Item 7 Appendix 1c

	Section Title
3 Location of Development (Excluding Location of Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation)

	Number of responses

112

	Summary of main points

Location of Development 

Statutory consultees:
Northamptonshire Police:

The Police Force and NFRS acknowledge the need to take account of the LDD alongside the Joint Core Strategy review and the fact that housing and employment allocations will be accompanied by design principles. The Police Force and NFRS welcome that the specific design principles will be produced. It is essential that all new developments have design principles which consider the implementation of community and fire safety design measures. The sustainability of development can be greatly enhanced through the implementation of the principles of designing out crime, including arson. 
Desborough Town Council: 
Where are the jobs going to be identified for Desborough with no proposed employment option? Table 4 – 729 jobs have been identified for Rothwell but none for Desborough. Why are the figures substantially higher for Rothwell? There are no allocations or permissions for B1 or B2 offices/ general industry in Desborough or associated jobs. Desborough Town Council would like to see B1 offices and B2 General Industry in Desborough.
Other consultees
:
· Land at Harborough Road, Desborough provides a suitable location for development. (1)

· Support the overall approach to distribution of development. The inclusion of Burton Latimer as a location to accommodate further growth is supported. (1)
· Area of land planning reference (KET/2004/1308) should be included in the settlement boundary. (1)

· Concern that the setting of thresholds of 500 dwellings and 5ha employment does not accord with the adopted CSS. (1)

· It is a matter of concern that there is no question on the location and scale of development proposed within the Borough. (2)
· It is a ridiculous state of affairs that Desborough and Rothwell are to have a quarter of the houses Kettering and Burton Latimer are to have, considering the sizes of the towns and the extra housing Desborough has already had allocated to it yet the number of jobs is so low in comparison. (1)
· Concern about the possible confusion which will arise from the Rothwell North sites allocation in three separate Development Plan Documents; namely: The pre-submission Rothwell and Desborough Urban Extensions Area Action Plan; The Site Specific Proposals LDD Options Paper; and the emerging North Northamptonshire Joint Core Strategy Review. (1)
· It is not clear whether the figure for allocations and planning permissions in Rothwell includes the 104 homes granted for KET/2009/0474. (1)
· Have I misunderstood, or is there something odd about having fewer new jobs than new houses? Do we predict each house having on average less than one employed occupant, or are the jobs expected to be elsewhere? (1)
Settlement Boundaries and Development in the Open Counryside

Statutory consultees:
English Heritage: 
· Option 5 - Development in open countryside.  We broadly support this option. 

· Option 6 – Clearly, by identifying settlement boundaries there is greater clarity about the potential location of development. However, especially within Conservation Areas, there should be a criterion to ensure that unacceptable infill does not occur. The proposed open space and historically and visually important open space will ensure that larger areas of significant open space within a settlement boundary will be protected (together with any designated heritage assets), but the Conservation Area appraisal / management plan should be used to understand the character of the place and whether infill is acceptable. This issue was highlighted in the Sustainability Appraisal, but has not been addressed in the draft policy. We would welcome clarification of the statement in paragraph 3.3.7, which implies that additional allocations will be added into the boundaries, will this be the subject of an additional consultation?

Cranford Parish Council:

Strict control over open countryside, especially relating to Kettering East and item 1 in option 5 should remain the main consideration. 3.3.3 Relating to sustainable, their needs to be a gain in biodiversity to balance the effects of Kettering East.

Ashley Parish Council:

Support option 5 (a policy detailing appropriate development in open countryside). Option 6 (settlement boundaries) – support the policy and principles. Disagree with option 7 (include a criteria based policy for whether development is included within the built framework) – this policy would create conflict with local people.

Sport England:

Supports the principle of protecting playing fields as proposed in option 6 and 7.

Desborough Town Council:

Page 21 - principle 3 and page 50 green infrastructure – identifies the importance and development of green space and amenity land.

