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1.1 OVERVIEW

1.1.1 Marrons is instructed by Ainscough Strategic Land (hereafter “Ainscough”) to prepare these
representations to the South Derbyshire District Council Part 2 Local Plan Review. South
Derbyshire District Council (“the Council”) has started work on updating the adopted Local Plan
Part 2, which sets out the non-strategic policies and site allocations used to guide future planning
decisions.

1.1.2 The current issues and options consultation (Regulation 18) seeks views on what the new Local
Plan should cover and how the district should develop up to 2041. The consultation invites views
on the challenges facing the District, and the potential options for addressing them.

1.1.3 Review of the Part 1 Local Plan is ongoing and underwent its Regulation 19 consultation in
March/April 2025. As explained by paragraph 1.42 of the Regulation 19 draft of the Part 1 Local
Plan Review:

“The South Derbyshire District Council Part 1 Review is a focussed update to the
adopted plan with the purpose of ensuring the district’s plan reflects national planning
policy and allocates key strategic sites which will assist with meeting Derby’s unmet
housing need.” [Emphasis Added]

1.1.4 Accordingly, the Part 1 review focuses on options for strategic sites on the edge of Derby, on the
assumption that this, and this alone, is the most sustainable way to meet housing needs in the
District to 2041.

1.1.5 The Part 1 Plan Review is progressing under the transitional provisions set out within paragraph
234 of the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”), December 2024. Therefore, it will be
examined against the provisions of the NPPF, December 2023. However, the potential review of
the Part 2 Plan, to which this current consultation relates, will be undertaken against the NPPF
2024. All references to the NPPF below, therefore are references to the 2024 edition of the NPPF
unless indicated otherwise.

1.1.6 The NPPF sets out tests of soundness at paragraph 36. These are:

Positively prepared - based on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively assessed needs,
including unmet needs from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so;

Justified - founded on an appropriate strategy that is reasonable, realistic and based on
proportionate evidence;
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Effective — deliverable over the plan period and based on effective joint working on
cross-boundary strategic matters; and

Consistent with national policy - enabling the delivery of sustainable development in
accordance with the NPPF.

1.1.7 Below we set out responses to selected questions within the consultation document. Where the
responses are lengthy, a summary answer has been provided followed by further detail.
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“Question 1: Should the Council produce a Local Plan Part 2 Review under the existing
planning system, or should a single full Local Plan Review be undertaken under the new
system?

Produce a Local Plan 2 Review under the existing system

Produce a single Full Local Plan under the new system

Other”

RESPONSE

Summary:

For the reasons set out below, Council should produce a full local plan.

The remit of the Part Plan 1 Review was expressly limited to meeting Derby’s unmet need on
the edge of Derby and contains no district-wide spatial strategy for housing whatsoever.

The Council’s own clear commitment in the Regulation 19 Part 1 Plan Review confirms that
a comprehensive plan review was to follow, not a freestanding Part 2 review.

Because Part 1 sets no pattern, scale or distribution of growth for the wider District outside
of the Derby fringe, the local planning authority cannot now use a non-strategic Part 2 bring
one forward.

Thatwould reverse the plan-making hierarchy set outin the NPPF and amount to introducing
strategic policy through a non-strategic plan. A Part 2 review which would establish a spatial
strategy for housing for the rest of the District would therefore be plainly inconsistent with
national policy.

Relationship with the Part 1 Plan Review

2.1.1 The review of the Part 1 Local Plan is ongoing. It underwent its Regulation 19 consultation in
March and April 2025. Paragraph 1.42 of the Regulation 19 draft explains that:

“The South Derbyshire District Council Part 1 Review is a focused update to the adopted
plan, designed to ensure that the District’s plan aligns with national planning policy and
allocates key strategic sites to assist in meeting Derby’s unmet housing need.”
[Emphasis Added]
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2.1.2 Accordingly, the Part 1 Plan Review concentrates on options for strategic sites on the edge of
Derby, on the assumption that this is the most sustainable way to meet Derby’s unmet housing
needs to 2041. It therefore proposes several strategic site allocations on the edge of the city.

