetlawplan@bassetlaw.gov.uk

This form has two parts:

Part A - Personal details — need only to complete once.
Part B - Your representation(s) - Please fill in a separate sheet for each
representation you wish to make.

Part B - Your representation

Please use a separate sheet for each representation and return along with a
single completed Part A.

Name or Organisation: Marrons Planning on Behalf of Vistry Group

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST1, ST2 & ST15
Paragraph:

Policies Map:



4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [ ]
No [ ]
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance
or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate,
please also use this box to set out your comments.



SUMMARY

The following representations should be read alongside Vistry Group’s previous
submissions in response to the Publication Version of the Bassetlaw Local Plan
(BLP) (October 2021) and Addendum (February 2022), including supporting
masterplan and technical assessments (also appended here) with respect to Site
LAAO71 Tiln Lane.

The BLP is unsound with respect to the spatial strategy set out in Policy ST1,
alongside associated Policies ST2: Residential Growth in Rural Bassetlaw and
ST15: Provision of Land for Housing. The spatial strategy is not positively
prepared (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para. 35 test of soundness
(a)), justified (NPPF35 test of soundness (b)) nor consistent with national policy
(NPPF35 test of soundness (c)) for the following reasons.

1. Housing requirement: Whilst the overall uplift to the LHN in support of
economic growth is supported, a further uplift should be applied to reflect a
significant shortfall in affordable housing and need of 214 homes per annum,
consistent with national policy and guidance.

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address
identified affordable housing needs.

2. Windfalls: A reliance on windfalls of 100dpa is unnecessary and will
constrain the ability to meet affordable housing needs. There are specific
sustainable and deliverable sites for allocation which will be capable of
delivering up to 25% on-site (e.g. Site LAAO71).

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with
specific deliverable and sustainable site allocations capable of
addressing affordable housing needs (e.g. 25% on-site for greenfield
allocations).

3. Spatial strategy: Directing 33% of Bassetlaw’s growth to rural areas, with
just 22% to the second largest settlement of Retford - a settlement at the top
of the hierarchy with rail access on the East Coast Mainline - conflicts with
the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development. Reducing the need
to travel by car, mitigating future climate change (reducing CO2 emissions)
and supporting healthy lifestyles by focussing development in the most
sustainable and accessible locations is a clear national planning policy
requirement.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing
requirement given its spatial role and ability to deliver further
sustainable and deliverable allocations

4. Provision of land for housing: There are further deliverable, suitable and
sustainable options for allocation at Retford, including Site LAAO71, which
could support achievement of the BLP’s wider strategic objectives (including
25% affordable housing), also minimising the need for less sustainably
located allocations and those affected by flooding.




5. Site selection process: The SA and Site Selection Paper are out-of-date
and inconsistent with the up-to-date Land Availability Assessment (LAA, May
2022). Site LAAO71 was rejected based on reasons now clearly resolved and
acknowledged in the LAA.

Proposed change — allocate LAA071 for approximately 120 homes,
supporting green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the
adjoining Linden Homes scheme which is already under construction

FURTHER JUSTIFICATION

1. LHN uplift for affordability

NPPFG0 sets out the government’s objective to boost the supply of homes,
providing a supply and variety of land to ensure “that the needs of groups with
specific housing requirements are addressed”. NPPF62 states that those who
require affordable housing (amongst other groups) should be assessed and
reflected in planning policies. National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 039
explains the importance of identifying the needs of specific groups when taking
the ‘steps’ to build up the evidence of housing needs in their area (Reference ID:
61-039-20190315, Revision date: 15 03 2019).

The NPPF and accompanying National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
therefore identify the need to support the delivery of affordable housing, setting
out how this should be addressed in developing a plan’s housing requirement and
its strategic policies. At present, the BLP does not proactively seek to address
these needs. Against an identified need for 214 affordable homes per annum
(identified in the HEDNA), the total planned requirement of 582dpa is unlikely to
be able to positively respond to the need for affordable homes. The issue is
compounded by a reliance on windfalls and a limited number of new allocations.

Further explanation is set out in representations submitted in October 2021, in
response to the August 2021 Publication Version of the BLP (refer paras. 14-16,
page 4) (Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

2. Windfalls

Vistry Group’s previous representations addressed the contribution from windfalls,
which now stands at over 11% of the BLP’s total supply (refer paras. 27-30, page
6, Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

Windfalls are smaller sites that are unlikely to sustain or support affordable
housing delivery in the context of the needs identified above. The allocation of
specific greenfield allocations which can contribution 25% affordable provision on-
site is a more sustainable and positive approach to plan-making in response to SA
Objective 2. A reliance on windfalls may also hinder economic objectives — e.g.
a pressure to redevelop existing small-scale employment sites which could
otherwise have been resisted through making sufficient deliverable site
allocations.




3. Spatial strateqgy

NPPF11 sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development at the
heart of the NPPF. With respect to plan-making NPPF11(a) states that all plans
“should promote a sustainable pattern of development.” This follows into
NPPF16(a) whereby plans should “be prepared with the objective of contributing
to the achievement of sustainable development” (a legal requirement, as
explained in NPPF Footnote 11) and (b) “be prepared positively, in a way that is
aspirational but deliverable”.

Reasonable alternative strategies are to be tested through the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) process. NPPF32 requires that significant adverse impacts on
economic, social and environmental objectives should be avoided and “where
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be
pursued”. The whole basis for NPPF section 15 (Promoting Sustainable
Transport) is to direct development to sustainable and accessible locations. This
rightly follows through in the BLP’s SA process (SA Objective 6: Transport) and is
central to BLP draft policy ST55.

However, the SA conclusions and consequent BLP approach to direct 33% of
planned growth to rural areas (implemented via Policy ST2) and just 22% to the
highest tier settlement of Retford (second largest settlement in the district, with rail
access on the East Coast Mainline, as well as existing and planned employment)
cannot be considered sustainable in transport terms.

The adverse impacts of the rural growth distribution proposed under Policy ST2
are clearly recognised as negatives in the SA given increased reliance on the car
and related consequences in terms of climate change and CO2 emissions and air
quality (refer SA paras. 7.27, 7.40 and 7.46, for example). The SA also highlights
that some allocations are proposed in areas affected by flood risk (refer SA
paragraph 7.37).

The BLP Addendum does not propose to make any new allocations in response
to the removal of the Garden Village proposal. Adding to the existing proposed
allocations would bolster the housing land supply in terms of the range of sites
available to protect against further unforeseen circumstances and the risk of a
slowdown in housing completions due to economic cycles experienced during the
plan period.

Retford’s role and sustainability credentials are clear and mentioned throughout
the BLP and SA (e.g. para. 6.37, 6.100, 6.101 & 6.102 in the SA and para 5.1.48,
page 22, BLP), with its key role actually delivering growth specifically
acknowledged (para 5.1.49, page 22, BLP). To divert growth away from such a
sustainable and accessible location cannot be considered sound against the
requirements of NPPF11(a), NPPF16(a), NPPF32 and NPP35 in particular.

The adverse impacts identified in the SA with respect to the rural distribution can
clearly be avoided or at the very least minimised as NPPF32 requires.




The SA identifies potential issues associated with higher levels of growth at Retford
with respect to transport (SA6), flood risk (SA9), cultural heritage (SA13) and
townscape (SA14) — none of these issues are overriding constraints on Site LAAO71
Tiln Lane. With respect to LAA0O71 significant negative effects on land use and
soils, water quality, cultural heritage and townscape are identified, alongside minor
adverse impacts on transport and biodiversity.

