
 1 

Kirk Langley Parish Council 
Comment in response to public Consultation on  draft strategic policies in the Local Plan 
 
Kirk Langley Parish Council does not support the draft strategic policies promoted by the 
Borough Council. The promotion of this area as suitable for further housing development is 
unacceptable. There should be a recognition that development should be directed away from 
this Parish during the new plan period at least, because of the cumulative effect of existing 
large-scale unplanned development on this small historic agricultural village. In addition, Kirk 
Langley Village and the settlement of Langley Common are separate and distinct entities but 
this will be threatened by proposed developments on Ashbourne Road and Brun Lane; in 
breach of national policy. The Borough Council must acknowledge the very real threat of 
urban sprawl spilling out from Derby City and use appropriate planning tools to obviate that 
threat. There is no evidence that this has been considered. This is also in breach of national 
planning policy.  
 
Housing needs 
The proposed housing growth figure based on the HNA by Iceni Projects is not accepted. The 
standard formula produces a figure of 376. However, the target figure proposed by Iceni is 
based on the actual delivery of 423 houses from 2011-22. They argue that the minimum figure 
should reflect the actual building rate. This reasoning is flawed because the rate of delivery 
has been affected by these factors: 
 

• Lack of an up-to-date Local Plan which has led to unconstrained building in accordance 
with the presumption in the NPPF 

• Derby’s unmet need already being met by building out of the city in the AV borough 
 
This means that the historical building rate already reflects and includes Derby’s needs and 
should not therefore be taken as the baseline. The plan proposes setting this higher figure as 
a target and then, in addition, including a contribution from Derby when they have completed 
their HNA. This cannot be right. By setting a housing delivery target which is too high it creates 
a risk of the plan being challenged in due course due to problems with land supply. It is 
submitted that there is no sound basis for moving away from the standard formula and an 
annual figure of 376.  
 
Spatial Plan-preferred strategy 
Following the initial consultation, this is the preferred strategy advanced by Amber Valley 
Borough Council (AVBC): 
 
“This growth will take place in the following locations:-  
• within and surrounding the four urban areas of Alfreton, Belper, Heanor and Ripley  
• on the edge of the urban area of Derby in the form of a significant urban extension  
• within and immediately adjacent to villages in accessible and sustainable locations that 
promote the vitality and viability of communities, maintain their rural character and individual 
settlement identities and meet the needs of local communities. 
 
This appears to be a mixture of options 1, 2, 3 and 4, as promoted in the 2021 Local Plan 
consultation and which are as follow:- 
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Option 1. “Focus a higher proportion of growth on the edge of and around the Derby 
urban area....immediately adjacent to or otherwise well-related to the Derby urban 
area outside the green belt” 

 
Option 2 
“...a greater dispersal of growth away from the four main urban areas of Alfreton, 
Belper, Heanor and Ripley and the Derby Urban area-this option would see a higher 
proportion of growth in and around a number of villages and other settlements within 
Amber Valley, outside the Green Belt” 
 
Option 3 “Plan for one or more new settlements and/or significant extensions to 
existing urban areas, villages and other settlements -this option would concentrate 
growth in a limited number of locations within Amber Valley, outside the Green Belt” 
 
Option 4 
“Concentrate most growth in and around the four main urban areas of Amber Valley.... 
and on the edge of and around Derby, with more limited growth in and around villages 
and other settlements” 
 

Having set out the four options for growth, in the previous consultation, the position became 
confused by this statement within the consultation document: - “growth might be focused on 
selected urban areas, villages, or other settlements, rather than in and around all such 
locations, whilst the provision of one or more new settlements could be combined with any 
of the other options”. So, in effect, this meant that anything could happen. There was no 
explanation as to the reason why a combined approach was not advanced as a fifth option 
for this consultation and therefore comment was not invited. Nonetheless, this has been 
selected as the most viable option for the new Local Plan. The key justification for this choice 
appears to be the need to steer development away from the green belt. As an add-on the 
proposed spatial policy adds this statement:  
 
....(whilst protecting the Green Belt).... “and areas of the Borough that are sensitive in terms 
of ecological value, flood risk, pollution, landscape, heritage assets and their settings”.  
 