2.1.3 The Part 1 Plan Review also incorporates Policy REV1: Review of the Local Development Plan,
which confirms that plan-making for a comprehensive South Derbyshire District Local Plan
will begin immediately upon adoption of the Part 1 Review.

2.1.4 Paragraph 1.44 of the Regulation 19 version reiterates this commitment, stating that, on adoption
of the Part 1 Review, the process of a comprehensive plan review will commence, bringing
together the current Part 1 and Part 2 plans and considering issues such as retail provision,
the future development of Swadlincote, and the planning of service villages and rural areas
across the District.

2.1.5 The approach of undertaking a review to the Part 2 plan rather than a comprehensive plan marks
a substantial departure from the approach set out by the Council in the Part 1 Plan Review.

2.1.6 The Part 1 Plan Review is intended as a partial review to address unmet need from the Derby
urban area. Policy REV1 of the Part 1 review was intended to “bridge the gap” between a plan that
effectively only addresses only a single strategic issue — unmet need from Derby — and a
comprehensive plan, which addresses housing need across the District of South Derbyshire.

2.1.7 Given the narrowly defined scope of the Part 1 Plan Review, it did not seek to address housing
needs in other parts of the District, nor did it consider any sites or strategies for growth outside
the Derby fringe. This was an inevitable consequence of its limited purpose: to address unmet
housing need arising solely from Derby. As a result, the Plan contains no strategic housing
policies for the remainder of South Derbyshire, neither in terms of overall numbers nor spatial
distribution.

2.1.8 It is therefore concerning to us that these fundamental strategic issues, matters which should
have been examined transparently and rigorously through the Part 1 Review, might be dealt with
instead through the Part 2 Plan, which is non-strategic. This approach fragments the logical
sequence of plan-making and creates a situation in which the relationship between the Part 1
and Part 2 reviews is incoherent.

Strategic and Non-Strategic Policies

2.1.9 There is nothing within the Part 1 Plan Review that provides any strategic direction for the rest of
the District beyond the Derby fringe. It contains no spatial apportionment to the District’s
settlements, no district-wide distribution strategy, and no indication that such matters would be
deferred to a separate Part 2 plan. In the absence of any strategic framework for the wider District
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being set through the Part 1 Plan Review, it is deeply concerning that the Council could now seek
to address these strategic issues through a non-strategic plan.

2.1.10 Paragraph 20 of the National Planning Policy Framework states that:

“Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and design
quality of places...and make sufficient provision for: housing (including affordable
housing), employment, retail, leisure and other commercial development.”

2.1.11 By design, the Part 1 Plan does not set out an “overall strategy” for the District as a whole, but
only for the Derby urban fringe in order to address the city’s unmet need. Non-strategic policies
cannot then be used to “fill in the gaps” to deliver that wider strategy. The National Planning
Policy Framework distinguishes clearly between strategic and non-strategic policies and
requires that strategic matters be dealt with through the strategic plan. In this case, the strategic
planis the Part 1 Plan Review.

2.1.12 However, because the Part 1 Review contains no strategy for housing growth beyond the
proposed allocations on the Derby fringe, the non-strategic Part 2 Plan Review cannot
legitimately introduce that missing strategy. To do so would invert the plan-making hierarchy set
outin the NPPF, and would, in effect, use a non-strategic plan to retroactively establish strategic
spatial policy.

NPPF Transitional Provisions

2.1.13 Afurther concern arises from the fact that the Council itself acknowledges that the Part 2 Review
will be examined under the 2024 NPPF, whereas the Part 1 Review is being examined under the
transitional arrangements and therefore against the 2023 NPPF.

2.1.14 This creates a situation in which two halves of what should be, in practice, a single Local Plan
strategy will be tested against two different national policy frameworks. On its own, that
divergence would already warrant caution. However, when read alongside the Issues and
Options document, it appears that the Council is now considering using the non-strategic Part 2
Review to introduce or pre-empt matters that properly belong within the scope of the strategic
Part 1 Review.

