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Rachel Overfield 

Planning Officer

Planning Policy Team

Planning Regeneration and Transport

Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council 

6th December 2021

Dear Rachel
Wickersley Neighbourhood Plan – Responses to Regulation 16 consultation comments

Could you please send this response to the Chief Examiner on behalf of Wickersley Parish Council, in response to the opportunity he has provided for us to respond to the regulation 16 representations.

WNP1 – Paul Pickering

The points raised in this comment have been addressed as well as possible in the NDP. 

WNP3 – Mark Orsborn

The NDP is limited in its scope and cannot introduce speed limits in Wickersley. Traffic volumes has been identified as a key concern of residents and is included in the plan as an issue but the NDP cannot reasonably control the volume of traffic in the local area. 

WNP6 – HSE

No response

WNP7 – Sport England 

NDP does seek to protect existing sports and recreation spaces in the local green space policy.

WNP8 – Highways England 

No response 

WNP10 – Michael Warner 

Whilst this comment suggests that more should be done to ‘improve parking’ it offers little suggestion as to how this might be achieved. The NDP is limited in its scope and cannot simply ban all on-street parking, or impose limits on the number of vehicles each household may own. Given the push to promote active travel and public transport, encouraging greater parking facilities throughout Wickersley is therefore not desirable or in accordance with national planning policy.

WNP12 – Natalie Dickman 

An NDP is able to set requirements for the size and type of housing providing it is supported by –up-to-date evidence, is reasonable and proportionate, whilst also taking account of viability. 

A housing needs assessment (HNA) was undertaken by AECOM to support this policy which looks at Wickersley as a housing market area (not just Rotherham as a whole). The results of the HNA suggested that the NDP could go further than the policy is requiring (i.e require a greater proportion of smaller properties than H1 proposes)  but the NDP group felt a compromise should be sought that balances the evidence from the HNA and what may be viable for developers. The current wording of the policy provides scope for developers to provide larger properties within the remaining 40% of the housing mix. Should a developer provide up-to-date housing market evidence to suggest an alternative mix is more appropriate then that will be considered. 

As shown in the supporting text to H1 Wickersley in recent years has received a high percentage of larger properties with very few smaller properties. The aim of the H1 is to address this undersupply to provide house types that meet local needs, which the market has not provided. 

WNP13 – SAGT 

Inclusion of the term ‘geodiversity’ is welcomed in the NDP and we agree with this suggested amendment. 

WNP14 – Severn Trent

We are happy to include reference to ‘Industry Best practice (C753 The SuDS Manual) and the determining principle of SuDS’ in either the design code or in relevant NDP policies. 

We are also happy to include the suggested amendments relating to SuDS into both policy and the supporting text. 

WNP15 – Coal authority 

No response. 

WNP16 – Warde-Aldam

GP1 – The inclusion of character appraisals being included in the policy text rather than the supporting text is satisfactory and should the examiner agree, we are happy to make this amendment. 

GP2 – We are happy to include elements of the supporting text into the policy as suggested. 

GP4 – Noted. 

GP5 – Disagree. Policy was amended previously in line with comments provided. Suggested deletion uses the phrase ‘encourage’ which is not as strong as other terms and it is considered appropriate to encourage development to take account of existing architectural detailing in a conservation area. This does not simply mean copy or repeat them but to use the and a cue to inform a design response.

H1 – An NDP is able to set requirements for the size and type of housing providing it is supported by –up-to-date evidence, is reasonable and proportionate, whilst also taking account of viability. We do not consider this policy to be overly onerous. 

A housing needs assessment (HNA) was undertaken by AECOM to support this policy which looks at Wickersley as a housing market area (not just Rotherham as a whole). The results of the HNA suggested that the NDP could go further than the policy is requiring (i.e require a greater proportion of smaller properties than H1 proposes)  but the NDP group felt a compromise should be sought that balances the evidence from the HNA and what may be viable for developers. The current wording of the policy provides scope for developers to provide larger properties within the remaining 40% of the housing mix. Should a developer provide up-to-date housing market evidence to suggest an alternative mix is more appropriate then that will be considered. 