This must mean, in effect, that the sites selected for development and indicated in the plan 
consultation are not assessed as sensitive in these terms. This is not accepted. Villages in the 
Western Parishes and the surrounding landscape are not only sensitive (in terms of landscape, 
history, agricultural land use and food security and climate change) but are under threat from 
unconstrained development.  The proposal promotes development:- 
 

“on the edge of the urban area of Derby in the form of a significant urban extension 
(and) within and immediately adjacent to villages in accessible and sustainable 
locations that promote the vitality and viability of communities, maintain their rural 
character and individual settlement identities and meet the needs of local 
communities”. 

.  
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The specific sites promoted within the draft local plan are only the start. Once earmarked for 
development in the terms set out by the plan, there will be no specific restriction on 
development in numerical terms unless this is specified very clearly. Even then, it will not 
create a ceiling and will merely be indicative, unless there is a clear statement within the Local 
Plan that the building of further homes in the parish is unsustainable.  So, it is important for 
the planning authority to understand the impact of what they are proposing on our local 
community in Kirk Langley Parish and for the wider area to the West of Derby. The assertion 
that the planned development within and immediately adjacent to villages is in sustainable 
locations is not accepted (see below); neither is it accepted that further development in this 
area is necessary to “promote the vitality and viability of communities”. This is merely a 
soundbite and is not based on any assessment of need. The recent large-scale development 
in this area has already necessitated the expansion of the local primary school. It cannot 
expand further and will be unable to meet local need when the current expansion of the 
village is fully realised. This rapid expansion of this small, historic village, without any 
additional investment in infrastructure, risks the destruction of any sense of community and 
will neither in itself promote the vitality nor the viability of the community.  The needs of the 
community in terms of housing provision have been met several times over by the unplanned 
expansion of the village. The Kirk Langley Neighbourhood Plan (KLNP) planned for 54 homes 
during the plan period, based on a formal Housing Needs Analysis (HNA). This was accepted 
by the Borough Council when the plan was submitted. Nonetheless, planning permission has 
been granted for 144 homes, in the face of local opposition and contrary to the KLNP, within 
the space of 18 months of the KLNP start date. This proposed policy will designate Kirk Langley 
(and perhaps Langley Common) as an area available for additional development, regardless 
of what has occurred within the last few years and the ability of the community to absorb it.  
 
There is no explanation as to how further development will “maintain (their) rural character 
and individual settlement identities”. The specific impact of the proposed sites is further 
addressed below.  
 
Sustainability 
In Kirk Langley Parish Council’s submission last year we stated the following: 

“The Clearwater (sic) SA has been assessed against provision in Kirk Langley and is set 
out in Annexe A1. The assessment makes it clear that the development carried out in 
the last couple of years and planned for in the near future has placed great pressure 
on communal facilities and has impacted on the heritage and landscape features of 
the area.  This assessment against the SA suggests that further development within 
this village will breach AV’s own sustainability assessment and would not be based on 
“sound” principles. It is not appropriate therefore to consider options one, two or three 
without carrying out appropriate assessments against each village or settlement 
against objective criteria which are designed to deliver a sustainable solution.”   

There is no evidence that any such detailed assessment has been carried out. Clearlead’s 
follow-up report assesses the Ashbourne Road site (0013) as suitable for 120 (as promoted). 
The assessed “positive effects” include these: 

 
1 Annexe A is attached to this document 
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• Site 0013 has the potential to have a significant positive effect on SO3 due to the large 
number of dwellings proposed (120) which has the potential to increase the footfall 
into nearby centres and subsequently aid the improvement of and enhance existing 
facilities.  