2.1.15 The approach of reviewing the Part 2 local plan to address gaps in the Part 1 Plan Review would
also avoid addressing higher levels of housing need that would arise under the 2024
NPPF/standard method. By introducing strategic policies that do not deliver or respond to the
level of objectively assessed housing need indicated by the 2024 standard method, the Part 2
Plan would not be positively prepared.
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Conclusion

2.1.16 Overall, we consider that any using of a Part 2 Review to introduce, supplement or compensate
for strategic policy would fail the soundness tests because:

It avoids meeting housing needs (not positively prepared).
It has not been tested through reasonable alternatives (not justified).
It creates an internally incoherent strategy split across two Plans (not effective).

Itinverts the statutory hierarchy by introducing strategic matters in a non-strategic plan (not
consistent with national policy).
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“Question 2: Where should housing needs be met? Please provide site details including
projected delivery timescales and the specific need being met.”

RESPONSE
Summary:

The Part 2 Plan cannot legitimately determine where housing needs should be met because
the Council has not set a district-wide spatial strategy through the Part 1 Review, as
required by the NPPF.

The Part 1 Review considered only Derby-fringe options, failed to test reasonable
alternatives for towns, service villages or rural settlements, and did not address locally
specific housing needs identified in the LHNA.

It also relies heavily on two large SUEs with long lead-in times and unproven delivery
assumptions, meaning even minor delays would push completions beyond 2041. The
overall supply in the Part 1 Review, at best, matches the minimum requirement, offers no
flexibility, and in fact there is a 57-dwelling supply shortfall against the minimum housing
requirement.

In order to provide the appropriate flexibility and contingency, a 20% supply buffer is
required. While smaller and medium-sized sites across the District’s towns and villages
could provide quicker and more flexible delivery, any such distribution must follow a
coherent, District-wide strategy established through strategic policies.

3.1.1 As per our response to question one, the Part 2 Plan cannot properly answer the question of
where housing needs should be met because the Council has not set a district-wide spatial
strategy through the Part 1 Review.

3.1.2 The NPPF is clearthat decisions about the pattern and distribution of growth are strategic matters
that must be established in the strategic plan, not through a non-strategic Part 2 document. In
the absence of a district-wide strategy for meeting housing growth outside of the Derby fringe
tested against the reasonable alternatives through Sustainability Appraisal, any attempt by the
Part 2 Plan to identify where housing needs should be met would be unsound.

3.1.3 However, recognising that the Council has nonetheless asked the question, the following points
can be made:

Balanced Growth / Distribution
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3.1.4 Part 1 Review did not consider the full spatial pattern of need across South Derbyshire. The
Sustainability Appraisal work only evaluated scenarios focused on Derby’s unmet need and did
not test genuine alternatives involving the District’s towns, key service villages, or rural
settlements. The Sustainability Appraisal underpinning the Part 1 review confirms that options
were “narrowly framed” around Derby’s fringes and that no reasonable alternatives were
developed for growth beyond the fringe.

Flexibility & Contingency

3.1.5 The Part 1 Plan Review relies heavily on two very large Sustainable Urban Extensions on the edge
of Derby. These emerging allocations have inherently long lead-in times, and we strongly
disagree with the statement on page 10 of the issues and options consultation document that
the delivery profiles for these sites have been informed by “realistic assessments.” As noted in
our representations to the Part 1 Plan Review, we find that no objective assessment of the
deliverability of these sites has been produced, and also find that the assessment of the rejected
sites, including South of Littleover, to have been vague and incomplete.

3.1.6 In particular, we have concerns with the allocation South of Mickleover, which within the SHELAA
is stated as having a constrained access. Vehicular access is shown to be taken from Staker
Lane. Staker Lane is currently a rural lane, which is suitable for two-way traffic but is unlit and
does not have any dedicated pedestrian and cycle facilities. The width of Staker Lane is also
unlikely to be suitable for use by public transport. Whilst Staker Lane can probably
accommodate an increase in traffic, it is unlikely to be suitable for the full scale of development
proposals. Staker Lane is therefore unlikely to be suitable to serve the full development
proposals, and significant improvements or entirely new infrastructure will be required.