Nevertheless, similar issues are raised for Retford sites LAA485, LAA490 and
LAA413 (negatives against SA8: Water), site LAA485 (negatives against SAS:
Water and SA13: Cultural Heritage), sites LAA133&134 (negatives against SA7:
Land Use & Soils, SA8: Water, SA9: Flood Risk, SA12: Resource Use and Waste,
SA13: Cultural Heritage and SA14: Landscape and Townscape), LAA127 & LAA246
(negatives against SA7: Land Use and Soils, SA8: Water, SA13: Cultural Heritage
and SA14: Landscape & Townscape) yet these are still proposed for allocation.

Furthermore, the SA matters raised for LAAO71 have already been addressed in
submissions to previous consultation stages, providing additional technical work
undertaken to test the suitability of the site for development (refer masterplan and
supporting technical assessments appended).

These issues are now addressed in turn.

e The LAA conclusions regarding traffic congestion and construction traffic are
applied inconsistently given that both issues are raised in the SA for growth
options where development allocations are still proposed. This includes
allocations made in the rural areas which are, in any event, less sustainable
options than Retford as a top tier settlement. The key determining factor in
locating growth should be the ability to secure sustainable patterns of
development as per SA Objective 6 and the NPPF.

e Flood risk is a common issue across the whole district, and, in fact, the SA notes
that some allocations are proposed in flood risk zones (SA para 7.37). ltis
clearly possible to avoid this outcome, given the availability of alternative site
allocations in Bassetlaw and at Retford in particular. For example, LAAO71 (Tiln
Lane) is in Flood Zone 1 and sequentially preferable to those sites in flood risk
areas risk in NPPF161 & 162 terms.

e With respect to impacts on townscape and heritage the SA is out-of-date given
that the Council has already accepted that it should be possible to allocate
additional growth at Retford without harm to landscape and townscape, subject
to developing a landscape-led masterplans. For site LAAQO71, at page 43 the
LAA clearly states that “...Conservation have reviewed the additional evidence /
a design solution submitted by the landowner. It is considered that, with an
appropriate design which incorporates open space and landscape buffers,
it is likely that the site may be suitable for development” (our emphasis).
And “...Some new development could be accommodated provided that a
landscape led approach is taken.)




e The SA conclusions for LAAQ71 are incorrect where it states that the site is more
than 400m from a bus stop. This is important since it appears to be one of the
determining factors behind the site being discounted for allocation. A bus stop
clearly adjoins the site: ‘Matilda Drive’ on Bus Service 123, a route which provides
a direct service to Retford train station. A ‘positive’ score should be provided,
consistent with the treatment of other proposed allocations at Retford (e.g.
LAA127/HS11 and LAA485/HS8 where proximity to a bus stop within 400m
achieves a positive SA score).

Further observations relating to site LAAO71 Tiln Lane are now provided.

4. LAAO71 Tiln Lane

Vistry Group site at Tiln Lane (LAAQO71) is an example of inconsistencies in the SA
and site selection process, resulting in a plan which is not justified under NPPF35(d)’s
test of soundness.

The SA and Site Selection Paper both discount the site based on it being more than
700m from a bus stop. As set out above this is incorrect, with the site adjoining the
Matilda Drive bus stop, providing access to Service 123.

In addition, LAAO71 was rejected in the SA and Site Selection Paper based on
incorrect and out-of-date information that does not reflect the LAA. Page 43 of the
LAA clearly concludes that townscape and heritage matters were addressed to the
satisfaction of officers via a landscape-led masterplan approach. This reflects the
content of Vistry Group’s previous submissions to the BLP process and approach to
addressing the Council’s comments.

The allocation of LAAO71 Tiln Lane would be a positive addition to the Local Plan and
would clearly avoid or minimise the need to allocate less sustainable sites in the rural
area (locations with negative transport, climate change and air quality consequences
identified in the SA) as well as sites otherwise affected by flood risk (also identified in
the SA). Paragraphs 42-69 of Vistry Group representations to the Publication Version
of the BLP (October 2021) explain the masterplan benefits and suite of technical
assessments which underpins it. To summarise:

A. The site is deliverable, available and achievable, in the single ownership of a

Vistry Group, forming a Phase 2 to development that they are already

constructing. It would provide flexibility in the Council’s housing trajectory,

following withdrawal of the 500 dwellings from the garden village.

It can deliver up to 120 new homes, including 25% affordable homes.

It is a highly sustainable and accessible location at the tier 1 of the settlement

hierarchy, within walking distance of Carr Hill Primary School and adjoining an

existing bus stop which provides frequent services into the town centre and rail

station, with access to the East Coast Mainline.

D. Impacts on heritage and townscape can be avoided and minimised through a
positively prepared landscape-led approach to the masterplan as recognised by
Council Officers.

ow




E. Biodiversity net gain can be achieved.
F. The site is sequentially preferable in flood risk terms.

Site LAAO71 also demonstrates that there are clearly options at Retford which
allow it to take a greater share of growth — consistent with its role and the points
presented in section 3 —i.e. in one of the district’'s most sustainable and
accessible locations, and rail access on the East Coast Mainline. Further specific
deliverable and sustainable allocations such as this will help the Council to meet
its objectively assessed needs and, in particular, address a pressing requirement
for affordable housing (much more so than a reliance on windfalls and smaller
scale allocations in rural areas) alongside investment in other infrastructure via
S106/CIL as required.




6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address identified
affordable housing needs. This would ensure that the plan accords with NPPFG0,
NPPF62 and NPPGO039.

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with specific
deliverable and sustainable site allocations (e.g. LAA071) (again, to better align
with NPPF60 & 62 in terms of the ability to meet affordable housing needs, in
particular). Additional allocations would also provide flexibility in the Council’s
housing trajectory, particularly following withdrawal of the 500 homes from the
garden village.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing requirement given its
spatial role and ability to deliver further sustainable and deliverable allocations.
Further allocations at Retford would help minimise the impacts associated with
development in less sustainable locations, consistent with NPPF32, NPPF section
15, SA Objective 6 and draft BLP policy ST55.

Proposed change — allocate LAAO71 for approximately 120 homes, supporting
green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the adjoining Linden
Homes scheme which is already under construction. In doing so, the SA needs to
be updated to reflect the site’s proximity to an existing bus stop and that heritage
and townscape matters can be resolved via a landscape-led masterplan. This
would also ensure a plan that complies with NPPF35(d) addressing
inconsistencies in the BLP’s evidence base.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further

opportunity to make submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for

examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)

Yes

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No []

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

In order to address the main points outlined above — critical matters of
soundness which go to the heart of the BLP’s spatial strategy, ability to
positively address objectively assessed needs and deliver sustainable
patterns of development.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.
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Name or Organisation: Marrons Planning on Behalf of Vistry Group

3. To which part of the Local Plan does your representation relate?

Policy: ST1, ST2 & ST15
Paragraph:

Policies Map:



4. Do you consider the Local Plan is:

Tick all that apply, please refer to the guidance note for an explanation of
these terms.

4.(1) Legally Compliant Yes [ ]
No [ ]
4.(2) Sound Yes [ ]
No
4.(3) Complies with the Duty to Cooperate Yes [ ]

No [ ]



5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance
or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate,
please also use this box to set out your comments.



SUMMARY

The following representations should be read alongside Vistry Group’s previous
submissions in response to the Publication Version of the Bassetlaw Local Plan
(BLP) (October 2021) and Addendum (February 2022), including supporting
masterplan and technical assessments (also appended here) with respect to Site
LAAO71 Tiln Lane.

