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From: Ben Weatherley |

Sent: 12 December 2022 11:54

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Local Plan 2020-2040 Preferred Options - Representations on behalf of Jonathan Lloyd
Developments Limited

Attachments: Preferred-Options-Consultation-Response-Form (Jonathan Lloyd Developments
Ltd).pdf

Good morning,

Please find attached representations on the Preferred Options consultation on behalf of Jonathan Lloyd Developments
Limited, comprising a completed consultation form (including a drawing at Attachment 1 to the form/PDF document).

For the avoidance of doubt and to avoid any of this representation being overlooked in error, we have within the form
provided an answer and comment in response to the following questions:

Question 2 (Policy 1)

Question 2 (Policy 2)

Question 3

Question 4 (Policy 12)

Question 6 (Policy 16 & Policy 17)

Please confirm your receipt of this email and attachment by reply.
| look forward to hearing from you.
Kind regards,

Ben

Ben Weatherley
Partner

Knights

W www.knightsplc.com

Knights

Knights is a trading name of Knights Professional Services Limited which is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA ID: 620595).
Please click here to view our email disclaimer.
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Contact Details
Full name (required): Ben Weatherley

Email (required): I

Tick the box that is relevant to you (required):

—Statutory Bodies-and-Stakeholders
Agents and Developers
Bosid e | Publi

- Prefer not to say

Organisation or Company Name (if applicable):

Knights (agent) - on behalf of Jonathan Lloyd Developments Ltd (and other
landowners)

Tick the box that is relevant to you:
(This is a non-mandatory question but helps us understand the demographic of our
respondents.)

Prefer not to say / not applicable

Do you want to be added to our Local Plan consultation database to be
notified about future local plan updates?



Contents

The Local Plan Preferred Options includes the topics listed below.

Each topic has a series of standard questions in order for you to provide a response.

You do not have to respond to each of the topics or answer all of the questions. The
page numbers below relate to the page the topic starts in this consultation form.

Vision and Objectives - page 5

Development Strategy and Climate Change Response - page 6
Meecebrook Garden Community - page 9

Site Allocation Policies - page 10

Economy Policies - page 14

Housing Policies - page 16

Design and Infrastructure Policies - page 18

Environment Policies - page 19

Connections - page 20

Evidence Base - page 21

General Comments - page 22

All of the local plan documents and the Local Plan 2020-2040: Preferred Options
document are available here: https:/www.staffordbc.gov.uk/local-plan
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Vision and Objectives

Q1. There are eight objectives for the local plan to achieve the vision of:
"A prosperous and attractive borough with strong communities."

Of the following objectives which 3 are the most important to you?

Please make your choice from the list of objectives below. (Maximum of 3 to be
selected)

Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Page 12

Contribute to Stafford Borough being net zero carbon by ensuring that
development mitigates and adapts to climate change and is future proof.

To develop a high value, high skill, innovative and sustainable economy.

To strengthen our town centres through a quality environment and flexible mix
of uses.

To deliver sustainable economic and housing growth to provide income and
jobs.

To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by accessible services and
facilities.

To provide an attractive place to live and work and support strong
communities that promote health and wellbeing.

To increase and enhance green and blue infrastructure in the borough and to
enable greater access to it while improving the natural environment and
biodiversity.

To secure high-quality design.
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Development Strategy and Climate Change Response

Q2. The development strategy and climate change response chapter includes
the policies below.

Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Select Yes or No for each of the policies and then use the box below each policy to
add additional comments.

Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 19 to 40

Policy 1. Development strategy (which includes the total number of houses
and amount of employment land to be allocated and the Stafford and Stone
settlement strategies)

Yes /No

Policy 1 Comments:

The Council’s efforts to ensure it continues to have an up-to-date development
plan in place to maintain a plan-led approach to development across the Borough
are welcomed, as is the opportunity to comment on the Council’s proposed
approach to the New Local Plan in the Preferred Options consultation document.

However, this representation expresses substantive reservations about both the
overall development strategy for the Borough, and the deliverability of a large
garden community in the location proposed. In doing to it proposes that the Draft
Local Plan is revised to (amongst other things) allocate land at the former Hixon
Airfield for housing and employment development (plus ancillary uses if the entire
site were to be included in the Local Plan), as a major urban extension to the
existing village of Hixon and well-established Hixon Airfield Recognised Industrial
Estate at the north west edge of the settlement.

The Preferred Options Local Plan focuses the most growth around Stafford,
Stone and the proposed garden community at Meecebrook. There are also some
small-scale site allocations proposed at Gnosall and Woodseaves, but no growth
proposed at any other ‘Tier 4 larger settlements’ (as identified in the proposed
settlement hierarchy in Policy 2), including Hixon or smaller Tier 5 settlements.
Over half of all the proposed new housing allocations/supply sources are
proposed to be delivered at Meecebrook.

For reasons explained in more detail later in these representations (in response
to Question 3), we strongly oppose the inclusion of Meecebrook as a new garden
community in the development strategy.




We have serious scepticism and concern over the suitability of the proposed
location and extent of the new garden community at Meecebook, its feasibility
including mindful of the level of new infrastructure to enable such a high level of
development in a poorly connected area at present, and the viability of delivering
the amount of development in the plan period (up to 2040) that the development
strategy and Local Plan overall depends on.

It is asserted that this strategy poses a genuine risk to the Council’s ability to
maintain a supply of deliverable housing sites upon adoption of the Local Plan, or
later in the plan period if Meecebrook does not start delivering a meaningful
number/contribution of homes by 2030 as the Borough Council hopes and
anticipates. In effect, the Council’s development strategy represents close to a
“putting all of your eggs in one basket” approach.

The deliverability of Meecebrook will be discussed in more detail later in this
representation, but if Meecebrook isn’t delivered within the timescales envisaged,
that would likely lead to the authority being faced with speculative applications if it
cannot demonstrate a deliverable housing land supply later in the plan period.
This would undermine the plan-led approach to development in the Borough that
the Council is rightly seeking to pursue.

Furthermore, we feel strongly that a major shortcoming and flaw of the Preferred
Options Local Plan is the almost complete lack of support and allowance for
growth — including both new housing and employment development — at Hixon
and the majority of other Tier 4 settlements, plus at smaller Tier 5 settlements.
The number of well-established and successful Recognised Industrial Estates in
the Borough provide very important employment opportunities and infrastructure
in the rural area. In our view the Draft Local Plan misses the opportunity to
facilitate their further ongoing success and potential for growth over the next 17
years (up to 2040), as it generally only allows for new employment development
within the Recognised Industrial Estate boundaries in the existing Plan for
Stafford Borough and existing commitments/planning permissions within and
adjoining those existing boundaries.

We assert that the development strategy should be revised to remove the
proposed new garden community at Meecebrook altogether, and provide
additional housing allocations — including at suitable locations within and on the
edge of Tier 4 settlements, as larger and well-established sustainable rural
settlements with good connectivity and levels of existing services.

Considering the conclusions of the various elements of/responses within this
representation, the current development strategy for the Borough and the
Meecebrook garden community is considered to be unsound on the basis that
there is an insufficient level of robust evidence to demonstrate that the plan is
realistic, viable and deliverable, and the Council is encouraged to rethink the
proposed development strategy.
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Consequently, it is submitted that the Council should promote a development
strategy that prioritises the following strategy:

1. Growth around the two largest settlements in the Borough (Stafford and
Stone).

2. Garden community proposals as a major urban extension to existing
settlements, where there are already services and infrastructure available
to serve the early phases of development, and better access to the
strategic transport network.

3. Growth around additional Tier 4 larger settlements (not just Woodseaves
and Gnosall), including site allocations.

4. Some limited growth around the Tier 5 smaller settlements, including some
small site allocations and facilitating some rounding off and infilling as
appropriate to each individual settlement and its characteristics and
development opportunities.

It is considered that the above approach would be more viable and deliverable
and that any proposals for larger scale garden communities could form the basis
of any future Local Plan or a Local Plan review, which would give sufficient time
for the various issues highlighted in this representation to be resolved, without
rushing the plan through to an examination or finding that the plan subsequently
fails because insufficient numbers of homes and new employment development
are being delivered.

This would ensure that the Council has a robust and deliverable strategy, and at
such a point that a large (entirely new as opposed to major urban extensions to
an existing settlement(s)) garden community has progressed further and is found
to be more deliverable, then it would be more appropriate to consider including a
garden community at Meecebrook in a Local Plan further into the future.

In our view the current proposed strategy in the Preferred Options Local Plan
would stifle growth in and around existing villages, even those with a range of
local services and facilities that cater for the daily needs of residents in those
settlements (and are consequently included in Tier 4 and Tier 5 of the settlement
hierarchy).