3.1.7 Staker Lane connects to the A38 to provide access to the Strategic Road Network. Staker Lane
also connects to Haven Baulk Lane and The Hollow, which provide access to the local highway
network and onward connections into the centre of Derby. Haven Baulk Lane is an existing
residential road and connects to Rykneld Road at a simple priority T-junction. Haven Baulk Lane
is not suitable to accommodate a significant increase in traffic flows, and the Rykneld Road
junction will likely require capacity improvements, which may not be practical given the
constrained nature of the junction. Noise and amenity issues may also be created by the
potential increases in traffic flows. The Hollow also serves a number of existing residential
properties. The Hollow terminates at the Brierfield Way/Hedingham Way junction, where The
Hollow is the minor arm of a simple priority T-junction. The Brookfield Primary School is located
opposite the junction. The Hollow is not suitable to accommodate a significantincrease in traffic
flows, and the Brierfield Way/Hedingham Way junction will likely require capacity improvements,
which may not be practical given the constrained nature of the junction and may lead to conflicts
with the existing primary school.
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3.1.8 The site is located to the south and west of two high speed dual carriageways. Pedestrian and
cycle connectivity across these two roads is required to provide access to the facilities in the
local area. The nature of the roads means the opportunities to cross are limited to the existing
underpasses at Haven Baulk Lane and The Hollow. There is an existing public right of way just
south of the A516 that crosses the A38, but this isn’t suitable for use by all. Haven Baulk Lane
and The Hollow are also designated as National Cycle Route 66. There are no dedicated cycle
facilities along Haven Baulk Lane or The Hollow, and therefore cyclists are going to be on the
carriageway. The increase in traffic on these roads is going to materially worsen the conditions
for cycles and dedicated cycle facilities will need to be provided, which are unlikely to be
deliverable along the entirety of the route.

3.1.9 In any event, even minor delays to the delivery of these allocated SUEs would push a substantial
proportion of their anticipated completions beyond 2041, with the result that the Plan’s minimum
housing requirement could not be delivered within the plan period.

3.1.10 As set out in our representations to the Part 1 Plan Review, the components of supply identified
within the Part 1 Plan Review equate to exactly the minimum housing requirement and no
allowance for flexibility or contingency has been made to account for delayed delivery. It has now
emerged, as set out in page 8 of the Issues and Options consultation document, that there is in
fact a shortfall of 57 dwellings against the minimum housing requirement within the Part 1 Plan
Review.

3.1.11 Whilst we agree with the statement on page 8 of the consultation document that the plan review
should allocate enough sites to ensure flexibility in the supply, that opportunity has been lost
because the strategic policies of the Part 1 Plan Review focus on meeting Derby’s unmet need
on the edge of Derby and do not consider the amount or distribution of housing need elsewhere
within the District or the need to provide a supply buffer for flexibility and contingency. A non-
strategic Part 2 plan cannot now rectify that deficiency for the reasons explained in our response
to Question 1.

3.1.12 There is no clarity within the Issues and Options consultation document as to what is meant by
“housing needs” in this context, nor whether it refers to the shortfall of 57 dwellings identified on
page 8 or to some other figure.

3.1.13 In any case, the 57-dwelling figure simply represents the additional supply required to achieve
parity with the minimum housing requirement; it does not reflect the true extent of the shortfall if
the Council’s desire is to provide contingency and flexibility to ensure an effective strategy for the
Plan period. As set out in our representations to the Part 1 Review, the overall supply more or less
sits atthe minimum requirement, meaning that substantial additional allocations are required to
provide the necessary flexibility. We recommended a 20% buffer to ensure a resilient and
deliverable supply.
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3.1.14 However, any apportionment of growth must still form part of a coherent district-wide spatial
strategy, tested through a legally compliant Sustainability Appraisal that considers all
reasonable alternatives. This can only be undertaken through a coherent review of the District’s
strategic policies, not through making non-strategic allocations in isolation.

Land at Hall Pastures Farm, Derby

3.1.15 Notwithstanding the above, should the Council see fit to make additional site allocations
through the Part 2 Plan review, we would advocate that Land at Hall Pastures Farm, Derby, offers
a sustainable location to accommodate an urban extension to the edge of Derby City to meet
South Derbyshire’s own housing need and to meet any unmet need arising from within Derby
City. The Site has also been assessed in the most recent SHELAA, where it was assessed under
reference 134.