The BLP is unsound with respect to the spatial strategy set out in Policy ST1,
alongside associated Policies ST2: Residential Growth in Rural Bassetlaw and
ST15: Provision of Land for Housing. The spatial strategy is not positively
prepared (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para. 35 test of soundness
(a)), justified (NPPF35 test of soundness (b)) nor consistent with national policy
(NPPF35 test of soundness (c)) for the following reasons.

1. Housing requirement: Whilst the overall uplift to the LHN in support of
economic growth is supported, a further uplift should be applied to reflect a
significant shortfall in affordable housing and need of 214 homes per annum,
consistent with national policy and guidance.

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address
identified affordable housing needs.

2. Windfalls: A reliance on windfalls of 100dpa is unnecessary and will
constrain the ability to meet affordable housing needs. There are specific
sustainable and deliverable sites for allocation which will be capable of
delivering up to 25% on-site (e.g. Site LAAO71).

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with
specific deliverable and sustainable site allocations capable of
addressing affordable housing needs (e.g. 25% on-site for greenfield
allocations).

3. Spatial strategy: Directing 33% of Bassetlaw’s growth to rural areas, with
just 22% to the second largest settlement of Retford - a settlement at the top
of the hierarchy with rail access on the East Coast Mainline - conflicts with
the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development. Reducing the need
to travel by car, mitigating future climate change (reducing CO2 emissions)
and supporting healthy lifestyles by focussing development in the most
sustainable and accessible locations is a clear national planning policy
requirement.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing
requirement given its spatial role and ability to deliver further
sustainable and deliverable allocations

4. Provision of land for housing: There are further deliverable, suitable and
sustainable options for allocation at Retford, including Site LAAO71, which
could support achievement of the BLP’s wider strategic objectives (including
25% affordable housing), also minimising the need for less sustainably
located allocations and those affected by flooding.




5. Site selection process: The SA and Site Selection Paper are out-of-date
and inconsistent with the up-to-date Land Availability Assessment (LAA, May
2022). Site LAAO71 was rejected based on reasons now clearly resolved and
acknowledged in the LAA.

Proposed change — allocate LAA071 for approximately 120 homes,
supporting green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the
adjoining Linden Homes scheme which is already under construction

FURTHER JUSTIFICATION

1. LHN uplift for affordability

NPPFG0 sets out the government’s objective to boost the supply of homes,
providing a supply and variety of land to ensure “that the needs of groups with
specific housing requirements are addressed”. NPPF62 states that those who
require affordable housing (amongst other groups) should be assessed and
reflected in planning policies. National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 039
explains the importance of identifying the needs of specific groups when taking
the ‘steps’ to build up the evidence of housing needs in their area (Reference ID:
61-039-20190315, Revision date: 15 03 2019).

The NPPF and accompanying National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
therefore identify the need to support the delivery of affordable housing, setting
out how this should be addressed in developing a plan’s housing requirement and
its strategic policies. At present, the BLP does not proactively seek to address
these needs. Against an identified need for 214 affordable homes per annum
(identified in the HEDNA), the total planned requirement of 582dpa is unlikely to
be able to positively respond to the need for affordable homes. The issue is
compounded by a reliance on windfalls and a limited number of new allocations.

Further explanation is set out in representations submitted in October 2021, in
response to the August 2021 Publication Version of the BLP (refer paras. 14-16,
page 4) (Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

2. Windfalls

Vistry Group’s previous representations addressed the contribution from windfalls,
which now stands at over 11% of the BLP’s total supply (refer paras. 27-30, page
6, Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

Windfalls are smaller sites that are unlikely to sustain or support affordable
housing delivery in the context of the needs identified above. The allocation of
specific greenfield allocations which can contribution 25% affordable provision on-
site is a more sustainable and positive approach to plan-making in response to SA
Objective 2. A reliance on windfalls may also hinder economic objectives — e.g.
a pressure to redevelop existing small-scale employment sites which could
otherwise have been resisted through making sufficient deliverable site
allocations.




3. Spatial strateqgy

NPPF11 sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development at the
heart of the NPPF. With respect to plan-making NPPF11(a) states that all plans
“should promote a sustainable pattern of development.” This follows into
NPPF16(a) whereby plans should “be prepared with the objective of contributing
to the achievement of sustainable development” (a legal requirement, as
explained in NPPF Footnote 11) and (b) “be prepared positively, in a way that is
aspirational but deliverable”.

Reasonable alternative strategies are to be tested through the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) process. NPPF32 requires that significant adverse impacts on
economic, social and environmental objectives should be avoided and “where
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be
pursued”. The whole basis for NPPF section 15 (Promoting Sustainable
Transport) is to direct development to sustainable and accessible locations. This
rightly follows through in the BLP’s SA process (SA Objective 6: Transport) and is
central to BLP draft policy ST55.

However, the SA conclusions and consequent BLP approach to direct 33% of
planned growth to rural areas (implemented via Policy ST2) and just 22% to the
highest tier settlement of Retford (second largest settlement in the district, with rail
access on the East Coast Mainline, as well as existing and planned employment)
cannot be considered sustainable in transport terms.

The adverse impacts of the rural growth distribution proposed under Policy ST2
are clearly recognised as negatives in the SA given increased reliance on the car
and related consequences in terms of climate change and CO2 emissions and air
quality (refer SA paras. 7.27, 7.40 and 7.46, for example). The SA also highlights
that some allocations are proposed in areas affected by flood risk (refer SA
paragraph 7.37).

The BLP Addendum does not propose to make any new allocations in response
to the removal of the Garden Village proposal. Adding to the existing proposed
allocations would bolster the housing land supply in terms of the range of sites
available to protect against further unforeseen circumstances and the risk of a
slowdown in housing completions due to economic cycles experienced during the
plan period.

Retford’s role and sustainability credentials are clear and mentioned throughout
the BLP and SA (e.g. para. 6.37, 6.100, 6.101 & 6.102 in the SA and para 5.1.48,
page 22, BLP), with its key role actually delivering growth specifically
acknowledged (para 5.1.49, page 22, BLP). To divert growth away from such a
sustainable and accessible location cannot be considered sound against the
requirements of NPPF11(a), NPPF16(a), NPPF32 and NPP35 in particular.

The adverse impacts identified in the SA with respect to the rural distribution can
clearly be avoided or at the very least minimised as NPPF32 requires.




The SA identifies potential issues associated with higher levels of growth at Retford
with respect to transport (SA6), flood risk (SA9), cultural heritage (SA13) and
townscape (SA14) — none of these issues are overriding constraints on Site LAAO71
Tiln Lane. With respect to LAA0O71 significant negative effects on land use and
soils, water quality, cultural heritage and townscape are identified, alongside minor
adverse impacts on transport and biodiversity.

Nevertheless, similar issues are raised for Retford sites LAA485, LAA490 and
LAA413 (negatives against SA8: Water), site LAA485 (negatives against SAS:
Water and SA13: Cultural Heritage), sites LAA133&134 (negatives against SA7:
Land Use & Soils, SA8: Water, SA9: Flood Risk, SA12: Resource Use and Waste,
SA13: Cultural Heritage and SA14: Landscape and Townscape), LAA127 & LAA246
(negatives against SA7: Land Use and Soils, SA8: Water, SA13: Cultural Heritage
and SA14: Landscape & Townscape) yet these are still proposed for allocation.