Other consultees:
· Concern over principles 1, 3 and 4 in seeking to mark the built up limit. Principle 2 represents the most appropriate means to identify the boundaries. (1)
· Boundaries should be drawn using principle 2 and should not be drawn too tightly. (1)

· Support for preparation of boundaries but Burton Latimer boundary should include area north of Weetabix which was previously granted planning permission (1)

· Support option 5 - only development appropriate to the countryside and sympathetic in character should be allowed. (2)
· Disagree with option 5 – there should be no development in the open countryside it is abused and is inconsistent with the NPPF. (2)

· Support option 6 (11)

· Provided new allocations are fully consulted on. (1)

· Settlement development should be controlled by Neighbourhood Plans. (1)

· Allotments should also be protected.  (1)

· Favour settlement boundaries in 1995 Local Plan. (1)

· The principles espoused by Building in Tradition – The Rockingham Forest Countryside Design Summary should be supported. (1)

· Existing permissions should only be included in the boundary if it can be demonstrated development is deliverable in the plan period. (1)
· Support the principles in option 6 and the proposal to include curtilages which are contained and visually separated from the open countryside. (1)
· Support the principles in options 6. Boundary for Rothwell should be revised to include KET/2009/0474. (1)
· Support the drawing of settlement boundaries but these should be drawn to conform with the NPPF and must not exclude land that could support sustainable development or be drawn like a straight jacket around the built up framework. (1)

· Option 7 should not be progressed. (3)
· Option 7 - Support the option to exclude playing fields and open space, this should include the Hawthorn Leisure Centre. (1)
· Option 7 strict rules need to be created to avoid abuse, planners and KBC must be seen to enforce the rules, they singularly fail to be seen to do so currently and are therefore seen to be a soft option. (1)
Re-use and Redevelopment of Rural Buildings and Farm Diversification

Statutory consultees:

English Heritage:

We would support the inclusion of a policy which encourages the reuse of buildings and includes reference to conserving the historic character of the buildings. Re-use of buildings for employment purposes can result in a more sympathetic conversion of historic buildings. While it is preferable for farm buildings to be retained in agricultural use, a sensitive and well-designed scheme that conserves historic rural buildings would be beneficial. 

NCC Highways:

Welcomes and agrees that any policy criteria relating to the re-use or re-development of buildings in rural areas should include the consideration of traffic generation as part of determining the acceptability of proposals and agrees the inclusion of traffic and visitor generation within the policy scope with regards to a policy addressing farm diversification.

Northamptonshire Police and Northamptonshire Fire and Rescue:

Buildings which are left uninhabited or derelict can become a target for crime and anti-social behaviour. Derelict or uninhabited buildings should therefore be re-used, redeveloped or removed as deemed most appropriate.

In reference to paragraph 3.4.3 which states that ‘due to their location, such developments must be carefully controlled’, the location of rural buildings can provide a challenge. For example, those which are remotely located may be more susceptible to crime, including arson, and therefore it is essential that safety design principles are included in the policy. In addition, such buildings can be located a distance from the highway and therefore emergency service access should also be a key consideration.

As stated within paragraph 3.4.5 some potential negative impacts on crime were identified – to ensure that these are mitigated through design this will require full engagement and liaison with Force Crime Prevention Design Advisors.

The Force and NFRS welcomes reference to design, safety and traffic within Option 8. In addition we would welcome reference to designing out crime, and ensuring community safety.

Other consultees:

Options 8 (have a policy for the re-use of rural buildings) and 9 (not have a policy)
Policy covering re-use or redevelopment of rural buildings should be included.
(11)

Needs to be strongly controlled and focused more on employment uses and wealth creation. (1)

Needs to recognise differences between traditional construction and modern buildings. Building in differentiation between three locations over complicated things. (1)

The scope seems reasonable, but the outcomes should be monitored and the scope changed if necessary. (2)

Should recognise that in some cases residential is most appropriate use. (3)

Agree. (1)

Support for rural enterprise should include well designed new buildings as well as conversions. (1)

If the countryside is to be protected there needs to be a policy for the re-use or re-development of rural buildings. Temporary structures such as stables in fields should not be allowed to become permanent developments. (1)

Policy scope needs to be location specific. (1)

Policy covering re-use or redevelopment of rural buildings should not be included. (1)

Hierarchical approach is supported. (7)

But should not be so restrictive that is stops anything happening. (1)

Hierarchical approach is not supported. (2)

This approach would not be flexible enough to take into account changing circumstances over the plan period and does not take into account individual circumstances. (1)