Given that housing affordability is an issue of increasing prevalence and
importance in rural areas, and that it is recognised in national policy that some
additional housing in rural communities can help support the viability of local
services and facilities, the current proposed development strategy would appear
to conflict with the broad thrust of national policy to support sustainable rural
communities. The proposed alternative development strategy set out above is
therefore considered to be more viable, realistic and deliverable than the one
currently being proposed by the Council.
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More specifically, given the excellent road connections and existing public
transport network at Hixon (and its short travel time/distance from Stafford and its
excellent public transport connections to further afield) and the presence of land
that is both suitable and readily available for development that would have a
relatively low impact (such as on the local landscape) — and the clear potential to
enhance such connections through well-planned new development in the village
— we propose that the land at Hixon Airfield be included as a garden community
at/major urban extension to the existing settlement at Hixon i.e. as part of item 2
of our proposed revisions to the development strategy set out above.

Indeed, we have previously submitted extensive representations to the LPA
promoting the inclusion of land at Hixon Airfield as a major urban extension to this
Tier 4 settlement. We have also promoted the strong potential for some of the
land at the airfield for employment development only, should the Council not
include the entire airfield as a major urban extension. The two elements of this
site feature in the Council’s latest Strategic Housing and Employment Land
Availability Assessment, with references HIX07 and HIX08.

Jonathan Lloyd Developments Ltd are the owners of a large proportion of the
land at the former Hixon Airfield, which was included and assessed in detail as
one of the reasonable alternatives in the Issues and Options consultation in 2020.
Indeed, this site scored second best to Meecebrook in the Stafford Borough
Strategic Development Site Options by AECOM, which informed and was made
publicly available to coincide with that previous Local Plan consultation.

The AECOM study suggested that:

¢ In transport terms, Hixon is more suitable for development
e The site is well located to the strategic employment area

e The site has low landscape value

e The site is suitable for economic development

The study went on to conclude that “there are few constraints beyond the gas
pipeline and flooding to the north of the site. The site’s location relative to Hixon
makes it a suitable urban extension that would have a close functional
relationship with Stafford also. There could be merit in testing this option
alongside growth at Weston. The critical mass could potentially justify a new
railway station”. In addition, the study suggested that limited new infrastructure
would be required to bring forward a garden community in this location.

Therefore, it is considered that this site would be the most appropriate alternative
to Meecebrook (or addition to it should the Council agree that additional housing
and employment allocations are required to mitigate for potential delays in the
delivery of new development at Meecebrook) to provide a garden
community/major urban extension in the Local Plan and should be allocated as
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such. It is also asserted that a major urban extension at the former airfield offers
the potential to deliver additional services/amenities (such as a new school(s),
public open space and play facilities, shops/a local centre) and enhance local
road and public transport connections, which would be material benefits to
existing residents at Hixon and further enhance the sustainability of the
settlement, not least by reducing the need to travel further afield to access such
services/amenities.

For the avoidance of doubt, these representations are on behalf of both Jonathan
Lloyd Developments Ltd and the owners of the remaining balance of the former
airfield, who all share the same stance and vision insofar as the redevelopment
potential of the former airfield is concerned and are consequently supportive of
the submission of these representations. This replicates the position at the time
we submitted representations in response to the Issues and Options consultation
concerning the land at Hixon Airfield, in April 2020.

It is asserted that, as demonstrated in our previous representations, development
of this site would require relatively limited new infrastructure, especially by
comparison to the extensive new road, public transport, utilities and other
infrastructure connections that would be required to enable a new garden
community at Meecebrook to be realised. Indeed, a very detailed Vision
Document was submitted in 2019, which featured a detailed assessment of the
site’s context, connectivity and suitability for development, plus the amount and
range of development it could provide. It included assessment of the site’s
constraints and opportunities, informed by detailed work by a transport consultant
and landscape architect, including associated masterplan content.

Development of the former Hixon Airfield would also have a comparatively low
impact on the surrounding area, as compared to an entirely new garden
community at Meecebrook. Not least as the former airfield is flat, has a recently
constructed new access point/road off the A51 (alongside the new Wellington
Business Park), has an opportunity to connect to a further A road close by (the
A518), and is well contained being bordered by a railway, woodland, Stowe Lane
and the existing Hixon Airfield Recognised Industrial Estate.

Further to the airfield scoring second best in the previous assessment of strategic
development site options referred to above (by AECOM), the Council’s own
Issues and Options Local Plan consultation document recognised that this site
could accommodation around 2,750 dwellings and supporting employment land.
Consequently it could meet — either in place of Meecebrook should it be removed
from the Local Plan (and thus replace the level of housing development the
Council earmarked for Meecebrook by 2040) - and then abandoned altogether or
with a view to it being further assessed and prepared for in readiness for inclusion
in the next review of the Local Plan to meet development needs beyond 2040 - or
to provide a valuable ‘safety net’ of deliverable housing and employment land to

10
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ensure the Borough's identified needs can be met, and the Borough in turn
allowed to grow and flourish, should Meecebrook be retained in the Local Plan
but its delivery stall.

Even if the LPA rejects such a change to the development strategy and persists
with Meecebrook, despite strong objections to it and genuine concerns over its
feasibility and the viability of it delivering anywhere near to the intended levels of
development by 2040, it is submitted that the Local Plan needs to factor in the
likelihood of development at Meecebrook stalling and facilitate new housing and
employment development elsewhere to allow for that scenario (and thus avoid
undermining the plan-led approach to development in the Borough). The land at
Hixon Airfield presents a genuinely excellent site for inclusion as an additional
allocation for both new housing and employment as a major urban extension to
the village, with a comparably low adverse impact on local people and
infrastructure both during construction and after development is complete
(relative to the scale of development it can accommodate and the anticipated
impacts of Meecebrook on the existing settlements and other development in its
vicinity), to ensure the housing and employment requirements of the Local Plan
and related needs in the Borough are met.

In summary, it is considered that the proposed garden community at Meecebrook
is undeliverable, and that the Council should re-consider their strategy and in
doing so propose a major urban extension on the land at Hixon Airfield as a
deliverable, and more logical and sustainable alternative. Alternatively and if the
Council decides to pursue the proposed garden community at Meecebrook,
despite the concerns that have been raised regarding its feasibility and viability, it
is asserted that the land at Hixon Airfield should be allocated as a major urban
extension to the existing village of Hixon to enhance the prospects of the
Borough’s housing and employment needs being met should the delivery of new
development at Meecebrook take longer than the Council hopes and anticipates.

Even in the event the Council decides not to follow our suggested approach of
allocating all of the former airfield for development, and maintains its existing
proposed development strategy up to the point of submission of the Draft Local
Plan — and mindful of our submissions in response to Question 6 (Policy 17) - it is
submitted that a good proportion of the land at Hixon Airfield should be allocated
for employment purposes. This would enable the well-planned expansion of the
Hixon Airfield Recognised Industrial Estate, to meet existing and future demand
for additional employment development in the rural area, allow for new
employment development in more locations across the Borough, and meet the
need for such development in this area (Hixon) specifically.

11
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Policy 2. Settlement Hierarchy (Tier 1: Stafford, Tier 2: Stone, Tier 3:
Meecebrook, Tier 4: Larger settlements, Tier 5: Smaller settlements)

Yes /No

Policy 2 Comments:

In light of our reservations about the feasibility and viability of the proposed new
garden community at Meecebrook, and related objection to the inclusion of
Meecebrook as a new garden community in the Local Plan — and our related
comments in response to Question 2 (Policy 1) and Question 3 — we oppose the
inclusion of Meecebrook in the settlement hierarchy.

We otherwise agree with the settlement hierarchy, including the inclusion of
Hixon as a Tier 4 larger settlement.

However - as set out in detail in our response to Question 2 (Policy 1) - propose
that the development strategy is revised to:

i.  facilitate growth around additional Tier 4 larger settlements (not just
Woodseaves and Gnosall), including site allocations;
ii. moreover, allocate land at Hixon Airfield as a major urban extension to the
Tier 4 settlement of Hixon; and
ii.  allow some limited growth around the Tier 5 smaller settlements.

We feel strongly that a major shortcoming and flaw of the Preferred Options Local
Plan is the almost complete lack of support and allowance for growth — including
both new housing and employment development — at Hixon and the majority of
other Tier 4 settlements, plus smaller Tier 5 settlements. The Preferred Options
consultation document rightly recognises the sustainability of these settlements,
but then fails to take the opportunity to allow any controlled growth of them over
the next 17 years. Draft Policy 2 indicates that new development in each tier of
the hierarchy will be of a scale commensurate with the position of each
settlement in the hierarchy, but the extremely limited potential for
growth/development in Tier 4 and 5 settlements that the Preferred Options Local
Plan allows for does not fulfil this policy/objective.

In turn, the Preferred Options Local Plan would stifle growth in and around
existing villages, even those with a range of local services and facilities that cater
for the daily needs of residents in those settlements (and are consequently
included in Tier 4 and Tier 5 of the settlement hierarchy). This would conflict with
the broad thrust of national policy to support sustainable rural communities, which
recognises that some additional development (including housing) in rural
communities can help support the viability of local services and facilities.
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Consequently, it is submitted that the development strategy should be revised to
correct this shortcoming and in the manner we have proposed, with the
settlement hierarchy amended if/as necessary to facilitate and accord with those
revisions to the development strategy (such that it would be more viable, realistic
and deliverable than the one currently being proposed by the Council).