3.1.16 As described above, this 39 hectare site, known as Land at Hall Pastures Farm, is capable of
delivering circa 960 dwellings, applying a gross to net development ratio of 65%, and a density of
37.89 dwellings per hectare, as appropriate for its urban edge location. The Site is promoted
alongside neighbouring land parcels and the respective promoters and developers are aligned in
their aspirations for the wider land parcel.

3.1.17 The Site is located south of the built form of the Highfields Farm allocation (Policy H12) and
consists of a number of agricultural fields and farm complex. The Site’s northern boundary aligns
with the administration boundary of Derby City. Due to the Site’s location, as displayed in
Appendix 1, it will help deliver phase 2 of the proposed South Derbyshire Integrated Transport
Link (SDITL) which is identified as a key piece of strategic highways infrastructure in the adopted
Local Plan Part 1 (Policy INF4) and the accompanying policies maps.

3.1.18 In particular we note that the Council’s Part 1 Local Plan states “the Council will work in
partnership with Derbyshire County Council, Derby City Council developers and other
organisations to deliver these schemes”, before further stating that “the South Derby Integrated
Transport Link Phase 2 would connect the A38 Junction at Rykneld Road with Phase 1. Together
phases 1 and 2 would provide a complete highway connection between the A38 and A50,
Although Transport modelling indicates Phase 2 will not be required to mitigate traffic Impacts of
the proposed new development within the Plan Period, the indicative alighment is protected to
serve any future growth in travel demand which cannot be satisfactorily mitigated by other
means”

3.1.19 Ainscough Strategic Land considers that the delivery of a sustainable urban extension south of
the Highfields Farm allocation (Policy H12) provides an opportunity for developers and public
bodies to work collaboratively to deliver this key piece of strategic highways infrastructure.
Collaboration between developers and promotors of the South of Derby parcels is active and
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ongoing, with all parties very willing to work together to see the delivery of both a sustainable and
successful SUE, and the crucial Integrated Transport Link.

3.1.20 Presently we expect the strategic route to comprise a 7.3m wide carriageway road, at least one
5m wide footway/cycleway (aligned with LTN 1/20) and at least one 7m wide swale to address
surface water runoff. We also expect that any new highway will need to provide a strong
boundary to contain development to the north and act to restrict the further sprawl of
development contiguous with Derby City to the south. We therefore expect any new built
development delivered as part of a new Sustainable Urban extension to be contained within land
north of the new link road.

3.1.21 It is also worth emphasising that the delivery of a new link road south of Derby City could open
up additional land in the City itself which could help Derby City meet a greater proportion of its
own housing need by providing an alternative access route into land to the east of Moorways Lane
and sustainability improvements to the surrounding area through new and improved services and
facilities. Put simply the SDITL could help Derby City to maximise its own housing delivery within
its boundary in this location.

3.1.22 The scale of development at the site which will facilitate the strategic link road is also expected
to deliver new facilities including education, health and sports provision as required, or in
collaboration with adjoining landowners, and will look to ensure and improve connectivity to
existing facilities where achievable.

3.1.23 Within the most recent SHELAA Assessment, the Site was referenced as Site 134. Therein, the
Site was considered to be achievable and available, and suitable for development. It was
however noted that a safe and suitable access to the Site would need to be achieved and flood
risk related constrains would need to be overcome.

3.1.24 Notwithstanding the findings of the SA as noted above, with reference to the SHELAA “RAG”
ratings, the Site scored a green rating for the following areas; not containing protected sites; not
being within the Green Belt; there being no records of highways incidents in the vicinity; not being
located within a minerals safeguarding area; not being considered to have an impact on Air
Quality Management Areas; less than 5% of the Site being at risk from flooding; and having a
mainly flat topography. Ainscough would agree with these ratings and report that the situation
remains unchanged in those respects in the intervening period since the assessment was made.

3.1.25 There were some areas which the assessment scored amber, indicating thatthere may be some
factors of slight concern but that mitigation should be possible. On the whole we agree with these
assessments.