Furthermore, the SA matters raised for LAAO71 have already been addressed in
submissions to previous consultation stages, providing additional technical work
undertaken to test the suitability of the site for development (refer masterplan and
supporting technical assessments appended).

These issues are now addressed in turn.

e The LAA conclusions regarding traffic congestion and construction traffic are
applied inconsistently given that both issues are raised in the SA for growth
options where development allocations are still proposed. This includes
allocations made in the rural areas which are, in any event, less sustainable
options than Retford as a top tier settlement. The key determining factor in
locating growth should be the ability to secure sustainable patterns of
development as per SA Objective 6 and the NPPF.

e Flood risk is a common issue across the whole district, and, in fact, the SA notes
that some allocations are proposed in flood risk zones (SA para 7.37). ltis
clearly possible to avoid this outcome, given the availability of alternative site
allocations in Bassetlaw and at Retford in particular. For example, LAAO71 (Tiln
Lane) is in Flood Zone 1 and sequentially preferable to those sites in flood risk
areas risk in NPPF161 & 162 terms.

e With respect to impacts on townscape and heritage the SA is out-of-date given
that the Council has already accepted that it should be possible to allocate
additional growth at Retford without harm to landscape and townscape, subject
to developing a landscape-led masterplans. For site LAAQO71, at page 43 the
LAA clearly states that “...Conservation have reviewed the additional evidence /
a design solution submitted by the landowner. It is considered that, with an
appropriate design which incorporates open space and landscape buffers,
it is likely that the site may be suitable for development” (our emphasis).
And “...Some new development could be accommodated provided that a
landscape led approach is taken.)




e The SA conclusions for LAAQ71 are incorrect where it states that the site is more
than 400m from a bus stop. This is important since it appears to be one of the
determining factors behind the site being discounted for allocation. A bus stop
clearly adjoins the site: ‘Matilda Drive’ on Bus Service 123, a route which provides
a direct service to Retford train station. A ‘positive’ score should be provided,
consistent with the treatment of other proposed allocations at Retford (e.g.
LAA127/HS11 and LAA485/HS8 where proximity to a bus stop within 400m
achieves a positive SA score).

Further observations relating to site LAAO71 Tiln Lane are now provided.

4. LAAO71 Tiln Lane

Vistry Group site at Tiln Lane (LAAQO71) is an example of inconsistencies in the SA
and site selection process, resulting in a plan which is not justified under NPPF35(d)’s
test of soundness.

The SA and Site Selection Paper both discount the site based on it being more than
700m from a bus stop. As set out above this is incorrect, with the site adjoining the
Matilda Drive bus stop, providing access to Service 123.

In addition, LAAO71 was rejected in the SA and Site Selection Paper based on
incorrect and out-of-date information that does not reflect the LAA. Page 43 of the
LAA clearly concludes that townscape and heritage matters were addressed to the
satisfaction of officers via a landscape-led masterplan approach. This reflects the
content of Vistry Group’s previous submissions to the BLP process and approach to
addressing the Council’s comments.

The allocation of LAAO71 Tiln Lane would be a positive addition to the Local Plan and
would clearly avoid or minimise the need to allocate less sustainable sites in the rural
area (locations with negative transport, climate change and air quality consequences
identified in the SA) as well as sites otherwise affected by flood risk (also identified in
the SA). Paragraphs 42-69 of Vistry Group representations to the Publication Version
of the BLP (October 2021) explain the masterplan benefits and suite of technical
assessments which underpins it. To summarise:

A. The site is deliverable, available and achievable, in the single ownership of a

Vistry Group, forming a Phase 2 to development that they are already

constructing. It would provide flexibility in the Council’s housing trajectory,

following withdrawal of the 500 dwellings from the garden village.

It can deliver up to 120 new homes, including 25% affordable homes.

It is a highly sustainable and accessible location at the tier 1 of the settlement

hierarchy, within walking distance of Carr Hill Primary School and adjoining an

existing bus stop which provides frequent services into the town centre and rail

station, with access to the East Coast Mainline.

D. Impacts on heritage and townscape can be avoided and minimised through a
positively prepared landscape-led approach to the masterplan as recognised by
Council Officers.
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E. Biodiversity net gain can be achieved.
F. The site is sequentially preferable in flood risk terms.

Site LAAO71 also demonstrates that there are clearly options at Retford which
allow it to take a greater share of growth — consistent with its role and the points
presented in section 3 —i.e. in one of the district’'s most sustainable and
accessible locations, and rail access on the East Coast Mainline. Further specific
deliverable and sustainable allocations such as this will help the Council to meet
its objectively assessed needs and, in particular, address a pressing requirement
for affordable housing (much more so than a reliance on windfalls and smaller
scale allocations in rural areas) alongside investment in other infrastructure via
S106/CIL as required.




6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address identified
affordable housing needs. This would ensure that the plan accords with NPPFG0,
NPPF62 and NPPGO039.

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with specific
deliverable and sustainable site allocations (e.g. LAA071) (again, to better align
with NPPF60 & 62 in terms of the ability to meet affordable housing needs, in
particular). Additional allocations would also provide flexibility in the Council’s
housing trajectory, particularly following withdrawal of the 500 homes from the
garden village.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing requirement given its
spatial role and ability to deliver further sustainable and deliverable allocations.
Further allocations at Retford would help minimise the impacts associated with
development in less sustainable locations, consistent with NPPF32, NPPF section
15, SA Objective 6 and draft BLP policy ST55.

Proposed change — allocate LAAO71 for approximately 120 homes, supporting
green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the adjoining Linden
Homes scheme which is already under construction. In doing so, the SA needs to
be updated to reflect the site’s proximity to an existing bus stop and that heritage
and townscape matters can be resolved via a landscape-led masterplan. This
would also ensure a plan that complies with NPPF35(d) addressing
inconsistencies in the BLP’s evidence base.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further

opportunity to make submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for

examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)

Yes

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No []

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

In order to address the main points outlined above — critical matters of
soundness which go to the heart of the BLP’s spatial strategy, ability to
positively address objectively assessed needs and deliver sustainable
patterns of development.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.
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5. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to co-operate.
Please be as precise as possible. If you wish to support the legal compliance
or soundness of the Local Plan or its compliance with the duty to co-operate,
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SUMMARY

The following representations should be read alongside Vistry Group’s previous
submissions in response to the Publication Version of the Bassetlaw Local Plan
(BLP) (October 2021) and Addendum (February 2022), including supporting
masterplan and technical assessments (also appended here) with respect to Site
LAAO71 Tiln Lane.

The BLP is unsound with respect to the spatial strategy set out in Policy ST1,
alongside associated Policies ST2: Residential Growth in Rural Bassetlaw and
ST15: Provision of Land for Housing. The spatial strategy is not positively
prepared (National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) para. 35 test of soundness
(a)), justified (NPPF35 test of soundness (b)) nor consistent with national policy
(NPPF35 test of soundness (c)) for the following reasons.

1. Housing requirement: Whilst the overall uplift to the LHN in support of
economic growth is supported, a further uplift should be applied to reflect a
significant shortfall in affordable housing and need of 214 homes per annum,
consistent with national policy and guidance.

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address
identified affordable housing needs.

2. Windfalls: A reliance on windfalls of 100dpa is unnecessary and will
constrain the ability to meet affordable housing needs. There are specific
sustainable and deliverable sites for allocation which will be capable of
delivering up to 25% on-site (e.g. Site LAAO71).

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with
specific deliverable and sustainable site allocations capable of
addressing affordable housing needs (e.g. 25% on-site for greenfield
allocations).