Policy 3. Development in the open countryside - general principles
Yes / No

Policy 3 Comments:

Policy 4. Climate change development requirements
Yes / No

Policy 4 Comments:
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Policy 5. Green Belt
Yes / No

Policy 5 Comments

Page 13

Policy 6. Neighbourhood plans
Yes / No

Policy 6 Comments:
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Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3. The local plan proposes a new garden community called Meecebrook
close to Cold Meece and Yarnfield. This new community is proposed to deliver
housing, employment allocations, community facilities, including new schools,
sport provision and health care facilities, retail and transport provision, which
includes a new railway station on the West Coast Main Line, and high quality
transport routes.

Do you agree with the proposed new garden community?

¥Yes / No

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 41 to 45

Comments:

As summarised earlier in these representations (including in response to
Question 2 (Policy 1)), we have strong reservations about the feasibility and
viability of the proposed new garden community at Meecebrook. In our view
there is flawed over-dependence on the delivery of new homes and employment
at Meecebrook in the Preferred Options Local Plan, which unnecessarily risks
undermining the plan-led approach to meeting the Borough’s development needs
in the coming years; particularly given the availability of deliverable alternatives
either in place or in addition to new development at Meecebrook within the plan
period.

This very issue was highlighted in a report on Garden Communities by
development consultancy Lichfields (Lichfields Insight: How does your garden
grow? A stock take on planning for the Governments Garden Communities
programme (December 2019)), who highlighted the risks of relying on garden
communities in Local Plans and providing the necessary evidence base to pass
the key tests of soundness in the NPPF.

We note from the Council’s Local Development Scheme that it envisages
submitting the plan for examination during 2024 and that the plan, if found sound,
would be adopted around Autumn 2024. Given the time it takes Local Plans to be
prepared and examined, it is considered that it is more likely that the plan is
adopted during 2025, as invariably, many plans require Main Modifications at
examination stage. This would have implications for the timely delivery of a
garden community at Meecebrook.
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It is noted from the Council’s Lead-in Times and Build Rate Assumptions Topic
Paper that a development of 500 dwellings or more in the Borough would have a
lead-in time of 4.5 years with an outline planning application in place.

For Meecebrook to start delivering homes from 2030, this would require outline
planning permission to be in place by mid-2025. A large-scale development of
3,000 dwellings would be EIA development and require substantive technical
reports and assessments to be undertaken and carried out prior to the
submission of any such planning application for a garden community.

This would require work on preparing a planning application to be commencing
now, with a planning application being submitted before the end of 2024. An
emerging development plan would carry limited weight in the determination of a
planning application until such time that it had passed examination, so the LPA
would be unable to determine a planning application favourably until the new
Local Plan is nearing adoption.

Following this, any resolution to grant planning permission would need to be
subject to the negotiation of a Section 106 Agreement which is likely to be
complex and involve a number of landowners before it can be executed and
planning permission granted. A further complexity is that a Section 106
Agreement may require the involvement of Network Rail to secure the delivery of
the proposed railway station.

Following any grant of outline permission, detailed consents would need to be
secured and conditions discharged before any physical works on any phase(s) of
development within the site could take place, and it is likely that significant
infrastructure would need to be delivered before any dwellings can be delivered
as part of the proposed garden community.

Further to this, the Local Plan consultation indicates that the delivery of 3,000
dwellings at Meecebrook would take place between 2030 and 2040, equating to
the delivery of 300 dwellings per annum. Given the challenges highlighted above,
it is unlikely that 300 dwellings per annum would be delivered at Meecebrook,
particularly during the early years of the development.

Added to this, the Council’'s Lead-in Times and Built Rate Assumptions Topic
Paper sets out that build out rate assumptions for developments of 2,000 plus
dwellings would be 160 dwellings per annum, but then goes on to suggest that
Meecebrook would deliver 300 dwellings per annum without any evidential basis
for such an assumption. Even if it was to be accepted that Meecebrook would
start to deliver housing from 2030, the Council’'s more considered build rate
assumptions of 160 dwellings per annum suggest that only around 1,600
dwellings would be delivered at Meecebrook during the plan period.
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There doesn’t appear to be any evidence to demonstrate how the proposed
garden community would be phased, whether all landowners within the proposed
garden community have made their land available for development, nor has any
evidence been presented to demonstrate that a developer or consortium of
developers have been appointed or even approached to be development partners
for the site. If no developers or consortium of developers are on board as delivery
partners, then it would not be possible to ascertain the deliverability of the site
and over what timeframe.

Consequently, it is considered that the envisaged delivery of dwellings at
Meecebrook from 2030 is unrealistic and that 3,000 dwellings would not be
delivered during the plan period. This would undermine the overall development
strategy for the Borough with potential implications for the plan-led delivery of
housing and employment development.

By way of a practical and real-life illustration of the significant amount of time it
can take for new communities to come forward, the Cheshire East Local Plan
was adopted in 2017 with a proposal for two growth villages to the north and
south of the Borough. The southern growth village that was proposed outside of
Crewe proposed 650 dwellings, and the northern growth village at Handforth
proposed 1,600 dwellings with associated services, facilities and infrastructure.

The Cheshire East Local Plan is now 5 years old, and a planning application has
yet to be submitted for either of the proposed growth villages, even in the context
of a Borough with a very strong housing market. Both of these growth villages are
located adjacent to the strategic road network in contrast to Meecebrook, which is
located away from the strategic road network where road upgrades would be
required for the size of development proposed to connect to it. This serves to
demonstrate the significant amount of time it can take for new settlements of such
scale and nature to come forward, even in the case of an area with a very strong
housing market. Given these considerations, it is likely to take significantly longer
than the Council envisage for any garden community at Meecebrook to come
forward.

In addition, deliverability of a new settlement has recently been considered in the
examination of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan, where the Inspector has
published their initial findings (Tunbridge Wells Local Plan Examination Library
Document ID-012).

The Inspector’s findings at paragraph 31 are clear that paragraph 73 of the
Framework requires LPAs to make realistic assessments of delivery rates and
lead in times, and paragraph 33 of the Inspector’s findings refer to the fact that
neither the landowner or the council had any prior experience of delivering a
scheme of such a size or complexity. Paragraphs 34 and 35 are clear about the
complexities of delivering new settlements, the various stages required to secure
planning permission and subsequent delivery rates. The findings of the Inspector
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in Tunbridge Wells echo our concerns as expressed in this representation.

Turning to some of the specific matters detailed in the Concept Masterplan, the
proposed garden community is to deliver a primary school and a secondary
school, mixed use areas, commercial uses, and local centres / community hubs,
in addition to a railway station.

At this stage, limited evidence has been published to properly explore the
deliverability and viability of the above, nor has any evidence been published to
demonstrate the deliverability of the proposed railway station. Whilst some
technical studies have been produced to establish the feasibility of a railway
station in the location proposed, there is no evidence to demonstrate whether:

e Discussions have been held with Network Rail to demonstrate whether
they consider a railway station could be provided in this location.

e Discussions have been held with both Network Rail and train operators to
demonstrate whether train timetables can be adjusted to accommodate an
additional station in this location, and to what extent timetables may be
affected by the works and subsequent operation of HS2.

e Other landowners around the vicinity of the proposed railway station have
been consulted in terms of ensuring sufficient land is available around the
proposed railway station for both the effective operation and maintenance
of the railway station and the associated station buildings, platforms,
vehicular access, parking, pick-up and drop-off and bus waiting facilities.

We note that the Council has published a questions and answers document
which suggests that Meecebrook is not dependent on a station being built and the
lack of a station would not automatically result in the proposal being removed
from the plan.

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF is clear that new settlements should be served by a
genuine choice of transport modes. At this stage, it is not clear how and when ralil
and bus services would be provided. This issue has been considered as part of
the ongoing examination of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan referred to
above.

In that case, a new settlement is proposed to the east of Tonbridge where a
railway line passes through the proposed new settlement. No station was
proposed in that location, and it was unclear what bus provision could be
provided, such that it was unclear whether genuine alternatives to the private car
could be provided (see paragraphs 12-15 of examination library document ID-
012). This is comparable to the current situation in the area of the proposed
garden community at Meecebrook, where limited opportunities for sustainable
transport modes are currently available.
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The policy is not clear as to how or when the social and physical infrastructure
will be delivered and whether it would need to be in place upon completion of the
first phases of residential development. Without any phasing details, the proposal
could lead to some unsustainable patterns of development if any services and
facilities are not delivered in a timely manner, or elements of the project later
become unviable. This would result in a significant number of residents
commuting using private transport to access services and facilities in other
settlements that are absent from any new garden community in these
circumstances.