Needs to be flexible to take into account site circumstances. (1)

Options 10 (to have a policy for agriculture and equine diversification) and 11 (to not have a policy)
Policy on farm diversification should be included. (12)

Title of option is misleading as doesn’t deal with equine diversification, equine use is a potential form of farm diversification. (1)

Scope seems reasonable but outcomes should be monitored to ensure results are positive. (1)

Potential farm diversification policy should maintain a flexible approach, allowing for innovation, local entrepreneurship and the development of leisure uses, including holiday lets and Bed and Breakfast in appropriate locations in order to support the local economy. (1)

This policy is contrary to the NPPF and will restrict economic growth in rural areas. Surely it is for villages to decide the mix and type of buildings and facilities that should be planned for within their village? (1)

Farm diversification needs definition so it is not abused. (1)

Needs to be flexible to take into account changing circumstances and to allow enterprises to grow and expand. (1)

Policy should not be included each case is unique. (1)

Option 11 should not be progressed. (2)

Location of HGV Parking Facilities
Statutory consultees:
NCC Highways:

Agree with question 6 (to have a policy protecting HGV) – The Northamptonshire Transportation Plan (adopted April 2012) recognises and highlights the chronic shortage of secure lorry parking spaces and driver facilitiies on the A14, and the Council's commitment to work with our partners to reduce the impact of good vehicles on local communities. The Council therefore supports a policy to protect a HGV parking facility, should a suitable site be identified within Kettering Borough.
English Heritage:

Agree with question 6 (a policy protecting HGV).  Option 12 - Location of HGV Parking Facilities. The identification of a site and the requirement to restore the land back to open countryside would provide clarity and there would be an opportunity to ensure that the site does not adversely affect heritage assets and their setting. The Sustainability Appraisal should recognise the potential implications for cultural heritage.
Police and Fire and Rescue:

Agree with question 6 - The Force welcomes the development of future secure parking facilities across the County. The lack of appropriate available parking feeds further opportunity for crime against HGV vehicles and facilitates dangerous parking on Industrial Estates. Appropriate facilities therefore need to be ensured.
Desborough Town Council:

Concern raised that Desborough would become a site for HGV’s to park

Broughton Parish Council
Disagree policy should be included - A14 truck stop absolutely but not necessarily in the Kettering Borough, ideal site already available at Thrapston, Islip Furnaces.
Consultees:

Policy on HGV parking should be included (4)

· As long as the identified site does not encroach onto personnel lives and properties. (1)

· Quality HGV parking provision is badly needed to reduce or eliminate parking nuisance in rural parts of the area. (1)

· A site was promoted for HGV parking at Rothwell north west of A14/A6 Junction. (1)

A policy should not be included protecting a site for HGV parking. The commercial reality is that if a site is viable, then a site will be found. There is no need to protect a site. (1)


	Implications of National Planning Policy Framework

The NPPF sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development. All references to the PPS’s and PPG’s will need removing.  The Plan will be in general conformity with the National Planning Policy Framework.
Paragraph 17 bullet point 5 requires planning to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside and support thriving rural communities.
Policy 3 of the NPPF sets out the approach to supporting a prosperous rural economy through sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas, both through conversion of existing buildings and well designed new buildings and promoting the development and diversification of agricultural and other land-based rural businesses.
The NPPF sets out in Policy 4 promoting sustainable transport that, Local Authorities should work with neighbouring authorities and transport providers to develop strategies for the provision of viable infrastructure necessary to support sustainable development, including large scale facilities such as rail freight interchanges, roadside facilities for motorists or transport investment necessary to support strategies for the growth of ports, airports or other major generators of travel demand in their areas. The primary function of roadside facilities for motorists should be to support the safety and welfare of the road user.

	Implications of emerging Joint Core Strategy 

Location of Development
The emerging Joint Core Strategy sets out job growth and housing targets as the JCS progresses the Site Specific Proposals LDD will need to ensure conformity with the figures set out in this document.
Settlement Boundaries and Development in the Open Countryside

The emerging JCS does not make reference to settlement boundaries. Draft Policy 13 sets out exceptional circumstances in which new residential development might be allowed in the open countryside. 
Re-use and Redevelopment of Rural Buildings and Farm Diversification

Draft Policy 25 seeks to develop and diversify the rural economy and sets out criteria for farm diversification policies.
Location of HGV Parking Facilities
Draft Policy 18 – HGV parking.  This policy contains criteria resisting the loss of existing lorry parks unless they are no longer required or if a replacement facility will be provided.