3.1.26 However, we would assert that the ability to discuss the need for, and provision of, additional
services within the scheme offers the opportunity for ‘Green’ scores for Retail, Education,
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Employment and Sports Pitch provision, as well as in relation to Health Facilities and availability
of Local Park and play areas. The SHELAA recognises the ability of the site to mitigate the existing
position albeit this is caveated with the need for further discussions with statutory bodies. In this
regard, we would welcome further dialogue with both the District and the City Council to
understand how best to address wider infrastructure needs in this area.

3.1.27 We agree that there are very few environmental constraints in this area. There are no landscape
designations or environmental designations in the vicinity of our client’s Site that would restrict
deliverability. The SHELAA identifies a number of Tree Preservation Order (TPOs) along the
western boundary with Bakeacre Lane it is considered that these will be retained and integrated
into the site design where possible. Similarly, the existing trees and hedgerows would also be
retained wherever practicable in order to help assimilate any proposed development into the
wider environment and reduce the environmental/ecological impact of development.

3.1.28 The SHELAA notes that there is potential to cause harm to heritage but clarifies that measures
are available to fully or substantially mitigate the harmful effects. We agree with this assessment.
There are no listed buildings within the local vicinity of the site and significant mitigation through
green planting and site design measures can be implemented to reduce and remove any
potential heritage impacts across the wider area.

3.1.29 ltis acknowledged that the northern part of the site is located within an existing flood plain and
as such the site would be appropriately designed to locate development away from areas of high
flood risk, or incorporate an appropriate flood alleviation scheme designed to reduce risk. A
sustainable drainage strategy would be prepared to demonstrate the acceptability of any
proposed development across the site.

3.1.30 The necessary water and electricity infrastructure to support strategic development is capable
of being delivered alongside development and providers network operators with the certainty to
plan for the further reinforcement of local infrastructure. We do not consider that the lack of
current provision to be a major issue.

3.1.31 Whilst we acknowledge that development would lead to the loss of greenfield land, South
Derbyshire, as a rural district, does not have significant areas of previously developed land
available to accommodate new growth. For context, it is noted that just 13% of housing was
delivered on previously developed land in 2020-21. However a review of the strategic level
agricultural land quality maps indicate that agricultural land quality in the vicinity of the Site is
likely to comprise of grade 3 land rather than higher quality grade 1 or 2 land. Moreover, the
development of land on the edge of a large urban area such as Derby City will allow site density
to be maximised in line with government policy and could therefore help reduce the need for
greater losses elsewhere in the Districtincluding in locations with higher quality agricultural land.
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3.1.32 Finally, as well as our client’s site being located in an otherwise sustainable location on the edge
of Derby City it is also well located to address future housing needs related to large scale
economic growth proposed in the District. The site is located less than 4km from the East
Midland Intermodal Park (EMIP) which is part of the East Midlands Freeport. The EMIP site is
located off the A38/A50 (Burnaston Interchange) and the SDITL and A38 will provide a direct route
to this very large-scale site which once built will provide a strategic rail freight interchange serving
5.2million square feet of state-of-the-art manufacturing and distribution space.

3.1.33 Clearly economic development at this scale will need to be balanced by significant housing
growth close to the EMIP site to provide the local labour force needed. The Freeport site is
surrounded by a number of mostly small-scale key service villages that are relatively sustainable
although it is unlikely that these could grow to the extent required to address local labour force
needs without their character being adversely affected. The Hall Pastures Farm site and the
wider land south of Littleover area provide opportunities to deliver a new large-scale community
to address local labour force needs close to the EMIP Site whilst protecting the rural character of
surrounding settlements.

Question 7: “What could the Council do to speed up the delivery on strategic allocations?
Please provide details?”

4.1.1 In response to this question, it is important to state at the outset that the premise is
fundamentally flawed. The Council cannot “speed up” the delivery of strategic allocations in any
meaningful sense. Delivery timetables for large, complex strategic sites are driven by factors
outside the Council’s control, including land assembly, major infrastructure requirements,
market absorption rates, resourcing and the willingness and capacity of developers to bring
schemes forward.