As things stand, it is considered that the proposed garden community at
Meecebrook would now be found sound at the Local Plan examination. This is
the case for the following reasons:

¢ No justification has been provided to demonstrate that the inclusion of the
garden community and Meecebrook is justified when assessed against
reasonable alternatives, such as major urban extensions around the larger
rural settlements.

¢ No delivery and implementation evidence is available taking account of
relevant information about land ownership, delivery model and
infrastructure requirements.

¢ No robust evidence has been presented to date regarding scheme viability
which considers the necessary infrastructure, affordable housing provision,
a realistic delivery trajectory and robust cost and value assumptions.

¢ No robust evidence has been presented to demonstrate that sufficient
funding is available and whether or not further external funding is required,
such as Homes England or Government funding, whether such funding
has been applied for and secured, and whether or not any uncertainty
around such funding has been factored into the overall delivery trajectory
for the project.

Furthermore, we are aware that it was originally intended for Ministry of Defence
land at Swynnerton to form a significant proportion of the proposed garden
community at Meecebrook, but that the land in question no longer forms part of
the proposed garden community. The land in question comprises previously
developed land, which would have been an important factor in its favour when it
was considered amongst other reasonable alternatives prior to the Issues and
Options consultation in 2020; and ultimately identified as the favoured option at
that time. To our knowledge, the process of assessing Meecebrook by
comparison to other reasonable alternatives has not been undertaken again
following the removal of the Ministry of Defence land.

In light of the above considerations, it is considered that as matters stand, the
inclusion of the garden community at Meecebrook would be found to be unsound
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at examination and the Council would be unable to adopt a Local Plan in its
current form.

Consequently, it is submitted that the Council should make alterations to its
proposed development strategy and settlement hierarchy, as set out in our
responses to Question 2 (Policy 1) and Question 2 (Policy 2).
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Site Allocation Policies

Q4. The Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020 - 2040 proposes allocations for both
housing and employment to meet the established identified need.

The site allocation policies chapter includes the policies below for housing
and employment allocations.

Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Select Yes or No for each of the following policies and then use the box below each
policy to add additional comments.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response. Please
provide details of alternative locations for housing and employment growth if you
consider this is appropriate.

Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.

If you do want to submit a new site for consideration through the local plan process,
we are still accepting sites through the Call for Site process, details are available
here: https://www.staffordbc.gov.uk/call-sites-including-brownfield-land-consultation

Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 47 to 56 and appendix 2.
Policy 9. North of Stafford
Yes / No

Policy 9 Comments:
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Policy 10. West of Stafford
Yes / No

Policy 10 Comments:

Page 21

Policy 11. Stafford Station Gateway
Yes / No

Policy 11 Comments:
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Policy 12. Other housing and employment land allocations.
(In your response, please specify which particular site you are referring to, if
relevant.)

Yes /No

Policy 12 Comments:

Whilst we raise no objections to the proposed housing and employment
allocations within Policy 12, we object to this policy on the basis that the land at
Hixon Airfield should be added to the proposal site allocation; and potentially in
turn this policy, within both the proposed housing and employment allocations.

Our reasoning for this is explained in detail in response to Questions 2 (Policy 1
and Policy 2) and 3 and we shall not repeat that here.

In the event the Council agrees to add the land at Hixon Airfield for both housing
and employment development, as a major urban extension to the existing Tier 4
settlement of Hixon, it is acknowledged that the site should be the subject of its
own allocation policy prior to Policy 12 (i.e. in the same manner as the draft
policies dedicated to sites such as Stafford Station Gateway); in which case
Policy 12 itself would not need to be amended to include Hixon Airfield.

If however the Council were to propose to allocate just some of the land at Hixon
Airfield (e.g. for employment development only), Policy 12 may be the appropriate
policy to confirm such an allocation, in which case this policy would need to be
revised accordingly. In consideration this scenario, please take account of the
extent of the potential employment-only site (as an extension to the existing and
well-established Recognised Industrial Estate) as outlined in response to
Question 6 and illustrated at Attachment 1 to this response form.
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Q5. The Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020 - 2040 proposes to allocate land for
Local Green Space and Countryside Enhancement Areas throughout the
borough.

The policies which relate to these proposals are listed below.
Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Select yes or no for each of the policies and then use the box below each policy to
add additional comments.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 56 to 59 and appendix 2.

Policy 13. Local Green Space
(In your response, please specify which particular site you are referring to, if
relevant)

Yes / No

Policy 13 Comments:
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Policy 14. Penk and Sow Countryside Enhancement Area (Stafford Town)
Yes / No

Policy 14 Comments:

Policy 15. Stone Countryside Enhancement Area
Yes / No

Policy 15 Comments:
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Economy Policies

The Economy Policies chapter contains policies that seek to protect
employment land and support economic growth within the Borough.

Q6. The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated
industrial land and support home working and small-scale employment uses.

The relevant policies are: 16, 17 and 18.
Do you agree with these policies?
¥es / No

Select Yes or No and then use the box to add additional comments. If referring to a
specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: pages 61 to 65

Comments:

Broadly speaking we support the recognition within Policy 16 and Policy 17 of the
importance of the Recognised Industrial Estates in the Borough. However, we
consider that the Preferred Options Local Plan misses the clear opportunity to
facilitate further growth of the Recognised Industrial Estates in the plan period/up
to 2040.

We consider that there is an over reliance on Meecebrook for the delivery of new
employment development (some 15 hectares by 2040), which risks failing to take
the opportunity to facilitate economic growth and in turn the prosperity of and
within the Borough, given our serious reservations about the feasibility and
viability of Meecebrook.

Furthermore, there is a clear and obvious opportunity to mitigate against these
issues and associated risks, and also provide greater choice and potential for
economic growth in the short term. There are numerous well-established and
successful employment areas in the rural area, with substantial scope for further
growth and additional success, with resulting potential to deliver additional jobs in
already-accessible, well-connected employment areas in the short, medium and
long term subject to local and national market factors.

However, the Preferred Options Local Plan does not allow for meaningful growth
of the established rural Recognised Industrial Estates. Indeed, its failure to take
the opportunity to allow for growth of the Recognised Industrial Estates in the
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rural area, despite in some cases (such as at Hixon Airfield) the clear and
obvious opportunities ‘on the ground’ to do so and associated site promotion by
landowners, would make it very challenging to secure planning permission for
any growth of these important economic centres. The Preferred Options Local
Plan therefore effectively stifles economic growth in the vast majority of the rural
area and Recognised Industrial Estates within it. Consequently, we assert that
the strategy within and detail of the Local Plan should be amended to facilitate
some new economic development by way of expansion of Recognised Industrial
Estates.

As set out in detail earlier in this representation, we promote the inclusion of the
land at the former Hixon Airfield as a major urban extension to Hixon, including
both housing and employment development (and associated ancillary uses),
either in place of the anticipated housing and employment development at
Meecebrook up to 2040, or in addition to Meecebrook to reduce the prospects of
the plan-led approach to meeting the Borough’s development needs being
undermined by slower than anticipated delivery at Meecebrook.

That land comprises the combination of Sites HIX07 and HIX08 in the Council’s
SHELAA and has been the subject of extensive previous representations that we
have submitted, including the Vision Document referred to earlier in this
representation (featuring masterplan work amongst other things).

If the Council elects not to follow our suggested approach of allocating all of the
former airfield for development, and maintains its existing proposed development
strategy up to the point of submission of the Draft Local Plan, it is submitted that
a good proportion of the land at Hixon Airfield should be allocated for employment
purposes. This would enable the well-planned expansion of the Hixon Airfield
Recognised Industrial Estate, to meet existing and future demand for additional
employment development in the rural area, allow for new employment
development in more locations across the Borough, and meet the need for such
development in this area (Hixon) specifically.

In earlier (including both emerging Local Plan and Call for Sites) representations
we have promoted the suitability of SHELAA site reference HIX08 for
employment development, including mindful of a previous planning application for
a science park on the land in question. It remains the case that we consider this
to be the most logical area for additional employment development as an
extension to the existing Recognised Industrial Estate, should it be that
employment development only is allowed for here in the New Local Plan;
particularly given its location alongside both the new Wellington Business Park
and new access/road serving that business park and future development within
the airfield that our client has the vision to deliver (and as this area is well
contained by the existing railway along its western edge).
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Furthermore, it is considered that the area in question (HIX08) could be extended
to the north west to include more land running parallel to the railway, and that
would be also contained (and screened) by existing woodland to the north. The
extended area in question is shown on the plan at Attachment 1 to this
representation.

We can confirm that there is already significant demand for additional
employment land now, which is evident by the fact that our client has been
approached by an end user with immediate and strong need for an employment
use of the science park land plus further adjoining land (as shown at Attachment
1) due to their level of need and lack of suitable alternative sites elsewhere in the
Midlands. It is asserted that the Local Plan should be more positively prepared to
facilitate such economic growth at suitable locations on the edge of the well-
established Recognised Industrial Estates in the Borough.