3. Spatial strategy: Directing 33% of Bassetlaw’s growth to rural areas, with
just 22% to the second largest settlement of Retford - a settlement at the top
of the hierarchy with rail access on the East Coast Mainline - conflicts with
the need to deliver sustainable patterns of development. Reducing the need
to travel by car, mitigating future climate change (reducing CO2 emissions)
and supporting healthy lifestyles by focussing development in the most
sustainable and accessible locations is a clear national planning policy
requirement.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing
requirement given its spatial role and ability to deliver further
sustainable and deliverable allocations

4. Provision of land for housing: There are further deliverable, suitable and
sustainable options for allocation at Retford, including Site LAAO71, which
could support achievement of the BLP’s wider strategic objectives (including
25% affordable housing), also minimising the need for less sustainably
located allocations and those affected by flooding.




5. Site selection process: The SA and Site Selection Paper are out-of-date
and inconsistent with the up-to-date Land Availability Assessment (LAA, May
2022). Site LAAO71 was rejected based on reasons now clearly resolved and
acknowledged in the LAA.

Proposed change — allocate LAA071 for approximately 120 homes,
supporting green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the
adjoining Linden Homes scheme which is already under construction

FURTHER JUSTIFICATION

1. LHN uplift for affordability

NPPFG0 sets out the government’s objective to boost the supply of homes,
providing a supply and variety of land to ensure “that the needs of groups with
specific housing requirements are addressed”. NPPF62 states that those who
require affordable housing (amongst other groups) should be assessed and
reflected in planning policies. National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 039
explains the importance of identifying the needs of specific groups when taking
the ‘steps’ to build up the evidence of housing needs in their area (Reference ID:
61-039-20190315, Revision date: 15 03 2019).

The NPPF and accompanying National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
therefore identify the need to support the delivery of affordable housing, setting
out how this should be addressed in developing a plan’s housing requirement and
its strategic policies. At present, the BLP does not proactively seek to address
these needs. Against an identified need for 214 affordable homes per annum
(identified in the HEDNA), the total planned requirement of 582dpa is unlikely to
be able to positively respond to the need for affordable homes. The issue is
compounded by a reliance on windfalls and a limited number of new allocations.

Further explanation is set out in representations submitted in October 2021, in
response to the August 2021 Publication Version of the BLP (refer paras. 14-16,
page 4) (Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

2. Windfalls

Vistry Group’s previous representations addressed the contribution from windfalls,
which now stands at over 11% of the BLP’s total supply (refer paras. 27-30, page
6, Marrons Planning for Vistry Group, October 2021).

Windfalls are smaller sites that are unlikely to sustain or support affordable
housing delivery in the context of the needs identified above. The allocation of
specific greenfield allocations which can contribution 25% affordable provision on-
site is a more sustainable and positive approach to plan-making in response to SA
Objective 2. A reliance on windfalls may also hinder economic objectives — e.g.
a pressure to redevelop existing small-scale employment sites which could
otherwise have been resisted through making sufficient deliverable site
allocations.




3. Spatial strateqgy

NPPF11 sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development at the
heart of the NPPF. With respect to plan-making NPPF11(a) states that all plans
“should promote a sustainable pattern of development.” This follows into
NPPF16(a) whereby plans should “be prepared with the objective of contributing
to the achievement of sustainable development” (a legal requirement, as
explained in NPPF Footnote 11) and (b) “be prepared positively, in a way that is
aspirational but deliverable”.

Reasonable alternative strategies are to be tested through the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) process. NPPF32 requires that significant adverse impacts on
economic, social and environmental objectives should be avoided and “where
possible, alternative options which reduce or eliminate such impacts should be
pursued”. The whole basis for NPPF section 15 (Promoting Sustainable
Transport) is to direct development to sustainable and accessible locations. This
rightly follows through in the BLP’s SA process (SA Objective 6: Transport) and is
central to BLP draft policy ST55.

However, the SA conclusions and consequent BLP approach to direct 33% of
planned growth to rural areas (implemented via Policy ST2) and just 22% to the
highest tier settlement of Retford (second largest settlement in the district, with rail
access on the East Coast Mainline, as well as existing and planned employment)
cannot be considered sustainable in transport terms.

The adverse impacts of the rural growth distribution proposed under Policy ST2
are clearly recognised as negatives in the SA given increased reliance on the car
and related consequences in terms of climate change and CO2 emissions and air
quality (refer SA paras. 7.27, 7.40 and 7.46, for example). The SA also highlights
that some allocations are proposed in areas affected by flood risk (refer SA
paragraph 7.37).

The BLP Addendum does not propose to make any new allocations in response
to the removal of the Garden Village proposal. Adding to the existing proposed
allocations would bolster the housing land supply in terms of the range of sites
available to protect against further unforeseen circumstances and the risk of a
slowdown in housing completions due to economic cycles experienced during the
plan period.

Retford’s role and sustainability credentials are clear and mentioned throughout
the BLP and SA (e.g. para. 6.37, 6.100, 6.101 & 6.102 in the SA and para 5.1.48,
page 22, BLP), with its key role actually delivering growth specifically
acknowledged (para 5.1.49, page 22, BLP). To divert growth away from such a
sustainable and accessible location cannot be considered sound against the
requirements of NPPF11(a), NPPF16(a), NPPF32 and NPP35 in particular.

The adverse impacts identified in the SA with respect to the rural distribution can
clearly be avoided or at the very least minimised as NPPF32 requires.




The SA identifies potential issues associated with higher levels of growth at Retford
with respect to transport (SA6), flood risk (SA9), cultural heritage (SA13) and
townscape (SA14) — none of these issues are overriding constraints on Site LAAO71
Tiln Lane. With respect to LAA0O71 significant negative effects on land use and
soils, water quality, cultural heritage and townscape are identified, alongside minor
adverse impacts on transport and biodiversity.

Nevertheless, similar issues are raised for Retford sites LAA485, LAA490 and
LAA413 (negatives against SA8: Water), site LAA485 (negatives against SAS:
Water and SA13: Cultural Heritage), sites LAA133&134 (negatives against SA7:
Land Use & Soils, SA8: Water, SA9: Flood Risk, SA12: Resource Use and Waste,
SA13: Cultural Heritage and SA14: Landscape and Townscape), LAA127 & LAA246
(negatives against SA7: Land Use and Soils, SA8: Water, SA13: Cultural Heritage
and SA14: Landscape & Townscape) yet these are still proposed for allocation.

Furthermore, the SA matters raised for LAAO71 have already been addressed in
submissions to previous consultation stages, providing additional technical work
undertaken to test the suitability of the site for development (refer masterplan and
supporting technical assessments appended).