4.1.2 What the Council can do is ensure that its strategic plan makes available a sufficient range and
choice of sites, in the right places and at the right time, to provide the flexibility necessary to
maintain delivery across the plan period to meet objectively assessed needs. This requires a
proper contingency allowance and a robust understanding of deliverability, neither of which is
adequately reflected in the Part 1 Plan Review.

4.1.3 As we explained in our earlier responses, the Part 1 Plan Review relies heavily on a small number
of large, complex Sustainable Urban Extensions on the edge of Derby. These sites have
considerable uncertainties regarding their delivery trajectories. Those concerns have never been
satisfactorily addressed. Indeed, the Issues and Options document for the Part 2 Review now
reveals that the Part 1 Review contains a shortfall even against the minimum housing
requirement, confirming that the absence of any contingency allowance was a serious and
consequential omission and one that cannot now be rectified through the Part 2 Plan.
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4.1.4 If South Derbyshire wishes to improve the timeliness and certainty of delivery on its strategic
allocations, it must ensure that the strategic plan sets out a clear spatial strategy supported by
a sufficient range of deliverable and developable sites to maintain momentum across the plan
period. That includes providing an appropriate level of contingency and responding to the full
objectively assessed housing need through a distribution strategy that is justified and
deliverable. The Part 1 Review does not do this, and the Part 2 Review cannot remedy it.

Question 7: “Should the Council allocate Land South of Mackworth for development within
the plan period? Yes/No Please provide a reason for your answer.”

4.1.5 In response to the question of whether Land South of Mackworth should be allocated for
development within the plan period, we do not consider that the Council has provided sufficient
evidence to justify such an allocation at this stage. The Part 1 Local Plan Review identified this
land only as a potential area for up to 250 homes beyond the plan period to 2041. The Issues and
Options document for the Part 2 Review now implies, without any accompanying explanation or
evidence, that these homes could instead come forward within the plan period. No information
or contextis provided about what has changed, why the delivery assumptions have been brought
forward, or whether any of the previously identified constraints have been resolved.

4.1.6 The site at land South of Mackworth would be delivered in conjunction with land off Brun Lane
that Amber Valley Borough Council has identified for future residential development in their
Local Plan. In viewing the site as such, it should be noted that the Brun Lane site was initially
proposed within Amber Valley’s draft Local Plan as a strategic allocation of 2,000 homes.
However, through the course of the Plan’s examination it was made clear that the landowner is
presently unwilling to release all of the land for development. This meant that the site could not
be relied upon and was removed as an allocation and instead identified as an “Area for Future
Housing Growth”.

4.1.7 Giventhat the site forms part of a wider strategic development within Amber Valley, there is areal
possibility that infrastructure dependencies, cross-boundary coordination, phasing
requirements and long lead-in times will restrict its timely delivery. These are precisely the kinds
of constraints that prevented the site being considered deliverable within the plan period during
the Part 1 Review. Nothing in the Part 2 consultation demonstrates that these constraints have
been reassessed, addressed or evidenced, and we therefore have no confidence that the site
could contribute reliably to housing supply within the timescales suggested.

4.1.8 In addition, the allocation of this Site has not been subject to any robust Sustainability Appraisal
testing againstreasonable alternatives, either around Derby or across the wider district. The Part
1 SA (the Council’s own admission) only assessed narrowly framed Derby-fringe options and did
not consider reasonable alternatives in towns, service villages or rural settlements. The Part 2
Review provides no updated SA, no comparative assessment and no districtwide evaluation of
options. Allocating Land South of Mackworth without this assessment would be unsound.
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4.1.9 Even if the site were deliverable within the plan period, the supply of 250 dwellings would be
wholly inadequate to meet the flexibility and contingency required for an effective housing
strategy. While it would address the recently identified shortfall of 57 dwellings and provide a
small buffer, it would still fall significantly short of providing the headroom necessary to maintain
delivery and respond to delay, particularly given the heavy reliance on large and complex
strategic allocations in the Part 1 Review. A 250-unit site does not provide the level of contingency
required when the strategic plan itself contains no districtwide spatial strategy and no broader
distribution of supply across different settlements.
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Appendix 1 - Indicative Combined Masterplan
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