Alternatively, should the Council reject both of the proposals above, a part B
should be added to Policy 17 to allow for employment development on suitable
land adjoining the edge of the Recognised Industrial Estates where there is
evidence of need for the proposed development and a lack of alternative
available sites elsewhere (and subject to meeting other policies in the Local Plan
in terms of the impact of such development e.g. on the transport/highway
network).

Even if the Council rejects both the allocation of all of the former airfield for mixed
use development/as a major urban extension, and part of it for new employment
development, it is asserted that — at the very least - it would be common sense
for the proposed boundary of the Hixon Airfield Recognised Industrial Estate to
be amended to include the concrete former runways that run alongside the edge
of the existing proposed Recognised Industrial Estate boundary.

The runways in question run directly along the edge of a mixture of existing
industrial development and further permitted employment uses/development that
has not yet been built. In addition, the runways in question themselves
accommodate existing employment uses/development (including a commercial
vehicle storage/auction use and separate car storage and distribution facility —
planning permission refs. 16/25315/COU and 17/27479/COU) and an additional
proposed vehicle storage area is the subject of a current planning application that
is due to be determined imminently (which has previously been recommended for
approval, but deferred by the Council’s Special Planning Committee, and is due
to be reconsidered at a soon-to-be-arranged meeting of Special Planning
Committee — application ref. 19/31487/COU). With these factors and the existing
concrete surfacing on the runways in mind, it is submitted that they should
certainly be incorporated into the Recognised Industrial Estate boundary in order
that it includes all existing and permitted/anticipated industrial development at this
industrial estate.
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Q7. The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres
uses, agriculture and forestry development, tourism development and canals.

The relevant policies are: 19, 20, 21 and 22.
Do you agree with these policies?
Yes / No

Select Yes or No and then use the box below to add additional comments. If
referring to a specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: pages 65 to 71

Comments:
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Housing Policies

The Housing Policies chapter contains policies that seek to provide for
identified need across the borough and support houseowners.

Q8. The local plan proposed a policy (Policy 23) on affordable housing.
Do you agree with this policy?

Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments.
Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: pages 74 to 76

Comments:

Q9. The local plan proposes a policy (Policy 30) to help meet identified local
need for pitches for Gypsies and Travellers. There are 2 new proposed sites;
one near Hopton and the other near Weston.

Do you agree with this policy?
Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments. In your
response, please specify which particular site you are referring to, if relevant.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.

Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: pages 84 to 86
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Comments:

Q10. The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception
sites, new rural dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension of dwellings,
residential subdivision and conversion, housing mix and density, residential
amenity and extension to the curtilage of a dwelling.

The relevant policies are: 24, 26, 27, 28, 29, 21, 31, 32 and 33.
Do you agree with these policies?
Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments. If referring
to a specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: pages 73 to 89

Comments:
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Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11. The design and infrastructure chapter contains policies on urban design
general principles, architectural and landscape design, infrastructure to
support new development, electronic communications, protecting community
facilities and renewable and low carbon energy.

The relevant policies are: 34, 25, 36, 37, 38, 39 and 40.
Do you agree with these policies?
Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments. If referring
to a specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 91 to 99.

Comments:
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Environment Policies

Q12. The environment policies chapter contains policies on the historic
environment, flood risk, sustainable drainage, landscapes, Cannock Chase
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB), Green and blue infrastructure
network, biodiversity, Special Areas of Conservation (SAC), Trees, Pollution
and Air Quality.

The relevant policies are: 31, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50 and 51.
Do you agree with these policies?
Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments. If referring
to a specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 101 to 119.

Comments:
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Connections

Q13. The connections policies chapter contains policies on transport and
parking standards.

The relevant policies are: 52 and 53
Do you agree with these policies?
Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments. If referring
to a specific policy, please include the policy number.

Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.
Local Plan Preferred Options document reference: Pages 121 to 124.

Comments:
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Evidence Base

To support the Local Plan 2020-2040 an evidence base has been produced.

The evidence base is available to view on our website here:
www.staffordbc.qov.uk/new-Ip-2020-2040-evidence-base

Q14. Have we considered all relevant studies and reports as part of our local
plan?

Yes / No

Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments.
Explain your reasoning and add any evidence to justify your response.
Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.

Comments:

Q15. Do you think there is any further evidence required?
Yes / No
Select yes or no and then use the box below to add additional comments.

If you think additional evidence is needed, please state what you think should be
added and explain your reasoning.

Ensure any comments relate to the policy comment box you are completing.

Comments:
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General Comments

If you have any further comments to make on the Local Plan Preferred Options
document and evidence base, please use the box below.

Page 35

If you need further space to add comments, please add pages to the end of the
consultation form and reference which question you are answering.

Thank you for taking the time to complete this consultation form.

Completed forms can be submitted by email to:
strateqgicplanningconsultations@staffordbc.gov.uk

Or returned via post to: Strategic Planning and Placemaking, Stafford Borough
Council, Civic Centre, Riverside, Stafford, ST16 3AQ

The consultation closes at 12 noon on Monday 12 December 2022, comments
received after this date may not be considered.
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ATTACHMENT 1

Plan showing potential extent of employment allocation at Hixon Airfield
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Reference ID Code: 92; Knights on behalf of Lower Heamies Residents Association - Part A Page 38

From: Alan Corinaldi-knort: |

Sent: 09 December 2022 17:01

To: Strategic Planning

Cc:

Subject: Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020-2040 - Representation on Behalf of the Lower
Heamies Residents Association Ref:(238457489) (LOW3307/1)

Attachments: Letter to Stafford Borough Council - Local Plan Preferred Options Conultation Response

- LOW3307_1_238215482.pdf

Dear Sir / Madam

Please find attached a representation to the Stafford Borough Local Plan consultation on behalf of the Lower Heamies
Residents Association, which responds primarily to the proposed garden community at Meecebrook.

At the request of our client, this representation is copied to their local MP ([ | } 8EJEEEEE). 2nd the clerk of Chebsey
Parish Council (I EGNGNGG_G_G)

| would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this representation and we trust that you will take these
representations into account when formulating the next version of the Local Plan for Stafford Borough.

Regards

Alan Corinaldi-Knott
Senior Associate

Knights

W www.knightsplc.com

Knights

Please click here to view our email disclaimer.

Knights is a trading name of Knights Professional Services Limited which is authorised and regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA ID: 620595).
Please click here to view our email disclaimer.



Reference ID Code: 92; Knights on behalf of Lower Heamies Residents Association - Part B Page 39

From: Preferred Options Consultation _
Sent: 12 December 2022 11:11

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Alan Corinaldi-Knott

Email: I

Agents and Developers

Organisation or Company: Knights - on behalf of the Lower Heamies Residents Association
Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: ||}

Topics (Contents page): Vision and Objectives

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? To strengthen our town centres through a quality
environment and flexible mix of uses. , To deliver sustainable economic and housing growth
to provide income and jobs. and To deliver infrastructure led growth supported by accessible
services and facilities.

Development Strategy and Climate Change
Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?
Policy 1 (Development Strategy): No

Comments: The Local Plan focuses the most growth around Stafford, Stone and the proposed
garden community and Meecebrook with some small-scale allocations at Gnosall and
Woodseaves. Over half of all the proposed housing allocations are proposed to be delivered
at Meecebrook. The above approach could pose a real risk to the Council’s ability to
maintain a supply of deliverable housing sites upon the adoption of the Local Plan, or later in
the plan period if Meecebrook does not start delivering homes by 2030 as envisaged. In effect,
the council’s development strategy amounts to a “putting all of your eggs in one basket”
approach. The deliverability of Meecebrook will be discussed in more detail later in this
representation, but if Meecebrook isn’t delivered within the timescales envisaged, that would
likely lead to the authority being faced with speculative applications if it cannot demonstrate a
deliverable housing land supply later in the plan period. This would undermine the plan-led
approach to development in the Borough that the Council is rightly seeking to pursue. This
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issue was highlighted in a report on Garden Communities by development consultancy
Lichfields who highlighted the risks of relying on garden communities in local plans and
providing the necessary evidence base to pass the key tests of soundness in the NPPF. The
LPA should note that the current strategy promoted in the Preferred Options Plan appears to
stifle growth in and around existing villages, even those with a range of local services and
facilities that cater for the daily needs of residents in those settlements. Given that housing
affordability is becoming an increasing issue in rural areas, and that it is recognised in
national policy that some additional housing in rural communities can help support the
viability of local services and facilities, the strategy currently proposed would appear to
conflict with the broad thrust of national policy to support sustainable rural communities. The
above development strategy is therefore considered to be a more viable, realistic, and
deliverable strategy than the one which is currently being pursued by the Council. Itis
considered that the above approach would be more viable and deliverable and that any
proposals for larger scale garden communities could form the basis of any future Local Plan
or a Local Plan review, which would give sufficient time for the various issues highlighted in
this letter to be resolved without rushing the plan through to an examination or finding that
the plan subsequently fails because insufficient numbers of homes are being delivered. As
the Council will of course be aware, a significant element of the Meecebrrok site was to
comprise previously developed land, which comprised the Ministry of Defence land at
Swynnerton. The residents understand that the Issues and Options process when
Meecebrook was identified as the favoured option would have placed this site in a very
favourable position. However, residents also understand that the process has not been
undertaken again following the removal of the MoD land. This would ensure that the Council
has a robust and deliverable strategy, and at such a point that a large garden community has
progressed further and is found to be more deliverable, then it would be more appropriate to
consider including a garden community at Meecebrook in a local plan further into the
future. Considering the conclusions of this representation, the current development strategy
for the Borough and the Meecebrook Garden Community is considered to be unsound on the
basis that there is an insufficient level of robust evidence to demonstrate that the plan is
realistic, viable and deliverable, and the Council is encouraged to rethink the proposed Local
Plan strategy.