These issues are now addressed in turn.

e The LAA conclusions regarding traffic congestion and construction traffic are
applied inconsistently given that both issues are raised in the SA for growth
options where development allocations are still proposed. This includes
allocations made in the rural areas which are, in any event, less sustainable
options than Retford as a top tier settlement. The key determining factor in
locating growth should be the ability to secure sustainable patterns of
development as per SA Objective 6 and the NPPF.

e Flood risk is a common issue across the whole district, and, in fact, the SA notes
that some allocations are proposed in flood risk zones (SA para 7.37). ltis
clearly possible to avoid this outcome, given the availability of alternative site
allocations in Bassetlaw and at Retford in particular. For example, LAAO71 (Tiln
Lane) is in Flood Zone 1 and sequentially preferable to those sites in flood risk
areas risk in NPPF161 & 162 terms.

e With respect to impacts on townscape and heritage the SA is out-of-date given
that the Council has already accepted that it should be possible to allocate
additional growth at Retford without harm to landscape and townscape, subject
to developing a landscape-led masterplans. For site LAAQO71, at page 43 the
LAA clearly states that “...Conservation have reviewed the additional evidence /
a design solution submitted by the landowner. It is considered that, with an
appropriate design which incorporates open space and landscape buffers,
it is likely that the site may be suitable for development” (our emphasis).
And “...Some new development could be accommodated provided that a
landscape led approach is taken.)




e The SA conclusions for LAAQ71 are incorrect where it states that the site is more
than 400m from a bus stop. This is important since it appears to be one of the
determining factors behind the site being discounted for allocation. A bus stop
clearly adjoins the site: ‘Matilda Drive’ on Bus Service 123, a route which provides
a direct service to Retford train station. A ‘positive’ score should be provided,
consistent with the treatment of other proposed allocations at Retford (e.g.
LAA127/HS11 and LAA485/HS8 where proximity to a bus stop within 400m
achieves a positive SA score).

Further observations relating to site LAAO71 Tiln Lane are now provided.

4. LAAO71 Tiln Lane

Vistry Group site at Tiln Lane (LAAQO71) is an example of inconsistencies in the SA
and site selection process, resulting in a plan which is not justified under NPPF35(d)’s
test of soundness.

The SA and Site Selection Paper both discount the site based on it being more than
700m from a bus stop. As set out above this is incorrect, with the site adjoining the
Matilda Drive bus stop, providing access to Service 123.

In addition, LAAO71 was rejected in the SA and Site Selection Paper based on
incorrect and out-of-date information that does not reflect the LAA. Page 43 of the
LAA clearly concludes that townscape and heritage matters were addressed to the
satisfaction of officers via a landscape-led masterplan approach. This reflects the
content of Vistry Group’s previous submissions to the BLP process and approach to
addressing the Council’s comments.

The allocation of LAAO71 Tiln Lane would be a positive addition to the Local Plan and
would clearly avoid or minimise the need to allocate less sustainable sites in the rural
area (locations with negative transport, climate change and air quality consequences
identified in the SA) as well as sites otherwise affected by flood risk (also identified in
the SA). Paragraphs 42-69 of Vistry Group representations to the Publication Version
of the BLP (October 2021) explain the masterplan benefits and suite of technical
assessments which underpins it. To summarise:

A. The site is deliverable, available and achievable, in the single ownership of a

Vistry Group, forming a Phase 2 to development that they are already

constructing. It would provide flexibility in the Council’s housing trajectory,

following withdrawal of the 500 dwellings from the garden village.

It can deliver up to 120 new homes, including 25% affordable homes.

It is a highly sustainable and accessible location at the tier 1 of the settlement

hierarchy, within walking distance of Carr Hill Primary School and adjoining an

existing bus stop which provides frequent services into the town centre and rail

station, with access to the East Coast Mainline.

D. Impacts on heritage and townscape can be avoided and minimised through a
positively prepared landscape-led approach to the masterplan as recognised by
Council Officers.

ow




E. Biodiversity net gain can be achieved.
F. The site is sequentially preferable in flood risk terms.

Site LAAO71 also demonstrates that there are clearly options at Retford which
allow it to take a greater share of growth — consistent with its role and the points
presented in section 3 —i.e. in one of the district’'s most sustainable and
accessible locations, and rail access on the East Coast Mainline. Further specific
deliverable and sustainable allocations such as this will help the Council to meet
its objectively assessed needs and, in particular, address a pressing requirement
for affordable housing (much more so than a reliance on windfalls and smaller
scale allocations in rural areas) alongside investment in other infrastructure via
S106/CIL as required.




6. Please set out the modification(s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant and sound, in respect of any legal
compliance or soundness matters you have identified in Question 5
above.

(Please note that non-compliance with the duty to co-operate is incapable of
modification at examination). You will need to say why each modification will
make the Local Plan legally compliant or sound. It will be helpful if you are
able to put forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text.
Please be as precise as possible

Proposed change — increase the housing requirement to help address identified
affordable housing needs. This would ensure that the plan accords with NPPFG0,
NPPF62 and NPPGO039.

Proposed change — remove/reduce windfall allowance and replace with specific
deliverable and sustainable site allocations (e.g. LAA071) (again, to better align
with NPPF60 & 62 in terms of the ability to meet affordable housing needs, in
particular). Additional allocations would also provide flexibility in the Council’s
housing trajectory, particularly following withdrawal of the 500 homes from the
garden village.

Proposed change — increase Retford’s share of the housing requirement given its
spatial role and ability to deliver further sustainable and deliverable allocations.
Further allocations at Retford would help minimise the impacts associated with
development in less sustainable locations, consistent with NPPF32, NPPF section
15, SA Objective 6 and draft BLP policy ST55.

Proposed change — allocate LAAO71 for approximately 120 homes, supporting
green spaces and infrastructure as a logical ‘Phase 2’ to the adjoining Linden
Homes scheme which is already under construction. In doing so, the SA needs to
be updated to reflect the site’s proximity to an existing bus stop and that heritage
and townscape matters can be resolved via a landscape-led masterplan. This
would also ensure a plan that complies with NPPF35(d) addressing
inconsistencies in the BLP’s evidence base.

Continue on a separate sheet if necessary



Please note: In your representation you should provide succinctly all the evidence
and supporting information necessary to support your representation and your
suggested modification(s). You should not assume that you will have a further

opportunity to make submissions.
After this stage, further submissions may only be made if invited by the
Inspector, based on the matters and issues he or she identifies for

examination.

7. If your representation is seeking a modification to the plan, do you
consider it necessary to participate in examination hearing session(s)?

Yes, | wish to participate in hearing session(s)

Yes

No, | do not wish to participate in hearing session(s)

No []

8. If you wish to participate in the hearing session(s), please outline why
you consider this to be necessary:

In order to address the main points outlined above — critical matters of
soundness which go to the heart of the BLP’s spatial strategy, ability to
positively address objectively assessed needs and deliver sustainable
patterns of development.

Please note that the inspector will make the final decision as to who is necessary to
participate in hearing sessions, and to which hearing session(s) they should attend,

and they will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those who

wish to participate at the examination hearings.
























01. INTRODUCING THE SITE

This Vision Document supports the promotion of Land West of Tiln Lane, Retford for around 120 new homes.

1.1 INTRODUCTION

Vistry Group are working with the landowners of Land
West of Tiln Lane, Retford (the Site), to promote the
Site for residential development. The 5.88 hectare

Site presents an exciting opportunity to create a
sustainable new neighbourhood to address the future
housing need of both Retford and the wider District of
Bassetlaw.

Bassetlaw District Council are currently preparing
their new Local Plan, which upon adoption, will
replace the 2011 Core Strategy and Development
Management Policies Development Plan Document.
The new Local Plan will include strategic policies

to guide development, as well as proposed site
allocations for housing opportunities. The purpose of
this Vision Document is, therefore, to demonstrate
that the Site represents a logical and sustainable
residential development opportunity which should be
allocated for new housing in the new Bassetlaw Local
Plan.

The Vision Document shows that there are no
technical impediments which would preclude the
development at Land West of Tiln Lane, Retford.

It also demonstrates how environmental matters
such as ecology, landscape and heritage could be
mitigated at the detailed design stage. Vistry has
undertaken a comprehensive suite of technical and
environmental assessments to understand fully the
Site’s constraints and opportunities and to ensure
the masterplan for the proposed development is
deliverable and sustainable.