With due respect to Clearlead, this assumption is nonsensical. What footfall into nearby 
centres is being promoted here? Kirk Langley village has no shops. There is nothing within 
walkable distance other than a Church, public House (1km away) and very small village hall. 
On the other hand, in terms of negative effects, the formal assessment of the SHELAA site 
0013) states:  
 

“Of significant importance though, it is considered that the large scale and nature of 
the proposal for 120 dwellings is disproportionate (relative to the size of Kirk Langley) 
and would negatively impact on the character of the area. Accordingly, this extent of 
development is not considered to be suitable”. 

 
However, a more modest proposal for approximately 30 dwellings within the northern 
part of the site (c.1.5 ha) would better relate to the existing settlement and adjacent 
housing development which will be coming forward following the granting of planning 
permission. Therefore, such a reduced development proposal is considered suitable”. 
 

This is at odds with the Clearlead assessment. It is noted that 30 houses are promoted 
formally as a development site within the draft policies. It is submitted that the SHELAA 
assessment comes closest to recognising the pressure Kirk Langley has been placed under by 
inappropriate development. However, this assessment does not go far enough. If a promoted 
120 dwellings is too much, why are 30 additional dwellings acceptable for this site on top of 
the 109 across the road, and the 35 adjacent to the proposed site already with planning 
permission?  In view of the developments currently underway or with planning permission, it 
is submitted that no additional building should be permitted within or adjacent to Kirk Langley 
Village within the plan period, because of the cumulative effect of development which will 
be:- “disproportionate (relative to the size of Kirk Langley) and would negatively impact on 
the character of the area”. An additional 30 just makes it worse and opens the door to further 
applications for housing on adjacent green fields. Thus, the character of the village and its 
adjacent landscape will be utterly changed; effecting the setting and context of its 
conservation area, listed buildings and Parkland at Meynell Langley.  
 
Planning policy recognises that in order to create sustainable communities it is not sufficient 
to provide housing and employment opportunities alone; planning authorities also need to 
ensure that development is supported by the necessary physical, social and green 
infrastructure. There is no evidence that Amber Valley has taken account of its own 
sustainability appraisal when promoting development in this area. Any core strategy should 
be supported by evidence of what physical, social and green infrastructure is needed to 
enable the amount of development proposed for the area, taking account of its type and 
distribution. It should also provide an indication of the potential costs and means of funding 
the required infrastructure through public funding, developer contributions and other 
sources.  
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The failure to address sustainability appropriately in this proposal means it does not conform 
to Para 20 NPPF:  

20 “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and design 
quality of places, and make sufficient provision for:  

a)  housing (including affordable housing), employment, retail, leisure and 
other commercial development;  

b)  infrastructure for transport, telecommunications, security, waste 
management, water supply, wastewater, flood risk and coastal change 
management, and the provision of minerals and energy (including heat);  

c)  community facilities (such as health, education and cultural 
infrastructure);and  

d)  conservation and enhancement of the natural, built and historic 
environment, including landscapes and green infrastructure, and planning 
measures to address climate change mitigation and adaptation.  

Also, the lack of vision in this proposal cuts across para 21 of the NPPF, because a significant 
urban extension has been proposed (Brun Lane/Mackworth): 
 

“Where larger scale developments such as new settlements or significant extensions 
to existing villages and towns form part of the strategy for the area, policies should be 
set within a vision that looks further ahead (at least 30 years), to take into account the 
likely timescale for delivery”. 

 
The plan does not address a 30 year strategy, nor does it state the reasons why para. 21 has 
not been addressed.  
 