	Summary of officer comments

Location of Development 

The allocations in Table 4 refer to B use class jobs only and do not consider jobs which could come forward in other use classes. Specific details relating to employment allocations in Desborough will be discussed in the Desborough section of the consultation document.

The Site Specific Proposals LDD only allocates sites below a threshold of 500 for housing and below 5 hectares for employment. The strategic sites are not included in the LDD figures but in the Joint Core Strategy. A combination of both this LDD and the JCS are required to obtain the final figures.
The Joint Core Strategy Review and the SSP LDD are a parallel process.  The next iteration of the Plan, Pre-Submission will give a complete picture of all potential allocations across the Borough.
The location and scale of development in the Borough is set out in the emerging Joint Core Strategy. Table 2, sets out the figures for the level of growth for the Borough which will is indentified in the draft JCS. The evidence base for this is in the JPU background paper published in June 2011 and referenced in the Employment allocations background paper. This evidence base also covers housing allocations.
Development in the open countryside
A policy which provides detail as to the limited circumstances in which development in the open countryside would be allowed was supported by the small number of respondents to this option and should be taken forward particularly in the light of the removal of much guidance within the annex to PPS7 regarding development essential for the purposes of agriculture and forestry.  It will be important to ensure that this policy does not repeat draft Policy 13 (rural exceptions) as outlined in the draft JCS.
Settlement Boundaries
There was support for both the defined settlement boundary and criteria based policy but significantly more for the settlement boundary approach.  This accords with previous consultation which has highlighted the certainty that defining settlement boundaries provides in establishing the built up framework for a settlement.  

Re-use and Redevelopment of Rural Buildings and Farm Diversification
Most respondents were supportive of the inclusion of policies on re-use and redevelopment of rural buildings and farm diversification. Wording of policies will need to be reviewed to take into account suggested changes.
Location of HGV Parking Facilities
There is support for a policy protecting a site for HGV parking and requiring restoration of the site should this use cease. A policy has been included in the emerging Joint Core Strategy and if this is progressed it does not need to be duplicated in the Site Specific Proposals LDD.


	Next steps

Location of Development 

The location and scale of development section will need to be updated as the draft Joint Core Strategy progresses.  This section of the Site Specific Document needs to succinctly explain the parallel development plan process of the Joint Core Strategy and this plan, to allow readers to fully understand which elements are determined at each level.  A diagram or flow chart may improve clarity of this section.
The emerging Joint Core Strategy identifies strategic sites. To reflect the comments made through the Options consultation in relation to employment allocations it is considered important to explore the potential for smaller employment sites at the smaller towns. Therefore, an additional piece of work will be completed to assess whether there are any smaller employment sites available which could be identified in the Site Specific Proposals LDD to provide local jobs in the A6 towns.

Settlement Boundaries and Development in the Open Countryside

Refine the settlement boundary policy for the next iteration of the plan and give consideration to the proposal made by English Heritage to include within the policy reference to infill development being appropriate to the character of the area and Conservation Area amongst others.  Review settlement boundaries to take account of comments made regarding potential alterations.
Work with the JPU to ensure the emerging JCS is amended to reflect the desire to retain settlement boundaries as a guide to development and to ensure policies relating to development in the open countryside are not duplicated.
Re-use and Redevelopment of Rural Buildings and Farm Diversification
To ensure either the Site Specific Proposals LDD or the JCS include policies covering both reuse and redevelopment of rural buildings and farm diversification as set out in options 8 and 10. Work in partnership with the Joint Planning Unit to ensure that there is no duplication of policies between the Joint Core Strategy and the SSP LDD.

Location of HGV Parking Facilities
Work in partnership with the JPU with regards to the identification of HGV parking facilities and ensure a policy is progressed which protects a site for HGV parking and which requires restoration of the site, should the use cease.
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