Vistry Group now welcome further discussion with
Bassetlaw District Council and local stakeholders,

as we look to realise this exciting development
opportunity, and secure the delivery of a housing site
that can readily provide further homes during the
emerging Local Plan period.

The Vision Document articulates the
development potential of the Site, describes
the Site’s characteristics and technical
considerations, and assesses its sustainability
performance. The document covers the
following:

= Planning Policy Context — Describes the
current planning position in Bassetlaw District
Council.

- Site and Surroundings - Sets out the
Site’s context and describes how Retford
represents a sustainable location for
development.

= Opportunities and Constraints - Idenfifies the
opportunities and constraints that will shape
the Site’s development.

e The Vision — Outlines the overall Site vision
and the Site’s delivery potential

1.2 PLANNING POLICY CONTEXT

Bassetlaw Council is currently reviewing its Local
Plan in order to guide development up to the year
2037. Land to the west of Tiln Lane was idenfified
as a potential development site in January 2019, in
representations made to the draft Part 1 Strategic
Plan.

The December 2020 draft Local Plan recognises that
not all of the District’s development needs can be
met on previously developed land or within existing
settlement boundatries. There is therefore a need to
allocate additional greenfield site fo meet housing
and employment needs.

The Local Plan seeks to distribute development

in accordance with the established settlement
hierarchy. Retford is a Main Town at the top of

the hierarchy and is a suitable location for new
development. The land at Tiln Lane is in a sustainable
location adjacent to the built up area of Retford and
could contribute to meeting the identified housing
needs of the Town and District, consistent with
sustainable development principles.


















02. A SUSTAINABLE LOCATION

An assessment of the Site’s context has been undertaken to assess the Site and Retford’s sustainability in

terms of its location.

2.1 SETTLEMENT CONTEXT

Retford is located on the River Idle. It was first settled
on the western side of a ford that crossed the river,
although as it grew it also occupied the land on the
eastern side of the ford, which eventually became
the more important part of the town, resulting in
Retford’s official name of East Retford. The historical
importance of the eastern part of the town is evident
with the location of the town centre immediately

to the east of the River Idle. A defining feature of
Retford is its large market square, which is overlooked
by the impressive Town Hall with its central domed
roof, clock tower and arched windows. Retford was
granted a Royal Charter by Henry Il in 1246 allowing
a market to be held each Thursday. In 1275 Edward |
extended the charter to allow a Saturday market as
well. This tradition still continues today, along with a
further market on a Friday.

Retford is a thriving town and has a range of shops,
services and facilities, with the town centre a
particular focus for offices, leisure, entertainment, arts
and cultural activities. Retford also has a number of
employment areas, including Randall Way, Hallcroft
Industrial Estate, Thrumpton Goods Yard, Thrumpton
Lane and West Carr Industrial Estate, which together
provide a good range of employment opportunities.

Figure 2.1 opposite illustrates the range of services,
facilities and employment opportunities Retford has
to offer. The nearest bus stop to the Site is located
adjacent to Carr Hill Primary School, approximately
600 metres from the centre of the Site to the south.
This bus stop is served by service no. 123, which
connects to the centre of Retford, including the
town’s bus station. Retford Railway Station provides
regular connections to a number of destinations,
including London King’s Cross, York, Newcastle

and Edinburgh via the East Coast Main Line, and
Sheffield, Lincoln, Leeds, Gainsborough, Grimsby and
Cleethorpes via the Sheffield to Lincoln Line.
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03. SITE OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS

An assessment of the Site and its context has been undertaken to inform the masterplanning process.

3.1 TECHNICAL STUDIES

As part of any future development proposals, a
specialist team of consultants will undertake a series
of detailed surveys and appraisals of the Site and

its surroundings. These technical studies will assess
the Site’s ability to accommodate a sustainable
residential development, taking into account
landscape, ecology, heritage, drainage, and
highways. Their inifial findings have not identified any
issues that would prevent a successful, high quality
proposal from coming forward in this location.

3.2 LANDSCAPE AND VISIBILITY
CONSIDERATIONS

Public Rights of Way

The Site is not publicly accessible and there are no
public rights of way located crossing it or along its
boundaries.

Tree Preservation Orders

The Site contains no trees covered by Tree
Preservation Orders. This was confirmed via email
from the planning department at Bassetlaw District
Council on 23 November 2020.

Topography

The Site is generally flat, falling away slightly to the
north east and west. The highest points of the Site are
in the north western corner and the central southern
part of the Site, which both lie at approximately 23m
Above Ordnance Datum (AOD). The lowest point of
the Site is located at the north eastern corner, which
lies at approximately 19m AOD.

To the west of the Site, the landform falls to 13m
AOD, forming a cliff feature along the eastern edge
of Bolham Lane, a locally designated geological

site. The fisheries to the west are located at a similar
elevation between 13 and 14m AOD. To the north
of the Site, the land lies at approximately 22m AOD
before descending gently to the north of Bolham
Hall to 9m AOD near to Guns Beck solar farm,
approximately 0.93 miles (1.5km) north of the Site.

East of the Site, the land continues to plateau

until just beyond Moorgate Farm, north of which

it descends gently downwards to the base of the
valley, near the Chesterfield Canal, which lies at
approximately 11m AOD. East of Clarborough, the
land rises again to high points of 67m AOD near
Howbeck Lane and 90m AOD at Schrog Hill.

Visibility and Suitability To Accommodate
Development

The Site is not covered by any designations for
landscape character or quality. The Site is bound
by various hedgerows which are in good condition,
together with a mature oak tree within the central
hedgerow near to the northern boundary which is
an attractive landscape feature. The Site’s existing
landscape features are worthy of retention.

The adjacent residential development to the south,
which is under construction, exerts an urbanising
influence over the Site's character which will increase
once it is complete. Overall, the Site is assessed as
being of medium landscape quality and value,

with the surroundings similarly assessed as being of
medium landscape quality and value. The Site is
considered to have a good ability to accommodate
residential development, and is assessed as being of
medium landscape sensitivity.

The landscape apypraisal of the Site found that a
sensitively designed proposed development could

be brought forward which would respect the amenity
and have regard to the setting of the adjacent
Bolham Manor. To respect the character of the
approach into Retford from Smeath and Tiln Lanes,
the appraisal recommends that the proposals include
structural planting to the north eastern and eastern
boundatries of the Site with the new homes set back
from these boundaries.

Furthermore, no new vehicular accesses from Tiln
Lane are proposed because the development could
be brought forward utilising existing access points
from the development to the south. This would further
limit any effects on the character of the lane. This

will create a strong, green northern edge to Retford
which would also restrict further development to the
north or east, and aid in assimilating the new homes
into the townscape in the limited number of instances
where it is visible to the east.

As such, the landscape appraisal concluded that a
sensitively designed proposed development would
not result in material adverse landscape and visual
effects than on the Site and its immediate vicinity.






3.3 HERITAGE

The Site is within the historic agricultural landholding
of the Grade Il listed Bolham Hall. There are glimpsed
views to the Listed Building from the eastern area of
the Site and there will be filtered views of this area of
the Site from Bolham Hall. Formulation of design plans
have taken into account the proximity of Bolham Hall
and include for open space in the north eastern area
of the Site, as well as enhanced boundary planting
to offset built form and further filter views. With these
measures in place any harm to the significance of
Bolham Hall through the alteration of part of its wider
agricultural landscape would be negligible, that is

to say less than substantial harm at the lowermost
end of this harm spectrum. The HER records a non-
designated Park and Garden surrounding Bolham
Hall east of the Site. Any harm to the significance of
the non-designated Bolham Hall Park and Garden
would be negligible at most. Development of the Site
would not adversely impact any other designated
heritage assets.