 
GREEN BELT 

The desire to protect the green belt (GB) appears to be the single most important factor 
driving this proposal. However, Amber Valley’s own GB assessment (2019) revealed that 
certain GB designations are no longer fit for purpose. In planning terms therefore, this blanket 
protection makes no sense and means that other sensitive areas are being sacrificed 
needlessly to meet housing need. In Kirk Langley’s 2021 submission, we pointed out that if 
there was any intention to proceed with a significant urban extension, this would engage para 
73(e) of the NPPF. This states that planning for larger scale development “such as new 
settlements or significant extensions to existing villages or towns” can be useful when 
supplying large numbers of new homes, “....provided they are well located and designed, and 
supported by the necessary infrastructure and facilities (including a genuine choice of 
transport modes).” In addition, working strategically with other authorities , there is a need 
to “ (e) consider whether it is appropriate to establish Green Belt around or adjoining new 
developments of significant size.” 
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The reason for sub-section (e) is obvious. A significant urban extension creates the very risk 
that Green Belt designations were intended to prevent, namely, urban sprawl.   

The unprotected western area around Derby City is being built out at a fast rate at Mickleover, 
Hackwood and Mackworth. This sprawl is advancing towards and risks absorbing, historic 
areas such as Langley Common and Kirk Langley village as well as the countryside in between 
the settlements and Derby City. This issue was raised in the earlier consultation and has been 
completely ignored. It has not even featured in the summary of consultations produced by 
Amber Valley. Green belt designations are designed to:  

1. reduce urban sprawl  
2. prevent neighbouring towns from merging  
3. protect the character of historic settlements  
4. encourage urban regeneration  
5. assist with safeguarding our countryside  

The Local Authority “should ...consider..” whether it is appropriate to establish Green Belt as 
directed by para 73. To do otherwise would render it unsound upon examination. There is no 
evidence the Borough Council has even considered any of these issues. 

Location of development sites 

Kirk Langley will be directly impacted by the proposed development sites on Ashbourne Road 
(30) and Brun Lane (assessed as suitable for 2000). This is for two reasons: firstly, the impact 
on the local highways network and secondly in relation to the proximity of the sites to Langley 
Common. The issues in relation to the road network have been raised by National and DCC 
highways and will not be further addressed in this consultation response. The Brun Lane 
proposed site extends urban Derby towards the southern edge of Langley Common, with no 
appreciable distance in between. This is tantamount to merger of settlements and should not 
be permitted. It also extends westwards along the A52, significantly reducing green space 
between Kirk Langley and Derby City. When this is added to the Ashbourne Road Proposal, 
which extends the built area of the village Eastwards, towards the proposed development of 
Bowbridge, and South towards Langley Common, the dangers of merger are clear. This is 
contrary to National Planning Policy and must be addressed.  

Other issues 

Sport 

A request has been made for views concerning sports provision in the Local Plan. This is based 
on an assessment of current provision and projected shortfall. Securing the use of new school 
facilities through a formal community use agreement (secured through planning permission) 
would provide a platform for local sports organisations to securely access facilities and may 
also work to address identified shortfalls.  

In addition, appropriate use of S106 agreements to enhance existing facilities in order to 
accommodate increased numbers would be appropriate. So far, requests for S106 
contributions to enhance sporting provision in the Parish have been ineffective, with S106 



 7 

contributions being directed elsewhere. This needs to be reviewed and governance in relation 
to this issue needs to be strengthened. A strategic approach with neighbouring authorities 
should be undertaken. Large numbers of new residents are currently unsupported by the 
necessary infrastructure improvements. In order to promote health and community cohesion, 
this needs to change.  

Conclusion 

The Local Plan proposal protects all Green Belt land, whether worthy or not of continued 
protection and sacrifices the unprotected Western side of Derby City. The principles 
underpinning this decision are unsound. There is no need for any further development in Kirk 
Langley Parish and the Local Plan could recognise the cumulative impact of recent planning 
decisions by imposing a blanket ban on any further new development during the plan period.  
This at least would recognise the disproportionate contribution made by this area towards 
the overall housing target and the resulting cumulative harm. 

Villages and settlements must be protected from merging. The proposed sites at Ashbourne 
Road and Brun Lane will eat into the green space between settlements. Meanwhile the urban 
sprawl from Derby City advances westwards, unchecked. Unless this is the intended outcome, 
the spatial plan needs further work.  
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