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Yes

Comments: No reply
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Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: No

Comments: We note from the Council’s Local Development Scheme that it envisages
submitting the plan for examination during 2024 and that the plan, if found sound, would be
adopted around Autumn 2024. Given the time it takes Local Plans to be prepared and
examined, it is considered that it may more likely that the plan is adopted during 2025, as
invariably, many plans require Main Modifications at examination stage. This would have
implications for the timely delivery of a garden community at Meecebrook. It is noted from the
Council’s Lead-in Times and Build Rate Assumptions Topic Paper that a development of 500
dwellings or more in the Borough would have a lead-in time of 4.5 years with an outline
planning application in place. For Meecebrook to start delivering homes from 2030, this
would require outline planning permission to be in place by mid-2025. This would require
work on preparing a planning application to be commencing now, with a planning application
being submitted before the end of 2024. An emerging development plan would carry limited
weight in the determination of a planning application until such time that it had passed
examination, so the LPA would be unable to determine a planning application favourably until
the new Local Plan is nearing adoption. Following this, any resolution to grant planning
permission would need to be subject to the negotiation of a Section 106 Agreement which is
likely to be complex and involve a number of landowners before it can be executed and
planning permission granted. Following any grant of permission, detailed consents would
need to be secured and conditions discharged before any physical works on site could be
undertaken, and it is likely that significant infrastructure would need to be delivered before
any dwellings can be delivered as part of the proposed garden community. Further to this,
the Local Plan consultation indicates that the delivery of 3,000 dwellings at Meecebrook would
take place between 2030 and 2040, equating to the delivery of 300 dwellings per annum. Given
the challenges highlighted above, it is unlikely that 300 dwellings per annum would be
delivered at Meecebrook, particularly during the early years of the development. Added to
this, the Council’s Lead-in Times and Built Rate Assumptions Topic Paper sets out that build
out rate assumptions for developments of 2,000 plus dwellings would be 160 dwellings per
annum, but then goes on to suggest that Meecebrook would deliver 300 dwellings per annum
without any evidential basis for such an assumption. Even if it was to be accepted that
Meecebrook would start to deliver housing from 2030, the Council’s more considered build
rate assumptions of 160 dwellings per annum suggest that only around 1600 dwellings would
be delivered at Meecebrook during the plan period. There doesn’t appear to be any evidence
to demonstrate how the proposed garden community would be phased, whether all
landowners within the proposed garden community have made their land available for
development, nor has any evidence been presented to demonstrate that a developer or
consortium of developers have been appointed or even approached to be development
partners for the site. If no developers or consortium of developers are on board as delivery
partners, then it would not be possible to ascertain the deliverability of the site and over what
timeframe. With regards to the landowner point, the residents have it on good authority that
one of the land owners has removed in excess of 200 acres from the identified area, which
would considerably dilute the point of having the garden community in the location. It is
therefore considered that the envisaged delivery of dwellings at Meecebrook from 2030 is
unrealistic and that 3000 dwellings would not be delivered during the plan period. This would
undermine the overall development strategy for the Borough with potential implications for
the plan-led delivery of housing. By way of a practical and real-life illustration of the
significant amount of time it can take for new communities to come forward, the Cheshire
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East Local Plan was adopted in 2017 with a proposal for two growth villages to the north and
south of the Borough. The southern growth village that was proposed outside of Crewe
proposed 650 dwellings, and the northern growth village at Handforth proposed 1600
dwellings with associated services, facilities and infrastructure. The Cheshire East Local Plan
is now 5 years old, and a planning application has yet to be submitted for either of the
proposed growth villages, even in the context of a Borough with a very strong housing
market. Both of these growth villages are located adjacent to the strategic road network in
contrast to Meecebrook, which is located away from the strategic road network where road
upgrades would be required for the size of development proposed to connect to it. This
serves to demonstrate the significant amount of time it can take for new settlements to come
forward, even in the case of an area with a very strong housing market. In light of these
considerations, it is likely to take significantly longer than the Council envisage for any
garden community at Meecebrook to come forward. In addition to the above, deliverability of
a new settlement has been considered in the examination of the Tunbridge Wells Borough
Local Plan where the Inspector has published their initial findings . The Inspector’s findings
at paragraph 31 are clear that paragraph 73 of the Framework requires local planning
authorities to make realistic assessments of delivery rates and lead in times, and paragraph
33 of the Inspector’s findings refer to the fact that neither the landowner or the council had
any prior experience of delivering a scheme of such a size or complexity. Paragraphs 34 and
35 are clear about the complexities of delivering new settlements, the various stages required
to secure planning permission and subsequent delivery rates. The findings of the Inspector in
Tunbridge Wells echo are concerns expressed in this representation. Turning to some of the
specific matters detailed in the Concept Masterplan, the proposed garden community is to
deliver a primary school and a secondary school, mixed use areas, commercial uses, and
local centres / community hubs, in addition to a railway station. At this stage, limited
evidence has been published to properly explore the deliverability and viability of the above,
nor has any evidence been published to demonstrate the deliverability of the proposed
railway station. Whilst some technical studies have been produced to establish the feasibility
of a railway station in the location proposed, there is no evidence to demonstrate whether:
Discussions have been held with Network Rail to demonstrate whether they consider a
railway station could be provided in this location. » Discussions have been held with both
Network Rail and train operators to demonstrate whether train timetables can be adjusted to
accommodate an additional station in this location and to what extent timetables may be
affected by the works and subsequent operation of HS2. « Other landowners around the
vicinity of the proposed railway station have been consulted in terms of ensuring sufficient
land is available around the proposed railway station for both the effective operation and
maintenance of the railway station and the associated station buildings, platforms, vehicular
access, parking, pick-up and drop-off and bus waiting facilities. We note that the Council has
published a questions and answers document which suggests that Meecebrook is not
dependent on a station being built and the lack of a station would not automatically result in
the proposal being removed from the plan. Paragraph 73 of the Framework is clear that new
settlements should be served by a genuine choice of transport modes. At this stage, it is not
clear how and when rail and bus services would be provided. This issue has been considered
as part of the ongoing examination of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan referred to
above. a new settlement is proposed to the east of Tonbridge where a railway line passes
through the proposed new settlement. No station was proposed in that location, and it was
unclear what bus provision could be provided, such that it was unclear as to whether or not
genuine alternatives to the private car could be provided . This is comparable to the current
situation at Meecebrook where limited opportunities for sustainable transport modes are
currently available. The policy is not clear as to how or when the social and physical
infrastructure will be delivered and whether it would need to be in place upon completion of

4
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the first phases of residential development. Without any phasing details, the proposal could
lead to some unsustainable patterns of development if any services and facilities are not
delivered in a timely manner, or elements of the project later become unviable. This would
result in a significant number of residents commuting using private transport to access
services and facilities in other settlements that are absent from any new garden community in
these circumstances. As things stand, it is not considered that the proposed garden
community at Meecebrook would be found sound at the Local Plan examination. This is the
case for the following reasons: * No justification has been provided to demonstrate that the
inclusion of the garden community and Meecebrook is justified when assessed against
reasonable alternatives, such as other urban extensions around Stone and Stafford,
additional development around other larger rural settlements, or other smaller and potentially
more deliverable garden communities. * No delivery and implementation evidence are
available in light of relevant information about land ownership, delivery model and
infrastructure requirements. * No robust evidence has been presented regarding scheme
viabilty
Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 9 (North of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): Yes

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): Yes
Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): No reply
Comments: No reply

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No reply
Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No reply

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No reply
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Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and support
home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: No reply

Comments: No reply

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for Gypsies
and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies
Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply
Comments: No reply

Evidence Base
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Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No

Comments: Please see comments provided elsewhere in response to the proposed garden
community at Meecebrook

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? Yes

Comments: Please see comments provided elsewhere in response to the proposed garden
community at Meecebrook

General Comments:
The comments boxes are insufficient in size to provide full detailed responses through this

form. A full representation on behalf of the Lower Heamies Residents Association has been
sent to the Planning Policy Team via email and copied to the Parish Council and the local MP.
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Our Reference CCOP1/AKNO1/LOW3307/1
Your Reference K : ht
Please ask for Alan Corinaldi-Knott nlg s
Telephone ]
Email ]
Planning Policy
Stafford Borough Council
Civic Centre
Riverside
Stafford
ST16 3AQ
BY EMAIL
Dear Sirs

Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020 — 2040 - Preferred Options Consultation — Representation on
behalf of the Lower Heamies Residents Association

This representation is submitted on behalf of the residents of Lower Heamies who are members of the
Lower Heamies Resident’'s Association (See Appendix A for list of representors) in response to the
Stafford Borough Local Plan 2020 — 2040 Preferred Options Consultation.