As shown in the supporting text to H1 Wickersley in recent years has received a high percentage of larger properties with very few smaller properties. The aim of the H1 is to address this undersupply to provide house types that meet local needs, which the market has not provided. 

H2 – We agree with the comments relating to Lifetime Homes which is out of date, and instead should encourage the creation of accessible dwellings in line with M4(2), whilst noting this is not mandatory. 

Wickersley has a high proportion of older people and it was identified in consultation that new homes should be suitable for people challenged by mobility issues. 

GS1 – No response needed. 

VC1 – Disagree. This was an important issue locally with many respondent raising this as a key concern, so it is suitable to be included in the NDP. This policy will be reviewed regularly and if required, amended. To weaken this policy would undermine the Cumulative Impact Zone implemented under licencing legislation which is proving to be a valuable tool to ensure the balance between supporting the night time economy and protecting residential amenity. 

VC2 – No response. 

Design Code – We agree with comments relating to Lifetime Homes and are happy to amend this to reflect accessible dwellings covered in M4(2) of building regulations. The design code does not promote pastiche development. Contemporary design is possible even with the use of local stone. 

WNP17 – Wildlife Trust 

We are content with all of these suggestions, and should the examiner agree, we will be happy to amend the NDP in line with this representation. 

WNP18 – National grid

No response needed. 

WNP19 – Historic England

No response needed. 

WNP20 – Environment agency 

No reponse needed. 

WNP21 – Bob Walsh 

We are happy to amend the statement of consultation to reflect this respondent’s status as a resident rather than a councillor. 

We would like to point out that many amendments were made to the NDP in response to comments received at Regulation 14 consultation so the claim that they were all rebutted is incorrect. The NDP has shown a willingness to compromise where suggestions have been reasonable and appropriate. 

WNP22 – RMBC

· Community aspirations 1-3 - Agree that this could be made clearer that these are not land-use planning policies and are happy to locate this section in the appendix or another part of the NDP should the examiner agree. 
· GP1

· GP2 – Noted
· GP3 – Noted
· Gp4 – Noted
· GP5 – Noted
· H1 – Happy to amend spacing issues in text 
· H2 – Noted (despite the support for this policy it may be amended following other comments)
· H3 – Noted
· GS1 – Noted. 
· GS2 – Disagree. No amendment proposed. 
· M1 – Noted
· M2 – Disagree. We felt that it was important that garages and driveways are designed to be functional and can be used safely by all users, some of which may have mobility issues. There are many examples of properties in Wickersley where garages and driveways are not large enough to store vehicles, which then protrude into the pavement causing further difficulties. 
· VC1 – Noted
· VC2 – Reference to RMBC shop front design guide is included in the supporting text. 
Comments included in Table 2

· Agree the NDP should provide greater clarity when referring to the Local Plan policies. Suggested change agreed. 
· Agree with comments re: high quality innovative design. 
· Agree with comments re: typographical errors
· Agree with change re: Map of plan area in contents list. 
· Agree with changes to contents page and text headings for consistency 
· Agree to include all subheadings in the contents 
· Agree to include reference to appendix being a separate document and to provide the name of each appendix 
· Agree to amend typographical error on GP4 on page 5
· Agree to remove appendices from list on page 5 
· Agree to reference figure 1 in the introductory text 
· Agree to Change ‘Relevant RMBC Policy’ to ‘Relevant Rotherham Local Plan Policy’
· GP3 agree to amend map to make it clearer 
· Agree to Change ‘Figure 3 Community facilities and services’ to ‘Figure 3 Community Facilities and Services’
· Agree to amended reference to RMBC polices to include no gap after ‘SP’ so reference reads ‘SP22’ etc
· Agree to add copyright disclaimer on figure 4
· GP5 – Noted 
· Agree to write abbreviations in full then followed by abbreviation in future use throughout document 
· H1 – Agree to amend space before comma 
· H2 – Noted 
· H3 – agree to reference Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No.12 Transport Assessments, Travel Plans and Parking Standards 
· Figure 9 – agree to suggested amendments 
· GS1 – Agree to add in reference to sports pitches and allotments. Tree planting ratio informed by Woodland Trust Local Authority Tree Planting Strategy

· Reference to the tree planting strategy is important as this has informed the tree planting ratio in the policy. 