The Site is located immediately south of a non-
designated Water Pumping Station first recorded on
1920s Ordnance Survey mapping. Current design
plans include for open space at the northern/north
western edge of the Site, allowing for the retention
of views to the pumping station from adjacent
areas. Any harm resulting from the loss of adjacent
agricultural land and non-key views would be
negligible at most.

Bolham Manor

The Site is located to the rear of the non-designated
Bolham Manor, a mid-19* century mill owner’s/
manager’s house. Bolham Manor is located within

a designed wooded plot, above the former mill

site. The principal elevation looks west, and Bolham
Manor is designed to be viewed from the west, not
from within the Site. Formulation of design plans have
taken into account the proximity of Bolham Manor
and utilise open space to offset built form. Any harm
as a result of the loss of non-key views and alteration
of adjacent agricultural land would be minimal.

The key setting of Bolham Manor, i.e. its surrounding
wooded plot, will be retained.

Archaeology

Previous geophysical survey did not record any
anomalies of likely archaeological interest within
the Site. Trial trench evaluation to the south of the
Site recorded a limited number of undated features,
but no significant remains. There is no evidence to
suggest significant archaeological remains are likely
to be present within the Site.

3.4 HIGHWAYS AND ACCESS

Vehicular access into the Site will be taken from the
adjacent residential development currently under
construction by extending the two streets into the
Site which currently terminate adjacent to the Site’s
southern boundary. 2.0m wide footways to either side
of the carriageways will also be extended into the
Site. It is noted that when complete, the new housing
development to the south will facilitate a link to the
existing public footpath to the south west, which
provides connections to Bolham Lane and areas

of Retford to the west, together with a traffic-free
pedestrian route which runs alongside the River Idle
to the centre of Retford.

In order to maximise integration with the Site’s wider
context, it is considered the opportunity may exist

to provide a pedestrian connection onto Bolham
Way, to facilitate convenient access to the adjacent
playing field.

Southern vehicular access point from Tiln Lane serving
the adjacent Linden Homes development.



3.5 FLOOD RISK AND DRAINAGE

The Environment Agency mapping shows that the
Site is located in Flood Zone 1 (low probability of
fluvial flooding) and that the risk of Surface water
flooding is Very Low. Any future planning application
would be accompanied by a Flood Risk Assessment
(FRA). The Assessment would demonstrate that the
proposed development would be safe from flood risk
and would not increase flood risk elsewhere, for the
lifetime of the development. The Assessment would
also present a surface water drainage scheme based
on Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) principles,

in accordance with planning policy and relevant
technical guidance. Technical work undertaken to
date has demonstrated that SUDS facilities could be
incorporated into the proposed development and
that sufficient space could be provided within the
land available.

3.6 UTILITIES

An underground foul sewer runs along the southern
boundary of the Site; to the east it runs within the
adjacent new housing development within the rear
gardens of the new homes. The sewer would remain
in-situ either within rear gardens or open space, with
maintenance easements provided as required. A
potable water supply pipe runs adjacent to the east,
west and northern boundaries of the Site. Where
the pipe is located within the Site, it will be located
within an area of open space. Again, the necessary
maintenance easements would be provided.

View looking south across the western field of the Site.

Land west of Tiln Lane, Retford Vision Document
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3.7 SUMMARY OF SITE'S OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS

The specific features and characteristics of the Site described in the preceding pages have been drawn
together to prepare an initial Opportunities and Constraints Plan for the Site. These are illustrated in Figure 3.2 on

Page 23, and are summarised below:

OPPORTUNITIES

* To provide high quality, sustainable and
sensitively designed new market and affordable
homes.

» Sustainable location given access to centre of
Retford (including railway station) and nearby
bus stops.

» Contribute towards the District’s housing figures.

» Creation of a locally distinctive development
which draws upon the local vernacular.

* The Site represents a logical extension to Retford,
being well-contained in physical terms by the
existing settlement edge to the south, Tiln Lane
to the east, Bolham Way to the north and existing
built development and Bolham Lane to the west.

* Access to be taken from the new housing
development to the south - no need for access to
be taken from Tiln Lane.

» To provide a potential pedesirian connection
to the playing field to the north of Bolham Way
- the opportunity may also exist fo provide
confributions to assist with the improvements of
the playing field.

To significantly enhance the existing hedgerows
and frees through infill and buffer planting to
increase habitat connectivity and species
diversity.

To provide a range of ecological enhancement
measures in order fo maximise the Site’s
biodiversity value and biodiversity net gain.

To provide a children’s play area located within
the north eastern part of the Site fo maximise its
accessibility for the new residents.

To provide a sustainable drainage basin (SuDS)
located in the lower part of the Site, which can
form an integral part of the development’s green
infrasfructure, providing ecological benefits and
habitat creation.

CONSTRAINTS

An underground 90mm diameter potable water
pipe runs through the Site adjacent to the Site’'s
western boundary. It is to remain in-situ within an
area of open space.

An underground 315mm diameter rising main
runs through a small section of the Site, adjacent
to the western section of the Site’'s southern
boundary. It is fo remain in-situ either within rear
gardens or open space.

The Site lies within the wider setting of the Grade
Il listed Bolham Hall, a designated heritage asset,
and adjacent to the area of non-designated
Park and Garden. Harm can be reduced through
locating open space/screening planting in the
northern parts of the Site fo avoid the infroduction
of views between the proposed new homes and
Bolham Hall and the park and garden.

The non-designated Bolham Manor is located
adjacent to the Site's western boundary. Harm
can be minimised through the use of open space
and planting within the western part of the Site to
offset and soften the appearance of the new built
form.

The new homes currently under construction to
the south back onto the Site’s southern boundary.
Equally, the mature trees along the eastern
section of the Site’s southern boundary should be
retained. Therefore, careful consideration should
be given to respect the amenity of the new
dwellings, while retaining the existing frees and
hedgerows in this location.
























Green Infrastructure

The Concept Masterplan shows a connected and
accessible network of green open spaces. These
green spaces will comprise a range of functions and
characters as follows:

= A widened area of open space and new
landscaping located adjacent to the Bolham
Manor will offset and soften the appearance
of the proposed new homes from the non-
designated heritage asset.

e Openspace and new landscaping within
the northern part of the Site will avoid the
introduction of views between the proposed
new homes and the Grade |l Listed Bolham
Hall and its non-designated garden.

= Open space and new landscaping within the
north eastern part of the Site and alongside
Tiln Lane will assist in creating a soft, well-
landscaped edge with the countryside
beyond and assist in maintaining a green
gateway to Retford from the northerly
approach from Tiln Lane and the north
easterly approach from Smeath Lane.

= The recreational routes running through the
green corridors present the opportunity to
incorporate trim trail stations to support active
lifestyles and, therefore, a greater sense of
health and wellbeing.

< New native planting throughout the open
spaces, including specimen trees, thicket
planting and wildflower grassland, will build
upon the Site’s existing hedgerow network
and contribute to the development’s green
infrastructure.
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The amount of open space would meet the standards of Policy ST48 (Delivering Quality, Accessible Open
Space) of the Draft Bassetlaw Local Plan as follows:

Type of Space

Quantity Standard
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