Turning to the development strategy first of all, the Local Plan focuses the most growth around Stafford,
Stone and the proposed garden community and Meecebrook with some small-scale allocations at Gnosall
and Woodseaves. Over half of all the proposed housing allocations are proposed to be delivered at
Meecebrook.

The above approach could pose a real risk to the Council’s ability to maintain a supply of deliverable
housing sites upon the adoption of the Local Plan, or later in the plan period if Meecebrook does not start
delivering homes by 2030 as envisaged. In effect, the council’s development strategy amounts to a
“putting all of your eggs in one basket” approach.

The deliverability of Meecebrook will be discussed in more detail later in this representation, but if
Meecebrook isn’t delivered within the timescales envisaged, that would likely lead to the authority being
faced with speculative applications if it cannot demonstrate a deliverable housing land supply later in the
plan period. This would undermine the plan-led approach to development in the Borough that the Council
is rightly seeking to pursue. This issue was highlighted in a report on Garden Communities by
development consultancy Lichfields! who highlighted the risks of relying on garden communities in local
plans and providing the necessary evidence base to pass the key tests of soundness in the NPPF.

We note from the Council’s Local Development Scheme that it envisages submitting the plan for
examination during 2024 and that the plan, if found sound, would be adopted around Autumn 2024. Given
the time it takes Local Plans to be prepared and examined, it is considered that it may more likely that

nsight: How does your garden grow? A stock take on planning for the Governments Garden
5programme (December 2019)

Knights is the trading name of Knights Professional Services Limited which is a limited company registered in England and Wales, registered no. 08453370 and authorised and
regulated by the Solicitors Regulation Authority under number 620595. Registered office is | R RN /AT no. 208 8271 04
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the plan is adopted during 2025, as invariably, many plans require Main Modifications at examination
stage. This would have implications for the timely delivery of a garden community at Meecebrook.

It is noted from the Council’s Lead-in Times and Build Rate Assumptions Topic Paper that a development
of 500 dwellings or more in the Borough would have a lead-in time of 4.5 years with an outline planning
application in place.

For Meecebrook to start delivering homes from 2030, this would require outline planning permission to
be in place by mid-2025. A large-scale development of 3,000 dwellings would be considered to be EIA
development and would require substantive technical reports and assessments to be undertaken and
carried out prior to the submission of any such planning application for a garden community.

This would require work on preparing a planning application to be commencing now, with a planning
application being submitted before the end of 2024. An emerging development plan would carry limited
weight in the determination of a planning application until such time that it had passed examination, so
the LPA would be unable to determine a planning application favourably until the new Local Plan is
nearing adoption. Following this, any resolution to grant planning permission would need to be subject to
the negotiation of a Section 106 Agreement which is likely to be complex and involve a number of
landowners before it can be executed and planning permission granted. A Section 106 Agreement is also
likely to require the involvement of Network Rail to secure the delivery of the proposed railway station.

Following any grant of permission, detailed consents would need to be secured and conditions discharged
before any physical works on site could be undertaken, and it is likely that significant infrastructure would
need to be delivered before any dwellings can be delivered as part of the proposed garden community.

Further to this, the Local Plan consultation indicates that the delivery of 3,000 dwellings at Meecebrook
would take place between 2030 and 2040, equating to the delivery of 300 dwellings per annum. Given
the challenges highlighted above, it is unlikely that 300 dwellings per annum would be delivered at
Meecebrook, particularly during the early years of the development. Added to this, the Council's Lead-in
Times and Built Rate Assumptions Topic Paper sets out that build out rate assumptions for developments
of 2,000 plus dwellings would be 160 dwellings per annum, but then goes on to suggest that Meecebrook
would deliver 300 dwellings per annum without any evidential basis for such an assumption. Even if it
was to be accepted that Meecebrook would start to deliver housing from 2030, the Council’s more
considered build rate assumptions of 160 dwellings per annum suggest that only around 1600 dwellings
would be delivered at Meecebrook during the plan period.

There doesn’t appear to be any evidence to demonstrate how the proposed garden community would be
phased, whether all landowners within the proposed garden community have made their land available
for development, nor has any evidence been presented to demonstrate that a developer or consortium of
developers have been appointed or even approached to be development partners for the site. If no
developers or consortium of developers are on board as delivery partners, then it would not be possible
to ascertain the deliverability of the site and over what timeframe.
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With regards to the landowner point, the residents have it on good authority that one of the land owners
has removed in excess of 200 acres from the identified area, which would considerably dilute the point of
having the garden community in the location.

It is therefore considered that the envisaged delivery of dwellings at Meecebrook from 2030 is unrealistic
and that 3000 dwellings would not be delivered during the plan period. This would undermine the overall
development strategy for the Borough with potential implications for the plan-led delivery of housing.

By way of a practical and real-life illustration of the significant amount of time it can take for new
communities to come forward, the Cheshire East Local Plan was adopted in 2017 with a proposal for two
growth villages to the north and south of the Borough. The southern growth village that was proposed
outside of Crewe proposed 650 dwellings, and the northern growth village at Handforth proposed 1600
dwellings with associated services, facilities and infrastructure. The Cheshire East Local Plan is now 5
years old, and a planning application has yet to be submitted for either of the proposed growth villages,
even in the context of a Borough with a very strong housing market. Both of these growth villages are
located adjacent to the strategic road network in contrast to Meecebrook, which is located away from the
strategic road network where road upgrades would be required for the size of development proposed to
connect to it. This serves to demonstrate the significant amount of time it can take for new settlements to
come forward, even in the case of an area with a very strong housing market. In light of these
considerations, it is likely to take significantly longer than the Council envisage for any garden community
at Meecebrook to come forward.

In addition to the above, deliverability of a new settlement has been considered in the examination of the
Tunbridge Wells Borough Local Plan where the Inspector has published their initial findings?.

The Inspector’s findings at paragraph 31 are clear that paragraph 73 of the Framework requires local
planning authorities to make realistic assessments of delivery rates and lead in times, and paragraph 33
of the Inspector’s findings refer to the fact that neither the landowner or the council had any prior
experience of delivering a scheme of such a size or complexity. Paragraphs 34 and 35 are clear about
the complexities of delivering new settlements, the various stages required to secure planning permission
and subsequent delivery rates. The findings of the Inspector in Tunbridge Wells echo are concerns
expressed in this representation.

Turning to some of the specific matters detailed in the Concept Masterplan, the proposed garden
community is to deliver a primary school and a secondary school, mixed use areas, commercial uses,
and local centres / community hubs, in addition to a railway station.

At this stage, limited evidence has been published to properly explore the deliverability and viability of the
above, nor has any evidence been published to demonstrate the deliverability of the proposed railway
station. Whilst some technical studies have been produced to establish the feasibility of a railway station
in the location proposed, there is no evidence to demonstrate whether:

2 Tunbridge Wells Local Plan Examination Library Document ID-012
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< Discussions have been held with Network Rail to demonstrate whether they consider a railway
station could be provided in this location.

< Discussions have been held with both Network Rail and train operators to demonstrate whether
train timetables can be adjusted to accommodate an additional station in this location and to what
extent timetables may be affected by the works and subsequent operation of HS2.

e Other landowners around the vicinity of the proposed railway station have been consulted in
terms of ensuring sufficient land is available around the proposed railway station for both the
effective operation and maintenance of the railway station and the associated station buildings,
platforms, vehicular access, parking, pick-up and drop-off and bus waiting facilities.

We note that the Council has published a questions and answers document which suggests that
Meecebrook is not dependent on a station being built and the lack of a station would not automatically
result in the proposal being removed from the plan.

Paragraph 73 of the Framework is clear that new settlements should be served by a genuine choice of
transport modes. At this stage, it is not clear how and when rail and bus services would be provided. This
issue has been considered as part of the ongoing examination of the Tunbridge Wells Borough Local
Plan referred to above.

In the case of the above, a new settlement is proposed to the east of Tonbridge where a railway line
passes through the proposed new settlement. No station was proposed in that location, and it was unclear
what bus provision could be provided, such that it was unclear as to whether or not genuine alternatives
to the private car could be provided?. This is comparable to the current situation at Meecebrook where
limited opportunities for sustainable transport modes are currently available.