· GS2 – Disagree

· M1 – Noted

· M2 – Should the examiner not support M2 in its current wording we would support this suggested amendment 

· Community aspirations – as noted previously we are happy to amend this or move the section to the appendix. Whilst not policy it is important that resident’s aspirations are recognised in the NDP. 

· Monitoring and deliver – RMBC were contacted regarding support for this section but no response was received. We are happy to amend this section with updated information relating to baseline data. 

Comments received in Table 3

· Agree to make appendix accessible 

· Agree to Change ‘B Non-Designated Heritage Assets Assessment’ to ‘B Heritage Assessment’

· Agree to Change ‘D Wickersley District Centre uses’ to ‘D Wickersley District Centre Uses, Primary Shopping Frontage and Use Class Order Information’

· Agree to Change ‘E RMBC Policy SP 62’ to ‘E Rotherham Local Plan Policy SP62 Safeguarding Community Facilities’

· Agree to Change ‘Green infrastructure information’ to ‘Green Infrastructure Resources’

· Agree to Change from ‘Wickersley Neighbourhood Plan’ to ‘Wickersley Neighbourhood Plan Appendix’

· Agree to change scale of maps to make heritage assessment more legible 

· Agree to Insert heading for appendix: ‘Wickersley District Centre Uses, Primary Shopping Frontage and Use Class Order Information’ to reflect its content.

· Agree to rename E ‘RMBC Policy SP62’ to ‘E Rotherham Local Plan Policy SP62 Safeguarding Community Facilities’ --- also agree to make suggested amendments to wording in appendix exactly as shown in the Rotherham Local Plan Policy SP62 Safeguarding Community Facilities

· Agree to include reference to Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No. 11: Natural Environment in the appendix, and remove superseded wildlife good practice guidance.

· Agree to provide new link for Rotherham Playing Pitch Strategy

· Agree to change typo on page 141 ‘backgroun’ to ‘background’ 

Comments receive in table 4 

· Agree to make design code accessible however this could have been raised much earlier in the process as producing accessible documents can be time consuming.

· Agree to change from ‘RMBC’ to ‘Rotherham Local Plan’ policy or documents for clarity

· Agree to Give full title of documents for clarity when specifically referenced in text

· Agree to check abbreviations for consistency 

· Agree to include copyright disclaimer where required 

· No the NDP and supporting documents where produced before recent changes to PD, and changes to plot sizes have not been considered. 

· Full titles of SPDs will be listed in the document as suggested 

· Agree to Remove South Yorkshire Residential Design Guide from the bullet pointed list of documents and put it in its own paragraph

· Agree to amendments on contents page 

· Agree with comments regarding use of abbreviations 

· Agree to delete ‘‘Generally replacement dwellings up to 130% of the footprint of the original dwelling will be accepted providing the proposal complies with other relevant policies and design criteria’’ 

· Agree to Change ‘RMBC householder Design Guide’ to ‘Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No. 4 Householder Design Guide’

· Agree to Change ‘RMBC householder Design Guide’ to ‘Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No. 4 Householder Design Guide’

· Section will be updated to refer to recent changes to permitted development 

· Reference to 2019 SHMA will be included 

· Agree to Retain Key Principles (P48) but delete any content in this section that duplicates the Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No. 6 Shop Front Design Guide for clarity. Refer to Rotherham Local Plan Supplementary Planning Document No. 6 Shop Front Design Guide

· Agree to Update links and relevant documents in ‘References and Links’ section as appropriate.

Kind regards
Carol J Lavell

Carol Lavell

Parish Clerk and Responsible Finance Officer

Wickersley Parish Council

Wickersley Community Centre, 


286 Bawtry Road, Wickersley, Rotherham. S66 1JJ


Clerk: Carol J Lavell 


01709 703270 clerk@wickersleypc.org.uk www.wickersleypc.org.uk
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