The policy is not clear as to how or when the social and physical infrastructure will be delivered and
whether it would need to be in place upon completion of the first phases of residential development.
Without any phasing details, the proposal could lead to some unsustainable patterns of development if
any services and facilities are not delivered in a timely manner, or elements of the project later become
unviable. This would result in a significant number of residents commuting using private transport to
access services and facilities in other settlements that are absent from any new garden community in
these circumstances.

As things stand, it is not considered that the proposed garden community at Meecebrook would be found
sound at the Local Plan examination. This is the case for the following reasons:

* Nojustification has been provided to demonstrate that the inclusion of the garden community and
Meecebrook is justified when assessed against reasonable alternatives, such as other urban
extensions around Stone and Stafford, additional development around other larger rural
settlements, or other smaller and potentially more deliverable garden communities.

* No delivery and implementation evidence are available in light of relevant information about land
ownership, delivery model and infrastructure requirements.

3 See paragraphs 12-15 of examination library document ID-012.



Page 50

Knights

« No robust evidence has been presented to date regarding scheme viability which considers the
necessary infrastructure, affordable housing provision, a realistic delivery trajectory and robust
cost and value assumptions.

* No robust evidence has been presented to demonstrate that necessary is available and whether
or not further external funding is required, such as Homes England or Government funding,
whether such funding has been applied for and secured, and whether or not any uncertainty
around such funding has been factored into the overall delivery trajectory for the project.

In light of the above considerations, it is considered that as matters stand, the inclusion of the garden
community at Meecebrook would be found to be unsound at examination and the Council would be unable
to adopt a local plan in its current form.

It is therefore suggested that the Council should promote a development strategy that prioritises the
following strategy:

1. Growth around the two largest settlements in the Borough (Stafford and Stone).

2. Garden community proposals as an extension to existing settlements where there are already
services and infrastructure available to serve the early phases of development and better access
to the strategic transport network.

3. Growth around the larger rural settlements (not just Woodseaves and Gnosall), including site
allocations.

4. Some limited growth around the smaller rural settlements, including some small site allocations
in addition to facilitating some rounding off and infilling.

Added to the above considerations, the LPA should note that the current strategy promoted in the
Preferred Options Plan appears to stifle growth in and around existing villages, even those with a range
of local services and facilities that cater for the daily needs of residents in those settlements. Given that
housing affordability is becoming an increasing issue in rural areas, and that it is recognised in national
policy that some additional housing in rural communities can help support the viability of local services
and facilities, the strategy currently proposed would appear to conflict with the broad thrust of national
policy to support sustainable rural communities. The above development strategy is therefore considered
to be a more viable, realistic, and deliverable strategy than the one which is currently being pursued by
the Council.

It is considered that the above approach would be more viable and deliverable and that any proposals for
larger scale garden communities could form the basis of any future Local Plan or a Local Plan review,
which would give sufficient time for the various issues highlighted in this letter to be resolved without
rushing the plan through to an examination or finding that the plan subsequently fails because insufficient
numbers of homes are being delivered.

As the Council will of course be aware, a significant element of the Meecebrrok site was to comprise
previously developed land, which comprised the Ministry of Defence land at Swynnerton. The residents
understand that the Issues and Options process when Meecebrook was identified as the favoured option
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would have placed this site in a very favourable position. However, residents also understand that the
process has not been undertaken again following the removal of the MoD land.

This would ensure that the Council has a robust and deliverable strategy, and at such a point that a large
garden community has progressed further and is found to be more deliverable, then it would be more
appropriate to consider including a garden community at Meecebrook in a local plan further into the future.

Considering the conclusions of this representation, the current development strategy for the Borough and
the Meecebrook Garden Community is considered to be unsound on the basis that there is an insufficient
level of robust evidence to demonstrate that the plan is realistic, viable and deliverable, and the Council
is encouraged to rethink the proposed Local Plan strategy.

The Residents Association would like to thank the Council for the opportunity to comment on the Local
Plan and welcomes the efforts of the Council to continue to ensure that it has an up-to-date development
plan in place to maintain a plan-led approach to development across the Borough.

However, this representation expresses substantive reservations about the overall development strategy
for the Borough, and, has substantive reservations about the deliverability of such a large garden
community in the location proposed.

The Resident’'s Association doesn’t object to the principle of garden communities per se and recognises
that open market and affordable housing needs must be met somewhere, even in locations which may
not be welcome to communities adjacent to where they will be located. The Resident’s Association also
acknowledges the substantial social and economic benefits that are generated through the delivery of
homes and infrastructure.

However, it is considered that the proposed garden community at Meecebrook is undeliverable, and that
the Council should re-consider their strategy and look more closely at other more reasonable alternatives.

We trust that you will take these representations into consideration when preparing the next draft of the
Local Plan.

Yours faithfully

ALAN CORINALDI-KNOTT

Copy: |
|

APPENDIX A
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List of representors that make up the Lower Heamies Residents Association:

Robert and Elizabeth Grove

Stephen and Lesley Perkins

Leon and Christine Kinnersley

Robert and Sharon Fielding

Nicholas and Theresa Glassey

David and Elizabeth Heaton

Louis and Colline Lotter
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From: Michael Askew I

Sent: 01 December 2022 09:36

To: Strategic Planning

Cc: |

Subject: Strategic Representations to Preferred Options version of the Local Plan 2020 -
2040 on behalf of Stone Utility Services Limited

Attachments: 4704-02-01 Outline Masterplan.pdf __AIT128_1_130982833.pdf; Stone Utility
Services Limited - Strategic Representations to Preferred Options of Local Plan
1.12.22.pdf

Sir / Madam,

In addition to the online submission form that was completed today (by Knights on behalf of Stone Utility Services
Limited) please find attached our details strategic representation letter and a copy of the masterplan that was
submitted for the proposed Cold Norton Employment Estate (SHELLA ref. CHEO06) for ease of reference.

The letter sets out in detail our case in favour of why draft Policies 3 and 17 should be amended to allocate this site
as an employment estate in the Local Plan 2020-2040.

| would be grateful if you could take this into account when reviewing the Preferred Options consultee responses.
Regards,

Michael

Michael Askew
Senior Associate
BA(Hons) PG Dip MRTPI

Knights

W www.knightsplc.com

Knights
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From: Preferred Options Consultation | IEENIININGEGEGEEEEEEE
Sent: 01 December 2022 09:31

To: Strategic Planning Consultations

Subject: Preferred Options Consultation - Submitted Response

Full name: Michael Askew

Email: I

Agents and Developers

Organisation or Company: Knights (agents) on behalf of Stone Utility Services Limited
Age: Prefer not to say / not applicable

Added to database: |l

Topics (Contents page): Site Allocation Policies

Vision and Objectives

Q1 - Which 3 are most important to you? Not asked

Development Strategy and Climate Change

Q2 - Do you agree with each of the policies in this chapter?

Policy 1 (Development Strategy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 2 (Settlement Hierarchy): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 3 (Development in open countryside): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Policy 4 (Climate change and development requirements): Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Policy 5 (Green Belt): Not asked

Comments: Not asked
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Policy 6 (Neighbourhood plans): Not asked

Comments: Not asked

Meecebrook Garden Community

Q3 - Do you agree with proposed new garden community: Not asked
Comments: Not asked

Site Allocation Policies

Q4 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?

Policy 9 (North of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 10 (West of Stafford): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 11 (Stafford Station Gateway): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 12 (Other housing and employment land): Yes

Comments: See supporting letter dated 1 December 2022 which seeks to allocate Cold

Norton Employment Estate (SHELLA ref. CHEO06) as an allocated employment estate. It is
therefore requested that Policies 3 and 17 be amended accordingly.

Site Allocation Policies (continued)

Q5 - Do you agree with the proposed allocations?
Policy 13 (Local Green Space): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 14 (Penk and Sow): No

Comments: No reply

Policy 15 (Stone Countryside): No

Comments: No reply

Economy Policies

Q6 - The local plan seeks to protect previously allocated and designated industrial land and
support home working and small-scale employment uses. Do you agree: Yes

Comments: In addition to the existing proposed Employment Allocations that have been
2
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suggested, it is requested that Cold Norton Employment Estate (SHELLA ref. CHEOQ6) be included
within these allocations.

Q7 - The Stafford Borough Plan proposes policies around the town centres uses, agriculture and
forestry development, tourism development and canals. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Housing Policies

Q8 - The local plan proposed a policy (23) on affordable housing. Do you agree? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q9 - The local plan proposes a policy (30) to help meet identified local need for pitches for
Gypsies and Travellers. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Q10 - The local plan proposes policies around homes for life, rural exception sites, new rural
dwellings, replacement dwellings, extension etc. Do you agree? No reply

Comments: No reply

Design and Infrastructure Policies

Q11 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Environment Policies

Q12 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Connections

Q13 - Do you agree with policies? No reply

Comments: No reply

Evidence Base

Q14 - Have we considered all relevant studies and reports? No reply
Comments: No reply

Q15 - Do you think there is any further evidence required? No reply
Comments: No reply

General Comments:
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No reply
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Our R